CHAPTER  FOUR
NORWAY
A more detailed scrutiny of the Norwegian campaign repays study, throwing light as it does on the problem of aggression and of the trial of national leaders. Politics, Trials and Errors stand out in bold relief.
The strategical situation in 1939 was very similar to the position in 1807 as described by Mahan (if we substitute ' Hitler' for ' Napoleon '): ' England had no army wherewith to meet Hitler ; Hitler had no Navy to cope with that of his enemy. As in the case of an impregnable fortress, the only alternative for either of these contestants was to reduce the other by starvation. On the common frontier, the coast line, they met in a deadly strife in which no weapon was drawn.'1
In the fortress of Europe no section of the whole perimeter was more important in 1939 than the coast of Norway, for in winter, when the Baltic was apt to freeze, there was an un​interrupted channel of sheltered neutral waters from Narvik to the Skagerrak through which German ships could bring to Germany the produce of the Swedish Gallivare iron ore mines, which were of vital importance to the German steel industry. In the whole of the vast naval theatre of war there was no offensive operation open to Britain from which so much advan​tage could be gained as the cutting of this life-line of German communications. In the same way, there was no more impor​tant defensive operation for Germany than to safeguard this key traffic against interruption. So long as Norwegian neutrality could be preserved the route was secure, and by that means it had been kept open throughout the First World War. Nor​wegian neutrality was therefore the first aim of the Germans. Obviously this was the reason why as early as September 2, as mentioned in the Nuremberg Judgement, the Germans promised ' to respect the territory of the Norwegian State ' but at the same time gave warning that they expected, ' on its side
1 Mahan, Influence of Sea Power upon the Fremh Revolution and Empire^ phap. xviii.
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that Norway will observe an unimpeachable neutrality towards the Reich and will not tolerate any breaches of Norwegian neutrality by any third party . . . ' Further, the Norwegians were warned that if any such breach of neutrality did occur ' the Reich Government would then obviously be compelled to safeguard the interests of the Reich in such way as the resulting situation might dictate '. That was a useful piece of prevision for the Germans as events turned out, but although it is men​tioned in the Judgement it is only used as evidence of German bad faith.
If, however, their plans for securing neutrality should fail and Great Britain should mine the Norwegian Leads, the Ger​mans could have no way of protecting their life-line for the transport of the Gallivare ore except by occupying the Nor​wegian Coast, since their fleet was small and they had no aero​drome in that part of the world. For Germany the occupation of Norway, besides its defensive importance for the protection of the Gallivare iron ore, would of course have, in addition, the offensive advantage of facilitating their operations by U-Boat and aircraft against Britain and her sea communications. Conversely, for Britain it was important defensively to exclude the Germans as long as possible from obtaining those offensive advantages.
For both nations, therefore, an operation in Norway had the greatest interest, both defensively and offensively. In the case of Great Britain the prospect was a strangling operation, namely the mining of the Leads, which was planned very early in the war ; it was always recognized however, that some troops would* be required in addition to protect bases and aerodromes. In the case of Germany, the projected operation whether con​sidered from a defensive or offensive point of view, necessarily had to take the form of a military occupation.
The Nuremberg Tribunal, which by the way never adopted any definition of what constituted an aggression, pronounced the German invasion of Norway an act of aggressive warfare. Several of the accused who took part in the planning were found guilty of planning, preparing, initiating or waging aggressive war in Norway. They were condemned on that count. But the Tribunal never so much as mentioned the British strangling operation, which, as we shall see, actually preceded the German
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operation at the stages both of planning and execution, and did not say whether this too was an act of aggression or not.
Such an omission is the more curious because events in the World War, 1914—18, had brought the problems of Norway prominently to light. In August, 1918, when an anti-submarine mine barrage had been laid right across the North Sea, it was felt by the British War Cabinet to be intolerable that German U-Boats and surface ships should be able to evade the mines by using the Norwegian Leads. The Norwegian Government were pressed to lay mines themselves to defend their neutrality, but declined to do so. The objections to mining the waterways, ourselves, however, were found to be too great. To quote the Official History :
' At a Conference held on board the Queen Elizabeth at the end of August, the Commander-in-Chief (Lord Beatty) said it would be most repugnant to the officers and men in the Grand Fleet to steam in overwhelming strength into the waters of a small but high-spirited people and coerce them. If the Nor​wegians resisted, as they probably would, blood would be shed ; this, said the Commander-in-Chief, " would constitute a crime as bad as any that the Germans had committed elsewhere ",n The Tribunal's version of the story will now be tested further by following events step by step.
At the Planning Stage
The Tribunal (page 27) says that the idea of attacking Nor​way originated with Raeder and Rosenberg, and in support of this statement of fact they refer to various Memoranda by the former dated October 3, 6, and 10, 1939. They mention also that in October and November, 1939, Raeder and Rosenberg were working on the occupation of Norway. That, they say, was the beginning of German planning.
But the Judgement does not mention that in a Minute dated September 19, 1939, Mr. Winston Churchill, First Lord of the British Admiralty, after consulting the British War Cabinet, brought to the notice of the First Sea Lord and others the impor​tance of stopping the transportation of Swedish iron ore from
1 Official History.   Naval Operations, Vol. V, p. 340,
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Narvik to Germany, adding that it was necessary to prepare it.1 That was the beginning of British planning. It is not even mentioned in the Judgement.
No mention either is made in the Judgement of Mr. Churchill's very important Memorandum to the Cabinet of September 29, 1939, in which he explains how vitally important to Ger​many is the supply of the Swedish ore, and how its interception or interruption during the winter months, i.e., from October to April, would greatly reduce her power of resistance. Nor is a hint given in the Judgement of Mr. Churchill's warning to the Cabinet in the same Memorandum that, if the supplies of ore from Narvik to Germany—which had temporarily abated through Swedish action—started again more drastic action would be needed. The First Lord's Instruction of the same date to the Assistant Chief of the Naval Staff to consider and report on the point on the Norwegian coast at which traffic should be stopped, is also entirely ignored in the Judgement.2
The importance of the Memoranda and Minutes lies in the fact that the British Government began to plan their major offensive in Norway a fortnight before the Germans. Mr. Churchill was already warning the Cabinet that, to make it effective before the winter months, a breach of Norwegian neutrality might become necessary. There was, ot course, nothing heinous in that from the point of view of the planners. Their business was to carry out their instructions and to plan and prepare, because at that stage no one could possibly fore​see what the attitude of Norway would be, or whether some German aggression might produce a legitimate excuse or justi​fication for putting the British operation in force. The German planners were in exactly the same position. They knew, as our planners knew, that the execution of their plan might involve an act of aggression. On the other hand, they knew from our Official History how near Britain had been to a breach of Nor​wegian neutrality in the First World War ; such a breach, they might argue, would provide a reasonable pretext for their plan.' That was the position, on both sides until mid-March. In short, both sides were planning an operation, which might or might not involve an act of aggression.
1 Winston Churchill, The Gathering Storm, p. 421.
2 Ibid., pp. 422-24.
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The omission to mention this part of the story in the Judgement is the more inexplicable because the whole story was told to the House of Commons by Mr. Churchill in April, 1940,1 and it was a matter of public knowledge.
The whole burden then of the Tribunal's account of this stage of the Norwegian campaign is to show that the Germans were already planning an act of aggression for which punish​ment must be meted out. They do not mention any of the evidence that the Allies were doing the same thing at the same time, indeed did so even before the Germans ! Any soldier or sailor or airman could have told this International Military Tribunal that in fact both sides were merely exercising reason​able foresight and prescience, and that neither side was at that stage in any way culpable. But there is no evidence in the Judgement that naval, military or air advice was taken on such points. Mr. Churchill's memoranda, as the Government re​vealed when I pressed for information, were not submitted to the Nuremberg judges.
We see from these omissions how gravely the case of the van​quished was prejudiced compared with the victors.
The Stage of Preparation
By the end of the year 1939 the work of planning and pre​paration on both sides was far advanced ; but still we find the Tribunal piling up the case against the Germans, while for​getting to consider how far it was conditioned by the Allies. The Judgement records how in mid-December, 1939, Raeder, Rosenberg, and eventually Hitler himself saw Quisling, who put forward a plan for a coup d'e'tat in Norway. This suggests that Hitler was seeking an excuse, such as a coup d'etat might provide, for an entry into Norway by invitation. But he was cautious on this occasion and said he would still prefer a neutral attitude on the part of Norway.
But, the Judgement does not contain a word of Mr. Churchill's Memorandum to the War Cabinet dated December 16, which opens by stating that the effectual stopping of Norwegian ore supplies to Germany ranks as a major offensive operation of war. Any detached person would think this a supremely important
1 Winston Churchill, The Gathering Storm, p. 421 and pp. 474—5 ; also Hansard, Commons, April 11, 1940.

piece of evidence for the Tribunal, for it places the British plan on the same level of importance as the German plan, which is so severely condemned as a crime in law in the Judgement. Remembering the extract from Mahan's History (p. 70), it becomes evident that the projected blow against Germany's steel output was as important to the Sea Powers (Great Britain and France) as the occupation of Norway was to the Land Power (Germany). How important it was is shown in the re​mainder of this long and prescient Memorandum which may be summarized in the following manner : Mr. Churchill de​scribed how this was the only measure open to us for months to come which would give so good a chance of abridging the waste and destruction of the war or even of preventing the slaughter which would result from the grapple of the main armies. Most interesting too, was his examination of the countermeasures which Germany was likely to take if we were to stop the Narvik supplies, including perhaps a German domination of the Scan​dinavian peninsula, the spreading of the war to Norway and Sweden, involving perhaps the despatch of British and French troops to those countries. He concluded that we had more to gain than Germany from a German attack on Scandinavia.
The most important point, however, from the point of view of the German trials was Mr. Churchill's conclusion. He said that ' the final tribunal is our own conscience ' and proceeded to an impassioned appeal that we, who were fighting the battle of the small countries, should not allow them to tie our hands in the struggle for rights and freedom. The letter of the law must not obstruct those responsible for its enforcement. Humanity, and not legality, must be our guide.   Thus far, Mr. Churchill.
The Cabinet refused to be moved by these arguments from their policy of neutrality. All they were willing to accept from the advice rendered by the tempestuous' First Lord, was the authorization of diplomatic protests to Norway about misuse of her territorial waters. They also allowed the military examination of the implications of possible commitments in Scandinavia, the preparation of plans for landing a force at Narvik for the sake of Finland—then fighting the Russian invader—and consideration of the military consequences of a German occupation of Southern Norway.
All this underlines the fact that the British plan, which had
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been begun in September, was by then recognized to be ' a major offensive operation of war'. Yet the Tribunal never even mentioned it in its published Judgement. It was truly a major operation, not only on account of the effect it was expected to have in reducing the German power of waging war, but also because of the repercussions it was likely to have throughout Scandinavia ; it led, almost at once, to the preparation of con​siderable allied forces for use there. These proceedings also show the pressure the War Cabinet were under from their most powerful colleague, the future Prime Minister and National Leader, to persuade them to a technical act of aggression liable to set all Scandinavia ablaze—a ' crime', to use Nuremberg's extravagant language, for which the Germans were destined to be so severely condemned by the Tribunal. Not a single word of it appears in the Nuremberg Judgement.
Expansion of Allied Planning
The Judgement records how, on January 27, 1940, General Keitel produced a Memorandum on the plans for the invasion of Norway, which Hitler had placed under his direction. No reference is made, however, to the important developments in the plans of the Allies which took place on February 5, at Paris, where the Supreme War Council of the Allies, attended by Mr. Neville Chamberlain, Lord Halifax and Mr. Churchill himself, approved plans for the preparation of three or four allied divisions for service in Finland, and for persuading Nor​way and Sweden to permit the passage of supplies and re​inforcements to the Finns and ' incidentally to get hold of the Gdllivare ore-field '-1 From then on the preparations for despatch of allied troops to Norway were intensified.
Up to this point there had been no major violation of Nor​wegian neutrality by either side, beyond the sinking of a few merchant ships in Norwegian waters, which are mentioned by Mr. Churchill but without details. At any rate, there had been no serious protest by the Norwegian Government against breach of neutrality.
The Approach of the Crisis
On February 16, 1940, however, there occurred an inci​dent, which again is not even mentioned in the Nuremberg 1 Winston Churchill, The Gathering Storm, pp. 442-43.

Judgement, although, as Mr. Churchill records, it ' sharpened everything in Scandinavia', namely the rescue by a cutting-out party from H.M.S. Cossack from the German ship Altmark in Norwegian territorial waters of a number of British seamen who had been rescued from torpedoed merchant ships. The impor​tance of this gallant exploit was that it came at a moment when the German preparations for invading Norway were well advanced and Hitler was seeking a pretext which would 'justify' his launching it. It spurred him to action. Four days later, on February 20, on Keitel's suggestion, the Fiihrer (as recorded by Mr. Churchill but not by the Tribunal) sent for General von Falkenhorst and gave him command of the Norwegian expedition. From his verbal appreciation of the situation, as described by the General at the Nuremberg trials, it looks as though Hitler had got wind of the allied plans formu​lated at Paris ; Hitler said he was informed that the Allies in​tended to land in Scandinavia and explained in some detail how this would interfere in his own plans in Western Europe by threatening the German weak flank in the Baltic.1
The ' spur to action ' given by the Altmark episode would seem also to have inspired Hitler's directive of March 1, 1940, which is mentioned on page 28 of the Judgement. He there puts as his objects that ' this operation should prevent British encroachment on Scandinavia and the Baltic ; further it should guarantee our ore base in Sweden, and give our Navy and Air Force a wider start against Britain'. It will be noticed that the first two reasons were purely defensive ones and only the third was offensive though even that could be described as an ' offensive-defensive ' operation. Although the Tribunal men​tioned the directive, it apparently had no effect on its refusal to admit that the German invasion had any defensive element at all. But then the Tribunal had no military advisers so far as I am aware.
However, the Altmark episode against which the Norwegians (unnoticed by the Nuremberg Tribunal) protested vehemently does not seem to have given Hitler the pretext he was seeking for launching the invasion of Norway, for he continued to hesi​tate until the middle of March as to what pretext he would
1 Ibid., p. 446.
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adopt.    Perhaps the effective British reply to the Norwegian protest convinced him.
The Crisis
By the beginning of April, 1940, the preparations for the major offensive operation in Norway had been completed by both camps. Neither side had given the other an easy excuse for launching their expedition, and by a coincidence the two operations were launched almost simultaneously without any pretext having been found. Although the German fleet made the first move by a diversion in the North Sea on April 7 to cover the movements of transports, the actual landing, that is to say the German major offensive operation, did not take place until April 9, Twenty-four hours before that, namely between 4.30 and 5 a.m. on April 8, the British minefields had been laid in the West Fjord near Narvik !
Remarks
The story of the Norwegian Campaign, as told in the Nurem​berg Judgement, contains few if any inaccuracies. It is the truth and nothing but the truth—but it is not the whole truth. It is indeed only half the story ; and by omitting the other half it is distorted, not history. By adding the part of the story that has been omitted at the Trial it has been shown that, from the start of planning to the German invasion, both Great Britain and Germany were keeping more or less level in their plans and preparations. Britain actually started planning a little earlier, partly owing to Mr. Churchill's prescience, and partly perhaps because she had a better and more experienced system of Higher Control of the War than Germany. Throughout the period of preparations the planning continued normally. Both plans could be classed as major offensive operations of war. Neither plan could be initiated without either an invitation from Nor​way, who naturally preferred to preserve her neutrality as in the First World War, or alternatively incurring the odium of perpetrating an aggression. This bore heavily on the British because they had stood by smaller nations against aggression ; the essence of their plan was to stop the German supplies of Gallivare ore during the winter before the Baltic unfroze, and
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in the matter of aggression Great Britain had a reputation to lose owing to her correctness and restraint in e.g. the First World War. Hitler, however, who must have guessed the pressure to which the British Government was exposed to make them take a risk, held back as long as he dared.
Who took the decision for action and in what circumstances, does not seem to have been published in either country. But both plans were executed almost simultaneously, Britain being twenty-four hours ahead in this so-called act of aggression, if the term is really applicable to either side. At any rate, if it was applicable to one belligerent, it was equally applicable to the other, and that is where the Nuremberg Tribunal, by describing only the German side of the campaign, went so grievously astray.
Imagine that the situation had been reversed, that Germany had won the war and had set up such a Tribunal, with the same Charter, to try its enemies : does anyone doubt the result, so far as the Norwegian campaign is concerned ? All that Mr. Churchill said about the deadly effect on Germany of a success​ful mining of the Norwegian Leads, about its being a major offensive operation of war, about the early start in planning and about our twenty-four hour lead in execution would have been trotted out. The operation would have been declared an act of aggression and everyone concerned in it—members of the War Cabinet, Chiefs of Staff, Joint Planning Committees, Admirals, Generals and Air Marshals galore would, on the Nuremberg analogy, have been tried, condemned and executed! How should we and posterity have felt about it ? Politics and legal Trials of this sort do not mix. They are grievous errors for which we all pay dearly in years of waiting—waiting for a Peace which cannot be born of vengeance but must flow from justice.
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