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PREFACE

I must regard these volumes of The Second World War as a continuation of
the story of the First World War which I set out in The World Crisis, The
Eastern Front, and The Aftermath. Together, if the present work is completed,
they will cover an account of another Thirty Years” War.

I have followed, as in previous volumes, as far as I am able, the method of
Defoe’s Memoirs of a Cavalier, in which the author hangs the chronicle and
discussion of great military and political events upon the thread of the personal
experiences of an individual. I am perhaps the only man who has passed
through both the two supreme cataclysms of recorded history in high Cabinet
office. Whereas, however, in the First World War 1 filled responsible but
subordinate posts, I was for more than five years in this second struggle with
Germany the Head of His Majesty’s Government. I write, therefore, from a
different standpoint and with more authority than was possible in my earlier
books.

Nearly all my official work was transacted by dictation to secretaries.
During the time I was Prime Minister, I issued the memoranda, directives,
personal telegrams, and minutes which amount to nearly a million words.
These documents, composed from day to day under the stress of events and
with the knowledge available at the moment, will no doubt show many
shortcomings. Taken together, they nevertheless give a current account of
these tremendous events as they were viewed at the time by one who bore the
chief responsibility for the war and policy of the British Commonwealth and
Empire. I doubt whether any similar record exists or has ever existed of the
day-to-day conduct of war and administration. I do not describe it as history,
for that belongs to another generation. But I claim with confidence that it is a
contribution to history which will be of service to the future.

These thirty years of action and advocacy comprise and express my life-
effort, and I am content to be judged upon them. I have adhered to my rule of
never criticising any measure of war or policy after the event unless I had
before expressed publicly or formally my opinion or warning about it. Indeed
in the after-light I have softened many of the severities of contemporary
controversy. It has given me pain to record these disagreements with so many
men whom I liked or respected; but it would be wrong not to lay the lessons of



the past before the future. Let no one look down on those honourable, well-
meaning men whose actions are chronicled in these pages, without searching
his own heart, reviewing his own discharge of public duty, and applying the
lessons of the past to his future conduct.

It must not be supposed that I expect everybody to agree with what I say,
still less that I only write what will be popular. I give my testimony according
to the lights I follow. Every possible care has been taken to verify the facts; but
much is constantly coming to light from the disclosure of captured documents
or other revelations which may present a new aspect to the conclusions which I
have drawn. This is why it is important to rely upon authentic contemporary
records and the expressions of opinion set down when all was obscure.

One day President Roosevelt told me that he was asking publicly for
suggestions about what the war should be called. I said at once “The
Unnecessary War.” There never was a war more easy to stop than that which
has just wrecked what was left of the world from the previous struggle. The
human tragedy reaches its climax in the fact that after all the exertions and
sacrifices of hundreds of millions of people and of the victories of the
Righteous Cause, we have still not found Peace or Security, and that we lie in
the grip of even worse perils than those we have surmounted. It is my earnest
hope that pondering upon the past may give guidance in days to come, enable a
new generation to repair some of the errors of former years and thus govern, in
accordance with the needs and glory of man, the awful unfolding scene of the
future.

WINSTON SPENCER CHURCHILL
CHARTWELL
WESTERHAM
KENT
March 1948
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Book One

FrOM WAR TO WAR

1919-1939



The Gathering Storm

1

The Follies of the Victors

The War to End War—A Blood-Drained France—The Rhine Frontier
—The Economic Clauses of the Versailles Treaty—Ignorance
About Reparations—Destruction of the Austro-Hungarian Empire
by the Treaties of St. Germain and of Trianon—The Weimar
Republic—The Anglo-American Guarantee to France Repudiated
by the United States—The Fall of Clemenceau—Poincaré Invades
the Ruhr—The Collapse of the Mark—American Isolation—End of
the Anglo-Japanese Alliance—Anglo-American Naval
Disarmament—Fascism the Child of Communism—How Easy to
Prevent a Second Armageddon—The One Solid Security for Peace
—The Victors Forget—The Vanquished Remember—Moral Havoc
of the Second World War—Failure to Keep Germany Disarmed the
Cause.

After the end of the World War of 1914 there was a deep conviction and
almost universal hope that peace would reign in the world. This heart’s desire
of all the peoples could easily have been gained by steadfastness in righteous
convictions, and by reasonable common sense and prudence. The phrase “the
war to end war” was on every lip, and measures had been taken to turn it into
reality. President Wilson, wielding, as was thought, the authority of the United
States, had made the conception of a League of Nations dominant in all minds.
The British delegation at Versailles moulded and shaped his ideas into an
instrument which will for ever constitute a milestone in the hard march of man.
The victorious Allies were at that time all-powerful, so far as their outside
enemies were concerned. They had to face grave internal difficulties and many



riddles to which they did not know the answer, but the Teutonic Powers in the
great mass of Central Europe which had made the upheaval were prostrate
before them, and Russia, already shattered by the German flail, was convulsed
by civil war and falling into the grip of the Bolshevik or Communist Party.

3k * * * 3

In the summer of 1919, the Allied armies stood along the Rhine, and their
bridgeheads bulged deeply into defeated, disarmed, and hungry Germany. The
chiefs of the victor Powers debated and disputed the future in Paris. Before
them lay the map of Europe to be redrawn almost as they might resolve. After
fifty-two months of agony and hazards the Teutonic Coalition lay at their
mercy, and not one of its four members could offer the slightest resistance to
their will. Germany, the head and forefront of the offence, regarded by all as
the prime cause of the catastrophe which had fallen upon the world, was at the
mercy or discretion of conquerors, themselves reeling from the torment they
had endured. Moreover, this had been a war, not of governments, but of
peoples. The whole life-energy of the greatest nations had been poured out in
wrath and slaughter. The war leaders assembled in Paris had been borne thither
upon the strongest and most furious tides that have ever flowed in human
history. Gone were the days of the Treaties of Utrecht and Vienna, when
aristocratic statesmen and diplomats, victor and vanquished alike, met in polite
and courtly disputation, and, free from the clatter and babel of democracy,
could reshape systems upon the fundamentals of which they were all agreed.
The peoples, transported by their sufferings and by the mass teachings with
which they had been inspired, stood around in scores of millions to demand
that retribution should be exacted to the full. Woe betide the leaders now
perched on their dizzy pinnacles of triumph if they cast away at the conference
table what the soldiers had won on a hundred blood-soaked battlefields.

France, by right alike of her efforts and her losses, held the leading place.
Nearly a million and a half Frenchmen had perished defending the soil of
France on which they stood against the invader. Five times in a hundred years,
in 1814, 1815, 1870, 1914, and 1918, had the towers of Notre Dame seen the
flash of Prussian guns and heard the thunder of their cannonade. Now for four
horrible years thirteen provinces of France had lain in the rigorous grip of
Prussian military rule. Wide regions had been systematically devastated by the
enemy or pulverised in the encounter of the armies. There was hardly a cottage
nor a family from Verdun to Toulon that did not mourn its dead or shelter its
cripples. To those Frenchmen—and there were many in high authority—who
had fought and suffered in 1870, it seemed almost a miracle that France should
have emerged victorious from the incomparably more terrible struggle which
had just ended. All their lives they had dwelt in fear of the German Empire.



They remembered the preventive war which Bismarck had sought to wage in
1875; they remembered the brutal threats which had driven Delcassé from
office in 1905; they had quaked at the Moroccan menace in 1906, at the
Bosnian dispute of 1908, and at the Agadir crisis of 1911. The Kaiser’s
“mailed fist” and “shining armour” speeches might be received with ridicule in
England and America. They sounded a knell of horrible reality in the hearts of
the French. For fifty years almost they had lived under the terror of the
German arms. Now, at the price of their life-blood, the long oppression had
been rolled away. Surely here at last was peace and safety. With one
passionate spasm the French people cried, “Never again!”

But the future was heavy with foreboding. The population of France was
less than two-thirds that of Germany. The French population was stationary,
while the German grew. In a decade or less the annual flood of German youth
reaching the military age must be double that of France. Germany had fought
nearly the whole world, almost single-handed, and she had almost conquered.
Those who knew the most knew best the several occasions when the result of
the Great War had trembled in the balance, and the accidents and chances
which had turned the fateful scale. What prospect was there in the future that
the Great Allies would once again appear in their millions upon the battlefields
of France or in the East? Russia was in ruin and convulsion, transformed
beyond all semblance of the past. Italy might be upon the opposite side. Great
Britain and the United States were separated by the seas or oceans from
Europe. The British Empire itself seemed knit together by ties which none but
its citizens could understand. What combination of events could ever bring
back again to France and Flanders the formidable Canadians of the Vimy
Ridge; the glorious Australians of Villers-Brettonneaux; the dauntless New
Zealanders of the crater-fields of Passchendaele; the steadfast Indian Corps
which in the cruel winter of 1914 had held the line by Armentiéres? When
again would peaceful, careless, anti-militarist Britain tramp the plains of Artois
and Picardy with armies of two or three million men? When again would the
ocean bear two millions of the splendid manhood of America to Champagne
and the Argonne? Worn down, doubly decimated, but undisputed masters of
the hour, the French nation peered into the future in thankful wonder and
haunting dread. Where then was that SEcuriTy without which all that had been
gained seemed valueless, and life itself, even amid the rejoicings of victory,
was almost unendurable? The mortal need was Security at all costs and by all
methods, however stern or even harsh.

*x *x *x *x *x

On Armistice Day, the German armies had marched homeward in good
order. “They fought well,” said Marshal Foch, Generalissimo of the Allies,



with the laurels bright upon his brow, speaking in soldierly mood: “let them
keep their weapons.” But he demanded that the French frontier should
henceforth be the Rhine. Germany might be disarmed; her military system
shivered in fragments; her fortresses dismantled: Germany might be
impoverished; she might be loaded with measureless indemnities; she might
become a prey to internal feuds: but all this would pass in ten years or in
twenty. The indestructible might “of all the German tribes” would rise once
more and the unquenched fires of warrior Prussia glow and burn again. But the
Rhine, the broad, deep, swift-flowing Rhine, once held and fortified by the
French Army, would be a barrier and a shield behind which France could
dwell and breathe for generations. Very different were the sentiments and
views of the English-speaking world, without whose aid France must have
succumbed. The territorial provisions of the Treaty of Versailles left Germany
practically intact. She still remained the largest homogeneous racial block in
Europe. When Marshal Foch heard of the signing of the Peace Treaty of
Versailles he observed with singular accuracy: “This is not Peace. It is an
Armistice for twenty years.”

% % x % %

The economic clauses of the Treaty were malignant and silly to an extent
that made them obviously futile. Germany was condemned to pay reparations
on a fabulous scale. These dictates gave expression to the anger of the victors,
and to the belief of their peoples that any defeated nation or community can
ever pay tribute on a scale which would meet the cost of modern war.

The multitudes remained plunged in ignorance of the simplest economic
facts, and their leaders, seeking their votes, did not dare to undeceive them.
The newspapers, after their fashion, reflected and emphasised the prevailing
opinions. Few voices were raised to explain that payment of reparations can
only be made by services or by the physical transportation of goods in wagons
across land frontiers or in ships across salt water: or that when these goods
arrive in the demanding countries, they dislocate the local industry except in
very primitive or rigorously controlled societies. In practice, as even the
Russians have now learned, the only way of pillaging a defeated nation is to
cart away any movables which are wanted, and to drive off a portion of its
manhood as permanent or temporary slaves. But the profit gained from such
processes bears no relation to the cost of the war. No one in great authority had
the wit, ascendancy, or detachment from public folly to declare these
fundamental, brutal facts to the electorates; nor would anyone have been
believed if he had. The triumphant Allies continued to assert that they would
squeeze Germany “till the pips squeaked.” All this had a potent bearing on the
prosperity of the world and the mood of the German race.
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In fact, however, these clauses were never enforced. On the contrary,
whereas about one thousand million pounds of German assets were
appropriated by the victorious Powers, more than one thousand five hundred
millions were lent a few years later to Germany, principally by the United
States and Great Britain, thus enabling the ruin of the war to be rapidly
repaired in Germany. As this apparently magnanimous process was still
accompanied by the machine-made howlings of the unhappy and embittered
populations in the victorious countries, and the assurances of their statesmen
that Germany should be made to pay “to the uttermost farthing,” no gratitude
or good will was to be expected or reaped.

Germany only paid, or was only able to pay, the indemnities later extorted
because the United States was profusely lending money to Europe, and
especially to her. In fact, during the three years 1926 to 1929 the United States
was receiving back in the form of debt-instalment indemnities from all quarters
about one-fifth of the money which she was lending to Germany with no
chance of repayment. However, everybody seemed pleased and appeared to
think this might go on for ever.

History will characterise all these transactions as insane. They helped to
breed both the martial curse and the “economic blizzard,” of which more later.
Germany now borrowed in all directions, swallowing greedily every credit



which was lavishly offered her. Misguided sentiment about aiding the
vanquished nation, coupled with a profitable rate of interest on these loans, led
British investors to participate, though on a much smaller scale than those of
the United States. Thus, Germany gained the two thousand millions sterling in
loans as against the one thousand million of indemnities which she paid in one
form or another by surrender of capital assets and valuta in foreign countries,
or by juggling with the enormous American loans. All this is a sad story of
complicated idiocy in the making of which much toil and virtue was
consumed.

* 3 * 3 3

The second cardinal tragedy was the complete break-up of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire by the Treaties of St. Germain and Trianon. For centuries
this surviving embodiment of the Holy Roman Empire had afforded a common
life, with advantages in trade and security, to a large number of peoples, none
of whom in our own time had the strength or vitality to stand by themselves in
the face of pressure from a revivified Germany or Russia. All these races
wished to break away from the federal or imperial structure, and to encourage
their desires was deemed a liberal policy. The Balkanisation of Southeastern
Europe proceeded apace, with the consequent relative aggrandisement of
Prussia and the German Reich, which, though tired and war-scarred, was intact
and locally overwhelming. There is not one of the peoples or provinces that
constituted the Empire of the Hapsburgs to whom gaining their independence
has not brought the tortures which ancient poets and theologians had reserved
for the damned. The noble capital of Vienna, the home of so much long-
defended culture and tradition, the centre of so many roads, rivers, and
railways, was left stark and starving, like a great emporium in an impoverished
district whose inhabitants have mostly departed.

The victors imposed upon the Germans all the long-sought ideals of the
liberal nations of the West. They were relieved from the burden of compulsory
military service and from the need of keeping up heavy armaments. The
enormous American loans were presently pressed upon them, though they had
no credit. A democratic constitution, in accordance with all the latest
improvements, was established at Weimar. Emperors having been driven out,
nonentities were elected. Beneath this flimsy fabric raged the passions of the
mighty, defeated, but substantially uninjured German nation. The prejudice of
the Americans against monarchy, which Mr. Lloyd George made no attempt to
counteract, had made it clear to the beaten Empire that it would have better
treatment from the Allies as a republic than as a monarchy. Wise policy would
have crowned and fortified the Weimar Republic with a constitutional
sovereign in the person of an infant grandson of the Kaiser, under a council of



regency. Instead, a gaping void was opened in the national life of the German
people. All the strong elements, military and feudal, which might have rallied
to a constitutional monarchy and for its sake respected and sustained the new
democratic and parliamentary processes, were for the time being unhinged.
The Weimar Republic, with all its liberal trappings and blessings, was
regarded as an imposition of the enemy. It could not hold the loyalties or the
imagination of the German people. For a spell they sought to cling as in
desperation to the aged Marshal Hindenburg. Thereafter mighty forces were
adrift; the void was open, and into that void after a pause there strode a maniac
of ferocious genius, the repository and expression of the most virulent hatreds
that have ever corroded the human breast—Corporal Hitler.

* *x * ) *x

France had been bled white by the war. The generation that had dreamed
since 1870 of a war of revenge had triumphed, but at a deadly cost in national
life-strength. It was a haggard France that greeted the dawn of victory. Deep
fear of Germany pervaded the French nation on the morrow of their dazzling
success. It was this fear that had prompted Marshal Foch to demand the Rhine
frontier for the safety of France against her far larger neighbour. But the
British and American statesmen held that the absorption of German-populated
districts in French territory was contrary to the Fourteen Points and to the
principles of nationalism and self-determination upon which the Peace Treaty
was to be based. They therefore withstood Foch and France. They gained
Clemenceau by promising: first, a joint Anglo-American guarantee for the
defence of France; secondly, a demilitarised zone; and thirdly, the total, lasting
disarmament of Germany. Clemenceau accepted this in spite of Foch’s protests
and his own instincts. The Treaty of Guarantee was signed accordingly by
Wilson and Lloyd George and Clemenceau. The United States Senate refused
to ratify the treaty. They repudiated President Wilson’s signature. And we,
who had deferred so much to his opinions and wishes in all this business of
peacemaking, were told without much ceremony that we ought to be better
informed about the American Constitution.

In the fear, anger, and disarray of the French people, the rugged,
dominating figure of Clemenceau, with his world-famed authority, and his
special British and American contacts, was incontinently discarded.
“Ingratitude towards their great men,” says Plutarch, “is the mark of strong
peoples.” It was imprudent for France to indulge this trait when she was so
grievously weakened. There was little compensating strength to be found in
the revival of the group intrigues and ceaseless changes of governments and
ministers which were the characteristic of the Third Republic, however
profitable or diverting they were to those engaged in them.



Poincaré, the strongest figure who succeeded Clemenceau, attempted to
make an independent Rhineland under the patronage and control of France.
This had no chance of success. He did not hesitate to try to enforce reparations
on Germany by the invasion of the Ruhr. This certainly imposed compliance
with the Treaties on Germany; but it was severely condemned by British and
American opinion. As a result of the general financial and political
disorganisation of Germany, together with reparation payments during the
years 1919 to 1923, the mark rapidly collapsed. The rage aroused in Germany
by the French occupation of the Ruhr led to a vast, reckless printing of paper
notes with the deliberate object of destroying the whole basis of the currency.
In the final stages of the inflation the mark stood at forty-three million millions
to the pound sterling. The social and economic consequences of this inflation
were deadly and far-reaching. The savings of the middle classes were wiped
out, and a natural following was thus provided for the banners of National
Socialism. The whole structure of German industry was distorted by the
growth of mushroom trusts. The entire working capital of the country
disappeared. The internal national debt and the debt of industry in the form of
fixed capital charges and mortgages were, of course, simultaneously liquidated
or repudiated. But this was no compensation for the loss of working capital.
All led directly to the large-scale borrowings of a bankrupt nation abroad
which were the feature of ensuing years. German sufferings and bitterness
marched forward together—as they do today.

The British temper towards Germany, which at first had been so fierce,
very soon went as far astray in the opposite direction. A rift opened between
Lloyd George and Poincaré, whose bristling personality hampered his firm and
far-sighted policies. The two nations fell apart in thought and action, and
British sympathy or even admiration for Germany found powerful expression.

3 3 3k * 3

The League of Nations had no sooner been created than it received an
almost mortal blow. The United States abandoned President Wilson’s
offspring. The President himself, ready to do battle for his ideals, suffered a
paralytic stroke just as he was setting forth on his campaign, and lingered
henceforward a futile wreck for a great part of two long and vital years, at the
end of which his party and his policy were swept away by the Republican
Presidential victory of 1920. Across the Atlantic on the morrow of the
Republican success isolationist conceptions prevailed. Europe must be left to
stew in its own juice, and must pay its lawful debts. At the same time tariffs
were raised to prevent the entry of the goods by which alone these debts could
be discharged. At the Washington Conference of 1921, far-reaching proposals
for naval disarmament were made by the United States, and the British and



American Governments proceeded to sink their battleships and break up their
military establishments with gusto. It was argued in odd logic that it would be
immoral to disarm the vanquished unless the victors also stripped themselves
of their weapons. The finger of Anglo-American reprobation was presently to
be pointed at France, deprived alike of the Rhine frontier and of her treaty
guarantee, for maintaining, even on a greatly reduced scale, a French Army
based upon universal service.

The United States made it clear to Britain that the continuance of her
alliance with Japan, to which the Japanese had punctiliously conformed, would
constitute a barrier in Anglo-American relations. Accordingly, this alliance
was brought to an end. The annulment caused a profound impression in Japan,
and was viewed as the spurning of an Asiatic Power by the Western World.
Many links were sundered which might afterwards have proved of decisive
value to peace. At the same time, Japan could console herself with the fact that
the downfall of Germany and Russia had, for a time, raised her to the third
place among the world’s naval Powers, and certainly to the highest rank.
Although the Washington Naval Agreement prescribed a lower ratio of
strength in capital ships for Japan than for Britain and the United States
(5:5:3), the quota assigned to her was well up to her building and financial
capacity for a good many years, and she watched with an attentive eye the two
leading naval Powers cutting each other down far below what their resources
would have permitted and what their responsibilities enjoined. Thus, both in
Europe and in Asia, conditions were swiftly created by the victorious Allies
which, in the name of peace, cleared the way for the renewal of war.

While all these untoward events were taking place, amid a ceaseless chatter
of well-meant platitudes on both sides of the Atlantic, a new and more terrible
cause of quarrel than the imperialism of czars and kaisers became apparent in
Europe. The Civil War in Russia ended in the absolute victory of the
Bolshevik Revolution. The Soviet armies which advanced to subjugate Poland
were indeed repulsed in the Battle of Warsaw, but Germany and Italy nearly
succumbed to Communist propaganda and designs. Hungary actually fell for a
while under the control of the Communist dictator, Bela Kun. Although
Marshal Foch wisely observed that “Bolshevism had never crossed the
frontiers of victory,” the foundations of European civilisation trembled in the
early post-war years. Fascism was the shadow or ugly child of Communism.
While Corporal Hitler was making himself useful to the German officer class
in Munich by arousing soldiers and workers to fierce hatred of Jews and
Communists, on whom he laid the blame of Germany’s defeat, another
adventurer, Benito Mussolini, provided Italy with a new theme of government
which, while it claimed to save the Italian people from Communism, raised



himself to dictatorial power. As Fascism sprang from Communism, so Nazism
developed from Fascism. Thus were set on foot those kindred movements
which were destined soon to plunge the world into even more hideous strife,
which none can say has ended with their destruction.

3k * 3k * *

Nevertheless, one solid security for peace remained. Germany was
disarmed. All her artillery and weapons were destroyed. Her fleet had already
sunk itself in Scapa Flow. Her vast army was disbanded. By the Treaty of
Versailles only a professional long-service army not exceeding one hundred
thousand men, and unable on this basis to accumulate reserves, was permitted
to Germany for purposes of internal order. The annual quotas of recruits no
longer received their training; the cadres were dissolved. Every effort was
made to reduce to a tithe the officer corps. No military air force of any kind
was allowed. Submarines were forbidden, and the German Navy was limited to
a handful of vessels under ten thousand tons. Soviet Russia was barred off
from Western Europe by a cordon of violently anti-Bolshevik states, who had
broken away from the former Empire of the Czars in its new and more terrible
form. Poland and Czechoslovakia raised independent heads, and seemed to
stand erect in Central Europe. Hungary had recovered from her dose of Bela
Kun. The French Army, resting upon its laurels, was incomparably the
strongest military force in Europe, and it was for some years believed that the
French air force was also of a high order.

Up till the year 1934, the power of the conquerors remained unchallenged
in Europe and indeed throughout the world. There was no moment in these
sixteen years when the three former allies, or even Britain and France with
their associates in Europe, could not, in the name of the League of Nations and
under its moral and international shield, have controlled by a mere effort of the
will the armed strength of Germany. Instead, until 1931 the victors, and
particularly the United States, concentrated their efforts upon extorting by
vexatious foreign controls their annual reparations from Germany. The fact
that these payments were made only from far larger American loans reduced
the whole process to the absurd. Nothing was reaped except ill-will. On the
other hand, the strict enforcement at any time till 1934 of the disarmament
clauses of the Peace Treaty would have guarded indefinitely, without violence
or bloodshed, the peace and safety of mankind. But this was neglected while
the infringements remained petty, and shunned as they assumed serious
proportions. Thus the final safeguard of a long peace was cast away. The
crimes of the vanquished find their background and their explanation, though
not, of course, their pardon, in the follies of the victors. Without these follies
crime would have found neither temptation nor opportunity.
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In these pages I attempt to recount some of the incidents and impressions
which form in my mind the story of the coming upon mankind of the worst
tragedy in its tumultuous history. This presented itself not only in the
destruction of life and property inseparable from war. There had been fearful
slaughters of soldiers in the First World War, and much of the accumulated
treasure of the nations was consumed. Still, apart from the excesses of the
Russian Revolution, the main fabric of European civilisation remained erect at
the close of the struggle. When the storm and dust of the cannonade passed
suddenly away, the nations despite their enmities could still recognise each
other as historic racial personalities. The laws of war had on the whole been
respected. There was a common professional meeting-ground between military
men who had fought one another. Vanquished and victors alike still preserved
the semblance of civilised states. A solemn peace was made which, apart from
unenforceable financial aspects, conformed to the principles which in the
nineteenth century had increasingly regulated the relations of enlightened
peoples. The reign of law was proclaimed, and a World Instrument was formed
to guard us all, and especially Europe, against a renewed convulsion.

Now in the Second World War every bond between man and man was to
perish. Crimes were committed by the Germans, under the Hitlerite domination
to which they allowed themselves to be subjected, which find no equal in scale
and wickedness with any that have darkened the human record. The wholesale
massacre by systematised processes of six or seven millions of men, women,
and children in the German execution camps exceeds in horror the rough-and-
ready butcheries of Genghis Khan, and in scale reduces them to pigmy
proportions. Deliberate extermination of whole populations was contemplated
and pursued by both Germany and Russia in the Eastern war. The hideous
process of bombarding open cities from the air, once started by the Germans,
was repaid twenty-fold by the ever-mounting power of the Allies, and found its
culmination in the use of the atomic bombs which obliterated Hiroshima and
Nagasaki.

We have at length emerged from a scene of material ruin and moral havoc
the like of which had never darkened the imagination of former centuries.
After all that we suffered and achieved, we find ourselves still confronted with
problems, and perils not less but far more formidable than those through which
we have so narrowly made our way.

It is my purpose, as one who lived and acted in these days, first to show
how easily the tragedy of the Second World War could have been prevented;
how the malice of the wicked was reinforced by the weakness of the virtuous;



how the structure and habits of democratic states, unless they are welded into
larger organisms, lack those elements of persistence and conviction which can
alone give security to humble masses; how, even in matters of self-
preservation, no policy is pursued for even ten or fifteen years at a time. We
shall see how the counsels of prudence and restraint may become the prime
agents of mortal danger; how the middle course adopted from desires for
safety and a quiet life may be found to lead direct to the bull’s-eye of disaster.
We shall see how absolute is the need of a broad path of international action
pursued by many states in common across the years, irrespective of the ebb
and flow of national politics.

It was a simple policy to keep Germany disarmed and the victors
adequately armed for thirty years, and in the meanwhile, even if a
reconciliation could not be made with Germany, to build ever more strongly a
true League of Nations capable of making sure that treaties were kept or
changed only by discussion and agreement. When three or four powerful
Governments acting together have demanded the most fearful sacrifices from
their peoples, when these have been given freely for the common cause, and
when the longed-for result has been attained, it would seem reasonable that
concerted action should be preserved so that at least the essentials would not
be cast away. But this modest requirement the might, civilisation, learning,
knowledge, science, of the victors were unable to supply. They lived from
hand to mouth and from day to day, and from one election to another, until,
when scarcely twenty years were out, the dread signal of the Second World
War was given, and we must write of the sons of those who had fought and
died so faithfully and well:

“Shoulder to aching shoulder, side by side
They trudged away from life’s broad wealds of light.”""

1] Siegfried Sassoon.
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Peace at Its Zenith
1922-1931

Mr. Baldwin’s Arrival—Fall of Lloyd George—The Revival of
Protection—The First Socialist Government in Britain—Mr.
Baldwin’s Victory—I Become Chancellor of the Exchequer—War
Debts and Reparations—Steady Progress at Home for All Classes
—Hindenburg Elected President of Germany—The Conference at
Locarno—Austen Chamberlain’s Achievement—Peace at Its Zenith
—A Tranquil Europe—Revival of German Prosperity—The
General Election of 1929—My Differences with Mr. Baldwin—
India—The  Economic  Blizzard—A  Fine  Hope  Dies—
Unemployment—Fall of Mr. MacDonald’s Second Administration
—My Political Exile from Office Begins—The British Financial
Convulsion—The General Election of 1931.

During the year 1922, a new leader arose in Britain. Mr. Stanley Baldwin
had been unknown or unnoticed in the world drama and played a modest part
in domestic affairs. He had been Financial Secretary to the Treasury during the
war and was at this time President of the Board of Trade. He became the ruling
force in British politics from October, 1922, when he ousted Mr. Lloyd
George, until May, 1937, when, loaded with honours and enshrined in public
esteem, he laid down his heavy task and retired in dignity and silence to his
Worcestershire home. My relations with this statesman are a definite part of
the tale I have to tell. Our differences at times were serious, but in all these
years and later I never had an unpleasant personal interview or contact with
him, and at no time did I feel we could not talk together in good faith and
understanding as man to man.

> ) 3 3 )

The party stresses which the Irish Settlement had created inside Mr. Lloyd
George’s Coalition were growing with the approach of an inevitable general
election. The issue arose whether we should go to the country as a Coalition
Government or break up beforehand. It seemed more in accordance with the
public interest and the decencies of British politics that parties and ministers
who had come through so much together and borne a mass of joint



responsibilities should present themselves unitedly to the nation. In order to
make this easy for the Conservatives, who were by far the larger and stronger
party, the Prime Minister and I had written earlier in the year offering to resign
our offices, and give our support from a private station to a new Government
to be formed by Mr. Austen Chamberlain. The Conservative leaders, having
considered this letter, replied firmly that they would not accept that sacrifice
from us and that we must all stand or fall together. This chivalrous attitude was
not endorsed by their followers in the party, which now felt itself strong
enough to resume undivided power in the State.

By an overwhelming vote the Conservative Party determined to break with
Lloyd George and end the National Coalition Government. The Prime Minister
resigned that same afternoon. In the morning, we had been friends and
colleagues of all these people. By nightfall, they were our party foes, intent on
driving us from public life. With the solitary and unexpected exception of Lord
Curzon, all the prominent Conservatives who had fought the war with us, and
the majority of all the Ministers, adhered to Lloyd George. Those included
Arthur Balfour, Austen Chamberlain, Robert Horne, and Lord Birkenhead, the
four ablest figures in the Conservative Party. At the crucial moment I was
prostrated by a severe operation for appendicitis, and in the morning when I
recovered consciousness I learned that the Lloyd George Government had
resigned, and that I had lost not only my appendix but my office as Secretary
of State for the Dominions and Colonies, in which I conceived myself to have
had some parliamentary and administrative success. Mr. Bonar Law, who had
left us a year before for serious reasons of health, reluctantly became Prime
Minister. He formed a Government of what one might call “The Second
Eleven.” Mr. Baldwin, the outstanding figure, was Chancellor of the
Exchequer. The Prime Minister asked the King for a dissolution. The people
wanted a change. Mr. Bonar Law, with Mr. Baldwin at his side, and Lord
Beaverbrook as his principal stimulant and mentor, gained a majority of 120,
with all the expectation of a five-year tenure of power. Early in the year 1923,
Mr. Bonar Law resigned the Premiership and retired to die of his fell affliction.
Mr. Baldwin succeeded him as Prime Minister, and Lord Curzon reconciled
himself to the office of Foreign Secretary in the new Administration.

Thus began that period of fourteen years which may well be called “The
Baldwin-MacDonald Régime.” During all that time Mr. Baldwin was always,
in fact if not in form, either at the head of the Government or leader of the
Opposition, and as Mr. MacDonald never obtained an independent majority,
Mr. Baldwin, whether in office or opposition, was the ruling political figure in
Britain. At first in alternation but eventually in political brotherhood, these two
statesmen governed the country. Nominally the representatives of opposing



parties, of contrary doctrines, of antagonistic interests, they proved in fact to be
more nearly akin in outlook, temperament, and method than any other two men
who had been Prime Ministers since that office was known to the Constitution.
Curiously enough, the sympathies of each extended far into the territory of the
other. Ramsay MacDonald nursed many of the sentiments of the old Tory.
Stanley Baldwin, apart from a manufacturer’s ingrained approval of protection,
was by disposition a truer representative of mild Socialism than many to be
found in the Labour ranks.
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Mr. Baldwin was by no means dazzled by his suddenly acquired political
eminence. “Give me your prayers,” he said, when congratulations were
offered. He was, however, soon disquieted by the fear that Mr. Lloyd George
would rally, upon the cry of protection, the numerous dissentient Conservative
leaders who had gone out of office with the War Cabinet, and thus split the
Government majority and even challenge the party leadership. He therefore
resolved, in the autumn of 1923, to forestall his rivals by raising the
protectionist issue himself. He made a speech at Plymouth on October 25,
which could only have the effect of bringing the newly elected Parliament to
an untimely end. He protested his innocence of any such design; but to accept
this would be to underrate his profound knowledge of British party politics.
Parliament was accordingly on his advice dissolved in October, and a second
general election was held within barely a twelvemonth.

The Liberal Party, rallying round the standard of free trade, to which I also
adhered, gained a balancing position at the polls, and, though in a minority,
might well have taken office had Mr. Asquith wished to do so. In view of his
disinclination, Mr. Ramsay MacDonald, at the head of little more than two-
fifths of the House, became the first Socialist Prime Minister of Great Britain,
and lived in office for a year by the sufferance and on the quarrels of the two
older parties. The nation was extremely restive under minority Socialist rule,
and the political weather became so favourable that the two Oppositions—
Liberal and Conservative—picked an occasion to defeat the Socialist
Government on a major issue. There was another general election—the third in
less than two years. The Conservatives were returned by a majority of 222
over all other parties combined.!! At the beginning of this election Mr.
Baldwin’s position was very weak, and he made no particular contribution to
the result. He had, however, previously maintained himself as party leader, and
as the results were declared, it became certain he would become again Prime
Minister. He retired to his home to form his second Administration. At this
time I stood fairly high in Tory popularity. At the Westminster by-election six
months before I proved my hold upon Conservative forces. Although I stood as



a Liberal, great numbers of Tories worked and voted for me. In charge of each
of my thirty-four committee rooms was a Conservative M.P. defying his leader
Mr. Baldwin and the party machine. This was unprecedented. I was defeated
only by forty-three votes out of twenty thousand cast. At the general election I
was returned for Epping by a ten thousand majority, but as a
“Constitutionalist.” I would not at that time adopt the name “Conservative.” I
had had some friendly contacts with Mr. Baldwin in the interval; but I did not
think he would survive to be Prime Minister. Now on the morrow of his
victory, I had no idea how he felt towards me. I was surprised, and the
Conservative Party dumbfounded, when he invited me to become Chancellor
of the Exchequer, the office which my father had once held. A year later, with
the approval of my constituents, not having been pressed personally in any
way, I formally rejoined the Conservative Party and the Carlton Club, which I
had left twenty years before.

3k * 3 * *

My first question at the Treasury of an international character was our
American debt. At the end of the war, the European Allies owed the United
States about ten thousand million dollars, of which four thousand million were
owed by Britain. On the other hand, we were owed by the other Allies,
principally by Russia, seven thousand million dollars. In 1920, Britain had
proposed an all-round cancellation of war debts. This involved, on paper at
least, a sacrifice by us of about seven hundred and fifty million pounds
sterling. As the value of money has halved since then, the figures could in fact
be doubled. No settlement was reached. On August 1, 1922, in Mr. Lloyd
George’s day, the Balfour Note had declared that Great Britain would collect
no more from her debtors, Ally or former enemy, than the United States
collected from her. This was a worthy statement. In December of 1922, a
British delegation, under Government, visited Washington; and as the result
Britain agreed to pay the whole of her war debt to the United States at a rate of
interest reduced from five to three and one-half per cent, irrespective of
receipts from her debtors.

This agreement caused deep concern in many instructed quarters, and to no
one more than the Prime Minister himself. It imposed upon Great Britain,
much impoverished by the war in which, as she was to do once again, she had
fought from the first day to the last, the payment of thirty-five millions sterling
a year for sixty-two years. The basis of this agreement was considered, not
only in this island, but by many disinterested financial authorities in America,
to be a severe and improvident condition for both borrower and lender. “They
hired the money, didn’t they?” said President Coolidge. This laconic statement
was true, but not exhaustive. Payments between countries which take the form



of the transfer of goods and services, or still more of their fruitful exchange,
are not only just but beneficial. Payments which are only the arbitrary,
artificial transmission across the exchange of such very large sums as arise in
war finance cannot fail to derange the whole process of world economy. This
is equally true whether the payments are exacted from an ally who shared the
victory and bore much of the brunt or from a defeated enemy nation. The
enforcement of the Baldwin-Coolidge debt settlement is a recognisable factor
in the economic collapse which was presently to overwhelm the world, to
prevent its recovery and inflame its hatreds.

The service of the American debt was particularly difficult to render to a
country which had newly raised its tariffs to even higher limits, and had
already buried in its vaults nearly all the gold yet dug up. Similar but lighter
settlements were imposed upon the other European Allies. The first result was
that everyone put the screw on Germany. I was in full accord with the policy
of the Balfour Note of 1922, and had argued for it at the time; and when I
became Chancellor of the Exchequer I reiterated it, and acted accordingly. I
thought that if Great Britain were thus made not only the debtor, but the debt-
collector of the United States, the unwisdom of the debt collection would
become apparent at Washington. However, no such reaction followed. Indeed
the argument was resented. The United States continued to insist upon its
annual repayments from Great Britain.

It, therefore, fell to me to make settlements with all our Allies which,
added to the German payments which we had already scaled down, would
enable us to produce the thirty-five millions annually for the American
Treasury. Severest pressure was put upon Germany, and a vexatious régime of
international control of German internal affairs was imposed. The United
States received from England three payments in full, and these were extorted
from Germany by indemnities on the modified Dawes scale.

*x ) *x *x *x

For almost five years I lived next door to Mr. Baldwin at Number 11
Downing Street, and nearly every morning on my way through his house to the
Treasury, I looked in upon him for a few minutes’ chat in the Cabinet Room.
As I was one of his leading colleagues, I take my share of responsibility for all
that happened. These five years were marked by very considerable recovery at
home. This was a capable, sedate Government during a period in which
marked improvement and recovery were gradually effected year by year. There
was nothing sensational or controversial to boast about on the platforms, but
measured by every test, economic and financial, the mass of the people were
definitely better off, and the state of the nation and of the world was easier and



more fertile by the end of our term than at its beginning. Here is a modest, but
a solid claim.

It was in Europe that the distinction of the Administration was achieved.

) > > ) 3

Hindenburg now rose to power in Germany. At the end of February, 1925,
Friedrich Ebert, leader of the pre-war German Social-Democrat Party, and first
President of the German Republic after the defeat, died. A new President had
to be chosen. All Germans had long been brought up under paternal despotism,
tempered by far-reaching customs of free speech and parliamentary opposition.
Defeat had brought them on its scaly wings democratic forms and liberties in
an extreme degree. But the nation was rent and bewildered by all it had gone
through, and many parties and groups contended for precedence and office.
Out of the turmoil emerged a strong desire to turn to old Field-Marshal von
Hindenburg, who was dwelling in dignified retirement. Hindenburg was
faithful to the exiled Emperor, and favoured a restoration of the imperial
monarchy “on the English model.” This, of course, was much the most
sensible though least fashionable thing to do. When he was besought to stand
as a candidate for the Presidency under the Weimar Constitution, he was
profoundly disturbed. “Leave me in peace,” he said again and again.

However, the pressure was continuous, and only Grand-Admiral von
Tirpitz at last was found capable of persuading him to abandon both his
scruples and his inclinations at the call of Duty, which he had always obeyed.
Hindenburg’s opponents were Marx of the Catholic Centre and Thaelmann the
Communist. On Sunday, April 26, all Germany voted. The result was
unexpectedly close:

Hindenburg 14,655,766
Marx 13,751,615
Thaelmann 1,931,151

Hindenburg, who towered above his opponents by being illustrious,
reluctant, and disinterested, was elected by less than a million majority, and
with no absolute majority on the total poll. He rebuked his son Oskar for
waking him at seven to tell him the news: “Why did you want to wake me up
an hour earlier? It would still have been true at eight.” And with this he went to
sleep again till his usual calling-time.

In France the election of Hindenburg was at first viewed as a renewal of
the German challenge. In England there was an easier reaction. Always
wishing as I did to see Germany recover her honour and self-respect, and to let



war-bitterness die, I was not at all distressed by the news. “He is a very
sensible old man,” said Lloyd George to me when we next met; and so indeed
he proved as long as his faculties remained. Even some of his most bitter
opponents were forced to admit, “Better a Zero than a Nero.”"?’ However, he
was seventy-seven, and his term of office was to be seven years. Few expected
him to be returned again. He did his best to be impartial between the various
parties, and certainly his tenure of the Presidency gave a sober strength and
comfort to Germany without menace to her neighbours.
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Meanwhile, in February, 1925, the German Government had addressed
itself to M. Herriot, then French Premier. Their memorandum stated that
Germany was willing to declare her acceptance of a pact by virtue of which the
Powers interested in the Rhine, above all England, France, Italy, and Germany,
would enter into a solemn obligation for a lengthy period towards the
Government of the United States, as trustees, not to wage war against a
contracting state. Furthermore, a pact expressly guaranteeing the existing
territorial status on the Rhine would be acceptable to Germany. This was a
remarkable event. The French Government undertook to consult their allies.
Mr. Austen Chamberlain made the news public in the House of Commons on
March 5. Parliamentary crises in France and Germany delayed the process of
negotiation, but after consultation between London and Paris a formal Note
was handed to Herr Stresemann, the German Minister, by the French
Ambassador in Berlin on June 16, 1925. The Note declared that no agreement
could be reached unless as a prior condition Germany entered the League of
Nations. There could be no suggestion in any proposed agreement of a
modification of the conditions of the Peace Treaty. Belgium must be included
among the contracting Powers; and finally the natural complement of a
Rhineland Pact would be a Franco-German Arbitration Treaty.

The British attitude was debated in the House of Commons on June 24. Mr.
Chamberlain explained that British commitments under the Pact would be
limited to the West. France would probably define her special relationships
with Poland and Czechoslovakia; but Great Britain would not assume any
obligations other than those specified in the Covenant of the League. The
British Dominions were not enthusiastic about a Western Pact. General Smuts
was anxious to avoid regional arrangements. The Canadians were lukewarm,
and only New Zealand was unconditionally prepared to accept the view of the
British Government. Nevertheless, we persevered. To me the aim of ending the
thousand-year strife between France and Germany seemed a supreme object. If
we could only weave Gaul and Teuton so closely together economically,
socially, and morally as to prevent the occasion of new quarrels, and make old



antagonisms die in the realisation of mutual prosperity and interdependence,
Europe would rise again. It seemed to me that the supreme interest of the
British people in Europe lay in the assuagement of the Franco-German feud,
and that they had no other interests comparable or contrary to that. This is still
my view today.

Mr. Austen Chamberlain, as Foreign Secretary, had an outlook which was
respected by all parties, and the whole Cabinet was united in his support. In
July, the Germans replied to the French Note, accepting the linking-up of a
Western Pact with the entry of Germany into the League of Nations, but stating
the prior need for agreement upon general disarmament. M. Briand came to
England and prolonged discussions were held upon the Western Pact and its
surroundings. In August the French, with the full agreement of Great Britain,
replied officially to Germany. Germany must enter the League without
reservations as the first and indispensable step. The German Government
accepted this stipulation. This meant that the conditions of the Treaties were to
continue in force unless or until modified by mutual arrangement, and that no
specific pledge for a reduction of Allied armaments had been obtained. Further
demands by the Germans, put forward under intense nationalistic pressure and
excitement, for the eradication from the Peace Treaty of the “war guilt” clause,
for keeping open the issue of Alsace-Lorraine, and for the immediate
evacuation of Cologne by Allied troops, were not pressed by the German
Government, and would not have been conceded by the Allies.

On this basis the Conference at Locarno was formally opened on October
4. By the waters of this calm lake the delegates of Britain, France, Germany,
Belgium, and Italy assembled. The Conference achieved: first, the Treaty of
Mutual Guarantee between the five Powers; secondly, arbitration treaties
between Germany and France, Germany and Belgium, Germany and Poland,
Germany and Czechoslovakia. Thirdly, special agreements between France
and Poland, and France and Czechoslovakia, by which France undertook to
afford them assistance if a breakdown of the Western Pact were followed by an
unprovoked resort to arms. Thus did the Western European Democracies agree
to keep the peace among themselves in all circumstances, and to stand united
against any one of their number who broke the contract and marched in
aggression upon a brother land. As between France and Germany, Great
Britain became solemnly pledged to come to the aid of whichever of the other
two states was the object of unprovoked aggression. This far-reaching military
commitment was accepted by Parliament and endorsed warmly by the nation.
The histories may be searched in vain for a parallel to such an undertaking.

The question whether there was any obligation on the part of France or



Britain to disarm, or to disarm to any particular level, was not affected. I had
been brought into these matters as Chancellor of the Exchequer at an early
stage. My own view about this two-way guarantee was that, while France
remained armed and Germany disarmed, Germany could not attack her; and
that, on the other hand, France would never attack Germany if that
automatically involved Britain becoming Germany’s ally. Thus, although the
proposal seemed dangerous in theory—pledging us in fact to take part on one
side or the other in any Franco-German war that might arise—there was little
likelihood of such a disaster ever coming to pass; and this was the best means
of preventing it. I was therefore always equally opposed to the disarmament of
France and to the rearmament of Germany, because of the much greater danger
this immediately brought on Great Britain. On the other hand, Britain and the
League of Nations, which Germany joined as part of the agreement, offered a
real protection to the German people. Thus there was a balance created in
which Britain, whose major interest was the cessation of the quarrel between
Germany and France, was to a large extent umpire and arbiter. One hoped that
this equilibrium might have lasted twenty years, during which the Allied
armaments would gradually and naturally have dwindled under the influence
of a long peace, growing confidence, and financial burdens. It was evident that
danger would arise if ever Germany became more or less equal with France,
still more if she became stronger than France. But all this seemed excluded by
solemn treaty obligations.

* * * * 3k

The Pact of Locarno was concerned only with peace in the West, and it
was hoped that what was called “An Eastern Locarno” might be its successor.
We should have been very glad if the danger of some future war between
Germany and Russia could have been controlled in the same spirit and by
similar measures as the possibility of war between Germany and France. Even
the Germany of Stresemann was, however, disinclined to close the door on
German claims in the East, or to accept the territorial treaty position about
Poland, Danzig, the Corridor, and Upper Silesia. Soviet Russia brooded in her
isolation behind the cordon sanitaire of anti-Bolshevik states. Although our
efforts were continued, no progress was made in the East. I did not at any time
close my mind to an attempt to give Germany greater satisfaction on her
eastern frontier. But no opportunity arose during these brief years of hope.

>k >k >k >k >k
There were great rejoicings about the treaty which emerged at the end of

1925 from the Conference at Locarno. Mr. Baldwin was the first to sign it at
the Foreign Office. The Foreign Secretary, having no official residence, asked



me to lend my dining-room at Number 11 Downing Street for his intimate
friendly luncheon with Herr Stresemann. We all met together in great amity,
and thought what a wonderful future would await Europe if its greatest nations
became truly united and felt themselves secure. After this memorable
instrument had received the cordial assent of Parliament, Sir Austen
Chamberlain received the Garter and the Nobel Peace Prize. His achievement
was the high-water mark of Europe’s restoration, and it inaugurated three years
of peace and recovery. Although old antagonisms were but sleeping, and the
drumbeat of new levies was already heard, we were justified in hoping that the
ground thus solidly gained would open the road to a further forward march.

At the end of the second Baldwin Administration, the state of Europe was
tranquil, as it had not been for twenty years, and was not to be for at least
another twenty. A friendly feeling existed towards Germany following upon
our Treaty of Locarno, and the evacuation of the Rhineland by the French
Army and Allied contingents at a much earlier date than had been prescribed at
Versailles. The new Germany took her place in the truncated League of
Nations. Under the genial influence of American and British loans Germany
was reviving rapidly. Her new ocean liners gained the Blue Riband of the
Atlantic. Her trade advanced by leaps and bounds, and internal prosperity
ripened. France and her system of alliances also seemed secure in Europe. The
disarmament clauses of the Treaty of Versailles were not openly violated. The
German Navy was non-existent. The German air force was prohibited and still
unborn. There were many influences in Germany strongly opposed, if only on
grounds of prudence, to the idea of war, and the German High Command could
not believe that the Allies would allow them to rearm. On the other hand, there
lay before us what I later called the “economic blizzard.” Knowledge of this
was confined to rare financial circles, and these were cowed into silence by
what they foresaw.

*x *x) *x) *x *x)

The general election of May, 1929, showed that the “swing of the
pendulum” and the normal desire for change were powerful factors with the
British electorate. The Socialists had a small majority over the Conservatives
in the new House of Commons. The Liberals, with about sixty seats, held the
balance, and it was plain that under Mr. Lloyd George’s leadership they would,
at the outset at least, be hostile to the Conservatives. Mr. Baldwin and I were in
full agreement that we should not seek to hold office in a minority or on
precarious Liberal support. Accordingly, although there were some differences
of opinion in the Cabinet and the party about the course to be taken, Mr.
Baldwin tendered his resignation to the King. We all went down to Windsor in
a special train to give up our seals and offices; and on June 7, Mr. Ramsay



MacDonald became for the second time Prime Minister at the head of a
minority Government depending upon Liberal votes.

*x ) * *x *x

The Socialist Prime Minister wished his new Labour Government to
distinguish itself by large concessions to Egypt, by a far-reaching
constitutional change in India, and by a renewed effort for world, or at any rate
British, disarmament. These were aims in which he could count upon Liberal
aid, and for which he therefore commanded a parliamentary majority. Here
began my differences with Mr. Baldwin, and thereafter the relationship in
which we had worked since he chose me for Chancellor of the Exchequer five
years before became sensibly altered. We still, of course, remained in easy
personal contact, but we knew we did not mean the same thing. My idea was
that the Conservative Opposition should strongly confront the Labour
Government on all great imperial and national issues, should identify itself
with the majesty of Britain as under Lord Beaconsfield and Lord Salisbury,
and should not hesitate to face controversy, even though that might not
immediately evoke a response from the nation. So far as I could see, Mr.
Baldwin felt that the times were too far gone for any robust assertion of British
imperial greatness, and that the hope of the Conservative Party lay in
accommodation with Liberal and Labour forces, and in adroit, well-timed
manoeuvres to detach powerful moods of public opinion and large blocks of
voters from them. He certainly was very successful. He was the greatest party
manager the Conservatives had ever had. He fought, as their leader, five
general elections, of which he won three. History alone can judge these general
issues.

It was on India that our definite breach occurred. The Prime Minister,
strongly supported and even spurred by the Conservative Viceroy, Lord Irwin,
afterwards Lord Halifax, pressed forward with his plan of Indian self-
government. A portentous conference was held in London, of which Mr.
Gandhi, lately released from commodious internment, was the central figure.
There is no need to follow in these pages the details of the controversy which
occupied the sessions of 1929 and 1930. On the release of Mr. Gandhi in order
that he might become the envoy of Nationalist India to the London
Conference, I reached the breaking-point in my relations with Mr. Baldwin. He
seemed quite content with these developments, was in general accord with the
Prime Minister and the Viceroy, and led the Conservative Opposition
decidedly along this path. I felt sure we should lose India in the final result and
that measureless disasters would come upon the Indian peoples. I therefore
after a while resigned from the Shadow Cabinet upon this issue. On January
27,1931, I wrote to Mr. Baldwin:



Now that our divergence of view upon Indian policy has become
public, I feel that I ought not any longer to attend the meetings of
your Business Committee, to which you have hitherto so kindly
invited me. I need scarcely add that I will give you whatever aid is in
my power in opposing the Socialist Government in the House of
Commons, and I shall do my utmost to secure their defeat at the
general election.

) ) * ) *

The year 1929 reached almost the end of its third quarter under the promise
and appearance of increasing prosperity, particularly in the United States.
Extraordinary optimism sustained an orgy of speculation. Books were written
to prove that economic crisis was a phase which expanding business
organisation and science had at last mastered. “We are apparently finished and
done with economic cycles as we have known them,” said the President of the
New York Stock Exchange in September. But in October a sudden and violent
tempest swept over Wall Street. The intervention of the most powerful
agencies failed to stem the tide of panic sales. A group of leading banks
constituted a milliard-dollar pool to maintain and stabilise the market. All was
vain.

The whole wealth so swiftly gathered in the paper values of previous years
vanished. The prosperity of millions of American homes had grown upon a
gigantic structure of inflated credit, now suddenly proved phantom. Apart from
the nation-wide speculation in shares which even the most famous banks had
encouraged by easy loans, a vast system of purchase by instalment of houses,
furniture, cars, and numberless kinds of household conveniences and
indulgences had grown up. All now fell together. The mighty production plants
were thrown into confusion and paralysis. But yesterday, there had been the
urgent question of parking the motor-cars in which thousands of artisans and
craftsmen were beginning to travel to their daily work. Today the grievous
pangs of falling wages and rising unemployment afflicted the whole
community, engaged till this moment in the most active creation of all kinds of
desirable articles for the enjoyment of millions. The American banking system
was far less concentrated and solidly based than the British. Twenty thousand
local banks suspended payment. The means of exchange of goods and services
between man and man was smitten to the ground; and the crash on Wall Street
reverberated in modest and rich households alike.

It should not, however, be supposed that the fair vision of far greater
wealth and comfort ever more widely shared, which had entranced the people
of the United States, had nothing behind it but delusion and market frenzy.



Never before had such immense quantities of goods of all kinds been
produced, shared, and exchanged in any society. There is in fact no limit to the
benefits which human beings may bestow upon one another by the highest
exertion of their diligence and skill. This splendid manifestation had been
shattered and cast down by vain imaginative processes and greed of gain which
far outstripped the great achievement itself. In the wake of the collapse of the
stock market came, during the years between 1929 and 1932, an unrelenting
fall in prices and consequent cuts in production causing widespread
unemployment.

The consequences of this dislocation of economic life became world-wide.
A general contraction of trade in the face of unemployment and declining
production followed. Tariff restrictions were imposed to protect the home
markets. The general crisis brought with it acute monetary difficulties, and
paralysed internal credit. This spread ruin and unemployment far and wide
throughout the globe. Mr. MacDonald’s Government, with all their promises
behind them, saw unemployment during 1930 and 1931 bound up in their faces
from one million to nearly three millions. It was said that in the United States
ten million persons were without work. The entire banking system of the great
Republic was thrown into confusion and temporary collapse. Consequential
disasters fell upon Germany and other European countries. However, nobody
starved in the English-speaking world.

% 3 ) ) %

It is always difficult for an administration or party which is founded upon
attacking capital to preserve the confidence and credit so important to the
highly artificial economy of an island like Britain. Mr. MacDonald’s Labour-
Socialist Government were utterly unable to cope with the problems which
confronted them. They could not command the party discipline or produce the
vigour necessary even to balance the budget. In such conditions a Government,
already in a minority and deprived of all financial confidence, could not
survive.

The failure of the Labour Party to face this tempest, the sudden collapse of
British financial credit, and the break-up of the Liberal Party, with its
unwholesome balancing power, led to a national coalition. It seemed that only
a Government of all parties was capable of coping with the crisis. Mr.
MacDonald and his Chancellor of the Exchequer, on a strong patriotic
emotion, attempted to carry the mass of the Labour Party into this
combination. Mr. Baldwin, always content that others should have the function
so long as he retained the power, was willing to serve under Mr. MacDonald. It
was an attitude which, though deserving respect, did not correspond to the



facts. Mr. Lloyd George was still recovering from an operation—serious at his
age; and Sir John Simon led the bulk of the Liberals into the all-party
combination.

I was not invited to take part in the Coalition Government. I was politically
severed from Mr. Baldwin about India. I was an opponent of the policy of Mr.
MacDonald’s Labour Government. Like many others, I had felt the need of a
national concentration. But I was neither surprised nor unhappy when I was
left out of it. Indeed, I remained painting at Cannes while the political crisis
lasted. What I should have done if I had been asked to join, I cannot tell. It is
superfluous to discuss doubtful temptations that have never existed. Certainly
during the summer I had talked to MacDonald about a national administration,
and he had shown some interest. But I was awkwardly placed in the political
scene. I had had fifteen years of Cabinet office, and was now busy with my
Life of Marlborough. Political dramas are very exciting at the time to those
engaged in the clatter and whirlpool of politics, but I can truthfully affirm that
I never felt resentment, still less pain, at being so decisively discarded in a
moment of national stress. There was, however, an inconvenience. For all
these years since 1905 I had sat on one or the other of the Front Benches, and
always had the advantage of speaking from the box on which you can put your
notes, and pretend with more or less success to be making it up as you go
along. Now I had to find with some difficulty a seat below the Gangway on the
Government side, where I had to hold my notes in my hand whenever I spoke,
and take my chance in debate with other well-known ex-Cabinet Ministers.
However, from time to time I got called.

*x ) *x *x *x

The formation of the new Government did not end the financial crisis, and
I returned from abroad to find everything unsettled in the advent of an
inevitable general election. The verdict of the electorate was worthy of the
British nation. A National Government had been formed under Mr. Ramsay
MacDonald, founder of the Labour-Socialist Party. They proposed to the
people a programme of severe austerity and sacrifice. It was an earlier version
of “Blood, sweat, toil, and tears,” without the stimulus or the requirements of
war and mortal peril. The sternest economy must be practised. Everyone would
have his wages, salary, or income reduced. The mass of the people were asked
to vote for a régime of self-denial. They responded as they always do when
caught in the heroic temper. Although contrary to their declarations, the
Government abandoned the gold standard, and although Mr. Baldwin was
obliged to suspend, as it proved for ever, those very payments on the American
debt which he had forced on the Bonar Law Cabinet of 1923, confidence and
credit were restored. There was an overwhelming majority for the new



Administration. Mr. MacDonald as Prime Minister was only followed by
seven or eight members of his own party; but barely a hundred of his Labour
opponents and former followers were returned to Parliament. His health and
powers were failing fast, and he reigned in increasing decrepitude at the
summit of the British system for nearly four fateful years. And very soon in
these four years came Hitler.

[1] Conservatives 413, Liberal 40, Labour 151.

[2] Theodore Lessing, murdered by the Nazis, September,
1933.
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Lurking Dangers

My Reflections in 1928—Annihilating Terrors of Future War—Some
Technical Predictions—Allied Hatred of War and Militarism
—“Ease Would Retract”—The German Army—The Hundred
Thousand Volunteer Limit—General von Seeckt, His Work and
Theme—“A Second Scharnhorst”—The Withdrawal of the Allied
Mission of Control, January, 1927—German Aviation—
Encroachment and Camouflage—The German Navy—Rathenau’s
Munitions Scheme—Convertible Factories—The “No Major War
for Ten Years™ Rule.

In my book, The Aftermath, I have set down some of the impressions of the
four years which elapsed between the Armistice and the change of
Government in Britain at the end of 1922. Writing in 1928, I was deeply under
the impression of a future catastrophe.

It was not until the dawn of the twentieth century of the Christian
Era that war began to enter into its kingdom as the potential
destroyer of the human race. The organisation of mankind into great
states and empires, and the rise of nations to full collective
consciousness, enabled enterprises of slaughter to be planned and
executed upon a scale and with a perseverance never before
imagined. All the noblest virtues of individuals were gathered
together to strengthen the destructive capacity of the mass. Good
finances, the resources of world-wide credit and trade, the
accumulation of large capital reserves, made it possible to divert for
considerable periods the energies of whole peoples to the task of
devastation. Democratic institutions gave expression to the will-
power of millions. Education not only brought the course of the
conflict within the comprehension of everyone, but rendered each
person serviceable in a high degree for the purpose in hand. The
press afforded a means of unification and of mutual stimulation.
Religion, having discreetly avoided conflict on the fundamental
issues, offered its encouragements and consolations, through all its
forms, impartially to all the combatants. Lastly, Science unfolded her



treasures and her secrets to the desperate demands of men, and
placed in their hand agencies and apparatus almost decisive in their
character.

In consequence many novel features presented themselves.
Instead of fortified towns being starved, whole nations were
methodically subjected, or sought to be subjected, to the process of
reduction by famine. The entire population in one capacity or
another took part in the war; all were equally the object of attack.
The air opened paths along which death and terror could be carried
far behind the lines of the actual armies, to women, children, the
aged, the sick, who in earlier struggles would perforce have been left
untouched. Marvellous organisation of railroads, steamships, and
motor vehicles placed and maintained tens of millions of men
continuously in action. Healing and surgery in their exquisite
developments returned them again and again to the shambles.
Nothing was wasted that could contribute to the process of waste.
The last dying kick was brought into military utility.

But all that happened in the four years of the Great War was only
a prelude to what was preparing for the fifth year. The campaign of
the year 1919 would have witnessed an immense accession to the
powers of destruction. Had the Germans retained the morale to make
good their retreat to the Rhine, they would have been assaulted in the
summer of 1919 with forces and by methods incomparably more
prodigious than any yet employed. Thousands of airplanes would
have shattered their cities. Scores of thousands of cannon would
have blasted their front. Arrangements were being made to carry
simultaneously a quarter of a million men, together with all their
requirements, continuously forward across country in mechanical
vehicles moving ten or fifteen miles each day. Poison gases of
incredible malignancy, against which only a secret mask (which the
Germans could not obtain in time) was proof, would have stifled all
resistance and paralysed all life on the hostile front subjected to
attack. No doubt the Germans too had their plans. But the hour of
wrath had passed. The signal of relief was given, and the horrors of
1919 remained buried in the archives of the great antagonists.

The war stopped as suddenly and as universally as it had begun.
The world lifted its head, surveyed the scene of ruin, and victors and
vanquished alike drew breath. In a hundred laboratories, in a
thousand arsenals, factories, and bureaus, men pulled themselves up



with a jerk, and turned from the task in which they had been
absorbed. Their projects were put aside unfinished, unexecuted; but
their knowledge was preserved; their data, calculations, and
discoveries were hastily bundled together and docketed “for future
reference” by the War Offices in every country. The campaign of
1919 was never fought; but its ideas go marching along. In every
army they are being explored, elaborated, refined, under the surface
of peace, and should war come again to the world, it is not with the
weapons and agencies prepared for 1919 that it will be fought, but
with developments and extensions of these which will be
incomparably more formidable and fatal.

It is in these circumstances that we entered upon that period of
exhaustion which has been described as Peace. It gives us, at any
rate, an opportunity to consider the general situation. Certain sombre
facts emerge, solid, inexorable, like the shapes of mountains from
drifting mist. It is established that henceforward whole populations
will take part in war, all doing their utmost, all subjected to the fury
of the enemy. It is established that nations who believe their life is at
stake will not be restrained from using any means to secure their
existence. It is probable—nay, certain—that among the means which
will next time be at their disposal will be agencies and processes of
destruction wholesale, unlimited, and perhaps, once launched,
uncontrollable.

Mankind has never been in this position before. Without having
improved appreciably in virtue or enjoying wiser guidance, it has got
into its hands for the first time the tools by which it can unfailingly
accomplish its own extermination. That is the point in human
destinies to which all the glories and toils of men have at last led
them. They would do well to pause and ponder upon their new
responsibilities. Death stands at attention, obedient, expectant, ready
to serve, ready to shear away the peoples en masse; ready, if called
on, to pulverise, without hope of repair, what is left of civilisation.
He awaits only the word of command. He awaits it from a frail,
bewildered being, long his victim, now—for one occasion only—his
Master.

* * * * 3

All this was published on January 1, 1929. Now, on another New Year’s
Day eighteen years later, I could not write it differently. All the words and
actions for which I am accountable between the wars had as their object only



the prevention of a second World War; and, of course, of making sure that if
the worst happened we won, or at least survived. There can hardly ever have
been a war more easy to prevent than this second Armageddon. I have always
been ready to use force in order to defy tyranny or ward off ruin. But had our
British, American, and Allied affairs been conducted with the ordinary
consistency and common sense usual in decent households, there was no need
for Force to march unaccompanied by Law; and Strength, moreover, could
have been used in righteous causes with little risk of bloodshed. In their loss of
purpose, in their abandonment even of the themes they most sincerely
espoused, Britain, France, and most of all, because of their immense power
and impartiality, the United States, allowed conditions to be gradually built up
which led to the very climax they dreaded most. They have only to repeat the
same well-meaning, short-sighted behaviour towards the new problems which
in singular resemblance confront us today to bring about a third convulsion
from which none may live to tell the tale.

x ) *x *x *x

I had written even earlier, in 1925, some thoughts and queries of a
technical character which it would be wrong to omit in these days:

May there not be methods of using explosive energy
incomparably more intense than anything heretofore discovered?
Might not a bomb no bigger than an orange be found to possess a
secret power to destroy a whole block of buildings—nay, to
concentrate the force of a thousand tons of cordite and blast a
township at a stroke? Could not explosives even of the existing type
be guided automatically in flying machines by wireless or other rays,
without a human pilot, in ceaseless procession upon a hostile city,
arsenal, camp, or dockyard?

As for poison gas and chemical warfare in all its forms, only the
first chapter has been written of a terrible book. Certainly every one
of these new avenues to destruction is being studied on both sides of
the Rhine with all the science and patience of which man is capable.
And why should it be supposed that these resources will be limited
to inorganic chemistry? A study of disease—of pestilences
methodically prepared and deliberately launched upon man and beast
—is certainly being pursued in the laboratories of more than one
great country. Blight to destroy crops, anthrax to slay horses and
cattle, plague to poison not armies only but whole districts—such are
the lines along which military science is remorselessly advancing.



All this is nearly a quarter of a century old.

3 3k * 3 *

It is natural that a proud people vanquished in war should strive to rearm
themselves as soon as possible. They will not respect more than they can help
treaties exacted from them under duress.

“. .. Ease would retract
Vows made in pain, as violent and void.”

The responsibility, therefore, of enforcing a continual state of military
disarmament upon a beaten foe rests upon the victors. For this purpose they
must pursue a twofold policy. First, while remaining sufficiently armed
themselves, they must enforce with tireless vigilance and authority the clauses
of the treaty which forbid the revival of their late antagonist’s military power.
Secondly, they should do all that is possible to reconcile the defeated nation to
its lot by acts of benevolence designed to procure the greatest amount of
prosperity in the beaten country, and labour by every means to create a basis of
true friendship and of common interests, so that the incentive to appeal again
to arms will be continually diminished. In these years I coined the maxim, “the
redress of the grievances of the vanquished should precede the disarmament of
the victors.” As will be seen, the reverse process was, to a large extent,
followed by Britain, the United States, and France. And thereby hangs this
tale.

3k * * * 3

It is a prodigious task to make an army embodying the whole manhood of a
mighty nation. The victorious Allies had at Mr. Lloyd George’s suggestion
limited the German Army to a hundred thousand men, and conscription was
forbidden. This force, therefore, became the nucleus and the crucible out of
which an army of millions of men was if possible to be reformed. The hundred
thousand men were a hundred thousand leaders. Once the decision to expand
was taken, the privates could become sergeants, the sergeants officers. None
the less, Mr. Lloyd George’s plan for preventing the re-creation of the German
Army was not ill-conceived. No foreign inspection could in times of peace
control the quality of the hundred thousand men allowed to Germany. But the
issue did not turn on this. Three or four millions of trained soldiers were
needed merely to hold the German frontiers. To make a nation-wide army
which could compare with, still more surpass, the French Army required not
only the preparation of the leaders and the revival of the old regiments and
formations, but the national compulsory service of each annual quota of men
reaching the military age. Volunteer corps, youth movements, extensions of
the police and constabulary forces, old-comrades associations, all kinds of



non-official and indeed illegal organisations, might play their part in the
interim period. But without universal national service the bones of the skeleton
could never be clothed with flesh and sinew.

There was, therefore, no possibility of Germany creating an army which
could face the French Army until conscription had been applied for several
years. Here was a line which could not be transgressed without an obvious,
flagrant breach of the Treaty of Versailles. Every kind of concealed, ingenious,
elaborate preparation could be made beforehand, but the moment must come
when the Rubicon would have to be crossed and the conquerors defied. Mr.
Lloyd George’s principle was thus sound. Had it been enforced with authority
and prudence, there could have been no new forging of the German war
machine. The class called up for each year, however well schooled beforehand,
would also have to remain for at least two years in the regimental or other
units, and it was only after this period of training that the reserves, without
which no modern army is possible, could be gradually formed and
accumulated. France, though her manhood had been depleted in a horrible
degree by the previous war, had nevertheless maintained a regular
uninterrupted routine of training annual quotas and of passing the trained
soldiers into a reserve which comprised the whole fighting man-power of the
nation. For fifteen years Germany was not allowed to build up a similar
reserve. In all these years the German Army might nourish and cherish its
military spirit and tradition, but it could not possibly even dream of entering
the lists against the long-established, unbroken development of the armed,
trained, organised man-power which flowed and gathered naturally from the
French military system.

3 > ) ) )

The creator of the nucleus and structure of the future German Army was
General von Seeckt. As early as 1921, Seeckt was busy planning, in secret and
on paper, a full-size German army, and arguing deferentially about his various
activities with the Inter-Allied Military Commission of Control. His
biographer, General von Rabenau, wrote in the triumphant days of 1940, “It
would have been difficult to do the work of 1935/39 if from 1920 to 1934 the
centre of leadership had corresponded to the needs of the small army.” For
instance, the Treaty demanded a decrease in the officer corps from thirty-four
thousand to four thousand. Every device was used to overcome this fatal
barrier, and in spite of the efforts of the Allied Control Commission, the
process of planning for a revived German Army went forward.

The enemy [says Seeckt’s biographer] did his best to destroy the
General Staff, and was supported by the political parties within



Germany. The Inter-Allied Control had rightly, from its standpoint,
tried for years to make the training in higher staffs so primitive that
there could be no General Staff. They tried in the boldest ways to
discover how General Staff officers were being trained, but we
succeeded in giving nothing away, neither the system nor what was
taught. Seeckt never gave in, for had the General Staff been
destroyed, it would have been difficult to re-create it. . . . Although
the form had to be broken, the content was saved. . . .

In fact, under the pretence of being Departments of Reconstruction,
Research, and Culture, several thousand staff officers in plain clothes and their
assistants were held together in Berlin, thinking deeply about the past and the
future.

Rabenau makes an illuminating comment:

Without Seeckt there would today [in 1940] be no General Staff
in the German sense, for which generations are required and which
cannot be achieved in a day, however gifted or industrious officers
may be. Continuity of conception is imperative to safeguard
leadership in the nervous trials of reality. Knowledge or capacity in
individuals is not enough. In war the organically developed capacity
of a majority is necessary, and for this decades are needed. . . . In a
small hundred-thousand army, if the generals were not also to be
small, it was imperative to create a great theoretical framework. To
this end large-scale practical exercises or war games were introduced
. .. not so much to train the General Staff, but rather to create a class
of higher commanders.

These would be capable of thinking in full-scale military terms.

Seeckt insisted that false doctrines, springing from personal experiences of
the Great War, should be avoided. All the lessons of that war were thoroughly
and systematically studied. New principles of training and instructional courses
of all kinds were introduced. All the existing manuals were rewritten, not for
the hundred-thousand army, but for the armed might of the German Reich. In
order to baffle the inquisitive Allies, whole sections of these manuals were
printed in special type and made public. Those for internal consumption were
secret. The main principle inculcated was the need for the closest co-operation
of all vital arms. Not only the main services—infantry, motorised cavalry, and
artillery—were to be tactically interwoven, but machine-gun, trench-mortar,
tommy-gun units, and anti-tank weapons, army air squadrons, and much else



were all to be blended. It is to this theme that the German war leaders
attributed their tactical successes in the campaigns of 1939 and 1940. By 1924,
Seeckt could feel that the strength of the German Army was slowly increasing
beyond the hundred-thousand limit. “The fruits of this,” said his biographer,
“were born only ten years later.” In 1925, the old Field-Marshal von
Mackensen congratulated Seeckt on his building-up of the Reichswehr, and
compared him, not unjustly, to the Scharnhorst who had secretly prepared the
Prussian counter-stroke against Napoleon during the years of the French
occupation of Germany after Jena. “The old fire burnt still, and the Allied
Control had not destroyed any of the lasting elements of German strength.”

In the summer of 1926, Seeckt conducted his largest military exercise for
commanders with staffs and signals. He had no troops, but practically all the
generals, commanding officers, and General Staff officers of the Army were
introduced to the art of war and its innumerable technical problems on the
scale of a German Army which, when the time came, could raise the German
nation to its former rank.

For several years short-service training of soldiers beyond the official
establishments was practised on a small scale. These men were known as
“black,” i.e., illegal. From 1925 onwards, the whole sphere of “black” was
centralised in the Reichswehr Ministry and sustained by national funds. The
General Staff plan of 1925 for an extension and improvement of the Army
outside Treaty limits was to double and then to treble the existing legal seven
infantry divisions. But Seeckt’s ultimate aim was a minimum of sixty-three.
From 1926 the main obstacle to this planning was the opposition of the
Prussian Socialist Government. This was presently swept away. It was not till
April, 1933, that the establishment of the hundred-thousand army was
officially exceeded, though its strength had for some time been rising steadily
above that figure.

*x ) *x *x *x

Amid the good will and hopes following Locarno a questionable, though
by no means irremediable, decision was taken by the British and French
Governments. The Inter-Allied Control Commission was to be withdrawn, and
in substitution there should be an agreed scheme of investigation by the
League of Nations ready to be put into operation when any of the parties
desired. It was thought that some such arrangement might form a complement
to the Locarno Treaty. This hope was not fulfilled. Marshal Foch reported that
effective disarmament of Germany had taken place; but it had to be recognised
that the disarmament of a nation of sixty-five millions could not be permanent,
and that certain precautions were necessary. In January, 1927, the Control



Commission was nevertheless withdrawn from Germany. It was already
known that the Germans were straining the interpretation of the Treaty in many
covert and minor ways, and no doubt they were making paper plans to become
a military nation once again. There were Boy Scouts, Cadet Corps, and many
volunteer unarmed organisations both of youth and of veterans. But nothing
could be done on a large scale in the Army or Navy which would not become
obvious. The introduction of compulsory national service, the establishment of
a military air force, or the laying-down of warships beyond the Treaty limits,
would be an open breach of German obligations which could at any time have
been raised in the League of Nations, of which Germany was now a member.

The air was far less definable. The Treaty prohibited a German military air
force, and it was officially dissolved in May, 1920. In his farewell order Seeckt
said he hoped that it would again rise and meanwhile its spirit would still live.
He gave it every encouragement to do so. His first step had been to create
within the Reichswehr Ministry a special group of experienced ex-air force
officers, whose existence was hidden from the Allied Commission and
protected against his own Government. This was gradually expanded until
within the Ministry there were “air cells” in the wvarious offices or
inspectorates, and air personnel were gradually introduced throughout the
cadres of the Army. The Civil Aviation Department was headed by an
experienced wartime officer, a nominee of Seeckt’s, who made sure that the
control and development of civil aviation took place in harmony with military
needs. This department, together with the German Civil Air Transport and
various camouflaged military or naval air establishments, was to a great extent
staffed by ex-flying officers without knowledge of commercial aviation.

Even before 1924, the beginnings of a system of airfields and civil aircraft
factories and the training of pilots and instruction in passive air defence had
come into existence throughout Germany. There was already much reasonable
show of commercial flying, and very large numbers of Germans, both men and
women, were encouraged to become “air-minded” by the institution of a
network of gliding clubs. Severe limitations were observed, on paper, about
the number of service personnel permitted to fly. But these rules, with so many
others, were circumvented by Seeckt, who, with the connivance of the German
Transport Ministry, succeeded in building up a sure foundation for an efficient
industry and a future air arm. It was thought by the Allies, in the mood of
1926, derogatory to German national pride to go too far in curbing these
German encroachments, and the victors rested on the line of principle which
forbade a German military air force. This proved a very vague and shadowy
frontier.



In the naval sphere similar evasions were practised. By the Versailles
Treaty, Germany was allowed only to retain a small naval force with a
maximum strength of fifteen thousand men. Subterfuges were used to increase
this total. Naval organisations were covertly incorporated into civil ministries.
The Army coastal defences, in Heligoland and elsewhere, were not destroyed
as prescribed by the Treaty, and German naval artillerymen soon took them
over. U-boats were illicitly built and their officers and men trained in other
countries. Everything possible was done to keep the Kaiser’s Navy alive, and
to prepare for the day when it could openly resume a place upon the seas.

Important progress was also made in another decisive direction. Herr
Rathenau had, during his tenure of the Ministry of Reconstruction in 1919, set
on foot on the broadest lines the reconstruction of German war industry. “They
have destroyed your weapons,” he had told the generals, in effect. “But these
weapons would in any case have become obsolete before the next war. That
war will be fought with brand-new ones, and the army which is least hampered
with obsolete material will have a great advantage.”

Nevertheless, the struggle to preserve weapons from destruction was
waged persistently by the German staffs throughout the years of control. Every
form of deception and every obstacle baffled the Allied Commission. The
work of evasion became thoroughly organised. The German police, which at
first had interfered, presently became accessories of the Reichswehr in the
amassing of arms. Under a civilian camouflage an organisation was set up to
safeguard reserves of weapons and equipment. From 1926 this organisation
had representatives all over Germany, and there was a network of depots of all
kinds. Even more was ingenuity used to create machinery for future production
of war material. Lathes which had been set up for war purposes and were
capable of being reconverted to that use were retained for civil production in
far greater numbers than were required for ordinary commercial use. State
arsenals built for war were not closed down in accordance with the Treaty.

A general scheme had thus been put into action by which all the new
factories, and many of the old, founded with American and British loans for
reconstruction, were designed from the outset for speedy conversion to war,
and volumes could be written on the thoroughness and detail with which this
was planned. Herr Rathenau had been brutally murdered in 1922 by anti-
Semite and nascent Nazi secret societies who fastened their hatred upon this
Jew—Germany’s faithful servant. When he came to power in 1929, Herr
Bruening carried on the work with zeal and discretion. Thus, while the victors
reposed on masses of obsolescent equipment, an immense German potential of
new munitions production was, year by year, coming into being.
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It had been decided by the War Cabinet in 1919 that as part of the economy
campaign the service departments should frame their estimates on the
assumption that “the British Empire will not be engaged in any great war
during the next ten years, and that no expeditionary force will be required.” In
1924, when I became Chancellor of the Exchequer, I asked the Committee of
Imperial Defence to review this rule; but no recommendations were made for
altering it. In 1927, the War Office suggested that the 1919 decision should be
extended for the Army only to cover ten years “from the present date.” This
was approved by the Cabinet and Committee of Imperial Defence. The matter
was next discussed on July 5, 1928, when I proposed, with acceptance, “that
the basis of estimates for the service departments should rest upon the
statement that there would be no major war for a period of ten years, and that
this basis should advance from day to day, but that the assumption should be
reviewed every year by the Committee of Imperial Defence.” It was left open
for any service department or Dominion Government to raise the issue at their
discretion if they thought fit.

It has been contended that the acceptance of this principle lulled the
fighting departments into a false sense of security, that research was neglected,
and only short-term views prevailed, especially where expense was involved.
Up till the time when I left office in 1929, I felt so hopeful that the peace of the
world would be maintained that I saw no reason to take any new decision; nor
in the event was I proved wrong. War did not break out till the autumn of
1939. Ten years is a long time in this fugitive world. The ten-year rule with its
day-to-day advance remained in force until 1932 when, on March 23, Mr.
MacDonald’s Government rightly decided that its abandonment could be
assumed.

All this time the Allies possessed the strength, and the right, to prevent any
visible or tangible German rearmament, and Germany must have obeyed a
strong united demand from Britain, France, and Italy to bring her actions into
conformity with what the Peace Treaties had prescribed. In reviewing again the
history of the eight years from 1930 to 1938, we can see how much time we
had. Up till 1934 at least, German rearmament could have been prevented
without the loss of a single life. It was not time that was lacking.
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Adolf Hitler

The Blinded Corporal—The Obscure Fuehrer—The Munich Putsch,
1923—“Mein Kampf”—Hitler’s Problems—Hitler —and the
Reichswehr—The Schleicher Intrigue—The Impact of the Economic
Blizzard—Chancellor Bruening — A Constitutional Monarchy!—
Equality of Armaments—Schleicher Intervenes—The Fall of
Bruening.

In October, 1918, a German corporal had been temporarily blinded by
chlorine gas in a British attack near Comines. While he lay in hospital in
Pomerania, defeat and revolution swept over Germany. The son of an obscure
Austrian customs official, he had nursed youthful dreams of becoming a great
artist. Having failed to gain entry to the Academy of Art in Vienna, he had
lived in poverty in that capital and later in Munich. Sometimes as a house-
painter, often as a casual labourer, he suffered physical privations and bred a
harsh though concealed resentment that the world had denied him success.
These misfortunes did not lead him into Communist ranks. By an honourable
inversion he cherished all the more an abnormal sense of racial loyalty and a
fervent and mystic admiration for Germany and the German people. He sprang
eagerly to arms at the outbreak of the war, and served for four years with a
Bavarian regiment on the Western Front. Such were the early fortunes of Adolf
Hitler.

As he lay sightless and helpless in hospital during the winter of 1918, his
own personal failure seemed merged in the disaster of the whole German
people. The shock of defeat, the collapse of law and order, the triumph of the
French, caused this convalescent regimental orderly an agony which consumed
his being, and generated those portentous and measureless forces of the spirit
which may spell the rescue or the doom of mankind. The downfall of Germany
seemed to him inexplicable by ordinary processes. Somewhere there had been
a gigantic and monstrous betrayal. Lonely and pent within himself, the little
soldier pondered and speculated upon the possible causes of the catastrophe,
guided only by his narrow personal experiences. He had mingled in Vienna
with extreme German Nationalist groups, and here he had heard stories of
sinister, undermining activities of another race, foes and exploiters of the
Nordic world—the Jews. His patriotic anger fused with his envy of the rich



and successful into one overpowering hate.

When at length, as an unnoted patient, he was released from hospital still
wearing the uniform in which he had an almost schoolboyish pride, what
scenes met his newly unsealed eyes? Fearful are the convulsions of defeat.
Around him in the atmosphere of despair and frenzy glared the lineaments of
Red Revolution. Armoured cars dashed through the streets of Munich
scattering leaflets or bullets upon the fugitive wayfarers. His own comrades,
with defiant red arm-bands on their uniforms, were shouting slogans of fury
against all that he cared for on earth. As in a dream everything suddenly
became clear. Germany had been stabbed in the back and clawed down by the
Jews, by the profiteers and intriguers behind the front, by the accursed
Bolsheviks in their international conspiracy of Jewish intellectuals. Shining
before him he saw his duty, to save Germany from these plagues, to avenge
her wrongs, and lead the master race to their long-decreed destiny.

The officers of his regiment, deeply alarmed by the seditious and
revolutionary temper of their men, were very glad to find one, at any rate, who
seemed to have the root of the matter in him. Corporal Hitler desired to remain
mobilised, and found employment as a “political education officer” or agent.
In this guise he gathered information about mutinous and subversive designs.
Presently he was told by the security officer for whom he worked to attend
meetings of the local political parties of all complexions. One evening in
September, 1919, the Corporal went to a rally of the German Workers’ Party in
a Munich brewery, and here he heard for the first time people talking in the
style of his secret convictions against the Jews, the speculators, the “November
criminals” who had brought Germany into the abyss. On September 16, he
joined this party, and shortly afterwards, in harmony with his military work,
undertook its propaganda. In February, 1920, the first mass meeting of the
German Workers’ Party was held in Munich, and here Adolf Hitler himself
dominated the proceedings and in twenty-five points outlined the party
programme. He had now become a politician. His campaign of national
salvation had been opened. In April, he was demobilised, and the expansion of
the party absorbed his whole life. By the middle of the following year, he had
ousted the original leaders, and by his passion and genius forced upon the
hypnotised company the acceptance of his personal control. Already he was
“the Fuehrer.” An unsuccessful newspaper, the Voelkischer Beobachter, was
bought as the party organ.

The Communists were not long in recognising their foe. They tried to
break up Hitler’s meetings, and in the closing days of 1921 he organised his
first units of storm troopers. Up to this point all had moved in local circles in



Bavaria. But in the tribulation of German life during these first post-war years,
many began here and there throughout the Reich to listen to the new gospel.
The fierce anger of all Germany at the French occupation of the Ruhr in 1923
brought what was now called the National-Socialist Party a broad wave of
adherents. The collapse of the mark destroyed the basis of the German middle
class, of whom many in their despair became recruits of the new party and
found relief from their misery in hatred, vengeance, and patriotic fervour.

At the beginning, Hitler had made clear that the path to power lay through
aggression and violence against a Weimar Republic born from the shame of
defeat. By November, 1923, “the Fuehrer” had a determined group around
him, among whom Goering, Hess, Rosenberg, and Roehm were prominent.
These men of action decided that the moment had come to attempt the seizure
of authority in the State of Bavaria. General von Ludendorff lent the military
prestige of his name to the venture, and marched forward in the Putsch. It used
to be said before the war: “In Germany there will be no revolution, because in
Germany all revolutions are strictly forbidden.” This precept was revived on
this occasion by the local authorities in Munich. The police fired, carefully
avoiding the General, who marched straight forward into their ranks and was
received with respect. About twenty of the demonstrators were killed; Hitler
threw himself upon the ground, and presently escaped with other leaders from
the scene. In April, 1924, he was sentenced to four years’ imprisonment.

Although the German authorities had maintained order, and the German
court had inflicted punishment, the feeling was widespread throughout the land
that they were striking at their own flesh and blood, and were playing the
foreigners’ game at the expense of Germany’s most faithful sons. Hitler’s
sentence was reduced from four years to thirteen months. These months in the
Landsberg fortress were, however, sufficient to enable him to complete in
outline Mein Kampf, a treatise on his political philosophy inscribed to the dead
of the recent Putsch. When eventually he came to power, there was no book
which deserved more careful study from the rulers, political and military, of
the Allied Powers. All was there—the programme of German resurrection; the
technique of party propaganda; the plan for combating Marxism; the concept
of a National-Socialist State; the rightful position of Germany at the summit of
the world. Here was the new Koran of faith and war: turgid, verbose,
shapeless, but pregnant with its message.

The main thesis of Mein Kampf is simple. Man is a fighting animal;
therefore the nation, being a community of fighters, is a fighting unit. Any
living organism which ceases to fight for its existence is doomed to extinction.
A country or race which ceases to fight is equally doomed. The fighting



capacity of a race depends on its purity. Hence the need for ridding it of
foreign defilements. The Jewish race, owing to its universality, is of necessity
pacifist and internationalist. Pacifism is the deadliest sin; for it means the
surrender of the race in the fight for existence. The first duty of every country
is therefore to nationalise the masses; intelligence in the case of the individual
is not of first importance; will and determination are the prime qualities. The
individual who is born to command is more valuable than countless thousands
of subordinate natures. Only brute force can ensure the survival of the race;
hence the necessity for military forms. The race must fight; a race that rests
must rust and perish. Had the German race been united in good time, it would
have been already master of the globe. The new Reich must gather within its
fold all the scattered German elements in Europe. A race which has suffered
defeat can be rescued by restoring its self-confidence. Above all things the
Army must be taught to believe in its own invincibility. To restore the German
nation, the people must be convinced that the recovery of freedom by force of
arms is possible. The aristocratic principle is fundamentally sound.
Intellectualism is undesirable. The ultimate aim of education is to produce a
German who can be converted with the minimum of training into a soldier.
The greatest upheavals in history would have been unthinkable had it not been
for the driving force of fanatical and hysterical passions. Nothing could have
been effected by the bourgeois virtues of peace and order. The world is now
moving towards such an upheaval, and the new German State must see to it
that the race is ready for the last and greatest decisions on this earth.

Foreign policy may be unscrupulous. It is not the task of diplomacy to
allow a nation to founder heroically, but rather to see that it can prosper and
survive. England and Italy are the only two possible allies for Germany. No
country will enter into an alliance with a cowardly pacifist state run by
democrats and Marxists. So long as Germany does not fend for herself, nobody
will fend for her. Her lost provinces cannot be regained by solemn appeals to
Heaven or by pious hopes in the League of Nations, but only by force of arms.
Germany must not repeat the mistake of fighting all her enemies at once. She
must single out the most dangerous and attack him with all her forces. The
world will only cease to be anti-German when Germany recovers equality of
rights and resumes her place in the sun. There must be no sentimentality about
Germany’s foreign policy. To attack France for purely sentimental reasons
would be foolish. What Germany needs is increase of territory in Europe.
Germany’s pre-war colonial policy was a mistake and should be abandoned.
Germany must look for expansion to Russia and especially to the Baltic States.
No alliance with Russia can be tolerated. To wage war together with Russia
against the West would be criminal, for the aim of the Soviets is the triumph of



international Judaism.

Such were the “granite pillars” of his policy.

) *x *x *x *x

The ceaseless struggles and gradual emergence of Adolf Hitler as a
national figure were little noticed by the victors, oppressed and harassed as
they were by their own troubles and party strife. A long interval passed before
National Socialism or the “Nazi Party,” as it came to be called, gained so
strong a hold of the masses of the German people, of the armed forces, of the
machinery of the State, and among industrialists not unreasonably terrified of
Communism, as to become a power in German life of which world-wide notice
had to be taken. When Hitler was released from prison at the end of 1924, he
said that it would take him five years to reorganise his movement.

3k * * * *

One of the democratic provisions of the Weimar Constitution prescribed
biennial elections to the Reichstag. It was hoped by this provision to make sure
that the masses of the German people should enjoy a complete and continuous
control over their Parliament. In practice, of course, it only meant that they
lived in a continual atmosphere of febrile political excitement and ceaseless
electioneering. The progress of Hitler and his doctrines is thus registered with
precision. In 1928, he had but twelve seats in the Reichstag. In 1930, this
became 107; in 1932, 230. By that time the whole structure of Germany had
been permeated by the agencies and discipline of the National-Socialist Party,
and intimidation of all kinds and insults and brutalities towards the Jews were
rampant.

It is not necessary in this account to follow year by year this complex and
formidable development with all its passions and villainies, and all its ups and
downs. The pale sunlight of Locarno shone for a while upon the scene. The
spending of the profuse American loans induced a sense of returning
prosperity. Marshal Hindenburg presided over the German State; and
Stresemann was his Foreign Minister. The stable, decent majority of the
German people, responding to their ingrained love of massive and majestic
authority, clung to him till his dying gasp. But other powerful factors were also
active in the distracted nation to which the Weimar Republic could offer no
sense of security and no satisfactions of national glory or revenge.

Behind the veneer of republican governments and democratic institutions,
imposed by the victors and tainted with defeat, the real political power in
Germany and the enduring structure of the nation in the post-war years had
been the General Staff of the Reichswehr. They it was who made and unmade



presidents and cabinets. They had found in Marshal Hindenburg a symbol of
their power and an agent of their will. But Hindenburg in 1930 was eighty-
three years of age. From this time his character and mental grasp steadily
declined. He became increasingly prejudiced, arbitrary, and senile. An
enormous image had been made of him in the war, and patriots could show
their admiration by paying for a nail to drive into it. This illustrates effectively
what he had now become—*“The Wooden Titan.” It had for some time been
clear to the generals that a satisfactory successor to the aged Marshal would
have to be found. The search for the new man was, however, overtaken by the
vehement growth and force of the National-Socialist Movement. After the
failure of the 1923 Putsch in Munich, Hitler had professed a programme of
strict legality within the framework of the Weimar Republic. Yet at the same
time he had encouraged and planned the expansion of the military and para-
military formations of the Nazi Party. From very small beginnings the S.A.,
the Storm Troops or “Brown Shirts,” with their small disciplinary core, the
S.S., grew in numbers and vigour to the point where the Reichswehr viewed
their activities and potential strength with grave alarm.

At the head of the Storm Troops formations stood a German soldier of
fortune, Ernst Roehm, the comrade and hitherto the close friend of Hitler
through all the years of struggle. Roehm, Chief of the Staff of the S.A., was a
man of proved ability and courage, but dominated by personal ambition, and
sexually perverted. His vices were no barrier to Hitler’s collaboration with him
along the hard and dangerous path to power. The Storm Troops had, as
Bruening complains, absorbed most of the old German Nationalist formations,
such as the Free Companies which had fought in the Baltic and Poland against
the Bolsheviks in the nineteen-twenties, and also the Nationalist Veterans’
Organisation of the Steel Helmets (Stahlhelm).

Pondering most carefully upon the tides that were flowing in the nation, the
Reichswehr convinced themselves with much reluctance that as a military
caste and organisation in opposition to the Nazi Movement, they could no
longer maintain control of Germany. Both factions had in common the resolve
to raise Germany from the abyss and avenge her defeat; but while the
Reichswehr represented the ordered structure of the Kaiser’s Empire, and gave
shelter to the feudal, aristocratic, landowning and well-to-do classes in German
society, the S.A. had become to a large extent a revolutionary movement
fanned by the discontents of temperamental or embittered subversives and the
desperation of ruined men. They differed from the Bolsheviks whom they
denounced no more than the North Pole does from the South.

For the Reichswehr to quarrel with the Nazi Party was to tear the defeated



nation asunder. The Army chiefs in 1931 and 1932 felt they must, for their
own sake and for that of the country, join forces with those to whom in
domestic matters they were opposed with all the rigidity and severeness of the
German mind. Hitler, for his part, although prepared to use any battering-ram
to break into the citadels of power, had always before his eyes the leadership
of the great and glittering Germany which had commanded the admiration and
loyalty of his youthful years. The conditions for a compact between him and
the Reichswehr were therefore present and natural on both sides. The Army
chiefs had gradually realised that the strength of the Nazi Party in the nation
was such that Hitler was the only possible successor to Hindenburg as head of
the German nation. Hitler on his side knew that to carry out his programme of
German resurrection an alliance with the governing elite of the Reichswehr
was indispensable. A bargain was struck, and the German Army leaders began
to persuade Hindenburg to look upon Hitler as eventual Chancellor of the
Reich. Thus, by agreeing to curtail the activities of the Brown Shirts, to
subordinate them to the General Staff, and ultimately, if unavoidable, to
liquidate them, Hitler gained the allegiance of the controlling forces in
Germany, official executive dominance, and the apparent reversion of the
headship of the German State. The Corporal had travelled far.

*x® *x) *x) *x) *x)

There was, however, an inner and separate complication. If the key to any
master-combination of German internal forces was the General Staff of the
Army, several hands were grasping for that key. General Kurt von Schleicher
at this time exercised a subtle and on occasions a decisive influence. He was
the political mentor of the reserved and potentially dominating military circle.
He was viewed with a measure of distrust by all sections and factions, and
regarded as an adroit and useful political agent possessed of much knowledge
outside the General Staff Manuals, and not usually accessible to soldiers.
Schleicher had been long convinced of the significance of the Nazi Movement
and of the need to stem and control it. On the other hand, he saw that in this
terrific mob-thrust, with its ever-growing private army of S.A., there was a
weapon which, if properly handled by his comrades of the General Staff, might
reassert the greatness of Germany, and perhaps even establish his own. In this
intention during the course of 1931 Schleicher began to plot secretly with
Roehm, Chief of the Staff of the Nazi Storm Troopers. There was thus a major
double process at work: the General Staff making their arrangements with
Hitler, and Schleicher in their midst pursuing his personal conspiracy with
Hitler’s principal lieutenant and would-be rival, Roehm. Schleicher’s contacts
with the revolutionary element of the Nazi Party, and particularly with Roehm,
lasted until both he and Roehm were shot by Hitler’s orders three years later.



This certainly simplified the political situation; and also that of the survivors.

3 3k 3 3 *

Meanwhile, the economic blizzard smote Germany in her turn. The United
States banks, faced with increasing commitments at home, refused to increase
their improvident loans to Germany. This reaction led to the widespread
closing of factories and the sudden ruin of many enterprises on which the
peaceful revival of Germany was based. Unemployment in Germany rose to
2,300,000 in the winter of 1930. At the same time reparations entered a new
phase. For the previous three years the American Commissioner, Mr. Young,
had administered and controlled the German budgets and had collected the
heavy payments demanded by the Allies, including the payments to Britain
which I transmitted automatically to the United States Treasury. It was certain
this system could not last. Already in the summer of 1929, Mr. Young had
framed, proposed, and negotiated in Paris an important scheme of mitigation,
which not only put a final limit to the period of reparation payments, but freed
both the Reichsbank and the German railways from Allied control, and
abolished the Reparations Commission in favour of the Bank for International
Settlements. Hitler and his National-Socialist Movement joined forces with the
business and commercial interests which were represented, and to some extent
led, by the truculent and transient figure of the commercial magnate,
Hugenberg. A vain but savage campaign was launched against this far-
reaching and benevolent easement proffered by the Allies. The German
Government succeeded by a dead-lift effort in procuring the assent of the
Reichstag to the “Young Plan” by no more than 224 votes to 206. Stresemann,
the Foreign Minister, who was now a dying man, gained his last success in the
agreement for the complete evacuation of the Rhineland by the Allied armies,
long before the Treaty required.

But the German masses were largely indifferent to the remarkable
concessions of the victors. Earlier, or in happier circumstances, these would
have been acclaimed as long steps upon the path of reconciliation and a return
to true peace. But now the ever-present overshadowing fear of the German
masses was unemployment. The middle classes had already been ruined and
driven into violent courses by the flight from the mark. Stresemann’s internal
political position was undermined by the international economic stresses, and
the vehement assaults of Hitler’s Nazis and Hugenberg’s capitalist magnates
led to his overthrow. On March 28, 1930, Bruening, the leader of the Catholic
Centre Party, became Chancellor.

* 3k 3k * 3

Bruening was a Catholic from Westphalia and a patriot, seeking to re-



create the former Germany in modern democratic guise. He pursued
continuously the scheme of factory preparation for war which had been
devised by Herr Rathenau before his murder. He had also to struggle towards
financial stability amid mounting chaos. His programme of economy and
reduction of civil service numbers and salaries was not popular. The tides of
hatred flowed ever more turbulently. Supported by President Hindenburg,
Bruening dissolved a hostile Reichstag, and the election of 1930 left him with
a majority. He now made the last recognisable effort to rally what remained of
the old Germany against the resurgent, violent, and debased nationalist
agitation. For this purpose he had first to secure the re-election of Hindenburg
as President, Chancellor Bruening looked to a new but obvious solution. He
saw the peace, safety, and glory of Germany only in the restoration of an
emperor. Could he then induce the aged Marshal Hindenburg, if and when re-
elected, to act for his last term of office as regent for a restored monarchy to
come into effect upon his death? This policy, if achieved, would have filled the
void at the summit of the German nation towards which Hitler was now
evidently making his way. In all the circumstances this was the right course.
But how could Bruening lead Germany to it? The conservative element, which
was drifting to Hitler, might have been recalled by the restoration of Kaiser
Wilhelm; but neither the Social Democrats nor the trade-union forces would
tolerate the restoration of the old Kaiser or the Crown Prince. Bruening’s plan
was not to re-create a Second Reich. He desired a constitutional monarchy on
English lines. He hoped that one of the sons of the Crown Prince might be a
suitable candidate.

In November, 1931, he confided his plans to Hindenburg, on whom all
depended. The aged Marshal’s reaction was at once vehement and peculiar. He
was astonished and hostile. He said that he regarded himself solely as trustee
of the Kaiser. Any other solution was an insult to his military honour. The
monarchical conception, to which he was devoted, could not be reconciled
with picking and choosing among royal princes. Legitimacy must not be
violated. Meanwhile, as Germany would not accept the return of the Kaiser,
there was nothing left but he, himself, Hindenburg. On this he rested. No
compromise for him! “J’y suis, j’y reste.” Bruening argued vehemently and
perhaps over-long with the old veteran. The Chancellor had a strong case.
Unless Hindenburg would accept this monarchical solution, albeit unorthodox,
there must be a revolutionary Nazi dictatorship. No agreement was reached.
But whether or not Bruening could convert Hindenburg, it was imperative to
get him re-elected as President, in order at least to stave off an immediate
political collapse of the German State. In its first stage Bruening’s plan was
successful. At the Presidential elections held in March, 1932, Hindenburg was



returned, after a second ballot, by a majority over his rivals, Hitler and the
Communist Thaelmann. Both the economic position in Germany and her
relations with Europe had now to be faced. The Disarmament Conference was
sitting in Geneva, and Hitler throve upon a roaring campaign against the
humiliations of Germany under Versailles.

In careful meditation Bruening drafted a far-reaching plan of Treaty
revision; and in April, 1932, he went to Geneva and found an unexpectedly
favourable reception. In conversations between him and MacDonald, Stimson,
and Norman Davis, it seemed that agreement could be reached. The
extraordinary basis of this was the principle, subject to various reserved
interpretations, of “equality of armaments” between Germany and France. It is
indeed surprising, as future chapters will explain, that anyone in his senses
should have imagined that peace could be built on such foundations. If this
vital point were conceded by the victors, it might well pull Bruening out of his
plight; and then the next step—and this one wise—would be the cancelling of
reparations for the sake of European revival. Such a settlement would, of
course, have raised Bruening’s personal position to one of triumph.

Norman Davis, the American Ambassador-at-Large, telephoned to the
French Premier, Tardieu, to come immediately from Paris to Geneva. But
unfortunately for Bruening, Tardieu had other news. Schleicher had been busy
in Berlin, and had just warned the French Ambassador not to negotiate with
Bruening because his fall was imminent. It may well be also that Tardieu was
concerned with the military position of France on the formula of “equality of
armaments.” At any rate Tardieu did not come to Geneva, and on May 1
Bruening returned to Berlin. To arrive there empty-handed at such a moment
was fatal to him. Drastic and even desperate measures were required to cope
with the threatened economic collapse inside Germany. For these measures
Bruening’s unpopular Government had not the necessary strength. He
struggled on through May, and meanwhile Tardieu, in the kaleidoscope of
French parliamentary politics, was replaced by M. Herriot.

The new French Premier declared himself ready to discuss the formulas
reached in the Geneva conversations. Mr. Norman Davis was instructed to
urge the German Chancellor to go to Geneva without a moment’s delay. This
message was received by Bruening early on May 30. But meanwhile
Schleicher’s influence had prevailed. Hindenburg had already been persuaded
to dismiss the Chancellor. In the course of that very morning, after the
American invitation, with all its hope and imprudence, had reached Bruening,
he learned that his fate was settled, and by midday he resigned to avoid actual
dismissal. So ended the last Government in post-war Germany which might



have led the German people into the enjoyment of a stable and civilised
constitution, and opened peaceful channels of intercourse with their
neighbours. The offers which the Allies had made to Bruening would, but for
Schleicher’s intrigue and Tardieu’s delay, certainly have saved him. These
offers had presently to be discussed with a different system and a different
man.
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The British Government which resulted from the general election of 1931
was in appearance one of the strongest, and in fact one of the weakest, in
British records. Mr. Ramsay MacDonald, the Prime Minister, had severed
himself, with the utmost bitterness on both sides, from the Socialist Party
which it had been his life’s work to create. Henceforward he brooded supinely
at the head of an administration which, though nominally National, was in fact
overwhelmingly Conservative. Mr. Baldwin preferred the substance to the
form of power, and reigned placidly in the background. The Foreign Office
was filled by Sir John Simon, one of the leaders of the Liberal contingent. The
main work of the Administration at home was done by Mr. Neville
Chamberlain, who soon succeeded Mr. Snowden as Chancellor of the
Exchequer. The Labour Party, blamed for its failure in the financial crisis and
sorely stricken at the polls, was led by the extreme pacifist, Mr. George
Lansbury. During the period of almost five years of this Administration, from
January, 1931, to November, 1935, the entire situation on the Continent of
Europe was reversed.

* * *x ) )

On the first return of the new Parliament, the Government demanded a vote
of confidence upon their Indian policy. To this I moved an amendment as



follows:

Provided that nothing in the said policy shall commit this House
to the establishment in India of a Dominion Constitution as defined
by the Statute of Westminster. . . . And that no question of self-
government in India at this juncture shall impair the ultimate
responsibility of Parliament for the peace, order, and good
government of the Indian Empire.

On this occasion I spoke for as much as an hour and a half, and was heard
with attention. But on this issue, as later on upon defence, nothing that one
could say made the slightest difference. We have now along this subsidiary
Eastern road also reached our horrible consummation in the slaughter of
hundreds of thousands of poor people who only sought to earn their living
under conditions of peace and justice. I ventured to tell the ignorant Members
of all parties:

As the British authority passes for a time into collapse, the old
hatreds between the Moslems and the Hindus revive and acquire new
life and malignancy. We cannot easily conceive what these hatreds
are. There are in India mobs of neighbours, people who have dwelt
together in the closest propinquity all their lives, who when held and
dominated by these passions will tear each other to pieces, men,
women, and children, with their fingers. Not for a hundred years
have the relations between Moslems and Hindus been so poisoned as
they have been since England was deemed to be losing her grip, and
was believed to be ready to quit the scene if told to go.

We mustered little more than forty in the lobby against all the three parties
in the House of Commons. This must be noted as a sad milestone on the
downward path.

* * * 3 *
Meanwhile, all Germany was astir and great events marched forward.

Much had happened in the year which followed the fall of the Bruening
Cabinet in May, 1932. Papen and the political general, Schleicher, had hitherto
attempted to govern Germany by cleverness and intrigue. The time for these
had now passed. Papen, who succeeded Bruening as Chancellor, hoped to rule
with the support of the entourage of President Hindenburg and of the extreme
Nationalist group in the Reichstag. On July 20, a decisive step was taken. The
Socialist Government in Prussia was forcibly ousted from office. The question



put to the Prime Minister of Prussia when he said he would only yield to
physical force was: “How much force do you require?” He was then carried
away from his desk. But Papen’s rival was eager for power. In Schleicher’s
calculations the instrument lay in the dark hidden forces storming into German
politics behind the rising power and name of Adolf Hitler. He hoped to make
the Hitler Movement a docile servant of the Reichswehr, and in so doing to
gain the control of both himself. The contacts between Schleicher and Roehm,
the leader of the Nazi Storm Troopers, which had begun in 1931, were
extended in the following year to more precise relations between Schleicher
and Hitler himself. The road to power for both men seemed to be obstructed
only by Papen and by the confidence displayed by Hindenburg in him.

In August, 1932, Hitler came to Berlin on a private summons from the
President. The moment for a forward step seemed at hand. Thirteen million
German voters stood behind the Fuehrer. A vital share of office must be his for
the asking. He was now in somewhat the position of Mussolini on the eve of
the march on Rome. But Papen did not care about recent Italian history. He
had the support of Hindenburg and had no intention of resigning. The old
Marshal saw Hitler. He was not impressed. “That man for Chancellor? I’ll
make him a postmaster and he can lick stamps with my head on them.” In
palace circles Hitler had not the influence of his competitors.

In the country the vast electorate was restless and adrift. In November,
1932, for the fifth time in a year, elections were held throughout Germany. The
Nazis lost ground and their 230 seats were reduced to 196, the Communists
gaining the balance. The bargaining power of the Fuehrer was thus weakened.
Perhaps General Schleicher would be able to do without him after all. The
General gained favour in the circle of Hindenburg’s advisers. On November
17, Papen resigned and Schleicher became Chancellor in his stead. But the new
Chancellor was found to have been more apt at pulling wires behind the scenes
than at the open summit of power. He had quarrelled with too many people.
Hitler together with Papen and the Nationalists now ranged themselves against
him; and the Communists, fighting the Nazis in the streets and the Government
by their strikes, helped to make his rule impossible. Papen brought his personal
influence to bear on President Hindenburg. Would not after all the best
solution be to placate Hitler by thrusting upon him the responsibilities and
burdens of office? Hindenburg at last reluctantly consented. On January 30,
1933, Adolf Hitler took office as Chancellor of Germany.

The hand of the Master was soon felt upon all who would or might oppose
the New Order. On February 2, all meetings or demonstrations of the German
Communist Party were forbidden, and throughout Germany a round-up of



secret arms belonging to the Communists began. The climax came on the
evening of February 27, 1933. The building of the Reichstag broke into flames.
Brown Shirts, Black Shirts, and their auxiliary formations were called out.
Four thousand arrests, including the Central Committee of the Communist
Party, were made overnight. These measures were entrusted to Goering, now
Minister of the Interior of Prussia. They formed the preliminary to the
forthcoming elections and secured the defeat of the Communists, the most
formidable opponents of the new régime. The organising of the electoral
campaign was the task of Goebbels, and he lacked neither skill nor zeal.

But there were still many forces in Germany reluctant, obstinate, or
actively hostile to Hitlerism. The Communists, and many who in their
perplexity and distress voted with them, obtained 81 seats; the Socialists 118;
and the Nationalists of Papen and Hugenberg 52. Against these Hitler secured
a Nazi vote of 17,300,000 votes with 288 seats. Thus, and thus only, did Hitler
obtain by hook and crook a majority vote from the German people. He had 288
against the other parties numbering 251; a majority of 37 only. Under the
ordinary processes of civilised parliamentary government, so large a minority
would have had great influence and due consideration in the State. But in the
new Nazi Germany minorities were now to learn that they had no rights.

On March 21, 1933, Hitler opened, in the garrison church at Potsdam,
hard-by the tomb of Frederick the Great, the First Reichstag of the Third
Reich. In the body of the church sat the representatives of the Reichswehr, the
symbol of the continuity of German might, and the senior officers of the S.A.
and S.S., the new figures of resurgent Germany. On March 24, the majority of
the Reichstag, overbearing or overaweing all opponents, confirmed by 441
votes to 94 complete emergency powers to Chancellor Hitler for four years. As
the result was announced, Hitler turned to the benches of the Socialists and
cried, “And now I have no further need of you.”

Amid the excitement of the election the exultant column of the National
Socialist Party filed past their leader in the pagan homage of a torchlight
procession through the streets of Berlin. It had been a long struggle, difficult
for foreigners, especially those who had not known the pangs of defeat, to
comprehend. Adolf Hitler had at last arrived; but he was not alone. He had
called from the depths of defeat the dark and savage furies latent in the most
numerous, most serviceable, ruthless, contradictory, and ill-starred race in
Europe. He had conjured up the fearful idol of an all-devouring Moloch of
which he was the priest and incarnation. It is not within my scope to describe
the inconceivable brutality and villainy by which this apparatus of hatred and
tyranny had been fashioned and was now to be perfected. It is necessary, for



the purpose of this account, only to present to the reader the new and fearful
fact which had broken upon the still-unwitting world: GERMANY UNDER HITLER,
AND GERMANY ARMING.

i ] ] ) )

While these deadly changes were taking place in Germany, the
MacDonald-Baldwin Government felt bound to enforce for some time the
severe reductions and restrictions which the financial crisis had imposed upon
our already modest armaments, and steadfastly closed their eyes and ears to the
disquieting symptoms in Europe. In vehement efforts to procure a disarmament
of the victors equal to that which had been enforced upon the vanquished by
the Treaty of Versailles, Mr. MacDonald and his Conservative and Liberal
colleagues pressed a series of proposals forward in the League of Nations and
through every other channel that was open. The French, although their political
affairs still remained in constant flux and in motion without particular
significance, clung tenaciously to the French Army as the centre and prop of
the life of France and of all her alliances. This attitude earned them rebukes
both in Britain and in the United States. The opinions of the press and public
were in no way founded upon reality; but the adverse tide was strong.

When in May, 1932, the virtues of disarmament were extolled in the House
of Commons by all parties, the Foreign Secretary opened a new line in the
classification of weapons which should be allowed or discouraged. He called
this “qualitative disarmament.” It was easier to expose the fallacy than to
convince the Members. I said:

The Foreign Secretary told us that it was difficult to divide
weapons into offensive and defensive categories. It certainly is,
because almost every conceivable weapon may be used in defence or
offence; either by an aggressor or by the innocent victim of his
assault. To make it more difficult for the invader, heavy guns, tanks,
and poison gas are to be relegated to the evil category of offensive
weapons. The invasion of France by Germany in 1914 reached its
climax without the employment of any of these weapons. The heavy
gun is to be described as “an offensive weapon.” It is all right in a
fortress; there it is virtuous and pacific in its character; but bring it
out into the field—and, of course, if it were needed, it would be
brought out into the field—and it immediately becomes naughty,
peccant, militaristic, and has to be placed under the ban of
civilisation. Take the tank. The Germans, having invaded France,
entrenched themselves; and in a couple of years they shot down
1,500,000 French and British soldiers who were trying to free the



soil of France. The tank was invented to overcome the fire of the
machine-guns with which the Germans were maintaining themselves
in France, and it saved a lot of lives in clearing the soil of the
invader. Now, apparently, the machine-gun, which was the German
weapon for holding on to thirteen provinces of France, is to be the
virtuous, defensive machine-gun, and the tank, which was the means
by which these Allied lives were saved, is to be placed under the
censure and obloquy of all just and righteous men. . . .

A truer classification might be drawn in banning weapons which
tend to be indiscriminate in their action and whose use entails death
and wounds, not merely on the combatants in the fighting zones, but
on the civil population, men, women, and children, far removed from
those areas. There, indeed, it seems to me would be a direction in
which the united nations assembled at Geneva might advance with
hope. . ..

At the end I gave my first formal warning of approaching war:

I should very much regret to see any approximation in military
strength between Germany and France. Those who speak of that as
though it were right, or even a question of fair dealing, altogether
underrate the gravity of the European situation. I would say to those
who would like to see Germany and France on an equal footing in
armaments: “Do you wish for war?” For my part, I earnestly hope
that no such approximation will take place during my lifetime or that
of my children. To say that is not in the least to imply any want of
regard or admiration for the great qualities of the German people, but
I am sure that the thesis that they should be placed in an equal
military position with France is one which, if it ever emerged in fact,
would bring us within practical distance of almost measureless
calamity.

The British air estimates of March, 1933, revealed a total lack of
comprehension alike by the Government and the Oppositions, Labour and
Liberal, of what was going on. I had to say (March 14, 1933):

I regretted to hear the Under-Secretary say that we were only the
fifth air power, and that the ten-year programme was suspended for
another year. I was sorry to hear him boast that the Air Ministry had
not laid down a single new unit this year. All these ideas are being
increasingly stultified by the march of events, and we should be well



advised to concentrate upon our air defences with greater vigour.

3 3 * 3k 3

Under the so-called National Government, British public opinion showed
an increasing inclination to cast aside all care about Germany. In vain the
French had pointed out correctly in a memorandum of July 21, 1931, that the
general assurance given at Versailles that a universal limitation of armaments
should follow the one-sided disarmament of Germany did not constitute a
Treaty obligation. It certainly was not an obligation enforceable apart from
time and circumstance. Yet, when in 1932 the German delegation to the
Disarmament Conference categorically demanded the removal of all
restrictions upon their right to rearm, they found much support in the British
press. The Times spoke of “the timely redress of inequality,” and The New
Statesman of “the unqualified recognition of the principle of the equality of
states.” This meant that the seventy million Germans ought to be allowed to
rearm and prepare for war without the victors in the late fearful struggle being
entitled to make any objection. Equality of status between victors and
vanquished; equality between a France of thirty-nine millions and a Germany
of nearly double that number!

The German Government were emboldened by the British demeanour.
They ascribed it to the fundamental weakness and inherent decadence imposed
even upon a Nordic race by the democratic and parliamentary form of society.
With all Hitler’s national drive behind them, they took a haughty line. In July,
their delegation gathered up its papers and quitted the Disarmament
Conference. To coax them back then became the prime political objective of
the victorious Allies. In November, the French, under severe and constant
British pressure, proposed what was somewhat unfairly called “The Herriot
Plan.” The essence of this was the reconstruction of all European defence
forces as short-service armies with limited numbers, admitting equality of
status but not necessarily accepting equality of strength. In fact and in
principle, the admission of equality of status made it impossible ultimately not
to accept equality of strength. This enabled the Allied Governments to offer to
Germany: “Equality of rights in a system which would provide security for all
nations.” Under certain safeguards of an illusory character the French were
reduced to accepting this meaningless formula. On this the Germans consented
to return to the Disarmament Conference. This was hailed as a notable victory
for peace.

Fanned by the breeze of popularity, His Majesty’s Government now
produced on March 16, 1933, what was called, after its author and inspirer,
“The MacDonald Plan.” It accepted as its starting-point the adoption of the



French conception of short-service armies—in this case of eight months’
service—and proceeded to prescribe exact figures for the troops of each
country. The French Army should be reduced from its peace-time
establishment of five hundred thousand men to two hundred thousand and the
Germans should increase to parity at that figure. By this time the German
military forces, though not yet provided with the mass of trained reserves
which only a succession of annual conscripted quotas could supply, may well
have amounted to the equivalent of over a million ardent volunteers, partially
equipped, and with many forms of the latest weapons coming along through
the convertible and partially converted factories to arm them.

At the end of the First World War, France, like Great Britain, had an
enormous mass of heavy artillery, whereas the cannon of the German Army
had in fact been blown to bits according to Treaty. Mr. MacDonald sought to
remedy this evident inequality by proposing to limit the calibre of mobile
artillery guns to 105 mm. or 4.2 inches. Existing guns up to six inches, could
be retained, but all replacements were to be limited to 4.2 inches. British
interests, as distinct from those of France, were to be protected by the
maintenance of the Treaty restrictions against German naval armaments until
1935, when it was proposed that a new Naval Conference should meet.
Military aircraft were prohibited to Germany for the duration of the agreement;
but the three Allied Powers should reduce their own air forces to five hundred
planes apiece.

I viewed this attack upon the French armed forces and the attempt to
establish equality between Germany and France with strong aversion; and on
March 23, 1933, I had the opportunity of saying to Parliament:

I doubt the wisdom of pressing this plan upon France at the
present time. I do not think the French will agree. They must be
greatly concerned at what is taking place in Germany, as well as at
the attitude of some others of their neighbours. I dare say that during
this anxious month there are a good many people who have said to
themselves, as I have been saying for several years: “Thank God for
the French Army.” When we read about Germany, when we watch
with surprise and distress the tumultuous insurgence of ferocity and
war spirit, the pitiless ill-treatment of minorities, the denial of the
normal protections of civilised society, the persecution of large
numbers of individuals solely on the ground of race—when we see
all that occurring in one of the most gifted, learned, and scientific
and formidable nations in the world, one cannot help feeling glad
that the fierce passions that are raging in Germany have not yet



found any other outlet but upon themselves. It seems to me that at a
moment like this to ask France to halve her Army while Germany
doubles hers, to ask France to halve her air force while the German
air force remains whatever it is, is a proposal likely to be considered
by the French Government, at present at any rate, as somewhat
unseasonable. The figures that are given in the plan of the strength of
armies and airplanes secure to France only as many airplanes as
would be possessed by Italy, leaving any air power possessed by
Germany entirely out of consideration.

And again in April:

The Germans demand equality in weapons and equality in the
organisation of armies and fleets, and we have been told: “You
cannot keep so great a nation in an inferior position. What others
have, they must have.” I have never agreed. It is a most dangerous
demand to make. Nothing in life is eternal, but as surely as Germany
acquires full military equality with her neighbours while her own
grievances are still unredressed and while she is in the temper which
we have unhappily seen, so surely should we see ourselves within a
measureable distance of the renewal of general European war.

. . . One of the things which we were told after the Great War
would be a security for us was that Germany would be a democracy
with parliamentary institutions. All that has been swept away. You
have most grim dictatorship. You have militarism and appeals to
every form of fighting spirit, from the reintroduction of duelling in
the colleges to the Minister of Education advising the plentiful use of
the cane in the elementary schools. You have these martial or
pugnacious manifestations, and also this persecution of the Jews of
which so many Members have spoken. . . .

I will leave Germany and turn to France. France is not only the
sole great surviving democracy in Europe; she is also the strongest
military power, I am glad to say, and she is the head of a system of
states and nations. France is the guarantor and protector of the whole
crescent of small states which runs right round from Belgium to
Yugoslavia and Rumania. They all look to France. When any step is
taken, by England or any other Power, to weaken the diplomatic or
military security of France, all these small nations tremble with fear
and anger. They fear that the central protective force will be
weakened, and that then they will be at the mercy of the great



Teutonic Power.

When one considers that the facts were hardly in dispute, the actions of a
responsible government of respectable men and the public opinion which so
flocculently supported them are scarcely comprehensible. It was like being
smothered by a feather bed. I remember particularly the look of pain and
aversion which I saw on the faces of Members in all parts of the House when I
said, “Thank God for the French Army.” Words were vain.

However, the French had the hardihood to insist that there should be a
delay of four years before the destruction of their heavy war material. The
British Government accepted this modification, provided that the French
agreement about the destruction of their artillery was specified in a document
for immediate signature. France bowed to this, and on October 12, 1933, Sir
John Simon, after complaining that Germany had shifted her ground in the
course of the preceding weeks, brought these draft proposals before the
Disarmament Conference. The result was unexpected. Hitler, now Chancellor
and Master of all Germany, having already given orders on assuming power to
drive ahead boldly on a nation-wide scale, both in the training-camps and the
factories, felt himself in a strong position. He did not even trouble to accept the
Quixotic offers pressed upon him. With a gesture of disdain he directed the
German Government to withdraw both from the Conference and from the
League of Nations. Such was the fate of the MacDonald Plan.
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It is difficult to find a parallel to the unwisdom of the British and weakness
of the French Governments, who none the less reflected the opinion of their
Parliaments in this disastrous period. Nor can the United States escape the
censure of history. Absorbed in their own affairs and all the abounding
interests, activities, and accidents of a free community, they simply gaped at
the vast changes which were taking place in Europe, and imagined they were
no concern of theirs. The considerable corps of highly competent, widely
trained professional American officers formed their own opinions, but these
produced no noticeable effect upon the improvident aloofness of American
foreign policy. If the influence of the United States had been exerted, it might
have galvanised the French and British politicians into action. The League of
Nations, battered though it had been, was still an august instrument which
would have invested any challenge to the new Hitler war-menace with the
sanctions of international law. Under the strain the Americans merely shrugged
their shoulders, so that in a few years they had to pour out the blood and
treasures of the New World to save themselves from mortal danger.



Seven years later, when at Tours I witnessed the French agony, all this was
in my mind, and that is why, even when proposals for a separate peace were
mentioned, I spoke only words of comfort and reassurance which I rejoice to
feel have been made good.

3k * 3 * *

I had arranged at the beginning of 1931 to undertake a considerable lecture
tour in the United States, and travelled to New York immediately after this
speech. Here I suffered a serious accident which nearly cost me my life. On
December 13, when on my way to visit Mr. Bernard Baruch, I got out of my
car on the wrong side and walked across Fifth Avenue without bearing in mind
the opposite rule of the road which prevails in America, or the red lights, then
unused in Britain. There was a shattering collision. For two months I was a
wreck. I gradually regained at Nassau in the Bahamas enough strength to crawl
around. In this condition I undertook a tour of forty lectures throughout the
United States, living all day on my back in a railway compartment, and
addressing in the evening large audiences. On the whole I consider this was the
hardest time I have had in my life. I lay pretty low all through this year; but in
time my strength returned.

Meanwhile, at home our life flowed placidly downstream. At Westminster
Mr. Baldwin adopted and espoused the main principles of Mr. MacDonald’s
India Bill, the conduct of which in the Commons was entrusted to the new
Secretary of State for India, Sir Samuel Hoare. The report of the Simon
Commission was ignored, and no opportunity of debating it was given to
Parliament. With about seventy other Conservatives I formed a group called
“The India Defence League,” which during the next four years resisted the
Government’s policy on India in so far as it went beyond the recommendations
of the Commission. We fought the matter out at party conferences with a
considerable measure of support, sometimes running very close, but always in
a minority. The Labour Opposition voted in Parliament with the Government
on the Indian issue, and it became, like disarmament, a link between the two
Front Benches. Their followers presented an overwhelming majority against
our group, and derided us as “die-hards.” The rise of Hitler to power, the
domination of the Nazi Party over all Germany, and the rapid, active growth of
German armed power, led to further differences between me and the
Government and the various political parties in the State.

The years from 1931 to 1935, apart from my anxiety on public affairs,
were personally very pleasant to me. I earned my livelihood by dictating
articles which had a wide circulation, not only in Great Britain and the United
States, but also, before Hitler’s shadow fell upon them, in the most famous



newspapers of sixteen European countries. I lived in fact from mouth to hand. I
produced in succession the various volumes of the Life of Marlborough. 1
meditated constantly upon the European situation and the rearming of
Germany. I lived mainly at Chartwell, where I had much to amuse me. I built
with my own hands a large part of two cottages and extensive kitchen-garden
walls, and made all kinds of rockeries and waterworks and a large swimming-
pool which was filtered to limpidity and could be heated to supplement our
fickle sunshine. Thus I never had a dull or idle moment from morning till
midnight, and with my happy family around me dwelt at peace within my
habitation.

During these years I saw a great deal of Frederick Lindemann, Professor of
Experimental Philosophy at Oxford University. Lindemann was already an old
friend of mine. I had met him first at the close of the previous war, in which he
had distinguished himself by conducting in the air a number of experiments,
hitherto reserved for daring pilots, to overcome the then almost mortal dangers
of a “spin.” We came much closer together from 1932 onwards, and he
frequently motored over from Oxford to stay with me at Chartwell. Here we
had many talks into the small hours of the morning about the dangers which
seemed to be gathering upon us. Lindemann, “the Prof,” as he was called
among his friends, became my chief adviser on the scientific aspects of
modern war and particularly of air defence, and also on questions involving
statistics of all kinds. This pleasant and fertile association continued
throughout the war.

Another of my close friends was Desmond Morton.”” When, in 1917,
Field-Marshal Haig filled his personal staff with young officers fresh from the
firing-line, Desmond was recommended to him as the pick of the artillery. He
had commanded the most advanced field battery in Arras during the severe
spring fighting of that year. To his Military Cross he added the unique
distinction of having been shot through the heart, and living happily ever
afterwards with the bullet in him. When I became Minister of Munitions in
July, 1917, 1 frequently visited the front as the Commander-in-Chief’s guest,
and he always sent his trusted Aide-de-Camp, Desmond Morton, with me.
Together we visited many parts of the line. During these sometimes dangerous
excursions, and at the Commander-in-Chief’s house, I formed a great regard
and friendship for this brilliant and gallant officer, and in 1919, when I became
Secretary of State for War and Air, I appointed him to a position in the
Intelligence, which he held for many years. He was a neighbour of mine,
dwelling only a mile away from Chartwell. He obtained from the Prime
Minister, Mr. MacDonald, permission to talk freely to me and keep me well
informed. He became, and continued during the war to be, one of my most



intimate advisers till our final victory was won.

I had also formed a friendship with Ralph Wigram, then the rising star of
the Foreign Office and in the centre of all its affairs. He had reached a level in
that department which entitled him to express responsible opinions upon
policy, and to use a wide discretion in his contacts, official and unofficial. He
was a charming and fearless man, and his convictions, based upon profound
knowledge and study, dominated his being. He saw as clearly as I did, but with
more certain information, the awful peril which was closing in upon us. This
drew us together. Often we met at his little house in North Street, and he and
Mrs. Wigram came to stay with us at Chartwell. Like other officials of high
rank, he spoke to me with complete confidence. All this helped me to form and
fortify my opinion about the Hitler Movement. For my part, with the many
connections which I now had in France, in Germany, and other countries, I had
been able to send him a certain amount of information which we examined
together.

From 1933 onwards, Wigram became keenly distressed at the policy of the
Government and the course of events. While his official chiefs formed every
day a higher opinion of his capacity, and while his influence in the Foreign
Office grew, his thoughts turned repeatedly to resignation. He had so much
force and grace in his conversation that all who had grave business with him,
and many others, gave ever-increasing importance to his views.
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It was of great value to me, and it may be thought also to the country, that I
should have the means of conducting searching and precise discussions for so
many years in this very small circle. On my side, however, I gathered and
contributed a great deal of information from foreign sources. I had confidential
contacts with several of the French Ministers and with the successive chiefs of
the French Government. Mr. Ian Colvin, the son of the famous leader-writer of
the Morning Post, was the News Chronicle correspondent in Berlin. He
plunged very deeply into German politics, and established contacts of a most
secret character with some of the important German generals, and also with
independent men of character and quality in Germany who saw in the Hitler
Movement the approaching ruin of their native land. Several visitors of
consequence came to me from Germany and poured their hearts out in their
bitter distress. Most of these were executed by Hitler during the war. From
other directions I was able to check and furnish information on the whole field
of our air defence. In this way I became as well-instructed as many Ministers
of the Crown. All the facts I gathered from every source, including especially
foreign connections, I reported to the Government from time to time. My



personal relations with Ministers and also with many of their high officials
were close and easy, and, although I was often their critic, we maintained a
spirit of comradeship. Later on, as will be seen, I was made officially party to
much of their most secret technical knowledge. From my own long experience
in high office I was also possessed of the most precious secrets of the State. All
this enabled me to form and maintain opinions which did not depend on what
was published in the newspapers, though these brought many items to the
discriminating eye.
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At Westminster I pursued my two themes of India and the German menace,
and went to Parliament from time to time to deliver warning speeches, which
commanded attention, but did not, unhappily, wake to action the crowded,
puzzled Houses which heard them. On the German danger, as on India, I found
myself working in Parliament with a group of friends. It was to a large extent
composed differently from the India Defence League. Sir Austen Chamberlain,
Sir Robert Horne, Sir Edward Grigg, Lord Winterton, Mr. Bracken, Sir Henry
Croft, and several others formed our circle. We met regularly, and, to a large
extent, pooled our information. The Ministers eyed this significant but not
unfriendly body of their own supporters and former colleagues or seniors with
respect. We could at any time command the attention of Parliament and stage a
full-dress debate.

3 * * 3k *
The reader will pardon a personal digression in a lighter vein.

In the summer of 1932, for the purposes of my Life of Marlborough 1
visited his old battlefields in the Low Countries and Germany. Our family
expedition, which included “the Prof,” journeyed agreeably along the line of
Marlborough’s celebrated march in 1705 from the Netherlands to the Danube,
passing the Rhine at Coblenz. As we wended our way through these beautiful
regions from one ancient, famous city to another, I naturally asked questions
about the Hitler Movement, and found it the prime topic in every German
mind. I sensed a Hitler atmosphere. After passing a day on the field of
Blenheim, I drove into Munich and spent the best part of a week there.

At the Regina Hotel a gentleman introduced himself to some of my party.
He was Herr Hanfstaengl, and spoke a great deal about “the Fuehrer,” with
whom he appeared to be intimate. As he seemed to be a lively and talkative
fellow, speaking excellent English, I asked him to dine. He gave a most
interesting account of Hitler’s activities and outlook. He spoke as one under
the spell. He had probably been told to get in touch with me. He was evidently
most anxious to please. After dinner he went to the piano and played and sang



many tunes and songs in such remarkable style that we all enjoyed ourselves
immensely. He seemed to know all the English tunes that I liked. He was a
great entertainer, and at that time, as is known, a favourite of the Fuehrer. He
said I ought to meet him, and that nothing would be easier to arrange. Herr
Hitler came every day to the hotel about five o’clock, and would be very glad
indeed to see me.

I had no national prejudices against Hitler at this time. I knew little of his
doctrine or record and nothing of his character. I admire men who stand up for
their country in defeat, even though I am on the other side. He had a perfect
right to be a patriotic German if he chose. I always wanted England, Germany,
and France to be friends. However, in the course of conversation with
Hanfstaengl, I happened to say, “Why is your chief so violent about the Jews?
I can quite understand being angry with Jews who have done wrong or are
against the country, and I understand resisting them if they try to monopolise
power in any walk of life; but what is the sense of being against a man simply
because of his birth? How can any man help how he is born?” He must have
repeated this to Hitler, because about noon the next day he came round with
rather a serious air and said that the appointment he had made with me to meet
Hitler could not take place, as the Fuehrer would not be coming to the hotel
that afternoon. This was the last I saw of “Putzi”—for such was his pet name
—although we stayed several more days at the hotel. Thus Hitler lost his only
chance of meeting me. Later on, when he was all-powerful, I was to receive
several invitations from him. But by that time a lot had happened, and I
excused myself.

*x ) *x *x )

All this while the United States remained intensely preoccupied with its
own vehement internal affairs and economic problems. Europe and far-off
Japan watched with steady gaze the rise of German warlike power.
Disquietude was increasingly expressed in Scandinavian countries and the
states of the “Little Entente” and in some Balkan countries. Deep anxiety ruled
in France, where a large amount of knowledge of Hitler’s activities and of
German preparations had come to hand. There was, I was told, a catalogue of
breaches of the Treaties of immense and formidable gravity; but when I asked
my French friends why this matter was not raised in the League of Nations,
and Germany invited, or even ultimately summoned, to explain her action and
state precisely what she was doing, I was answered that the British
Government would deprecate such an alarming step. Thus, while Mr.
MacDonald, with Mr. Baldwin’s full authority, preached disarmament to the
French, and practised it upon the British, the German might grew by leaps and
bounds, and the time for overt action approached.



In justice to the Conservative Party it must be mentioned that at each of the
Conferences of the National Union of Conservative Associations from 1932
onwards, resolutions proposed by such worthies as Lord Lloyd and Sir Henry
Croft in favour of an immediate strengthening of our armaments to meet the
growing danger from abroad were carried almost unanimously. But the
parliamentary control by the Government Whips in the House of Commons
was at this time so effective, and the three parties in the Government, as well
as the Labour Opposition, so sunk in lethargy and blindness, that the warnings
of their followers in the country were as ineffective as were the signs of the
times and the evidence of the Secret Service. This was one of those awful
periods which recur in our history, when the noble British nation seems to fall
from its high estate, loses all trace of sense or purpose, and appears to cower
from the menace of foreign peril, frothing pious platitudes while foemen forge
their arms.

In this dark time the basest sentiments received acceptance or passed
unchallenged by the responsible leaders of the political parties. In 1933, the
students of the Oxford Union, under the inspiration of a Mr. Joad, passed their
ever-shameful resolution, “That this House refuses to fight for King and
country.” It was easy to laugh off such an episode in England, but in Germany,
in Russia, in Italy, in Japan, the idea of a decadent, degenerate Britain took
deep root and swayed many calculations. Little did the foolish boys who
passed the resolution dream that they were destined quite soon to conquer or
fall gloriously in the ensuing war, and prove themselves the finest generation
ever bred in Britain. Less excuse can be found for their elders, who had no
chance of self-repudiation in action."

* > ) ) )

In November, 1933, we had another debate in the House of Commons. I
returned to my main theme:

We read of large importations of scrap iron and nickel and war
metals, quite out of the ordinary. We read all the news which
accumulates of the military spirit which is rife throughout the
country; we see that a philosophy of blood-lust is being inculcated
into their youth to which no parallel can be found since the days of
barbarism. We see all these forces on the move, and we must
remember that this is the same mighty Germany which fought all the
world and almost beat the world; it is the same mighty Germany
which took two and a half lives for every German life that was taken.
“'No wonder, when you have these preparations, these doctrines,
and these assertions openly made, that there is alarm throughout the



whole circle of nations which surround Germany. . . .

3 * * 3k 3

While this fearful transformation in the relative war-power of victors and
vanquished was taking place in Europe, a complete lack of concert between the
non-aggressive and peace-loving states had also developed in the Far East.
This story forms a counterpart to the disastrous turn of events in Europe, and
arose from the same paralysis of thought and action among the leaders of the
former and future Allies.

The economic blizzard of 1929 to 1931 had affected Japan not less than the
rest of the world. Since 1914 her population had grown from fifty to seventy
millions. Her metallurgical factories had increased from fifty to one hundred
and forty-eight. The cost of living had risen steadily. The production of rice
was stationary, and its importation expensive. The need for raw material and
for external markets was clamant. In the violent depression Britain and forty
other countries felt increasingly compelled, as the years passed, to apply
restrictions or tariffs against Japanese goods produced under labour conditions
unrelated to European or American standards. China was more than ever
Japan’s principal export market for cotton and other manufactures, and almost
her sole source of coal and iron. A new assertion of control over China
became, therefore, the main theme of Japanese policy.

In September, 1931, on a pretext of local disorders, the Japanese occupied
Mukden and the zone of the Manchurian Railway. In January, 1932, they
demanded the dissolution of all Chinese associations of an anti-Japanese
character. The Chinese Government refused, and on January 28, the Japanese
landed to the north of the International Concession at Shanghai. The Chinese
resisted with spirit, and, although without airplanes or anti-tank guns or any of
the modern weapons, maintained their resistance for more than a month. At the
end of February, after suffering very heavy losses, they were obliged to retire
from their forts in the Bay of Wu-Sung, and took up positions about twelve
miles inland. Early in 1932, the Japanese created the puppet State of
Manchukuo. A year later, the Chinese province of Jehol was annexed to it, and
in March, 1933, Japanese troops, penetrating deeply into defenceless regions,
had reached the Great Wall of China. This aggressive action corresponded to
the growth of Japanese power in the Far East and her new naval position on the
oceans.

From the first shot the outrage committed upon China aroused the strongest
hostility in the United States. But the policy of isolation cut both ways. Had
the United States been a member of the League of Nations, she could



undoubtedly have led that Assembly into collective action against Japan, of
which the United States would herself have been the principal mandatory. The
British Government on their part showed no desire to act with the United
States alone; nor did they wish to be drawn into antagonism with Japan further
than their obligations under the League of Nations Charter required. There was
a rueful feeling in some British circles at the loss of the Japanese Alliance and
the consequential weakening of the British position with all its long-
established interests in the Far East. His Majesty’s Government could hardly
be blamed if, in their grave financial and growing European embarrassments,
they did not seek a prominent rdle at the side of the United States in the Far
East without any hope of corresponding American support in Europe.

China, however, was a member of the League, and although she had not
paid her subscription to that body, she appealed to it for what was no more
than justice. On September 30, 1931, the League called on Japan to remove her
troops from Manchuria. In December, a Commission was appointed to conduct
an inquiry on the spot. The League of Nations entrusted the chairmanship of
the Commission to the Earl of Lytton, the worthy descendant of a gifted line.
He had had many years’ experience in the East as Governor of Bengal and as
Acting Viceroy of India. The Report, which was unanimous, was a remarkable
document, and forms the basis of any serious study of the conflict between
China and Japan. The whole background of the Manchurian affair was
carefully presented. The conclusions drawn were plain: Manchukuo was the
artificial creation of the Japanese General Staff, and the wishes of the
population had played no part in the formation of this puppet state. Lord
Lytton and his colleagues in their Report not only analysed the situation, but
put forward concrete proposals for an international solution. These were for the
declaration of an autonomous Manchuria. It would still remain part of China,
under the aegis of the League, and there would be a comprehensive treaty
between China and Japan regulating their interests in Manchuria. The fact that
the League could not follow up these proposals in no way detracts from the
value of the Lytton Report. The American Secretary of State, Stimson, wrote
of the document: “It became at once and remains today the outstanding
impartial authority upon the subject which it covers.” In February, 1933, the
League of Nations declared that the State of Manchukuo could not be
recognised. Although no sanctions were imposed upon Japan, nor any other
action taken, Japan, on March 27, 1933, withdrew from the League of Nations.
Germany and Japan had been on opposite sides in the war; they now looked
towards each other in a different mood. The moral authority of the League was
shown to be devoid of any physical support at a time when its activity and
strength were most needed.



* 3 * * 3

We must regard as deeply blameworthy before history the conduct, not
only of the British National and mainly Conservative Government, but of the
Labour-Socialist and Liberal Parties, both in and out of office, during this fatal
period. Delight in smooth-sounding platitudes, refusal to face unpleasant facts,
desire for popularity and electoral success irrespective of the vital interests of
the State, genuine love of peace and pathetic belief that love can be its sole
foundation, obvious lack of intellectual vigour in both leaders of the British
Coalition Government, marked ignorance of Europe and aversion from its
problems in Mr. Baldwin, the strong and violent pacifism which at this time
dominated the Labour-Socialist Party, the utter devotion of the Liberals to
sentiment apart from reality, the failure and worse than failure of Mr. Lloyd
George, the erstwhile great wartime leader, to address himself to the continuity
of his work, the whole supported by overwhelming majorities in both Houses
of Parliament: all these constituted a picture of British fatuity and fecklessness
which, though devoid of guile, was not devoid of guilt, and, though free from
wickedness or evil design, played a definite part in the unleashing upon the
world of horrors and miseries which, even so far as they have unfolded, are
already beyond comparison in human experience.

[1] Four years later, Sir Thomas Inskip, Minister for Co-
ordination of Defence, who was well-versed in the Bible,
used the expressive phrase about this dismal period, of
which he was the heir: “The years that the locust hath
eaten.”—Joel, 2:25.

[2] Now Major Sir Desmond Morton, K.C.B., M.C.

[3] I cannot resist telling this story. The Oxford Union invited
me to address them. I declined to do so, but said I would
give them an hour to ask me questions. One of the questions
was, “Do you think Germany was guilty of making the last
war?” I said, “Yes, of course.” A young German Rhodes
scholar rose from his place and said, “After this insult to my
country I will not remain here.” He then stalked out amid
roars of applause. I thought him a spirited boy. Two years
later it was found out in Germany that he had a Jewish
ancestor. This ended his career in Germany.



[4] This excluded the Russian losses.
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The Darkening Scene
1934

Spring Warnings—The German Blood Purge of June 30—The End of
Disarmament—The Murder of Doctor Dollfuss, July 25—The
Death of Hindenburg—Hitler Head of the German State, August 1
—The Italian Dilemma—The Murder of King Alexander and M.
Barthou at Marseilles, October 9—M. Laval, French Foreign
Minister, November—Italian Abyssinian Clash at Wal-Wal,
December—Franco-Italian Agreement, January 6, 1935—The Saar
Plebiscite, January 13, 1935.

Hitler’s accession to the Chancellorship in 1933 had not been regarded
with enthusiasm in Rome. Nazism was viewed as a crude and brutalised
version of the Fascist theme. The ambitions of a Greater Germany towards
Austria and in Southeastern Europe were well known. Mussolini foresaw that
in neither of these regions would Italian interests coincide with those of the
new Germany. Nor had he long to wait for confirmation.

*x *x *x *x *x

The acquisition of Austria by Germany was one of Hitler’s most cherished
ambitions. The first page of Mein Kampf contains the sentence, “German
Austria must return to the great German Motherland.” From the moment,
therefore, of the acquisition of power in January, 1933, the Nazi German
Government cast its eyes upon Vienna. Hitler could not afford as yet to clash
with Mussolini, whose interest in Austria had been loudly proclaimed. Even
infiltration and underground activities had to be applied with caution by a
Germany as yet militarily weak. Pressure on Austria, however, began in the
first few months. Unceasing demands were made on the Austrian Government
to force members of the satellite Austrian Nazi Party both into the Cabinet and
into key posts in the Administration. Austrian Nazis were trained in an
Austrian legion organised in Bavaria. Bomb outrages on the railways and at
tourist centres, German airplanes showering leaflets over Salzburg and
Innsbruck, disturbed the daily life of the Republic. The Austrian Chancellor
Dollfuss was equally opposed both by Socialist pressure within and external
German designs against Austrian independence. Nor was this the only menace



to the Austrian State. Following the evil example of their German neighbours,
the Austrian Socialists had built up a private army, with which to override the
decision of the ballot box. Both dangers loomed upon Dollfuss during 1933.
The only quarter to which he could turn for protection and whence he had
already received assurance of support was Fascist Italy. In August, 1933,
Dollfuss met Mussolini at Riccione. A close personal and political
understanding was reached between them. Dollfuss, who believed that Italy
would hold the ring, felt strong enough to move against one set of his
opponents—the Austrian Socialists.

In January, 1934, Suvich, Mussolini’s principal adviser on foreign affairs,
visited Vienna as a gesture of warning to Germany. On January 21, he made
the following public statement:

The importance of Austria, due to her position in the heart of
Central Europe and in the Danube Basin, far exceeds, as is well
known, her territorial and numerical size. If she is to fulfil in the
interests of all the mission accorded her by centuries-old tradition
and geographical situation, the normal conditions of independence
and peaceful life must first of all be secured. That is the standpoint
which Italy has long maintained in regard to both political and
economic conditions on the basis of unchangeable principles.

Three weeks later, the Dollfuss Government took action against the
Socialist organisations of Vienna. The Heimwehr under Major Fey, belonging
to Dollfuss’s own party, received orders to disarm the equivalent and equally
illegal body controlled by the Austrian Socialists. The latter resisted forcibly,
and on February 12 street fighting broke out in the capital. Within a few hours
the Socialist forces were broken. This event not only brought Dollfuss closer to
Italy, but strengthened him in the next stage of his task against the Nazi
penetration and conspiracy. On the other hand, many of the defeated Socialists
or Communists swung over to the Nazi camp in their bitterness. In Austria as
in Germany the Catholic-Socialist feud helped the Nazis.

] % ) ) )

Until the middle of 1934, the control of events was still largely in the hands
of His Majesty’s Government without the risk of war. They could at any time,
in concert with France and through the agency of the League of Nations, have
brought an overwhelming power to bear upon the Hitler Movement, about
which Germany was profoundly divided. This would have involved no
bloodshed. But this phase was passing. An armed Germany under Nazi control
was approaching the threshold. And yet, incredible though it may seem, far



into this cardinal year Mr. MacDonald, armed with Mr. Baldwin’s political
power, continued to work for the disarmament of France. I cannot but quote
the unavailing protest which I made in Parliament on February 7:

What happens, for instance, if, after we have equalised and
reduced the army of France to the level of that of Germany, and got
an equality for Germany, and with all the reactions which will have
followed in the sentiment of Europe upon such a change, Germany
then proceeds to say, “How can you keep a great nation of seventy
millions in a position in which it is not entitled to have a navy equal
to the greatest of the fleets upon the seas?” You will say, “No; we do
not agree. Armies—they belong to other people. Navies—that
question affects Britain’s interests and we are bound to say, ‘No.” ”
But what position shall we be in to say that “No”?

Wars come very suddenly. I have lived through a period when
one looked forward, as we do now, with great anxiety and
uncertainty to what would happen in the future. Suddenly something
did happen—tremendous, swift, overpowering, irresistible. Let me
remind the House of the sort of thing that happened in 1914. There
was absolutely no quarrel between Germany and France. One July
afternoon the German Ambassador drove down to the Quai d’Orsay
and said to the French Prime Minister: “We have been forced to
mobilise against Russia, and war will be declared. What is to be the
position of France?” The French Premier made the answer which his
Cabinet had agreed upon, that France would act in accordance with
what she considered to be her own interests. The Ambassador said,
“You have an alliance with Russia, have you not?” “Quite so,” said
the French Premier. And that was the process by which, in a few
minutes, the area of the struggle, already serious in the East, was
enormously widened and multiplied by the throwing-in of the two
great nations of the West on either side. But sometimes even a
declaration of neutrality does not suffice. On this very occasion, as
we now know, the German Ambassador was authorised by his
Government, in case the French did not do their duty by their
Russian ally, in case they showed any disposition to back out of the
conflict which had been resolved on by Germany, to demand that the
fortresses of Toul and Verdun should be handed over to German
troops as a guarantee that the French, having declared neutrality,
would not change their mind at a subsequent moment. . . .

We may ourselves, in the lifetime of those who are here, if we



are not in a proper state of security, be confronted on some occasion
with a visit from an Ambassador, and may have to give an answer,
and if that answer is not satisfactory, within the next few hours the
crash of bombs exploding in London and the cataracts of masonry
and fire and smoke will warn us of any inadequacy which has been
permitted in our aerial defences. We are vulnerable as we have never
been before. I have often heard criticisms of the Liberal Government
before the war. . . . A far graver case rests upon those who now hold
power if, by any chance, against our wishes and against our hopes,
trouble should come.

Not one of the lessons of the past has been learned, not one of
them has been applied, and the situation is incomparably more
dangerous. Then we had the Navy and no air menace. Then the Navy
was the “sure shield” of Britain. . . . We cannot say that now. This
cursed, hellish invention and development of war from the air has
revolutionised our position. We are not the same kind of country we
used to be when we were an island, only twenty years ago.

I then asked for three definite decisions to be taken without delay. For the
Army: the reorganisation of our civil factories, so that they could be turned
over rapidly to war purposes, should be begun in Britain, as all over Europe.
For the Navy we should regain freedom of design. We should get rid of this
London Treaty which had crippled us in building the kind of ships we wanted,
and had stopped the United States from building a great battleship which she
probably needed, and to which we should not have had the slightest reason to
object. We should be helped in doing this by the fact that another of the parties
to the Treaty" was resolved to regain her freedom too. Thirdly, the air. We
ought to have an air force as strong as the air force of France or Germany,
whichever was the stronger. The Government commanded overwhelming
majorities in both branches of the Legislature, and nothing would be denied to
them. They had only to make their proposals with confidence and conviction
for the safety of the country, and their countrymen would sustain them.

* * * 3 3

There was at this moment a flicker of European unity against the German
menace. On February 17, 1934, the British, French, and Italian Governments
made a common declaration upon the maintenance of Austrian independence.
On March 14, I spoke again in Parliament:

The awful danger of our present foreign policy is that we go on
perpetually asking the French to weaken themselves. And what do



we say is the inducement? We say, “Weaken yourselves,” and we
always hold out the hope that if they do it and get into trouble, we
will then in some way or other go to their aid, although we have
nothing with which to go to their aid. I cannot imagine a more
dangerous policy. There is something to be said for isolation; there is
something to be said for alliances. But there is nothing to be said for
weakening the Power on the Continent with whom you would be in
alliance, and then involving yourself more [deeply] in Continental
tangles in order to make it up to them. In that way you have neither
the one thing nor the other; you have the worst of both worlds.

The Romans had a maxim, “Shorten your weapons and lengthen
your frontiers.” But our maxim seems to be, “Diminish your
weapons and increase your obligations.” Aye, and diminish the
weapons of your friends.

3k 3 3 3 3

Italy now made a final attempt to carry out the aforesaid Roman maxim.
On March 17, Italy, Hungary, and Austria signed the so-called Rome
Protocols, providing for mutual consultation in the event of a threat to any of
the three parties. But Hitler was growing steadily stronger, and in May and
June subversive activities increased throughout Austria. Dollfuss immediately
sent reports on these terrorist acts to Suvich with a note deploring their
depressive effect upon Austrian trade and tourists.

It was with this dossier in his hand that Mussolini went to Venice on June
14 to meet Hitler for the first time. The German Chancellor stepped from his
airplane in a brown mackintosh and Homburg hat into an array of sparkling
Fascist uniforms, with a resplendent and portly Duce at their head. As
Mussolini caught sight of his guest, he murmured to his aide, “Non mi piace.”
(“TI don’t like the look of him.”) At this strange meeting, only a general
exchange of ideas took place, with mutual lectures upon the virtues of
dictatorship on the German and Italian models. Mussolini was clearly
perplexed both by the personality and language of his guest. He summed up
his final impression in these words, “A garrulous monk.” He did, however,
extract some assurances of relaxation of German pressure upon Dollfuss.
Ciano told the journalists after the meeting, “You’ll see. Nothing more will
happen.”

But the pause in German activities which followed was due not to
Mussolini’s appeal, but to Hitler’s own internal preoccupations.

* 3 * * *



The acquisition of power had opened a deep divergence between the
Fuehrer and many of those who had borne him forward. Under Roehm’s
leadership the S.A. increasingly represented the more revolutionary elements
of the party. There were senior members of the party, such as Gregor Strasser,
ardent for social revolution, who feared that Hitler in arriving at the first place
would simply be taken over by the existing hierarchy, the Reichswehr, the
bankers, and the industrialists. He would not have been the first revolutionary
leader to kick down the ladder by which he had risen to exalted heights. To the
rank and file of the S.A. (Brown Shirts) the triumph of January, 1933, was
meant to carry with it the freedom to pillage, not only the Jews and profiteers,
but also the well-to-do, established classes of society. Rumours of a great
betrayal by their Leader soon began to spread in certain circles of the party.
Chief-of-Staff Roehm acted on this impulse with energy. In January, 1933, the
S.A. had been four hundred thousand strong. By the spring of 1934, he had
recruited and organised nearly three million men. Hitler in his new situation
was uneasy at the growth of this mammoth machine, which, while professing
fervent loyalty to his name, and being for the most part deeply attached to him,
was beginning to slip from his own personal control. Hitherto he had possessed
a private army. Now he had the national army. He did not intend to exchange
the one for the other. He wanted both, and to use each, as events required, to
control the other. He had now, therefore, to deal with Roehm. “I am resolved,”
he declared to the leaders of the S.A. in these days, “to repress severely any
attempt to overturn the existing order. I will oppose with the sternest energy a
second revolutionary wave, for it would bring with it inevitable chaos.
Whoever raises his head against the established authority of the State will be
severely treated, whatever his position.”

In spite of his misgivings Hitler was not easily convinced of the disloyalty
of his comrade of the Munich Putsch, who, for the last seven years, had been
the Chief of Staff of his Brown Shirt Army. When, in December, 1933, the
unity of the party with the State had been proclaimed, Roehm became a
member of the German Cabinet. One of the consequences of the union of the
party with the State was to be the merging of the Brown Shirts with the
Reichswehr. The rapid progress of national rearmament forced the issue of the
status and control of all the German armed forces into the forefront of politics.
In February, 1934, Mr. Eden arrived in Berlin, and in the course of
conversation, Hitler agreed provisionally to give certain assurances about the
non-military character of the S.A. Roehm was already in constant friction with
General von Blomberg, the Chief of the General Staff. He now feared the
sacrifice of the party army he had taken so many years to build, and in spite of
warnings of the gravity of his conduct, he published on April 18 an



unmistakable challenge:

The Revolution we have made is not a national revolution, but a
National-Socialist Revolution. We would even underline this last
word, “Socialist.” The only rampart which exists against reaction is
represented by our assault groups, for they are the absolute
incarnation of the revolutionary idea. The militant in the Brown Shirt
from the first day pledged himself to the path of revolution, and he
will not deviate by a hairbreadth until our ultimate goal has been
achieved.

He omitted, on this occasion, the “Heil Hitler!” which had been the
invariable conclusion of Brown Shirt harangues.

During the course of April and May, Blomberg continually complained to
Hitler about the insolence and activities of the S.A. The Fuehrer had to choose
between the generals who hated him and the Brown Shirt thugs to whom he
owed so much. He chose the generals. At the beginning of June, Hitler, in a
five-hour conversation, made a last effort to conciliate and come to terms with
Roehm. But with this abnormal fanatic, devoured by ambition, no compromise
was possible. The mystic hierarchic Greater Germany, of which Hitler
dreamed, and the Proletarian Republic of the People’s Army, desired by
Roehm, were separated by an impassable gulf.

Within the framework of the Brown Shirts, there had been formed a small
and highly trained élite, wearing black uniforms and known as the S.S., or later
as Black Shirts. These units were intended for the personal protection of the
Fuehrer and for special and confidential tasks. They were commanded by an
ex-unsuccessful poultry farmer, Heinrich Himmler. Foreseeing the impending
clash between Hitler and the Army on the one hand, and Roehm and the
Brown Shirts on the other, Himmler took care to carry the S.S. into Hitler’s
camp. On the other hand, Roehm had supporters of great influence within the
party, who, like Gregor Strasser, saw their ferocious plans for social revolution
being cast aside. The Reichswehr also had its rebels. Ex-Chancellor von
Schleicher had never forgiven his disgrace in January, 1933, and the failure of
the Army Chiefs to choose him as successor to Hindenburg. In a clash between
Roehm and Hitler, Schleicher saw an opportunity. He was imprudent enough
to drop hints to the French Ambassador in Berlin that the fall of Hitler was not
far off. This repeated the action he had taken in the case of Bruening. But the
times had become more dangerous.

It will long be disputed in Germany whether Hitler was forced to strike by
the imminence of the Roehm plot, or whether he and the generals, fearing what



might be coming, resolved on a clean-cut liquidation while they had the power.
Hitler’s interest and that of the victorious faction was plainly to establish the
case for a plot. It is improbable that Roehm and the Brown Shirts had actually
got as far as this. They were a menacing movement rather than a plot, but at
any moment this line might have been crossed. It is certain they were drawing
up their forces. It is also certain they were forestalled.

Events now moved rapidly. On June 25, the Reichswehr was confined to
barracks, and ammunition was issued to the Black Shirts. On the opposite side
the Brown Shirts were ordered to stand in readiness, and Roehm with Hitler’s
consent called a meeting for June 30 of all their senior leaders to meet at
Wiessee in the Bavarian Lakes. Hitler received warning of grave danger on the
twenty-ninth. He flew to Godesberg, where he was joined by Goebbels who
brought alarming news of impending mutiny in Berlin. According to Goebbels,
Roehm’s adjutant, Karl Ernst, had been given orders to attempt a rising. This
seems unlikely. Ernst was actually at Bremen, about to embark from that port
on his honeymoon.

On this information, true or false, Hitler took instant decisions. He ordered
Goering to take control in Berlin. He boarded his airplane for Munich,
resolved to arrest his main opponents personally. In this life-or-death climax,
as it had now become, he showed himself a terrible personality. Plunged in
dark thought, he sat in the co-pilot’s seat throughout the journey. The plane
landed at an airfield near Munich at four o’clock in the morning of June 30.
Hitler had with him, besides Goebbels, about a dozen of his personal
bodyguard. He drove to the Brown House in Munich, summoned the leaders of
the local S.A. to his presence, and placed them under arrest. At six o’clock,
with Goebbels and his small escort only, he motored to Wiessee.

Roehm was ill in the summer of 1934 and had gone to Wiessee to take a
cure. The establishment he had selected was a small chalet belonging to the
doctor in charge of his case. No worse headquarters could have been chosen
from which to organise an immediate revolt. The chalet stands at the end of a
narrow cul-de-sac lane. All arrivals and departures could be easily noted.
There was no room large enough to hold the alleged impending meeting of
Brown Shirt leaders. There was only one telephone. This ill accords with the
theory of an imminent uprising. If Roehm and his followers were about to
revolt, they were certainly careless.

At seven o’clock the Fuehrer’s procession of cars arrived in front of
Roehm’s chalet. Alone and unarmed Hitler mounted the stairs and entered
Roehm’s bedroom. What passed between the two men will never be known.
Roehm was taken completely by surprise, and he and his personal staff were



arrested without incident. The small party, with its prisoners, now left by road
for Munich. It happened that they soon met a column of lorries of armed
Brown Shirts on their way to acclaim Roehm at the conference convened at
Wiessee for noon. Hitler stepped out of his car, called for the commanding
officer, and, with confident authority, ordered him to take his men home. He
was instantly obeyed. If he had been an hour later, or they had been an hour
earlier, great events would have taken a different course.

On arrival at Munich, Roehm and his entourage were imprisoned in the
same gaol where he and Hitler had been confined together ten years before.
That afternoon the executions began. A revolver was placed in Roehm’s cell,
but, as he disdained the invitation, the cell door was opened within a few
minutes, and he was riddled with bullets. All the afternoon the executions
proceeded in Munich at brief intervals. The firing parties of eight had to be
relieved from time to time on account of the mental stress of the soldiers. But
for several hours the recurrent volleys were heard every ten minutes or so.

Meanwhile, in Berlin, Goering, having heard from Hitler, followed a
similar procedure. But here, in the capital, the killings spread beyond the
hierarchy of the S.A. Schleicher and his wife, who threw herself in front of
him, were shot in their house. Gregor Strasser was arrested and put to death.
Papen’s private secretary and immediate circle were also shot: but for some
unknown reason he himself was spared. In the Lichtefelde Barracks in Berlin,
Karl Ernst, clawed back from Bremen, met his fate; and here, as in Munich, the
volleys of the executioners were heard all day. Throughout Germany, during
these twenty-four hours, many men unconnected with the Roehm plot
disappeared as the victims of private vengeance, sometimes for very old
scores. Otto von Kabhr, for instance, who as head of the Bavarian Government
had broken the 1923 Putsch, was found dead in the woods near Munich. The
total number of persons “liquidated” is variously estimated as between five and
seven thousand.

Late in the afternoon of this bloody day, Hitler returned by air to Berlin. It
was time to put an end to the slaughter, which was spreading every moment.
That evening a certain number of the S.S., who through excess of zeal had
gone a little far in shooting prisoners, were themselves led out to execution.
About one o’clock in the morning of July 1, the sounds of firing ceased. Later
in the day the Fuehrer appeared on the balcony of the Chancellery to receive
the acclamations of the Berlin crowds, many of whom thought that he had
himself been the victim. Some say he looked haggard, others triumphant. He
may well have been both. His promptitude and ruthlessness had saved his
purpose and no doubt his life. In that “Night of the Long Knives,” as it was



called, the unity of National-Socialist Germany had been preserved to carry its
curse throughout the world.

A fortnight later the Fuehrer addressed the Reichstag, who sat in loyalty or
awe before him. In the course of two hours he delivered a reasoned defence of
his action. The speech reveals his knowledge of the German mind and his own
undoubted powers of argument. Its climax was:

The necessity for acting with lightning speed meant that in this
decisive hour I had very few men with me. . . . Although only a few
days before I had been prepared to exercise clemency, at this hour
there was no place for any such consideration. Mutinies are
suppressed in accordance with laws of iron which are eternally the
same. If anyone reproaches me and asks why I did not resort to the
regular courts of justice for conviction of the offenders, then all that I
can say to him is this: In this hour I was responsible for the fate of
the German people, and thereby I became the Supreme Justiciar of
the German people. . . . I did not wish to deliver up the Young Reich
to the fate of the Old Reich. I gave the order to shoot those who were
the ringleaders in this treason. . . .

Then followed this mixed but expressive metaphor:

And I further gave the order to burn out down to the raw flesh
the ulcers of this poisoning of the wells in our domestic life, and of
the poisoning of the outside world.

This massacre, however explicable by the hideous forces at work, showed
that the new Master of Germany would stop at nothing, and that conditions in
Germany bore no resemblance to those of a civilised state. A dictatorship
based upon terror and reeking with blood had confronted the world. Anti-
Semitism was ferocious and brazen, and the concentration-camp system was
already in full operation for all obnoxious or politically dissident classes. I was
deeply affected by the episode, and the whole process of German rearmament,
of which there was now overwhelming evidence, seemed to me invested with a
ruthless, lurid tinge. It glittered and it glared.

* 3k 3 3k 3k
We may now return for a moment to the House of Commons. In the course

of June, 1934, the Standing Committee of the Disarmament Conference at
Geneva was adjourned indefinitely. On July 13, I said:



I am very glad that the Disarmament Conference is passing out
of life into history. It is the greatest mistake to mix up disarmament
with peace. When you have peace you will have disarmament. But
there has been during these recent years a steady deterioration in the
relations between different countries, a steady growth of ill-will, and
a steady, indeed a rapid increase in armaments that has gone on
through all these years in spite of the endless flow of oratory, of
perorations, of well-meaning sentiments, of banquets, which have
marked this epoch.

Europe will be secure when nations no longer feel themselves in
great danger, as many of them do now. Then the pressure and the
burden of armaments will fall away automatically, as they ought to
have done in a long peace; and it might be quite easy to seal a
movement of that character by some general agreement. I hope,
indeed, that we have now also reached the end of the period of the
Government pressing France—this peaceful France with no
militarism—to weaken her armed forces. I rejoice that the French
have not taken the advice which has been offered to them so freely
from various quarters, and which the leader of the Opposition [Mr.
Lansbury] no doubt would strongly endorse.

This is not the only Germany which we shall live to see, but we
have to consider that at present two or three men, in what may well
be a desperate position, have the whole of that mighty country in
their grip, have that wonderful scientific, intelligent, docile, valiant
people in their grip, a population of seventy millions; that there is no
dynastic interest such as the monarchy bring as a restraint upon
policy, because it looks long ahead and has much to lose; and that
there is no public opinion except what is manufactured by those new
and terrible engines—broadcasting and a controlled press. Politics in
Germany are not as they are over here. There, you do not leave
office to go into Opposition. You do not leave the Front Bench to sit
below the Gangway. You may well leave your high office at a
quarter of an hour’s notice to drive to the police station, and you may
be conducted thereafter very rapidly to an even graver ordeal.

It seems to me that men in that position might very easily be
tempted to do what even a military dictatorship would not do,
because a military dictatorship, with all its many faults, at any rate is
one that is based on a very accurate study of the real facts; and there
is more danger in this kind of dictatorship than there would be in a



military dictatorship, because you have men who, to relieve
themselves from the great peril which confronts them at home, might
easily plunge into a foreign adventure of the most dangerous and
catastrophic character to the whole world.

x x % x %
The first temptation to such an adventure was soon to be revealed.

During the early part of July, 1934, there was much coming and going over
the mountain paths leading from Bavaria into Austrian territory. At the end of
July, a German courier fell into the hands of the Austrian frontier police. He
carried documents, including cipher keys, which showed that a complete plan
of revolt was reaching fruition. The organiser of the coup d’état was to be
Anton von Rintelen, at that time Austrian Minister to Italy. Dollfuss and his
Ministers were slow to respond to the warnings of an impending crisis and to
the signs of imminent revolt which became apparent in the early hours of July
25. The Nazi adherents in Vienna mobilised during the morning. Just before
one o’clock in the afternoon, a party of armed rebels entered the Chancellery,
and Dollfuss, hit by two revolver bullets, was left to bleed slowly to death.
Another detachment of Nazis seized the broadcasting station and announced
the resignation of the Dollfuss Government and the assumption of office by
Rintelen.

But the other members of the Dollfuss Cabinet reacted with firmness and
energy. President Doctor Miklas issued a formal command to restore order at
all costs. The Minister of Justice, Doctor Schuschnigg, assumed the
Administration. The majority of the Austrian Army and police rallied to his
Government, and besieged the Chancellery building where, surrounded by a
small party of rebels, Dollfuss was dying. The revolt had also broken out in the
provinces, and parties from the Austrian legion in Bavaria crossed the frontier.
Mussolini had by now heard the news. He telegraphed at once to Prince
Starhemberg, the head of the Austrian Heimwehr, promising Italian support for
Austrian independence. Flying specially to Venice, the Duce received the
widow of Doctor Dollfuss with every circumstance of sympathy. At the same
time three Italian divisions were dispatched to the Brenner Pass. On this Hitler,
who knew the limits of his strength, recoiled. The German Minister in Vienna,
Rieth, and other German officials implicated in the rising, were recalled or
dismissed. The attempt had failed. A longer process was needed. Papen, newly
spared from the blood-bath, was appointed as German Minister to Vienna, with
instructions to work by more subtle means.

Papen had been appointed German Minister to Vienna for the explicit



purpose of organising the overthrow of the Austrian Republic. He had a double
task: the encouragement of the underground Austrian Nazi Party, which
received henceforth a monthly subsidy of two hundred thousand marks, and
the undermining or winning over of leading personalities in Austrian politics.
In the early days of his appointment, he expressed himself with frankness
verging upon indiscretion to his American colleague in Vienna.

In the boldest and most cynical manner [says the American
Minister] Papen proceeded to tell me that all Southeastern Europe to
the borders of Turkey was Germany’s natural hinterland, and that he
had been charged with the mission of effecting German economic
and political control over the whole of this region. He blandly and
directly said that getting control of Austria was to be the first step.
He intended to use his reputation as a good Catholic to gain
influence with Austrians like Cardinal Innitzer. The German
Government was determined to gain control of Southeastern Europe.
There was nothing to stop them. The policy of the United States, like
that of France and England, was not “realistic.”

Amid these tragedies and alarms, the aged Marshal Hindenburg, who had,
for some months, been almost completely senile and so more than ever a tool
of the Reichswehr, expired. Hitler became the head of the German State while
retaining the office of Chancellor. He was now the Sovereign of Germany. His
bargain with the Reichswehr had been sealed and kept by the blood-purge. The
Brown Shirts had been reduced to obedience and reaffirmed their loyalty to the
Fuehrer. All foes and potential rivals had been extirpated from their ranks.
Henceforward they lost their influence and became a kind of special
constabulary for ceremonial occasions. The Black Shirts, on the other hand,
increased in numbers and strengthened by privileges and discipline, became
under Himmler a Praetorian Guard for the person of the Fuehrer, a
counterpoise to the Army leaders and military caste, and also political troops to
arm with considerable military force the activities of the expanding secret
police or Gestapo. It was only necessary to invest these powers with the formal
sanction of a managed plebiscite to make Hitler’s dictatorship absolute and
perfect.

*x * *x *x *

Events in Austria drew France and Italy together, and the shock of the
Dollfuss assassination led to General Staff contacts. The menace to Austrian
independence promoted a revision of Franco-Italian relations, and this had to
comprise not only the balance of power in the Mediterranean and North Africa,



but the relative positions of France and Italy in Southeastern Europe. But
Mussolini was anxious, not only to safeguard Italy’s position in Europe against
the potential German threat, but also to secure her imperial future in Africa.
Against Germany, close relations with France and Great Britain would be
useful; but in the Mediterranean and Africa, disagreements with both these
Powers might be inevitable. The Duce wondered whether the common need
for security felt by Italy, France, and Great Britain might not induce the two
former allies of Italy to accept the Italian imperialist programme in Africa. At
any rate, this seemed a hopeful course for Italian policy.

* 3 * 3 *

In France, after the Stavisky scandal and the riots of February, M. Daladier
had been succeeded as Premier by a Government of the Right Centre under M.
Doumergue with M. Barthou as Foreign Minister. Ever since the signature of
the Locarno Treaties, France had been anxious to reach formal agreement on
security measures in the East. British reluctance to undertake commitments
beyond the Rhine, the German refusal to make binding agreements with
Poland and Czechoslovakia, the fears of the Little Entente as to Russian
intentions, Russian suspicion of the capitalist West, all united to thwart such a
programme. In September, 1934, however, Louis Barthou determined to go
forward. His original plan was to propose an Eastern Pact, grouping together
Germany, Russia, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and the Baltic States on the basis of
a guarantee by France of the European frontiers of Russia, and by Russia of the
eastern borders of Germany. Both Germany and Poland were opposed to an
Eastern Pact; but Barthou succeeded in obtaining the entry of Russia into the
League of Nations on September 18, 1934. This was an important step.
Litvinov, who represented the Soviet Government, was versed in every aspect
of foreign affairs. He adapted himself to the atmosphere of the League of
Nations and spoke its moral language with so much success that he soon
became an outstanding figure.

In her search for allies against the new Germany that had been allowed to
grow up, it was natural that France should turn her eyes to Russia and try to re-
create the balance of power which had existed before the war. But in October a
tragedy occurred. In pursuance of French policy in the Balkans, King
Alexander of Yugoslavia had been invited to pay an official visit to Paris. He
landed at Marseilles, was met by M. Barthou, and drove with him and General
Georges through the welcoming crowds who thronged the streets gay with
flags and flowers. Once again from the dark recesses of the Serbian and Croat
underworld a hideous murder plot sprang upon the European stage, and, as at
Sarajevo in 1914, a band of assassins, ready to give their lives, were at hand.
The French police arrangements were loose and casual. A figure darted from



the cheering crowds, mounted the running-board of the car, and discharged his
automatic pistol into the King and its other occupants, all of whom were
stricken. The murderer was immediately cut down and killed by the mounted
Republican guardsman behind whom he had slipped. A scene of wild
confusion occurred. King Alexander expired almost immediately. General
Georges and M. Barthou stepped out of the car streaming with blood. The
General was too weak to move, but soon received medical aid. The Minister
wandered off in the crowd. It was twenty minutes before he received attention.
He was made to walk upstairs to the Prefect’s office before he could receive
medical attention; the doctor then applied the tourniquet below the wound. He
had already lost much blood: he was seventy-two, and he died in a few hours.
This was a heavy blow to French foreign policy, which under him was
beginning to take a coherent form. He was succeeded as Foreign Secretary by
Pierre Laval.

Laval’s later shameful record and fate must not obscure the fact of his
personal force and capacity. He had a clear and intense view. He believed that
France must at all costs avoid war, and he hoped to secure this by
arrangements with the dictators of Italy and Germany, against whose systems
he entertained no prejudice. He distrusted Soviet Russia. Despite his
occasional protestations of friendship, he disliked England and thought her a
worthless ally. At that time, indeed, British repute did not stand very high in
France. Laval’s first object was to reach a definite understanding with Italy,
and he deemed the moment ripe. The French Government was obsessed by the
German danger, and was prepared to make solid concessions to gain Italy. In
January, 1935, M. Laval went to Rome and signed a series of agreements with
the object of removing the main obstacles between the two countries. Both
Governments were united upon the illegality of German rearmament. They
agreed to consult each other in the event of future threats to the independence
of Austria. In the colonial sphere France undertook to make administrative
concessions about the status of Italians in Tunisia, and handed over to Italy
certain tracts of territory on the borders both of Libya and of Somaliland,
together with a twenty per cent share in the Jibuti-Addis Ababa Railway.
These conversations were designed to lay the foundations for more formal
discussions between France, Italy, and Great Britain about a common front
against the growing German menace. Across them all there cut in the ensuing
months the fact of Italian aggression in Abyssinia.

3 3 3 * *
In December, 1934, a clash took place between Italian and Abyssinian

soldiers at the wells of Wal-Wal on the borders of Abyssinia and Italian
Somaliland. This was to be the pretext for the ultimate presentation before the



world of Italian claims upon the Ethiopian Kingdom. Thus the problem of
containing Germany in Europe was henceforth confused and distorted by the
fate of Abyssinia.

3 3k >k ) )

There is one more incident at this juncture which should be mentioned.
Under the terms of the Treaty of Versailles, the Saar Valley, a small strip of
German territory, possessing rich coal mines and important iron works, was to
decide at the end of fifteen years by a plebiscite whether the population wished
to return to Germany or not. The date fixed for this event was in January,
1935. There could be no doubt of the outcome. The majority would certainly
vote for reincorporation into the German Fatherland; and to make assurance
doubly sure, the Valley, though nominally governed by a League of Nations
Commission, was in fact under the control of the local Nazi Party centre.
Barthou realised that ultimately the Saar was bound to return to Germany, but
was inclined to insist upon some guarantees to those who might vote against
immediate incorporation with Germany. His assassination changed the tone of
the French policy. On December 3, 1934, Laval made a direct bargain with the
Germans over the coal mines, and three days later announced publicly before
the League Council that France would not oppose the return of the Saar to
Germany. The actual plebiscite was held on January 13, 1935, under
international supervision, in which a British brigade took part; and this little
enclave, except Danzig, the only territorial embodiment of League sovereignty,
voted by 90.3 per cent for return to Germany. This moral triumph for National
Socialism, although the result of a normal and inevitable procedure, added to
Hitler’s prestige, and seemed to crown his authority with an honest sample of
the will of the German people. He was not at all conciliated, still less
impressed, by the proof of the League’s impartiality or fair play. No doubt it
confirmed his view that the Allies were decadent fools. For his own part he
proceeded to concentrate on his main objective, the expansion of the German
forces.

1] Japan.
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Air Parity Lost
1934-1935

The German Short Cut—The East Fulham Election, October 25, 1933
—Debate of February 7, 1934—Mr. Baldwin’s Pledge of Air Parity
—The Labour Vote of Censure Against Air Increases—Liberal
Hostility—My Precise Warning, November 28, 1934—Mr.
Baldwin’s Contradiction—Hitler Claims Germany Has Air Parity,
March, 1935—Mr. MacDonald’s Alarm—Mr.  Baldwin’s
Confession, May 22—The Labour and Liberal Attitudes—The Air
Ministry View—Lord Londonderry Presently Succeeded by Sir
Philip Cunliffe-Lister.

The German General Staff did not believe that the German Army could be
formed and matured on a scale greater than that of France, and suitably
provided with arsenals and equipment, before 1943. The German Navy, except
for U-boats, could not be rebuilt in its old state under twelve or fifteen years,
and in the process would compete heavily with all other plans. But owing to
the unlucky discovery by an immature civilisation of the internal-combustion
engine and the art of flying, a new weapon of national rivalry had leapt upon
the scene capable of altering much more rapidly the relative war power of
states. Granted a share in the ever-accumulating knowledge of mankind and in
the march of Science, only four or five years might be required by a nation of
the first magnitude, devoting itself to the task, to create a powerful, and
perhaps a supreme, air force. This period would, of course, be shortened by
any preliminary work and thought.

As in the case of the German Army, the re-creation of the German air
power was long and carefully prepared in secret. As early as 1923, Seeckt had
decided that the future German air force must be a part of the German war
machine. For the time being he was content to build inside the “air-forceless
army” a well-articulated air-force skeleton which could not be discerned, or at
any rate was not discerned in its early years, from without. Air power is the
most difficult of all forms of military force to measure, or even to express in
precise terms. The extent to which the factories and training-grounds of civil
aviation have acquired a military value and significance at any given moment



cannot easily be judged and still less exactly defined. The opportunities for
concealment, camouflage, and treaty evasion are numerous and varied. The air,
and the air alone, offered Hitler the chance of a short cut, first to equality and
next to predominance in a vital military arm over France and Britain. But what
would France and Britain do?

By the autumn of 1933, it was plain that neither by precept nor still less by
example would the British effort for disarmament succeed. The pacifism of the
Labour and Liberal Parties was not affected even by the grave event of the
German withdrawal from the League of Nations. Both continued in the name
of peace to urge British disarmament, and anyone who differed was called
“warmonger” and “scaremonger.” It appeared that their feeling was endorsed
by the people, who, of course, did not understand what was unfolding. At a by-
election which occurred in East Fulham on October 25, a wave of pacifist
emotion increased the Socialist vote by nearly nine thousand, and the
Conservative vote fell by over ten thousand. The successful candidate, Mr.
Wilmot, said after the poll that “British people demand . . . that the British
Government shall give a lead to the whole world by initiating immediately a
policy of general disarmament.” And Mr. Lansbury, then leader of the Labour
Party, said that all nations must “disarm to the level of Germany as a
preliminary to total disarmament.” This election left a deep impression upon
Mr. Baldwin, and he referred to it in a remarkable speech three years later. In
November came the Reichstag election, at which no candidates except those
endorsed by Hitler were tolerated, and the Nazis obtained ninety-five per cent
of the votes polled.

It would be wrong in judging the policy of the British Government not to
remember the passionate desire for peace which animated the uninformed,
misinformed majority of the British people, and seemed to threaten with
political extinction any party or politician who dared to take any other line.
This, of course, is no excuse for political leaders who fall short of their duty. It
is much better for parties or politicians to be turned out of office than to
imperil the life of the nation. Moreover, there is no record in our history of any
Government asking Parliament and the people for the necessary measures of
defence and being refused. Nevertheless, those who scared the timid
MacDonald-Baldwin Government from their path should at least keep silent.

The air estimates of March, 1934, totalled only twenty millions, and
contained provision for four new squadrons, or an increase in our first-line air
strength from 850 to 890. The financial cost involved in the first year was
£130,000.

On this I said:



We are, it is admitted, the fifth air Power only—if that. We are
but half the strength of France, our nearest neighbour. Germany is
arming fast and no one is going to stop her. That seems quite clear.
No one proposes a preventive war to stop Germany breaking the
Treaty of Versailles. She is going to arm; she is doing it; she has
been doing it. I have no knowledge of the details, but it is well
known that those very gifted people, with their science and with their
factories—with what they call their “Air-Sport”—are capable of
developing with great rapidity the most powerful air force for all
purposes, offensive and defensive, within a very short period of time.

I dread the day when the means of threatening the heart of the
British Empire should pass into the hands of the present rulers of
Germany. We should be in a position which would be odious to
every man who values freedom of action and independence, and also
in a position of the utmost peril for our crowded, peaceful population
engaged in their daily toil. I dread that day, but it is not perhaps far
distant. It is perhaps only a year, or perhaps eighteen months distant.
It has not come yet—at least so I believe or I hope and pray; but it is
not far distant. There is time for us to take the necessary measures,
but it is the measures we want. We want the measures to achieve
parity. No nation playing the part we play and aspire to play in the
world has a right to be in a position where it can be blackmailed. . . .

None of the grievances between the victors and the vanquished
have been redressed. The spirit of aggressive Nationalism was never
more rife in Europe and in the world. Far away are the days of
Locarno, when we nourished bright hopes of the reunion of the
European family. . . .

I called upon Mr. Baldwin as the man who possessed the power for action.
His was the power, and his the responsibility.

In the course of his reply Mr. Baldwin said:

If all our efforts for an agreement fail, and if it is not possible to
obtain this equality in such matters as I have indicated, then any
Government of this country—a National Government more than any,
and this Government—will see to it that in air strength and air power
this country shall no longer be in a position inferior to any country
within striking distance of its shores.

Here was a most solemn and definite pledge, given at a time when it could



almost certainly have been made good by vigorous action on a large scale.

3 3 * 3 *

Although Germany had not yet openly violated the clauses of the Treaty
which forbade her a military air force, civil aviation and an immense
development of gliding had now reached a point where they could very rapidly
reinforce and extend the secret and illegal military air force already formed.
The blatant denunciations of Communism and Bolshevism by Hitler had not
prevented the clandestine sending by Germany of arms to Russia. On the other
hand, from 1927 onwards a number of German pilots were trained by the
Soviets for military purposes. There were fluctuations, but in 1932 the British
Ambassador in Berlin reported that the Reichswehr had close technical liaison
with the Red Army. Just as the Fascist Dictator of Italy had, almost from his
accession to power, been the first to make a trade agreement with Soviet
Russia, so now the relations between Nazi Germany and the vast Soviet State
appeared to be unprejudiced by public ideological controversy.

3k 3k * 3k 3k

Nevertheless, when on July 20, 1934, the Government brought forward
some belated and inadequate proposals for strengthening the Royal Air Force
by forty-one squadrons or about 820 machines only to be completed in five
years, the Labour Party, supported by the Liberals, moved a vote of censure
upon them in the House of Commons.

The motion regretted that

His Majesty’s Government should enter upon a policy of
rearmament neither necessitated by any new commitment nor
calculated to add to the security of the nation, but certain to
jeopardise the prospects of international disarmament and to
encourage a revival of dangerous and wasteful competition in
preparation for war.

In support of this complete refusal by the Opposition to take any measures
to strengthen our air power, Mr. Attlee, speaking in their name, said: “We deny
the need for increased air armaments. . . . We deny the proposition that an
increased British air force will make for the peace of the world, and we reject
altogether the claim to parity.” The Liberal Party supported this censure
motion, although they would have preferred their own, which ran as follows:

That this House views with grave concern the tendency among
the nations of the world to resume the competitive race of armaments



which has always proved a precursor of war; it will not approve any
expansion of our own armaments unless it is clear that the
Disarmament Conference has failed and unless a definite case is
established; and these conditions not being present as regards the
proposed additional expenditure of £20,000,000 upon air armaments,
the House declines its assent.

In his speech the Liberal leader, Sir Herbert Samuel, said: “What is the
case in regard to Germany? Nothing we have so far seen or heard would
suggest that our present air force is not adequate to meet any peril at the
present time from this quarter.”

When we remember that this was language used after careful deliberation
by the responsible heads of parties, the danger of our country becomes
apparent. This was the formative time when by extreme exertions we could
have preserved the air strength on which our independence of action was
founded. If Great Britain and France had each maintained quantitative parity
with Germany, they would together have been double as strong, and Hitler’s
career of violence might have been nipped in the bud without the loss of a
single life. Thereafter it was too late. We cannot doubt the sincerity of the
leaders of the Socialist and Liberal Parties. They were completely wrong and
mistaken, and they bear their share of the burden before history. It is indeed
astonishing that the Socialist Party should have endeavoured in after years to
claim superior foresight and should have reproached their opponents with
failing to provide for national safety.

* 3 3k * *

I now enjoyed for once the advantage of being able to urge rearmament in
the guise of a defender of the Government. I therefore received an unusually
friendly hearing from the Conservative Party.

One would have thought that the character of His Majesty’s
Government and the record of its principal Ministers would have
induced the Opposition to view the request for an increase in the
national defence with some confidence and some consideration. I do
not suppose there has ever been such a pacifist-minded Government.
There is the Prime Minister, who in the war proved in the most
extreme manner and with very great courage his convictions and the
sacrifices he would make for what he believed was the cause of
pacifism. The Lord President of the Council is chiefly associated in
the public mind with the repetition of the prayer, “Give peace in our
time.” One would have supposed that when Ministers like these



come forward and say that they feel it their duty to ask for some
small increase in the means they have of guaranteeing the public
safety, it would weigh with the Opposition and would be considered
as a proof of the reality of the danger from which they seek to
protect us.

Then look at the apologies which the Government have made.
No one could have put forward a proposal in more extremely
inoffensive terms. Meekness has characterised every word which
they have spoken since this subject was first mooted. We are told
that we can see for ourselves how small is the proposal. We are
assured that it can be stopped at any minute if Geneva succeeds. And
we are also assured that the steps we are taking, although they may
to some lower minds have associated with them some idea of
national self-defence, are really only associated with the great
principle of collective security.

But all these apologies and soothing procedures are most curtly
repulsed by the Opposition. Their only answer to these efforts to
conciliate them is a vote of censure, which is to be decided tonight. It
seems to me that we have got very nearly to the end of the period
when it is worth while endeavouring to conciliate some classes of
opinion upon this subject. We are in the presence of an attempt to
establish a kind of tyranny of opinion, and if its reign could be
perpetuated, the effect might be profoundly injurious to the stability
and security of this country. We are a rich and easy prey. No country
is so vulnerable, and no country would better repay pillage than our
own. . . . With our enormous metropolis here, the greatest target in
the world, a kind of tremendous, fat, valuable cow tied up to attract
the beast of prey, we are in a position in which we have never been
before, and in which no other country is at the present time.

Let us remember this: our weakness does not only involve
ourselves; our weakness involves also the stability of Europe.

I then proceeded to argue that Germany was already approaching air parity
with Britain:

I first assert that Germany has already, in violation of the Treaty,
created a military air force which is now nearly two-thirds as strong
as our present home defence air force. That is the first statement
which T put before the Government for their consideration. The
second is that Germany is rapidly increasing this air force, not only



by large sums of money which figure in her estimates, but also by
public subscriptions—very often almost forced subscriptions—
—which are in progress and have been in progress for some time all
over Germany. By the end of 1935, the German air force will be
nearly equal in numbers and efficiency to our home defence air force
at that date even if the Government’s present proposals are carried
out.

The third statement is that if Germany continues this expansion
and if we continue to carry out our scheme, then some time in 1936
Germany will be definitely and substantially stronger in the air than
Great Britain. Fourthly, and this is the point which is causing
anxiety, once they have got that lead we may never be able to
overtake them. If these assertions cannot be contradicted, then there
is cause for the anxiety which exists in all parts of the House, not
only because of the physical strength of the German air force, but I
am bound to say also because of the character of the present German
dictatorship. If the Government have to admit at any time in the next
few years that the German air forces are stronger than our own, then
they will be held, and I think rightly held, to have failed in their
prime duty to the country.

I ended as follows:

The Opposition are very free-spoken, as most of us are in this
country, on the conduct of the German Nazi Government. No one
has been more severe in criticism than the Labour Party or that
section of the Liberal Party which I see opposite. And their great
newspapers, now united in the common cause, have been the most
forward in the severity of their strictures. But these criticisms are
fiercely resented by the powerful men who have Germany in their
hands. So that we are to disarm our friends, we are to have no allies,
we are to affront powerful nations, and we are to neglect our own
defences entirely. That is a miserable and perilous situation. Indeed,
the position to which they seek to reduce us by the course which they
have pursued and by the vote which they ask us to take is one of
terrible jeopardy, and in voting against them tonight we shall hope
that a better path for national safety will be found than that along
which they would conduct us.

The Labour Party’s vote of censure was, of course, defeated by a large
majority, and I have no doubt that the nation, had it been appealed to with



proper preparation on these issues, would equally have sustained the measures
necessary for national safety.

*x *x * *x *x

It is not possible to tell this story without recording the milestones which
we passed on our long journey from security to the jaws of Death. Looking
back, I am astonished at the length of time that was granted to us. It would
have been possible in 1933, or even in 1934, for Britain to have created an air
power which would have imposed the necessary restraints upon Hitler’s
ambition, or would perhaps have enabled the military leaders of Germany to
control his violent acts. More than five whole years had yet to run before we
were to be confronted with the supreme ordeal. Had we acted even now with
reasonable prudence and healthy energy, it might never have come to pass.
Based upon superior air power, Britain and France could safely have invoked
the aid of the League of Nations, and all the states of Europe would have
gathered behind them. For the first time the League would have had an
instrument of authority.

When the Winter Session opened on November 28, 1934, I moved in the
name of some of my friends"' an amendment to the Address, declaring that
“the strength of our national defences, and especially of our air defences, is no
longer adequate to secure the peace, safety, and freedom of Your Majesty’s
faithful subjects.” The House was packed and very ready to listen. After using
all the arguments which emphasised the heavy danger to us and to the world, I
came to precise facts:

I assert, first, that Germany already, at this moment, has a
military air force—that is to say, military squadrons, with the
necessary ground services, and the necessary reserves of trained
personnel and material—which only awaits an order to assemble in
full open combination; and that this illegal air force is rapidly
approaching equality with our own. Secondly, by this time next year,
if Germany executes her existing programme without acceleration,
and if we execute our existing programme on the basis which now
lies before us without slowing down, and carry out the increases
announced to Parliament in July last, the German military air force
will this time next year be in fact at least as strong as our own, and it
may be even stronger. Thirdly, on the same basis—-that is to say,
both sides continuing with their existing programmes as at present
arranged—by the end of 1936, that is, one year farther on, and two
years from now—the German military air force will be nearly fifty
per cent stronger, and in 1937 nearly double. All this is on the



assumption, as I say, that there is no acceleration on the part of
Germany, and no slowing-down on our part.

Mr. Baldwin, who followed me at once, faced this issue squarely, and on
the case made out by his Air Ministry advisers, met me with direct
contradiction:

It is not the case that Germany is rapidly approaching equality
with us. I pointed out that the German figures are total figures, not
first-line strength figures, and I have given our own first-line figures
and said they are only first-line figures, with a considerably larger
reserve at our disposal behind them, even if we confine the
comparison to the German air strength and the strength of the Royal
Air Force immediately available in Europe. Germany is actively
engaged in the production of service aircraft, but her real strength is
not fifty per cent of our strength in Europe today. As for the position
this time next year, if she continues to execute her air programme
without acceleration, and if we continue to carry out at the present
approved rate the expansion announced to Parliament in July, so far
from the German military air force being at least as strong as, and
probably stronger than, our own, we estimate that we shall still have
a margin in Europe alone of nearly fifty per cent. I cannot look
farther forward than the next two years. Mr. Churchill speaks of
what may happen in 1937. Such investigations as I have been able to
make lead me to believe that his figures are considerably
exaggerated.

*x *x *x *x *x

This sweeping assurance from the virtual Prime Minister soothed most of
the alarmed, and silenced many of the critics. Everyone was glad to learn that
my precise statements had been denied upon unimpeachable authority. I was
not at all convinced. I believed that Mr. Baldwin was not being told the truth
by his advisers, and anyhow that he did not know the facts.

* * * *k k
Thus the winter months slipped away, and it was not till the spring that I
again had the opportunity of raising the issue. I gave full and precise notice.
Mr. Churchill to Mr. Baldwin. 17.3.35.

On the air estimates on Tuesday, I propose to renew our
discussion of last November and to analyse as far as I can your



figures of British and German air strength for home defence at the
various dates in question, viz.: then, now, at the end of the year
1935, calendar and financial, etc. I believe that the Germans are
already as strong as we are and possibly stronger, and that if we
carry out our new programme as prescribed, Germany will be fifty
per cent stronger than we by the end of 1935 or the beginning of
1936. This, as you will see, runs counter to your statement of
November, that we should have a fifty-per-cent superiority at that
date. I shall, of course, refer to your undertaking of March, 1934,
that “this country shall no longer be in a position inferior to any
country within striking distance of our shores,” and I shall argue that,
according to such knowledge as I have been able to acquire, this is
not being made good, as will rapidly be proved by events.

I thought it would be convenient to you if I let you know
beforehand, as I did on the last occasion, what my general line will
be, and if whoever speaks for the Government is able to prove the
contrary, no one will be better pleased than I.

On March 19, the air estimates were presented to the House. I reiterated
my statement of November, and again directly challenged the assurances
which Mr. Baldwin had then given. A very confident reply was made by the
Under-Secretary for Air. However, at the end of March, the Foreign Secretary
and Mr. Eden paid a visit to Herr Hitler in Germany, and in the course of an
important conversation, the text of which is on record, they were told
personally by him that the German air force had already reached parity with
Great Britain. This fact was made public by the Government on April 3. At the
beginning of May, the Prime Minister wrote an article in his own organ, The
Newsletter, in which he emphasised the dangers of German rearmament in
terms akin to those which I had so often expressed since 1932. He used the
revealing word “ambush,” which must have sprung from the anxiety of his
heart. We had indeed fallen into an ambush. Mr. MacDonald himself opened
the debate. After referring to the declared German intention to build a navy
beyond the Treaty and submarines in breach of it, he came to the air position:

In the debate last November certain estimates were put forward
on the basis of our then estimates as to the strength of the German air
force, and the assurance was given by the Lord President, on behalf
of the Government, that in no circumstances would we accept any
position of inferiority with regard to whatever air force might be
raised in Germany in the future. If it were not so, that would put us
in an impossible position of which the Government and the Air



Ministry are fully aware. In the course of the visit which the Foreign
Secretary and the Lord Privy Seal paid to Berlin at the end of March,
the German Chancellor stated, as the House was informed on April
3, that Germany had reached parity with Great Britain in the air.
Whatever may be the exact interpretation of this phrase in terms of
air strength, it undoubtedly indicated that the German force has been
expanded to a point considerably in excess of the estimates which we
were able to place before the House last year. That is a grave fact,
with regard to which both the Government and the Air Ministry have
taken immediate notice.

When in due course I was called, I said:

Even now, we are not taking the measures which would be in
true proportion to our needs. The Government have proposed these
increases. They must face the storm. They will have to encounter
every form of unfair attack. Their motives will be misrepresented.
They will be calumniated and called warmongers. Every kind of
attack will be made upon them by many powerful, numerous, and
extremely vocal forces in this country. They are going to get it
anyway. Why, then, not fight for something that will give us safety?
Why, then, not insist that the provision for the air force should be
adequate, and then, however severe may be the censure and however
strident the abuse which they have to face, at any rate there will be
this satisfactory result—that His Majesty’s Government will be able
to feel that in this, of all matters the prime responsibility of a
Government, they have done their duty.

Although the House listened to me with close attention, I felt a sensation of
despair. To be so entirely convinced and vindicated in a matter of life and
death to one’s country, and not to be able to make Parliament and the nation
heed the warning, or bow to the proof by taking action, was an experience
most painful. I went on:

I confess that words fail me. In the year 1708, Mr. Secretary St.
John, by a calculated Ministerial indiscretion, revealed to the House
the fact that the battle of Almanza had been lost in the previous
summer because only eight thousand English troops were actually in
Spain out of the twenty-nine thousand that had been voted by the
House of Commons for this service. When a month later this
revelation was confirmed by the Government, it is recorded that the



House sat in silence for half an hour, no Member caring to speak or
wishing to make a comment upon so staggering an announcement.
And yet how incomparably small that event was to what we have
now to face! That was merely a frustration of policy. Nothing that
could happen to Spain in that war could possibly have contained in it
any form of danger which was potentially mortal.

*x) *x® *x *x *x

There is a wide measure of agreement in the House tonight upon
our foreign policy. We are bound to act in concert with France and
Italy and other Powers, great and small, who are anxious to preserve
peace. I would not refuse the co-operation of any Government which
plainly conformed to that test, so long as it was willing to work
under the authority and sanction of the League of Nations. Such a
policy does not close the door upon a revision of the Treaties, but it
procures a sense of stability, and an adequate gathering together of
all reasonable Powers for self-defence, before any inquiry of that
character [i.e., Treaty revision] can be entered upon. In this august
association for collective security we must build up defence forces of
all kinds and combine our action with that of friendly Powers, so that
we may be allowed to live in quiet ourselves and retrieve the woeful
miscalculations of which we are at present the dupes, and of which,
unless we take warning in time, we may some day be the victims.

There lay in my memory at this time some lines from an unknown writer
about a railway accident. I had learnt them from a volume of Punch cartoons
which I used to pore over when I was eight or nine years old at school at
Brighton.

“Who is in charge of the clattering train?

The axles creak and the couplings strain;

And the pace is hot, and the points are near,
And Sleep has deadened the driver’s ear;

And the signals flash through the night in vain,
For Death is in charge of the clattering train.”

However, I did not repeat them.

3k * * 3 3

It was not until May 22 that Mr. Baldwin made his celebrated confession. I
am forced to cite it:

First of all, with regard to the figure I gave in November of



German aeroplanes, nothing has come to my knowledge since that
makes me think that figure was wrong. I believed at that time it was
right. Where I was wrong was in my estimate of the future. There I
was completely wrong. We were completely misled on that
subject. . . .

I would repeat here that there is no occasion, in my view, in what
we are doing, for panic. But I will say this deliberately, with all the
knowledge I have of the situation, that I would not remain for one
moment in any Government which took less determined steps than
we are taking today. I think it is only due to say that there has been a
great deal of criticism, both in the press and verbally, about the Air
Ministry as though they were responsible for possibly an inadequate
programme, for not having gone ahead faster, and for many other
things. I only want to repeat that whatever responsibility there may
be—and we are perfectly ready to meet criticism—that responsibility
is not that of any single Minister; it is the responsibility of the
Government as a whole, and we are all responsible, and we are all
to blame.

I hoped that this shocking confession would be a decisive event, and that at
the least a parliamentary committee of all parties would be set up to report
upon the facts and upon our safety. The House of Commons had a different
reaction. The Labour and Liberal Oppositions, having nine months earlier
moved or supported a vote of censure even upon the modest steps the
Government had taken, were ineffectual and undecided. They were looking
forward to an election against “Tory Armaments.” Neither the Labour nor the
Liberal spokesmen had prepared themselves for Mr. Baldwin’s disclosures and
admission, and they did not attempt to adapt their speeches to this outstanding
episode. Mr. Attlee said:

As a party we do not stand for unilateral disarmament. . . . We
stand for collective security through the League of Nations. We
reject the use of force as an instrument of policy. We stand for the
reduction of armaments and pooled security. . . . We have stated that
this country must be prepared to make its contribution to collective
security. Our policy is not one of seeking security through
rearmament, but through disarmament. Our aim is the reduction of
armaments, and then the complete abolition of all national
armaments and the creation of an international police force under the
League.



What was to happen if this spacious policy could not be immediately
achieved or till it was achieved, he did not say. He complained that the White
Paper on Defence justified increases in the Navy by references to the United
States, and increases in our air force by references to the air forces of Russia,
Japan, and the United States. “All that was old-fashioned talk and right outside
the collective system.” He recognised that the fact of German rearmament had
become dominating, but “The measure of the counterweight to any particular
armed forces is not the forces of this country or of France, but the combined
force of all loyal Powers in the League of Nations. An aggressor must be made
to realise that if he challenges the world, he will be met by the co-ordinated
forces of the world, not by a number of disjointed national forces.” The only
way was to concentrate all air power in the hands of the League, which must
be united and become a reality. Meanwhile, he and his party voted against the
measure proposed.

For the Liberals, Sir Archibald Sinclair asked the Government to summon

a fresh economic conference, and to bring Germany not only
within the political comity of nations, but also into active co-
operation with ourselves in all the works of civilisation and in raising
the standards of life of both peoples. . . . Let the Government table
detailed and definite proposals for the abolition of military air forces
and the control of civil aviation. If the proposals are resisted, let the
responsibility be cleared and properly fixed.

Nevertheless [he said], while disarmament ought vigorously to
be pursued as the chief objective of the Government, a situation in
which a great country not a member of the League of Nations
possesses the most powerful army and perhaps the most powerful air
force in Western Europe, with probably a greater coefficient of
expansion than any other air force . . . cannot be allowed to
endure. . . . The Liberal Party would feel bound to support measures
of national defence when clear proof was afforded of their
necessity. . . . I cannot therefore agree that to increase our national
armaments is necessarily inconsistent with our obligations under the
collective peace system.

He then proceeded to deal at length with “the question of private profits
being made out of the means of death,” and quoted a recent speech by Lord
Halifax, Minister of Education, who had said that the British people were
“disposed to regard the preparation of instruments of war as too high and too
grave a thing to be entrusted to any hands less responsible than those of the



State itself.” Sir Archibald Sinclair thought that there ought to be national
factories for dealing with the rapid expansion in air armaments, for which
expansion, he said, a case had been made out.

The existence of private armament firms had long been a bugbear to
Labour and Liberal minds, and it lent itself readily to the making of popular
speeches. It was, of course, absurd to suppose that at this time our air
expansion, recognised as necessary, could be achieved through national
factories only. A large part of the private industry of the country was urgently
required for immediate adaptation and to reinforce our existing sources of
manufacture. Nothing in the speeches of the Opposition leaders was in the
slightest degree related to the emergency in which they admitted we stood, or
to the far graver facts which we now know lay behind it.

The Government majority for their part appeared captivated by Mr.
Baldwin’s candour. His admission of having been utterly wrong, with all his
sources of knowledge, upon a vital matter for which he was responsible was
held to be redeemed by the frankness with which he declared his error and
shouldered the blame. There was even a strange wave of enthusiasm for a
Minister who did not hesitate to say that he was wrong. Indeed, many
Conservative Members seemed angry with me for having brought their trusted
leader to a plight from which only his native manliness and honesty had
extricated him; but not, alas, his country.

3 3 i 3 )

My kinsman, Lord Londonderry, a friend from childhood days, the direct
descendant of the famous Castlereagh of Napoleonic times, was a man of
unquestionable loyalty and patriotism. He had presided over the Air Ministry
since the formation of the coalition. In this period the grave changes which
have been described had overshadowed our affairs, and the Air Ministry had
become one of the most important offices in the State. During the years of
retrenchment and disarmament, he and his Ministry had tried to keep and get
as much as they could from a severe and arbitrary Chancellor of the
Exchequer. They were overjoyed when in the summer of 1934 an air
programme of forty-one additional squadrons was conceded to them by the
Cabinet. But in British politics the hot fits very quickly succeed the cold.
When the Foreign Secretary returned from Berlin, profoundly startled by
Hitler’s assertion that his air force was equal to that of Britain, the whole
Cabinet became deeply concerned. Mr. Baldwin had to face, in the light of
what was now generally accepted as a new situation, his assertions of
November, when he had contradicted me. The Cabinet had no idea they had
been overtaken in the air, and turned, as is usually the case, inquisitorial looks



upon the department involved and its Minister.

The Air Ministry did not realise that a new inheritance awaited them. The
Treasury’s fetters were broken. They had but to ask for more. Instead of this,
they reacted strongly against Hitler’s claim to air parity. Londonderry, who
was their spokesman, even rested upon the statement that “when Simon and
Eden went to Berlin there was only one German operational squadron in
being. From their training establishments they hoped to form fifteen to twenty
squadron formations by the end of the month.” All this is a matter of
nomenclature. It is, of course, very difficult to classify air forces, because of
the absence of any common “yardstick” and all the variations in defining
“First-line air strength” and “Operational Units.” The Air Ministry now led its
chief into an elaborate vindication of their own past conduct, and in
consequence were entirely out of harmony with the new mood of a genuinely
alarmed Government and public. The experts and officials at the Air Ministry
had given Mr. Baldwin the figures and forecasts with which he had answered
me in November. They wished him to go into action in defence of these
statements; but this was no longer practical politics. There seems no doubt, that
these experts and officials of the Air Ministry at this time were themselves
misled and misled their chief. A great air power, at least the equal of our own,
long pent-up, had at last sprung into daylight in Germany.

It was an odd and painful experience for Londonderry, as his book
describes, after having gone through several years of asking for more, to be
suddenly turned out for not asking enough. But apart from all this, his political
standing was not sufficient to enable him to head a department, now at the very
centre and almost at the summit of our affairs. Besides, everyone could see that
in such times the Air Minister must be in the House of Commons.
Accordingly, Mr. Ramsay MacDonald’s vacation of the Premiership later in
the year became also the occasion for the appointment of Sir Philip Cunliffe-
Lister, then Secretary of State for the Colonies, as Air Minister, as part of a
new policy for vigorous air expansion. Lord Londonderry with much
reluctance became Lord Privy Seal and leader of the House of Lords; but after
the general election, Mr. Baldwin dispensed with his services in both these
capacities. The great achievement of his period in office was the designing and
promotion of the ever-famous Hurricane and Spitfire fighters. The first
prototypes of these flew in November, 1935, and March, 1936, respectively.
Londonderry does not mention this in his defence, but he might well have done
so, since he took the blame of so much that he had not done. The new
Secretary of State, wafted by favourable breezes and fresh tides, ordered
immediate large-scale production of these types, and they were ready in some
numbers none too soon. Cunliffe-Lister was a much more potent political



figure than his predecessor and had a better chance and a more inspiriting task.
He brought an altogether more powerful force to bear upon our air policy and
administration, and set himself actively to work to make up for the time lost by
the Cabinet from 1932 to 1934. He, however, made the serious mistake of
quitting the House of Commons for the House of Lords in November, 1935,
thus stultifying one of the arguments for his transfer to the Secretaryship of
State for Air. This was to cost him his office a few years later.

* * ) * *

A disaster of the first magnitude had fallen upon us. Hitler had already
obtained parity with Great Britain. Henceforward he had merely to drive his
factories and training-schools at full speed, not only to keep his lead in the air,
but steadily to improve it. Henceforward all the unknown, immeasurable
threats which overhung London from air attack would be a definite and
compelling factor in all our decisions. Moreover, we could never catch up; or
at any rate, the Government never did catch up. Credit is due to them and to
the Air Ministry for the high efficiency of the Royal Air Force. But the pledge
that air parity would be maintained was irrevocably broken. It is true that the
immediate further expansion of the German air force did not proceed at the
same rate as in the period when they gained parity. No doubt a supreme effort
had been made by them to achieve at a bound this commanding position and to
assist and exploit it in their diplomacy. It gave Hitler the foundation for the
successive acts of aggression which he had planned and which were now soon
to take place. Very considerable efforts were made by the British Government
in the next four years, and there is no doubt that we excelled in air quality; but
quantity was henceforth beyond us. The outbreak of the war found us with
barely half the German numbers.

[1] The amendment stood in the names of Mr. Churchill, Sir
Robert Horne, Mr. Amery, Captain F. E. Guest, Lord
Winterton, and Mr. Boothby.

[2] The Marquess of Londonderry, Wings of Destiny, 1943,
page 128.
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Challenge and Response
1935

Hitler Decrees Conscription, March 16, 1935—Two Years’ Military
Service in France, March 16—Sir John Simon and Mr. Eden in
Berlin, March 24—The Stresa Conference—The Franco-Soviet
Pact, May 2—Mr. Baldwin Becomes Prime Minister, June 7—Sir
Samuel Hoare, Foreign Secretary—Mr. Eden Appointed Minister
for League of Nations Affairs—The Anglo-German Naval
Agreement—Its Dangers—Far-Reaching Effects in Europe—The
Foreign Secretary’s Defence—The Growth of the German Army—
French and German Man-Power.

The years of underground burrowings, of secret or disguised preparations
were now over, and Hitler at length felt himself strong enough to make his first
open challenge. On March 9, 1935, the official constitution of the German air
force was announced, and on the sixteenth it was declared that the German
Army would henceforth be based on national compulsory service. The laws to
implement these decisions were soon promulgated, and action had already
begun in anticipation. The French Government, who were well informed of
what was coming, had actually declared the consequential extension of their
own military service to two years a few hours earlier on the same momentous
day. The German action was an open, formal affront to the treaties of peace
upon which the League of Nations was founded. As long as the breaches had
taken the form of evasions or calling things by other names, it was easy for the
responsible victorious Powers, obsessed by pacifism and preoccupied with
domestic politics, to avoid the responsibility of declaring that the Peace Treaty
was being broken or repudiated. Now the issue came with blunt and brutal
force. Almost on the same day the Ethiopian Government appealed to the
League of Nations against the threatening demands of Italy. When, on March
24, against this background, Sir John Simon with the Lord Privy Seal, Mr.
Eden, visited Berlin at Hitler’s invitation, the French Government thought the
occasion ill-chosen. They had now themselves at once to face, not the
reduction of their Army, so eagerly pressed upon them by Mr. MacDonald the
year before, but the extension of compulsory military service from one year to



two. In the prevailing state of public opinion this was a heavy task. Not only
the Communists but the Socialists had voted against the measure. When M.
Léon Blum said: “The workers of France will rise to resist Hitlerite
aggression,” Thorez replied, amid the applause of his Soviet-bound faction,
“We will not tolerate the working classes being drawn into a so-called war in
defence of democracy against fascism.”

The United States had washed their hands of all concern in Europe, apart
from wishing well to everybody, and were sure they would never have to be
bothered with it again. But France, Great Britain, and also—decidedly—Italy,
in spite of their discordances, felt bound to challenge this definite act of Treaty
violation by Hitler. A conference of the former principal Allies was summoned
under the League of Nations at Stresa, and all these matters were brought to
debate.

* 3 * 3k 3

Anthony Eden had for nearly ten years devoted himself almost entirely to
the study of foreign affairs. Taken from Eton at eighteen to the World War, he
had served for four years with distinction in the 60th Rifles through many of
the bloodiest battles, and risen to the rank of Brigade-Major, with the Military
Cross. Shortly after entering the House of Commons in 1925, he became
Parliamentary Private Secretary to Austen Chamberlain at the Foreign Office
during Mr. Baldwin’s second Administration. In the MacDonald-Baldwin
Coalition of 1931, he was appointed Under-Secretary of State and served
under the new Foreign Secretary, Sir John Simon. The duties of an under-
secretary are often changed, but his responsibilities are always limited. He has
to serve his chief in carrying out the policy settled in the Cabinet, of which he
is not a member and to which he has no access. Only in an extreme case where
conscience and honour are involved is he justified in carrying any difference
about foreign policy to the point of public controversy or resignation.

Eden had, however, during all these years obtained a wide view of the
foreign scene, and he was intimately acquainted with the life and thought of
the great department upon which so much depends. Sir John Simon’s conduct
of foreign affairs was not in 1935 viewed with favour either by the Opposition
or in influential circles of the Conservative Party. Eden, with all his knowledge
and exceptional gifts, began therefore to acquire prominence. For this reason,
after becoming Lord Privy Seal at the end of 1934, he had retained by the
desire of the Cabinet an informal but close association with the Foreign Office;
and thus had been invited to accompany his former chief, Sir John Simon, on
the inopportune, but not unfruitful, visit to Berlin. The Foreign Secretary
returned to London after the interview with Hitler, bringing with him the



important news, already mentioned, that according to Hitler, Germany had
now gained air parity with Britain. Eden was sent on to Moscow, where he
established contacts with Stalin which were to be revived with advantage after
some years. On the homeward journey, his airplane ran into a severe and
prolonged storm, and when after a dangerous flight they landed, he was almost
in a state of collapse. The doctors declared that he was not fit to go with Simon
to the Stresa Conference, and indeed for several months he was an invalid. In
these circumstances the Prime Minister decided himself to accompany the
Foreign Secretary, although at this time his own health, eyesight, and mental
powers were evidently failing. Great Britain was, therefore, weakly
represented at this all-important meeting, which MM. Flandin and Laval
attended on behalf of France, and Signors Mussolini and Suvich on behalf of
Italy.

There was general agreement that open violation of solemn treaties, for the
making of which millions of men had died, could not be borne. But the British
representatives made it clear at the outset that they would not consider the
possibility of sanctions in the event of Treaty violation. This naturally confined
the Conference to the region of words. A resolution was passed unanimously
to the effect that “unilateral”—by which they meant one-sided—breaches of
treaties could not be accepted, and the Executive Council of the League of
Nations was invited to pronounce upon the situation disclosed. On the second
afternoon of the Conference, Mussolini strongly supported this action, and was
outspoken against aggression by one Power upon another. The final
declaration was as follows:

The three Powers, the object of whose policy is the collective
maintenance of peace within the framework of the League of
Nations, find themselves in complete agreement in opposing, by all
practicable means, any unilateral repudiation of treaties which may
endanger the peace of Europe, and will act in close and cordial
collaboration for this purpose.

The Italian Dictator in his speech had stressed the words “peace of
Europe,” and paused after “Europe” in a noticeable manner. This emphasis on
Europe at once struck the attention of the British Foreign Office
representatives. They pricked up their ears and well understood that, while
Mussolini would work with France and Britain to prevent Germany from
rearming, he reserved for himself any excursion in Africa against Abyssinia on
which he might later resolve. Should this point be raised or not? Discussions
were held that night among the Foreign Office officials. Everyone was so
anxious for Mussolini’s support in dealing with Germany that it was felt



undesirable at that moment to warn him off Abyssinia, which would obviously
have very much annoyed him. Therefore, the question was not raised; it passed
by default, and Mussolini felt, and in a sense had reason to feel, that the Allies
had acquiesced in his statement and would give him a free hand against
Abyssinia. The French remained mute on the point, and the Conference
separated.

In due course, on April 15/17, the Council of the League of Nations
examined the alleged breach of the Treaty of Versailles committed by
Germany in decreeing universal compulsory military service. The following
Powers were represented on the Council: The Argentine Republic, Australia,
Great Britain, Chile, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy,
Mexico, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, and the U.S.S.R. All these Powers
voted for the principle that treaties should not be broken by “unilateral” action,
and referred the issue to the Plenary Assembly of the League. At the same time
the Foreign Ministers of the three Scandinavian countries, Sweden, Norway,
Denmark, and of Holland, being deeply concerned about the naval balance in
the Baltic, also met together in general support. In all, nineteen countries
formally protested. But how vain was all their voting without the readiness of
any single Power or any group of Powers to contemplate the use of force, even
in the last resort!

x *x *x *x )

Laval was not disposed to approach Russia in the firm spirit of Barthou.
But in France there was now an urgent need. It seemed, above all, necessary to
those concerned with the life of France to obtain national unity on the two
years’ military service which had been approved by a narrow majority in
March. Only the Soviet Government could give permission to the important
section of Frenchmen whose allegiance they commanded. Besides this, there
was a general desire in France for a revival of the old alliance, or something
like it. On May 2, the French Government put their signature to a Franco-
Soviet Pact. This was a nebulous document guaranteeing mutual assistance in
the face of aggression over a period of five years.

To obtain tangible results in the French political field, M. Laval now went
on a three days’ visit to Moscow, where he was welcomed by Stalin. There
were lengthy discussions, of which a fragment not hitherto published may be
recorded. Stalin and Molotov were, of course, anxious to know above all else
what was to be the strength of the French Army on the Western Front: how
many divisions? what period of service? After this field had been explored,
Laval said: “Can’t you do something to encourage religion and the Catholics in
Russia? It would help me so much with the Pope.” “Oho!” said Stalin. “The



Pope! How many divisions has he got?” Laval’s answer was not reported to
me; but he might certainly have mentioned a number of legions not always
visible on parade. Laval had never intended to commit France to any of the
specific obligations which it is the habit of the Soviets to demand.
Nevertheless, he obtained a public declaration from Stalin on May 15,
approving the policy of national defence carried out by France in order to
maintain her armed forces at the level of security. On these instructions the
French Communists immediately turned about and gave vociferous support to
the defence programme and the two years’ service. As a factor in European
security, the Franco-Soviet Pact, which contained no engagements binding on
either party in the event of German aggression, had only limited advantages.
No real confederacy was achieved with Russia. Moreover, on his return
journey the French Foreign Minister stopped at Cracow to attend the funeral of
Marshal Pilsudski. Here he met Goering, with whom he talked with much
cordiality. His expressions of distrust and dislike of the Soviets were duly
reported through German channels to Moscow.

Mr. MacDonald’s health and capacity had declined to a point which made
his continuance as Prime Minister impossible. He had never been popular with
the Conservative Party, who regarded him, on account of his political and war
records and Socialist faith, with long-bred prejudice softened in later years by
pity. No man was more hated or with better reason by the Labour-Socialist
Party which he had so largely created and then laid low by what they viewed
as his treacherous desertion in 1931. In the massive majority of the
Government he had but seven party followers. The disarmament policy to
which he had given his utmost personal efforts had now proved a disastrous
failure. A general election could not be far distant, in which he could play no
helpful part. In these circumstances there was no surprise when, on June 7, it
was announced that he and Mr. Baldwin had changed places and offices, and
that Mr. Baldwin had become Prime Minister for the third time. The Foreign
Office also passed to another hand. Sir Samuel Hoare’s labours at the India
Office had been crowned by the passing of the Government of India Bill, and
he was now free to turn to a more immediately important sphere. For some
time past Sir John Simon had been bitterly attacked for his foreign policy by
influential Conservatives closely associated with the Government. He now
moved to the Home Office, with which he was well acquainted, and Sir
Samuel Hoare became Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.

At the same time Mr. Baldwin adopted a novel expedient. He appointed
Mr. Eden, whose prestige was steadily growing and whose health was now
restored, to be Minister for League of Nations Affairs. Mr. Eden was to work
in the Foreign Office with equal status to the Foreign Secretary and with full



access to the dispatches and the departmental staff. Mr. Baldwin’s object was
no doubt to conciliate the strong tide of public opinion associated with the
League of Nations Union by showing the importance which he attached to the
League and to the conduct of our affairs at Geneva. When about a month later,
I had the opportunity of commenting on what I described as “the new plan of
having two equal Foreign Secretaries,” I drew attention to its defects:

I was very glad, indeed, that the Prime Minister said yesterday
that this was only a temporary experiment. I cannot feel that it will
last long or ever be renewed. . . . We need the integral thought of a
single man responsible for Foreign Affairs, ranging over the entire
field and making every factor and every incident contribute to the
general purpose upon which Parliament has agreed. The Foreign
Secretary, whoever he is, whichever he is, must be supreme in his
department, and everyone in that great office ought to look to him,
and to him alone. I remember that we had a discussion in the war
about unity of command, and that Mr. Lloyd George said, “It is not a
question of one general being better than another, but of one general
being better than two.” There is no reason why a strong Cabinet
Committee should not sit with the Foreign Secretary every day in
these difficult times, or why the Prime Minister should not see him
or his officials at any time; but when the topic is so complicated and
vast, when it is in such continued flux, it seems to me that confusion
will only be made worse confounded by dual allegiances and equal
dual responsibilities.

All this was certainly borne out by events.

) ) 3 ) )

While men and matters were in this posture, a most surprising act was
committed by the British Government. Some at least of its impulse came from
the Admiralty. It is always dangerous for soldiers, sailors, or airmen to play at
politics. They enter a sphere in which the values are quite different from those
to which they have hitherto been accustomed. Of course, they were following
the inclination or even the direction of the First Lord and the Cabinet, who
alone bore the responsibility. But there was a strong favourable Admiralty
breeze. There had been for some time conversations between the British and
German Admiralties about the proportions of the two navies. By the Treaty of
Versailles the Germans were not entitled to build more than four battleships of
ten thousand tons displacement, in addition to six ten-thousand-ton cruisers.
The British Admiralty had recently found out that the last two pocket



battleships being constructed, the Scharnhorst and the Gneisenau, were of a far
larger size than the Treaty allowed, and of a quite different type. In fact they
turned out to be twenty-six-thousand-ton light battle cruisers, or commerce-
destroyers of the highest class.

In the face of this brazen and fraudulent violation of the Peace Treaty,
carefully planned and begun at least two years earlier (1933), the Admiralty
actually thought it was worth while making an Anglo-German naval
agreement. His Majesty’s Government did this without consulting their French
ally or informing the League of Nations. At the very time when they
themselves were appealing to the League and enlisting the support of its
members to protest against Hitler’s violation of the military clauses of the
Treaty, they proceeded by a private agreement to sweep away the naval clauses
of the same treaty.

The main feature of the agreement was that the German Navy should not
exceed one-third of the British. This greatly attracted the Admiralty, who
looked back to the days before the Great War when we had been content with a
ratio of sixteen to ten. For the sake of that prospect, taking German assurances
at their face value, they proceeded to concede to Germany the right to build U-
boats explicitly denied to her in the Peace Treaty. Germany might build sixty
per cent of the British submarine strength, and if she decided that the
circumstances were exceptional she might build to a hundred per cent. The
Germans, of course, gave assurances that their U-boats would never be used
against merchant ships. Why, then, were they needed? For clearly, if the rest of
the agreement was kept, they could not influence the naval decision, so far as
warships were concerned.

The limitation of the German Fleet to a third of the British allowed
Germany a programme of new construction which would set her yards to work
at maximum activity for at least ten years. There was, therefore, no practical
limitation or restraint of any kind imposed upon German naval expansion.
They could build as fast as was physically possible. The quota of ships
assigned to Germany by the British project was, in fact, far more lavish than
Germany found it expedient to use, having regard partly, no doubt, to the
competition for armour-plate arising between warship and tank construction.
They were authorised to build five capital ships, two aircraft carriers, twenty-
one cruisers, and sixty-four destroyers. In fact, however, all they had ready or
approaching completion by the outbreak of war were two capital ships, no
aircraft carriers, eleven cruisers, and twenty-five destroyers, or considerably
less than half what we had so complacently accorded them. By concentrating
their available resources on cruisers and destroyers at the expense of



battleships, they could have put themselves in a more advantageous position
for a war with Britain in 1939 or 1940. Hitler, as we now know, informed
Admiral Raeder that war with England would not be likely till 1944/45. The
development of the German Navy was therefore planned on a long-term basis.
In U-boats alone did they build to the full paper limits allowed. As soon as
they were able to pass the sixty-per-cent limit, they invoked the provision
allowing them to build to one hundred per cent, and fifty-seven were actually
constructed when war began.

In the design of new battleships, the Germans had the further advantage of
not being parties to the provisions of the Washington Naval Agreement or the
London Conference. They immediately laid down the Bismarck and Tirpitz,
and, while Britain, France, and the United States were all bound by the thirty-
five-thousand-tons limitation, these two great vessels were being designed with
a displacement of over forty-five thousand tons, which made them, when
completed, certainly the strongest vessels afloat in the world.

It was also at this moment a great diplomatic advantage to Hitler to divide
the Allies, to have one of them ready to condone breaches of the Treaty of
Versailles, and to invest the regaining of full freedom to rearm with the
sanction of agreement with Britain. The effect of the announcement was
another blow to the League of Nations. The French had every right to
complain that their vital interests were affected by the permission accorded by
Great Britain for the building of U-boats. Mussolini saw in this episode
evidence that Great Britain was not acting in good faith with her other allies,
and that, so long as her special naval interests were secured, she would
apparently go to any length in accommodation with Germany, regardless of the
detriment to friendly Powers menaced by the growth of the German land
forces. He was encouraged by what seemed the cynical and selfish attitude of
Great Britain to press on with his plans against Abyssinia. The Scandinavian
Powers, who only a fortnight before had courageously sustained the protest
against Hitler’s introduction of compulsory service in the German Army, now
found that Great Britain had behind the scenes agreed to a German Navy
which, though only a third of the British, would within this limit be master of
the Baltic.

Great play was made by British Ministers with the German offer to co-
operate with us in abolishing the submarine. Considering that the condition
attached to it was that all other countries should agree at the same time, and
that it was well known there was not the slightest chance of other countries
agreeing, this was a very safe offer for the Germans to make. This also applied
to the German agreement to restrict the use of submarines so as to strip



submarine warfare against commerce of inhumanity. Who could suppose that
the Germans, possessing a great fleet of U-boats and watching their women
and children being starved by a British blockade, would abstain from the
fullest use of that arm? I described this view as “the acme of gullibility.”

Far from being a step toward disarmament, the agreement, had it been
carried out over a period of years, would inevitably have provoked a world-
wide development of new warship-building. The French Navy, except its latest
vessels, would require reconstruction. This again would react upon Italy. For
ourselves, it was evident that we should have to rebuild the British Fleet on a
very large scale in order to maintain our three-to-one superiority in modern
ships. It may be that the idea of the German Navy being one-third of the
British also presented itself to our Admiralty as the British Navy being three
times the German. This perhaps might clear the path to a reasonable and
overdue rebuilding of our Fleet. But where were the statesmen?

This agreement was announced to Parliament by the First Lord of the
Admiralty, Sir Bolton Eyres-Monsell, on June 21, 1935. On the first
opportunity, July 11, and again on July 22, I condemned it:

I do not believe that this isolated action by Great Britain will be
found to work for the cause of peace. The immediate reaction is that
every day the German Fleet approaches a tonnage which gives it
absolute command of the Baltic, and very soon one of the deterrents
of a European war will gradually fade away. So far as the position in
the Mediterranean is concerned, it seems to me that we are in for
very great difficulties. Certainly a large addition of new shipbuilding
must come when the French have to modernize their Fleet to meet
German construction and the Italians follow suit, and we shall have
pressure upon us to rebuild from that point of view, or else our
position in the Mediterranean will be affected. But worst of all is the
effect upon our position at the other end of the world, in China and
in the Far East. What a windfall this has been to Japan! Observe
what the consequences are. The First Lord said, “Face the facts.” The
British Fleet, when this programme is completed, will be largely
anchored to the North Sea. That means to say the whole position in
the Far East has been very gravely altered, to the detriment of the
United States and of Great Britain and to the detriment of China. . . .

I regret that we are not dealing with this problem of the
resuscitation of German naval power with the Concert of Europe on
our side, and in conjunction with many other nations whose fortunes
are affected and whose fears are aroused equally with our own by the



enormous developments of German armaments. What those
developments are no one can accurately measure. We have seen that
powerful vessels, much more powerful than we expected, can be
constructed unknown even to the Admiralty. We have seen what has
been done in the air. I believe that if the figures of the expenditure of
Germany during the current financial year could be ascertained, the
House and the country would be staggered and appalled by the
enormous expenditure upon war preparations which is being poured
out all over that country, converting the whole mighty nation and
empire of Germany into an arsenal virtually on the threshold of
mobilisation.

*x * *x *x *x

It is only right to state here the contrary argument as put forward by Sir
Samuel Hoare in his first speech as Foreign Secretary on July 11, 1935, in
response to many domestic and European criticisms:

The Anglo-German Naval Agreement is in no sense a selfish
agreement. On no account could we have made an agreement that
was not manifestly in our view to the advantage of the other naval
Powers. On no account could we have made an agreement that we
did not think, so far from hindering general agreement, would
actually further it. The question of naval disarmament has always
been treated distinctively from the question of land and air
disarmament. The naval question has always been treated apart, and
it was always the intention, so far as I know, of the naval Powers to
treat it apart.

Apart, however, from the juridical position, there seemed to us to
be, in the interests of peace—which is the main objective of the
British Government—overwhelming reasons why we should
conclude the agreement. In the opinion of our naval experts, we were
advised to accept the agreement as a safe agreement for the British
Empire. Here again we saw a chance that might not recur of
eliminating one of the causes that chiefly led to the embitterment
before the Great War—the race of German naval armaments.
Incidentally, out of that discussion arose the very important
statement of the German Government that henceforth, so far as they
were concerned, they would eliminate one of the causes that made
the war so terrible, namely, the unrestricted use of submarines
against merchant ships. Thirdly, we came definitely to the view that



there was a chance of making an agreement that seemed on naval
grounds manifestly to the advantage of other naval Powers,
including France. . . . With the French Fleet at approximately its
present level as compared with our own Fleet, the agreement gives
France a permanent superiority over the German Fleet of forty-three
per cent, as compared with an inferiority of about thirty per cent
before the war. . . . I am therefore bold enough to believe that, when
the world looks more dispassionately at these results, the
overwhelming majority of those who stand for peace and a
restriction of armaments will say that the British Government took
not only a wise course but the only course that in the circumstances
was open to them.

What had in fact been done was to authorise Germany to build to her
utmost capacity for five or six years to come.

3k 3 3 3 3

Meanwhile, in the military sphere the formal establishment of conscription
in Germany on March 16, 1935, marked the fundamental challenge to
Versailles. But the steps by which the German Army was now magnified and
reorganised are not of technical interest only. The whole function of the Army
in the National-Socialist State required definition. The purpose of the law of
May 21, 1935, was to expand the technical élite of secretly trained specialists
into the armed expression of the whole nation. The name Reichswehr was
changed to that of Wehrmacht. The Army was to be subordinated to the
supreme leadership of the Fuehrer. Every soldier took the oath, not as formerly
to the Constitution, but to the person of Adolf Hitler, The War Ministry was
directly subordinated to the orders of the Fuehrer. Military service was an
essential civic duty, and it was the responsibility of the Army to educate and to
unify, once and for all, the population of the Reich. The second clause of the
law reads: “The Wehrmacht is the armed force and the school of military
education of the German people.”

Here, indeed, was the formal and legal embodiment of Hitler’s words in
Mein Kampf:

The coming National-Socialist State should not fall into the error
of the past and assign to the Army a task which it does not and
should not have. The German Army is not to be a school for the
maintenance of tribal peculiarities, but rather a school for the mutual
understanding and adjustment of all Germans. Whatever may have a
disruptive effect in national life should be given a unifying effect



through the Army. It should furthermore raise the individual youth
above the narrow horizon of his little countryside and place him in
the German nation. He must learn to respect, not the boundaries of
his birthplace, but the boundaries of his Fatherland; for it is these
which he too must some day defend.

Upon these ideological bases the law also established a new territorial
organisation. The Army was now organised in three commands, with
headquarters at Berlin, Cassel, and Dresden, subdivided into ten (later twelve)
Wehrkreise (military districts). Each Wehrkreis contained an army corps of
three divisions. In addition a new kind of formation was planned—the
armoured division, of which three were soon in being.

Detailed arrangements were also made regarding military service. The
regimentation of German youth was the prime task of the new régime. Starting
in the ranks of the Hitler Youth, the boyhood of Germany passed at the age of
eighteen on a voluntary basis into the S.A. for two years. By a law of June 26,
1935, the work battalions or Arbeitsdienst became a compulsory duty on every
male German reaching the age of twenty. For six months he would have to
serve his country, constructing roads, building barracks, or draining marshes,
thus fitting him physically and morally for the crowning duty of a German
citizen—service with the armed forces. In the work battalions, the emphasis
lay upon the abolition of class and the stressing of the social unity of the
German people; in the Army, it was put upon discipline and the territorial
unity of the nation.

The gigantic task of training the new body and of expanding the cadres
prescribed by the technical conception of Seeckt now began. On October 15,
1935, again in defiance of the clauses of Versailles, the German Staff College
was reopened with formal ceremony by Hitler, accompanied by the chiefs of
the armed services. Here was the apex of the pyramid whose base was now
already constituted by the myriad formations of the work battalions. On
November 7, 1935, the first class, born in 1914, was called up for service:
596,000 young men to be trained in the profession of arms. Thus, at one
stroke, on paper at least, the German Army was raised to nearly seven hundred
thousand effectives.

With the task of training came the problems of financing rearmament and
expanding German industry to meet the needs of the new national Army. By
secret decrees Doctor Schacht had been made virtual Economic Dictator of
Germany. Seeckt’s pioneer work was now put to its supreme test. The two
major difficulties were first the expansion of the officer corps, and secondly
the organisation of the specialised units, the artillery, the engineers, and the



signals. By October, 1935, ten army corps were forming. Two more followed a
year later, and a thirteenth in October, 1937. The police formations were also
incorporated in the armed forces.

It was realised that after the first call-up of the 1914 class, in Germany as
in France, the succeeding years would bring a diminishing number of recruits,
owing to the decline in births during the period of the World War. Therefore,
in August, 1936, the period of active military service in Germany was raised to
two years. The 1915 class numbered 464,000, and with the retention of the
1914 class for another year, the number of Germans under regular military
training in 1936 was 1,511,000 men, excluding the para-military formations of
the party and the work battalions. The effective strength of the French Army,
apart from reserves, in the same year was 623,000 men, of whom only 407,000
were in France.

The following figures, which actuaries could foresee with some precision,
tell their tale:

TABLE OF THE COMPARATIVE FRENCH AND GERMAN FIGURES FOR THE
CLassEs BorN FRoM 1914 1o 1920, AND CALLED UP FROM 1934 10 1940

Class German French
14 596,000 men 279,000 men
15 464,000 184,000
16 351,000 165,000
17 314,000 171,000
18 326,000 197,000
19 485,000 218,000
20 636,000 360,000
3,172,000 1,574,000

Until these figures became facts as the years unfolded, they were still but
warning shadows. All that was done up to 1935 fell far short of the strength
and power of the French Army and its vast reserves, apart from its numerous
and vigorous allies. Even at this time a resolute decision upon the authority,
which could easily have been obtained, of the League of Nations might have
arrested the whole process. Germany either could have been brought to the bar
at Geneva and invited to give a full explanation and allow inter-Allied
missions of inquiry to examine the state of her armaments and military
formations in breach of the Treaty; or, in the event of refusal, the Rhine



bridgeheads could have been reoccupied until compliance with the Treaty had
been secured, without there being any possibility of effective resistance or
much likelihood of bloodshed. In this way the Second World War could have
been prevented or at least delayed indefinitely. Many of the facts and their
whole general tendency were well known to the French and British Staffs, and
were to a lesser extent realised by the Governments. The French Government,
which was in ceaseless flux in the fascinating game of party politics, and the
British Government, which arrived at the same vices by the opposite process of
general agreement to keep things quiet, were equally incapable of any drastic
or clear-cut action, however justifiable both by treaty and by common
prudence. The French Government had not accepted all the reductions of their
own forces pressed upon them by their ally; but like their British colleagues
they lacked the quality to resist in any effective manner what Seeckt in his day
had called “The Resurrection of German Military Power.”
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1935-1939

A Technical Interlude—German Power to Blackmail—Approaches to
Mr. Baldwin and the Prime Minister—The Earth versus the Air—
Mr. Baldwin’s Invitation—The Air Defence Research Committee—
Some  General Principles—Progress of Our Work—The
Development of Radar—Professor Watson-Watt and Radio Echoes
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Dowding’s Network of Telephonic Communications—The “Graf
Zeppelin” Flies up Our East Coast: Spring of 1939—IF.F.—A
Visit to Martlesham, 1939—My Admiralty Contacts—The Fleet Air
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—Weight of Broadsides—Number of Turrets—My Letter to Sir
Samuel Hoare of August 1, 1936—The Admiralty Case—Quadruple
Turrets—An Unfortunate Sequel—A Visit to Port Portland: the
“Asdics.”

Technical decisions of high consequence affecting our future safety now
require to be mentioned, and it will be convenient in this chapter to cover the
whole four years which lay between us and the outbreak of war.

After the loss of air parity, we were liable to be blackmailed by Hitler. If
we had taken steps betimes to create an air force half as strong again, or twice
as strong, as any that Germany could produce in breach of the Treaty, we
should have kept control of the future. But even air parity, which no one could
say was aggressive, would have given us a solid measure of defensive
confidence in these critical years, and a broad basis from which to conduct our
diplomacy or expand our air force. But we had lost air parity. And such
attempts as were made to recover it were vain. We had entered a period when
the weapon which had played a considerable part in the previous war had
become obsessive in men’s minds, and also a prime military factor. Ministers
had to imagine the most frightful scenes of ruin and slaughter in London if we
quarrelled with the German Dictator. Although these considerations were not
special to Great Britain, they affected our policy, and by consequence all the
world.



During the summer of 1934, Professor Lindemann wrote to The Times
newspaper, pointing out the possibility of decisive scientific results being
obtained in air defence research. In August, we tried to bring the subject to the
attention, not merely of the officials at the Air Ministry who were already on
the move, but of their masters in the Government. In September, we journeyed
from Cannes to Aix-les-Bains and had an agreeable conversation with Mr.
Baldwin, who appeared deeply interested. Our request was for an inquiry on a
high level. When we came back to London, departmental difficulties arose, and
the matter hung in suspense. Early in 1935, an Air Ministry Committee
composed of scientists was set up and instructed to explore the future. We
remembered that it was upon the advice of the Air Ministry that Mr. Baldwin
had made the speech which produced so great an impression in 1933 when he
said that there was really no defence. “The bomber will always get through.”
We had, therefore, no confidence in any Air Ministry departmental committee,
and thought the subject should be transferred from the Air Ministry to the
Committee of Imperial Defence, where the heads of the Government, the most
powerful politicians in the country, would be able to supervise and superintend
its actions and also to make sure that the necessary funds were not denied. At
this stage we were joined by Sir Austen Chamberlain, and we continued at
intervals to address Ministers on the subject.

In February, we were received by Mr. MacDonald personally, and we laid
our case before him. No difference of principle at all existed between us. The
Prime Minister was most sympathetic when I pointed out the peace aspect of
the argument. Nothing, I said, could lessen the terrors and anxieties which
overclouded the world so much as the removal of the idea of surprise attacks
upon the civil populations. Mr. MacDonald seemed at this time greatly
troubled with his eyesight. He gazed blankly out of the windows onto Palace
Yard, and assured us he was hardening his heart to overcome departmental
resistance. The Air Ministry, for their part, resented the idea of any outside or
superior body interfering in their special affairs, and for a while nothing
happened.

I therefore raised the matter in the House on June 7, 1935:

The point [I said] is limited, and largely scientific in its character.
It is concerned with the methods which can be invented or adopted
or discovered to enable the earth to control the air, to enable defence
from the ground to exercise control—indeed domination—upon
airplanes high above its surface. . . . My experience is that in these
matters, when the need is fully explained by military and political
authorities, Science is always able to provide something. We were



told that it was impossible to grapple with submarines, but methods
were found which enabled us to strangle the submarines below the
surface of the water, a problem not necessarily harder than that of
clawing down marauding airplanes. Many things were adopted in the
war which we were told were technically impossible, but patience,
perseverance, and, above all, the spur of necessity under war
conditions, made men’s brains act with greater vigour, and Science
responded to the demands. . . .

It is only in the twentieth century that this hateful conception of
inducing nations to surrender by terrorising the helpless civil
population by massacring the women and children has gained
acceptance and countenance among men. This is not the cause of any
one nation. Every country would feel safer if once it were found that
the bombing airplane was at the mercy of appliances directed from
the earth, and the haunting fears and suspicions which are leading
nations nearer and nearer to another catastrophe would be abated. . . .
We have not only to fear attacks upon our civil population in our
great cities, in respect of which we are more vulnerable than any
other country in the world, but also attacks upon the dockyards and
other technical establishments without which our Fleet, still an
essential factor in our defence, might be paralysed or even destroyed.
Therefore, it is not only for the sake of a world effort to eliminate
one of the worst causes of suspicion and of war, but as a means of
restoring to us here in Great Britain the old security of our island,
that this matter should receive and command the most vigorous
thought of the greatest men in our country and our Government, and
should be pressed forward by every resource that the science of
Britain can apply and the wealth of the country can liberate.

On the very next day, the Ministerial changes recorded in the previous
chapter took place and Mr. Baldwin became Prime Minister. Sir Philip
Cunliffe-Lister, Lord Swinton as he soon afterwards became, succeeded Lord
Londonderry as Air Minister. One afternoon a month later, I was in the
smoking-room of the House of Commons when Mr. Baldwin came in. He sat
down next to me and said at once: “I have a proposal to make to you. Philip is
very anxious that you should join the newly formed Committee of Imperial
Defence on Air Defence Research, and I hope you will.” I said I was a critic of
our air preparations and must reserve my freedom of action. He said: “That is
quite understood. Of course you will be perfectly free except upon the secret
matters you learn only at the Committee.”



I made it a condition that Professor Lindemann should at least be a member
of the Technical Sub-Committee, because I depended upon his aid. A few days
later, the Prime Minister wrote:

8 July, 1935.

I am glad you have seen Hankey, and I take your letter as an
expression of your willingness to serve on that Committee.

I am glad, and I think you may be of real help in a most
important investigation.

Of course, you are free as air [the correct expression in this
case!] to debate the general issues of policy, programmes, and all
else connected with the air services.

My invitation was not intended as a muzzle, but as a gesture of
friendliness to an old colleague.

Accordingly, for the next four years I attended these meetings and thus
obtained a full view of this vital sphere of our air defence, and built up my
ideas upon it year by year in close and constant discussion with Lindemann. I
immediately prepared a memorandum for the Committee which embodied the
thought and knowledge I had already gathered, without official information, in
my talks and studies with Lindemann and from my own military conceptions.
This paper is of interest because of the light which it throws on the position in
July, 1935. No one at that time had considered the use of radio beams for
guiding bombers. The difficulties of training large numbers of individual pilots
were obvious, and it was generally held that at night large fleets of aircraft
would be led by a few master-bombers. Great advances into new fields were
made in the four years which were to pass before the life of the nation was to
be at stake; and meanwhile the adoption of bombing guided by radio beams
caused profound tactical changes. Hence much that was written then was
superseded, but a good deal was tried by me when I had power—not all with
success.

23 July, 1935.

The following notes are submitted with much diffidence, and in
haste on account of our early meeting, in the hopes that they may be
a contribution to our combined thought.

General tactical conceptions and what is technically feasible act
and react upon one another. Thus, the scientist should be told what
facilities the air force would like to have, and airplane design be



made to fit into and implement a definite scheme of warfare.

At this stage we must assume a reasonable war hypothesis,
namely, that Great Britain, France, and Belgium are allies attacked
by Germany.

After the outbreak of such a war, the dominating event will be
the mobilisation of the great Continental armies. This will take at
least a fortnight, diversified and hampered by mechanised and
motorised inroads. The French and German General Staffs’ minds
will be riveted upon the assembly and deployment of the armies.
Neither could afford to be markedly behindhand at the first main
shock. It may be hoped that Germany will not be ready for a war, in
which the Army and Navy are to play an important part, for two or
three years. Their Navy is at the moment exiguous; they have not yet
obtained the command of the Baltic; and it would appear that their
heavy artillery is still inadequate. To build a navy and to produce
heavy artillery and train the men will take a time measured in years
rather than in months.

A large part of German munitions production is concentrated in
the Ruhr, which is easily accessible to enemy bombing. She must
realise that she would be cut off from foreign supplies of many
essential war materials (copper, tungsten, cobalt, vanadium, petrol,
rubber, wool, etc.), and even her iron supply will be reduced unless
she dominates the Baltic, so that she is scarcely yet in a position to
undertake a war of long duration. Great efforts are of course being
made to overcome these handicaps, such as the removal of certain
factories from the frontier to Central Germany, the synthetic
production of substances such as petrol and rubber, and the
accumulation of large stocks. But it seems unlikely that Germany
will be in a position before 1937 or 1938 to begin with any hope of
success a war of the three services which might last for years, and in
which she would have scarcely any allies.

It would appear in such a war the first task of the Anglo-French
air force should be the breaking-down of enemy communications,
their railways, motor roads, Rhine bridges, viaducts, etc., and the
maximum disturbance of their assembly zones and munition-dumps.
Next in priority come the most accessible factories for their war
industry in all its forms. It seems fairly certain that if our efforts
from zero hour were concentrated on these vital targets, we should
impose a similar policy on the enemy. Otherwise, the French would



have an unobstructed mobilisation, and command the initiative in the
great land battle. Thus, any German aircraft used to commit acts of
terror upon the British and French civil populations will be grudged
and sparingly diverted.

Nevertheless, we must expect that even in a three-Service war,
attempts will be made to burn down London, or other great cities
within easy reach, in order to test the resisting will-power of the
Government and people under these terrible ordeals. Secondly, the
port of London, and the dockyards upon which the life of the Fleet
depends, are also military targets of the highest possible
consequence.

There is, however, always the ugly possibility that those in
authority in Germany may believe that it would be possible to beat a
nation to its knees in a very few months, or even weeks, by violent
aerial mass attack. The conception of psychological shock tactics has
a great attraction for the German mind. Whether they are right or
wrong is beside the point. If the German Government believes that it
can force a country to sue for peace by destroying its great cities and
slaughtering the civilian population from the air before the Allied
armies have mobilised and advanced materially, this might well lead
it to commence hostilities with the air arm alone. It need scarcely be
added that England, if she could be separated from France, would be
a particularly apt victim for this form of aggression. For her main
form of counter-attack apart from aerial reprisals, namely, a naval
blockade, only makes itself felt after a considerable time.

If the aerial bombardment of our cities can be restricted or
prevented, the chance (which may in any case be illusory) that our
morale could be broken by “frightfulness” will vanish, and the
decision will remain in the long run with the armies and navies. The
more our defences are respected, the greater will be the deterrent
upon a purely air war.

3 * * * 3

I had two ideas to contribute, some explanation of which will be found in
the Appendix. It must be remembered that in 1935 we had still more than four
years to run before any radio-detection method came into play.

*x *x *x *x *x

The Committee worked in secret, and no statement was ever made of my
association with the Government, whom I continued to criticise and attack with



increasing severity in other parts of the field. It is often possible in England for
experienced politicians to reconcile functions of this kind in the same way as
the sharpest political differences are sometimes found not incompatible with
personal friendships. Scientists are, however, a far more jealous society. In
1937, a considerable difference on the Technical Sub-Committee grew
between them and Professor Lindemann. His colleagues resented the fact that
he was in constant touch with me, and that I pressed his points on the main
Committee, to which they considered Sir Henry Tizard should alone explain
their collective view. Lindemann was, therefore, asked to retire. He was
perfectly right in arming me with the facts on which to argue; indeed, this was
the basis on which we had both joined in the work. Nevertheless, in the public
interest, in spite of his departure, I continued with his full agreement to remain
a member; and in 1938, as will presently be described, I was able to procure
his reinstatement.

3k * * * *

The possibility of using radio waves scattered back from aircraft and other
metal objects seems to have occurred to a very large number of people in
England, America, Germany, and France in the nineteen-thirties. We talked of
them as R.D.F. (Radio Direction-Finding) or later as radar. The practical aim
was to discern the approach of hostile aircraft, not by human senses, by eye or
ear, but by the echo which they sent back from radio waves. About seventy
miles up there is a reflecting canopy (ionosphere), the existence of which
prevents ordinary wireless waves from wandering off into space, and thus
makes long-range wireless communication possible. The technique of sending
up very short pulses and observing their echo had been actively developed for
some years by our scientists, and notably by Professor Appleton.

In February, 1935, a Government research scientist, Professor Watson-
Watt, had first explained to the Technical Sub-Committee that the detection of
aircraft by radio echoes might be feasible and had proposed that it should be
tested. The Committee was impressed. It was assumed that it would take five
years to detect aircraft up to a range of fifty miles. On July 25, 1935, at the
fourth meeting of the Air Defence Research Committee, and the first which I
attended, Tizard made his report upon radio-location. The preliminary
experiments were held to justify further executive action. The service
departments were invited to formulate plans. A special organisation was set up,
and a chain of stations established in the Dover-Orfordness area for
experimental purposes. The possibility of radio-location of ships was also to be
explored.

By March, 1936, stations were being erected and equipped along the south



coast, and it was hoped to carry out experimental exercises in the autumn.
During the summer there were considerable delays in construction, and the
problem of hostile jamming appeared. In July, 1937, plans were brought
forward by the Air Ministry, and approved by the Air Defence Research
Committee, to create a chain of twenty stations from the Isle of Wight to the
Tees by the end of 1939 at the cost of over a million pounds. Experiments
were now tried for finding hostile aircraft after they had come inland. By the
end of the year we could track them up to a distance of thirty-five miles at ten
thousand feet. Progress was also being made about ships. It had been proved
possible to fix vessels from the air at a range of nine miles. Two ships of the
Home Fleet were already equipped with apparatus for aircraft detection, and
experiments were taking place for range-finding on aircraft, for fire control of
anti-aircraft (A.A.) guns, and for the direction of searchlights. Work
proceeded. By December, 1938, fourteen of the twenty new stations planned
were operating with temporary equipment. Location of ships from the air was
now possible at thirty miles.

By 1939, the Air Ministry, using comparatively long-wave radio (ten
metres), had constructed the so-called coastal chain, which enabled us to detect
aircraft approaching over the sea at distances up to about sixty miles. An
elaborate network of telephonic communication had been installed under Air-
Marshal Dowding, of Fighter Command, linking all these stations with a
central command station at Uxbridge, where the movements of all aircraft
observed could be plotted on large maps and thus the control in action of all
our own air forces maintained. Apparatus called I.F.F. (Identification Friend or
Foe) had also been devised which enabled our coastal chain radar stations to
distinguish British aircraft which carried it from enemy aircraft. It was found
that these long-wave stations did not detect aircraft approaching at low heights
over the sea, and as a counter to this danger a supplementary set of stations
called C.H.L. (Chain Stations Home Service Low Cover) was constructed,
using much shorter waves (one and a half metres), but only effective over a
shorter range.

To follow enemy aircraft once they had come inland, we had meanwhile to
rely upon the Royal Observer Corps, which only operated by ear and eye, but
which, when linked up with all the telephone exchanges, proved of high value,
and in the early part of the Battle of Britain was our main foundation. It was
not enough to detect approaching enemy aircraft over the sea, though that gave
at least fifteen to twenty minutes’ warning. We must seek to guide our own
aircraft towards the attackers and intercept them over the land. For this purpose
a number of stations with what were called G.C.I. (Ground Control of
Interception) were being erected. But all this was still embryonic at the



outbreak of war.

3 3k * 3 *

The Germans were also busy, and in the spring of 1939, the Graf Zeppelin
flew up the east coast of Britain. General Martini, Director-General of Signals
in the Luftwaffe, had arranged that she carried special listening equipment to
discover the existence of British radar transmissions, if any. The attempt failed,
but had her listening equipment been working properly, the Graf Zeppelin
ought certainly to have been able to carry back to Germany the information
that we had radar, for our radar stations were not only operating at the time,
but also detected her movements and divined her intention. The Germans
would not have been surprised to hear our radar pulses, for they had developed
a technically efficient radar system which was in some respects ahead of our
own. What would have surprised them, however, was the extent to which we
had turned our discoveries to practical effect, and woven all into our general
air defence system. In this we led the world, and it was operational efficiency
rather than novelty of equipment that was the British achievement.

The final meeting of the Air Defence Research Committee took place on
July 11, 1939. Twenty radar stations were at that time in existence between
Portsmouth and Scapa Flow, able to detect aircraft flying above ten thousand
feet, with ranges varying from fifty to one hundred and twenty miles. A
satisfactory anti-jamming device and a simplified method of I.F.F. were now
actually in production. Flight trials were taking place with experimental sets in
aircraft to try to “home” on enemy machines. The experimental sets for the
location of ships from the air had proved too bulky for air-service purposes,
and were passed to the Admiralty for possible use by ships.

* * * * *

I add a final note. In June, 1939, Sir Henry Tizard, at the desire of the
Secretary of State, conducted me in a rather disreputable airplane to see the
establishments which had been developed on the east coast. We flew around
all day. I sent my impressions to the Air Minister, and I print them here
because they give a glimpse of where we were in this radar field on the eve of
the task.

Mr. Churchill to Sir Kingsley Wood.

... I found my visit to Martlesham and Bawdsey under Tizard’s
guidance profoundly interesting, and also encouraging. It may be
useful if I put down a few points which rest in my mind:

These vital R.D.F. (radio direction-finding) stations require



immediate protection. We thought at first of erecting dummy
duplicates and triplicates of them at little expense; but on reflection it
seems to me that here is a case for using the smoke-cloud. . . .

A weak point in this wonderful development is, of course, that
when the raid crosses the coast, it leaves the R.D.F., and we become
dependent upon the Observer Corps. This would seem transition
from the middle of the twentieth century to the early stone age.
Although I hear that good results are obtained from the Observer
Corps, we must regard following the raider inland by some
application of R.D.F. as most urgently needed. It will be some time
before the R.D.F. stations can look back inland, and then only upon a
crowded and confused air theatre. . . .

The progress in R.D.F., especially applied to range-finding, must
surely be of high consequence to the Navy. It would give power to
engage an enemy irrespective of visibility. How different would
have been the fate of the German battle cruisers when they attacked
Scarborough and Hartlepool in 1914, if we could have pierced the
mist! I cannot conceive why the Admiralty are not now hot upon this
trail. Tizard also pointed out the enormous value to destroyers and
submarines of directing torpedoes accurately, irrespective of
visibility by night or day. I should have thought this was one of the
biggest things that had happened for a long time, and all for our
benefit.

The method of discrimination between friend and foe is also of
the highest consequence to the Navy, and should entirely supersede
recognition signals with all their peril. I presume the Admiralty
knows all about it.

Finally, let me congratulate you upon the progress that has been
made. We are on the threshold of immense securities for our island.
Unfortunately, we want to go farther than the threshold, and time is
short.

I shall in a later volume explain the way in which, by these and other
processes, the German attack on Great Britain was to a large extent parried in
the autumn and winter of 1940. There is no doubt that the work of the Air
Ministry and the Air Defence Research Committee, both under Lord Swinton
and his successor, played the decisive part in procuring this precious
reinforcement to our fighter aircraft. When in 1940, the chief responsibility fell
upon me and our national survival depended upon victory in the air, I had the



advantage of a layman’s insight into the problems of air warfare resulting from
four long years of study and thought based upon the fullest official and
technical information. Although I have never tried to be learned in technical
matters, this mental field was well lit for me. I knew the various pieces and the
moves on the board, and could understand anything I was told about the game.

3 3 3 3 *

My contacts with the Admiralty during these years were also constant and
intimate. In the summer of 1936, Sir Samuel Hoare became First Lord, and he
authorised his officers to discuss Admiralty matters freely with me; and as I
took a keen interest in the Navy, I availed myself fully of these opportunities. I
had known the First Sea Lord, Admiral Chatfield, from the Beatty days of
1914, and my correspondence with him on naval problems began in 1936. I
also had a long-standing acquaintance with Admiral Henderson, the Controller
of the Navy and Third Sea Lord, who deals with all questions of construction
and design. He was one of our finest gunnery experts in 1912, and as I used
when First Lord often to go out and see the initial firings of battleships before
their gun-mountings were accepted from the contractors, I was able to form a
very high opinion of his work. Both these officers at the summit of their
careers treated me with the utmost confidence, and although I differed from
them and criticised severely much that was done or not done, no complaint or
personal reproaches ever disturbed our association.

The question of whether the Fleet air arm should be under the Admiralty or
the Air Ministry was hotly disputed between the two departments and services.
I took the Navy view, and my advocacy of it in Parliament drew a cordial letter
of thanks from the First Sea Lord, in which he entered upon the whole question
of naval policy. Sir Thomas Inskip came down to see me at Chartwell, and
asked for my advice on this nicely balanced issue. I drew up for him a
memorandum which, as it was eventually adopted almost word for word by
His Majesty’s Government, may be printed in the Appendix.

3 3 3 3 3

When at last it was decided to begin building battleships again, the
question of their design caused me great concern. Up to this moment
practically all the capital ships of the Royal Navy had been built or designed
during my administration of the Admiralty from 1911 to 1915. Only the
Nelson and the Rodney were created after the First World War. I have in The
World Crisis described all the process of rebuilding the Navy and the
designing of the Queen Elizabeth class of fast battleships in my first tenure of
the Admiralty, when I had at my disposal so much of the genius and
inspiration of Lord Fisher. To this I was always able to apply my own thought



gathered from many other naval expert sources, and I still held strong
opinions.

As soon as I heard that a battleship programme had been agreed to by the
Cabinet, I was at once sure that our new ships should continue to mount the
sixteen-inch gun, and that this could be achieved within thirty-five thousand
tons displacement—the treaty limit, which we alone rigidly respected—by
three triple sixteen-inch-gun turrets. I had several talks and some
correspondence with Sir Samuel Hoare, and as I was not convinced by the
arguments I heard, I began to ask questions in the House about the relative
weight of broadsides from fourteen-inch- and sixteen-inch-gunned ships. For
my private information the following figures were given:

14-inch 9 gun broadside 6.38 tons
16-inch 9 gun broadside 9.55 tons

The figure for the sixteen-inch gun is based, not on the existing sixteen-
inch gun of H.M.S. Nelson, but on a hypothetical sixteen-inch gun of the type
which the Americans have in mind for their new capital ships.

I was deeply impressed by the superior weight of the sixteen-inch
broadside. I therefore wrote to Sir Samuel Hoare:

Mr. Churchill to Sir Samuel Hoare. 1.VIII.36.

It is very civil of you to attach any importance to my opinion,
and prima facie there is a case. I cannot answer the argument about
the long delay involved. Once again we alone are injured by treaties.
I cannot doubt that a far stronger ship could be built with three triple
sixteen-inch-gun turrets in a 35,000-ton hull, than any combination
of fourteen-inch. Not only would she be a better ship, but she would
be rated a better ship and a more powerful token of naval power by
everyone, including those who serve in her. Remember, the Germans
get far better results out of their guns per calibre than we do. They
throw a heavier shell farther and more accurately. The answer is a
big punch. Not only is there an enormous increase in the weight of
broadside, but in addition the explosive charge of a sixteen-inch shell
must be far larger than that of a fourteen-inch. If you can get through
the armour, it is worth while doing something inside with the
explosion.

Another aspect is the number of turrets. What a waste to have
four turrets, which I suppose weigh two thousand tons each, when
three will give a bigger punch! With three turrets the centralisation



of armour against gun-fire and torpedoes can be much more intense,
and the decks all the more clear for the anti-aircraft batteries. If you
ask your people to give you a legend for a sixteen-inch-gun ship, I
am persuaded they would show you decidedly better proportions
than could be achieved at fourteen-inch. Of course, there may be an
argument about gunnery control, the spread of shot, etc., with which
I am not familiar. Still, I should have thought that the optimum
gunnery effect could be reached with salvos of four and five
alternately.

Nothing would induce me to succumb to fourteen-inch if I were
in your shoes. The Admiralty will look rather silly if they are
committed to two fourteen-inch-gun ships, and both Japan and the
United States go in for sixteen-inch a few months later. I should have
thought it was quite possible to lie back and save six months in
construction. It is terrible deliberately to build British battleships
costing £7,000,000 apiece that are not the strongest in the world! As
old fisher used to say, “The British Navy always travels first class.”

However, these are only vaticinations! I went through all this in
bygone years, or I would not venture to obtrude it on you. I will get
in touch with Chatfield as you suggest.

The First Lord in no way resented my arguments and a considerable
correspondence took place between us; and I also had several conversations
with him and the First Sea Lord. Before leaving the Admiralty at the end of
May, 1937, Sir Samuel Hoare sent me two memoranda prepared by the Naval
Staff, one dealing with battleships and the other with cruisers. The Admiralty
case about battleship design was that since the Washington Treaty Great
Britain had continually pressed for a reduction in displacement and size of
guns on grounds of economy. It had not been possible, when the new British
battleships were at last sanctioned in 1936, to throw over the treaty limitations
of the fourteen-inch gun or the 35,000-ton ship. The design of the battleships
of the King George V class had to be started before it could become known
whether other Powers would accept these limits as governing the immediate
future. The turrets of the King George V class had in fact been ordered in May,
1936. Had the Admiralty delayed decision upon design until April, 1937, only
two ships would be available by 1941, instead of five. Should foreign countries
go beyond the Washington limits, the designs for the 1938 programme ships,
which would be complete in 1942, could take a larger scope.

If, however, we should eventually be forced to go to fully balanced
sixteen-inch-gun ships and not sacrifice any of the structural strength and other



characteristics of the King George V class, there would be considerable
increase in displacement. The resultant vessels could not pass through the
Panama Canal and we should have to enlarge our docks as well as add to the
cost of each ship. The Admiralty concurred with my preference for a ship of
nine sixteen-inch-guns in three turrets, rather than one with ten fourteen-inch
guns in four turrets. All their battleship designs were of ships having three
“multi-gun turrets.”

After studying this long and massive paper, I recognised that we could not
face the delay involved in putting larger guns in the first five battleships. The
decision was irrevocable. I urged, however, that the designs for the larger guns
and turrets should be completed as a precaution and that the tools and
appliances necessary to adapt the gun-plants, etc., to the larger calibre should
actually be made, even at considerable expense.

In my discussions with the Admiralty about battleship design, I had not
appreciated the fact that they had designed and were in process of drawing-out
quadruple turrets for the fourteen-inch gun, thus achieving a total of twelve
guns. Had I realised this, I should have been forced to reconsider my view. The
expression “multi-gun turrets” led to this misunderstanding on my part. Three
quadruple turrets would have avoided many of the evils which I saw in a four-
turret ship, and twelve fourteen-inch guns, though not the equal of nine
sixteen-inch, were a considerable improvement in weight of metal.

However, the sequel of the Admiralty policy was unfortunate. Serious
delays took place in the designing of the entirely novel quadruple turret for the
fourteen-inch gun. No sooner had work been started upon this than the
Admiralty Board decided to change the third turret superposed forward for a
two-gun turret. This, of course, meant redesigning the two or three thousand
parts which composed these amazing pieces of mechanism, and a further delay
of at least a year in the completion of the King George V and Prince of Wales
was caused by this change of plan. Moreover, our new ships were now reduced
to ten guns, and all my arguments about the inferiority of their broadsides
compared to sixteen-inch gun ships resumed their force. Meanwhile, the
Americans got round the problem of putting three triple sixteen-inch turrets
into a 35,000-ton hull. The French and the Germans chose the fifteen-inch gun,
the French mounting eight guns in two quadruple turrets, and the Germans
eight in four twin turrets. The Germans, however, like the Japanese, had no
intention of being bound by any treaty limitations, and the Bismarck’s
displacement exceeded 45,000 tons, with all the advantages which thus
accrued. We alone, having after all these years at last decided to build five
battleships on which the life of the Navy and the maintenance of sea power



were judged to depend, went back from the sixteen-inch gun to the fourteen-
inch, while others increased their calibres. We, therefore, produced a series of
vessels, each taking five years to build, which might well have carried heavier
gun-power.

* * 3 * *

On June 15, 1938, the First Sea Lord took me down to Portland to show me
the “Asdics.” This was the name which described the system of groping for
submarines below the surface by means of sound waves through the water
which echoed back from any steel structure they met. From this echo the
position of the submarine could be fixed with some accuracy. We were on the
threshold of this development at the end of the First World War.

We slept on board the flagship and had a long talk with Sir Charles Forbes,
the Commander-in-Chief. All the morning was spent at the Anti-Submarine
School, and in about four hours I received a very full account. We then went to
sea in a destroyer, and during the afternoon and evening an exercise of great
interest was conducted for my benefit. A number of submarines were scattered
about in the offing. Standing on the bridge of the destroyer which was using
the Asdic, with another destroyer half a mile away, in constant intercourse, I
could see and hear the whole process, which was the sacred treasure of the
Admiralty, and in the culture of which for a whole generation they had
faithfully persevered. Often I had criticised their policy. No doubt on this
occasion I overrated, as they did, the magnitude of their achievement, and
forgot for a moment how broad are the seas. Nevertheless, if this twenty years’
study had not been pursued with large annual expenditure and thousands of
highly skilled officers and men employed and trained with nothing to show for
it—all quite unmentionable—our problem in dealing with the U-boat, grievous
though it proved, might well have found no answer but defeat.

To Chatfield I wrote:

I have reflected constantly on all that you showed me, and I am
sure the nation owes the Admiralty, and those who have guided it, an
inestimable debt for the faithful effort sustained over so many years
which has, as I feel convinced, relieved us of one of our great
dangers.

What surprised me was the clarity and force of the [Asdic]
indications. I had imagined something almost imperceptible,
certainly vague and doubtful. I never imagined that I should hear one
of those creatures asking to be destroyed. It is a marvellous system
and achievement.



The Asdics did not conquer the U-boat; but without the Asdics the U-boat
would not have been conquered.
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Sanctions Against Italy
1935

A Second Heavy Stroke—Adowa Memories—A Time of Caution—A
Talk at the Foreign Office—The Peace Ballot—British Naval
Strength in the Mediterranean—Sir Samuel Hoare’s Speech at
Geneva and British Naval Movements—My Speech to the City
Carlton Club—Mussolini Invades Abyssinia—Strong Reaction in
Britain; Mr. Lansbury Resigns the Leadership of the Parliamentary
Labour Party—Sham Sanctions—MTr. Baldwin Resolved on Peace
—The Conservative Party Conference—Mr. Baldwin’s Conduct of
the Election—His Great Majority—The Hoare-Laval Agreement—
The Parliamentary Convulsion—I Stay Abroad—The Effect upon
Europe of Mussolini’s Conquest of Abyssinia.

World peace now suffered its second heavy stroke. The loss by Britain of
air parity was followed by the transference of Italy to the German side. The
two events combined enabled Hitler to advance along his predetermined
deadly course. We have seen how helpful Mussolini had been in the protection
of Austrian independence, with all that it implied in Central and Southeastern
Europe. Now he was to march over to the opposite camp. Nazi Germany was
no longer to be alone. One of the principal Allies of the First World War
would soon join her. The gravity of this downward turn in the balance of safety
oppressed my mind.

Mussolini’s designs upon Abyssinia were unsuited to the ethics of the
twentieth century. They belonged to those dark ages when white men felt
themselves entitled to conquer yellow, brown, black, or red men, and subjugate
them by their superior strength and weapons. In our enlightened days, when
crimes and cruelties have been committed from which savages of former times
would have recoiled, or of which they would at least have been incapable, such
conduct was at once obsolete and reprehensible. Moreover, Abyssinia was a
member of the League of Nations. By a curious inversion it was Italy who had
in 1923 pressed for her inclusion, and Britain who had opposed it. The British
view was that the character of the Ethiopian Government and the conditions
prevailing in that wild land of tyranny, slavery, and tribal war were not



consonant with membership of the League. But the Italians had had their way,
and Abyssinia was a member of the League with all its rights and such
securities as it could offer. Here, indeed, was a testing case for the instrument
of world government upon which the hopes of all good men were founded.

The Italian Dictator was not actuated solely by desire for territorial gains.
His rule, his safety, depended upon prestige. The humiliating defeat which
Italy had suffered forty years before at Adowa, and the mockery of the world
when an Italian army had not only been destroyed or captured but shamefully
mutilated, rankled in the minds of all Italians. They had seen how Britain had
after the passage of years avenged both Khartoum and Majuba. To proclaim
their manhood by avenging Adowa meant almost as much in Italy as the
recovery of Alsace-Lorraine in France. There seemed no way in which
Mussolini could more easily or at less risk and cost consolidate his own power
or, as he saw it, raise the authority of Italy in Europe, than by wiping out the
stain of bygone years, and adding Abyssinia to the recently built Italian
Empire. All such thoughts were wrong and evil, but since it is always wise to
try to understand another country’s point of view, they may be recorded.

In the fearful struggle against rearming Nazi Germany which I could feel
approaching with inexorable strides, I was most reluctant to see Italy
estranged, and even driven into the opposite camp. There was no doubt that the
attack by one member of the League of Nations upon another at this juncture,
if not resented, would be finally destructive of the League as a factor for
welding together the forces which could alone control the might of resurgent
Germany and the awful Hitler menace. More could perhaps be got out of the
vindicated majesty of the League than Italy could ever give, withhold, or
transfer. If, therefore, the League were prepared to use the united strength of
all its members to curb Mussolini’s policy, it was our bounden duty to take our
share and play a faithful part. There seemed in all the circumstances no
obligation upon Britain to take the lead herself. She had a duty to take account
of her own weakness caused by the loss of air parity, and even more of the
military position of France, in the face of German rearmament. One thing was
clear and certain. Half-measures were useless for the League and pernicious to
Britain if she assumed its leadership. If we thought it right and necessary for
the law and welfare of Europe to quarrel mortally with Mussolini’s Italy, we
must also strike him down. The fall of the lesser dictator might combine and
bring into action all the forces—and they were still overwhelming—which
would enable us to restrain the greater dictator, and thus prevent a second
German war.

These general reflections are a prelude to the narrative of this chapter.
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Ever since the Stresa Conference, Mussolini’s preparations for the
conquest of Abyssinia had been apparent. It was evident that British opinion
would be hostile to such an act of Italian aggression. Those of us who saw in
Hitler’s Germany a danger, not only to peace but to survival, dreaded this
movement of a first-class Power, as Italy was then rated, from our side to the
other. I remember a dinner at which Sir Robert Vansittart and Mr. Duff
Cooper, then only an under-secretary, were present, at which this adverse
change in the balance of Europe was clearly foreseen. The project was mooted
of some of us going out to see Mussolini in order to explain to him the
inevitable effects which would be produced in Great Britain. Nothing came of
this; nor would it have been of any good. Mussolini, like Hitler, regarded
Britannia as a frightened, flabby old woman, who at the worst would only
bluster and was, anyhow, incapable of making war. Lord Lloyd, who was on
friendly terms with him, noted how he had been struck by the Joad Resolution
of the Oxford undergraduates in 1933 refusing “to fight for king and country.”

3 * 3 3 3

In Parliament I expressed my misgivings on July 11:

We seemed to have allowed the impression to be created that we
were ourselves coming forward as a sort of bell-wether or fugleman
to lead opinion in Europe against Italy’s Abyssinian designs. It was
even suggested that we would act individually and independently. I
am glad to hear from the Foreign Secretary that there is no
foundation for that. We must do our duty, but we must do it with
other nations only in accordance with the obligations which others
recognise as well. We are not strong enough to be the lawgiver and
the spokesman of the world. We will do our part, but we cannot be
asked to do more than our part in these matters. . . .

As we stand today there is no doubt that a cloud has come over
the old friendship between Great Britain and Italy, a cloud which, it
seems to me, may very easily not pass away, although undoubtedly it
is everyone’s desire that it should. It is an old friendship, and we
must not forget, what is a little-known fact, that at the time Italy
entered into the Triple Alliance in the last century she stipulated
particularly that in no circumstances would her obligations under the
alliance bring her into armed conflict with Great Britain.

* 3k * 3 3



In August, the Foreign Secretary invited me and also the Opposition Party
leaders to visit him separately at the Foreign Office, and the fact of these
consultations was made public by the Government. Sir Samuel Hoare told me
of this growing anxiety about Italian aggression against Abyssinia and asked
me how far I should be prepared to go against it. Wishing to know more about
the internal and personal situation at the Foreign Office under dyarchy before
replying, I asked about Eden’s view. “I will get him to come,” said Hoare, and
in a few minutes Anthony arrived smiling and in the best of tempers. We had
an easy talk. I said I thought the Foreign Secretary was justified in going as far
with the League of Nations against Italy as he could carry France; but I added
that he ought not to put any pressure upon France because of her military
convention with Italy and her German preoccupations; and that in the
circumstances I did not expect France would go very far. I then spoke of the
Italian divisions on the Brenner Pass, of the unguarded southern front of
France and other military aspects.

Generally I strongly advised the Ministers not to try to take a leading part
or to put themselves forward too prominently. In this I was, of course,
oppressed by my German fears and the condition to which our defences had
been reduced.

3k 3k 3k * 3k

In the early months of 1935, there was organised a Peace Ballot for
collective security and for upholding the Covenant of the League of Nations.
This scheme received the blessing of the League of Nations Union, but was
sponsored by a separate organisation largely supported by the Labour and
Liberal Parties. The following were the questions put:

THE PEACE BALLOT
1. Should Great Britain remain a member of the League of
Nations?

2. Are you in favour of an all-round reduction of armaments by
international agreement?

3. Are you in favour of the all-round abolition of national
military and naval aircraft by international agreement?

4. Should the manufacture and sale of armaments for private
profit be prohibited by international agreement?

5. Do you consider that if a nation insists on attacking another,
the other nations should combine to compel it to stop by:



(a) economic and non-military measures,
(b) if necessary military measures?

It was announced on June 27 that over eleven million persons had
subscribed their names affirmatively to this. The Peace Ballot seemed at first
to be misunderstood by Ministers. Its name overshadowed its purpose. It, of
course, combined the contradictory propositions of reduction of armaments
and forcible resistance to aggression. It was regarded in many quarters as a part
of the pacifist campaign. On the contrary, clause 5 affirmed a positive and
courageous policy which could, at this time, have been followed with an
overwhelming measure of national support. Lord Cecil and other leaders of the
League of Nations Union were, as this clause declared, and as events soon
showed, willing, and indeed resolved, to go to war in a righteous cause,
provided that all necessary action was taken under the auspices of the League
of Nations. Their evaluation of the facts underwent considerable changes in the
next few months. Indeed, within a year I was working with them in harmony
upon the policy which I described as “Arms and the Covenant.”

) ) ) ) )

As the summer drew on, the movement of Italian troopships through the
Suez Canal was continuous, and considerable forces and supplies were
assembled along the eastern Abyssinian frontier. Suddenly an extraordinary,
and to me, after my talks at the Foreign Office, a quite unexpected, event
occurred. On August 24, the Cabinet resolved and declared that Britain would
uphold its obligation under its treaties and under the Covenant of the League.
This produced an immediate crisis in the Mediterranean, and I thought it right,
since I had been so recently consulted, to ask the Foreign Secretary to reassure
me about the naval situation:

Mr. Churchill to Sir Samuel Hoare. August 25, 1935.

I am sure you will be on your guard against the capital fault of
letting diplomacy get ahead of naval preparedness. We took care
about this in 1914.

Where are the fleets? Are they in good order? Are they adequate?
Are they capable of rapid and complete concentration? Are they
safe? Have they been formally warned to take precautions?
Remember you are putting extreme pressure upon a Dictator who
may get into desperate straits. He may well measure your corn by his
bushel. He may at any moment in the next fortnight credit you with
designs far beyond what the Cabinet at present harbour. While you



are talking judicious, nicely graded formulas, he may act with
violence. Far better put temptation out of his way.

I see by the newspapers that the Mediterranean Fleet is leaving
Malta for the Levant. Certainly it is wise [for the Fleet] to quit Malta,
which, I understand, is totally unprovided with anti-aircraft defence.
The Mediterranean Fleet based at Alexandria, etc., is on paper—that
is all we are justified in going by—far weaker than the Italian Navy.
I spent some time today looking up the cruiser and flotilla
construction of the two countries since the war. It seems to me that
you have not half the strength of Italy in modern cruisers and
destroyers, and still less in modern submarines. Therefore, it seems
to me that very searching questions should be asked of the Admiralty
now as to the position of this British Fleet in the Levant. It is enough
to do us grievous loss. Is it enough to defend itself? It is more than
three thousand miles from reinforcement by the Atlantic and Home
Fleets. Much might happen before these could effect a junction. I do
not, indeed I dare not, doubt but that the Admiralty have studied the
dispositions with vigilance. I hope you will satisfy yourself that their
answers to these suggestions are adequate.

I heard some time ago talk about a plan of evacuating the
Mediterranean in the event of a war with Italy and holding only the
Straits of Gibraltar and the Red Sea. The movement of the
Mediterranean Fleet to the Levant looks like a piece of this policy. If
so I hope it has been thought out. If we abandon the Mediterranean
while in a state of war or quasi-war with Italy, there is nothing to
prevent Mussolini landing in Egypt in force and seizing the Canal.
Nothing but France. Is the Admiralty sure of France in such a
contingency?

George Lloyd, who is with me, thinks I ought to send you this
letter in view of the hazards of the situation. I do not ask you for a
detailed answer; but we should like your assurance that you have
been satisfied with the Admiralty dispositions.

The Foreign Secretary replied on August 27:

You may rest assured that all the points you have mentioned
have been, and are being, actively discussed. I am fully alive to the
kind of risks that you mention, and I will do my best to see that they
are not ignored. Please have no hesitation in sending me any
suggestions or warnings that you think necessary. You know as well



as anyone the risks of a situation such as this, and you also know as
well as anyone, at least outside the Government, the present state of
our imperial defences.

) ) > ) 3

Mr. Eden, Minister for League of Nations Affairs and almost co-equal of
the Foreign Secretary, had already been for some weeks at Geneva, where he
had rallied the Assembly to a policy of “sanctions” against Italy if she invaded
Abyssinia. The peculiar office to which he had been appointed made him by its
very nature concentrate upon the Abyssinian question with an emphasis which
outweighed other aspects. “Sanctions” meant the cutting-off from Italy of all
financial aid and of economic supplies, and the giving of all such assistance to
Abyssinia. To a country like Italy, dependent for so many commodities needed
in war upon unhampered imports from overseas, this was indeed a formidable
deterrent. Eden’s zeal and address and the principles which he proclaimed
dominated the Assembly. On September 11, the Foreign Secretary, Sir Samuel
Hoare, having arrived at Geneva, himself addressed them:

I will begin by reaffirming the support of the League by the
Government I represent and the interest of the British people in
collective security. . . . The ideas enshrined in the Covenant and in
particular the aspiration to establish the rule of law in international
affairs have become a part of our national conscience. It is to the
principles of the League and not to any particular manifestation that
the British nation has demonstrated its adherence. Any other view is
at once an underestimation of our good faith and an imputation upon
our sincerity. In conformity with its precise and explicit obligations
the League stands, and my country stands with it, for the collective
maintenance of the Covenant in its entirety, and particularly for
steady and collective resistance to all acts of unprovoked aggression.

In spite of my anxieties about Germany, and little as I liked the way our
affairs were handled, I remember being stirred by this speech when I read it in
Riviera sunshine. It aroused everyone, and reverberated throughout the United
States. It united all those forces in Britain which stood for a fearless
combination of righteousness and strength. Here at least was a policy. If only
the orator had realised what tremendous powers he held unleashed in his hand
at that moment, he might indeed for a while have led the world.

These declarations gathered their validity from the fact that they had
behind them, like many causes which in the past have proved vital to human



progress and freedom, the British Navy. For the first and the last time the
League of Nations seemed to have at its disposal a secular arm. Here was the
international police force, upon the ultimate authority of which all kinds of
diplomatic and economic pressures and persuasion could be employed. When
on September 12, the very next day, the battle cruisers Hood and Renown,
accompanied by the Second Cruiser Squadron and a destroyer flotilla, arrived
at Gibraltar, it was assumed on all sides that Britain would back her words
with deeds. Policy and action alike gained immediate and overwhelming
support at home. It was taken for granted, not unnaturally, that neither the
declaration nor the movement of warships would have been made without
careful expert calculation by the Admiralty of the fleet or fleets required in the
Mediterranean to make our undertakings good.

At the end of September, I had to make a speech at the City Carlton Club,
an orthodox body of some influence. I tried to convey a warning to Mussolini
which I believe he read:

To cast an army of nearly a quarter of a million men, embodying
the flower of Italian manhood, upon a barren shore two thousand
miles from home, against the good will of the whole world and
without command of the sea, and then in this position embark upon
what may well be a series of campaigns against a people and in
regions which no conqueror in four thousand years ever thought it
worth while to subdue, is to give hostages to fortune unparalleled in
all history."

Sir Austen Chamberlain wrote to me agreeing with this speech, and I
replied:

October 1, 1935.

I am glad you approve the line I took about Abyssinia; but I am
very unhappy. It would be a terrible deed to smash up Italy, and it
will cost us dear. How strange it is that after all these years of
begging France to make it up with Italy, we are now forcing her to
choose between Italy and ourselves! I do not think we ought to have
taken the lead in such a vehement way. If we had felt so strongly on
the subject we should have warned Mussolini two months before.
The sensible course would have been gradually to strengthen the
Fleet in the Mediterranean during the early summer, and so let him
see how grave the matter was. Now what can he do? I expect a very
serious rise of temperature when the fighting [in Abyssinia] begins.
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In October, Mussolini, undeterred by belated British naval movements,
launched the Italian armies upon the invasion of Abyssinia. On the tenth, by
the votes of fifty sovereign states to one, the Assembly of the League resolved
to take collective measures against Italy, and a committee of eighteen was
appointed to make further efforts for a peaceful solution. Mussolini, thus
confronted, made a clear-cut statement, marked by deep shrewdness. Instead of
saying, “Italy will meet sanctions with war,” he said: “Italy will meet them
with discipline, with frugality, and with sacrifice.” At the same time, however,
he intimated that he would not tolerate the imposition of any sanctions which
hampered his invasion of Abyssinia. If that enterprise were endangered, he
would go to war with whoever stood in his path. “Fifty nations!” he said.
“Fifty nations, led by one!” Such was the position in the weeks which
preceded the dissolution of Parliament in Britain and the general election,
which was now constitutionally due.

3k * 3k 3k *

Bloodshed in Abyssinia, hatred of Fascism, the invocation of sanctions by
the League, produced a convulsion within the British Labour Party. Trade-
unionists, among whom Mr. Ernest Bevin was outstanding, were by no means
pacifist by temperament. A very strong desire to fight the Italian Dictator, to
enforce sanctions of a decisive character, and to use the British Fleet, if need
be, surged through the sturdy wage-earners. Rough and harsh words were
spoken at excited meetings. On one occasion Mr. Bevin complained that “he
was tired of having George Lansbury’s conscience carted about from
conference to conference.” Many members of the Parliamentary Labour Party
shared the trade-union mood. In a far wider sphere, all the leaders of the
League of Nations Union felt themselves bound to the cause of the League.
Clause 5 of their “Peace Ballot” was plainly involved. Here were principles in
obedience to which lifelong humanitarians were ready to die, and if to die, also
to kill. On October 8, Mr. Lansbury resigned his leadership of the
Parliamentary Labour Party, and Major Attlee, who had a fine war record,
reigned in his stead.

3k 3k 3k 3k 3k

But this national awakening was not in accord with Mr. Baldwin’s outlook
or intentions. It was not till several months after the election that I began to
understand the principles upon which “sanctions” were founded. The Prime
Minister had declared that sanctions meant war; secondly, he was resolved
there must be no war; and thirdly, he decided upon sanctions. It was evidently
impossible to reconcile these three conditions. Under the guidance of Britain



and the pressures of Laval, the League of Nations Committee, charged with
devising sanctions, kept clear of any that would provoke war. A large number
of commodities, some of which were war materials, were prohibited from
entering Italy, and an imposing schedule was drawn up. But oil, without which
the campaign in Abyssinia could not have been maintained, continued to enter
freely, because it was understood that to stop it meant war. Here the attitude of
the United States, not a member of the League of Nations and the world’s main
oil supplier, though benevolent, was uncertain. Moreover, to stop it to Italy
involved also stopping it to Germany. The export of aluminium into Italy was
strictly forbidden; but aluminium was almost the only metal that Italy
produced in quantities beyond her own needs. The importation of scrap iron
and iron ore into Italy was sternly vetoed in the name of public justice. But as
the Italian metallurgical industry made but little use of them, and as steel
billets and pig iron were not interfered with, Italy suffered no hindrance. Thus,
the measures pressed with so great a parade were not real sanctions to paralyse
the aggressor, but merely such half-hearted sanctions as the aggressor would
tolerate, because in fact, though onerous, they stimulated Italian war spirit. The
League of Nations, therefore, proceeded to the rescue of Abyssinia on the basis
that nothing must be done to hamper the invading Italian armies. These facts
were not known to the British public at the time of the election. They earnestly
supported the policy of the sanctions, and believed that this was a sure way of
bringing the Italian assault upon Abyssinia to an end.

Still less did His Majesty’s Government contemplate the use of the Fleet.
All kinds of tales were told of Italian suicide squadrons of dive-bombers which
would hurl themselves upon the decks of our ships and blow them to pieces.
The British Fleet which was lying at Alexandria had now been reinforced. It
could by a gesture have turned back Italian transports from the Suez Canal,
and would as a consequence have had to offer battle to the Italian Navy. We
were told that it was not capable of meeting such an antagonist. I had raised the
question at the outset, but had been reassured. Our battleships, of course, were
old, and it now appeared that we had no aircraft cover and very little anti-
aircraft ammunition. It transpired, however, that the Admiral commanding
resented the suggestion attributed to him that he was not strong enough to fight
a fleet action. It would seem that before taking their first decision to oppose the
Italian aggression, His Majesty’s Government should carefully have examined
ways and means and also made up their minds.

There is no doubt on our present knowledge that a bold decision would
have cut the Italian communications with Ethiopia, and that we should have
been successful in any naval battle which might have followed. I was never in
favour of isolated action by Great Britain, but having gone so far it was a



grievous deed to recoil. Moreover, Mussolini would never have dared to come
to grips with a resolute British Government. Nearly the whole of the world was
against him, and he would have had to risk his régime upon a single-handed
war with Britain, in which a fleet action in the Mediterranean would be the
early and decisive test. How could Italy have fought this war? Apart from a
limited advantage in modern light cruisers, her navy was but a fourth the size
of the British. Her numerous conscript army, which was vaunted in millions,
could not come into action. Her air power was in quantity and quality far
below even our modest establishments. She would instantly have been
blockaded. The Italian armies in Abyssinia would have famished for supplies
and ammunition. Germany could as yet give no effective help. If ever there
was an opportunity of striking a decisive blow in a generous cause with the
minimum of risk, it was here and now. The fact that the nerve of the British
Government was not equal to the occasion can be excused only by their sincere
love of peace. Actually it played a part in leading to an infinitely more terrible
war. Mussolini’s bluff succeeded, and an important spectator drew far-
reaching conclusions from the fact. Hitler had long resolved on war for
German aggrandisement. He now formed a view of Great Britain’s degeneracy
which was only to be changed too late for peace and too late for him. In Japan,
also, there were pensive spectators.

3 *x *x * )

The two opposite processes of gathering national unity on the burning issue
of the hour and the clash of party interests inseparable from a general election
moved forward together. This was greatly to the advantage of Mr. Baldwin and
his supporters. “The League of Nations would remain as heretofore the
keystone of British foreign policy,” so ran the Government’s election
manifesto. “The prevention of war and the establishment of peace in the world
must always be the most vital interest of the British people, and the League is
the instrument which has been framed and to which we look for the attainment
of these objects. We shall therefore continue to do all in our power to uphold
the Covenant and to maintain and increase the efficiency of the League. In the
present unhappy dispute between Italy and Abyssinia there will be no
wavering in the policy we have hitherto pursued.”

The Labour Party, on the other hand, was much divided. The majority was
pacifist, but Mr. Bevin’s active campaign commanded many supporters among
the masses. The official leaders, therefore, tried to give general satisfaction by
pointing opposite ways at once. On the one hand they clamoured for decisive
action against the Italian Dictator; on the other they denounced the policy of
rearmament. Thus Mr. Attlee in the House of Commons on October 22: “We
want effective sanctions, effectively applied. We support economic sanctions.



We support the League system.” But then, later in the same speech: “We are
not persuaded that the way to safety is by piling up armaments. We do not
believe that in this [time] there is such a thing as national defence. We think
that you have to go forward to disarmament and not to the piling-up of
armaments.” Neither side usually has much to be proud of at election times.
The Prime Minister himself was no doubt conscious of the growing strength
behind the Government’s foreign policy. He was, however, determined not to
be drawn into war on any account. It seemed to me, viewing the proceedings
from outside, that he was anxious to gather as much support as possible and
use it to begin British rearmament on a modest scale.

3k * * * *

The Conservative Party Conference was held at Bournemouth on the very
day when Mussolini began his attack on Abyssinia and his bombs were falling
on Adowa. In view of this, and not less of the now imminent general election,
we all closed our ranks as party men.

I supported a resolution which was carried unanimously:

(1) To repair the serious deficiencies in the defence forces of the
Crown, and, in particular, first, to organise our industry for speedy
conversion to defence purposes, if need be.

(2) To make a renewed effort to establish equality in the air with
the strongest foreign air force within striking distance of our shores.

(3) To rebuild the British Fleet and strengthen the Royal Navy,
so as to safeguard our food and livelihood and preserve the
coherence of the British Empire.

Hitherto in these years I had not desired office, having had so much of it,
and being opposed to the Government on their Indian policy. But with the
passage of the India Bill, which was to take some years to come into force, this
barrier had fallen away. The growing German menace made me anxious to lay
my hands upon our military machine. I could now feel very keenly what was
coming. Distracted France and timid, peace-loving Britain would soon be
confronted with the challenge of the European Dictators. I was in sympathy
with the changing temper of the Labour Party. Here was the chance of a true
National Government. It was understood that the Admiralty would be vacant,
and I wished very much to go there should the Conservatives be returned to
power. I was, of course, well aware that this desire was not shared by several
of Mr. Baldwin’s principal colleagues. I represented a policy, and it was
known that I should strive for it whether from without or from within. If they



could do without me, they would certainly be very glad. To some extent this
depended upon their majority.

*x ) * *x *x

At the general election the Prime Minister spoke in strong terms of the
need for rearmament, and his principal speech was devoted to the
unsatisfactory condition of the Navy. However, having gained all that there
was in sight upon a programme of sanctions and rearmament, he became very
anxious to comfort the professional peace-loving elements in the nation, and
allay any fears in their breasts which his talk about naval requirements might
have caused. On October 1, two weeks before the poll, he made a speech to the
Peace Society at the Guildhall. In the course of this he said, “I give you my
word there will be no great armaments.” In the light of the knowledge which
the Government had of strenuous German preparations, this was a singular
promise. Thus the votes both of those who sought to see the nation prepare
itself against the dangers of the future, and of those who believed that peace
could be preserved by praising its virtues, were gained.

3 3 3 3 3

I fought my contest in the Epping Division upon the need for rearmament
and upon a severe and bona-fide policy of sanctions. Generally speaking I
supported the Government, and although many of my Conservative friends had
been offended by my almost ceaseless criticism of Government measures, I
was returned by an ample majority. Upon the declaration of the poll I thought
it right to safeguard my own position. “I take it from your vote, in view of the
speeches I have made, that you desire me to exercise my independent
judgment as a Member of Parliament, and in accordance with the highest
traditions of that House, to give the fruits of my knowledge and experience
freely and without fear.” The result of the general election was a triumph for
Mr. Baldwin. The electors accorded him a majority of two hundred and forty-
seven over all other parties combined, and after five years of office he reached
a position of personal power unequalled by any Prime Minister since the close
of the Great War. All who had opposed him, whether on India or on the
neglect of our defences, were stultified by this renewed vote of confidence,
which he had gained by his skilful and fortunate tactics in home politics and by
the esteem so widely felt for his personal character. Thus an administration
more disastrous than any in our history saw all its errors and shortcomings
acclaimed by the nation. There was, however, a bill to be paid, and it took the
new House of Commons nearly ten years to pay it.

*x *x *x *x *x

It had been widely bruited that I should join the Government as First Lord



of the Admiralty. But after the figures of his victory had been proclaimed, Mr.
Baldwin lost no time in announcing through the Central Office that there was
no intention to include me in the Government. In this way he paid some of his
debt to the pacifist deputation which he had received in the last days of the
election. There was much mocking in the press about my exclusion. But now
one can see how lucky I was. Over me beat the invisible wings.

And T had agreeable consolations. I set out with my paint-box for more
genial climes without waiting for the meeting of Parliament.

) ) % ) )

There was an awkward sequel to Mr. Baldwin’s triumph, for the sake of
which we may sacrifice chronology. His Foreign Secretary, Sir Samuel Hoare,
travelling through Paris to Switzerland on a well-earned skating holiday, had a
talk with M. Laval, still French Foreign Minister. The result of this was the
Hoare-Laval Pact of December 9. It is worth while to look a little into the
background of this celebrated incident.

The idea of Britain leading the League of Nations against Mussolini’s
Fascist invasion of Abyssinia had carried the nation in one of its big swings.
But once the election was over and the Ministers found themselves in
possession of a majority which might give them for five years the guidance of
the State, many tiresome consequences had to be considered. At the root of
them all lay Mr. Baldwin’s “There must be no war,” and also, “There must be
no large rearmament.” This remarkable party manager, having won the
election on world leadership against aggression, was profoundly convinced
that we must keep peace at any price.

Moreover, now from the Foreign Office came a very powerful thrust. Sir
Robert Vansittart never removed his eyes for one moment from the Hitler
peril. He and I were of one mind on that point. And now British policy had
forced Mussolini to change sides. Germany was no longer isolated. The four
Western Powers were divided two against two instead of three against one.
This marked deterioration in our affairs aggravated the anxiety in France. The
French Government had already made the Franco-Italian agreement of
January. Following thereupon had come the military convention with Italy. It
was calculated that this convention saved eighteen French divisions from the
Italian front for transference to the front against Germany. In his negotiations it
is certain that M. Laval had given more than a hint to Mussolini that France
would not trouble herself about anything that might happen to Abyssinia. The
French had a considerable case to argue with British Ministers. First, for
several years we had tried to make them reduce their army, which was all they
had to live upon. Secondly, the British had had a very good run in the



leadership of the League of Nations against Mussolini. They had even won an
election upon it; and in democracies elections are very important. Thirdly, we
had made a naval agreement, supposed to be very good for ourselves, which
made us quite comfortable upon the seas apart from submarine warfare.

But what about the French front? How was it to be manned against the
ever-growing German military power? Two divisions to be sent only under
many reservations was all the British could offer for the first six months; so
really they should not talk too much. Now the British Government, in a fine
flow of martial, moral and world sentiment, “fifty nations led by one,” were
making a mortal feud with Italy. France had much to worry about, and only
very silly people, of whom there are extremely large numbers in every country,
could ignore all this. If Britain had used her naval power, closed the Suez
Canal, and defeated the Italian Navy in a general engagement, she would have
had the right to call the tune in Europe. But on the contrary, she had definitely
declared that whatever happened she would not go to war over Abyssinia.
Honest Mr. Baldwin; a triumphant vote in the constituencies; a solid Tory
majority for five more years; every aspect of righteous indignation, but no war,
no war! The French, therefore, felt very strongly that they should not be drawn
into permanent estrangement from Italy because of all the strong feeling which
had suddenly surged up in England against Mussolini. Especially did they feel
this when they remembered that Britain had bowed before the Italian naval
challenge in the Mediterranean, and when two divisions of troops were all we
could send at the outset to help France if she were invaded by Germany. One
can certainly understand Monsieur Laval’s point of view at this time.

Now in December a new set of arguments marched upon the scene.
Mussolini, hard pressed by sanctions, and under the very heavy threat of “fifty
nations led by one,” would, it was whispered, welcome a compromise on
Abyssinia. Poison gas, though effective against the native Ethiopians, would
certainly not elevate the name of Italy in the world. The Abyssinians were
being defeated. They were not, it was said, prepared to make large concessions
and wide surrenders of territory. Could not a peace be made which gave Italy
what she had aggressively demanded and left Abyssinia four-fifths of her
entire empire? Vansittart, who happened to be in Paris at the time the Foreign
Secretary passed through, and was thus drawn into the affair, should not be
misjudged because he thought continuously of the German threat, and wished
to have Britain and France organised at their strongest to face this major
danger, with Italy in their rear a friend and not a foe.

But the British nation from time to time gives way to waves of crusading
sentiment. More than any other country in the world, it is at rare intervals



ready to fight for a cause or a theme, just because it is convinced in its heart
and soul that it will not get any material advantage out of the conflict. Baldwin
and his Ministers had given a great uplift to Britain in their resistance to
Mussolini at Geneva. They had gone so far that their only salvation before
history was to go all lengths. Unless they were prepared to back words and
gestures by action, it might have been better to keep out of it all, like the
United States, and let things rip and see what happened. Here was an arguable
plan. But it was not the plan they had adopted. They had appealed to the
millions, and the unarmed, and hitherto unconcerned, millions had answered
with a loud shout, overpowering all other cries, “Yes, we will march against
evil, and we will march now. Give us the weapons.”

The new House of Commons was a spirited body. With all that lay before
them in the next ten years, they had need to be. It was therefore with a horrible
shock that, while tingling from the election, they received the news that a
compromise had been made between Sir Samuel Hoare and M. Laval about
Abyssinia. This crisis nearly cost Mr. Baldwin his political life. It shook
Parliament and the nation to its base. Mr. Baldwin fell almost overnight from
his pinnacle of acclaimed national leadership to a depth where he was derided
and despised. His position in the House during these days was pitiful. He had
never understood why people should worry about all these bothersome foreign
affairs. They had a Conservative majority and no war. What more could they
want? But the experienced pilot felt and measured the full force of the storm.

The Cabinet, on December 9, had approved the Hoare-Laval plan to
partition Abyssinia between Italy and the Emperor. On the thirteenth the full
text of the Hoare-Laval proposals was laid before the League. On the
eighteenth the Cabinet abandoned the Hoare-Laval proposals, thus entailing
the resignation of Sir Samuel Hoare. In the debate on the nineteenth Mr.
Baldwin said:

I felt that these proposals went too far. I was not at all surprised
at the expression of feeling in that direction. I was not expecting that
deeper feeling that was manifest in many parts of the country on
what I may call the grounds of conscience and of honour. The
moment I am confronted with that, I know that something has
happened that has appealed to the deepest feelings of our
countrymen, that some note has been struck that brings back from
them a response from the depths. I examined again all that I had
done, and I felt that . . . there could not be support in this country
behind those proposals even as terms of negotiation. It is perfectly
obvious now that the proposals are absolutely and completely dead.



This Government is certainly going to make no attempt to resurrect
them. If there arose a storm when I knew I was in the right, I would
let it break on me, and I would either survive it or break. If I felt
after examination of myself that there was in that storm something
which showed me that I had done something that was not wise or
right, then I would bow to it.

The House accepted this apologia. The crisis passed. On his return from
Geneva, Mr. Eden was summoned to 10 Downing Street by the Prime Minister
to discuss the situation following Sir Samuel Hoare’s resignation. Mr. Eden at
once suggested that Sir Austen Chamberlain should be invited to take over the
Foreign Office, and added that if desired he was prepared to serve under him in
any capacity. Mr. Baldwin replied that he had already considered this and had
informed Sir Austen himself that he did not feel able to offer the Foreign
Office to him. This may have been due to Sir Austen’s health. On December
22, Mr. Eden became Foreign Secretary.

) *x ) ) *x

My wife and I passed this exciting week at Barcelona. Several of my best
friends advised me not to return. They said I should only do myself harm if I
were mixed up in this violent conflict. Our comfortable Barcelona hotel was
the rendezvous of the Spanish Left. In the excellent restaurant where we
lunched and dined were always several groups of eager-faced, black-coated
young men purring together with glistening eyes about Spanish politics, in
which quite soon a million Spaniards were to die. Looking back, I think I
ought to have come home. I might have brought an element of decision and
combination to the anti-Government gatherings which would have ended the
Baldwin régime. Perhaps a Government under Sir Austen Chamberlain might
have been established at this moment. On the other hand, my friends cried:
“Better stay away. Your return will only be regarded as a personal challenge to
the Government.” I did not relish the advice, which was certainly not
flattering; but I yielded to the impression that I could do no good, and stayed
on at Barcelona daubing canvases in the sunshine. Thereafter Frederick
Lindemann joined me, and we cruised in a nice steamship around the eastern
coasts of Spain and landed at Tangier. Here I found Lord Rothermere with a
pleasant circle. He told me that Mr. Lloyd George was at Marrakesh, where the
weather was lovely. We all motored thither. I lingered painting in delightful
Morocco, and did not return till the sudden death of King George V on January
20.

3k 3k * * *

The collapse of Abyssinian resistance and the annexation of the whole



country by Italy produced unhelpful effects in German public opinion. Even
those elements which did not approve of Mussolini’s policy or action admired
the swift, efficient, and ruthless manner in which, as it seemed, the campaign
had been conducted. The general view was that Great Britain had emerged
thoroughly weakened. She had earned the undying hatred of Italy; she had
wrecked the Stresa Front once and for all; and her loss of prestige in the world
contrasted agreeably with the growing strength and repute of the new
Germany. “I am impressed,” wrote one of our representatives in Bavaria, “by
the note of contempt in references to Great Britain in many quarters. . . . It is to
be feared that Germany’s attitude in the negotiations for a settlement in
Western Europe and for a more general settlement of European and extra-
European questions will be found to have stiffened.”

An article in the Muenchener Zeitung (May 16, 1936) contains some
illuminating passages:

The English like a comfortable life compared with our German
standards. This does not indeed mean that they are incapable of
sustained efforts, but they avoid them so far as they can, without
impairing their personal and national security. They also control
means and wealth which have enabled them, in contrast with us, for
a century or so, to increase their capital more or less automatically.
. . . After the war, in which the English after some preliminary
hesitation showed certainly an amazing energy, the British masters
of the world thought they had at last earned a little rest. They
disarmed along the whole line—in civil life even more than on land
and sea. They reconciled themselves to abandoning the two-power
[naval] standard and accepted parity with America. . . . How about
the Army? How about the air force? . . . For the land and air defence
forces England needs above all men, not merely money, but also the
lives of her citizens for Empire defence. Indeed, of the eleven
thousand men needed for the new air programme, seven thousand are
lacking. Again, the small Regular Army shows a large deficiency,
about one whole division, and the Territorial Army (a sort of
Sunday-School for amateur soldiers) is so far below its authorised
numbers that it cannot in any way be considered an effective
combatant force. Mr. Baldwin himself said a short time ago that he
had no intention of changing the system of recruiting by the
introduction of conscription.

A policy which seeks to achieve success by postponing decisions
can today hardly hope to resist the whirlwind which is shaking



Europe and indeed the whole world. Few are the men who, upon
national and not upon party grounds, rage against the spinelessness
and ambiguous attitude of the Government, and hold them
responsible for the dangers into which the Empire is being driven all
unaware. The masses seem to agree with the Government that the
situation will improve by marking time, and that by means of small
adjustments and carefully thought-out manoeuvres the balance can
once again be rectified. . . .

Today all Abyssinia is irrevocably, fully, and finally Italian
alone. This being so, neither Geneva nor London can have any doubt
that only the use of extraordinary force can drive the Italians out of
Abyssinia. But neither the power nor the courage to use force is at
hand.

All this was only too true. His Majesty’s Government had imprudently

advanced to champion a great world cause. They had led fifty nations forward
with much brave language. Confronted with brute facts Mr. Baldwin had
recoiled. Their policy had for a long time been designed to give satisfaction to
powerful elements of opinion at home rather than to seek the realities of the
European situation. By estranging Italy they had upset the whole balance of
Europe and gained nothing for Abyssinia. They had led the League of Nations
into an utter fiasco, most damaging if not fatally injurious to its effective life as

an institution.

See also my conversation with Count Grandi, Appendix A,
Book 1.
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Hitler Strikes

1936

A New Atmosphere in Britain—Hitler Free to Strike—Ratification of
the Franco-Soviet Pact—The Rhineland and the Treaties of
Versailles and Locarno—Hitler Reoccupies the Rhineland, March 7
—French Hesitation—Flandin’s Visit to London—British Pacifism
—Flandin and Baldwin—Ralph  Wigram’s  Grief—Hitler’s
Vindication and Triumph—A Minister of Co-ordination of Defence
—Sir Thomas Inskip Chosen—A Blessing in Disquise—My Hopes
of the League—Eden Insists on Staff Conversations with France—
German Fortification of the Rhineland—My Warnings in
Parliament—Mr. Bullitt’s Post-War Revelations—Hitler’s Pledge
to Austria, July 11.

When I returned at the end of January, 1936, I was conscious of a new
atmosphere in England. Mussolini’s conquest of Ethiopia and the brutal
methods by which it had been accomplished, the shock of the Hoare-Laval
negotiations, the discomfiture of the League of Nations, the obvious
breakdown of “collective security,” had altered the mood, not only of the
Labour and Liberal Parties, but of that great body of well-meaning but hitherto
futile opinion represented by the eleven million votes cast in the Peace Ballot
only seven months before. All these forces were now prepared to contemplate
war against Fascist or Nazi tyranny. Far from being excluded from lawful
thought, the use of force gradually became a decisive point in the minds of a
vast mass of peace-loving people, and even of many who had hitherto been
proud to be called pacifists. But force, according to the principles which they
served, could only be used on the initiative and under the authority of the
League of Nations. Although both the Opposition parties continued to oppose
all measures of rearmament, there was an immense measure of agreement
open, and had His Majesty’s Government risen to the occasion they could have
led a united people forward into the whole business of preparation in an
emergency spirit.

The Government adhered to their policy of moderation, half-measures, and
keeping things quiet. It was astonishing to me that they did not seek to utilise



all the growing harmonies that now existed in the nation. By this means they
would enormously have strengthened themselves and have gained the power to
strengthen the country. Mr. Baldwin had no such inclinations. He was ageing
fast. He rested upon the great majority which the election had given him, and
the Conservative Party lay tranquil in his hand.

3 3 3 3 3

Once Hitler’s Germany had been allowed to rearm without active
interference by the Allies and former associated Powers, a second World War
was almost certain. The longer a decisive trial of strength was put off, the
worse would be our chances, at first of stopping Hitler without serious
fighting, and as a second stage of being victorious after a terrible ordeal. In the
summer of 1935, Germany had reinstituted conscription in breach of the
Treaties. Great Britain had condoned this, and by a separate agreement her
rebuilding of a navy, if desired, with U-boats on the British scale. Nazi
Germany had secretly and unlawfully created a military air force which, by the
spring of 1935, openly claimed to be equal to the British. She was now in the
second year of active munitions production after long covert preparations.
Great Britain and all Europe, and what was then thought distant America, were
faced with the organised might and will-to-war of seventy millions of the most
efficient race in Europe, longing to regain their national glory, and driven—in
case they faltered—by a merciless military, social, and party régime.

Hitler was now free to strike. The successive steps which he took
encountered no effective resistance from the two liberal democracies of
Europe, and, apart from their far-seeing President, only gradually excited the
attention of the United States. The battle for peace which could, during 1935,
have been won, was now almost lost. Mussolini had triumphed in Abyssinia,
and had successfully defied the League of Nations and especially Great
Britain. He was now bitterly estranged from us, and had joined hands with
Hitler. The Berlin-Rome Axis was in being. There was now, as it turned out,
little hope of averting war or of postponing it by a trial of strength equivalent
to war. Almost all that remained open to France and Britain was to await the
moment of the challenge and do the best they could.

There was, perhaps, still time for an assertion of collective security, based
upon the avowed readiness of all members concerned to enforce the decisions
of the League of Nations by the sword. The democracies and their dependent
states were still actually and potentially far stronger than the dictatorships, but
their position relatively to their opponents was less than half as good as it had
been twelve months before. Virtuous motives, trammelled by inertia and
timidity, are no match for armed and resolute wickedness. A sincere love of



peace is no excuse for muddling hundreds of millions of humble folk into total
war. The cheers of weak, well-meaning assemblies soon cease to echo, and
their votes soon cease to count. Doom marches on.

i 3k ] > )

Germany had, during the course of 1935, repulsed and sabotaged the
efforts of the Western Powers to negotiate an Eastern Locarno. The new Reich
at this moment declared itself a bulwark against Bolshevism, and for them,
they said, there could be no question of working with the Soviets. Hitler told
the Polish Ambassador in Berlin on December 18, that “he was resolutely
opposed to any co-operation of the West with Russia.” It was in this mood that
he sought to hinder and undermine the French attempts to reach direct
agreement with Moscow. The Franco-Soviet Pact had been signed in May, but
not ratified by either party. It became a major object of German diplomacy to
prevent such a ratification. Laval was warned from Berlin that if this move
took place there could be no hope of any further Franco-German
rapprochement. His reluctance to persevere thereafter became marked; but did
not affect the event.

In January, 1936, M. Flandin, the new French Foreign Minister, came to
London for the funeral of King George V. On the evening of his visit he dined
at Downing Street with Mr. Baldwin and Mr. Eden. The conversation turned to
the future attitude of France and Britain in the event of a violation of the
Locarno Treaty by Germany. Such a step by Hitler was considered probable, as
the French Government now intended to proceed with the ratification of the
Franco-Soviet Pact. Flandin undertook to seek the official views of the French
Cabinet and General Staff. In February at Geneva, according to his account, he
informed Mr. Eden that the armed forces of France would be put at the
disposal of the League in the event of a treaty violation by Germany, and asked
the British Minister for the eventual assistance of Great Britain in conformity
with the clauses of Locarno.

On February 28, the French Chamber ratified the Franco-Soviet Pact, and
the following day the French Ambassador in Berlin was instructed to approach
the German Government and inquire upon what basis general negotiations for
a Franco-German understanding could be initiated. Hitler, in reply, asked for a
few days in which to reflect. At ten o’clock on the morning of March 7, Herr
von Neurath, the German Foreign Minister, summoned the British, French,
Belgian, and Italian Ambassadors to the Wilhelmstrasse to announce to them a
proposal for a twenty-five-year pact, a demilitarisation on both sides of the
Rhine frontier, a pact limiting air forces, and non-aggression pacts to be
negotiated with Eastern and Western neighbours.
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The “demilitarised zone” in the Rhineland had been established by Articles
42, 43, and 44 of the Treaty of Versailles. These articles declared that
Germany should not have or establish fortifications on the left bank of the
Rhine or within fifty kilometres of its right bank. Neither should Germany
have in this zone any military forces, nor hold at any time any military
manoeuvres, nor maintain any facilities for military mobilisation. On top of
this lay the Treaty of Locarno, freely negotiated by both sides. In this treaty the
signatory Powers guaranteed individually and collectively the permanence of
the frontiers of Germany and Belgium and of Germany and France. Article 2
of the Treaty of Locarno promised that Germany, France, and Belgium would
never invade or attack across these frontiers. Should, however, Articles 42 or
43 of the Treaty of Versailles be infringed, such a violation would constitute
“an unprovoked act of aggression,” and immediate action would be required
from the offended signatories because of the assembling of armed forces in the
demilitarised zone. Such a violation should be brought at once before the
League of Nations, and the League, having established the fact of violation,
must then advise the signatory Powers that they were bound to give their
military aid to the Power against whom the offence had been perpetrated.

) ) ) % %

At noon on this same March 7, 1936, two hours after his proposal for a
twenty-five-year pact, Hitler announced to the Reichstag that he intended to
reoccupy the Rhineland, and even while he spoke, German columns, about
thirty-five thousand strong, streamed across the boundary and entered all the
main German towns. They were everywhere received with rejoicing, tempered
by the fear of Allied action. Simultaneously, in order to baffle British and
American public opinion, Hitler declared that the occupation was purely
symbolic. The German Ambassador in London handed Mr. Eden similar
proposals to those which Neurath in Berlin had given to the Ambassadors of
the other Locarno Powers in the morning. This provided comfort for everyone
on both sides of the Atlantic who wished to be humbugged. Mr. Eden made a
stern reply to the Ambassador. We now know, of course, that Hitler was
merely using these conciliatory proposals as part of his design and as a cover
for the violent act he had committed, the success of which was vital to his
prestige and thus to the next step in his programme.

It was not only a breach of an obligation exacted by force of arms in war
and of the Treaty of Locarno, signed freely in full peace, but the taking
advantage of the friendly evacuation by the Allies of the Rhineland several
years before it was due. This news caused a world-wide sensation. The French



Government under M. Sarraut, in which M. Flandin was Foreign Minister,
uprose in vociferous wrath and appealed to all its allies and to the League. At
this time France commanded the loyalty of the “Little Entente,” namely,
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania. The Baltic States and Poland were
also associated with the French system. Above all, France also had a right to
look to Great Britain, having regard to the guarantee we had given for the
French frontier against German aggression, and the pressure we had put upon
France for the earlier evacuation of the Rhineland. Here if ever was the
violation, not only of the Peace Treaty, but of the Treaty of Locarno; and an
obligation binding upon all the Powers concerned.

* 3k 3k * *

In France there was a hideous shock. MM. Sarraut and Flandin had the
impulse to act at once by general mobilisation. If they had been equal to their
task, they would have done so; and thus compelled all others to come into line.
It was a vital issue for France. But they appeared unable to move without the
concurrence of Britain. This is an explanation, but no excuse. The issue was
vital to France, and any French Government worthy of the name should have
made up its own mind and trusted to the Treaty obligations. More than once in
these fluid years French Ministers in their ever-changing Governments were
content to find in British pacifism an excuse for their own. Be this as it may,
they did not meet with any encouragement to resist the German aggression
from the British. On the contrary, if they hesitated to act, their British allies did
not hesitate to dissuade them. During the whole of Sunday there were agitated
telephonic conversations between London and Paris. His Majesty’s
Government exhorted the French to wait in order that both countries might act
jointly and after full consideration. A velvet carpet for retreat!

The unofficial responses from London were chilling. Mr. Lloyd George
hastened to say, “In my judgment Herr Hitler’s greatest crime was not the
breach of a treaty, because there was provocation.” He added that “He hoped
we should keep our heads.” The provocation was presumably the failure of the
Allies to disarm themselves more than they had done. Lord Snowden
concentrated upon the proposed non-aggression pact, and said that Hitler’s
previous peace overtures had been ignored, but the peoples would not permit
this peace offer to be neglected. These utterances may have expressed
misguided British public opinion at the moment, but will not be deemed
creditable to their authors. The British Cabinet, seeking the line of least
resistance, felt that the easiest way out was to press France into another appeal
to the League of Nations.



There was also great division in France. On the whole, it was the
politicians who wished to mobilise the army and send an ultimatum to Hitler,
and the generals who, like their German counterparts, pleaded for calm,
patience, and delay. We now know of the conflicts of opinion which arose at
this time between Hitler and the German High Command. If the French
Government had mobilised the French Army, with nearly a hundred divisions,
and its air force (then still falsely believed to be the strongest in Europe), there
is no doubt that Hitler would have been compelled by his own General Staff to
withdraw, and a check would have been given to his pretensions which might
well have proved fatal to his rule. It must be remembered that France alone
was at this time quite strong enough to drive the Germans out of the
Rhineland, even without the aid which her own action, once begun, and the
invocation of the Locarno Treaty would certainly have drawn from Great
Britain. In fact she remained completely inert and paralysed, and thus lost
irretrievably the last chance of arresting Hitler’s ambitions without a serious
war. Instead, the French Government were urged by Britain to cast their
burden upon the League of Nations, already weakened and disheartened by the
fiasco of sanctions and the Anglo-German Naval Agreement of the previous
year.

On Monday, March 9, Mr. Eden went to Paris accompanied by Lord
Halifax and Ralph Wigram. The first plan had been to convene a meeting of
the League in Paris, but presently Wigram, on Eden’s authority, was sent to
invite Flandin to come to London to have the meeting of the League in
England, as he would thus get more effective support from Britain. This was
an unwelcome mission for the faithful official. Immediately on his return to
London on March 11, he came to see me, and told me the story. Flandin
himself arrived late the same night, and at about 8.30 on Thursday morning he
came to my flat in Morpeth Mansions. He told me that he proposed to demand
from the British Government simultaneous mobilisation of the land, sea, and
air forces of both countries, and that he had received assurances of support
from all the nations of the Little Entente and from other states. He read out an
impressive list of the replies received. There was no doubt that superior
strength still lay with the Allies of the former war. They had only to act to win.
Although we did not know what was passing between Hitler and his generals,
it was evident that overwhelming force lay on our side. There was little I could
do in my detached private position, but I wished our visitor all success in
bringing matters to a head and promised any assistance that was in my power. I
gathered my principal associates at dinner that night to hear M. Flandin’s
exhortations.

Mr. Chamberlain was at this time, as Chancellor of the Exchequer, the



most effective member of the Government. His able biographer, Mr. Keith
Feiling, gives the following extract from his diary: “March 12, talked to
Flandin, emphasising that public opinion would not support us in sanctions of
any kind. His view is that if a firm front is maintained, Germany will yield
without war. We cannot accept this as a reliable estimate of a mad Dictator’s
reaction.” When Flandin urged at least an economic boycott, Chamberlain
replied by suggesting an international force during negotiations, agreed to a
pact for mutual assistance, and declared that if by giving up a colony we could
secure lasting peace, he would consider it."!

Meanwhile, most of the British press, with The Times and the Daily Herald
in the van, expressed their belief in the sincerity of Hitler’s offers of a non-
aggression pact. Austen Chamberlain, in a speech at Cambridge, proclaimed
the opposite view. Wigram thought it was within the compass of his duty to
bring Flandin into touch with everyone he could think of from the City, from
the press, and from the Government, and also with Lord Lothian. To all whom
Flandin met at the Wigrams’ he spoke in the following terms: “The whole
world and especially the small nations today turn their eyes towards England.
If England will act now, she can lead Europe. You will have a policy, all the
world will follow you, and thus you will prevent war. It is your last chance. If
you do not stop Germany now, all is over. France cannot guarantee
Czechoslovakia any more because that will become geographically impossible.
If you do not maintain the Treaty of Locarno, all that will remain to you is to
await a rearmament by Germany, against which France can do nothing. If you
do not stop Germany by force today, war is inevitable, even if you make a
temporary friendship with Germany. As for myself, I do not believe that
friendship is possible between France and Germany; the two countries will
always be in tension. Nevertheless, if you abandon Locarno, I shall change my
policy, for there will be nothing else to do.” These were brave words; but
action would have spoken louder.

Lord Lothian’s contribution was: “After all, they are only going into their
own back-garden.” This was a representative British view.

3 * * 3 *

When [ heard how ill things were going, and after a talk with Wigram, I
advised M. Flandin to demand an interview with Mr. Baldwin before he left.
This took place at Downing Street. The Prime Minister received M. Flandin
with the utmost courtesy. Mr. Baldwin explained that, although he knew little
of foreign affairs, he was able to interpret accurately the feelings of the British
people. And they wanted peace. M. Flandin says that he rejoined that the only
way to ensure this was to stop Hitlerite aggression while such action was still



possible. France had no wish to drag Great Britain into war; she asked for no
practical aid, and she would herself undertake what would be a simple police
operation, as, according to French information, the German troops in the
Rhineland had orders to withdraw if opposed in a forcible manner. Flandin
asserts that he said that all that France asked of her ally was a free hand. This is
certainly not true. How could Britain have restrained France from action to
which, under the Locarno Treaty, she was legally entitled? The British Prime
Minister repeated that his country could not accept the risk of war. He asked
what the French Government had resolved to do. To this no plain answer was
returned. According to Flandin, Mr. Baldwin then said: “You may be right, but
if there is even one chance in a hundred that war would follow from your
police operation, I have not the right to commit England.” And after a pause he
added: “England is not in a state to go to war.” There is no confirmation of
this. M. Flandin returned to France convinced, first, that his own divided
country could not be united except in the presence of a strong will-power in
Britain, and secondly, that, so far from this being forthcoming, no strong
impulse could be expected from her. Far too easily he plunged into the dismal
conclusion that the only hope for France was in an arrangement with an ever
more aggressive Germany.

In view of what I saw of Flandin’s attitude during these anxious days, I felt
it my duty, in spite of his subsequent lapses, to come to his aid, so far as I was
able, in later years. I used all my power in the winter of 1943/44 to protect him
when he was arrested in Algeria by the De Gaulle Administration. In this I
invoked and received active help from President Roosevelt. When after the war
Flandin was brought to trial, my son Randolph, who had seen much of Flandin
during the African campaign, was summoned as a witness, and I am glad to
think that his advocacy, and also a letter which I wrote for Flandin to use in his
defence, were not without influence in procuring the acquittal which he
received from the French tribunal. Weakness is not treason, though it may be
equally disastrous. Nothing, however, can relieve the French Government of
their prime responsibility. Clemenceau or Poincaré would have left Mr.
Baldwin no option.

3k 3k 3k 3k 3k

The British and French submission to the violations of the Treaties of
Versailles and Locarno, involved in Hitler’s seizure of the Rhineland, was a
mortal blow to Wigram. “After the French Delegation had left,” wrote his wife
to me, “Ralph came back, and sat down in a corner of the room where he had
never sat before, and said to me, “War is now inevitable, and it will be the most
terrible war there has ever been. I don’t think I shall see it, but you will. Wait
now for bombs on this little house.”™ I was frightened at his words, and he



went on, ‘All my work these many years has been no use. I am a failure. I have
failed to make the people here realise what is at stake. I am not strong enough,
I suppose. I have not been able to make them understand. Winston has always,
always understood, and he is strong and will go on to the end.’ ”

My friend never seemed to recover from this shock. He took it too much to
heart. After all, one can always go on doing what one believes to be his duty,
and running ever greater risks till knocked out. Wigram’s profound
comprehension reacted on his sensitive nature unduly. His untimely death in
December, 1936, was an irreparable loss to the Foreign Office, and played its
part in the miserable decline of our fortunes.

* 3k 3k * 3k

When Hitler met his generals after the successful reoccupation of the
Rhineland, he was able to confront them with the falsity of their fears and
prove to them how superior his judgment or “intuition” was to that of ordinary
military men. The generals bowed. As good Germans they were glad to see
their country gaining ground so rapidly in Europe and its former adversaries so
divided and tame. Undoubtedly Hitler’s prestige and authority in the supreme
circle of German power was sufficiently enhanced by this episode to
encourage and enable him to march forward to greater tests. To the world he
said: “All Germany’s territorial ambitions have now been satisfied.”

France was thrown into incoherency amid which fear of war, and relief that
it had been avoided, predominated. The simple English were taught by their
simple press to comfort themselves with the reflection: “After all, the Germans
are only going back to their own country. How should we feel if we had been
kept out of, say, Yorkshire for ten or fifteen years?” No one stopped to note
that the detrainment points from which the German Army could invade France
had been advanced by one hundred miles. No one worried about the proof
given to all the Powers of the Little Entente and to Europe that France would
not fight, and that England would hold her back even if she would. This
episode confirmed Hitler’s power over the Reich, and stultified, in a manner
ignominious and slurring upon their patriotism, the generals who had hitherto
sought to restrain him.

% 3 ) ) )

During this exciting period my own personal fortunes were, it now appears,
discussed in high quarters. The Prime Minister, under constant pressure, had
decided at last to create a new Ministry—not of Defence, but of the Co-
ordination of Defence. Neville Chamberlain’s biographer has given some
account of this. Austen Chamberlain, whose influence with the Government
stood high, thought and said that it was an “immense mistake” to exclude me.



Sir Samuel Hoare had returned from convalescence, and in view of the docility
with which he had accepted his dismissal after the Hoare-Laval crisis, he
evidently had strong claims for re-employment. The Prime Minister thought it
would be best for Neville Chamberlain to take the new office, and for Austen
to go back to the Exchequer. Neville, who was certain to succeed Baldwin in
the immediate future, declined this proposal. “The party,” says Mr. Feiling,
“would not have the immediate return of Hoare. If the new Ministry went to
Churchill, it would alarm those Liberal and Central elements who had taken
his exclusion as a pledge against militarism,"' it would be against the advice of
those responsible for interpreting the party’s general will, and would it not
when Baldwin disappeared raise a disputed succession?” For a whole month,
we are told, “these niceties and gravities were well weighed.”

I was naturally aware that this process was going on. In the debate of
March 9, I was careful not to derogate in the slightest degree from my attitude
of severe though friendly criticism of Government policy, and I was held to
have made a successful speech. I did not consider the constitution of the new
office and its powers satisfactory. But I would gladly have accepted the post,
being confident that knowledge and experience would prevail. Apparently
(according to Mr. Feiling) the German entry into the Rhineland on March 7
was decisive against my appointment. It was certainly obvious that Hitler
would not like it. On the ninth, Mr. Baldwin selected Sir Thomas Inskip, an
able lawyer, who had the advantages of being little known himself and
knowing nothing about military subjects. The Prime Minister’s choice was
received with astonishment by press and public. To me this definite, and as it
seemed final, exclusion from all share in our preparations for defence was a
heavy blow.

I had to be very careful not to lose my poise in the great discussions and
debates which crowded upon us and in which I was often prominent. I had to
control my feelings and appear serene, indifferent, detached. In this endeavour
continuous recurrence to the safety of the country was a good and simple rule.
In order to steady and absorb my mind, I planned in outline a history of what
had happened since the Treaty of Versailles down to the date we had reached. I
even began the opening chapter, and part of what I wrote then finds its place
without the need of alteration in this present book. I did not, however, carry
this project very far because of the press of events, and also of the current
literary work by which I earned my pleasant life at Chartwell. Moreover, by
the end of 1936, I became absorbed in my History of the English-Speaking
Peoples, which I actually finished before the outbreak of war and which will
some day be published. Writing a long and substantial book is like having a
friend and companion at your side, to whom you can always turn for comfort



and amusement, and whose society becomes more attractive as a new and
widening field of interest is lighted in the mind.

Mr. Baldwin certainly had good reason to use the last flickers of his power
against one who had exposed his mistakes so severely and so often. Moreover,
as a profoundly astute party manager, thinking in majorities and aiming at a
quiet life between elections, he did not wish to have my disturbing aid. He
thought, no doubt, that he had dealt me a politically fatal stroke, and I felt he
might well be right. How little can we foresee the consequences either of wise
or unwise action, of virtue or of malice! Without this measureless and
perpetual uncertainty, the drama of human life would be destroyed. Mr.
Baldwin knew no more than I how great was the service he was doing me in
preventing me from becoming involved in all the Cabinet compromises and
shortcomings of the next three years, and from having, if I had remained a
Minister, to enter upon a war bearing direct responsibility for conditions of
national defence bound to prove fearfully inadequate.

This was not the first time—or indeed the last—that I have received a
blessing in what was at the time a very effective disguise.

% ] % x )

I still had the hope that the appeal which France had made to the League of
Nations would result in bringing into being an international pressure upon
Germany to carry out the decisions of the League.

France [I wrote on March 13, 1936] has taken her case before the
Court, and she asks for justice there. If the Court finds that her case
is just, but is unable to offer any satisfaction, the Covenant of the
League of Nations will have been proved a fraud, and collective
security a sham. If no means of lawful redress can be offered to the
aggrieved party, the whole doctrine of international law and co-
operation upon which the hopes of the future are based would lapse
ignominiously. It would be replaced immediately by a system of
alliances and groups of nations deprived of all guarantees but their
own right arm. On the other hand, if the League of Nations were able
to enforce its decree upon one of the most powerful countries in the
world found to be an aggressor, then the authority of the League
would be set upon so majestic a pedestal that it must henceforth be
the accepted sovereign authority by which all the quarrels of people
can be determined and controlled. Thus we might upon this occasion
reach by one single bound the realisation of our most cherished
dreams.



But the risk! No one must ignore it. How can it be minimised?
There is a simple method: the assembly of an overwhelming force,
moral and physical, in support of international law. If the relative
strengths are narrowly balanced, war may break out in a few weeks,
and no one can measure what the course of war may be, or who will
be drawn into its whirlpools, or how, if ever, they will emerge. But if
the forces at the disposal of the League of Nations are four or five
times as strong as those which the aggressor can as yet command,
the chances of a peaceful and friendly solution are very good.
Therefore, every nation, great or small, should play its part according
to the Covenant of the League.

Upon what force can the League of Nations count at this cardinal
moment? Has she sheriffs and constables with whom to sustain her
judgments, or is she left alone, impotent, a hollow mockery amid the
lip-serving platitudes of irresolute or cynical devotees? Strangely
enough for the destiny of the world, there was never a moment or
occasion when the League of Nations could command such
overwhelming force. The constabulary of the world is at hand. On
every side of Geneva stand great nations, armed and ready, whose
interests as well as whose obligations bind them to uphold, and in the
last resort enforce, the public law. This may never come to pass
again. The fateful moment has arrived for choice between the New
Age and the Old.

All this language was agreeable to the Liberal and Labour forces with
whom I and several of my Conservative friends were at this time working. It
united Conservatives alarmed about national safety with trade-unionists, with
Liberals, and with the immense body of peace-minded men and women who
had signed the Peace Ballot of a year before. There is no doubt that had His
Majesty’s Government chosen to act with firmness and resolve through the
League of Nations, they could have led a united Britain forward on a final
quest to avert war.

* * * 3 3

The violation of the Rhineland was not debated till March 26. The interval
was partly filled by a meeting of the Council of the League of Nations in
London. As the result, Germany was invited to submit to the Hague Court her
case against the Franco-Soviet Pact, about which Hitler had complained, and to
undertake not to increase her troops in the Rhineland pending further
negotiations. If Germany refused this latter request, the British and Italian
Governments undertook to carry out the steps entailed by their obligations



under the Treaty of Locarno. Not much value could be assigned to the Italian
promise. Mussolini was already in close contact with Hitler. Germany felt
strong enough to decline any conditions limiting her forces in the Rhineland.
Mr. Eden, therefore, insisted that staff conversations should take place between
Great Britain, France, and Belgium to enable any joint action which might at
some future time become necessary under the Treaty of Locarno to be studied
and prepared in advance. The youthful Foreign Secretary made a courageous
speech, and carried the House with him. Sir Austen Chamberlain and I both
spoke at length in his support. The Cabinet was lukewarm, and it was no easy
task for Eden even to procure the institution of staff conversations. Usually
such conversations do not play any part as diplomatic counters, and take place
secretly or even informally. Now they were the only practical outcome of three
weeks’ parleyings and protestations, and the only Allied reply to Hitler’s
breach of the Treaty and solid gain of the Rhineland.

In the course of my speech I said:

We cannot look back with much pleasure on our foreign policy
in the last five years. They certainly have been disastrous years. God
forbid that I should lay on the Government of my own country the
charge of responsibility for the evils which have come upon the
world in that period. . . . But certainly we have seen the most
depressing and alarming change in the outlook of mankind which
has ever taken place in so short a period. Five years ago all felt safe;
five years ago all were looking forward to peace, to a period in
which mankind would rejoice in the treasures which science can
spread to all classes if conditions of peace and justice prevail. Five
years ago to talk of war would have been regarded not only as a folly
and a crime, but almost as a sign of lunacy. . . .

The violation of the Rhineland is serious because of the menace
to which it exposes Holland, Belgium, and France. I listened with
apprehension to what the Secretary of State said about the Germans
declining even to refrain from entrenching themselves during the
period of negotiations. When there is a line of fortifications, as I
suppose there will be in a very short time, it will produce reactions
on the European situation. It will be a barrier across Germany’s
front door which will leave her free to sally out eastwards and
southwards by the other doors.

The far-reaching consequences of the fortification of the Rhineland were
only gradually comprehended in Britain and the United States. On April 6,



when the Government asked for a vote of confidence in their foreign policy, I
recurred to this subject:

Herr Hitler has torn up the Treaties and has garrisoned the
Rhineland. His troops are there, and there they are going to stay. All
this means that the Nazi régime has gained a new prestige in
Germany and in all the neighbouring countries. But more than that,
Germany is now fortifying the Rhine zone or is about to fortify it.
No doubt it will take some time. We are told that in the first instance
only field entrenchments will be erected, but those who know to
what perfection the Germans can carry field entrenchments, like the
Hindenburg Line, with all the masses of concrete and the
underground chambers there included, will realise that field
entrenchments differ only in degree from permanent fortifications,
and work steadily up from the first cutting of the sods to their final
and perfect form.

I do not doubt that the whole of the German frontier opposite to
France is to be fortified as strongly and as speedily as possible.
Three, four, or six months will certainly see a barrier of enormous
strength. What will be the diplomatic and strategic consequences of
that? . . . The creation of a line of forts opposite to the French
frontier will enable the German troops to be economised on that
line, and will enable the main forces to swing round through
Belgium and Holland. . . . Then look East. There the consequences
of the Rhineland fortifications may be more immediate. That is to us
a less direct danger, but it is a more imminent danger. The moment
those fortifications are completed, and in proportion as they are
completed, the whole aspect of middle Europe is changed. The Baltic
States, Poland and Czechoslovakia, with which must be associated
Yugoslavia, Rumania, Austria, and some other countries, are all
dffected very decisively the moment that this great work of
construction has been completed.

Every word of this warning was successively and swiftly proved true.

3k * 3k 3 3k

After the occupation of the Rhineland and the development of the line of
fortifications against France, the incorporation of Austria in the German Reich
was evidently to be the next step. The story that had opened with the murder of
Chancellor Dollfuss in July, 1934, had soon another and a consequential
chapter to unfold. With illuminating candour, as we now know, the German



Foreign Minister Neurath told the American Ambassador in Moscow, Mr.
Bullitt, on May 18, 1936, that it was the policy of the German Government to
do nothing active in foreign affairs until the Rhineland had been digested. He
explained that until the German defences had been built on the French and
Belgian frontiers, the German Government would do everything to prevent
rather than encourage an outbreak by the Nazis in Austria, and that they would
pursue a quiet line with regard to Czechoslovakia. “As soon as our
fortifications are constructed,” he said, “and the countries in Central Europe
realise that France cannot enter German territory, all these countries will
begin to feel very differently about their foreign policies, and a new
constellation will develop.” Neurath further informed Mr. Bullitt that the youth
of Austria was turning more and more towards the Nazis, and the dominance
of the Nazi Party in Austria was inevitable and only a question of time. But the
governing factor was the completion of the German fortifications on the
French frontier, for otherwise a German quarrel with Italy might lead to a
French attack on Germany.

On May 21, 1936, Hitler in a speech to the Reichstag declared that
“Germany neither intends nor wishes to interfere in the internal affairs of
Austria, to annex Austria, or to conclude an Anschluss.” On July 11, 1936, he
signed a pact with the Austrian Government agreeing not to influence in any
way the internal affairs of Austria, and especially not to give any active
support to the Austrian National-Socialist Movement. Within five days of this
agreement secret instructions were sent to the National-Socialist Party in
Austria to extend and intensify their activities. Meanwhile, the German
General Staff under Hitler’s orders were set to draw up military plans for the
occupation of Austria when the hour should strike.

[11  Keith Feiling, Life of Neville Chamberlain, page 279.
[2] It was actually smitten.
[31] This was the reverse of the truth at this time. The signers of

the Peace Ballot were at one with me upon armed collective
security.
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Here is the place to set forth the principles of British policy towards
Europe which I had followed for many years and follow still. I cannot better
express them than in the words which I used to the Conservative Members
Committee on Foreign Affairs, who invited me to address them in private at
the end of March, 1936.

For four hundred years the foreign policy of England has been to
oppose the strongest, most aggressive, most dominating Power on
the Continent, and particularly to prevent the Low Countries falling
into the hands of such a Power. Viewed in the light of history, these
four centuries of consistent purpose amid so many changes of names
and facts, of circumstances and conditions, must rank as one of the
most remarkable episodes which the records of any race, nation,
state, or people can show. Moreover, on all occasions England took
the more difficult course. Faced by Philip IT of Spain, against Louis
XIV under William IIT and Marlborough, against Napoleon, against
William II of Germany, it would have been easy and must have been
very tempting to join with the stronger and share the fruits of his
conquest. However, we always took the harder course, joined with
the less strong Powers, made a combination among them, and thus
defeated and frustrated the Continental military tyrant whoever he



was, whatever nation he led. Thus we preserved the liberties of
Europe, protected the growth of its vivacious and varied society, and
emerged after four terrible struggles with an ever-growing fame and
widening Empire, and with the Low Countries safely protected in
their independence. Here is the wonderful unconscious tradition of
British foreign policy. All our thoughts rest in that tradition today. I
know of nothing which has occurred to alter or weaken the justice,
wisdom, valour, and prudence upon which our ancestors acted. I
know of nothing that has happened to human nature which in the
slightest degree alters the validity of their conclusions. I know of
nothing in military, political, economic, or scientific fact which
makes me feel that we might not, or cannot, march along the same
road. I venture to put this very general proposition before you
because it seems to me that if it is accepted, everything else becomes
much more simple.

Observe that the policy of England takes no account of which
nation it is that seeks the overlordship of Europe. The question is not
whether it is Spain, or the French Monarchy, or the French Empire,
or the German Empire, or the Hitler régime. It has nothing to do with
rulers or nations; it is concerned solely with whoever is the strongest
or the potentially dominating tyrant. Therefore, we should not be
afraid of being accused of being pro-French or anti-German. If the
circumstances were reversed, we could equally be pro-German and
anti-French. It is a law of public policy which we are following, and
not a mere expedient dictated by accidental circumstances, or likes
and dislikes, or any other sentiment.

The question, therefore, arises which is today the Power in
Europe which is the strongest, and which seeks in a dangerous and
oppressive sense to dominate. Today, for this year, probably for part
of 1937, the French Army is the strongest in Europe. But no one is
afraid of France. Everyone knows that France wants to be let alone,
and that with her it is only a case of self-preservation. Everyone
knows that the French are peaceful and overhung by fear. They are at
once brave, resolute, peace-loving, and weighed down by anxiety.
They are a liberal nation with free parliamentary institutions.

Germany, on the other hand, fears no one. She is arming in a
manner which has never been seen in German history. She is led by
a handful of triumphant desperadoes. The money is running short,
discontents are arising beneath these despotic rulers. Very soon they



will have to choose, on the one hand, between economic and
financial collapse or internal upheaval, and on the other, a war which
could have no other object, and which, if successful, can have no
other result, than a Germanised Europe under Nazi control.
Therefore, it seems to me that all the old conditions present
themselves again, and that our national salvation depends upon our
gathering once again all the forces of Europe to contain, to restrain,
and if necessary to frustrate, German domination. For, believe me, if
any of those other Powers, Spain, Louis XIV, Napoleon, Kaiser
Wilhelm II, had with our aid become the absolute masters of Europe,
they could have despoiled us, reduced us to insignificance and
penury on the morrow of their victory. We ought to set the life and
endurance of the British Empire and the greatness of this island very
high in our duty, and not be led astray by illusions about an ideal
world, which only means that other and worse controls will step into
our place, and that the future direction will belong to them.

It is at this stage that the spacious conception and extremely vital
organisation of the League of Nations presents itself as a prime
factor. The League of Nations is, in a practical sense, a British
conception, and it harmonises perfectly with all our past methods
and actions. Moreover, it harmonises with those broad ideas of right
and wrong, and of peace based upon controlling the major aggressor,
which we have always followed. We wish for the reign of law and
freedom among nations and within nations, and it was for that, and
nothing less than that, that those bygone architects of our repute,
magnitude, and civilisation fought, and won. The dream of a reign of
international law and of the settlement of disputes by patient
discussion, but still in accordance with what is lawful and just, is
very dear to the British people. You must not underrate the force
which these ideals exert upon the modern British democracy. One
does not know how these seeds are planted by the winds of the
centuries in the hearts of the working people. They are there, and just
as strong as their love of liberty. We should not neglect them,
because they are the essence of the genius of this island. Therefore,
we believe that in the fostering and fortifying of the League of
Nations will be found the best means of defending our island
security, as well as maintaining grand universal causes with which
we have very often found our own interests in natural accord.

My three main propositions are: First, that we must oppose the
would-be dominator or potential aggressor. Secondly, that Germany



under its present Nazi régime and with its prodigious armaments, so
swiftly developing, fills unmistakably that part. Thirdly, that the
League of Nations rallies many countries, and unites our own people
here at home in the most effective way to control the would-be
aggressor. I venture most respectfully to submit these main themes to
your consideration. Everything else will follow from them.

It is always more easy to discover and proclaim general
principles than to apply them. First, we ought to count our effective
association with France. That does not mean that we should develop
a needlessly hostile mood against Germany. It is a part of our duty
and our interest to keep the temperature low between these two
countries. We shall not have any difficulty in this so far as France is
concerned. Like us, they are a parliamentary democracy with
tremendous inhibitions against war, and, like us, under considerable
drawbacks in preparing their defence. Therefore, I say we ought to
regard our defensive association with France as fundamental.
Everything else must be viewed in proper subordination now that the
times have become so sharp and perilous. Those who are possessed
of a definite body of doctrine and of deeply rooted convictions upon
it will be in a much better position to deal with the shifts and
surprises of daily affairs than those who are merely taking short
views, and indulging their natural impulses as they are evoked by
what they read from day to day. The first thing is to decide where
you want to go. For myself, I am for the armed League of all
Nations, or as many as you can get, against the potential aggressor,
with England and France as the core of it. Let us neglect nothing in
our power to establish the great international framework. If that
should prove to be beyond our strength, or if it breaks down through
the weakness or wrong-doing of others, then at least let us make sure
that England and France, the two surviving free great countries of
Europe, can together ride out any storm that may blow with good
and reasonable hopes of once again coming safely into port.

If we add the United States to Britain and France; if we change the name of
the potential aggressor; if we substitute the United Nations Organisation for
the League of Nations, the Atlantic Ocean for the English Channel, and the
world for Europe, the argument is not necessarily without its application today.

3k * 3 3 *

Two whole years passed between Hitler’s seizure of the Rhineland in
March, 1936, and his rape of Austria in March, 1938. This was a longer



interval than I had expected. Everything happened in the order foreseen and
stated, but the spacing between the successive blows was longer. During this
period no time was wasted by Germany. The fortification of the Rhineland, or
“The West Wall,” proceeded apace, and an immense line of permanent and
semi-permanent fortifications grew continually. The German Army, now on
the full methodical basis of compulsory service and reinforced by ardent
volunteering, grew stronger month by month, both in numbers and in the
maturity and quality of its formations. The German Air Force held and steadily
improved the lead it had obtained over Great Britain. The German munition
plants were working at high pressure. The wheels revolved and the hammers
descended day and night in Germany, making its whole industry an arsenal,
and welding all its population into one disciplined war machine. At home in
the autumn of 1936, Hitler inaugurated a Four Years’ Plan to reorganise
German economy for greater self-sufficiency in war. Abroad he obtained that
“strong alliance” which he had stated in Mein Kampf would be necessary for
Germany’s foreign policy. He came to terms with Mussolini, and the Rome-
Berlin Axis was formed.

Up till the middle of 1936, Hitler’s aggressive policy and treaty-breaking
had rested, not upon Germany’s strength, but upon the disunion and timidity of
France and Britain and the isolation of the United States. Each of his
preliminary steps had been gambles in which he knew he could not afford to
be seriously challenged. The seizure of the Rhineland and its subsequent
fortification was the greatest gamble of all. It had succeeded brilliantly. His
opponents were too irresolute to call his bluff. When next he moved in 1938,
his bluff was bluff no more. Aggression was backed by force, and it might well
be by superior force. When the Governments of France and Britain realised the
terrible transformation which had taken place, it was too late.

3 3 3 * 3

I continued to give the closest attention to our military preparations. My
relations with Sir Thomas Inskip, Minister for Co-ordination of Defence, were
friendly, and I did my best to help him privately. At his request I wrote and
sent him a memorandum about the much-needed Ministry of Supply, which is
dated June 6, 1936."Y No effective action was, however, taken to create a
Ministry of Supply until the spring of 1939, nearly three years later, nor was
any attempt made to introduce emergency conditions into our munitions
production.

] % ) ) )

At the end of July, 1936, the increasing degeneration of the parliamentary
régime in Spain, and the growing strength of the movements for a Communist,



or alternatively an Anarchist, revolution, led to a military revolt which had
long been preparing. It is part of the Communist doctrine and drillbook, laid
down by Lenin himself, that Communists should aid all movements towards
the Left and help into office weak Constitutional, Radical, or Socialist
Governments. These they should undermine, and from their falling hands
snatch absolute power, and found the Marxist State. In fact, a perfect
reproduction of the Kerensky period in Russia was taking place in Spain. But
the strength of Spain had not been shattered by foreign war. The Army still
maintained a measure of cohesion. Side by side with the Communist
conspiracy there was elaborated in secret a deep military counterplot. Neither
side could claim with justice the title-deeds of legality, and Spaniards of all
classes were bound to consider the life of Spain.

Many of the ordinary guarantees of civilised society had been already
liquidated by the Communist pervasion of the decayed Parliamentary
Government. Murders began on both sides, and the Communist pestilence had
reached a point where it could take political opponents in the streets or from
their beds and kill them. Already a large number of these assassinations had
taken place in and around Madrid. The climax was the murder of Sefior Sotelo,
the Conservative leader, who corresponded somewhat to the type of Sir
Edward Carson in British politics before the 1914 war. This crime was the
signal for the generals of the Army to act. General Franco had a month before
written a letter to the Spanish War Minister, making it clear that if the Spanish
Government could not maintain the normal securities of law in daily life, the
Army would have to intervene. Spain had seen many pronunciamientos by
military chiefs in the past. When, after General Sanjurjo had perished in an air
crash, General Franco raised the standard of revolt, he was supported by the
Army, including the rank and file. The Church, with the noteworthy exception
of the Dominicans, and nearly all the elements of the Right and Centre,
adhered to him, and he became immediately the master of several important
provinces. The Spanish sailors killed their officers and joined what soon
became the Communist side. In the collapse of civilised Government, the
Communist sect obtained control, and acted in accordance with their drill.
Bitter civil war now began. Wholesale cold-blooded massacres of their
political opponents, and of the well-to-do, were perpetrated by the
Communists, who had seized power. These were repaid with interest by the
forces under Franco. All Spaniards went to their deaths with remarkable
composure, and great numbers on both sides were shot. The military cadets
defended their college at the Alcazar in Toledo with the utmost tenacity, and
Franco’s troops, forcing their way up from the south, leaving a trail of
vengeance behind them in every Communist village, presently achieved their



relief. This episode deserves the notice of historians.

In this quarrel I was neutral. Naturally, I was not in favour of the
Communists. How could I be, when if I had been a Spaniard they would have
murdered me and my family and friends? I was sure, however, that with all the
rest they had on their hands the British Government were right to keep out of
Spain. France proposed a plan of non-intervention, whereby both sides would
be left to fight it out without any external aid. The British, German, Italian, and
Russian Governments subscribed to this. In consequence, the Spanish
Government, now in the hands of the most extreme revolutionaries, found
itself deprived of the right even to buy the arms ordered with the gold it
physically possessed. It would have been more reasonable to follow the normal
course, and to have recognised the belligerency of both sides as was done in
the American Civil War from 1861 to 1865. Instead, however, the policy of
non-intervention was adopted and formally agreed to by all the Great Powers.
This agreement was strictly observed by Great Britain; but Italy and Germany
on the one side, and Soviet Russia on the other, broke their engagement
constantly and threw their weight into the struggle one against the other.
Germany in particular used her air power to commit such experimental horrors
as the bombing of the defenceless little township of Guernica.

The Government of M. Léon Blum, which had succeeded the Flandin
Ministry in May, was under pressure from its Communist supporters in the
Chamber to support the Spanish Government with war material. The Air
Minister, M. Cot, without too much regard for the strength of the French air
force, then in a state of decay, was secretly delivering planes and equipment to
the Republican armies. I was perturbed at such developments, and on July 31,
1936, I wrote to M. Corbin, the French Ambassador:

One of the greatest difficulties I meet with in trying to hold on to
the old position is the German talk that the anti-Communist countries
should stand together. I am sure if France sent airplanes, etc., to the
present Madrid Government, and the Germans and Italians pushed in
from the other angle, the dominant forces here would be pleased
with Germany and Italy, and estranged from France. I hope you will
not mind my writing this, which I do, of course, entirely on my own
account. I do not like to hear people talking of England, Germany,
and Italy forming up against European Communism. It is too easy to
be good.

I am sure that an absolutely rigid neutrality, with the strongest
protest against any breach of it, is the only correct and safe course at
the present time. A day may come, if there is a stalemate, when the



League of Nations may intervene to wind up the horrors. But even
that is very doubtful.

) *x ) *x *x

There is another event which must be recorded here. On November 25,
1936, the Ambassadors of all the Powers represented in Berlin were
summoned to the Foreign Office, where Herr von Neurath disclosed the details
of the Anti-Comintern Pact, which had been negotiated with the Japanese
Government. The purpose of the pact was to take common action against the
international activities of the Comintern, either within the boundaries of the
contracting states, or beyond them.

3 ) i ) ]

During the whole of 1936 the anxiety of the nation and Parliament
continued to mount and was concentrated in particular upon our air defences.
In the debate on the Address on November 12, I severely reproached Mr.
Baldwin for having failed to keep his pledge that “any Government of this
country—a National Government more than any, and this Government—will
see to it that in air strength and air power this country shall no longer be in a
position inferior to any country within striking distance of our shores.” I said,
“The Government simply cannot make up their minds, or they cannot get the
Prime Minister to make up his mind. So they go on in strange paradox, decided
only to be undecided, resolved to be irresolute, adamant for drift, solid for
fluidity, all-powerful to be impotent. So we go on preparing more months and
years—precious, perhaps vital, to the greatness of Britain—for the locusts to
eat.”

Mr. Baldwin replied to me in a remarkable speech, in which he said:

I want to speak to the House with the utmost frankness. . . . The
difference of opinion between Mr. Churchill and myself is in the
years 1933 onwards. In 1931/32, although it is not admitted by the
Opposition, there was a period of financial crisis. But there was
another reason. I would remind the House that not once but on many
occasions in speeches and in various places, when I have been
speaking and advocating as far as I am able the democratic principle,
I have stated that a democracy is always two years behind the
dictator. 1 believe that to be true. It has been true in this case. I put
before the whole House my own views with an appalling frankness.
You will remember at that time the Disarmament Conference was
sitting in Geneva. You will remember at that time there was
probably a stronger pacifist feeling running through this country than



at any time since the war. You will remember the election at Fulham
in the autumn of 1933, when a seat which the National Government
held was lost by about seven thousand votes on no issue but the
pacifist. . . . My position as the leader of a great party was not
altogether a comfortable one. I asked myself what chance was there
—when that feeling that was given expression to in Fulham was
common throughout the country—what chance was there within the
next year or two of that feeling being so changed that the country
would give a mandate for rearmament? Supposing I had gone to the
country and said that Germany was rearming, and that we must
rearm, does anybody think that this pacific democracy would have
rallied to that cry at that moment? I cannot think of anything that
would have made the loss of the election from my point of view more
certain.

This was indeed appalling frankness. It carried naked truth about his
motives into indecency. That a Prime Minister should avow that he had not
done his duty in regard to national safety because he was afraid of losing the
election was an incident without parallel in our parliamentary history. Mr.
Baldwin was, of course, not moved by any ignoble wish to remain in office.
He was in fact in 1936 earnestly desirous of retiring. His policy was dictated
by the fear that if the Socialists came into power, even less would be done than
his Government intended. All their declarations and votes against defence
measures are upon record. But this was no complete defence, and less than
justice to the spirit of the British people. The success which had attended the
naive confession of miscalculation in air parity the previous year was not
repeated on this occasion. The House was shocked. Indeed the impression
produced was so painful that it might well have been fatal to Mr. Baldwin,
who was also at that time in failing health, had not the unexpected intervened.

*x ) *x *x *x

At this time there was a great drawing-together of men and women of all
parties in England who saw the perils of the future, and were resolute upon
practical measures to secure our safety and the cause of freedom, equally
menaced by both the totalitarian impulsions and our Government’s
complacency. Our plan was the most rapid large-scale rearmament of Britain,
combined with the complete acceptance and employment of the authority of
the League of Nations. I called this policy “Arms and the Covenant.” Mr.
Baldwin’s performance in the House of Commons was viewed among us all
with disdain. The culmination of this campaign was to be a meeting at the
Albert Hall. Here on December 3 we gathered many of the leading men in all



the parties—strong Tories of the Right Wing earnestly convinced of the
national peril; the leaders of the League of Nations Peace Ballot; the
representatives of many great trade unions, including in the chair my old
opponent of the general strike, Sir Walter Citrine; the Liberal Party and its
leader, Sir Archibald Sinclair. We had the feeling that we were upon the
threshold of not only gaining respect for our views, but of making them
dominant. It was at this moment that the King’s passion to marry the woman
he loved caused the casting of all else into the background. The abdication
crisis was at hand.

Before I replied to the vote of thanks there was a cry, “God Save the
King”; and this excited prolonged cheering. I explained, therefore, on the spur
of the moment my personal position.

There is another grave matter which overshadows our minds
tonight. In a few minutes we are going to sing “God Save the King.”
I shall sing it with more heartfelt fervour than I have ever sung it in
my life. I hope and pray that no irrevocable decision will be taken in
haste, but that time and public opinion will be allowed to play their
part, and that a cherished and unique personality may not be
incontinently severed from the people he loves so well. I hope that
Parliament will be allowed to discharge its function in these high
constitutional questions. I trust that our King may be guided by the
opinions that are now for the first time being expressed by the
British nation and the British Empire, and that the British people will
not in their turn be found wanting in generous consideration for the
occupant of the Throne.

It is not relevant to this account to describe the brief but intensely violent
controversy that followed. I had known King Edward VIII since he was a
child, and had in 1910 as Home Secretary read out to a wonderful assembly the
proclamation creating him Prince of Wales at Carnarvon Castle. I felt bound to
place my personal loyalty to him upon the highest plane. Although during the
summer I had been made fully aware of what was going forward, I in no way
interfered nor communicated with him at any time. However, presently in his
distress he asked the Prime Minister for permission to consult me. Mr.
Baldwin gave formal consent, and on this being conveyed to me, I went to the
King at Fort Belvedere. I remained in contact with him till his abdication, and
did my utmost to plead both to the King and to the public for patience and
delay. I have never repented of this—indeed, I could do no other.

The Prime Minister proved himself to be a shrewd judge of British national



feeling. Undoubtedly he perceived and expressed the profound will of the
nation. His deft and skilful handling of the abdication issue raised him in a
fortnight from the depths to the pinnacle. There were several moments when I
seemed to be entirely alone against a wrathful House of Commons. I am not,
when in action, unduly affected by hostile currents of feeling; but it was on
more than one occasion almost physically impossible to make myself heard.
All the forces I had gathered together on “Arms and the Covenant,” of which I
conceived myself to be the mainspring, were estranged or dissolved, and I was
myself so smitten in public opinion that it was the almost universal view that
my political life was at last ended. How strange it is that this very House of
Commons, which had regarded me with so much hostility, should have been
the same instrument which hearkened to my guidance and upheld me through
the long adverse years of war till victory over all our foes was gained! What a
proof is here offered that the only wise and safe course is to act from day to
day in accordance with what one’s own conscience seems to decree!

From the abdication of one King we passed to the coronation of another,
and until the end of May, 1937, the ceremonial and pageantry of a solemn
national act of allegiance and the consecration of British loyalties at home and
throughout the Empire to the new Sovereign filled all minds. Foreign affairs
and the state of our defences lost all claim upon the public mood. Our island
might have been ten thousand miles away from Europe. However, I am
permitted to record that on May 18, 1937, on the morrow of the Coronation, I
received from the new King, His present Majesty, a letter in his own
handwriting:

The Royal Lodge,
The Great Park,
Windsor, Berks.
18.V.37
My dear Mr. Churchill,

I am writing to thank you for your very nice letter to me. I know
how devoted you have been, and still are, to my dear brother, and I
feel touched beyond words by your sympathy and understanding in
the very difficult problems that have arisen since he left us in
December. I fully realise the great responsibilities and cares that I
have taken on as King, and I feel most encouraged to receive your
good wishes, as one of our great statesmen, and from one who has
served his country so faithfully. I can only hope and trust that the
good feeling and hope that exists in the Country and Empire now
will prove a good example to other nations in the world.



Believe me,
Yours very sincerely,
GEeORGE R.I.

This gesture of magnanimity towards one whose influence at that time had
fallen to zero will ever be a cherished experience in my life.

3 3 * 3 *

On May 28, 1937, after King George VI had been crowned, Mr. Baldwin
retired. His long public services were suitably rewarded by an earldom and the
Garter. He laid down the wide authority he had gathered and carefully
maintained, but had used as little as possible. He departed in a glow of public
gratitude and esteem. There was no doubt who his successor should be. Mr.
Neville Chamberlain had, as Chancellor of the Exchequer, not only done the
main work of the Government for five years past, but was the ablest and most
forceful Minister, with high abilities and an historic name. I had described him
a year earlier at Birmingham in Shakespeare’s words as the “pack-horse in our
great affairs,” and he had accepted this description as a compliment. I had no
expectation that he would wish to work with me; nor would he have been wise
to do so at such a time. His ideas were far different from mine on the treatment
of the dominant issues of the day. But I welcomed the accession to power of a
live, competent, executive figure. While still Chancellor of the Exchequer he
had involved himself in a fiscal proposal for a small-scale national defence
contribution which had been ill-received by the Conservative Party and was, of
course, criticised by the Opposition. I was able, in the first days of his
Premiership, to make a speech upon this subject which helped him to
withdraw, without any loss of dignity, from a position which had become
untenable. Our relations continued to be cool, easy, and polite both in public
and in private.

Mr. Chamberlain made few changes in the Government. He had had
disagreements with Mr. Duff Cooper about War Office Administration, and
much surprised him by offering him advancement to the great key office of the
Admiralty. The Prime Minister evidently did not know the eyes through which
his new First Lord, whose early career had been in the Foreign Office, viewed
the European scene. In my turn I was astonished that Sir Samuel Hoare, who
had just secured a large expansion of the naval programme, should wish to
leave the Admiralty for the Home Office. Hoare seems to have believed that
prison reform in a broad humanitarian sense would become the prevailing
topic in the immediate future; and since his family was connected with the
famous Elizabeth Fry, he had a strong personal sentiment about it.
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I may here set down a comparative appreciation of these two Prime
Ministers, Baldwin and Chamberlain, whom I had known so long and under
whom I had served or was to serve. Stanley Baldwin was the wiser, more
comprehending personality, but without detailed executive capacity. He was
largely detached from foreign and military affairs. He knew little of Europe,
and disliked what he knew. He had a deep knowledge of British party politics,
and represented in a broad way some of the strengths and many of the
infirmities of our island race. He had fought five general elections as leader of
the Conservative Party and had won three of them. He had a genius for waiting
upon events and an imperturbability under adverse criticism. He was singularly
adroit in letting events work for him, and capable of seizing the ripe moment
when it came. He seemed to me to revive the impressions history gives us of
Sir Robert Walpole, without, of course, the eighteenth-century corruption, and
he was master of British politics for nearly as long.

Neville Chamberlain, on the other hand, was alert, business-like,
opinionated, and self-confident in a very high degree. Unlike Baldwin, he
conceived himself able to comprehend the whole field of Europe, and indeed
the world. Instead of a vague but none the less deep-seated intuition, we had
now a narrow, sharp-edged efficiency within the limits of the policy in which
he believed. Both as Chancellor of the Exchequer and as Prime Minister, he
kept the tightest and most rigid control upon military expenditure. He was
throughout this period the masterful opponent of all emergency measures. He
had formed decided judgments about all the political figures of the day, both at
home and abroad, and felt himself capable of dealing with them. His all-
pervading hope was to go down to history as the Great Peacemaker; and for
this he was prepared to strive continually in the teeth of facts, and face great
risks for himself and his country. Unhappily, he ran into tides the force of
which he could not measure, and met hurricanes from which he did not flinch,
but with which he could not cope. In these closing years before the war, I
should have found it easier to work with Baldwin, as I knew him, than with
Chamberlain; but neither of them had any wish to work with me except in the
last resort.

* * * 3 *

One day in 1937, I had a meeting with Herr von Ribbentrop, German
Ambassador to Britain. In one of my fortnightly articles I had noted that he had
been misrepresented in some speech he had made. I had, of course, met him
several times in society. He now asked me whether I would come to see him
and have a talk. He received me in the large upstairs room at the German



Embassy. We had a conversation lasting for more than two hours. Ribbentrop
was most polite, and we ranged over the European scene, both in respect of
armaments and policy. The gist of his statement to me was that Germany
sought the friendship of England (on the Continent we are still often called
“England”). He said he could have been Foreign Minister of Germany, but he
had asked Hitler to let him come over to London in order to make the full case
for an Anglo-German entente or even alliance. Germany would stand guard for
the British Empire in all its greatness and extent. They might ask for the return
of the German colonies, but this was evidently not cardinal. What was required
was that Britain should give Germany a free hand in the East of Europe. She
must have her Lebensraum, or living-space, for her increasing population.
Therefore, Poland and the Danzig Corridor must be absorbed. White Russia
and the Ukraine were indispensable to the future life of the German Reich of
more than seventy million souls. Nothing less would suffice. All that was
asked of the British Commonwealth and Empire was not to interfere. There
was a large map on the wall, and the Ambassador several times led me to it to
illustrate his projects.

After hearing all this, I said at once that I was sure the British Government
would not agree to give Germany a free hand in Eastern Europe. It was true we
were on bad terms with Soviet Russia and that we hated Communism as much
as Hitler did, but he might be sure that, even if France were safeguarded, Great
Britain would never disinterest herself in the fortunes of the Continent to an
extent which would enable Germany to gain the domination of Central and
Eastern Europe. We were actually standing before the map when I said this.
Ribbentrop turned abruptly away. He then said: “In that case, war is inevitable.
There is no way out. The Fuehrer is resolved. Nothing will stop him and
nothing will stop us.” We then returned to our chairs. I was only a private
Member of Parliament, but of some prominence. I thought it right to say to the
German Ambassador—in fact, I remember the words well: “When you talk of
war, which, no doubt, would be general war, you must not underrate England.
She is a curious country, and few foreigners can understand her mind. Do not
judge by the attitude of the present Administration. Once a great cause is
presented to the people, all kinds of unexpected actions might be taken by this
very Government and by the British nation.” And I repeated: “Do not
underrate England. She is very clever. If you plunge us all into another Great
War, she will bring the whole world against you like last time.” At this, the
Ambassador rose in heat and said, “Ah, England may be very clever, but this
time she will not bring the world against Germany.” We turned the
conversation onto easier lines, and nothing more of note occurred. The
incident, however, remains in my memory, and, as I reported it at the time to



the Foreign Office, I feel it right to put it on record.

When he was on his trial for his life by the conquerors, Ribbentrop gave a
distorted version of this conversation and claimed that I should be summoned
as a witness. What I have set down about it is what I should have said had I
been called.

1] See Appendix C, Book I.
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Germany Armed
1936-1938

The “Over-all Strategic Objective”—German Expenditure on
Armaments—Independent Inquiries—The Conservative Deputation
to the Prime Minister, July 28, 1936—My Statement of the Case—
General Conclusions—My Fear—Our Second Meeting, November
23, 1936—Lord Swinton Leaves the Air Ministry, May 12, 1938—
Debate in Parliament—Lindemann Rejoins the Air Defence
Research Committee—My Correspondence with M. Daladier—The
French Estimate of German Air Strength, 1938—M)y Estimate of
the German Army, June, 1938—M. Daladier Concurs—The Decay
of the French Air Force—The Careless Islanders.

Advantage is gained in war and also in foreign policy and other things by
selecting from many attractive or unpleasant alternatives the dominating point.
American military thought had coined the expression “Over-all Strategic
Objective.” When our officers first heard this, they laughed; but later on its
wisdom became apparent and accepted. Evidently this should be the rule, and
other great business be set in subordinate relationship to it. Failure to adhere to
this simple principle produces confusion and futility of action, and nearly
always makes things much worse later on.

Personally I had no difficulty in conforming to the rule long before I heard
it proclaimed. My mind was obsessed by the impression of the terrific
Germany I had seen and felt in action during the years of 1914 to 1918
suddenly becoming again possessed of all her martial power, while the Allies,
who had so narrowly survived, gaped idle and bewildered. Therefore, I
continued by every means and on every occasion to use what influence I had
with the House of Commons and also with individual Ministers to urge
forward our military preparations and to procure allies and associates for what
would before long become again the Common Cause.

One day a friend of mine in a high confidential position under the
Government came over to Chartwell to swim with me in my pool when the sun
shone bright and the water was fairly warm. We talked of nothing but the



coming war, of the certainty of which he was not entirely convinced. As I saw
him off, he suddenly on an impulse turned and said to me, “The Germans are
spending a thousand million pounds sterling a year on their armaments.” I
thought Parliament and the British public ought to know the facts. I, therefore,
set to work to examine German finance. Budgets were produced and still
published every year in Germany; but from their wealth of figures it was very
difficult to tell what was happening. However, in April, 1936, I privately
instituted two separate lines of scrutiny. The first rested upon two German
refugees of high ability and inflexible purpose. They understood all the details
of the presentment of German budgets, the value of the mark, and so forth. At
the same time I asked my friend, Sir Henry Strakosch, whether he could not
find out what was actually happening. Strakosch was the head of the firm
called “Union Corporation,” with great resources, and a highly skilled, devoted
personnel. The brains of this City company were turned for several weeks onto
the problem. Presently they reported with precise and lengthy detail that the
German war expenditure was certainly round about a thousand million pounds
sterling a year. At the same time the German refugees, by a totally different
series of arguments, arrived independently at the same conclusion. One
thousand million pounds sterling per annum at the money values of 1936!

I had, therefore, two separate structures of fact on which to base a public
assertion. So I accosted Mr. Neville Chamberlain, still Chancellor of the
Exchequer, in the lobby the day before a debate and said to him, “Tomorrow I
shall ask you whether it is not a fact that the Germans are spending a thousand
million pounds a year on warlike preparations, and I shall ask you to confirm
or deny.” Chamberlain said: “I cannot deny it, and if you put the point I shall
confirm it.” I must quote my words:

Taking the figures from German official sources, the expenditure
on capital account, from the end of March, 1933, to the end of June,
1935, has been as follows: in 1933 nearly five milliards of marks; in
1934 nearly eight milliards; and in 1935 nearly eleven milliards—a
total of twenty-four milliards, or roughly two thousand million
pounds. Look at these figures, five, eight, and eleven for the three
years. They give you exactly the kind of progression which a
properly developing munitions industry would make.

Specifically I asked the Chancellor:

Whether he is aware that the expenditure by Germany upon
purposes directly and indirectly concerned with military
preparations, including strategic roads, may well have amounted to



the equivalent of eight hundred million pounds, during the calendar
year 1935; and whether this rate of expenditure seems to be
continuing in the current calendar year.

Mr. Chamberlain: The Government have no official figures, but
from such information as they have, I see no reason to think that the
figure mentioned in my right hon. friend’s question is necessarily
excessive as applied to either year, although, as he himself would
agree, there are elements of conjecture.

I substituted the figure of eight hundred million for one thousand million
pounds to cover my secret information, and also to be on the safe side.

3k * 3 3 *

I sought by several means to bring the relative state of British and German
armaments to a clear-cut issue. I asked for a debate in secret session. This was
refused. “It would cause needless alarm.” 1 got little support. All secret
sessions are unpopular with the press. Then on July 20, 1936, I asked the
Prime Minister whether he would receive a deputation of Privy Councillors
and a few others who would lay before him the facts so far as they knew them.
Lord Salisbury requested that a similar deputation from the House of Lords
should also come. This was agreed. Although I made personal appeals both to
Mr. Atlee and Sir Archibald Sinclair, the Labour and Liberal Parties declined
to be represented. Accordingly on July 28, we were received in the Prime
Minister’s House of Commons room by Mr. Baldwin, Lord Halifax, and Sir
Thomas Inskip. The following Conservative and non-party notables came with
me. Sir Austen Chamberlain introduced us.

THE DEPUTATION

House of Commons House of Lords
Sir Austen Chamberlain The Marquess of Salisbury
Mr. Churchill Viscount FitzAlan
Sir Robert Horne Viscount Trenchard
Mr. Amery Lord Lloyd
Sir John Gilmour Lord Milne

Captain Guest

Admiral Sir Roger Keyes
Earl Winterton

Sir Henry Croft

Sir Edward Grigg



Viscount Wolmer
Lieut.-Col. Moore-Brabazon
Sir Hugh O’Neill

This was a great occasion. I cannot recall anything like it in what I have
seen of British public life. The group of eminent men, with no thought of
personal advantage, but whose lives had been centred upon public affairs,
represented a weight of Conservative opinion which could not easily be
disregarded. If the leaders of the Labour and Liberal Oppositions had come
with us, there might have been a political situation so tense as to enforce
remedial action. The proceedings occupied three or four hours on each of two
successive days. I have always said Mr. Baldwin was a good listener. He
certainly seemed to listen with the greatest interest and attention. With him
were various members of the staff of the Committee of Imperial Defence. On
the first day I opened the case in a statement of an hour and a quarter, of which
some extracts, given in Appendix D, Book I, throw a fairly true light on the
scene.

I ended as follows:

First, we are facing the greatest danger and emergency of our
history. Secondly, we have no hope of solving our problem except in
conjunction with the French Republic. The union of the British Fleet
and the French Army, together with their combined air forces
operating from close behind the French and Belgian frontiers,
together with all that Britain and France stand for, constitutes a
deterrent in which salvation may reside. Anyhow, it is the best hope.
Coming down to detail, we must lay aside every impediment in
raising our own strength. We cannot possibly provide against all
possible dangers. We must concentrate upon what is vital and take
our punishment elsewhere. . . . Coming to still more definite
propositions, we must increase the development of our air power in
priority over every other consideration. At all costs we must draw
the flower of our youth into piloting airplanes. Never mind what
inducements must be offered, we must draw from every source, by
every means. We must accelerate and simplify our aeroplane
production and push it to the largest scale, and not hesitate to make
contracts with the United States and elsewhere for the largest
possible quantities of aviation material and equipment of all kinds.
We are in danger, as we have never been in danger before—no, not
even at the height of the submarine campaign[1917]. . ..



This thought preys upon me: The months slip by rapidly. If we
delay too long in repairing our defences, we may be forbidden by
superior power to complete the process.

) ) > ) 3

We were much disappointed that the Chancellor of the Exchequer could
not be present. It was evident that Mr. Baldwin’s health was failing, and it was
well known that he would soon seek rest from his burdens. There could be no
doubt who would be his successor. Unhappily, Mr. Neville Chamberlain was
absent upon a well-deserved holiday, and did not have the opportunity of this
direct confrontation with the facts from members of the Conservative Party
who included his brother and so many of his most valued personal friends.

Most earnest consideration was given by Ministers to our formidable
representations, but it was not till after the recess, on November 23, 1936, that
we were all invited by Mr. Baldwin to receive a more fully considered
statement on the whole position. Sir Thomas Inskip then gave a frank and able
account, in which he did not conceal from us the gravity of the plight into
which we had come. In substance this was to the effect that our estimates and,
in particular, my statements took a too gloomy view of our prospects; that
great efforts were being made (as indeed they were) to recover the lost ground;
but that no case existed which would justify the Government in adopting
emergency measures; that these would necessarily be of a character to upset
the whole industrial life of this country, would cause widespread alarm, and
advertise any deficiencies that existed, and that within these limits everything
possible was being done. On this Sir Austen Chamberlain recorded our general
impression that our anxieties were not relieved and that we were by no means
satisfied. Thus we took our leave.

I cannot contend that at this date, the end of 1936, the position could have
been retrieved. Much more, however, could and ought to have been done by an
intense conclusive effort. And of course the fact and proof of this effort must
have had its immeasurable effect on Germany, if not on Hitler. But the
paramount fact remained that the Germans had the lead of us in the air, and
also over the whole field of munitions production, even making allowance for
our smaller military needs, and for the fact that we had a right also to count
upon France and the French Army and air force. It was no longer in our power
to forestall Hitler or to regain air parity. Nothing could now prevent the
German Army and the German air force from becoming the strongest in
Europe. By extraordinary and disturbing exertions we could improve our
position. We could not cure it.



These sombre conclusions, which were not seriously disputed by the
Government, no doubt influenced their foreign policy; and full account must
be taken of them when we try to form a judgment upon the decisions which
Mr. Chamberlain, when he became Prime Minister, took before and during the
Munich crisis. I was at this time only a private Member of Parliament, and I
bore no official responsibility. I strove my utmost to galvanise the Government
into vehement and extraordinary preparation, even at the cost of world alarm.
In these endeavours no doubt I painted the picture even darker than it was. The
emphasis which I had put upon the two years’ lag which afflicted us may well
be judged inconsistent with my desire to come to grips with Hitler in October,
1938. I remain convinced, however, that it was right to spur the Government
by every means, and that it would have been better in all the circumstances,
which will presently be described, to fight Hitler in 1938 than it was when we
finally had to do so in September, 1939. Of this more later.

3k * * * *

Presently Mr. Baldwin, as we have seen, gave place to Mr. Neville
Chamberlain; and we must now move on to 1938. Lord Swinton was a very
keen and efficient Air Minister, and for a long time had great influence in the
Cabinet in procuring the necessary facilities and funds. The anxiety about our
air defences continued to grow, and reached its climax in May. The many great
and valuable expansions and improvements which Lord Swinton had made
could not become apparent quickly, and in any case the whole policy of the
Government lacked both magnitude and urgency. I continued to press for an
inquiry into the state of our air programme and found increasing support.
Swinton had made the mistake of accepting a peerage. He was not, therefore,
able to defend himself and his department in the House of Commons. The
spokesman who was chosen from the Government Front Bench was utterly
unable to stem the rising tide of alarm and dissatisfaction. After one most
unfortunate debate, it became obvious that the Air Minister should be in the
House of Commons.

One morning (May 12) at the Air Defence Research Committee we were
all busily engaged—scientists, politicians, and officials—on technical
problems, when a note was brought in to the Air Minister asking him to go to
Downing Street. He desired us to continue our discussions, and left at once. He
never returned. He had been dismissed by Mr. Chamberlain.

In the agitated debate which followed on the twenty-fifth, I tried to
distinguish between the exertions and capacity of the fallen Minister and the
general complaint against the Government:



The credit of Government statements has been compromised by
what has occurred. The House has been consistently misled about the
air position. The Prime Minister himself has been misled. He was
misled right up to the last moment, apparently. Look at the statement
which he made in March, when he spoke about our armaments: “The
sight of this enormous, this almost terrifying, power which Britain is
building up has a sobering effect, a steadying effect, on the opinion
of the world.”

I have often warned the House that the air programmes were
falling into arrear. But I have never attacked Lord Swinton. I have
never thought that he was the one to blame—certainly not the only
one to blame. It is usual for the critics of a Government to discover
hitherto unnoticed virtues in any Minister who is forced to resign.
But perhaps I may quote what I said three months ago: “It would be
unfair to throw the blame on any one Minister, or upon Lord
Swinton, for our deficiency. He certainly represents an extremely
able and wholehearted effort to do the best he possibly could to
expand our air power, and the results which he achieved would be
bright, if they were not darkened by the time-table, and if they were
not outshone by other relative facts occurring elsewhere.”

x ) *x *x )

The hard responsibility for the failure to fulfil the promises made
to us rests upon those who have governed and guided this island for
the last five years, that is to say, from the date when German
rearmament in real earnest became apparent and known. I certainly
did not attempt to join in a man-hunt of Lord Swinton. I was very
glad today to hear the Prime Minister’s tribute to him. Certainly he
deserves our sympathy. He had the confidence and friendship of the
Prime Minister, he had the support of an enormous parliamentary
majority; yet he has been taken from his post at what, I think, is the
worst moment in the story of air expansion. It may be that in a few
months there will be a considerable flow of aircraft arriving; yet he
has had to answer for his record at this particularly dark moment for
him. I was reading the other day a letter of the great Duke of
Marlborough, in which he said: “To remove a General in the midst
of a campaign—that is the mortal stroke.”

I turned to other aspects of our defences:

We are now in the third year of openly avowed rearmament.



Why is it, if all is going well, there are so many deficiencies? Why,
for instance, are the Guards drilling with flags instead of machine-
guns? Why is it that our small Territorial Army is in a rudimentary
condition? Is that all according to schedule? Why, when you
consider how small are our forces, should it be impossible to equip
the Territorial Army simultaneously with the Regular Army? It
would have been a paltry task for British industry, which is more
flexible and more fertile than German industry in every sphere
except munitions.

* * * 3 3

The other day the Secretary of State for War was asked about the
anti-aircraft artillery. The old three-inch guns of the Great War, he
said, had been modernised, and deliveries of the newer guns—and
there is more than one type of newer gun—were proceeding “in
advance of schedule.” But what is the schedule? If your schedule
prescribes a delivery of half a dozen, ten, a dozen, twenty, or
whatever it may be, guns per month, no doubt that may easily be up
to schedule, and easily be in advance of it. But what is the adequacy
of such a schedule to our needs? A year ago I reminded the House of
the published progress of Germany in anti-aircraft artillery—thirty
regiments of twelve batteries each of mobile artillery alone,
aggregating something between twelve and thirteen hundred guns, in
addition to three or four thousand guns in fixed positions. These are
all modern guns, not guns of 1915, but all guns made since the year
1933.

Does not that give the House an idea of the tremendous scale of
these transactions? We do not need to have a gigantic army like
Continental countries; but in the matter of anti-aircraft defence we
are on equal terms. We are just as vulnerable, and perhaps more
vulnerable. Here is the government thinking of anti-aircraft artillery
in terms of hundreds where the Germans have it today in terms of
thousands.

3 ) % 3 o

We are thinking at the present time in terms of production for
three separate armed forces. In fact and in truth, the supply of arms
for all fighting forces resolves itself into a common problem of the
provision and distribution of skilled labour, raw materials, plant,
machinery, and technical appliances. That problem can only be dealt
with comprehensively, harmoniously, and economically through one



central dominating control. At the present time there is inefficiency
and overlapping, and there is certainly waste. Why is it that this
skilful aircraft industry of Britain requires ninety thousand men, and
that it produces only one-half to one-third of what is being produced
by about one hundred and ten thousand men in Germany? Is that not
an extraordinary fact? It is incredible that we have not been able to
produce a greater supply of aeroplanes at this time. Given a plain
office table, an empty field, money and labour, we should receive a
flow of aeroplanes by eighteen months; yet this is the thirty-fourth
month since Lord Baldwin decided that the air force must be tripled.

* 3k 3k * 3k

The new Secretary of State for Air, Sir Kingsley Wood, invited me to
remain on the Air Defence Research Committee. The skies had now grown
much darker, and I felt keenly the need of Lindemann’s interpretation of the
technical aspects and of his advice and aid. I, therefore, wrote to him, saying
that, unless he was associated with me, I would not continue. After some
tussling behind the scenes, Lindemann was placed on the main Committee, and
we resumed our joint work.

*x * ) ) )

Always, up till the Armistice of June, 1940, whether in peace or war, in a
private station or as head of the Government, I enjoyed confidential relations
with the often-changing Premiers of the French Republic and with many of its
leading Ministers. I was most anxious to find out the truth about German
rearmament and to cross-check my own calculations by theirs. I therefore
wrote to M. Daladier, with whom I was personally acquainted:

Mr. Churchill to M. Daladier. May 3, 1938.

Your predecessors, MM. Blum and Flandin, were both kind
enough to give me the French estimates of the German air strength at
particular periods in recent years. I should be much obliged if you
could let me know what your view is now. I have several sources of
information which have proved accurate in the past, but am anxious
to have a cross-check from an independent source.

I am so glad that your visit here was so successful, and I hope
now that all those staff arrangements will be made, the need for
which I have pressed upon our Ministers.

In response M. Daladier sent me a document of seventeen pages dated May



11, 1938, which “had been deeply thought out by the French Air Staff.” I
showed this important paper to my friends in the British departments
concerned, who examined it searchingly and reported that “it agreed in every
essential with the independent opinions formed by the British Air Staff on the
basis of their own information.” The French estimate of the size of the German
air force was slightly higher than that of the British. Early in June I was in a
position to write to M. Daladie