4,49 Economic warfare – total war

1Economic warfare - starving the enemy


3British “Total war” – breaking the will


4Allied carpet bombing during WW II


5Breaking the stalemate by strategic bombing


8Strategic bombing to legitimise R.A.F.


15The Americans make a difference by targeting production  – oil, aircraft and transport


25Blockade as the prime weapon of the Seapowers


27Imperialism as a reason for encirclement


29The military industrial complex – anno the 1890s


30The scare of Germany in Europe


31The naval and invasion scare


34Encirclement of Germany


39WW II - British encirclement and encouragement


39– the real story of appeasement


45British Anti-Bolsheviks and Three-Block circles steer Europe towards war


52Austria falls - to strengthen Germany


54Czechoslovakia is sacrificed to guard against the Soviets


57Change of mood - Poland is guaranteed


58Concluding comment


59Who won WW II?


60From Ramsay




ADD:

“Hans Delbrück showed his intellectual roots in Clausewitz. He made a distinction between two possible strategies in war: attrition and annihilation (compared to Clausewitz's total and limited war)” 
Economic warfare - starving the enemy
Encirclement and blockade, used against the Boer republics in Southern Africa, are closely strategies, and some kind of encirclement is a precondition for a blockade. Furthermore, they are both core examples of indirect warfare, where wars are fought without weapons and in preparation of this. A trade blockade can also be used to weaken the opponent before and during war with military means. It may even be used after a war, like against Germany in 1918, leading to starvation. If there is no use of military actions, then a blockade is an act of economic warfare, like boycotts and strikes. Currency manipulation is also and old art of economic warfare, even more indirect and hidden from obvious and simple apparent events. There is no sharp delineation between military and economic warfare. They are simply different and complementary measures for achieving a goal, pragmatically used to suit to the situation.
Paul Lafargue, Karl Marx’s son-in-law, in 1901 wrote an article, The Boycott, regarding the international shipping blockade against Britain in support of Transvaal. The essence of the article is a tirade against bourgeois double standards regarding a merchant blockade against Britain for selfish purposes on then on hand and on the other contrasted with bourgeois actions against workers’ blockades, boycotts and strikes. The articles indirectly illustrates the massive uproar that Britain’s behaviour caused all around the world.

The bourgeoisie of Europe and America welcomes with great favour the idea of a universal boycott of English shipping, projected by the merchants of Holland, whose ports are frequented by more than 55 per cent. of the vessels bearing the British flag. The press of all shades of opinion encourages the organisation of this new blockade.

It is well understood, of course, that it is out of pure humanity, in order to force England to put an end to the Transvaal war, that the bourgeois of Europe, who have just been massacring the Chinese, and those of America, who are doing their best to exterminate the Oedipus, desire and clamour for the use of this working-class weapon against their redoubtable economic rival.

This love for the Boers is an expression of covetous commercial greed. The bourgeois follow with sympathy the peripatetics of the heroic struggle of the farmers of the Transvaal, improvised soldiers, in defence of the land they have stolen from the badly-armed blacks only because it will lower the prestige and power of England, their commercial and industrial competitor. They propagate the idea of a boycott of English shipping only because the workers of the ports will alone have to bear the cost and the suffering of such a boycott, and because, even if it succeeds only imperfectly, it will inflict a blow on English commerce from which it will with difficulty recover.
The boycott, which the bourgeoisie regards with sentimental tenderness when directed against the trade of its commercial rival, it considers as a crime when employed by the workers in defence of their livelihood. …

The Socialists are no fomentors of strikes; they know too well that a strike is a two-edged weapon, wounding the proletariat more deeply and more grievously than the capitalist.

But, when the strike is declared, they take their part in the fight. They organise and assist the workers, protecting them against the snares of the police and the brutality of the military, and giving them such moral and material support as is in their power. The Socialists, as Vaillant has said in his reply to the International Bureau at Brussels, are not called upon to take any part in the organisation of the international blockade against English shipping, but if the boycott does take place they will know how to do their duty.
Paul Lafargue (Lafargue, 1901)
Marshall of the Royal Air Force during WW II, Lord Arthur William Tedder, maintains that economic warfare is “specially appropriate to sea power”.
Linked closely with the physical war waged by the armed forces is the political war and the economic war; the political wars which aims at weakening morale and authority ; the war which the Nazis waged so successfully before the armed conflict broke out; the economic war which aims at starving the enemy war production of its essential materials, the type of war which in the past has been specially appropriate to sea power.  (Tedder, 1948, p.14)

In December Sir Arthur Tedder, Deputy Supreme Commander, SHAEF, was the officer designated to confer with Stalin, and he was immediately responsible to the Supreme Commander for all Allied air operations, General Eisenhower. We will examine Tedder’s opinions below.
British “Total war” – breaking the will 
Trade blockade also belongs to a category of fighting technique that is categorised as a key component of “total war”, and expression normally attributed to Hitler’s minister of propaganda, Dr. Jospeh Goebbels (“Der Totale Krieg”). 
Lord Tedder, in 1947 explained that,

It has been well said, “If you wish for peace, understand war.’! ….Expressed in its simplest terms, war is the process deavours to impose its will on its opponent. Military operations are merely one of the methods by which a belligerent hopes to achieve his object ; they are not an end in themselves. Linked closely with the physical war waged by the armed forces is the political war and the economic war ; the political war which aims at weakening morale and authority, the war which the Nazis waged so successfully before the armed conflict broke out; the economic war which aims at starving the enemy war production of its essential materials, the type of war which in the past has been specially appropriate to sea power. 

Footnote: 1) When Britain Goes to War - by Liddell Hart.  
(Tedder, 1948, pp.13-14).

Encirclement and blockade are the first steps towards this modern total war, combining political warfare with economic warfare. This hurts the civilian population, first and hardest - and not principally the war production, as often believed. 
As blockade was a fighting technique aiming at a seizure of the means of life for the civilian population, it felt like it was the cause of humanity and culture that was at stake. (Maseng, 1964, p. 122)

Cruitwell writes that the most important was to break the spirit of the people,
EPILOGUE 

THE events of 1914-1918 have proved to demonstration – that war between great states, equipped with all the resources of science, cannot now be regarded as ’an instrument of policy’. It becomes inevitably a struggle for existence, in which no limit can be placed on the expenditure of men and money, no objectives can be clearly defined and no peace by an agreed compromise attained. 

    Its object gradually became not merely to destroy the armed forces of the belligerents, vast beyond comparison as they became, but also to break the war-will of the peoples. Consequently in the latter stages of the war the desire to make intolerable the lives of all enemies, without distinction of age and sex, was limited only by the capacity of fulfilment. As was truly said, ‘the side with the strongest nerves will win’. (Cruitwell, 1934, s.624)

Chatterton writes regarding WW I that, 

When Germany lost the Great War, it was primarily because an armed but un-armoured fleet of British ocean going steamers viscously and persevering corroded the life force of the country. It was inevitable that the national will of the German people had to break under such a strain. 
In spite of the fact that this blockade was the largest and most effectual since ships began to plough the seas, it is to this day the least known. 

Mines, torpedoes , far-reaching canons and airplanes have caused the near blockade to be substituted by the distant blockade.

In the long run the commercial blockade had a more decisive effect than the military, and it worked on an even greater distance. It was notably a more encompassing adventure than a simple ring of ships under steam. The goal was the economic pressure. 

History has shown that a trade blockade is “the most systematic, consequent and extensive form of trade destruction that war knows.

(Chatterton, 1932, pp. 7, 11, 12, 13 and 16, re-translated)
Along with e.g. scorched earth and modern carpet-bombing, the intended effect is to hurt the civilian population and thereby the fighting spirit of the adversary. Britain would in South Africa, as in earlier and later wars, show herself willing to employ extreme measures in order to get the upper hand, irrespective of international conventions which in particular protect the civilian population. Encirclement, trade blockade and later scorched earth measures, which Britain employed in the Anglo-Boer War, were both logical extensions of measures in earlier wars as well as an omen of the measures that were to follow in Europe.

Allied carpet bombing during WW II
Lord Tedder repeatedly quotes General Jan Smuts’ report from 1917, after the first air raid on London, 

Air supremacy may in the long run become as important a factor in the defence of the empire as sea supremacy.” (Tedder, 1948, p.22)

Lord Tedder explains how air superiority increasingly decided the war at sea, for instance regarding the withdrawal of German forces from Norway, at the end of WW II,
This was air power over-riding sea power with a vengeance. It was, however, only a climax to a gradual process, in which our air forces hat more and more been bringing economic pressure on the enemy by attacking his coastal trade - in other words, sea blockade exercised by air.  (Tedder, 1948, pp.57-58).

Liddell Hart also points out how air war changed the strategic role of sea war.

YYYYYYYYYYYYYY
Einar Maseng, the Norwegian Ambassador in Moscow until 1941, adds bombardment of the civilian population to the effect of blockade, 

Bombardment of the civilian population joined, during the second war, as a logical supplement to the strangulation of the necessary vital supplies for the population (Maseng, 1953, s.126-127)

In an official version of American warfare during WW II, Louis Morton writes, 


Blockade and bombardment, the means favored by the British… 
(Morton, 1960, s.36)

This statement must be qualified, since initially there was considerable British opposition to bombardment of civilian areas in Germany.  After the Munich agreement 29 September 1938, Chamberlain saw no reason for a war with Germany, and his faction accepted a sharing of supremacy with Germany guarding central Europe’s eastern border against Soviet Russia’s expansion. Nevertheless, after considerable pressure from US President Roosevelt, France and Britain declared war against Germany over the issue of Poland. Even so, there was no rush to attack each other from neither side and the stalemate “phoney war” risked developing into a negotiated peace. 
Breaking the stalemate by strategic bombing
Along with proposals in the House of Commons from Leo Amery, a friend of Winston Churchill, the British press started calling for bombardment of German cities. This was calculated to break the stalemate and result in retaliation from Germany and a full-fledged war (cf. Spaight, 1944, p.63). J. M. Spaight, the Principal Assistant Secretary at the Air Ministry during the war, writes that on 14 January 1940, The Sunday Times printed an article by an anonymous correspondent who asked,

.. why we were not using our air power "to increase the effect of the blockade. .. His letter was the subject of some comment by 'Scrutator' [1] in the same issue of the newspaper. 'Scrutator' said: 'Such an extension of the offensive, whoever began it, would inevitably develop into competitive frightfulness. It might be forced on us in reprisal for the enemy's action, and we must be in a position to make reprisals if necessary. But the bombing of industrial towns, with its unavoidable loss of life among the civilian population -- that is what it would come to -- would be inconsistent with the spirit, if not the actual words of the pledges given from both sides at the beginning of the war. [1] It is not only to neutrals that we should have to justify our being the first to break an undertaking which, so far as England and France are concerned, had been observed by the enemy, but to our own people, …
1 Not the present (1943) 'Scrutator' but the late Mr. Herbert Sidebotham.

1 The reference is to the declaration made by the British and French Governments on 2 September, 1939, that only 'strictly military objectives in the narrowest sense of the word ' would be bombarded. The German Government also stated that only military objectives would be attacked. 
(Spaight, 1944, pp.63-64) 

Sir Duff Cooper, one of Churchill’s friends (who was given the position office of Information when Churchill took power), wrote a letter to the The Daily Mail, 26 January, where he obscured the declaration of 2 September 1939, from only bombing ‘strictly military objects’ into ‘not bombing at all’. He wrote that,
"there would appear to exist a kind of unwritten truce between the two belligerents, according to the tacit terms of which they do not bomb one another." 

Churchill argued, in his call for an aggressive stand against Germany,
When I look around to see how we can win the war I see that there is only one sure path. We have no Continental army which can defeat the German military power.. Should [Hitler].. not try invasion [of Britain].. there is one thing that will bring him back and bring him down, and that is an absolutely devastating, exterminating attack by very heavy bombers from this country upon the Nazi homeland. We must be able to overwhelm them by this means, without which I do not see a way through. We cannot accept any aim lower than air mastery. When can it be obtained?" (Churchill, 1940)

There was one barrier to this development. Neville Chamberlain had expressly stated that no terror bombing of civilian German towns was to take place. He repeated this twice in the House of Commons, Jan. and Feb. 1940, when expressly asked by MP. Ramsay. Chamberlain was then ousted and in came Winston Churchill. Terror bombing started the day after (Ramsay, 1952, ch.7). It is indeed an oddity that Chamberlain was ousted after being given the blame for Churchill’s failure, as First Lord of the Sea in the Norway Campaign in April-May 1940 (adding to his first major failure at Gallipoli during WW I). Churchill, on the other hand, was promoted to Prime Minister. Behind this remarkable ‘coup’, there was a group of people with Leo Amery (Privy Councillor , First lord of the Admiralty, Secretary of Dominions) and Duff Cooper (Secretary of State for War, First Lord of the Admiralty until Munich, and Minister of Information under Churchill).

Spaight describes the change of policy of warfare such,

The change made in May was heralded by a statement issued by the Foreign

Office on the 10th of that month. … the statement of the Foreign Office was equivalent to an announcement that our Government regarded itself as freed from the restriction which it had imposed on itself when the war began. That restriction really amounted in practice to a ban upon the bombing of military objectives in Germany. Thus came to an end the period of the 'phoney war' in the air.
Some Official Pronouncements

Action followed swiftly on the warning, and it was action from our side. We began to bomb objectives on the German mainland before the Germans began to bomb objectives on the British mainland. That is a historical fact which has been publicly admitted. (Spaight, 1944, pp.63-64)

The background for this change of bombing policy was related to a larger change of foreign policy in Britain, and therefore to the reasons for the outbreak of WW II. Se the relevant chapter on this policy; British encouragement and encirclement - the real appeasement.
The motivation of Leo Amery for a more aggressive policy towards Germany may be that he was of Jewish. 

Balfour Declaration's author was a secret Jew 

Jerusalem Post, Tuesday, January 12, 1999 

http://www.jpost.com/com/Archive/12.Jan.1999/News/Article-9.html 

By DOUGLAS DAVIS 

LONDON (January 12) - Leopold Amery, the author of the Balfour Declaration - the 1917 document from British foreign secretary Arthur Balfour to Lord Rothschild which laid the groundwork for the establishment of the State of Israel - was a secret Jew. 

This has been disclosed in just-published research by William Rubinstein, professor of modern history at the University of Wales, who says Amery hid his Jewish background. 

Ironically, one of Amery's sons, John, achieved infamy when he defected to Nazi Germany and was hanged for treason in London after World War II. The other son, Julian, succeeded his father as a member of Parliament and was a staunch supporter of Israel. He died two years ago. 

In his 1955 autobiography, Amery, who was assistant secretary to the British war cabinet in 1917, said his own father, Charles Frederick Amery, came from an old English family. 

His mother, Elisabeth Leitner Amery, he wrote, was part of a stream of Hungarian exiles who fled first to Constantinople and then to England. 

According to Rubinstein's research, Amery's mother was born to Jewish parents in 1841 and was named Elisabeth Joanna Saphir. The family lived in Pest, which later became part of Budapest and contained the city's first Jewish quarter. 

Both of her parents were Jewish, says Rubinstein, who adds that Amery himself changed his middle name from Moritz to Maurice in an attempt to disguise its origins. 

As assistant secretary to the war cabinet, Amery not only drafted the Balfour Declaration, but also was responsible for establishing the Jewish Legion, the first organized Jewish fighting force since Roman times, which proved to be the forerunner of the modern Israel Defense Forces. 

Later, as secretary of state for dominion affairs from 1925 to 1929, he spearheaded what many regard as the most impressive period of peaceful growth in pre-state Palestine. 

But his most significant contribution to British politics was a powerful speech in parliament which is thought to have played a key role in precipitating the departure of prime minister Joseph Chamberlain in 1940 and the accession to power of Winston Churchill, who was to lead Britain through World War II. 

Rubinstein, whose disclosures are contained in the February edition of History Today, describes Amery's deception as "possibly the most remarkable example of concealment of identity in 20th century British political history." 

Rubinstein, who suspects that both of Amery's sons knew of their Jewish origins, believes Leopold Amery decided to conceal his own Jewishness for fear of persecution, because he was confused about his status following his relatives' conversion to Protestantism, and because of the obstacles it might have posed at the time to his political ambitions. 

Finally, Rubinstein believes Amery might have hidden his origins to avoid pressure for favors from the Jewish community. 

Since Winston Churchill’s mother was Jewish, Jenny Jerome (her father Leonard Jerome, editor of the New York Times, was born Jacobson), this makes Winston a legitimate Jew as well. 
And while we are at this subject Franklin Delano Roosevelt had Jewish ancestry. 

Although Stalin was Georgian, all his three wifes were Jewish.
This means that Germany’s three main enemies were ruled by people, who had close ties to Jewish interests.
Strategic bombing to legitimise R.A.F. 

Spaight indirectly explains that it was the new British policy which deviated, since the old British policy was inline both with the German and the French policy of warfare, where only military objects would be targeted. Hart supports this view,

… the French, who feared bombing reprisals still more, were opposed to Bomber Command operating from French bases, while themselves believing - like the Germans - only in the tactical value of bombers, in co-operation with the Army. … (Hart, 1970, p.593)
As opposed to this, the new policy was a part of total warfare, and during WW II the Western powers (excluding Russia) dropped some 1,996 036 million tons of aerial bombs on German controlled areas as opposed to German contribution of 0,0074 172 millions tons on the Western powers (excluding Russia), in other words 27 times more. (Tedder, 1948, diagram no.5, p.106b)

It was unfortunate that, as is made clear in the same booklet The French General Staff had all along a conception of air warfare broadly similar to that of the German General Staff and divergent from that of the British Air Staff. 'They viewed with the greatest misgiving any plan by which bombers were to be used for attacks on German industry and they did not hesitate to say so. In their considered opinion the main, indeed the only, use to which a bombing force should be put was to extend the range of artillery supporting armies in the field.  (Spaight, 1944, pp.70-71)

Tedder’s experience and defence of the bombing campaigns is remarkably different from the far more critical view of the bomber campaigns of the disinterested historian Liddell Hart. Hart disagrees fundamentally with Spaight and Tedder, and repeatedly points out the ineffectiveness of so-called strategic bombing, in accordance with the French and German view,
The bombers and dive-bombers of the Luftwaffe played a dominant part in the April invasion of Norway, as they already had in the September invasion of Poland, and were still more dominant in the May invasion of the West, operating in conjunction with the panzer forces. But the R.A.F. remained averse to co-operation with the Army, and still insistent on its doctrine of specifically strategic bombing. Thus Bomber Command had little effect - even less than was possible - on the course of these tremendously crucial campaigns.  (Hart, 1970, pp.593-594)

Liddell Hart repeatedly point out the British Air Staff’s adherence to the dogma of strategic bombing, and he starts by pointing out its legitimating role of the air force as an independent force, alongside the army and navy. One may wonder what an attitude devoted to a more holistic view would have done to warfare and civilian victims of area bombing. Hart thereby delivers criticism against Tedder’s more doctrinaire approach, his criticism of the Luftwaffe and his understanding of the air war.
The theory and doctrine of strategic air attack was developed in England at the end of the First World War and during the years following. … it constituted a justification for the existence, and independence, of the Royal Air Force. (Hart, 1970, pp.589)
The irony of the situation, and of the Air Staff’s planning, is epitomised in the comment of the Official History: 

Since 1918 their strategy had been based on the conception that the next war could not be won without strategic bombing, but when it broke out Bomber Command was incapable of inflicting anything but insignificant damage on the enemy.* 

Footnote: Vol I, p. 125.  

(Hart, 1970, pp.592-593)

They argued that the Air Force and its activities were absolutely different in and in a different sphere, from those of the Army and Navy. While this helped to bolster the shaky independence of the Air Force, such denigration of the tactical side of air action proved mistaken. A second argument, arising from the first, was that the best means of air defence was a bombing campaign against the heartland of the enemy - dubious even in theory, it became preposterous in view of the preponderance of air strength that Germany had attained by the late 1930s. …That was a fallacy to which both the R.A.F. and the U.S.A.A.F. adhered until their severe losses in 1943-4 forced them to recognise that command of the air is the prime prerequisite to an effective strategic bombing offensive. 

Another pre-war assumption was that air attacks would be made in daylight, and directed against specific military and economic targets, since any other form of bombing would be ‘unproductive’. Trenchard did stress the ‘morale’ effects of bombing on the civil population, and night flying was practised to some extent, but in general there was a tendency in the Air Staff, shared by most of the R.A.F., to underrate operational difficulties. 

In view of the constancy and consistency with which the strategic bombing concept was proclaimed during the inter-war years, future historians will be puzzled to find that when war came in 1939 the R.A.F. possessed no suitable force for strategic bombing. (Hart, 1970, pp.590-591)
… In 1939 the Wellingtons of R.A.F. Bomber Command suffered severe losses in daylight raids on naval targets, from German fighters directed by a primitive form of radar, without achieving effective bombing results …As a consequence of this contrasting experience Bomber Command raids were confined to night-time after April 1940. That showed the fallacy of the Air Staff’s pre-war view that daylight bombing would be possible without heavy loss. 

Another fallacy, that a specific target could be easily found and hit, was longer in becoming evident - mainly  - mainly because photographic reconnaissance of results did not become general until 1941, …(Hart, 1970, p. 593)

A less little Churchill's conduct of the war lies in the policy of so-called 'area bombing'. This was adopted early in 1942 and was outlined by (Lord) C P. Snow who had an insider's view of the development of this policy. He outlines how Professor F.A. Lindemann (who later became Lord Cherwell, Churchill's chief scientific adviser), persuaded the British Cabinet to adopt the policy of directing bombing campaigns primarily against German working-class housing. 
"Middle-class houses have too much space around them, and so are bound to waste bombs; factories and "military objectives" had long since been forgotten, except in official bulletins, since they were much too difficult to find and hit" (p 48). Snow asks, "What will people of the future think of us? Will they say...we were wolves with the minds of men? Will they think that we had resigned our humanity? They will have the right." (Snow, 1961, p 49). 

- But remarkably this policy has largely been kept a secret for the general public. Indeed, we may wonder about the power of vested interests capable of preserving the myths of World War II, making even the history departments of universities assist with the cover up. 

The well respected British military historian Martin Middlebrook says, 
"In some ways, Area Bombing was a three-year period of deceit practiced upon the British public and on world opinion. It was felt to be necessary that the exact nature of R.A.F. bombing should not be revealed. It could not be concealed that German cities were being hit hard, and that residential areas in those cities were receiving many of the bombs, but the impression was usually given that industry was the main target and that any bombing of workers, housing areas was an unavoidable necessity. Charges of 'indiscriminate bombing' were consistently denied." 

In what consisted this deceit? The public was told that bombing targeted ilitary and industrial objects, as it initially was to some extent. The deceit of consists in the fact that this was a minor part of the bomber campaigns and that the areas being most heavily bombed were nearly mainly city centres or densely populated residential areas, rarely containing any industry. The wartime propaganda version was distributed by the radio and press and has never been effectively contrasted since. 
During the war, factual reports of the tens of thousands of dead civilians in the residential areas of e.g. Hamburg, were easily dismissed as 'Nazi-inspired stories'. 
  

Middlebrook quotes the military historian Sir Basil Liddell Hart [after the Thousand Bomber Raid on Cologne with its claim of so many acres of city destroyed], who wrote: 
"It will be ironical if the defenders of civilization depend for victory upon the most barbaric and unskilled way of winning a war that the modern world has seen." (Middlebrook, 1980, pp. 343-4]. 
In his foreword, Middlebrook notes,
"I am likely to be criticized...for choosing a series of raids which produced such extremes of horror on the ground. But I must point out that a large proportion of the raids carried out by R.A.F. Bomber Command in the Second World War were devoted to this type of bombing. What happened at Hamburg was when Bomber Command 'got everything right' (Middlebrook, 1982, p. 12). 

Marshall of the Royal Air Force, Lord Arthur William Tedder, outlined he logic of the British strategic bombing in his Lees Knowles Lectures at Cambridge University. The two main targets were both economic in a wide sense: Production/transport and the civilian families of German workers. The first target consisted of industry and in particular fuel- and aircraft industry, and transport and in particular railroad junctions. The second target was civilian workers’ living quarters in German industrial towns. Speaking of a modification of the directives in 1941, Tedder wrote, 

This an similar later modifications of the bomber policy, which ultimately had as one of its objects “morale of the German civil population and in particular of the industrial workers” gradually removed a restriction which would in itself have very greatly limited our attacks and their effect; … (Tedder, 1948. p.101).

Liddell Hart writes,

… the German bombing of Rotterdam on May 14, and of other cities subsequently, had begun to change the climate of opinion in Britain, and diminish repugnance to the idea of indiscriminate bombing. That change of feeling was much accentuated by the bombs that were dropped by error on London on August 24. All these cases were, actually, products of misinterpretation - if quite natural ones - as the Luftwaffe was still operating under orders to conform to the old, and longstanding, rules of bombardment, and exceptions hitherto arose from navigational mistakes. But they created a growing desire to hit back at German cities, and indiscriminately. Awareness that Bomber Command now constituted Britain’s only offensive weapon in the near future, deepened both the instinct and the desire. Both were particularly evident in Mr Churchill’s attitude. 
The change of view and attitude in the mind of the Air Staff, however, largely came from operational factors. Their weakening both to operational reality and to Churchill’s pressure was shown in their directive of October 30, 1940, ordering that oil targets be attacked on clear nights, and cities on other nights. That embodied, quite clearly, their acceptance of the idea of indiscriminate, or ‘area bombing’. (Hart, 1970, p. 594)

When early in 1942, Bomber Command were given the directif specifying the principal industrial cities of the Ruhr, as first priority targets, the operations to be “focused on the morale of the enemy civil population and in particular of the industrial workers,” this was clearly a common denominator target system – the enemy war industries were to be attacked by demoralising the workers.

(Tedder, 1948. p.98).

Great Britain bombed Wilhelmshaven and Cuxhaven just two days after they had declared war on Germany, on 5 September 1939. The extensive British aerial bombardments begun in May 1940,

The moral of the civil population in Germany was the aim of Britain's bombing raids. They aimed especially at the industrial workers…. With 99 bombers in action against the 'Ruhrgebiet' on 16/17 May 1940 the strategic carpet-bombings against Germany started. ... Only on 10 July 1940 a German retaliation against southern England followed. … On 24 August 1940 bombs fell unintentionally on London. Until then Hitler had prohibited the bombing of British cities…. (Zentner and Bedürftig, 1985, pp. 363-364. See also quote below of Hart, 1970, p. 594)

The historian Jörg Friedrich claims that the Allies reduced 1000 German cities to rubble in order to kill as many civilians as possible. ... Churchill said: We shall turn Germany into a desert. There are means that will vanquish Hitler and that will be through, an absolute devastating war of extermination, using large bombers against the Nazi-Country'. (Bild, 18 Nov. 2002, p. 7.)

The official German service regulations 'aerial war' (LDv. 16) read: ‘Attacks on civilian targets for the purpose of terror is to be rejected by all means.' Churchill ordered the bombard-ment of German cities in order to break the moral of the civil population. ... Coventry as a target of German air strikes was within legality according to the international conventions of war, since the city was the centre of British armament factories for aerial warfare. The attack on Coventry cannot be used as a justification for the terror attacks on Cologne, Lübeck, Hamburg and Dresden. ... I want to say: If Churchill had been a German he would have been inevitably convicted before the Nuremberg War-Crimes Tribunal as a war criminal and subsequently executed by hanging. If Churchill had been convicted at Nuremberg there would be no memorial for the 'butcher' Harris either." (Groppe, 2002, p. 9)
The main difficulties of the bomber campaign were precision, and defence against German air-defence and fighter planes. Precision was after a while, aided by the development of the ‘Gee’ - a radio aid to navigation and target identification and the Oboe marking system, but the Gee did not reach far into Germany. Night bombing was somewhat more secure but reduced precision considerably. Defence was for a long time weak, as the Spitfire and Hurricane fighters did not have a long reach, and therefore left the bombers vulnerable over German territory. The result of all this was that bombing in Germany was directed to civilian industrial towns and that the losses were very considerable. 
As mentioned above Liddell Hart had a more critical view of the bomber campaign over Germany, 

The gradual accumulation of factual evidence about the effect of specific raids forced the Air Staff to admit their ineffectiveness. Even in April 1941 the theoretical average error of drop was assumed to be 1,000 yards - which meant that small oil plants would usually be untouched. …..

In slow modification of, and gradual retreat from, its original position, Bomber Command attempted after July 1941 to strike at ‘semi-precise’ targets such as the German railway system. These, too, were replaced as targets by large industrial areas when the weather was not clear. But even this modified idea was found to be futile in practice. The Butt report of August 1941, made after careful investigation, indicated that only one-tenth of the bombers in the raids on the Ruhr even found their way to within five miles of their assigned target *, let alone the theoretical 1,000 yards. The mastery of navigation was all too clearly the prime problem of Bomber Command. Operational difficulties, combined with outside pressure, eventually forced the Air Staff to realise: ‘that the only target on which the night force could inflict effective damage was a whole German town’.** As the inaccuracy of British bombing became clearer, increasing emphasis was given by the Air Staff to the effect on the morale of the civil population -  in a word, to terrorisation. Breaking the enemy people’s will to fight was becoming as important as breaking the enemy forces’ means to fight. 

Footnote: *  Official History, vol. I, p. 178. 

Footnote: ** ibid., p. 233. )

(Hart, 1970, p. 595) (

(for Official History see the references for Webster and Frankland, 1961)

Churchill was becoming increasingly critical of the continued optimism shown by the Air Staff, particularly in their September 2 plan for breaking Germany with a force expanded to 4,000 bombers, and their confidence that this object could be achieved in six months. Impressed by toe .Butt report, and others, he pointed out that an increase in accuracy would quadruple the bombing effects, and in a more economical way. He also questioned the Air Staff optimism about German morale and defences, 

It is very disputable whether bombing by itself will be a decisive factor in the present war. On the contrary, all that we have learnt since the war began shows that its effects, both physical and moral, are greatly exaggerated.* 

Footnote: * Official History, vol. I, p. 182. 

The sum of experience since the outbreak of war had shown that the long established concepts of the Air Staff and Bomber Command were badly in error. The results of their bombing in the first two years proved very disappointing. 

The low ebb of Bomber Command lasted until March 1942. … The bombing campaign against Germany began to revive in mid-February,  
By this time many of the British bombers were being fitted with ‘Gee’ - a radio aid to navigation and target identification. A new directive to Bomber Command on February 14, 1942, emphasised that the bombing campaign was now to ‘be focused on the morale of the enemy civil population and in particular, of the industrial workers’. That was to be the ‘primary object’.* Thus terrorisation became without reservation the definite policy of the British Government, although still disguised in answers to Parliamentary questions. 

Footnote: * ibid., p. 323

The new directive was a recognition of operational feasibility. 

This directive was ready for Air Marshal A. T. (later Sir Arthur) Harris when he became Commander-in-Chief, Bomber Command, on February 22, 1942 …

Later that month came a ‘successfull attack on the Baltic town of Lübeck, in which the closely packed town-centre was devastated with incendiary bombs, while in April there were four such attacks on Rostock. (Most of the damage, however, was suffered l by the lovely old houses in the centre of these historie Hanseatic towns, not by the nearby factories.) These towns were in fact be yond the range of Gee, but they were easy to locate, ..

(Hart, 1970, pp. 596-7)

The Casablanca Conference in January 1943 laid down the ancillary nature of strategic bombing as forerunner of a land invasion. Then the directive to the Allied Air Forces ordered: ‘the progressive destruction and dislocation of the German military, industrial and economic system, and the undermining of the morale of the German people to a point where their capacity for armed resistance is fatally weakened’. This satisfied Harris (who stressed the second part of the directive) and Lieutenant-General Eaker, Commander of the 8th U.S.A.A.F. (who stressed the first part). While the directive laid down a general order of priority targets, it left the tactical choice to the air commanders. Thus, although the British would bomb by night and the Americans by day, the attacks were not complementary except in a general sense. 

Nevertheless, the Washington Conference in May 1943 stressed the cooperation expected … Even so, it was a loosely phrased enough document which allowed Harris to continue general area bombing on the German towns, and to avoid facing reality, that the future of the bombers, and ‘Operation Overlord’, lay in the destruction of the Luftwaffe whose strength had doubled between January destruction of the Luftwaffe whose strength had doubled between January and August 1943. However, the great successes of Bomber Command in the raids on the Ruhr and Hamburg tended to obscure this danger. (Hart, 1970, p. 599)

Although the weather often interfered, it was evident that Bomber Command’s accuracy had much improved - and strengthened his arguments about the use of his force. 
Even so, Bomber Command was still hardly capable of precise bombing by night -  

The Americans make a difference by targeting production 
– oil, aircraft and transport
After the ‘Battle of the Ruhr’ came the ‘Battle of Hamburg’ and then the ‘Battle of Berlin’. Since the Allied positioning instruments and fighters were less effective that far east and the flight back and forth over Germany territory was long, it became a costly adventure.
This battle, lasting from November 1943 to March 1944, was encouraged by Churchill - as Berlin raids pleased Stalin. It involved sixteen major attacks on the German capital, while the twelve other major targets included Stuttgart, Frankfurt, and Leipzig. In all, more than 20,000 sorties were flown. 
The results of this massive offensive turned out different from those predicted by ‘Bomber’ Harris. Germany was not brought to her knees, nor Berlin, whereas the British losses became so heavy that the campaign had to be abandoned. The loss rate rose to 5-2 per cent, while the bombing damage did not compare with that inflicted on Hamburg or Essen. The morale of Bomber Command was shaken* which was hardly surprising since 1,047 bombers were lost and a further 1,682 damaged. The presence, or absence, of German night-fighters was usually crucial…

. The culmination came with the catastrophic Nuremberg raid of March 30, 1944, when ninety-four bombers were lost, and seventy-one damaged, out of 795 employed. 

Already opposition to Harris’s strategy had been growing, and the Air Staff were coming to recognise … it a land invasion of northern Europe was necessary and that it could not be launched unless command of the air was definitely gained. 

As  the German air defences and production grew the more questioned Harris’s views became. …By the beginning of 1944, the Air Staff rejected his notion that he could bring Germany to her knees with Lancasters alone by April, and insisted on selective attacks against German industry, such as the Schweinfurt ball-bearings plant. 

Footnote: * Official History, vol. II, pp. 195-6.  

(Hart, 1970, p. 602)
The threat to the bombing offensive and to the prospects of ‘Overlord’ produced by the ever-growing Luftwaffe was responsible for the defeat of Harris’s views, and the failure of the ‘Battle of Berlin’ confirmed this trend. Harris himself clearly recognised the defeat … 
The whole future of Bomber Command’s massed attack upon the German cities was in doubt, and the force was fortunate that in April it was switched, as previously planned, to operations against the French raiiway network in of the coming cross-Channel invasion. That both lightened its task and helped to cover up its heavy defeat in the direct offensive against Germany. It was still ludder to find, after the ‘Overlord’ invasion, that the situation had decisively changed in favour of the Allies. 

(Hart, 1970, pp. 602-603)
The bombing of transport hubs naturally hurt the civilian population, and incidentally caused widespread starvation also in the concentration camps. It also hurt the countries by occupied the Germans, and must have contributed to the hunger-like situation in all of continental Europe at the end of the war, since military transport had priority. In the air raids in 1944 against French railroads 

In France as a whole traffic was down to 50 %.  … German troop movements were naturally the last to suffer – economic and non-military traffic was sacrificed first. (Tedder, 1948. p.110).
…. as regards Germany itself. It was clear that no country in the grip of such a paralysis could maintain war production, maintain forces in the field or even continue to function as a organised economic state. (Tedder, 1948. p.112).
… it is clear that production itself must rapidly come to a complete standstill … Moreover, one must remember that the losses on the civilian sector of the German economy were almost one and a half time as great as those on the armament sector. Here was economic warfare driven home to the point of economic collapse, and with it political and military collapse. This was the unseen war. (Tedder, 1948. p.120).
Thus was the logic and consequences of total warfare introduced by Churchill’s faction in Britain.
In 1943, a total of 200,000 tons of bombs was dropped on Germany - nearly five times as much as in 1942. Yet German productivity rose to new heights, thanks largely to the reorganisation carried out by Albert Speer, the minister put in charge of war production, …The increased output of aircraft, guns, tanks, and submarines contributed to the overall 50 per cent rise of armaments production in 1943. 
The Germans were certainly worried by the mass attacks of Bomber for the first time since the war began,  … But no such devastation and moral effect was achieved by area-bombing in the raids that followed during the second half of the year, while Speer’s brilliant activities in the dispersal of industry annulled his earlier anxieties. (Hart, 1970, p. 605)
The introduction and immense production of the new Mustang fighter from December 1943 had significantly changed the vulnerability of the bombers, and by May 1945 14.000 Mustangs had been produced. The Mustangs also helped improve bombing precision by a method a low level marking. “The average bomb error was reduced from 680 yards in March to 285 yards in May.“ (Hart, 1970, p. 607) A simultaneous German fuel shortage due to American Strategic bombing contributed to an effective grounding of the German air force. Improved instruments greatly increased bombing precision and helped the Americans who continued to focus on oil- and aircraft manufacture. British bombing still focused on area bombing
Hart explains how the Allied bomber campaign chief effect was to drain the German air force on the Eastern front, achieve air command and paralyze German transportation. To reach these goals, targeting railroad junctions and production of oil and aircraft, was essential, and the American bombing strategy had focused on these goals from the beginning. For a while area bombing was slightly pushed in the backseat in the British strategy, but soon revived with dramatic consequences for the civilian population, as in February 1945 with a Dresden packed with refugees. 
The most important general effect of the Anglo-American bombing campaign was that it did eventually draw off an increasingly large proportion of Germany’s fighter and anti-aircraft force from the Eastern Front to the Western, thus aiding the Russian advance, while also dominating the air by day to an extent that enabled ‘Overlord’ to go ahead with little interference. (Hart, 1970, p. 605)
In the final year of the war, from April 1944 to May 1945, the Allies definitely achieved command of the air, thanks mainly to the American onslaught in February-April 1944. But the requirements of ’Overlord’ were a Major diversion that for several months tended to turn the Combined Bombing Offensive away from German targets to ones which would give direct help to the Allied armies, both before and after the Normandy landing. 

This diversion was naturally disagreeable to Sir Arthur Harris and other single-minded bombing enthusiasts, but Sir Charles Portal and the Air Staff showed a more balanced outlook, and recognised that the bomber must play a more auxiliary role in Allied strategy. As the strategic bomber forces were needed to assist the tactical forces, the direction of all of them was placed in mid-April under Sir Arthur Tedder, who had by then been appointed Deputy Supreme Commander to General Eisenhower. … He saw that the chief immediate effect that the bombing forces could give to ’Overlord’ was in paralysing the German transport network. This plan was actually agreed on March 25, 1944, despite Churchill’s worries about French civilian losses and Spaatz’s preference for oil targets - a preference shared by Portal. (Hart, 1970, p. 606)
… In retrospect, it can be seen that Tedder’s paralysis of the transport, or communications, system was the greatest factor in paving the way for the success of the Normandy invasion. Harris’s objections, that Bomber Command was not capable of the precision needed, was disproved as early as March …
The success of the ‘communication’ attacks before D-Day strengthened Tedder’s view that such a campaign should be extended to Germany, with top priority. He felt that a collapse of the German rail system, besides disrupting troop movement - and thus being welcome to the Russians - would also mean the collapse of her economy. It would thus be an alternative to Harris’s general area-bombing and to Spaatz’s oil campaign. It certainly had a quicker effect on the German Army and on the Luftwaffe than general area-bombing. 
The period after the cross-Channel invasion saw the bombers attacking a variety of targets. While the Americans turned mainly to oil and aircraft targets during these months, only 32,000 of the 181,000 tons of bombs dropped by Bomber Command during the period were on targets in Germany. The trend away from area-bombing became very marked. The British Air Staff embraced the American view that oil targets should be given priority. (Hart, 1970, p. 607)
This campaign became greater after D-Day, and the Air Staff, … ordered British attacks on oil targets. …  The American attacks continued in full force … American losses were heavy, but an increasing number of oil plants were disabled, with damaging effect on the Luftwaffe’s fuel supply. By September this was reduced to 10.000 tons of octane - whereas a monthly minimum of 160,000 tons was needed. By July every major oil plant in Germany had been hit, and the vast number of new aircraft and tanks produced by Speer’s efforts becoming virtually useless for lack of fuel. 

While the effective number of German aircraft fell, the Allied air forces grew stronger. (Hart, 1970, p. 608)
Thus was October 1944 to May 1945 the time of domination by the bombers. Bomber Command dropped more bombs in the last three months of 1944 than during the whole of 1943. … Moreover, as the Official History says, it was a time when the bombers had ‘virtual operational omnipotence’.* Under the onslaught, German power of resistance was gradually ground down, and her war economy strangled. (Footnote: * Vol. III, p. 183) (Hart, 1970, p. 608-609)
Hart argues Allied bombing was too spread out to have an effect, and that if the British had followed the less morally objectionable American strategy of concentrating on oil and communications, the war would have been shortened by several months. 

In view of this new capacity for precision bombing, with little opposition, it is questionable whether it was wise, either operationally or morally, for Bomber Command to devote 53 per cent of its bombs in this period to town areas, compared with only 14 per cent to oil plants and 15 per cent to transportation targets. (The corresponding figures for January-May 1945 were 36-6 per cent, 26-2 per cent, and 15-4 per cent - a ratio that was still very questionable.) The ratio in the Americans’ targeting was essentially different. Their idea of aiming to hit Germany’s known weak points was more sensible weaken Germany. It also avoided the increasing moral censure that Harris’s policy was to attract. 

The final phase suffered overall by a failure to maintain the best priorities. A directive of September 25, 1944, established oil as the first priority, with Communications jointly heading a list of others. Here was a good chance to shorten the war, since Bomber Command was also concentrating on targets Germany by October - dropping 51,000 tons of bombs there, and suffering losses of less than 1 per cent. Yet two-thirds of the October raids were for general area-bombing, while little was thrown on oil or communications. Thus on November I, 1944, the commanders were given a fresh directive setting oil as the first priority, and communications as the second; there were no others to confuse the choice. The two objectives, now relatively easy of attainment, would certainly tend to hasten Germany’s collapse quicker than area-bombing. 

Harris’s obstinacy, however, prevented the plan from being properly carried out - he even threatened resignation in resistance to it. 

At the beginning of 1945 the outlook became complicated by the Germans’ counteroffensive in the Ardennes, the advent of their jet fighters, and Schnorkel submarines. That led to a fresh discussion of priorities. But with the various authorities pulling in different ways, the issue became a compromise - and, as with most compromises, hazy and unsatisfactory. (Hart, 1970, p. 609)
The attacks on oil targets also greatly cut down German production of explosives and synthetic rubber, while the shortage of aviation fuel led to almost the entire cessation of training, and drastic reduction of combat flying in the Luftwaffe. … February 1945 a total of some 8,000-9,000 aircraft were busy in attacking Germany’s transport system. By March it was in ruins and industry starved of fuel. After the loss of Upper Silesia in February, when the Russian advance captured that area, Germany had no alternative source of coal supply.  … The results of such attacks now became more and more apparent. City after city was devastated. German industrial production steadily shrank after its peak month, July 1944. (Hart, 1970, p. 611)
When Churchill ordered the firebomb raid on the city of Dresden (McKee, 1982, p 300, 306, 310) in the last months of the war, this producing the most spectacular deliberate firestorm in the history of Europe. Dresden was a railroad hub and had considerable industry, including and armament industry employing 50.000 workers. In early 1945, Dresden was packed with hundreds of thousands of refugees fleeing from the advancing Russians. Most were women, children, and elderly who were unfit to fight. The number of victims in reports varies from 8.100 (Britain) to 250.000 (U.S.) but 25.000 victims is suggested by an official US air force study. But the industrial town of Essen, of the same size as Dresden, received over five times the bombing tonnage. (USAF Historical Division)

Churchill pondered: 

“Will there be room for [the German refugees, fleeing before the Red army] in what is left of Germany? We have killed six or seven million Germans and probably there will be an other million or so killed before the end of the war." (Byrnes, 1945)
When Hart comments that the target in Dresden was not factories and railroads but rather the civilian city centre, this puts the USAF article, referred to above, in a bad light and give an impression of consciously withheld information.  
The most controversial aspect is the deliberate revival of ’terrorisation’ as a prime aim. It was revived largely to please the Russians. On January 27, 1945, Harris was given instructions to carry out such blows - which thus became second in priority to oil targets, and ahead of communications and other objectives. As a consequence, the distant city of Dresden was subjected to a devastating attack in mid-February - with the deliberate intention wreaking havoc among the civil population and refugees - striking at the city centre, not the factories or railways. 

By April, worthwhile targets were so few that both area-bombing and precise strategic bombing were abandoned in favour of direct assistance to the armies. (Hart, 1970, p. 609-10)
Hart’s concluding section is worth quoting in full,

CONCLUSIONS
The strategic bombing offensive against Germany opened with much hope, but at the outset had very little effect - showing a vast excess of confidence over commonsense. The gradual development of a sense of reality was manifested in the abrupt change from daylight to night bombing, and then in the adoption of the policy of area-bombing - questionable as this was in many respects. 
Until 1942 the bombing was merely an inconvenience to Germany, not a danger. It may have given a fillip to the British people’s morale, although even this is questionable. 

In 1943, thanks to ever-growing American help, the damage inflicted by the bomber forces of the two Allied countries became larger - but had, in fact, no great effect on German production, or on the German people’s morale. 

A real and decisive change did not come until the spring of 1944, and that due mainly to the Americans’ in fighters to escort bombers. 

After rendering great service to ‘Overlord’, the Allied bombers returned to their attack on German industry with much increased success. In the last nine months of the war they owed much to their new developments in navigation and bombing techniques, as well as to shrinking opposition in the air. 

Through indecision, and divergence of views, Allied progress in the air, as on the ground, suffered from lack of concentration. The potential of the Allied air forces was greater than their achievement. In particular, the British pursued area-bombing long after they had any reason, or such indiscriminate action. 

There is ample evidence to show that the war could have been shortened, several months at least, by better concentration on oil and communications targets. Even so, despite the errors in strategy and disregard for basic morality, the bombing campaign unquestionably played a vital part in defeat of Hitler’s Germany. (Hart, 1970, p. 612)
Summing up, the bombing of civilian towns during WW II, particularly of German and Japanese towns, was a cruel and horrific oddity. If we allow ourselves to compact Liddell Hart’s argument somewhat for the German case, we will learn that the reasons for the immense destruction of civilian towns were two.
First, the “doctrine of strategic air attack … constituted a justification for the existence, and independence, of the Royal Air Force. (Hart, 1970, pp.589) 
Second, the overestimation of the R.A.F.’s abilities and consequently its ineffectiveness, necessitated a change of target, and civilian industrial towns were easier to locate and hit. 
Sharpening the argument, we might say that when the bomber planes first had been built, then one had to use them for something, and the only target they were able to hit with efficiency, were the civilians. Therefore, following Hart, the bomber campaign stand out as a mammoth waste of lives and resources on both sides of the war, which relatively speaking had little impact on the course of the war. That bombing precision etc. improved during 1944 does not change this fact, since Britain continued area bombing on a vast scale until the end of the war.
SOE's Stephenson on the atomic bomb in 1939

 

SOE's Stephenson describes a development in Britain before WW I where their own Prime Minister was kept in the dark on important issues, whereas the King, Churchill and even F.D. Roosevelt in the US were informed. Truly an amazing form of democracy – or perception of democracy on Churchill’s behalf et al. 

 

Very interesting that such extreme weight was placed upon nuclear power already from 1939, and that therefore the Norwegian heavy water was crucial already at that stage and regarding the occupation in April 1940. Norwegians surely know about this issue, but not its importance nor the early timing.

 

“Churchill, while still serving irresolute ‘leaders, now had the power to mo ve great fleets over the oceans. He was also war lord in a field where Britain was mentally prepared—secret operations. From his Admiralty post he commanded weapons of intelligence. As companion, he had Admiral Sir Hugh Sinclair, known as “C,’ chief of the Secret Intelligence Service, and i appointed by the King. Churchill and C were secure in the knowledge that they must act to help the King defend his peoples—against government policy, if necessary, although conflict was best avoided by forgetting to mention all that went on. 

…

A small army of “brains” had to be formed; an army too large to keep in London, where it would be vulnerable to bombs and public scrutiny. The nucleus had long existed—a few bright men who once worked in Room 40 breaking the Zimmermann Telegram. … In August 1939, they were bundled off, kit and caboodle, to a place as ugly as its name: Bletchley. (pp. 47-48)

““In some mysterious way, Hitler was expected by French and British leaders to wear himself out on the plains of Poland. Neville Chamberlain did everything not to antagonize the enemy,” remembered Stephenson. “President Roosevelt was afraid Chamberlain might negotiate peace. There was not much the President could do to support those resisting both Chamberlain and Hitler. American public opinion was the target of Nazi propaganda guns, no less than Warsaw had been the target of Nazi bombs. And American opinion was against us.’ 

So Roosevelt wrote an astonishing invitation to Churchill to bare :ast in private and confidential communications. A correspondence began on September 11, 1939, unique between the chief of state of a neutral power and an unrecognized foreign leader. The President acknowledged that although Churchill might be without power in Parliament, as First Lord of the Admiralty he was directing the secret warriors. (p. 53)
"… The news from Poland was that a secret additional protocol to the Stalin-Hitler pact had assigned spheres of influence splitting the world between them. 

“Now we learned there was a distinct possibility of the physicists joining forces under the swastika and the hammer—and-sickle to split the atom too. 

“This was not a wild nightmare. Until Stalin's purge of the Red Army, Russia and Germany worked closely on new weapons. A few months before Germany and Russia carved Poland between them, the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute in Berlin bombarded the uranium atom and split it - nuclear fission! The Russians were concentrating their energies on the same task. If they could make a pact with the Nazis and then denounce us in Britain as warmongers, we had to face the danger that they could complete the turnaround in science too." 

Stephenson pointed out that atomic research required heavy water, sinister and eerie term for that peculiar substance with the doubled hydrogen nucleus that was a neutron slower in uranium fission. The source of heavy water for German experiments was Norway. 

“Deny it to the Germans and we stop that line of progress,” he told Churchill. 

 “One of the greatest atomic scientists is within Hitler’s grasp. Niels Bohr has split the uranium atom with a release of energy a million times more powerful than the same quantity of high explosive. He did it in his Copenhagen laboratory. 

Churchill nodded. “If we know this, so do the Russians.’ 

‘Exactly. It’s a tossup if Hitler or Stalin takes over Scandinavia.” (p.55)

 

"On December 16, 1939, Churchill issued another "prayer," requiring Naval Intelligence support for STRIKE ox. Vital supplies for Nazi Germany "must be prevented from leaving by methods which will be neither diplomatic nor military."  ... But when Churchill spoke of stopping certain vital supplies, he and a very small circle of scientists knew that heavy water also travelled this route from Norway to Germany and might reach Russia, too." (p.56) 

 

"Stephenson, equipped with false papers, crossed the narrow Gulf of Bothnia to join Mannerheim, ... 

Stephenson headed now toward the source of German experiments in atomic science—the Norwegian heavy-water plant. On the way, he stopped at the Gallivare iron mines in Sweden. 

Next on the train top the Norwegian port of Narvik he rendezvoused with Profesor Leif Tronstad …. 

“The Russians may have their eye on Hydro,” said Tronstad. “The Germans certainly have. But how can we be sure that your own industrial interests won’t make use of these—“ He gestured with the blueprints he carried in a satchel. 

“You’ll have to take my word for it,” said Stephenson, looking him in the eye. …

‘If the Germans capture the plant, we may have to destroy it,” said Tronstad. (pp.59-60) 

 

"Stephenson returned to Britain aboard a submarine that collected him near Narvik shortly before Germany struck at Norway. Hitler's invasion had been blamed on the British Navy's aggressive behavior in Norwegian waters on orders from Churchill, still at the Admiralty. It is true that Norway's coastal waters were used by German supply ships evading the British blockade. But Churchill had the waters mined because he possessed the incommunicable knowledge that Norwegian heavy water was vital to Germany's search for an atomic bomb. His attempt to disrupt shipments was the best that could be done in circumstances that included a nervous British government still terrified of provoking the enemy." (p.61) 

  

"On the night of April 8, the German High Command had learned of Churchill's mine-laying expedition and sent out decoys to divert the British Home Fleet and the 1st and 2nd British Cruiser Squadrons. The British suffered heavy naval losses in battles away from the main thrust of a German invasion fleet. Norway was conquered almost before the British recovered their wits. That disaster eventually shook Chamberlain loose from Parliament and made way for a new aggressive-minded regime. It marked the beginning of the end of the Phony War. 

While German scientists, hard on the heels of German invasion troops, moved into the Norsk heavy-water plant, their colleagues surrounded the nuclear-fission laboratories in Copenhagen and restricted the movements of Niels Bohr. Bohr, only days earlier, had be en put in touch with the new British intelligence network in Sweden.

Stephenson reported in London on what had been accomplished and warned that Britain would be foolish to rely on Germany exhausting herself in a struggle with Russia. The Russians had learned from their misadventures in Finland that they were far from ready for a major war. The theme found its way into a column by George Orwell, writing in the New English Weekly: “The plan laid down in Mein Kampf was to smash Russia first, with the implied intention of smashing England afterwards. Now, as it has turned out, England has to be dealt with first, because Russia was the more easily bribed [by the Russo-German pact]. Russia’s turn will come when England is out of the picture.’ ” (pp.61-62) 

 

     "Better lose a battle than lose a source of secret intelligence" was Stephenson's advice to Churchill in the twilight months between Germany's invasion of Poland and the moment when British appeasement ended. That moment was not far away. A political crisis in London was brewing with the loss of Denmark and Norway. 

    The Nazi preparations to move into those two countries had been detected at Bletchley Park. .... (p.63)

“Churchill ordered a full-scale mobilization of all human resources. …

Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain was never told what Bletchley had within its grasp. Nor was the sinister significance of the heavy water in Norway ever explained. It was not a question of distrusting him. Chamberlain was an honorable man. But he had demonstrated, once more, his inability to judge events when he déclared, five days before the Germans scored their lightning victories in Norway and Denmark, that 'Hitler has missed the bus." He remained ignorant until the day he died of the atomic sword of Damocles suspended above his head—in the very same region where Hitler not only caught the bus, but was now driving it. 

Meanwhile, Churchill debated with Stephenson the wisdom of consulting the Americans. He had ordered that no stone be left unturned to get Bletchley the staff and equipment it needed. … (p.65)

“He had not been able to use Bletchley to forestall German adventures in Scandinavia. Even now, he could not do much about the coming Nazi onslaught through Western Europe. If Bletchley’s possibilities were to be fully exploited, American help must be obtained, in both brains and technology. That meant a direct approach to President Roosevelt, whom Churchill trusted. Thus the Prime Minister of Great Britain, so long as he was appeasement-minded Neville Chamberlain, was not taken into the confidence of the various intelligence groups, consisting now mostly of gifted amateurs, who were known in general as “the Baker Street Irregulars,” after the amateurs who aided Sherlock Holmes. Li the methods of the great detective, their approach was unorthodox. They were reticent with their own Prime Minister, but agreed to confide in the President of the United States. 

‘We put the fate of Britain in Roosevelt’s hands when we made that decision,” said Stephenson later. 

President Roosevelt paved the way for this momentous decision. He had invited the King and Queen of England to Washington the previous summer, before war broke out. He had asked the King and Queen, Eleanor Roosevelt wrote in her diary, “believing that we might all soon be engaged in a life and death struggle, in which Britain would be our first line of defense. … 

George VI recorded his talks with the President in notes … He summarized their talks on June 12, 1939, a good two months before war broke out in Europe: “The President . . . was very frank. … He gave me all the information in these note m answer to my questions, or he volunteered it. 

King George then described FDR’s “ideas in case of War. The President would lead U.S. public opinion by defining the economic price Americans would have to pay if Hitler conquered Europe. FDR then gave the King precise details on U.S. plans to defend its coasts. “He showed me his naval patrols in greater detail about which he is terribly keen,” the King noted. “If he saw a U boat he would sink her at once & wait for the consequences.

‘If London was bombed U.S. would come in.” 

The King set such store by these statements from the President that British intelligence chiefs were advised to go on the assumption that Roosevelt was “part of the family.” (pp.66-67)

 

"What Stephenson had to say to the President was so confidential, so shattering in its implications, that nothing could be placed on the record without the risk of political chain reaction. 

The British government had examined the claim that the fission of uranium atoms had been achieved in Berlin by Otto Hahn and Fritz Strassmann. German interest in Norway’s heavy-water supplies was proof that Nazi funds must be supporting research into all the possible approaches to the control of a nuclear chain reaction. And in March 1940, the so-called Frisch-Peierls paper informed British defense chief s that it was possible to construct an atomic bomb using the isotope U-235. 

Stephenson communicated British conclusions, based on independent investigations, to Roosevelt, who had been prepared for such news by men like Albert Einstein, who had written confidentially to the President six months earlier that “extremely powerful bombs of a new type” could be constructed. Einstein suggested that the President should appoint a personal aide to keep in touch with physicists working on chain reactions. 

That contact, Stephenson made it clear, would have to be extended to Britain, where atomic research was proceeding in London, Oxford, Cambridge, and Liverpool. If Nazi Germany captured these centers, Nazi progress toward a bomb might take a giant leap forward. British work in the field was thought to be well ahead of any competition, and there was no provision as yet for routine Anglo-American co-operation. The real danger, instead, was that Germany might reap the deadly harvest. 

This was the first bombshell. Stephenson had others. He told the President of the progress at Bletchley toward breaking the German code system. He laid bare the complexities of Britain’s wartime secret intelligence, the Baker Street Irregulars, the determination to wage war against Nazism no matter what deals might be considered by appeasement-minded Britons. Churchill was the leader of these men and women who would resist Hitler and muster secret armies in Europe, even within a Nazi-occupied Britain. The chief weapons were their resources of secret intelligence and guerrilla-warfare techniques. 

“Guerrillas?” asked the President. 

“They will get us back into Europe,” said Stephenson. (pp.78-79)

Blockade as the prime weapon of the Seapowers
After having dealt with the bomber campaigns as a somewhat ineffective means of total war, we return to the blockade and encirclement. The strategy of military blockade is ancient and was used e.g. by Athens against Sparta in the Peloponnesian War (431–404 BC), by the Persians against Greece, (380 BC). Likewise, the strategy of military encirclement was used e.g. by Carthage’s Hannibal against Rome (220 BC) and indeed has been used against beleaguered towns since times immemorial, and it did indeed hurt the civilian population. 

Blockade is used primarily during wartime and then by the part that controls the ocean, the dominant sea power. Trade-boycott is a weaker version in peace time, like against Germany after 1933, against South-Africa during apartheid and against the spread of advanced weapons to, for instance the USSR and China. 
Blockade originally happened through direct closure of the adversary’s harbour, but modern mining and submarine-warfare made this risky and a tactical change was necessary.

    The decision to send the small British regular army to the Continent at the outbreak of war was followed by a radical change in British naval strategy. Some British critics, led by the journalist and historian Julian Corbett and the; marine painter Fred T. Jane, had taken the Jeune Ecole’s idea of the impossibility of close blockade seriously. But Germany could still be blockaded and the High Seas Fleet brought to action if it came out - the real aim of the Nelsonian close blockade, as Mahan had noted - from bases well out of range of Germany’s underwater forces. Soon after Churchill went to the Admiralty the British navy abandoned its projected close blockade of Heligoland for a far blockade from Scapa Flow in the Orkney Islands or from Rosyth in Scotland. (Ropp, 1959, s. 215-216).

… the strategic deployment of the British fleet, covering as it did the northern and southern exits of the North sea, automatically provided for a distant blockade of the German ports almost as effective as its earlier prototype.
 (Cruitwell, 1934, p.188).

Blockade (and capture) was London’s most effective weapon against the Continent for centuries. Britain had repeatedly used blockades militarily against e.g. France, the United States, the Netherlands, and Scandinavia. Likewise during the Crimean War, when England asked Denmark to close the Oeresund against the Russians. 

Britain has used blockade as and efficient weapon of food starvation, as against Norway during the Napoleonic Wars, and during and after the two World Wars. Likewise starvation choked a rebellion in the British occupied Bengal in 1942, the so-called Bengal Holocaust resulting in 3,5 mill dead. It was also used during the Boer Wars, to deprive the fighting men of food. Therefore a blockade wall was erected through the whole of Transvaal, every non-fighting resident was put in KZs - concentration camps - with 20% mortality per year, and scorched earth tactics was used to burn down every farm and slaughter every animal. 
Soon after the Anglo-Boer War, it was again used successfully twice against Germany, and as a consequence in both instances against Scandinavia as well. The case of WW I is an illuminating parallel to the British actions against the Boers, and together they demonstrate the principle of total economic warfare.
    THE Napoleonic struggle had familiarized the world with a war against trade rivalling and sometimes even transcending in importance the purely military happenings. A century later the duel was refought by Great Britain against another continental antagonist, who used even more ruthless weapons in reply to the slowly growing pressure of an economic strangulation ever more scientifically employed. 

    It is difficult to over-value the importance of this longdrawn secret conflict, which knit the war so inextricably into the fabric of national life. For, without the blockade, it is at least least doubtful whether the Allies could have forced Germany to a military defeat. On the other hand, the final reluctant assent of the German Government to use submarines without limit or pity rendered that defeat inevitable. For, though the war on commerce in 1917 brought Great Britain within measurable sight of capitulation, it also raised up a fresh and unconquerable adversary in America to sustain the weariness of the Allies. (Cruitwell, 1934, s.187)

Richard Hoveth agrees in his study of the struggle on the high seas during WW I,
It was the blockade that finally drove the Central Powers to accept defeat. … At first mild in its application, the blockade's noose gradually tightened until, with the American entry, all restraint was cast aside. Increasingly deprived of the means to wage war, or even to feed her population, the violent response was insurrection; apathy and demoralization the mute consequence of dashed hopes and thin potato soup. (Hoveth, 1983, quoted by Blahut 1996)
The “unofficial historian” of WW II, Basil Liddell Hart writes in his classic textbook, Strategy. The Indirect Approach, regarding WW I, that the blockade was "clearly the decisive agency in the struggle."
Any study of the military course of the final year is dependent upon, and inseparable from, an understanding of the naval situation preceding it. For, in default of an early military decision, the naval blockade had tended more and more to govern the military situation. 

Indeed, if the historian was asked what was the day most decisive for the outcome of the World War I he might well choose the 2nd August 1914 - before the war, for England, had yet begun  - when Winston Churchill, then First Lord of the Admiralty, sent at 1.25 a.m. the order to mobilize the British navy. That navy was to win no Trafalgar, but it was to do more than any other factor towards winning the war for the Allies. For the navy was the instrument of the blockade, and as the fog of war dispersed in the clearer light of the post-war years that blockade was seen to assume larger and larger proportions; to be, more and more clearly, the decisive agency in the struggle. Like those 'jackets' which used to be applied in American jails to refractory prisoners, as the blockade was progressively tightened so did it first cramp the prisoner's movement and then stifle his breathing, while the tighter it became and the longer it continued the less became the prisoner's power of resistance, and the more demoralizing the sense of constriction. 

Helplessness induces hopelessness, and history attests that loss of hope, not loss of lives, is what decides the issue of war. No historian would underrate the direct effect of the semi-starvation of the German people in causing the final collapse of the 'homefront'. (Hart, 1970, s.202)

Among the causes of Germany's surrender the blockade is seen to be the most fundamental. Its existence is the surest answer to the question whether but for the revolution the German armies could have stood firm on their own frontiers. For even if the German people, roused to a supreme effort in visible defence of their own soil, could have held the Allied armies at bay, the end could only have been postponed - because of the grip of sea-power, Britain's historic weapon. (Hart, 1941, p.218)

The food blockade continued until 12 July 1919, 6 months after the signing of the peace agreement at Versailles.
"The Allied peace terms turned out to be extremely severe, far exceeding the worst fears of the German government... The peace treaties of Brest-Litovsk and Bucharest were declared invalid and the food blockade around Germany was to continue... Thus Germany's capitulation was accomplished and an end set to four years of enormous bloodshed. (Raff, 1988, quoted by Blahut, 1996)

The effect for the German civilian population was as disastrous as during the war (and similar to the effect in Norway during the Napoleonic Wars). Count von Brockdorf-Rantzau referred indignant to this 7 May 1919, when he addressed the Versailles assembly, 

The hundreds of thousands of noncombatants," the German chief delegate had stated, "who have perished since November 11, 1918, as a result of the blockade, were killed with cold deliberation, after our enemies had been assured of their complete victory. (Walworth, 1965, p. 283) 

Imperialism as a reason for encirclement
The emerging blockade of the Boer states was a result not only of decades of British Southern African policies, but also resulted from increasing international pressure, as it happened to be perceived in Britain. International developments pressured Britain economically and therefore, with time, politically and militarily, and risked jeopardizing Britain’s hegemonic position worldwide. Southern Africa happened to be the first major outburst of this essentially first major European tension since the Crimean War with Russia (1854-1856).
Van Zyl explains,
The policy of encirclement should not, however, be viewed merely as a narrow British South Africa policy. It should also be viewed against the background of the rising new imperialism and the consequent partition of Africa. There were two particular factors which aided imperialism. The first was nationalism, or people's awareness that they belonged to particular nations. This awareness was a consequence of Napoleon's conquests and became even stronger after his fall. Nationalism, amongst other things, was the reason for the unification of Ger​many and of Italy. Gradually another element began to develop in nationalism; a people's love of their own nation developed into undue glorification of that nation. Each people considered their nation to be the leading nation and des​pised other nations. 
This aggressive nationalism which developed into imperialism was common, especially among the British who in those days were still one of the leading nations of the world; in the eighties it began to dominate their political thought. Imperialism was also fostered by books such as Professor Seeley's The Expan​sion of England (1883), Froude's Oceana (1885) and Dilke's Problems of Greater Britain (1890). Particularly widely read was Seeley's book whose premise was that the future belonged to the big countries and that England, which did not cover a large area, would only continue to exist if supported by a large empire. This work greatly influenced imperialists such as Joseph Chamberlain and probably also Cecil Rhodes. Soon powers other than Britain also became imperialist in their outlook.
The second factor which promoted imperialism was of an economic nature. As powers such as America, Germany and France became industrialized they tried to displace Britain as the leading trading power. Strong competition developed among the industrialists, who desired raw materials and markets. Colonies which could provide these advantages were therefore greatly desired. Apart from Africa there was little land not already occupied in the world. It is for this reason that after 1880 attention was focussed on Africa. The "scramble for Africa" had begun.
Imperialism and the partition of Africa profoundly affected South Africa. The occupations and annexations of the German, French, Italian and Portuguese powers spurred Britain on to secure more territory bordering on what she al​ready possessed in her coastal colonies of South Africa. In addition to wishing to expand territorially it was also Britain's policy to strengthen her ties with those colonies she already possessed. In 1884 the Imperial Federation League was founded with the aim of federating all self-governing British territories. It was at the insistence of this organization that in 1887 the first conference of representatives of the most important British territories was held in London. At the instigation of Jan Hofmeyr of the Cape Colony, amongst others, this conference initiated a movement to turn the British Empire into an economic unit by introducing preferential tariffs instead of free-trade. This movement was not immediately successful but the urge towards closer economic co-operation, which had also taken root in South Africa, was to affect the republics in their relations with each other and in their relations with the British South African colonies and Britain. (van zyl, 1981, pp. 312-313)
The military industrial complex – anno the 1890s
It seems that Eisenhower’s warning speech in 1961 might well have aired in the 1890s.

This conjunction of an immense military establishment and a large arms industry is new in the American experience. The total influence -- economic, political, even spiritual -- is felt in every city, every State house, every office of the Federal government. We recognize the imperative need for this development. Yet we must not fail to comprehend its grave implications. Our toil, resources and livelihood are all involved; so is the very structure of our society. 

In the councils of government, we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted influence, whether sought or unsought, by the militaryindustrial complex. The potential for the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will persist. 

We must never let the weight of this combination endanger our liberties or democratic processes. We should take nothing for granted. Only an alert and knowledgeable citizenry can compel the proper meshing of the huge industrial and military machinery of defense with our peaceful methods and goals, so that security and liberty may prosper together. (Eisenhower, 1961, 1960)
A parallel lobbying was seen in Britain in the 1890s 

(cf. Morris, 1984 and Pugh, 1986)

As Pugh writes, 
When the policies of even superpowers are swayed by the costs of their armaments, it behoves anyone interested in naval matters to become acquainted, not only with the equipment of navies but also with their budgets. Unhappily, costs can often appear to be an arcane mystery, impenetrable for all save a few initiates. This article seeks to lift the curtain... The answers given are general and typical rather than specific to any individual navy. However, the finances of navies are similar the world over... (Pugh, 1991)

Morris, A.J.A. (1984). The Scaremongers; The Advocacy of War and Rearmament
1896-1914, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London
Pugh, Philip G. (1986). The Cost of Sea Power. The Influence of Money on Naval 
Affairs from 1815 to the Present Day, London: Conway Maritime Press
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The scare of Germany in Europe
British colonial policy must be seen in relation to the situation of the motherland, which started to feel threatened as the 19th Century approached its close. Of Britain’s advancing competitors in industry and trade, Germany was most respected and most feared, and for this reason, Germany was the most copied in British policy.

Other competitors for markets and power, in particular Germany, was the scare and reason for British re-armament in the 1890s and onwards. Although British actions for federation had been overtly militaristic before, the scare of being overtaken by competitors became an additional and core reason for renewed aggression in Southern Africa. A question is of course whether the scare was real or imagined. It is interesting to observe that the USA overdid Britain in manufacturing more then Germany, but was not considered a threat. Furthermore, although USA overdid Britain in armament far more then Germany, she was not considered a threat. 

Ann Summers writes about the scare,

The number and frequency of invasion scares in the Edwardian period seem barely credible to us today, and some contemporaries were also highly suspicious of them. James Anson Farrer, a member of the Anglican Peace League and an unremitting opponent of the National Service League, wrote in 1909:21
An 'ignominious panic of invasion' is the only chance that Jingoism has for inducing us to surrender our liberty at the dictation of the restless ambitions of our military advisers, who wish to see us cut a figure in the future wars of the Continent.
 (Summers, 1981, p.75)

The traditional navy scare was incited by professional navalists and stirred-up by the sensational press to a panic of unprecedented dimensions, culminating in an invasion hysteria whose effect Lord Esher tried to make plausible to Admiral Fisher:

It is the discussions which keep alive popular fears and popular interest, upon which alone rest the Navy Estimates . . . An invasion scare is the mill of God, which grinds you out a Navy of Dreadnoughts, and keeps the British people warlike in spirit.26 

(Feast, 1981, p. 179)
A closer look at the behaviour of the great powers in the period after 1871 and before WW I, will show that quite contrary to common belief Germany was the least aggressive of the great powers, relatively speaking. This can be illustrated with the areas conquered along its own borders as well as colonies conquered. In Europe, Germany added no areas other than the former German island of Heligoland in 1890 (Occupied by Britian in 1807), which was acquired as an exchange object with Great Britain, for Zanzibar in Africa. 

During this period the other great powers likewise hardly engaged in expansion at home but on the other hand engaged in massive expansion abroad in particular in Africa and Asia. France, Belgium, Russia, Japan, the USA, and Britain in particular, added enormous areas as colonies. The older colonial powers of Portugal and the Netherlands still had sizeable colonies in Africa and Asia, although considerable portions had been occupied by the British Empire. The older colonial powers retained these colonies at the mercy of Britain who ruled the seas, in exchange for commercial privileges to British companies. 

As Gallagher and Robinson once wrote,

It ought to be a commonplace that Great Britain during the nineteenth century expanded overseas by means of 'informal empire" (Gallagher and Robinson, 1953)
South American countries had liberated themselves from Spain and Portugal with British help, thereby opening up these markets for British companies which were particularly active in railway construction in Argentina, Chile and Brazil. The US was later more direct and forcibly removed Spain from its last sizeable colonies in the US’s hemisphere, the Philippines and Cuba. 

Germany had acquired some colonies in Africa: Cameroon; Zanzibar; German East Africa (Tanganyika, now Tanzania, Ruanda-Urundi, now Rwanda and Burundi); German South West Africa and (now Namibia). These were all lost in WW I.

We may conclude from this brief overview that Germany in no way was more aggressive and militaristic than other great powers of the same period. In addition, Germany had a democratic system with a higher representation of the lower classes through the Marxist Social Democratic Party, than any other country. Why is then Germany seen as the more militaristic and despotic nation in the common historical perception? Paradoxically, the reason may be the more democratic nature of Germany. In his profound and provocative  book on WW I, The Pity of War, Niall Ferguson claims that the reason is that the anti-militaristic forces were far stronger in Germany than in any other great power, and that they therefore were heard much more easily in their rather successful fight against militarism (pp. 26-30). 
Paradoxically, the anti-militarists in Wilhelmine society were so numerous and so vociferous that we have come to believe their complaints about the militarism of Germany, instead of realizing that the very volume of their complaints is proof of the reverse. Thus there is now a dauntingly large litterature on German militarism, not all of which acknowledges that the term itself originates in left-wing propaganda. (Ferguson, 2003, p. 26) 
The naval and invasion scare
We will use naval armament as our illustration and specific example to show the facts more closely in the area where Britain was especially sensitive, namely that of naval armament, since it was the most crucial both the Britain itself and to its imperial ambitions. As a matter of fact, naval fact for instance, German armament was negligible in comparison to British armament up to 1908. This is not the place to rehearse the causes for WWI but since the military scare in the 1890s was closely related to the (forced) federation of South Africa, mentioning this matter is necessary. 

Lord Tedder argues for the core role of British naval ambitions in this way, 

British sea power has been based on two factors  - geography and” national temperament. Great Britain is an island, and the British are a race of shopkeepers, tradesmen and travellers. .. and consequently command at sea has been a requisite of our national defence. (Tedder, 1948, p.31)

In the fight for command at sea, and denying its use to the enemy, air forces now join as partners with naval forces, and, …it is conceivable that this command in the future may be secured mainly by air forces In some form or another. On the other hand, so far as we can judge at present, it does not seem likely that the air will play the primary part in controlling the actual use we make of sea communications. This will perhaps indicate some of the terminological difficulties in selecting titles for lectures. My use of the phrase “air power“ is in a similar sense to the traditional definition of “sea power“; that is to say, air power is the ability to use the air spaces for offensive, defensive, and supply services, and to deny their use to an enemy.  (Tedder, 1948, p.30)

According to Diwald, Friedrich List recommended in 1841 the construction of the German fleet since ”a nation without shipping is like a bird without wings.” 

    England owes her immense colonial possessions solely to her

surpassing manufacturing power. If the other European nations wish

also to partake of the profitable business of cultivating waste

territories and civilising barbarous nations, or nations once

civilised but which are again sunk in barbarism, they must commence
with the development of their own internal manufacturing powers, of

their mercantile marine, and of their naval power. And should they

be hindered in these endeavours by England's manufacturing,

commercial, and naval supremacy, in the union of their powers lies

the only means of reducing such unreasonable pretensions to

reasonable ones. (List, 1841, ch.22)

Costly experiences are a part of the history of most nations. It was well remembered in Germany that France in 1870 blockaded the German coast with 34 armoured ships against Germany’s 3. 

Later, Chancellor Bismarck said about Great Britain that,


The English are filled with irritation and envy, that we have fought great battles - and won. They do not welcome the rise of the little ”ruppigen” Preussen. The view of the British gentry is that this is a people, which only exists to wage wars for payment. They never wished us well, and always harmed us according to ability. (Diwald, 1980, . 378).

Between 1887 and 1898, Great Britain, USA, France and Russia doubled their naval fleets, while Germany’s fleet was at a stand still. Hellmut Diwald writes that Great Britain’s battleships (”Schlachtschiffe”) in 1883 corresponded to all the other fleets all together. According to Divald, the increase in the number of battle ships from 1883 to 1897 was:

1883 to 1897 (numbers from Diwald, 1980, p. 379):
The Axis powers during WW I

Austria-Hungary:  
0 to 0 ships
Germany: 

11 to 12 ships
The Allied powers during WWI

(The Tripple entente):

Great Britain: 
38 to 62 ships

France: 

19 to 36 --“--
Russia: 

3 to 18  --“--
Subtotal: 

60 to 116 --“--
Other allies:

Serbia:

?
Italy: 


7 to 12 ships

USA: 


0 to 11 --“--
Japan: 

0 to 7  --“--
Subtotal: 

7 to 30 --“--
Total
: 

67 to 146 ships
Between 1883 and 1897, the ratio of the Axis powers’ naval forces was halved, as it sank from 14 % to 7,6 % of the total naval force of the warring parties in WW I.

It must also be remembered that Great Britain also could count on the navies and other forces of the dominions and colonies of the British Empire; Canada, Australia, New Zealand and South Africa etc, which are not included in the above statistics. The disparity above is therefore somewhat underestimated.

After the Napoleonic wars the British Empire totally dominated the world. Nevertheless, she had difficulties in chastening the Boer republics in South Africa even after a prolonged encirclement – a strategy later to be repeated in Europe. (cf. Muller, 1969). The difficulties in South Africa led to a radical transformation of British military policy, increased imperial hysteria, and a political development in the direction of Fascism and Nazism, in the original sense of those terms, with ingredients like eugenics, class co-operation, corporative economy. Some, like Karl Pierson, even argued for the Leader (Fürher) principle, etc.
 These efforts are expressed and even carried further, in the popular slogan of the necessity of creating ”An Imperial race fit to rule”
London understood that they were increasingly lagging behind industrially, economically, and eventually also in world power. A general Germanophobia asserted itself and increased in the British Empire already  before the turn of the Century. Earl Grey (Secretary of the Foreign Office in 1905) maintained in 1904 that ”We shall suffocate Germany in the cradle.”, meaning before Germany grew too powerful for the British Empire to handle the upstart. Germany had to be taken care of before it became too late. 
The irony is that the model country for the transformations most often was Germany; in administration; education; transport; economic policy; and in the military sector. Britain copied Germany in order to beat her. London prepared herself for the upstart by a radical transformation of the whole military system, starting in earnest in 1902 after the coronation of King Edward VII. His personal adjutant, Sir John Fisher, was appointed as First Sea Lord in 1904 and immediately introduced the so-called ”Naval revolution”. Fisher wrote in 1908,

I approached His Majesty and quoted certain sayings of Mr. Pitt about dealing with the probable enemy before he got too strong. It is admitted that it was not quite a gentlemanly sort of thing for Nelson to go and destroy the Danish fleet at Copenhagen without notice, but  MERGEFIELD la_raison_du_plus_fort_est_tonjours_la_meilleure  — it seemed to me simply a sagacious act on England’s to seize the German Fleet when it was so very easy of acomplishment in the manner I sketched out to his Majesty. (quoted by Maseng, 1972, ch. 2).
All were against me in 1904, … — when the navy was turned inside out — ships, officers, men. A New Heaven and a New Earth! 160 ships put on the scrap. - They squirmed when I concentrated 88% of the British Fleet in the North Sea, and this concentration was only found out by accident and so published to the ignorant world by Admiral Mahan … MERGEFIELD The_Scientific_American . And they squirmed me now when I say at one stroke the war could be ended. It could be! (quoted by Maseng, 1972, ch. 2).
In a report to King Edward VII he wrote,

No one knows except perhaps Yourself that unless I had arranged to get the whole force of public opinion to back up the Naval Revolution, it would have been simply impossible to have carried it through successfully, for the vested interests against me were enormous and the whole force of Naval opinion was dead against me. (quoted by Maseng, 1972, ch. 2).
Encirclement of Germany 

The Encirclement of Germany advanced with the establishment of the alliance Entente Cordiale with France in 1904. Therefore the original plan of von Schlieffen in 1905 considered only France – and not Russia. But when the alliance was expanded with Russia in 1907 into the Tripple Entente – von Schlieffen’s plan became a counter move against the efforts to encircle Germany. 

Other great powers naturally had similar plans for defence and attack, in Austria-Hungary Plan B, in Russia Plan 19?. In France a revenge mood had dominated after the loss of the German speaking Alsace-Lorraine in 1871, and ”the offensive school” from the 1890s developed a  conquest plan under de Grandmaison (elaborated later by the Supreme Commanding General Foch, as Plan XVI, and by the Supreme Commanding General Joffre in 1913 as Plan XVII. (cf. Hart, 2003 pp.167 ff; Williamson, 1969, p.126, 206; Ropp, 1959, p.204). 

The encirclement of Germany also took place at sea, and existing British forces were relocated thanks to a row of new treaties around the world, with Japan, France and the USA,
As might have been predicted from a really careful study of British history, Britain had met the threat by agreements with her other rivals which enabled her to concentrate against Germany. Britain had withdrawn most of her forces from American waters after the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty of 1901; 

The Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902 had permitted the recall of most of her Far Eastern squadron. And the Anglo-French Entente of 1902-1904 had eventually allowed Britain to weaken her Mediterranean fleet and to shift the home fleet from its traditional bases in the Channel opposite France to new North Sea bases facing Germany. In 1914 all twenty of the British dreadnoughts (against thirteen German) and six battle cruisers (to four) were in the North Sea. (Ropp, 1959, s.195)

In 1904 Fisher favoured larger battle ships and their location in the North Sea, since he saw the Baltic as Germany’s weak flank. He was supported in the by Britain’s Minister of Finance, Lloyd George (Prime Minister from 1916) and by Winston Churchill (Home Secretary from 1910, First Lord of the Admiralty, 1911-1915). 
Fisher planned to force through the Danish sounds followed by a landing in (German) Pomerania and a forced march 150 km south to Berlin, accompanied by the Russians. Fisher describes a,

… landing 90 miles from Berlin on that 14 miles of sandy beach in Pommerania impossible of defence against a battle fleet sweeping with devastating shells the flat country for miles, like a mower's scythe — no fortifications are able to withstand projectiles of 2450 lbs. (quoted by Maseng, 1972, ch. 2). 

Later, Fisher castigated his opponents who desired a traditional land war, which he felt would lead to, 

the crippling of our economic resources by endeavering to swell ourselves out like the frog in Æsop’s Fables (skape en stor landhær) and become a great continental Power - forgetting the Heaven-sent gift of an incomparable Navy dating from the time of Alfred the Great and God’s providing a breakwater 600 miles long (the British islands) in front of the German Coast to stop the German access to the ocean, and thus by easy blockade killing him from the Sea as he was killed eventually. Alas! What happened? Mr. Churchill was behind no one both in his enthusiasme* for the Baltic project, and also in his belief that the decisive theatre of the war was beyond doubt in Northern waters; and both he and Mr. Lloyd George, the chanceller of the Exchequer, magnificently responded to the idea of constructing a great Armada of 612 vessels to be rapidly built — mostly in a few weeks and only a few extending over a few months — to carry out the great purpose; and I prepared my own selv* with my own hands alone, to preserve secrecy, all the arrangements for landing three great armies at different places... 
I remember that at the War Counsil held on January 28th 1915 11.30 a.m. Mr. Churchill announced, that the real purpose of the Navy was to obtain access to the Baltic, and he illustrated that there were three naval phases. The first phase was the clearing of the outer seas; and that had been accomplished. The second phase was the clearing of the North Sea. And the third phase was the clearing of the Baltic. Mr. Churchill laid stress on the importance of this latter operation, because Germany always had been and still was very much afraid of being attacked in the Baltic. (quoted by Maseng, 1972, ch. 2)
Catharine the Great used the same tactics against Frederick II in the 1780s, and Hitler feared the same when Britain planned an invasion of Norway in 1939-1940. (Hart, 1970, s. 56)
 In the tradition of the Viking commando-raids, Fisher wrote in 1903: 
“The regular British army should be regarded as a projectile to be fired by the Navy! The Navy embarks it and lands it where it can do most mischief. My German Military colleages at the Hague Conference told me this comporatively small military force would have the effect of demobilizing half a million men, who would thus be taken away from the other frontiers. They never know where the devil the brutes are going to land. (quoted by Maseng, 1972, ch. 2).
Great Britain countered the efforts towards a Skandinavian pact of neutrality since this would hinder their access to the Baltic and Germany and the supporting use of Norwegian ports as well as increase the resistance to the unpopular British blockade policy. Great Britain also counteracted Scandinavism (Scandinavian co-operation efforts) and also encouraged the Danes to refuse Germany’s suggestion in 1864 regarding a split of the German Duchy of Schleswig
 along the language barrier, in order to counteract the unification of the German speaking peoples into Germany. (cf. Maseng, 1972. ch 2).
In 1905 Berlin watched with nervousness and worry the development of the British strategy which could ram them in their heart and also threatened them with a blockade. There were also other factors of importance to the naval question. Germany had a long coastline – from Memel in today’s Lithuania to the river Ems by the Netherlands, and its main river and vein of communication, then Rhine flowed had its mouth further west in the Netherlands. Germany’s industry and trade had advanced enormously with and after Bismarck, and its merchant marine would soon equal that of Britain. Germany, like Britain, was dependent on trade and freedom of the seas for its survival, which is indicated by the effectiveness of British blockade in both WW I and WW II. The German merchant trade and fleet were exposed for British pressure, but nevertheless, Germany had a tiny navy. 
Roppe refers to opinions of Alfred Mahan, the great naval strategist, who repeated the warnings of Friedrich List in 1841,
… Geographically, Germany, like the Netherlands earlier, was blockaded by the British Isles, an ”initial disadvantage of position,” which, Mahan thought, could be overcome ”only by an adequate superiority of numbers.” He believed that the only real danger for Britain would be a Continental coalition against her. Even then, Britain would occupy “an interior position” with “her gates open to the outer world, which maintains three-fourths of her commerce.“ At the time that the Fleet Laws were passed, with Continental opinion pro-Boer and anti-British, such a coalition seemed to be possible. Britain’s isolation between the Franco-Russian and Triple Alliances was the key to the “Risk Theory” which Tirpitz advanced to justify a second-best navy. (Roppe, 1959, s.194)
Therefore, also Germany continued its naval armament. In nov. 1897, Kaiser Wilhelm II therefore asked Admiral Tirpitz to start the “construction of a strong fleet”, approved in 1898 and 1900, and again under the impression of the Anglo-Boer War. Even though Great Britain had scrapped a lot of old ships after 1904, and in spite of Russia having lost many ships against Japan in 1905, the result of the naval armament was this:
1906 (numbers from Neukirchen, 1982, p.314):

The Axis powers during WW I

Germany: 

29 ships weighing 0,27 mill dead weight ton, DWT 

Austria-Hungary:
0 ----------“---------- 0,0   ----------------“------------------
The Allied powers during WWI

(The Tripple entente):

Great Britain: 
60 ships weighing 0,81  mill dead weight ton, DWT
France: 

28 ---------“--------- 0,28  ----------------“-----------------
Russia: 

11 ---------“--------- 0,10  ----------------“-----------------
Subtotalt: 

99 ---------“--------- 1,19  ----------------“-----------------

Other allies:

Serbia:

Italy: 


11 ships weighing 0,14 mill dead weight ton, DWT
USA: 


28 ---------“--------- 0,27  ----------------“-----------------
Japan: 

15 ---------“--------- 0,18  ----------------“-----------------

Subtotal: 

54 ---------“--------- 0,69  ----------------“-----------------

Total: 


153 ---------“------- 1,88  ----------------“-----------------
It must also be remembered that Great Britain also could count on the navies of Canada, Australia, New Zealand and South Africa etc. which are not included in the above statistics.
It is therefore obvious that the German navy in 1906 was very little in comparison with the later adversaries in WW I, and amounted to 12,5 % of their naval forces taken all together. Therefore, the German navy constituted no threat. The argument that Great Britain blasted the Swedish-Norwegian Union in order to weaken the Germany’s Swedish friend, and thereby protect the world against the aggressive Germany, reveals a lack of knowledge of the facts-  since, the German navy constituted no threat. 

In 1908, Sir John Fisher wrote, 

”I approached His Majesty (Edward VII) and quoted certain sayings of Mr. Pitt about dealing with the probable enemy before he got too strong. It is admitted that it was not quite a gentlemanly sort of thing for Nelson to go and destroy the Danish fleet at Copenhagen without notice, but  MERGEFIELD la_raison_du_plus_fort_est_tonjours_la_meilleure   -  it seemed to me simply a sagacious act on England’s ~ to seize the German Fleet when it was so very easy of acomplishment in the manner I sketched out to his Majesty.” (quoted by Maseng, 1972. kap.2)
Fisher elaborated on this by portraying Germany’s naval weakness. 

In 1907 Great Britain startet the construction of the new and larger Dreadnaught battleships. As early as 1908 she had eight Dreadnaughts, while Germany had zero. Diwald writes, 

The other nations were now force to follow England’s renewed lead. Also Grand Admiral Tirpitz revised the fleet program. … In the year 1914 the English-German fleet-relationship was as 100:43, Great Britain with 33 large battleships and 16 armoured cruisers, the Germany’s fleet had 22 large battleships and four storslagskip armoured cruisers. …

The Grand Fleet was stationed in the north, most at Scapa Flow between the Orkneys …. From the first moment England handled the war at sea against Germany with this widely stretched blockade which hindered a breakthrough to the Atlantic by the German High Fleet and at the same time guaranteed the trade blockade. (Diwald, 1980, s. 396, my translation)

Additionally, the impression of an aggressive Britain and relatively peaceful Germany  is increased if we compare the territorial annexations made by the various Great Powers in the preceding decades. 
Tor Førde writes, based on Edward E. McCullough, (McCullough, 1999 - Prof. Em. Concordia university, Canada) and Niall Ferguson, (Ferguson, 1998 - Prof. Oxford, now Prof. at New York University) www.europas-historie.net/oversikttyskhistorie1890-1918.htm ) 
The international scene was in the years 1871-1914 dominated by British, French and Russian imperialism. These countries continuously attacked other nations and were active in a continuous war to subdue other peoples. Edward McCullough for instance writes that (p. 253) the British army constantly was engaged in imperialist wars, normally two or three at the same time. Alone in the 1890s it completed 35 - thirty five - wars, expeditions and campaigns, in addition to suppressing many rebellions. During this decade, the British Empire annexed almost two million square miles in Africa alone
, while Germany acquired two islands in the Pacific of one thousand square miles. In 1904 alone, Great Britain sent an expedition to move the border of India into China, waged war against Afghanistan, waged war to conquer Nigeria, and waged war to subdue the liberation efforts in Somaliland. From 1871 to 1914 England and France conquered 4,5 million square miles
, while Germany conquered one million square miles without fighting any war. 

Russia was no less belligerent and expansionist than Britain and France. Russia waged continuous wars to subdue its neighbours, especially all neighbours to the south. These imperialist wars brought the three imperialist great powers into conflict with each other, and there were several times a danger for war between Britain and France, as they collided in their imperialist effort in Africa. Additionally, Britain and Russia collided in Asia. The latter imperialist powers agreed to split Persia between themselves. In the beginning of the 20th Century, Russia fought an imperialist war against Japan, which Japan won. After this defeat, Russia turned her imperialist efforts to the west. There was only one major power which was not engaged in wars of conquest during this imperialist period, and that was Germany. 

The British story of naval and invasion scare before WW I has deep parallels in the appeasement policy in the 1930s, except that the latter was used to build up Germany, and only later Britain.

WW II - British encirclement and encouragement 
– the real story of appeasement
The same group that advocated a change of towards a “total war” bombing policy, were the group that changed Britain’s policy towards a confrontation with Germany, as opposed to the former informal alliance of the 1930s. An alliance policy with deep rots and to which WW I had been a short interruption. 

Hart draws a picture where the British and French leaders are portrayed as more or less ignorants, who continuously encouraged Hitler’s expansion for no other reason than cowardice and then suddenly and irrationally for no reason turned around. In view of the importance of these matters, Hart’s ‘ease of heart’ is here remarkable.

I will quote Hart at length because of the importance of this matter and the authority Hart holds. After presenting these details, we shall proceed to show some of the play performed behind the curtains, using Carroll Quigley as our source. We shall se that Hart and Quigley both present a picture radically different from the traditional view of the causes of WW II. Both point to the active role especially of Britain in encouraging Germany’s expansion in Eastern Europe. Quigley supplies us with the reasons for this, namely the fear of Russian Bolshevism and the perceived need to create a buffer for the Western Powers. Hart writes,

The last thing that Hider wanted to produce was another great war.  ….. Hitler assured the other generals that France and Britain would not fight for Czecho-Slovakia, but they were so far from being reassured that they plotted a military revolt, to avert the risk of war by arresting Hitler and the other Nazi leaders. 

The bottom was knocked out of their counter-plan, however, when Chamberlain acceded to Hitler’s crippling demands upon Czecho-Slovakia, and in concert with the French agreed to stand aside while that unhappy country was stripped of both territory and defence. (Hart, 1970, pp.6-7)
For Chamberlain, the Munich Agreement spelt ‘peace for our time’. For Hitler, it spelt a further and greater triumph not only over his foreign opponents but also over his generals. After their warnings had been so repeatedly refuted by his unchallenged and bloodless successes, they naturally lost confidence, and influence. Naturally, too, Hitler himself became overweeningly confident of a continued run of easy success. Even when he came to see that further ventures might entail a war he felt that it would be only a small one, and a short one. His moments of doubt were drowned by the cumulative effect of intoxicating success. 

If he had really contemplated a general war, involving Britain, he would have put every possible effort into building a Navy capable of challenging Britain’s command of the sea. But, in fact, he did not even build up his Navy the limited scale visualised in the Anglo-German Naval Treaty of 1935. …

How, then, did it come about that he became involved in the major war that he had been so anxious to avoid ? The answer is to be found not merely, nor most, in Hitler’s aggressiveness, but in the encouragement he had long received from the complaisant attitude of the Western Powers coupled with their sudden turn-about in the spring of 1939. That reversal was so abrupt and unexpected as to make war inevitable. 

If you allow anyone to stoke up beyond danger-point, the real responsibility for any resultant explosion will lie with you. That truth of physical science applies equally to political science - especially to the conduct of international affairs. 

Ever since Hitler’s entry into power, in 1933, the British and French Governments had conceded to this dangerous autocrat immeasurably more than they had been willing to concede to Germany’s previous democratic Governments. At every turn they showed a disposition to avoid trouble and shelve awkward problems - to preserve their present comfort at the expense of the future. 

Hitler, on the other hand, was thinking out his problems all too logically. He course of his policy came to be guided by the ideas formulated in a ‘testament’ which he expounded in November 1937 - a version of which has been preserved in the so-called ‘Hossbach Memorandum‘. It was based on the conviction of Germany’s vital need for more lebensraum  - living space … His conclusion was that Germany must obtain more ‘agriculturally useful space’ - in the thinly populated areas of Eastern Europe. …  (Hart, 1970, pp.7-8) 

This memo, which is supposed to illuminate Hitler’s intentions, has later been considered a fraud.

While these ideas went much farther than Hitler’s initial desire to recover the territory that had been taken from Germany after World War I, it is not true that Western statesmen were as unaware of them as they later pretended. In 1937-8 many of them were frankly realistic in private discussion, though not on public platforms, and many arguments were set forth in British governing circles for allowing Germany to expand eastwards, and thus divert danger from the West. They showed much sympathy with Hitler’s desire for lebensraum - and let him know it. But they shirked thinking out the problem of how the owners could be induced to yield it except to threat of superior force. 

The German documents reveal that Hitler derived special encouragement from Lord Halifax’s visit in November 1937. Halifax was then Lord President of the Council, ranking second in the Cabinet to the Prime Minister. According to the documentary record of the interview, he gave Hitler to understand that Britain would allow him a free hand in Eastern Europe. Halifax may not have meant as much, but that was the impression he conveyed - and it proved of crucial importance. 

Then, in February 1938, Mr Anthony Eden was driven to resign as Foreign Minister after repeated disagreements with Chamberlain - who in response to one of his protests had told him to ‘go home and take an aspirin’. Halifax was appointed to succeed him at the Foreign Office. A few days later the British Ambassador in Berlin, Sir Nevile Henderson, called on Hitler for a confidential talk, in continuation of Halifax’s November conversation, and conveyed that the British Government was much in sympathy with Hitler’s desire for ‘changes in Europe’ to Germany’s benefit - ‘the present British Government had a keen sense of reality’. 

Hitler was further encouraged by the accommodating way that the British and French Governments accepted his march into Austria and incorporation of that country in the German Reich.  … Still more encouragement came when he heard that Chamberlain and Halifax had rejected Russian proposals, after that coup, to confer on a collective insurance plan against the German advance. … 

… He was no less encouraged by the passivity of the French. As they had so readily abandoned their Czech ally, which had possessed the most efficient Army of all the any remnant of their former chain of allies in East and Central Europe. (Hart, 1970, pp.8-9)
The renown A. J. P. Taylor explains the British mood at the time, in his English History 1914-1945,
All the press welcomed the Munich agreement as preferable to war with the solitary exception of Reynolds News, a Left-wing Socialist Sunday newspaper of small circulation (and, of course, the Communist Daily Worker). Duff Cooper, first lord of the admiralty, resigned and declared that Great Britain should have gone to war, not to save Czechoslovakia, but to prevent one country dominating the continent 'by brute force'. No one else took this line in the prolonged Commons debate (3-6 October). Many lamented British humiliation and weakness. All acquiesced. Some thirty Conservatives abstained when Labour divided the house against the motion approving the Munich agreement; none voted against the government. The overwhelming majority of ordinary people, according to contemporary estimates, approved of what Chamberlain had done. (Taylor, 1965, quoted at www.spartacus.co.uk )

Hart continues,

Thus Hitler felt that he could safely complete the elimination of Czecho- Slovakia at an early moment, and then expand his eastward advance. 

At first he did not think of moving against Poland - even though she possessed the largest stretch of territory carved out of Germany after World War I. Poland, like Hungary, had been helpful to him in threatening Czecho-Slovakia’s rear, and thus inducing her to surrender to his demands - Poland, incidentally, had exploited the chance to seize a slice of Czech territory. Hitler was inclined to accept Poland as a junior partner for the time being, on condition that she handed back the German port of Danzig and granted Germany a free route to East Prussia through the Polish ‘Corridor’. On Hitler’s part, it was a remarkably moderate demand in the circumstances. But in successive discussions that winter, Hitler found that the Poles were obstinately disinclined to make any such concession, and also had an inflated idea of their own strength. Even so, he continued to hope that they would come round after further negotiation. As late as March 25 he told his Army Commander-in-Chief that he ‘did not wish to solve the Danzig problem by the use of force’. But a change of mind was produced by an unexpected British step that followed on a fresh step on his part in a different direction.  (Hart, 1970, pp.9-10)
In the following section Hart describes how a Chamberlain’s overly optimistic mood in the prospect of peace, including compliance with Hitler’s policy, suddenly changed for no apparent reason to “a complete about turn”. Hart writes that public option “underwent a similarly violent reaction “. It is seems obvious that herein the devil is buried, regarding the origins of the Second World War. It is therefore amazing that Hart makes no effort to explain this crucial turn-around. 
We will see later that even Quigley is rather superficial on the crucial point. The most obvious candidate for a reason has normally been regarded as Hitler’s seizure of the Czech rump part of Czechoslovakia, thereby surpassing the Munich agreement. On closer inspection, however, it turns out that this is not so. For the Conservative politicians in Western Europe, Czechoslovakia was only a piece in the game, and an undesirable entity which had to be removed - as Quigley will show below. The leading politicians in both Britain and France were quite willing to sacrifice Czechoslovakia, the British leading politicians being the most eager at this business. 
As a more realistic candidate for the turn-around, we shall see that Quigley rather points to the impression which this and the other scare propaganda made on the public, making it necessary for the politicians to follow the popular mood in order to become re-elected. The politicians therefore indirectly fell victim to their own scare propaganda, and democracy ironically revenged itself on the politicians by sacrificing their electorate, the people, on the plate of war. If there is a lesson in this, it may be that politicians should be careful in manipulating and stirring popular emotions, since these may turn out to take over and run the show rather than remaining controllable puppets.
In the early months of 1939, the heads of the British Government were feeling happier than they had for a long time past. , They lulled themselves into the belief that their accelerated rearmament measures, America’s rearmament programme and Germany’s economic difficulties were diminishing the danger of the situation. On March 10 Chamberlain privately expressed the view that the prospects of peace were better than ever, … 

Never was there such a spell of absurdly optimistic illusions as during the week leading up to the ‘Ides of March’, 1939. …

The previous autumn, when the Munich agreement was made, the British Government had pledged itself to guarantee Czecho-Slovakia against aggression. But Chamberlain told the House of Commons that he considered that Slovakia’s break-away had annulled the guarantee, and that he did not feel bound by this obligation. While expressing regret at what had happened, he conveyed to the House that he saw no reason why it should ‘deflect’ British policy. 

Within a few days, however, Chamberlain made a complete about turn’ - so sudden and far-reaching that it amazed the world. He jumped to a decision to block any following move of Hitler’s and on March 29 sent Poland an offer to support her against ‘any action which threatened Polish independence, and which the Polish Government accordingly considered it  vital to resist’. 

It is impossible to gauge what was the predominant influence on his impulse - the pressure of public indignation, or his own indignation, or his anger at having been fooled by Hitler, or his humiliation at having been made to look a fool in the eyes of his own people. 

Most of those in Britain who had supported and applauded his previous appeasement policy underwent a similarly violent reaction - sharpened by the reproaches of the ‘other half’ of the nation, which had distrusted the policy. The breach was cemented, and the nation reunited, by a general surge  of exasperation. 

The unqualified terms of the guarantee placed Britain’s destiny in the hands of Poland’s rulers, men of very dubious and unstable judgement. Moreover, the guarantee was impossible to fulfil except with Russia s help, yet no preliminary steps were taken to find out whether Russia would give, or Poland would accept, such aid. 

The Cabinet, when asked to approve the guarantee, was not even shown the actual report of the Chiefs of Staff Committee - which would have made dear how impossible it was, in a practical sense, to give any effective protection to Poland.
 It is doubtful, however, whether this would have made any difference in face of the prevailing mood.  

When the guarantee was discussed in Parliament it was welcomed on all sides. Mr Lloyd George’s was a solitary voice when he warned the House that it was suicidal folly to undertake such a far-stretched commitment without first making sure of Russia s backing. The Polish guarantee was the surest way to produce an early explosion, and a world war. It combined the maximum temptation with manifest provocation. It incited Hitler to demonstrate the futility of such a guarantee to a country out of reach from the West, while making the stiff-necked Poles even less inclined to consider any concession to him, and at the same time making it impossible for him to draw back without ‘losing face’. (Hart, 1970, pp.10-11)
The only chance of avoiding war now lay in securing the support of Russia … But …the British Government’s steps were dilatory and half-hearted …. Chamberlain had a strong dislike of Soviet Russia and Halifax an intense religious antipathy, s. If they now recognised the desirability of a defensive arrangement with Russia they wanted it on their own terms, and failed to realise that by their precipitate guarantee to Poland they had placed themselves in a position where they would have to sue for it on her terms—as was obvious to Stalin, if not to them. 

But beyond their own hesitations were the objections of the Polish Government, and the other small powers in eastern Europe, to accepting military support from Russia—since these feared that reinforcement by her armies would be equivalent to invasion. So the pace of the Anglo-Russian negotiations became as slow as a funeral march. 

Very different was Hitler’s response to the new situation. Britain’s violent reaction and redoubled armament measures shook him, but the effect was opposite to that intended. Feeling that the British were becoming opposed to German expansion eastward, and fearful of being blocked if he tarried, he drew the conclusion that he must accelerate his steps towards lebensraum. But how could he do it without bringing on a general war? His solution was coloured by his historically derived picture of the British. Regarding them as cool-headed and rational, with their emotions controlled by their head, he felt that they would not dream of entering a war on behalf of Poland unless they could obtain Russia’s support. So, swallowing his hatred and fear of ’Bolshevism’, he bent his efforts and energies towards conciliating Russia and securing her abstention. It was a turn-about even more startling than Chamberlain’s—and as fatal in its consequences.  (Hart, 1970, pp.12-13)
Stalin had been onlv too well aware that the Western Powers had long been disposed to let Hitler expand eastward—in Russia’s direction. It is probable that he saw the Soviet-German Pact as a convenient device by which he could divert Rider’s aggressive dynamism in the opposite direction. … By collaborating in Hitler’s conquest of Poland, and dividing it with him, they would not only be taking an easy way of regaining their pre-1914 property but be able to convert eastern Poland into a barrier space which, though narrower, would be held by their own forces. That seemed a more reliable buffer than an independent Poland. The Pact also paved the way for Russia’s occupation of the Baltic States and Bessarabia, as a wider extension of the buffer. 

Dealing with Britain’s entry into the war—after describing how she allowed Germany to re-arm and then to swallow Austria and Czechoslovakia, while at the same time spurning Russia’s proposals for joint action—Churchill says: 

…when every one of these aids and advantages has been squandered and thrown away, Great Britain advances, leading France by the hand, to guarantee the integrity of Poland—of that very Poland which with hyena appetite had only six months before joined in the pillage and destruction oi the Czechoslovak State. There was sense in fighting for Czechoslovakia in 1938, when the German Army could scarcely put half a dozen trained divisions on the Western Front, when the French with nearly sixty or seventy divisions could most certainly have rolled forward across the Rhine or into the Ruhr. But this had been judged unreasonable, rash, below the level of modern intellectual thought and morality. Yet now at last the two Western democracies declared themselves ready to stake their lives upon the territorial integrity of Poland. History, which, we are told, is mainly the record of the crimes, follies, and miseries of mankind, may be scoured and ransacked to find a parallel to this sudden and complete reversal of five or six years’ policy of easy-going placatory appeasement, and its transformation almost overnight into a readiness to accept an obviously imminent war on far worse conditions and on the greatest scale… 

Here was decision at last, taken at the worst possible moment and on the least satisfactory ground, which must surely lead to the slaughter of tens of millions of people.* 

It is a striking verdict on Chamberlain’s folly, written in hindsight. For Churchill himself had, in the heat of the moment, supported Chamberlain’s pressing offer of Britain’s guarantee to Poland. It is only too evident that in 1939 he, like most of Britain’s leaders, acted on a hot-headed impulse—instead of with the cool-headed judgement that was once characteristic of British statesmanship.
 

(Hart, 1970, pp.12-13)
British Anti-Bolsheviks and Three-Block circles steer Europe towards war
Let us now take a look at the American historian Carroll Quigley’s account.
 This may give us some of the clues of the British about-turn that Hart simply ignored following up. Quigley finds the background of the appeasement policy to lie in the British opinion of unfair treatment of Germany in the Versailles Treaty and a total refusal to enforce it in the 1930s e.g. through the use of veto. In the battles between various internal factions regarding external policy the tendency was to regard the encirclement policy as primordial; of France, then Russia, and to a lesser extent Czechoslovakia. Germany was from the outset regarded as an ally against these, as it had been in the 18th and 19th Century. Since Czechoslovakia was an ally of France and Russia, she would simply have to go, likewise Austria and the Polish corridor in order to strengthen Germany. 
The outcome was to encourage Germany to expand in the east to create ad bulwark against Communist Russia. France’s policy of encircling Germany was destroyed, whereas Britain’s encirclement of France was so successful that in the end she ended up without any allies and came begging at the doorsteps of Britain. 
The main disagreement within Britain’s leading circles concerned the role and fate of the Soviet Union. The question was whether to dismantle the Soviet Union, as the anti-Bolsheviks desired - or being content with containing it between a German dominated Europe and an English speaking Atlantic bloc – as desired by Three-bloc group. In the shorter term they agreed however, in rebuilding Germany and weakening France and Czechoslovakia. This was the unified basis of the so-called ‘appeasement policy’, which might better have been termed ‘encouragement policy’.
The main noticeable point is that the appeasement policy was not a matter of accommodating Germany, but rather in the contrary was a policy of encouraging Germany to expand in the east. This policy was followed by the core group, the anti-Bolsheviks, with the other groups tailing. To make this believable to the British public, German military abilities were exaggerated and British abilities underrated in order to produce an impression of accommodation. In other words, a policy of media deceit was set in motion – rather similar to the campaign 40 years earlier - and has remained in force ever after WW II. This policy derailed in 1939, as the elite lost control over the popular opinion it had excited. 
The matter of the British turn-around in foreign policy in 1939, is extremely complex with many intricate details. Therefore, I will mainly limit this presentation of Quigley’s quotes to matters related to the factions in British policy, and regarding British encirclement strategy, starting with French policy.

… Barthou’s efforts to encircle Germany were largely but not completely destroyed in the period 1934-1936 …. The chief items left in the Barthou system were the French and Soviet alliances with Czechoslovakia and with each other. In order to destroy these alliances Britain and Germany sought, on parallel paths, to encircle France and the Soviet Union in order to dissuade France from honouring its alliances with either Czechoslovakia or the Soviet Union. To honor these alliances France required two things as … Both of these essentials were destroyed by Britain in the period 1935-1936, and, in consequence, France, finding itself encircled, dishonoured its alliance with Czechoslovakia, when it came due in September 1938. 

The encirclement of France had six items in it. … We have .. indicated the vital role which Britain played in all of them except Belgium, Taken together, they changed the French military position so drastically that France, by 1938, found herself in a position where she could hardly expect to fulfil her military obligations to Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union. This was exactly the position in which the British government wished France to be, a fact made completely clear by the recently published secret documents. 


Parallel with the encirclement of France went the encirclement of the Soviet Union and, to a lesser extent, of Czechoslovakia. The encirclement of the Soviet Union was known as the Anti-Comintern Pact.  …

Of these three countercircles to Barthou’s efforts to encircle Germany, the most significant by far was the encirclement of France which alone made the other two possible. In this encirclement of France the most important factor, without which it could never have been achieved, was the encouragement of Britain. Accordingly, we must say a word about the motivations of Britain and the reactions of France. (Quigley, 1966, p.578-581)
Any analysis of the motivations of Britain in 1938-1939 is bound to be difficult because different people had different motives, motives I in the course of time, the motives of the government were clearly not the same as the motives of the people, and in no country has secrecy and anonymity been carried so far or been so well preserved as in Britain. In general, motives become vaguer and less secret as we move our attention from the innermost circles of the government outward. As if we were looking at the layers of an onion, we may discern four points of view: (i) the anti-Bolsheviks at the center, (2) the “threebloc-world” supporters close to the center, (3) the supporters of “appeasement,” and (4) the “peace at any price” group in a peripheral position. The “anti-Bolsheviks,” who were also anti-French, “were extremely important from 1919 to 1926, but then decreased to little more than a lunatic fringe, rising again in numbers and influence after 1934 
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to dominate the real policy of the government in 1939. In the earlier period the chief figures in this group were Lord Curzon, Lord D’Abernon, and General Smuts. They did what they could to destroy reparations, permit German rearmament, and tear down what they called “French militarism.’ 

This point of view was supported by the second group, which was known in those days as the Round Table Group, and came later to be called, somewhat inaccurately, the Cliveden Set, after the country estate of Lord and Lady Astor. It included Lord Milner, Leopold Amery, and Edward Grigg (Lord Altrincham), as well as Lord Lothian, Smuts, Lord Astor, Lord Brand (brother-in-law of Lady Astor and managing director of Lazard Brothers, the international bankers), Lionel Curtis, Geoffrey Dawson (editor of The Times), and their associates. This group wielded great influence because it controlled the Rhodes Trust, the Beit Trust, The Times of London, The Observer, the influential and highly anonymous quarterly review known as The Round Table (founded in 1910 with money supplied by Sir Abe Bailey and the Rhodes Trust, and with Lothian as editor), and it dominated the Royal Institute of International Affairs, called “Chatham House” (of which Sir Abe Bailey and the Astors were the chief financial supporters, while Lionel Curtis was the actual founder), the Carnegie United Kingdom Trust, and All Souls College, Oxford. This Round Table Group formed the core of the three-bloc-world supporters, and differed from the anti-Bolsheviks like D’Abernon in that they sought to contain the Soviet Union between a German-dominated Europe and an English-speaking bloc rather than to destroy it as the anti-Bolsheviks wanted. Relationships between the two groups were very close and friendly, and some people, like Smuts, were in both. 

The anti-Bolsheviks, including D’Abernon, Smuts, Sir John Simon, and H. A. L. Fisher (Warden of All Souls College), were willing to go to any extreme to tear down France and build up Germany. Their point of view can be found in many places, and most emphatically in a letter of August 11, 1920, from D’Abernon to Sir Maurice (later Lord) Hankey, a protégé of Lord Esher who wielded great influence in the interwar period as secretary to every international conference on reparations from Genoa (1922) to me (1932). D’Abernon advocated a secret alliance of Britain “with the German military leaders in cooperating against the Soviet.’ Ambassador of Great Britain in Berlin in 1920-1926, D’Abernon carried on this policy and blocked all efforts by the Disarmament Commssion to disarm, or even inspect, Germany (according to Brigadier . Morgan of the commission). 

Point of view of this group was presented by General Smuts in a speech of October 23, 1923 (made after luncheon with H. A. L. 
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Fisher). From these two groups came the Dawes Plan and the Locarno pacts. It was Smuts, according to Stresemann, who first suggested the Locarno policy, and it was D'Abernon who became its chief supporter. H. A. L. Fisher and John Simon in the House of Commons, and Lothian, Dawson, and their friends on The Round Table and on The Times prepared the ground among the British governing class for both the Dawes Plan and Locarno as early as 1923 (The Round Table for March 1923; the speeches of Fisher and Simon in the House of Commons on February 19, 1923, Fisher's speech of March 6th and Simon's speech of March 13th in the same place, The Round Table for June 1923; and Smuts's speech of October  23rd).

The more moderate Round Table group, including Lionel Curtis, Leopold Amery (who was the shadow of Lord Milner), Lord Lothian, Lord Brand, and Lord Astor, sought to weaken the League of Nations and destroy all possibility of collective security in order to strengthen Germany in respect to both France and the Soviet Union, and above all to free Britain from Europe in order to build up an "Atlantic bloc" of Great Britain, the British Dominions, and the United States. They prepared the way for this "Union" through the Rhodes Scholarship organization (of which Lord Milner was the head in 1905-1925 and Lord Lothian was secretary in 1925-1940), through the Round Table groups (which had been set up in the United States, India, and the British Dominions in 1910-1917), through the Chatham House organization, which set up Royal Institutes of International Affairs in all the dominions and a Council on Foreign Relations in New York, as well as through "Unofficial Commonwealth Relations Conferences" held irregularly, and the Institutes of Pacific Relations set up in various countries as autonomous branches of the Royal Institutes of International Affairs. This influential group sought to change the League of Nations from an instrument of collective security to an international conference center for "non-political" matters like drug control or international postal services, to rebuild Germany as a buffer against the Soviet Union and a counterpoise to France, and to build up an Atlantic bloc of Britain, the Dominions, the United States, and, if possible, the Scandinavian countries. 

One of the effusions of this group was the project called Union Now, and later Union Now with Great Britain, propagated in the United States in 1938-1945 by Clarence Streit on behalf of Lord Lothian and the Rhodes Trust. Ultimately, the inner circle of this group arrived at the idea of the "three-bloc world." It was believed that this system could force Germany to keep the peace (after it absorbed Europe) because it would be squeezed between the Atlantic bloc and the Soviet Union, while the Soviet Union could be forced to keep the peace because it would be squeezed between Japan and Germany. This plan would work only if Germany and the Soviet Union could be brought
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into contact with each other by abandoning to Germany Austria, Czechoslovakia, and the Polish Corridor. This became the aim of both the anti-Bolsheviks and the three-bloc people from the early part of 1937 to the end of 1939 (or even early 1940). These two cooperated and dominated the government in that period. They split in the period 1939-1940, with the "three-bloc" people, like Amery, Lord Halifax, and Lord Lothian, becoming increasingly anti-German, while the anti-Bolshevik crowd, like Chamberlain, Horace Wilson, and John Simon, tried to adopt a policy based on a declared but unfought war against Germany combined with an undeclared fighting war against the Soviet Union. The split between these two groups appeared openly in public and led to Chamberlain's fall from office when Amery cried to Chamberlain, across the floor of the House of Commons, on May 10, 1940, "In the name of God, go!"

Outside these two groups, and much more numerous (but much more remote from the real instruments of government), were the appeasers and the "peace at any price" people. These were both used by the two inner groups to command public support for their quite different policies. Of the two the appeasers were much more important than the "peace at any price" people. The appeasers swallowed the steady propaganda (much of it emanating from Chatham House, The Times, the Round Table groups, or Rhodes circles) that the Germans had been deceived and brutally treated in 1919. For example, it was under pressure from seven persons, including General Smuts and H. A. L. Fisher, as well as Lord Milner himself, that Lloyd George made his belated demand on June 2, 1919, that the German reparations be reduced and the Rhineland occupation be cut from fifteen years to two. The memorandum from which Lloyd George read these demands was apparently drawn up by Philip Kerr (Lord Lothian), while the minutes of the Council of Four, from which we get the record of those demands, were taken down by Sir Maurice Hankey (as secretary to the Supreme Council, a position obtained through Lord Esher). It was Kerr (Lothian) who served as British member of the Committee of Five which drew up the answer to the Germans' protest of May, 1919. General Smuts was still refusing to sign the treaty because it was too severe as late as June 23, 1919.

As a result of these attacks and a barrage of similar attacks on the treaty which continued year after year, British public opinion acquired a guilty conscience about the Treaty of Versailles, and was quite unprepared to take any steps to enforce it by 1930. On this feeling, which owed so much to the British idea of sportsmanlike conduct toward a beaten opponent, was built the movement for appeasement. This movement had two basic assumptions: (a) that reparation must be made for Britain's treatment of Germany in 1919 and   (b) that if Germany's
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most obvious demands, such as arms equality, remilitarization of the Rhineland, and perhaps union with Austria, were met, Germany would become satisfied and peaceful. The trouble with this argument was that once Germany reached this point, it would be very difficult to prevent Germany from going further (such as taking the Sudetenland and the Polish Corridor). Accordingly, many of the appeasers, when this point was reached in March 1938 went over to the anti-Bolshevik or "three-bloc" point of view, while some even went into the "peace at any price" group. It is likely that Chamberlain, Sir John Simon, and Sir Samuel Hoare went by this road from appeasement to anti-Bolshevism. At any rate, few influential people were still in the appeasement group by 1939 in the sense that they believed that Germany could ever be satisfied. Once this was realized, it seemed to many that the only solution was to bring Germany into contact with, or even collision with, the Soviet Union.
The "peace at any price" people were both few and lacking in influence in Britain, while the contrary, as we shall see, was true in France. However, in the period August 1935 to March 1939 and especially in September 1938, the government built upon the fears of this group by steadily exaggerating Germany's armed might and belittling their own, by calculated indiscretions (like the statement in September 1938 that there were no real antiaircraft defenses in London), by constant hammering at the danger of an overwhelming air attack without warning, by building ostentatious and quite useless air-raid trenches in the streets and parks of London, and by insisting through daily warnings that everyone must be fitted with a gas mask immediately (although the danger of a gas attack was nil).

In this way, the government put London into a panic in 1938 for the first time since 1804 or even 1678. And by this panic, Chamberlain was able to get the British people to accept the destruction of Czechoslovakia, wrapping it up in a piece of paper, marked "peace in our time," which he obtained from Hitler, as he confided to that ruthless dictator, "for British public opinion." Once this panic passed, Chamberlain found it impossible to get the British public to follow his program, although he himself never wavered, even in 1940. He worked on the appeasement and the "peace at any price" groups throughout 1939, but their numbers dwindled rapidly, and since he could not openly appeal for support on either the anti-Bolshevik or the "three-bloc" basis, he had to adopt the dangerous expedient of pretending to resist (in order to satisfy the British public) while really continuing to make every possible concession to Hitler which would bring Germany to a common frontier with the Soviet Union, all the while putting every pressure on Poland to negotiate and on Germany to refrain from using force in order to gain time to wear Poland down and in order to avoid the necessity of back-
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ing up by action his pretense of resistance to Germany. This policy went completely astray in the period from August 1939 to April 1940.

Chamberlain's motives were not bad ones; he wanted peace so that he could devote Britain's "limited resources" to social welfare; but he was narrow and totally ignorant of the realities of power, convinced that international politics could be conducted in terms of secret deals, as business was, and he was quite ruthless in carrying out his aims, especially in his readiness to sacrifice non-English persons, who, in his eyes, did not count.

In the meantime, both the people and the government were more demoralized in France than in England. The policy of the Right which would have used force against Germany even in the face of British disapproval ended in 1924. When Barthou, who had been one of the chief figures in the 1924 effort, tried to revive it in 1934, it was quite a different thing, and he had constantly to give at least verbal support to Britain's efforts to modify his encirclement of Germany into a Four-Power Pact (of Britain, France, Italy, Germany). This Four-Power Pact, which was the ultimate goal of the anti-Bolshevik group in England, was really an effort to form a united front of Europe against the Soviet Union and, in the eyes of this group, would have been a capstone to unite in one system the encirclement of France (which was the British answer to Barthou's encirclement of Germany) and the Anti-Comintern Pact (which was the German response to the same project).

The Four-Power Pact reached its fruition at the Munich Conference of September 1938, where these four Powers destroyed Czechoslovakia without consulting Czechoslovakia's ally, the Soviet Union. But the scorn the dictators had for Britain and France as decadent democracies had by this time reached such a pass that the dictators no longer had even that minimum of respect without which the Four-Power Pact could not function. As a consequence, Hitler in 1939 spurned all Chamberlain's frantic efforts to restore the Four-Power Pact along with his equally frantic and even more secret efforts to win Hitler's attention by offers of colonies in Africa and economic support in eastern Europe.

As a result of the failure of the policy of the French Right against Germany in 1924 and the failure of the "policy of fulfillment" of the French Left in 1929-1930, France was left with no policy. Convinced that French security depended on British military and naval support in the field before action began (in order to avoid a German wartime occupation of the richest part of France such as existed in 1914-1918), depressed by the growing unbalance of the German population over the French population, and shot through with pacifism and antiwar feeling, the French Army under Petain's influence adopted a puiely defensive strategy and built up defensive tactics to support it.

In spite of the agitations of Charles de Gaulle (then a colonel) and
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his parliamentary spokesman, Paul Reynaud, to build up an armored striking force as an offensive weapon, France built a great, and purely defensive, fortified barrier from iMontmedy to the Swiss frontier, and retrained many of its tactical units into purely defensive duties within this barrier. It was clear to many that the defensive tactics of this Maginot Line were inconsistent with France's obligations to her allies in eastern Europe, but everyone was too paralyzed by domestic political partisanship, by British pressure for a purely western European policy, and by general intellectual confusion and crisis weariness to do anything about bringing France's strategic plans and its political obligations into a consistent pattern.

It was the purely defensive nature of these strategic plans, added to Chamberlain's veto on sanctions, which prevented Flandin from acting against Germany at the time of the remilitarization of the Rhineland in March 1936. By 1938 and 1939, these influences had spread demoralization and panic into most parts of French society, with the result that the only feasible plan for France seemed to be to cooperate with Britain in a purely defensive policy in the west behind the Maginot Line, with a free hand for Hitler in the east. The steps which brought France to this destination are clear: they are marked by the Anglo-German Naval Agreement of June  1935; the Ethiopian crisis of September 1935; the remilitarization of the Rhineland in March 1936; the neutralization of Belgium in 1936; the Spanish Civil War of 1936-1939; the destruction of Austria in March  1938; and the Czechoslovak crisis leading up to Munich in September  1938. Along these steps we must continue our story. (Quigley, 1966, p.582-586)
Austria falls - to strengthen Germany
In accordance with the mentioned decision to build Germany as a buffer against the Soviet Union,, events flowed swiftly. Soon, Britain signalled what amounts to “go signals” for Germany to annex Austria, and other small nations of Europe.

The secret documents published since 1945 make it quite clear that 

Germany had no carefully laid plans to annex Austria, and was not encouraging violence by the Nazis in Austria. Instead, every effort was made to restrict the Austrian Nazis to propaganda in order to win places in the Cabinet and a gradual peaceful extension of Nazi influence. At the same time, military measures were held in reserve, prepared for use if necessary. (Quigley, 1966, p. 617)
The Chamberlain government made it clear to Germany both publicly and privately that they would not oppose Germany’s projects. As Dirksen wrote to Ribbentrop on June 8, 1938, “Anything which can be got without a shot being fired can count upon the agreement of the British.” Accordingly, it was clear that Britain would not oppose the annexation of Austria, although they continued to warn vigorously against any effort to use force. In February 1938, Sir John Simon and Chamberlain announced in the House of Commons that neither the League of Nations nor Great Britain could be expected to support Austrian independence; on February 12th  Hitler told Schuschnigg that Lord Halifax agreed everything he [Hitler] did with respect to Austria and the Sudeten Germans.” On March 3rd Nevile Henderson told Hitler that changes in Europe were acceptable if accomplished without “the free plav of force”
and that he personally “had often expressed himself in favour of Anschluss.” Finally, on March 7th, when the crisis was at its height. Chamberlain in the House of Commons refused to guarantee Austria or any small nation. This statement was made to the cheers of the government supporters. The following day the Foreign Office sent a message to its missions in Europe in which it stated its “inability to guarantee protection” to Austria. This made it so clear to Hitler that Britain would move that his orders to invade Austria also ordered no precautions to be taken by the defense forces on Germany’s other frontiers (March 11, 1938). (Quigley, 1966, pp.623-624)
And after the annexation of Austria,

The lack of resistance, the welcome from the Austrians, and the inactivity of Italy and the Western Powers encouraged the Germans to increase their ambitions. (Quigley, 1966, p. 625)
In the meantime the British government, especially the small group ling foreign policy, had reached a seven-point decision regarding their attitude toward Germany: (Quigley, 1966, p. 619)
…  the British government could not publicly admit to its own people these “seven points” because they were not acceptable to British public opinion. Accordingly, these points had to remain secret, except for various “trial balloons” issued through The Times, the House of Commons or in Chatham House, in articles and by calculated indiscretions to prepare the what was being done. In order to persuade the British people to accept these points, one by one, as they were achieved, the British government spread the tale that Germany was armed to teeth and that the opposition to Germany was insignificant. (Quigley, 1966, pp. 621)
. By the spring of 1938 this completely erroneous view of the situation was being propagated by the government itself. …We now know, thanks to the captured papers of the German Ministry of War, that this was a gross exaggeration. From 1936 to the outbreak of war in 1939, German aircraft production was not raised, but averaged 425 planes a month of all types (including commercial). Its tank production was low, and even in 1939 was less than Britain’s. In the first nine months of 1939 Germany produced only 50 tanks a month; in four months of 1939, in wartime, Germany produced 247 “tanks and self-propelled guns,” compared to British production of 314 tanks in the same period. At the time of the Munich Crisis in 1938, Germany had 35 infantry and 4 motorized divisions none of them fully manned or equipped. At that time Czechoslovakia could mobilize at least 33 divisions. Moreover, the Czech Army was better trained, had far better equipment, and had better morale and better fortifications. At that time Germany’s tanks were all below 10 tons and were armed with machine guns, except for a handful of 18-ton tanks (Mark III) armed with a 37-mm. gun. The Czechs had hundreds of 38-ton tanks armed with 75mm. cannon. In March 1939, when Germany overran Czechoslovakia, it captured 469 of these superior tanks along with 1,500 planes, 43,000 machine guns, and over 1 million rifles. From every point of view this was chine guns, and over i million rifles. From every point of view this was little less than Germany had at Munich, and, at Munich, if the British government had desired it, Germany’s 39 divisions with the possible assistance of Poland and Hungary, would have been opposed by Czechoslovakia’s 34 divisions supported by France, Britain, and Russia. …

At this same date (September 1939) Germany had an air force of 1,000 bombers and 1,050 fighters. In contrast with this, the British air program of March 1934, which emphasized fighter planes, was to provide a line force of 900 planes. This was stepped up, under the urging of Chamberlain, and the program of May 1938 was planned to provide a first-line force of 2,370 planes. This was raised again in 1939. Under it, Britain produced almost 3,000 “military” planes in 1938 and about 8,000 in 1939 compared to 3,350 “combat” planes produced in Germany in 1938 and 4,733 in 1939. Moreover, the quality of British planes was superior to Germany’s. It was this margin which made it possible for Britain to defeat Germany in the Battle of Britain in September 1940. 

… From these facts it is quite clear that Britain did not yield to superior force in 1938, as was stated at the time and has been stated since by many writers, including Winston Churchill, whose war memoirs were written two years after the Reichswehr archives were captured. We have evidence that the Chamberlain government knew these facts but consistently gave a contrary impression and that Lord Halifax went so far in this direction as to call forth protests from the British military attaches in Prague and Paris. … Finally, on March 7th, when the crisis was at its height, Chamberlain in the House of Commons refused to guarantee Austria or any small nation. This statement was made to the cheers of the government supporters. The following day the Foreign Office sent a message joins in Europe in which it stated its “inability to guarantee protection” to Austria. This made it so clear to Hitler that Britain would not move that his orders to invade Austria also ordered no precautions to be taken by the defense forces on Germany’s other frontiers (March II, 1938). (Quigley, 1966, pp. 622-624)
Although the international stage had been set, the invasion and annexation would not have come about in March had it not been for conditions in Austria, … (Quigley, 1966, p. 624)
The lack of resistance, the welcome from the Austrians, and the inaction of Italy and the western Powers encouraged the Germans to increase their ambitions. … (Quigley, 1966, pp. 625)
Czechoslovakia is sacrificed to guard against the Soviets
Then, and in a similar manner, came the turn for Czechoslovakia,

Czechoslovakia was the most prosperous, most democratic, most powerful, and best administered of the states which arose on the ruins of the Habsburg Empire. As created this country was shaped like a tadpole and was made up of four main portions. These were, from west to east, Bohemia, Moravia, Slovakia, and Ruthenia. It had a population of 15,000,000 of which 3,400,000 were Germans, 6,000,000 were Czechs, 3,000,000 were Slovaks, 750,000 were Hungarians, 100,000 were Poles, and 500,000 were Ruthenians. In general, these people lived on a higher level of education, culture, economic life, and progressiveness as we move from east to west, the Germans and Czechs being on a high level, while the Slovaks and Ruthenians were on a lower level.


The large number of minorities, and especially the large number of Germans, arose from the need to give the country defensible and viable frontiers. … the minorities of Czechoslovakia were the best-treated minorities in Europe, and their agitations were noticeable precisely because they were living in a democratic liberal state which gave them freedom to agitate.  

(Quigley, 1966, pp. 625-626)
… It is worthy to note that no public demand was made by either Henlein
 or Germany to detach the Sudetenland from Czechoslovakia until after 

September 12, 1938, although influential persons in the British government were advocating this, both in public fore this date. … 

Within two weeks of Hitler’s annexation of Austria, Britain was moving. It was decided to put pressure on the Czechs to make concessions to the Germans; to encourage France and eventually Germany to do the same; to insist that Germany must not use force to reach a decision, but to have patience enough to allow negotiations to achieve the same result; and to exclude Russia, although it was allied to Czechoslovakia, from the negotiations completely. All this was justified by the arguments that Czechoslovakia, in a war with Germany, would be smashed immediately, that Russia was of no military value whatever and would not honor its alliance with the Czechs anyway, and that Germany would be satisfied if it obtained the Sudetenland and the Polish Corridor. All these assumptions were very dubious, but they were assiduously propagated both in public and in private and may, at times, even have convinced the speakers themselves.


The group which spread this version of the situation included Chamberlain, Lord Halifax, John Simon, Samuel Hoare, Horace Wilson, the Cliveden Set, the British ambassador in Berlin (Sir Nevile Henderson), and the British minister in Prague (Basil Newton). To make their aims more appealing they emphasized the virtues of “autonomy” and “self determination” and the contribution to European peace which would arise if Germany were satisfied and if Czechoslovakia were “neutralized like Switzerland” and “guaranteed like Belgium.” …(Quigley, 1966, p. 627)
In France, fear of war was rampant. Moreover, in France, even more obviously than in England, fear of Bolshevism was a powerful factor, especially in influential circles of the Right. The ending of the Soviet Alliance, the achievement of a four-Power pact, and the termination of Czechoslovakia as “a spearhead of Bolshevism in central Europe” had considerable appeal to those conservative circles which regarded the Popular Front government of Leon Blum as “a spearhead of Bolshevism” in France itself. To this group, as to a less vociferous group in Britain, even a victory over Hitler in war to save Czechoslovakia would have been a defeat for their aims, not so much because they disliked democracy and admired authoritarian reaction (which was true) as because they were convinced that the defeat of Hitler would expose all of central, and perhaps western, Europe to Bolshevism and chaos. The slogan of these people, “Better Hitler than Blum,” became increasingly prevalent in the course of 1938 and, although nothing quite like this was heard in Britain, the idea behind it was not absent from that country. In this dilemma the “three-bloc world” of the Cliveden Set or even the German-Soviet war of the antiBolsheviks seemed to be the only solution. Because both required the elimination of Czechoslovakia from the European power system, Czecho​slovakia was eliminated with the help of German aggression, French indecision and war-weariness, and British public appeasement and merciless secret pressure. (Quigley, 1966, p. 628)
There is no need to follow the interminable negotiations between Henlein
 and the Czech government, negotiations in which Britain took an active role from March 1938 to the end. …  There is here no hint of revision of the frontiers, yet ….As early as March 17, 1938, five days after the Anschluss, the Soviet government called for consultations looking toward collective actions to stop aggression and to eliminate the increased danger of a new world slaughter. This was summarily rejected by Lord Halifax. Instead, on March 24th, Chamberlain announced in the House of Commons Britain’s refusal to pledge aid to the Czechs if they were attacked or to France if it came to their rescue. When the Soviet request was repeated in September 1938, it was ignored. (Quigley, 1966, pp. 627-628)
The French prime minister and the French foreign minister went to London at the end of April and tried to get Britain to agree … It was also made clear to the French that, in the event of any British-French war against Germany, Britain’s contribution to this joint effort would be restricted to the air, since this was the only way in which Britain itself could be attacked, although it might be possible at some time to send two divisions to France. … . The violence of these Anglo-French discussions is not reflected in the minutes published by the British government in 1949. The day after they ended, Chamberlain wrote to his sister, “Fortunately the papers have had no hint of how near we came to a break [with the French] over Czecholovakia.”  


It is clear from the evidence that Chamberlain was determined to write off the Sudetenland and not to go to war with Germany unless public opinion in England compelled it. In fact, he felt that Germany could impose its will upon Czechoslovakia by economic pressure alone, although he did not go so far as to say, with Sir Nevile Henderson and Halifax, that this method could be successful “in a short time.” “If Germany adopted this course,” according to Chamberlain, no casus belli would then arise under the terms of the Franco-Czechoslovak treaty, and Germany would be able to accomplish everything she required without moving a single soldier.” ‘ If Germany did decide to destroy CzechoSlovakia, he did not see how this could be prevented. But he “did not believe that Germany wanted to destroy Czechoslovakia.” (Quigley, 1966, pp. 629-630)
In the meantime, the German occupation of Austria changed the strategic situation for Germany so that it was necessary for Hitler to modify his general order to the armed forces for operational plans against France, Czechoslovakia, and Austria.  … This draft was entirely rewritten by Hitler and signed on May 30, 1939. Its opening sentence then read, “It is my unalterable decision to smash Czechoslovakia by military action in the near future.” …

These orders were so unrealistic that the German military leaders were aghast. …The German generals tried to dissuade Hitler from his project, and, when they found that they had no influence over him, they persuaded ortant people who saw him to intervene for the same purpose. …The generals and several important civil leaders then formed a conspiracy Their plot stages in it: (i) to exert every effort to make Hitler see the truth; (2) to inform the British of their efforts and beg them to stand firm on the Czechoslovak issue and to tell the German government that would fight if Hitler made war on Czechoslovakia; (3) to assassinate Hitler if he nevertheless issued the order to attack Czechoslovakia. Although message after message was sent to Britain in the first two weeks of September, by Weizsäcker, by Kordt, by the generals, and by others in separate missions, the British refused to cooperate. As a result the plan was made to assassinate Hitler as soon as the attack was ordered. The project was cancelled at noon on September 28, 1938, when news reached Berlin that Chamberlain was going to Munich to yield. The attack order was to have been given by Hitler at 2:00 P.M. that day. 

In the meantime the Czechs were negotiating with Konrad Henlein in an effort to reach some compromise less radical than his Karlsbad demands. Pressure was exercised on the Czechs by Britain and France. From May 3ist onward, Lord Halifax tried to force France to threaten they did not make concessions to the Sudetens. This threat was finally made on September 21, 1938. (Quigley, 1966, pp. 630-632)
The pressure on the Czechs was greatly increased by the sending of a British mission under Lord Runciman to Czechoslovakia at the beginning of August. This mission was presented to the public as being sent to mediate … Under this pressure the Czechs yielded little by little …In the meantime the British had been working out a plan of their own. … It was this plan which was imposed on the Czechs by the Four-Power Conference at Munich on September 30th. 

It was also necessary to impose this plan on the French government and on the public opinion of the world, especially on the public opinion of England. This was done by means of the slowly mounting war scare, which reached the level of absolute panic on September 28th. The mounting horror of the relentless German mobilization was built up day, while Britain and France ordered the Czechs not to mobilize in order “not to provoke Germany.” The word was assiduously spread on all sides that Russia was worthless and would not fight, that Britain certainly would not go to war to prevent the Sudetens from exercising the democratic right of self-determination, that Germany could overwhelm the Czechs in a few days and could wipe out Prague, Paris, and London from the air in the first day, that these air attacks would be accompanied by gas attacks on the civilian population from the air, and that, even if Germany could be defeated after years of war, Czechoslovakia would never be reconstructed because it was an artificial monstrosity, an aberration of 1919.

We now know that all these statements and rumors were not true; the documentary evidence indicates that the British government knew that they were not true at the time. … That Russia would fight if France the time, but it is now clear that Russia had assured everyone that it would stand by its treaty obligations. In 1950 it was reveal by President Benes that Russia had put every pressure on him to resist the German demands in September 1938. Similar pressure put on France, a fact which was reported to London at the time. (Quigley, 1966, pp. 632-633)
Quigley then again prove his point by detailing the military resources commanded by the various nations in 1939, and continues,
The evidence shows that the Chamberlain government knew these facts but consistently gave a contrary impression. Lord Halifax particularly distorted the facts. … In general, every report or rumour which could add to the panic was played up, and everything that might contribute to a united resistance to Germany was played down. By the middle of September, Bonnet was broken, and Daladier was bending, while completely confused. By September 27th Daladier had caved in, and so had the British people. 

(Quigley, 1966, pp. 632-633)
Further details about the appeasement policy may be found in Quigley’s following chapters (Quigley, 1966, pp. 617-658) and more specialised studies.

Change of mood - Poland is guaranteed
… to be continued

Concluding comment 
As mentioned the appeasement policy derailed in 1939, when the elite lost control over the popular opinion it had excited. 

These events in the late 1930s are a telling story of how modern democracies are more unpredictable than e.g. former autocracies, since the political leaders have to care for public opinion both in order to get elected and therefore in order to have their ideas carried through. Whereas former British policy was rational given its goal of hegemony (economic, political and militarily), British foreign policy under democracy becomes unpredictable, like democracy itself. One reason is that political leaders cannot count on being the only group to influence public opinion. There are also other and far more influential groups, in particular the capital intensive investors who put their money in the media, on other words the so-called media moguls. 

The effect of allowing private enterprise ownership of the media, and in addition allowing a concentration of media ownership, therefore is to allow and give these forces an additional and extremely forceful voice in deciding the agenda and outcome of political decisions. Karl Bücher was one of many who warned against this development. (Bücher, 1922): 

 

"The combination of public news with private interests in the publishing business is generally damaging. A cure is only possible though a separation of the advertisement business from the editorial publications of the news press. Only thereby can one of our most important cultural institutions become sounder. The advertisement business must become a public affair and then the discussion of matter of public interest can as earlier be left to the private business.  As long as they are united there can be no honest talk of freedom of the press."  
  

Bücher, Karl (1893). Die Entstehung der Volkswirtschaft, 7th ed. 1922, Tübingen: Verlag der H.Laupp’schen Buchhandlung, Book II, Chapter VII, pp.195-218: “Der Transport”
One cannot count on these forces to refrain from making politics, in addition to its mere observing role of politics. The outcome of this neglect to control ownership of the media, therefore, principally tends to convert democracy into plutocracy. And indeed, democracy tended to be followed by plutocracy in the Roman Empire; as Wilhelm Roscher pointed out. (Roscher, 1882. and Roscher, 1892, book 5, Plutokratie und Proletariat). 
Any analysis of the reasons for political change during the democratic ages, such as the reasons for WW II, therefore cannot neglect an analysis of how these media moguls changed public opinion. This core problem of the democracy has since then escalated, to put it mildly.

Who won WW II?
In the west, the Second World War was fought to defend democracy, liberal human rights, and Poland’s independence.
The outcome was a slaughterhouse. Tens of millions died, many more were injured. The material damage was immense both regarding housing, production facilities and infrastructure. Morality and respect for laws was deeply ruptured, as barbarism increasingly ruled then day on all sides. The years after the war, deep political and social cleavages emerged in all Continental European countries, as the winners summoned the losers and collaborators in war trials. Eastern Europe including Poland was put under Russian guardianship and Communist dictatorship. In Western Europe, a censorship of the losers was established. Archives are still classified and unavailable to the public.
The immense cost thereby brought benefits that hardly stand up to an equal measure. The goals all failed, except perhaps one: Germany was forced to re-establish a parliamentary system, but excluding the losers. And – not stated officially - Germany was forced to re-introduce Anglo-Saxon financial methods, and Germany temporarily lost her export markets. 

If the Europeans were to choose, it is not likely they would find the benefits worth the costs. But did anybody win at all? Great Britain ended the war deeply indebted and gradually lost her empire and in thereby cam out of the war appearing as a winner but in reality was a looser. The only real winners were the leadership of the USA and Russia, although their people suffered immense losses. But there is also a third winner. Similarly, the Jewish leadership won, although the Jewish people suffered immense losses. The most obvious reason is that they managed to make war events legitimise the establishment of the Israeli state. Secondly, after the war, these war events also more or less forcibly ‘legitimised’ huge transferrals of ‘guilt money’, from Germany and the USA in particular. This money went to Israel and to Jewish lawyers, and of course not to the people who had died. Thirdly, Germany and Central Europe was again opened for Jews. Fourthly, the danger of German financial methods and their spread had been stopped. These methods had eliminated the traditional Jewish role as an intermediary.
From Ramsay
Ramsay, Captain A. H. M. (1952). The Nameless War, 

Chapter 13: Who dares

     Even the wealthiest and most influential magnates of the land dare not brave the wrath of organised Jewry as the story regarding the Daily Mail controlling shares on pp. 6 and 7 of my statement to the Speaker shows. (See Appendix I.) 

     Not only in Britain has this been the case, but perhaps even more noticeably in the U.S.A., as the diaries of the late Mr James Forrestal prove. 

     The Forrestal Diaries published by the Viking Press, New York, 1951, only reach me as this book goes to press. Coming from a man of high integrity, who was U.S. Navy Under Secretary from 1940, and Secretary for Defence from 1947 until his resignation and suspicious death a few days later in March 1949, they are of the utmost significance. The most important revelation therein is dated the 27th December, 1945 (pages 121 and 122): 

"Played golf today with Joe Kennedy (Joseph P. Kennedy, who was Roosevelt's Ambassador to Great Britain in the years immediately before the war). I asked him about his conversations with Roosevelt and Neville Chamberlain from 1938 on. 

He said Chamberlain's position in 1938 was that England had nothing with which to fight and that she could not risk going to war with Hitler. 

Kennedy's view: That Hitler would have fought Russia without any later conflict with England if it had not been for Bullitt's (William C. Bullitt -- a half-Jew -- then Ambassador to France)* urging on Roosevelt in the summer of 1939 that the Germans must be faced down about Poland; neither the French nor the British would have made Poland a cause of war if it had not been for the constant needling from Washington. 

Bullitt, he said, kept telling Roosevelt that the Germans wouldn't fight, Kennedy that they would, and that they would overrun Europe. Chamberlain, he said, stated that America and the world Jews had forced England into the war." 

     If Mr. Forrestal's information regarding the impulses behind the recent war needed any confirmation, they have already had it from the outspoken statements of Mr. Oswald Pirow, former South African Defence Minister, who told the Associated Press on the 14th January, 1952, in Johannesburg that 
"Chamberlain had told him that he was under great pressure from World Jewry not to accommodate Hitler." 

     A second most important revelation in the Forrestal Diaries concerns Zionism. It is clear from the entries, that by December, 1947, Mr. Forrestal was becoming greatly concerned by the intervention of the Zionists into American politics. He records conversations with Mr. Byrnes and Senator Vandenberg, Governor Dewey and others, in attempts to lift the Palestine question out of party politics. From this time on he would seem to have made continuous efforts with that end in view. 
The Diary records on the 3rd Feb., 1948 (pages 362 and 363): 

"Visit today from Franklin D. Roosevelt Jr., who came in with strong advocacy of a Jewish State in Palestine, that we should support the United Nations 'decision', I pointed out that the United Nations had as yet taken no 'decision', that it was only a recommendation of the General Assembly and that I thought the methods that had been used by people outside of the Executive branch of the Government to bring coercion and duress on other nations in the General Assembly bordered closely onto scandal . . . 

I said I was merely directing my efforts to lifting the question out of politics, that is, to have the two parties agree that they would not compete for votes on this issue. 
He said this was impossible, that the nation was too far committed and that, furthermore, the Democratic Party would be bound to lose and the Republicans gain by such an agreement. 
I said I was forced to repeat to him what I had said to Senator McGrath in response to the latter's observation that our failure to go along with the Zionists might lose the states of New York, Pennsylvania and California -- that I thought it was about time that somebody should pay some consideration to whether we might not lose the United States." 

     After a short note by the Editor of the Diaries the entry for the 3rd Feb., 1948, continues (page 364): 

"Had lunch with Mr. B. M. Baruch. After lunch raised the same question with him. He took the line of advising me not to be active in this particular matter, and that I was already identified, to a degree that was not in my own interest, with opposition to the United Nations policy on Palestine." 

     It was about this time that a campaign of unparalleled slander and calumny was launched in the United States press and periodicals against Mr. Forrestal.So greatly did this appear to have affected him that in March 1949, he resigned from the U.S. Defence Secretaryship; and on the 22nd of that month was found dead as a result of a fall from a very high window. 

[B.M. Baruch was Bernard Baruch. Powerful and influential Zionist Jew in our nation's capital. His name of endearment by his friends was "Barney". I wonder if the purple dinasaur, 'Barney' is their sick joke on us and our children who so 'love' Barney. - j] 

� Cruitwell’s footnote 3: “In 1915 3,098 ships were intercepted on the northern route and only 19 evaded the patrols. It is believed that not a single ship passed the Straits of Dover unnoticed.”


� Jfr. Bertrand Semmel, G. R. Searle, Robert J. Scally, George Dangerfield, John Hobson, Paul Kennedy


� “On the 20th Hitler sent for General von Falkenhorst and appointed him to command and prepare an expeditionary force for Norway, saying, 'I am informed that the English intend to land there, and I want to be there before them. The occupation of Norway by the British would be a strategic turning movement which would lead them into the Baltic, where we have neither troops nor coastal fortifications ... the enemy would find himself in a position-to advance on Berlin and break the backbone of our two fronts.” 


� The German Duchy of Schleswig was ruled by the Dansh King, due to his parallel position as Duke of Schleswig.


� AMD: This is five million square kilometres (5,179,976), which is 20 times the size of the UK today, 10 times the size of France, 14 times the size of Germany today, and half the size of the USA including Alaska.


� AMD: More than the size of the USA.


� Here it should be remembered that some consider the Hossbach memorandum as a fraud. The author of this private memo was Hossbach. Although he was Hitler's former secretary, he also was a political opponent and a friend and ally of the group who planned to assassinate Hitler. The memo was written when preparing a defence for these actions. The original and a copy, both uncertified, have been lost. The memo is therefore worthless as evidence. A fraction of the memo, uncertified naturally, was used as prime evidence at the war tribune in Nürnberg. Like Hart and Quigley, in his The Origins of the Second World War, A. J. P. Taylor originally accepted the memo as a faithful record of the meeting of 5 November 1937. But in a supplementary "Second Thoughts" added to later editions, he admitted that the protocol "contains no directives for action beyond a wish for increased armaments." 





� It is interesting that the guarantee only concerned aggression from the west, and not from Russia. AMD.


� Hart’s footnote: “I was told this soon afterwards by Mr Hore-Belisha, then Secretary of State for War, and also by Lord Beaverbrook, who had heard about the matter from other members of the Government. “


� Hart’s footnote: Churchill: The Second World War, vol. I, pp. 311-12.


� See chapter XII, The Policy of Appeasement 1931-1936 and chapter XIII, The disruption of Europe,


� Henlein was the leader of the German Czech Nazi party. 
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