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THE ANGLO-GERMAN NAVAL AGREEMENT 

OF 1935: AN INTERIM JUDGMENT1 


D. C. WATT 

TE conclusion of the Anglo-Ger- 
man naval agreement was one of 
the most startling events of 1935. 

Hitherto Britain had seemed outwardly 
resolute against nascent German mili-
tarism. I t  was true that there had been 
signs of conciliatoriness in the Anglo- 
French communiqu6 of February 2, 
193S2 with its offer of an air pact to Ger- 

The main sources used in this study are as 
follo~vs: (1) the reports of American diplomats in 
Europe in: U.S., Department of state, Foreign rela- 
l ions oj  the L'nited States: diplomatic papers, 1934 
and 1935 (tvashington, in progress) (here cited as 
U . S .  F.R.); (2) the documents cited in evidence a t  
the Nuremberg trial, printed in the t ~ + oseries, 
N a z i  conspiracy and aggression (Washington, 1946) 
(cited as X C A ) ,  and Trial  of the major z a r  criminals 
(Nuremberg, 1949) (documents cited X D  and 
Nuremberg numbering, testimony cited I d l T  and 
date, as pagination differs in the German and 
English transcripts) ; (3) the annual pub1icatior.s 
of the Royal Institute of International Affairs, 
Survey of international affairs and Doczbmenfs on  
international affairs (London, in progress) (cited 
as Survey and Documents); (4) various volumes of 
memoirs-on the German side, Erich KORDT, 
il.'icht aus  den Akten (Stuttgart, 1950), and Paul 
SCHMIDT,Statist  auf diplontatische Bzihne (Bonn, 
1939) (both authors took part in the negotiations 
of June 4-18, 1935, in London, the one as liaison 
officer betveen the German foreign ministry and 
Ribbentrop's ofike created in his capacity of 
foreign affairs expert on the staff of the deputy to 
the Fuehrer, Hess, the other as the official inter- 
preter); for criticism of these memoirs see E.  M. 
CARROLLin American political science r e t l i e ~ ,  Vol. 
XLVI, KO. 2 (June 1952), and Sir Lewis NAYIER, 
I n  the X a z i  era (London, 1953) (Kordt's friendship 
a i t h  Schmidt makes it dubious ahether his book, 
published a year later than Schmidt's, can be re- 
garded as altogether independent testimony); also, 
Baron VON GEYRVON SCHJV~EPPENBURG,The  crztical 
years (London, 1952) (German military attache in 
London 1933-37, acting air attache, 1933-35, a 
Catholic); on the British side, the fullest account is 
contained in Viscount TEMPLEWOOD,S i n e  trozbbled 

many. But the events of March and 
April seemed to have dismissed all possi- 
bilities of Germany being offered a sec- 
ond chance. The white paper published 
in Britain a t  the beginning of March3 had 
discussed German rearmament in very 
strong terms and had used it as the just- 
tification, the raison d'itre, for the pro- 
posed scheme of British rearmament. It 
had so incensed Hitler that he had post- 
poned the visit of British cabinet minis- 
ters planned, on German invitation, for 
the end of the first week in March, on the 
grounds of his having a cold, an indispo- 
sition universally recognized as of purely 
diplomatic origin.4 His answer to this 

years (London, 1954) (appeared when this paper 
lvas in an advanced stage of preparation; his 
account has been used to check that contained in 
this paper; in spite of some inaccuracies in detail and 
tendentiousness in argument it represents the 
fullest defense from the British side); and the 
second volume of memoirs of the first sea lord of the 
time, Admiral Sir Ernle CHATFIELD,I t  might 
happen again (London, 1947) (the account he gives 
of the origins of the agreement does not tally en- 
tirely either with that of Temple~vood or with the 
picture given in the U.S. diplomatic documents, 
lvhich must be considered the most reliable of all 
these sources [see n. 68, below]). Other sources are 
noted where used. 

See Doczrments, 1935, Part  I ,  pp. 25-26. 
Great Britain, Parliamentary papers, 1935, 

Vol. XI11 (Accounts and papers, Vol. 11), Cmd. 
4827, Air army, session of Kov. 20, 1934--0ct. 25, 
1935, pp. 803 ff.  Statement relating to defense 
issued in connection with the house of commons 
debate on March 11, 1935. 

Except by Simon, lvho told the U.S. charge 
d'affaires in London on March 5 that he believed 
Hitler's illness was far more serious than the Ger- 
man communique allolved ( U . S .  F.R., 1935, I, 194, 
memorandum by U.S. charge d'affaires in London, 
of Mar. 5, 1935). 
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white paper appeared to be couched in 
more striking terms in the announcement 
on March 11of the existence of a German 
airlforce, followed a t  a week's interval by 
the announcement of the reintroduction 
of conscription in Germany. The British 
ministers, Simon and Eden, refused to 
abandon the projected visit to Berlin but 
publicly emphasized its purely "infor-
mative" character, and Eden extended 
his tour to take in Moscow, Warsaw, 
Prague, and i'ienna. Simon was known 
to have been disappointed by the meager 
results of his m i ~ s i o n ; ~  and all signs of 
willingness on Britain's part to maintain 
a conciliatory attitude toward Ger-
many's new and unconventionally 
brusque regime seemed to have disap- 
peared with the creation of the "Stresa 
Front" of France, Italy, and Britain and 
the firmness with which German rearma- 
ment was censured in the resolutions 
adopted by these powers a t  the Stresa 
meeting on April 11,6 and the meeting of 
the League of Nations council a t  Geneva 
on April 18.' Simon had admitted8 that 
Hitler had claimed a navy with a 
strength equal to 35 per cent of the com- 
bined navies of the British Common- 
wealth, but it was assumed, as the Man- 
chester Guardian's diplomatic correspond- 
ent had prophesied even before Simon's 
visit, that he had met with a "courteous 
rebuff ."g 

Public opinion was more agitated by 
Hitler's far more startling claim that 
Germany, in direct contradiction to the 
estimate of German air strength given by 

5 From Simon's statements in the commons, 
March 28 and April 9, 1935. 

6 Docz~ntents,1935, Part I, pp. 80-82. 
7 Documenis, 1935, Part I ,  p. 98. 
8 In his statement of April 9, 1935. 
9 ,Ilanclzester Guardian, Mar. 22,1935. The date is 

of interest as it sholvs that there was, among those 
in the know, the expectation that  Hitler lvould 
raise naval demands a t  the Berlin conversations, 
prior to their occurrence. 

Baldwin to the house of commons a 
month before, had already formed a 
Luftwaffe equal in strength to the R.A.F. 
The speciou~ness of this claim was only 
to become apparent much later, and 
British interest was fanned bv the vio- 
lently exaggerated picture of German air 
armaments painted in the Rothermere 
press, a picture which was based mainly 
on information from Nazi or pro-Nazi 
sources.10 British public opinion, remem- 
bering Baldwin's dictum that "the 
bomber would always get through"I1 and 
the terrible pictures of the effects that 
air raids wouid have on London which so 
often formed the perorations to his most 
stirring speeches,12 was far more sensitive 
to German air than sea power. Some Ger- 
man observers were in fact sufficiently 
impressed to be reminded of the role 
played, in the decade before World War 
I, in exacerbating Anglo-German rela-
tions by alarm a t  the growth of the Ger- 
man navy.13 Hitler later claimed14 that i t  
was British anxiety aroused by the 
strength of the ~uftwaffe that softened 
the bulldog breed suficiently to make 
them conclude the Anglo-German naval 
agreement three months later 

loIn a letter of May 13, 1935 to the Marquess 
of Londonderry, Rothermere cited Hitler as his 
source. See the Marquess of LOWDONDERRY, 
Wings of destiny (London, 1942), p. 129. London- 
derry states Rothermere's source to have been 
Hungarian (p. 168). 

l1 Speech to the commons on the air estimates, 
Nov. 10, 1932. 

l2 On this see G. M. YOUXG,Stanley Baldwin 
(London, 1952), pp. 175, 206. 

l 3 See on this point GEYR, chap. iii, passim. See 
also, at  a later date, DIRKSEX'S reports of June 10, 
1938, and Sept. 1939, printed in U.S.S.R., Ministry 
of foreign affairs, Doczintents and nzaterials relating 
to the eve of the second x'orld u8ar (h1osco~. 1938), 
Vol. 11,Tlze Dirksen papers. 

141n his conversation of November 19, 1936 
with the Austrian minister, Guido Schmitt. See 
Great Britain, Documents on German foreign policy, 
Ser. D (cited as G.D.), Vol. I (London, 1949), 
No. 181. 
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On April 26, it was announced in Lon- 
don that German naval experts were ex- 
pected to arrive in London during the 
course of the next ten days,15 but this 
announcement was overtaken again by 
the German statement on April 29 that 
the German navy was in the process of 
assembling submarines from parts manu- 
factured during the previous year. In his 
speech of hIay 2 to the commons, the 
British premier, MacDonald, comment- 
ing on the forthcoming visit of these 
naval experts, announced that the invi- 
tation to them had been issued during 
Simon's Berlin visit, explained that the 
visit was to be postponed until after the 
Jubilee celebrations, and censured the 
German unilateral decision to build 
submarines.I6 

On May 21, Hitler renewed his naval 
claims. I n  a speech to the reichstag, he 
described them as "final and binding," 
and not, as the foreign press had sup- 
posed, merely the preliminary to further 
demands in the colonial sphere. "Ger- 
many," he declared, "has neither the in- 
tention nor the necessity nor the means 
to participate in any new naval rival- 
ry."I7 These claims or "offers" (it de- 
pended on the standpoint of the listener), 
comprised only one part of a nine-point 
program of contributions toward the 
eventual general pacification of Europe. 

l b S z ~ r o e y ,1935, Part I, p. 180. I t  is interesting 
to note that, according to the announcement in 
the Times, RI.  Pittri, the French minister of marine, 
attended the n edding of the daughter of Sir Bolton 
Eyres Monsell, first lord of the admiralty, on 
April 30. I t  would seem unlikely that he returned 
to France without making inquiries or receiving 
assurances as to the topics to be discussed with 
these German experts. On June 18, RIassigli told 
the counsellor of the U.S. embassy that France had 
understood these conversations to be "purely 
explanatory." U.S. F.K., 1935, I, 165, Paris tele- 
gram 511 of June 18. 

l6 See Doczi?izenls, 1935, Part  I, p. 141. 

17 Norman 11.Baynes (The speeches of Adol f  Hit-
ler, 1922-39 [London, 19411, 11, 1218-46) prints the 
sections of this speech relevant to foreign policy. 

But they were alone in being translated 
into fact. On June 4 Ribbentrop, newly 
created Hitler's special ambassador, ar- 
rived in London with a staff of naval and 
technical experts, though without any 
senior representatives of the German 
foreign ministry among its members.18 In  
its leading article of the same day the 
Times,welcoming Ribbentrop, made it 
clear that the German "offer" (to limit 
their navy voluntarily to 35 per cent of 
that of the Commonwealth), was hardly 
regarded as practical. "The ratio sys- 
tem," it wrote, "has broken down in 
other countries. I t  will serve no useful 
purpose to make an agreement with Ger- 
many that would upset proportionate 
strengths elsewhere." Nevertheless, Rib- 
bentrop could rest assured that "there 
would be little difficulty insofar as Great 
Britain and Germany are concerned, a t  
arriving at  an understanding on naval 
programmes."l9 On June 18, after pro- 
tests from France, the agreement was 
signed establishing a ratio of 100:35, 
valid "for ever" between the fleets of the 
Commonwealth and the German navy.20 

In the diplomatic field the effects of 
this signature were immediate and vio- 
lent. In France the French Right were 
angered in the extreme. Pietri, the 
French minister of marine, a future ofice- 
holder under PCtain,21 led the storm of 
protest in the French press with a speech 

l 8  The delegation consisted of Iiibbentrop, 
Rear-;\dmiral Schuster, Corvette Captain Kiderlen, 
Erich Kordt, Interpreter Schmidt, and Counsellor 
IVoermann of the legal department of the German 
foreign ministry. The inclusion of Woermannshould 
have been a warning to France and other pon ers that 
Germany meant business. 

lP The Times, June 4, 1935. 

20 Even the Times admitted in its editorial of 
June 19, 1935 that the agreement was "far more 
definite and comprehensive" than a t  first con-
templated, i.e., on the British side. 

He was minister of communications in the 
first PCtain cabinet and subsequently Vichy am-
bassador in Spain. 



a t  Brest on July 7.22 The naval commit- 
tee of the French senate passed a resolu- 
tion reserving to France "complete lib- 
erty of action in naval matters until the 
conclusion of new agreement^."^^ Accord-
ing to some reports Laval had himself 
been contemplating an approach to Ger- 
many and was furious to find himself 
thus anticipated. Among his circle it was 
whispered that foreknowledge of the 
British intentions would have enabled 
him to get in first with a military agree- 
ment with G e r m a n ~ . ~ T h e  effects of the 
conclusion of the agreement upon the 
Stresa Front (upon which the French 
Right had set great store, both as  a mili- 
tary restraint upon Germany and as a 
league of conservative governments) 
were particularly obnoxious to them; and 
their resentment of the British move 
combined easily with the cynicisms and 
suspicions to be aroused in them by the 
subsequent crusade of British public 
opinion against Italy which was to devel- 
op in the latter half of the year.2" 

The effect upon Italian policy was less 

22For extracts see L)ocz(me~:ls,1935, I'art I ,  
pp. 153-54. 

23 Text in Sz~rvey,1935, I'art I, 1). 187. Apparently 
the subsequent British proposal that the French send 
naval experts to London to discuss the .2nglo-
German naval agreement, met uith a curt refusal 
(U.S.  F.R., 1935, I ,  74, Hull to U.S. embassy in 
London, citing Paris telegram 524 of June 22, 1935). 

24 See ;\lcxander WORTH,Tile destiny of Frat~ce 
(London, 1938), 11. 172. Templen ood (pp. 144, 146) 
makes Laval much more con11,laisant. 

zD See contemporary evidence in Siirvey, 1935, 
Part I, pp. 188-89. For a typical French reaction 
see RenC la D R U Y ~ R E ,"Les accords navals anglo- 
allemands" in Re~zte des dc~tx vzowdes, July 15, 
1935, pp. 35664.  AndrC (;IRAUD (I'ertinax), 
"France and the Anglo-German na\al  treaty" in 
Foreign affairs, 1'01. XIV, Xo. 1 (October 1935), 
51-61. On the more general del elol~nlerlt of opinion 
on the French Iiight tonard Italy see C. L2. 
~IICAUD, French and Saz i  GermanyThe Righl 
(Durham, X.C., 1944), pp. 5658 .  The British 
had added insult to Injury by signing the agree- 
ment on the anniversary of LTaterloo. 

obvious but possibly more serious. The 
desertion by Britain of the Stresa Front 
and the concern showed by both Britain 
and France for the revival of German sea 
power in the North Sea cleared Italy of 
the only two restraints on her action 
against Abyssinia; the British navy 
would be distracted a t  least by the rising 
strength of the German fleet;26 and 
France, now bereft of her ally against 
Germany, would hardly dare but rely on 
her only remaining friend, still less alien- 
ate the one power that,  under Locarno, 
was both her guarantor against German 
action in the Rhineland and her protec- 
tor against German action in Austria. 
These considerations made inevitably 
useless Eden's visit to Rome a t  the end 
of June to explain-or rather to explain 
away-the agreement. 

There is a further point here. Lord 
Perth, then Sir Eric Drummond, ambas- 
sador to Italy, subsequently affirmed2' 
that the subject of Abyssinia was not 
raised a t  Stresa, his efforts to secure its 
discussion being suppressed by the Brit- 
ish delegation in order to avoid compro- 
mising the success of the conference. For 
full confirmation on these points we must 
await the publication of the British and 
Italian state documents. But if, as Lord 
Perth makes it appear, the subject of 

26 Churchill had pounced on this ot)vious point 
in his speech of July 22, 1935 to the commons, 
reprinted in Winston S. CHURCHILL, Tlie gat/~ering 
storm (London, 1947), p. 110. The Italians could 
not ha le  anticipated the degree to nhich the 
admiralty would denude all other nalal  stations 
to reinforce the Mediterranean in September 1935. 
I t  coulti be argued that the freedom of the ad- 
miralty to take this course nas  one of the results 
of the agreement. But such freedom mas only 
operative in the short run, as the German navy 
mas useless against any adversary other than 
England. I t  is to the credit of apologists for the 
agreement that  this argument has so far not been 
advanced. 

27 In a letter to thc London u eekly, TlieSpectator. 
Mar. 22, 1943. 
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ltalian designs on Abyssinia was not 
firmly broached to Mussolini, he may 
well have derived from this the impres- 
sion that, whatever English statesmen 
might say in public, they were in private 
and in policy complaisant toward 
treaty-breaking by major powers.28 How- 
ever that may be, Eden's communica- 
tions, whether remonstrances on Italy's 
policy toward Abyssinia or apologetics 
for the naval agreement, were coldly re- 
ceived, and Mussolini continued his 
Abyssinian designs. T o  the states of cen- 
tral Europe, the agreement was the 
greatest success yet achieved by Nazi 
Germany and advertised to all the 
growth of a new power factor nearer 
home than France br Italy, with which 
they would have to come to terms.2Qit- 
vinov for Soviet Russia used very strong 
language in conversation with the United 
States ambassador in Moscow, Bullitt, 
referring to the British as blacklegs. I n  
his eyes, its most important consequence 
was the need for Britain to concentrate 
her naval forces in the North Sea and to 
abandon any possibility of influencing 
Japan by sending a fleet to Singapore. He 

28 According to Litvinov, he, Laval, and Eden 
had suggested to Rlussolini, a t  Geneva (in April), 
that  he should not involve I taly deeply in Abyssinia. 
Rlussolini replied that  I taly had not any  intention of 
opposing Germany in Austria unless he should re- 
ceive full support fro111 Britain and France. hlus- 
solini said also that  Germany ~vould not be ready 
to attack anyone before the end of 1937 and that  
long before Germany should be in a condition to 
attack, Italy would have Abyssinia firmly in her 
hands (U.S .  F.IZ., 1935, I, 283-85, as  reported 1)). 
Rullitt, Mosco~r- telegram 214 of May 29, 1935). 
This kind of conversation, if the report is true, nas 
surely not  sufiicient to restrain hlussolini in his 
Abyssinian adventure. 

2 @  See the Times, Vienna dispatch, June 20, 1935. 
The  Latvian government apparently interpreted 
i t  as a sign of British disinterest in eastern Eurol~e 
and sounded Estonia on the plan of concludi~ig a 
mutual assistance pact with Russia under the influ- 
ence of apprehensions tha t  Britain had "deserted 
Latvia" (U.S.  l'.R., 1935, I, 30G5). hleniorandum 
of July 18, 1935 by U.S. charge d'affaires in Latvia. 

deduced correctly that the cabinet pro- 
posed to cultivate much closer and 
friendlier relations with Hitler's Ger-
m a n ~ . ~ ~In  Japanese eyes the agreement 
amounted to a tacit alliance, and (accord- 
ing to Kordt), in Hitler's first flush of 
eilthusiasm after the diplomatic isolation 
of the previous three months, that was 
his reaction also.31 

The course of events as so far sketched 
represents, except in a few details, the 
information and the picture available to 
contemporary public opinion.32 I t  seemed 
clear that a considerable change in direc- 
tion had taken place in British policy, 
but the motives and reasons for this 
change remained obscure and its impli- 
cations were only realized by degrees. 
Today the conclusion of the agreement 
appears as  the first step, taken perhaps 
unintentionally, in the rapprochement 
between the British cabinet and the not 
yet completely Nazified government of 
Germany, a rapprochement that was to  
last nearly as  long as the agreement it- 
self. Full analysis of the motives of the 
two participants must wait until the rele- 
vant documents on both sides have been 
published. Nevertheless there is enough 
material now available to make a first 
and interim assessment possible, to indi- 
cate which questions may still be consid- 
ered open and which closed. 

On the German side the evidence as to 
long-term motives is fairly full. For Hit- 
ler the conclusion of the agreement repre- 
sented the realization of a policy that 
must have been conceived during his 
l~roodings after the failure of the 1923 

30 1:ullitt's report of June 28, U.S. Iq7.K., 1935, \ 

1, 168. 

31 KORDT,1). 109. 

32 From prcss soulies 12eol~oltl Schnarzschild 
built up an extraordi~ianlj accurate picture of the 
negotiations in an article in the emigri: German 
Socialist periodical, ~)uhlished in Paris, Dus neile 
Tagebztcli, No. 26, Vol. 111,June 29, 1935. 
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Yutsclz if not earlier. His studies of Ger- 
many's defeat had coi~vinced him that it 
was first and foremost due to the inclu- 
sion of England among Germany's oppo- 
nents, an inclusion motivated, according 
to the shallow rrcalpolifischc analysis 
which was all his political mind could 
attain, fry the Imperial stupidity of in- 
volving Britain deliberately in a naval 
race. Consequently, in his program for 
~vorld domination, England was to be 
placated by the sacrifice of the Gerrnan 
fleet into leaving Germany a free hand 
for the moral and political conquest of 
Europe.33 

In Feljruary 1933, a t  Hitler's first in- 
terview after coming to power with 
Admiral Raecler, coi~imander-in-chief of 
the German navy and head of the 
Marifzel~itzifzq(the section of the Gerrnan 
ministry of defense corresponding to the 
admiralty)," he had announced his in- 
tention of seeking a naval agreement 
with England on a ratio basis3' In Janu- 
ary 1935 he had broached the subject to 
Lord Allen of Hurtwood," a former 
Labor peer and a close friend of Mac- 
Donald, who seems from his reported 
words to have been on some kind of good- 
will mission from MacDonald to Hitler 

to sound the latter's view on disarma-
ment. To I-Iurtwood, Hitler disguised the 
bait as part of a general agreement on 
armaments between Germany and Brit- 
ain, to which after its conclusion Italy 
might accede, and after Italy the other 
smaller powers of the world. He repeated 
his offer to the British ambassador in 
Berlin just before Simon's visit to Ber- 
lin37 in March. Once the agreement was 
conceded, it was more or less faithfully 
observed until its denunciation in April 
1939. And the attempt to convict Raeder 
a t  Surernberg of breaches of its provi- 
sions failed in spite of the defendant's 
obvious antipathy, as an officer of the 
old Imperial German hTavy, to the one 
country against which a German fleet 
had any validity. During the Simon-
Eden visit in March, as has been seen, 
Hitler had again claimed a navy one-
third as strong as those of the British 
Commonwealth and had even, according 
to the then French ambassador, Fran- 
~ ~ i s - P o n c e t , ~ ~  himself topledged not 
exceed this level. 

For Hitler, the naval agreement, to- 
gether with the German-Polish non-
aggression pact of 1934, was to be the 
much-invoked proof of his will for peace 
and of his ability to keep his word, proof "h e  -1. I!i.r~~:n,. l ic i t ;  l i c f ~ i p i(~~nexl~urga tcd  

translation ; London, 1939), 111). 128-20. 

" H e  n;ls  Clic,{ dcr ! f a r . i i i r l c i i ~ r t ~ g  until the re-
r~rganizatinii of the ministry of tlefrnse and its 
change of title 11, ihe n-inistry of v a r ,  in 1i;lrch 
1935, consvqrlcnt on the German ~)roclamatio~i of 
c~~nscriptio:i.'I'hcreaftrr his title \ras 0heiheJf~lil.r-
liabcr dcr . l fari i:c.  Tile two ~~osil iot is  anti resl~r)nqi- 
I~ilitics a11l)e;~r in have I)een itlcnlical. 

"See l<acclcr's testimorly of 1 Iay  16, i91(1, ; ~ t  
Surenibcrg. 1.1:7', Vol. S I V ;  see also n. 1 a t  en(\ .  

For the Ccr~nari foreign n7inistry rccord of this 
conversation see 1933-39,Dei:tscIila~rd-E~:gla~:d, 
d i e  Dok:rnzet:ic der delrisc./ici~ Fr i r .dr~ l~s:~ i l l ens ,  rtl. 

employed most notably whenever these 
two qualities were, or were likely to be, 
called into question. These two agree- 
ments marked the high tide of his rap- 
prochement with the remainder of 

"A .  ~~?IIXS.OIS-I 'ONCET,  T / I P  i n t q f ~ t l  ycay.r (Lon-
(Inn, 1947). I a111 inclinetl lo ignore .\mhassador 
Ilodd's story (see A m b a s s a d o r  Dodd ' s  d i a r y  [Lon-
don, 19411, entry of June 15, 1935) that  Sir Eric 
T'hipps, the British ambassador, told him that  in 

P. BERBER (Essen, 1940i, 1'1). 47-50. Aiccort l i~~g.llxil 1935 Hitler had demanded equality with the 
to the D a i l y  Telegrapl: ,  January 28,  1935, 1,ord Royal  Xavy. Dodd prolralrly n~isunderstood the 
Allen descl.iI~ed his visit as "purely unofficial." Ccr11:an claini for Glciclzhercclitigzrng a s  a claim for 
H e  also commented uilon the degree and pace of equality, whereas a more accurate translation ~ ~ o u l d  
German rearn;anlent. be "equality a t  law." 



Europe. In  the black and terrible history 
of the misunderstandings and persecu- 
tions his Germany had suffered a t  the 
hands of its European neighbors and 
rivals, the dates of these agreements were 
idyllic days to which he was to revert 
again and again as suspicion of Ger-
many's motives returned. In his speech 
to the reichstag on the day he marched 
into the R h i n e l a r ~ d , ~ ~  in his two speeches 
during the crisis of September 1938 (at 
the Nuremberg Parteitag on September 
12,40 and a t  the Sportpalast on Septem- 
ber 2641), and in the Anglo-German dec- 
laration which terminated the events of 
Munich (September 30, 1938)42 due and 
fitting genuflection was made to the Hit- 
lerian will for peace enshrined in the 
naval agreement. IVhenever English-
men and Poles began to question his 
motives in public and animadvert to his 
preference for force rather than negotia- 
tion as the solvent for international prob- 
lems, he had in these agreements an easy 
answer.43 And if one is rash enough to 
believe him, it was only the obvious re- 
fusal by Poland and Britain in April 1939 
to continue to reciprocate his will for 
peace that led Hitler, with a fine disre-- 
gard for his own pledges embodied in the 
wording of the documents, to denounce 
them both on the same day, April 28, 
1939.44 Hitler, unlike his fellolr. Germans. 

39 B A Y ~ E S ,1). 1285. 

40 Ibid., 1). 1492. 

4' Ibid., 11. 1514. 

42 G.D., S L ~ .D, Vo1. 11, DOC. NU.676. 

43See his speech in the Hurgerhrau Keller at  
Munich, S o l .  8, 1938, in UAYSES, p. 1557. 

44 Cf. Great Britain, Parliamentary papers, 1939, 
Vol. XXVII (Accozcnts and papers, Vol. XII) ,  
~ m d .6106, Misc. No. 9, "Documentq concerning 
the outbreak of hostilities betneen Great Britain 
and Germany on September 3, 1939" (cornn>onl?. 
known as the British blue book), pp. 24-27 and 
51-53, where extracts from Hitler's speech to the 
reichstag of that day are also printed. 

who are often suspected of being over- 
legal in their approach to these matters, 
preferred the spirit of an agreement to 
its letter. 

On the British side there were, in theo- 
ry, three types of reasoning likely to 
have persuaded the cabinet into the con- 
clusion of the agreement. Firstly, that i t  
was necessary in view of current devel- 
opments in the international situation; 
secondly, that its conclusion ~vould 
strengthen the government's hand in 
domestic politics; or, thirdly, that it was 
necessary for purposes of defense. I t  
seems obvious that  the effects of the con- 
clusion of the Agreement on the diplo- 
matic side were not properly considered 
beforehand, nor were they welcome 
afterward. I t s  reception by world opinion 
was in fact a matter of some surprise and 
aroused much indignation among those 
who had originated it. 

I t  is true that European opinion mis- 
judged the degree of hostility to Nazi 
Germany current in Britain in the sum- 
mer of 1935. In  1934 the Roehm Putsclz, 
the murder of Dolfuss, and the suspen- 
sion of transfer on the Dawes and Young 
loans had driven British opinion to es- 
trernes of contempt and suspicion. But 
by the spring of 1935 a more complex 
pattern had set in, which was to persist 
until 1938. Public opinion in general is a 
difficult subject for analysis. But the 
narrower field of the variations in opinion 
among those who, in Lord Beveridge's 
phrase, wield "power and influence," is 
easier to analyze and yields more signifi- 
cant results. 

Hostility to Nazi Germany persisted 
only among the -political oppbsftion and 
the small band of right-wing Conserva- 
t i v e ~  for whom 1914 was still a living 
memory. Among the main body of Con-
servative supporters there were three 
sources of pro-German sympathies. The 



authoritarian element always present in 
the British Conservative party welcomed 
the first staljle, anti-Bolshevist govern- 
ment in central I<urope. The members of 
the fighting services, especially the sol- 
diersJ" and those with ties of family busi- 
ness or etlucation with prewar Germany, 
fell easy victims to the arguments of the 
German nationalists on the system of 
inequality set up a t  'l'ersailles. 

But there was a third and more inter- 
esting group who succumbed to a tnore 
truly Nazi approach. To these the prin- 
cipal attraction of the Nazi leaders was 
their solution of the uneinployment prob- 
lem and their restoration, so it seemed, of 
the midclle-class virtues and moralities in 
Germany. In  this group there was a con- 
siderable dissatisfaction with the decline 
in nlorality they claimed to see in Brit- 
ain. They were drawn to study the new 
German xvorship of manliness, the "vol- 
unteer" labor services, the cheap housing 
schemes, the "Strength through Joy" 
n~ovement. In contrast to their more 
Tory comrades, it was the revolutionary 
element in naziisrn which attracted 
them, especially as this revolution had, 
it seemed, been carried through without 
damage to the traditional class structure 
of Germany. I t  is this element that 
brought I-Iitler so oddly assorted a collec- 
tion of visitors from Britain in the years 
that follo~ved." hToreover, it was still 
possible to argue a t  this stage that resist- 
ance to German demands would only 
strengthen the extremist elements in 
naziism. 'ro the foreign eye, the "moder- 
ate" German nationalists, who still con- 
trolled the four portfolios of defense, 

45See GEYR, pp. 34, 56. Tile liistory o f  "Tile 
Times," Vol. IV, I'art I1 (London, 1952), p. 893. 
The air ministry, by contrast, remained unmoved 
by senice contacts (Geyr found them "cold and 
distant"), 1,ut certain ofi~cers fell victim, of all 
things, to the peculiar guff put out by Rosenberg's 
Kazi foreign policy oflice (see ND, PS-003). 

finance, economics, and foreign affairs, 
seemed well in control of the extremists. 
Himmler was still an obscure figure in the 
background. Hess seemed a harmless 
crank, Goering an amiable if unstable 
rogue. The full degree to which Conser- 
vative opinion had been won over by 
German arguments was only to appear 
on the editorial pages of the Times during 
the Rhineland crisis.4i 

This atmosphere of opinion among 
those from whom the cabinet. unofficial- 
ly, asked advice and with whom its mem- 
bers would naturally discuss the issues of 
the day, was reinforced by two much 
stronger forces of pressure. The first of 
these arose from the parlous state of 
Britain's armed forces in the early thir- 
ties, the second from the need of obtain- 
ing in the international field some agree- 
ment capable of being represented to the 
electorate as a success for disarmament. 
Disarmament was a subject on which the 
National government a t  this date was 
almost morbidly sensitive. 

After their overwhelming victory in 
1931, it was only to be expected that the 
pendulum of electoral approval would 
swing against the National government. 

They included Lloyd George, Halifax, George 
Landsdonne, and the Duke of Windsor, who as 
Prince of Wales nelcomed a proposal for a visit to 
(~ermany by the British Legion in a speech to the 
British Legion annual conference on June 10, 1935, 
"I feel there could be no more suitable body.  . . 
to stretch forth the hand of friendship to the 
Germans than \\e ex-servicemen nho fought them 
in the a a r  and have now forgotten all about that" 
(London Daily Telegrapli, June 11, 1935). For other 
evidence on the development of this kind of ap- 
proach see Thomas JOKES, A diary ?,it11 letters 
(London, 1954). 

471t was led by the Marquess of Londonderry, 
minister for air in the last MacDonald cabinet, nho 
had most of the arguments from Goering on a visit 
to Germany in January 1936. See the Marquess of 
LONDOKDERRY, and (London,Germany ourselves 
1938), pp. 85 ff. Londonderry was, however, an 
early deserter from the ranks of the appeasers. See 
G.D., Ser. D, Vol. I, No. 104. 
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But the line of attack chosen by the La- 
bor opposition, then a t  its least respon- 
sible and most idealistic, led by the paci- 
fist Lansbury, was one to which a Con- 
servative-dominated coalition was pecul- 
iarly vulnerable. The famous East Ful- 
ham by-election was fought purely on the 
disarmament issue a month after the 
German withdrawal from the disarma- 
ment conference and the League of Na- 
tions. I t  converted a government majori- 
t y  of 14,000 to a Labor majority of 4,000 
and was only one in a series of lost elec- 
tions or greatly reduced governmental 
majorities ending in November 1934 with 
the reduction of the government's major- 
ity a t  East Putney from 21,000 to 2,000. 
An estimate prepared for the editor of 
the Times gave Labor gains a t  a hypo- 
thetical general election a t  140-50 seats.48 
Even assuming that the Labor seats were 
won from Conservatives and that the 
National government was entirely de- 
serted by its National, Liberal, and Na- 
tional Labor allies, this would still have 
left the Conservatives with a small work- 
ing majority. But it seemed diflicult to 
accept the prospect of such losses, espe- 
cially under so divided and ineffectual a 
leadership as  that provided by MacDon- 
ald and Baldwin. Moreover a t  this time 
b reparations were going on for the great 
League of Nations union peace ballot. 
In the Market Harborough by-election 
where the local Conservative party or-
ganization had been wise enough to co- 
operate in these preparations the Nation- 
al candidate had doubled the govern- 
mental majority. The key to success in 
the next general election would obviously 
be an international triumph in the field 
of disarmament. 

The cabinet's electoral troubles were 
reinforced by their very real anxieties on 

4 n  T i l e  / , i~ l (~ i .y  " T ~ I P  VOI.IV, Part IT,111 T ~ ~ I P S , ' '  
p. 880. 

the state of Britain's defenses. By the be-
ginning of 1933, treasury pressure for 
economies over the previous decade49 and 
the "revolving" operation of the "ten 
years rule"-adjusting expenditure on 
the armed forces according to an as-
sumed ten years future of peace, insti- 
tuted by Churchill in 1928 and not 
stopped until 193290-had reduced these 
defenses to the shadow of a shadow-the 
more so, as much current expenditure 
had been deferred during the financial 
crisis of 1931 to achieve that balancing of 
the budget which was regarded as the 
sine qua non for the flow of foreign funds 
back to the Bank of Er~gland.~' I n  the 
frantic effort to repair this position fol- 
lowing the investigations of the Defense 
Requirements Committee which was set 
up in the autumn of 1933, the first con- 
sideration was the restoration of British 
sea power. The political strength of the 
admiralty, representing the "senior serv- 
ice" and the traditional mainstay of 
Britain's existence in war, a position ful- 
ly recognized by M a ~ D o n a l d , ~ ~  was in- 
creased by the very strong personality of 
the senior member of the civil service and 
permanent undersecretary to the treas- 
ury, Sir Warren Fisher. The degree to 
which Fisher was empowered to inter- 
fere and the degree to which he did inter- 
fere in the day-to-day formation of poli- 
cy, in those interministerial and interde- 
partmental conversations without which 
neither the basis of decision nor the deci- 
sions of government themselves, nor 

48 On this see CHATFIELD, passim. 

See Lord Hankey's letters to the Times, 
Nov. 5 and 11, 1948. 

51 Harold NICOLSOX, King George tlre Fijth, his 
life and reign (London, 1952), pp. 462-63; CHAT-
FIELD, P. 112. 

52 This was as much a source of pride to the ad- 
miralty as of anxiety to the air ministry (see 
CHATFIELD,pp. 65, 66, 70, and LONDOXDERRY, 
11-irzgs of drsliny, p. 94). 



their implementation can occur, is a mat- 
ter for considerable dispute. His position 
was based on the controlof promotion 
throughout the civil service (which then 
included the diplomatic service), estab- 
lished by a treasury minute of 1919, 
which was signed by Sir Austen Cham- 
berlain then chancellor of the exchequer. 
British diplomats in this period have 
viewed Fisher's activities with the grav- 
est of s u s p i ~ i o n , ~ ~  seeing in him a "grey 
eminence," concerned to counteract their 
urgent reports on the dangers of a renas- 
cent ant1 rearming Germany, unjustly 
personifying in Fisher that more general 
attitude of favor toward Nazi Germany's 
aspirations analyzed above. Of Sir War- 
ren's views on Germany there is as yet no 
direct evidence. He was, however, a fanat- 
ical advocate of British rearmament.j4 In  
the words of his friend and protCg6, Sir 
James Grigg, then in India, he was re- 

5S The case has been very strongly stated (over- 
stated?) in Sir Ii.alford SELBY'S Di$lo??iatic tailiglif 
(London, 1953). See also, howeler, F. ASHTOK-
GW.~TKIPI',Tile Britisl~ forcign sert'ice (Syracuse, 
N.Y., n.d.1, 26-27, and Lord Perth's more 
general inquiries in a house of lords debate of S o -  
vemljer 25 and 26, 1942 (Great Britain, 5 Parlia- 
rnentar~t debates, CXXV (19421, 224-32). Lord 
Hankey's and Lord Geddes' remarks in the same 
debate are of interest (ibid., cols. 208, 269, and 289 
ff.).  Lord l'yrrell (ibid., col. 275) denied that Fisher 
had ever tried to interfere in policy during his period 
at  the Foreign Office. In 1953 Selby's comments on 
the conduct of foreign office officials before 1939 
were officially stated to be untrue (5 Parliamen- 
tary debates, DXVI [1953], 151-52). On the ques- 
Lion of Fisher's activities the statement did not 
comment. Templemood (p. 137) states that Fisher 
never intervened. Fisher himself always regarded 
the foreign oflice as the one department least amena- 
ble to his influence. 

b4 Fisher has been stated to be the signatory of 
the very strong letter to Baldwin on the occasion 
of the government white paper of March 4, 1935 
on German rearmament (in G. AI. Yociic, p. 193). 
See also: Young (p. 199) for Fisher's concern a t  the 
state of British defenses and Bald~vin's violent com- 
ments ;Templewood (pp. 137-38) ;and hlottistone's 
remarks in the 1942 debate in the house oi lords 
(5 Parliamrntar? drbates, CXXV [1942], 297). 

ported to have come to regard himself as 
"a kind of Minister without Portfolio 
alas, without responsibility to Parlia-
ment."55 Both Chatfield and his deputy, 
Admiral Sir IVilliam James, lay great 
stress on his interest in naval affairs.56 
And James shows him adjudicating in a 
dispute between James and Craigie, the 
foreign office naval expert, during the 
preliminaries to the London Naval Con- 
ference of 1936.57 Whatever Fisher's in- 
fluence it was naturally strengthened by 
the position of his political chief, Neville 
Chamberlain, as chancellor of the ex-
chequer, heir apparent to the Conserva- 
tive party, and the strongest personality 
in the cabinet. 

In the political climate of 1934-35, 
there were two possible and complemen- 
tary means of increasing the strength of 
Britain's armed forces: first, to raise her 
absolute strength; second, to raise her 
strength relative to that of possible ene- 
mies. The first demanded a policy of re- 
armament to be backed by as large a 
budget as public opinion would stand; 
the second, the use of the mystique, the 
international appeal of the conception of 
"limitation of armaments,') to make each 
growth in British strength doubly valid 
by limiting the level of armaments 
abroad. 

The biggest threat to such a policy 
seemed the prospect of a new armaments 
race on the lines of that which had poi- 

55 P. J. GRIGG, Prejudice and judgment (London, 
1948), p. 53. 

56 CHATPIELD,p. 79: "The Admiralty was fortu- 
nate in having in Sir Warren Fisher one of those 
great Civil Servants, able indeed anxious to take a 
far higher view of defence than a merely financial 
one." 

57 Admiral Sir William JAMES, The sky ='as al-&ays 
blue (London, 1951), p. 185. "It was to him and not 
to the Foreign Secretary that Craigie had men-
tioned our little difference." Fisher \! as a member 
of the British delegation to the 1936 Naval Con- 
ference. 
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soned Anglo-German relations before 
1914," a race in the size as well as the 
number of the individual fleet units. If 
agreed limitations on the size, displace- 
ment, and gun caliber of each category of 
warship could be reached, a given ex-
penditure would produce more units. The 
admiralty was also under strong pressure 
from quasi-technical quarterszg outside 
the service to reduce the size of the larg- 
est ships which were allegedly useless in 
the face of air attack. Naval policy, 
therefore, came to work for international 
agreement to limit size and number of 
the ships c o n s t r ~ c t e d . ~ ~  

At this date the problem of German 
naval rearmament was only one among 
many anxieties for the British admiralty. 
For fifteen years the strengths of the 
main naval powers had been regulated by 
the 5 :5 :3 :1.75 relationship set up by the 
Washington Kaval Conference of 1922 
for the capital ship class.61 American 
agreement for the extension of this ratio 
to cover the cruiser class had only been 
secured a t  the London Naval Conference 
of 1930 by the cutting of British cruiser 
strengths to well below the safety level. 
France and Italy had refused to accept 
such an extension and the Japanese nego- 

58 US a remarla1)le coincidence Professor IVood- 
\\ard's m a s t e r l ~  account of the role plajed 1)v 
naval competition in exacerl~ating prcliar Xnglo- 
German relations, Great Bri lai t~and t11c Grr?nan 
naay, appearetl In the summer of 1935. EIe sum- 
marized his findings in t v o  sigiied articles in the 
Times, l r a )  9 anil 10, 1935. 

69 E.g., Admiral Sir l i ~ c a ~ r o x ~ ,Herbert Sca 
power in  llze ~ttodertt sso~ld (Londorl, 1931). The  
political use of Kich~nond's argutnents against t l ~ e  
admiralty is instanced in CHATFIEI.D, 111). 60 and 70. 

6OThe United States ?\a\) appears to 11xvc 
lollo\\ed a similar line, though nithout  l~roposing 
qulte such drastic rev~sions to size as the British 
See U.S. F.K , 1934, I, 262, 1.ontIon telegram 336 
of June 19, 1934 

6lThe relationship alloned Britain and the 
United States 15 battleships each, Japan 9 ,  and 
France and I taly 5 each. 

tiators were regarded by national opinion 
as having been tricked into acceptance. 

With the rise of the militarist party in 
Japan following the invasion of Man-
churia in 1931, the Japanese negotiators 
had come to the preparatory naval con 
versations called by Britain in 1934 to 
make ready for the renewal or alteration 
of the 1922 treaty which was due to ex- 
pire in 1936, determined to accept noth- 
ing short of parity with the fleet strengths 
of Britain and the United States. Failing 
to secure immediate acceptance of their 
point, they had announced on December 
29, 1934 their intention of entirely aban- 
doning the ratio system or any other sys- 
tem of naval limitation not common to 
all naval p o ~ e r s . ~ ' h e  United States had 
answered by embarking on a large pro- 
gram of naval expansion. Britain was 
faced with the imminent loss of the prime 
position of British sea power, the stulti- 
fication of her sacrifices in 1930, and the 
opening of a naval race in which her op- 
ponents had a long start. Moreover 
twelve out of the fifteen battleships left 
to her under the 1922 treaty were in need 
of r e p l a ~ e m e n t . ~ ~  The extreme inadequa- 
cies of the navy in face of two potential 
enemies as widely separated as Japan 
and Italy were only to be revealed, and 
then only to those in the know, during 
the war scare of September 1935, to- 
gether with the degree to which lack of 
money had rendered such ships as were 
available helpless for lack of the more 
obviously vital naval store^.^" 

"CH.LTFIT:LD,11. 67. It i\.ould i ~ eititeresting to 
discover n h a t  proportion o f  the tcrrihle losses 
sufiered by the  Royal I a v y  during the u a r  resulted 
from the high proportion ni vcteran ships, especially 
in the larger classes ol  \\-arshigs, the navy ~ v a s  
forced to employ. 

61 These diflrculties arc given in horrifying detail 
in Lt. Con~mancter EDXARDS, Tlze grey diplonzafists 



Faced with these difficulties, the ad- 
miralty planned to abandon the system 
of limitation by ratios in view of its in- 
ternational unpopularity. Indeed the 
first lord of the admiralty proclaimed the 
abandonment of this system a month 
after the conclusion of the Anglo-German 
naval agreement which embodied it.65 
Their new scheme was based on the idea 
that there were three sources of naval 
competition: first, rivalry in the number 
of ships built, second, sudden evolution 
of new types (as in the appearance of the 
"dreadnought" class in 1906); third, 
secret construction. Japanese insistence 
on parity had spoiled any chance of 
avoiding competition arising from the 
first heading. But by reaching agreed 
limits in displacement and gun caliber for 
each category of warships and prohibit- 
ing the building of types outside these 
categories, i t  was hoped to avoid the 
appearance of new superbattleships or 
supercruisers. And to avoid the third 
source of naval competition, an elaborate 
exchange of information on building pro- 

(London, 1938), chap. xii. The author apparent1~- 
served during 1935 with the Mediterranean fleet. 
But cf. Viscount CUSXIXGHAIIof Hyndhope, '4 
sailor's odyssey (London, 1951), pp. 173-74. The 
chief of staff's assessment of the situation in October 
1935 contained a very pessimistic appreciation of 
the Mediterranean fleet's capacity to deal with the 
Italians. Sir 1Villiam Fisher, commander-in-chief 
sent a signal to Lontlon saying that he tlisagreetl 
with every xord of "this pusillanimous tlocument. 
The Mediterranean fleet is by no means as power- 
less as here set out." Chatfield (11. 89), states that 
the admiralty was anxious as to the efiect of losses 
among the older 1)attleships in a Metliterrancan 
\var on the British position in the Far East. 

"Statenlent to the house of con;mons, July 22, 
1935. In  elueitlatory statements to the U.S. na\:il 
attachC, the admiralty admitted that this was the 
first clear ~)ul)lie statement that the ratio principle 
had been at,ancloned. I t  \\as, hovel er, intentled to 
reach substantially the same relations in strength 1))- 
asking for announced programs of the nev construc- 
tion of each naval po\i er (V.S.F.R., 1935, I, 81-82, 
London telegram 333 of July 25,1935). 

grams was proposed, which, it was hoped, 
would lead to a growth of international 
confidence and perhaps to a mutual 
downward revision of these programs a t  
a later date.'j"he admiralty proposed to 
advance this plan a t  the forthcoming 
naval conference of the Washington 
powers, and it seems to have been hoped 
that  Germany could be induced to sup- 
port i t  a t  the world conference on naval 
disarmament, which, i t  was hoped, 
would follow that of the IVashington 
powers. 

Simon went to Berlin therefore with 
the express intention of inviting German 
naval experts to come to London and of 
dissuading Hitler from pinning his naval 
plans to a ratio system.'j7 Craigie had in 
fact communicated the cabinet's inten- 
tion of opening naval discussions with 
the Germans to the American ambassa- 
dor in London on March 1, before the 
German proclamation of their abandon- 
ment of the disarmament clauses of Ver- 
s a i l l e ~ . ~ ~  a change in the The threat of 
balance of sea power with the United 
States and an increasingly bellicose 
Japan must have overridden in his mind 
and those of his colleagues any considera- 
tion of the European balance of power. 
MacDonald's speech of May 2, 1935, an- 
nouncing the visit of German naval rep- 

fiE See Sir Robert C X ~ I G I E ,Beliind tlre Japanese 
t;insk (London, n.d.), p. 15. 

67 l;.S. F.R., 1935, I, 66-67, 1,ondon telegram 
121 of Rlar. 19, 1935. Templenoocl (1). 141), states 
tha t  Hitler \ \as invited to seritl a delegation to dis- 
cuss the details of a formal agreement. If this Tias so, 
which seems unlikely, it mas concealed from both 
the Americans ;ind the I'rench. 

" B7.S.F.R., 1935, 111,544, Lontlon telegram 84 
of Rlar. 1, 1935. These statements completely in- 
validate the picture of the origins of the agreement 
given by Chatheld (pp. 73-77), and James, nho 
nrite as if the British government decided to 
negotiate n ith Hitler only after the news of German 
submarine construction and IIitler's speech of ,\lay 
21, 1935, and the decision \\as taken as a result of 
anxieties on the scope of German naval rearmament. 
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resentatives, linked i t  definitely with the 
bilateral naval conversations of 1934 
with the II'ashington signatories. If the 
thought of a naval agreement with Ger- 
many crossed Simon's mind i t  was more 
probably one on the tactics to be fol- 
lowed a t  the general naval conference as 
a means of controlling the new factor of -
Gerlnan sea power he proposed to intro- 
duce into an already sufficiently compli- 
cated situation. 

New Gerlnan naval construction was 
less liable to react directly on public opin- 
ion and memories of the decade before 
IYorld IYar I than on French naval con- 
struction and so, via Italian reaction, on 
to British strategic requirements in the 
,Mediterranean.69 France had already 
showed her sensitivity to German naval 
construction by the promptness with 
which the construction of the Gerlnan 
"pocket battleships" had been answered 
by the laying down of the two battle 
cruisers of the "Dunquerque" class. Ex- 
cessive Gerlnan construction by French 
standards clearly introduced the possi- 
bility of a naval race between the conti- 
nental powers into the already existing 
potentialities of the new Japanese and 
,American construction. I t  was to this 

"Tem~jle~voodstates (13. 140), that n-hen Britain 
asked the other four naval po~vers, the United States, 
Japan, France, and Italy, for their preliminary vie1f.s 
as to the size of fleets they all tleclared they must 
know more of the German program before they 
could answer. "It was to obtain this information 
that Simon mas authorised by the Cabinet to raise 
the question of naval construction with EIitler." 
This is highly improbable. Hull told Eullitt on 
hIay 7 that the U.S. interest in German naval 
rearmanlent was primarily indirect, fxst concern 
I~eingwith relations in the Pacific (C7.S.F.K.,  1935, 
I, 162, 163, telegram 95 to Rlosco~v of Rlay 7, 
1935). The U.S. diplomatic documents contain no 
evidence of such inquiries having been addressed 
11y Britain to the United States or the other coun- 
tries. France was opposed in principle to allo~x-ing 
German naval rearmament. In  any case the matter 
of size of fleets was discussed in considerable detail 
in 1934 before the question of German naval re-
arlnanient becan?? acute. 

extent important to the admiralty to 
bring German naval construction under 
control and to enlist German support a t  
the forthcoming conferences, as  success 
there was essential from the strategic 
point of view, while providing everything 
that could be desired to strengthen the 
government's electoral position. 

I t  is in this light that the Times'leader 
of June 4, cited above, welcoming Rib- 
bentrop's arrival in London must be 
read. And i t  was a plan of this nature 
that was, according to Kordt,'O ad-
vanced by Sir John Simon a t  the open- 
ing meeting with Ribbentrop on June 4. 
Kordt took it as meaning the abandon- 
ment of Hitler's plan for a purely bilater- 
al relationship based on a 35 per cent 
ratio, though i t  is possible to interpret 
his record of Simon's subsequent remarks 
to imply that some kind of declaration 
recognizing the German claim might be 
made a t  the end of the negotiations. 

This situation was rudely altered by 
Kibbentrop's reply. Germany could enter 
into no discussion of any scheme of limi- 
tation until Britain had recognized the 
35 per cent ratio relationship. If Britain 
did not accept this demand there was, in 
Ribbentrop's view, no useful purpose to 
be served by continuing the discussions. 
Simon twice sttempted to dissuade Rib- 
bentrop from pressing this demand, par- 
taking as it did so much of the nature of 
an ultimatum. Ribbentrop merely re-
peated his original statement: no discus- 
sion, no negotiation on ally details until 
the German demand was accepted, the 
German oiler-for so it was presented -
recognized. Simon, so it is said, went red 
with anger, declared that such a demand 
i~elonged to the end of negotiations, not 
to their beginning, that its presentation 
a t  that ~nolneilt was neither correct nor 
acceptable, pleaded another engagement, 

70 KOKDT,11. 104. 
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and left the room. Both Kordt and 
Schmidt assumed that the negotiations 
were to be considered a t  an end. Sir Kob- 
ert Craigie, the single foreign office repre- 
sentative present, seems to have at-
tempted to carry the meeting a stage fur- 
ther but, finding Ribbentrop inflexible, 
declared that an entirely new situation 
had arisen, and that he must adjourn the 
session for new instructions from his gov- 
ernment. The meeting was duly ad-
journed without a date for its reassembly 
being mentioned." 

The decision to accept the German de- 
mand was taken, according to Sir Bolton 
Eyres Monsell, "after a very careful anal- 
ysis of the efiects of the proposal,"i2 be- 
tween the afternoon of June 3 and the 
evening of June 5,  when i t  was, according 
to E ; ~ r d t , ~ ~ o m m u n i c a t e d  to the Ger- 
man delegation by Sir Robert Craigie. 
I t  was taken presumably a t  the cabinet 
meeting announced in the Times of June 
6 as having occurred the previous after- 
noon. I t  was, admittedly, taken on ad- 
miralty ,ztl~ice.~-'  Immediately after the 
decision was made, Sir Samuel Hoare re- 
placed Sirlion as foreign secretary, and 
Baldwin replaced MacDonald as pre-
mier.i5 This change had been brewing for 
some time. I t  is difLcult a t  the time of 
writing to extract any coherent idea of 
the course of development which led to 
this change of offices, from the few anti 
inadequate memoirs by and of the rele- 

'I KoRD'I', 1117. 103-4; SCHUIDT, pp. 311-13. See 
also 1TD Raeder-13; the Tinzcs, leader of June 14, 
1035; Fir Bolton Eyres-hl~nsell's statement of 

vant statesmen that have so far ap-
peared, nor is this the place for such an 
attempt. But  the picture they present is 
relevant to the purpose of this essay in 
three points. Agreement seems to have 
prevailed on the universal disastrousness 
of Simon's tenure of the foreign office, on 
the rapidly mounting dissatisfaction 
within the Conservative party with both 
&lacDonald and Baldwin, and on the 
need for young and fresh blood in ofice. 
The scattered references made to the 
matter by J7scount Simon in his mem- 
oirsi6 give the impression that Baldwin 
was to take the premiership to retrieve 
his own very precarious position, while 
&lacDonald was to step down. His action 
had to appear a voluntary one, but the 
references in G. 34. Young's biography of 
Baldwinii make i t  appear that what can 
only be described as a peculiarly despi- 
cable maneuver was employed to get rid 
of the "incubus." The extracts from 
Chamberlain's diary printed by Keith 
Feilingis and his comments on them sug- 
gest that the idea of removing both ~ a l d -  
win and &lacDonald was under discus- 

76Hoare kissed hands, on the afternoon of June 7. 
The account he gives of his persuading the cabinet 
to sign the agleelxent in a cabinet meeting of June 
11 is very difficult to accept. If there n as a cabinet 
meeting on June 11 it na s  not announced in the 
Tinzes, as is the usual custom. RIoreover Ribbentrop 
hatl already been informed of the British intention 
to conclude the agreement, and he hatl left for 
Germany on June 8, not returning until the talks, 
broken off for the LVhitsun holiday, were resumed 
on June 14. 

i6See, for example, Viscount SIMOX, Retro-
rfiect (London, 1952), p. 205. 

June 21, 1935 to the commons, D O C ~ L + ~ Z C T Z ~ S ,  "G. RI. Y o u x ~ ,  Ealdoilt, p. 186. "It had to be1935, 
I'art I ,  p. 115. Craigie told Eing1:am that the Erit- 
is11 u-ere "pleasurably surprised" nhen the German 
clairn turnetl out to be translatable into an agree- 
ment. Iris chiel tloes not seem to have shared in this 
l'len?ure (Z-.S. ?'.I?., 1935, I, 163-64, London tele- 
gram 259 of June 7, 1935). 

'2 Tl~ese ;:re ;\loiise1i1s n-ortls. 

'3 KORDT,p. 104. 

74 CHATFIELD, p. 107. 1). 74; CHURCHILL, 

Lery delicately hinted to MacDonald that by 
clinging to oft ce he \\as inviting a revolt that 
might fatally harm his son's career." According 
to Snonden's letter to F. LV. Jonett of January 1, 
1936 (see Fenner BR~CKWAY, Sociulisoz ozer sixty 
years [London, 19461, p. 322), AIacDonald insisted 
that his son should have a seat in the cabinet as a 
condition of his resigning the premiership. 

Keith FEILI~G,Life of Serlille Ciia?~zberlaitz 
(London, 1946), pp. 242, 243. 
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sion, while Lord Londonderry alleges in 
his autobiography that MacDonald re- 
signed in the belief that Baldwin was to 
accompany him into r~ t i rement . ;~  

The decision to accept the German of- 
fer of an agreement was taken then with- 
in twenty-four hours. The foreign secre- 
tary responsible was on the verge of be- 
ing transferred to the home ofice. The 
prime minister, a t  all times a strong sup- 
porter of the admiralty, was retiring, 
sick and deceived. Other cabinet offices 
were also changing hands. Everything 
combined to make the decision before the 
cabinet seem of secondary importance. 
Moreover i t  seems unlikely that  the dip- 
lomatic objections to the agreement were 
put to the retiring foreign secretary. The 
principal foreign oliice member of the 
delegation, Sir Robert Craigie, was head 
of the American department of the for- 
eign office which had handled questions 
of naval disarmament since the abortive 
Geneva naval conference of 1927, with 
its heavy repercussions on Angl0-~4meri- 
can relations.80 He had taken part in the 
London Naval Conference of 1930 and 
had been very prominent in the prepara- 
tory conversations of 1934.81 He was very 
sympathetic to the admiralty's 
and his jutlgment was certainly condi- 
tioned by his understanding of the 

79 LOXDONI~ERRY,W7ings of destiny, pp. 143-44. 
Jones, nho nas Baldxl in's conhdent, learned in 
May that the reconstruction of the cabinet \\as fixed 
for July (letter of &Jay 12, 1935 to Lady Grigg, 
JOXES, p. 145). On June 1, 1935, he nrote from 
Cliveden to Lady Grigg that Baldnin was staying 
there. The nen prime minister 1%as to be announced 
in Saturday's papers (1 e., June 7),  the new govern- 
ment in Sunday's Hoare mas to go to the foreign 
oflice, Eden to he in the cabinet, definitely assigned 
to the Leaguc of Sations. Other changes in the 
cabinet had still to be decideti (pp. 149-53). Jones 
had been acting as an intermediary betn cen Bald- 
win and Lloyd George. 

CRAICIE, p. 13. 

a1 U.S. F.R., 1934, Vol. I, passinz. 

strategic importance of the forthcoming 
naval conference and not by any great 
knowledge of the contemporary German 
and European diplomatic position. The 
permanent under-secretary of state in 
the foreign office, Sir Robert Vansittart, 
might have been expected to urge the 
effects the conclusion of the agreement 
would have on the European scene.83 But 
he was also very strongly concerned with 
the weakness of Britain's defenses and 
had served as the foreign office represen- 
tative on the Defense Requiren~ents 
Committee. His attitude to the agree- 
ment remains an enigma.84 

Thus, without a minister on whom to 
bring p;essure or a sympathizer on the 
d e l e g a t i ~ n , ~ ~  thepossible opponents of 
agreement within the foreign office in a 
position to emphasize the inconsistency 
with Britain's previous pattern of inter- 
national agreements, or to resist the idea 
of arranging for the "formal disappear- 
ancenS6 of clauses in the Versailles settle- 
ment obnoxious to German sentiment, 

8 3  That Vansittart and, with him, !Tigram, 
head of the foreign ofiice department dealing with 
Germany, xere extremely anxious over Germany's 
warlike propensities appears in the record of a con- 
versation between Barrington-Ward of the Times 
anti "X" of the British general staff, published in 
Tile history of "Tlze Tivzes," Vol. IV, Part IT, 
p. 893. See also TEMPLETTOOD, p. 138. 

8 4  His semiautobiographical Lessons of ?izy lije 
(London, n.d. [1944?]), does not mention the naval 
agreenient. According to Templewood (p. 145), 
Vansittart viewed the agreement as a means of 
restricting German naval rearmament. 

8 G T h i ~may possibly have been an undeserved 
consequence of Kibbentrop's suspicion of the perma- 
nent ofl"~cials of the German foreign ministry. Had he 
been accompanied by a more senior foreign ministry 
oflicial (as, for example, Dieck'noff, who accompanied 
him to London during his visit of March 1936) it 
would seem unlikely that a parallel figure from the 
foreign office, more familiar with German problems 
than was Craigie, ~vould have been omitted from 
the British delegation. This is, however, the merest 
speculation. 

86 The phrase lvas used by the Times, Alarch 25. 
1935. see- Tlze history of "Tire Times," Vol. IV; 
Part TI, p. 892. 



were a t  a considerable disadvantage. 
There were such people, as is shown by 
the reports sent in by Sir Horace Rum- 
bold during Hitler's rise to powerg7 and 
by the curious episode of the reports on 
the German menace sent by his successor, 
Sir Eric Phipps, which fell into Italian 
hands and were shown to Hitler by Ciano 
in 1936.88 But this could not lead to con- 
sideration for France, whose much 
vaunted naval strength was being be- 
trayed to her hereditary enemy. French 
interests found little sympathy among 
those Englishmen whose aims and experi- 
ences lay among problems of internation- 
al disarmament, least of all in naval 
circles. In  their view it was French in- 
transigence a t  successive naval confer- 
ences that had prevented the abolition of 
the submarine. French resistance to the 
proposal that Germany should be al-
lowed a larger army than that allowed 
her a t  Versailles but still under limita- 
tions, had resulted in a German army 
without any limitations. French opposi- 
tion to MacDonald's plan to limit all air 
forces to a strength of five hundred 
machines had resulted in a Luftwaffe 
equal in size to the R.A.F.89 French re- 
fusal a t  London in 1930 and Geneva in 
1931 to accept limitations on their cruiser 
fleet had largely stultified the British 
sacrifices by which American agreement 
had been won. Besides, as had been ar- 
gued by Hitler in his speech of May 21, 

87SeeDoczrnzetzfs on  Britisii foreig?~ policy 1919-
39, ed. E. L. LVoodnard and Roxian Butler (Lon- 
don, in progress), 2d ser ,Vol. 111,passinz. 

On this incident see Ciano's diplontatic papers, 
ed. Malcolm MUGGERIDGE(London, 1948), p. 46, 
n. 1. See also J O ~ E S ,  pp. 197, 208, and 305, for Rib- 
bentrop's attitude to Phipps, and Jones's reactions. 
"If i t  is our policy to lay ourselves alongside Ger- 
many, then the sooner Phipps is transfelred else- 
where the better" (Jones to Baldnin, JOKES, entry 
of May 23, 1936). 

8 9  This argument is \ ery strongly put in CFIAT-
FIELD, pp. 74-75. 

1935,90 on existing fleet strengths the 
Germans were accepting a level some 15 
per cent lower than that of the French 
navy.g' The absence of any French equiv- 
alent of the Kiel Canal and the conse- 
quent need to denude one seacoast to 
obtain superiority on the other remained 
unmentioned. I t  was in this atmosphere 
that the French memorandum objecting 
to the British proposal to sign the agree- 
ment was received on the morning of 
June 18.92 In  Lord Londonderry's 
wordslg3 the French arguments were not 
considered of "such a character as would 
justify us in withholding our consent to 
an Agreement that in our view held so 
much promise for the peace of the 
world." I n  any case, he argued, the 
agreement was purely bilateral and, as 
such, none of France's business. In  actual 
fact the French memorandum can barely 
have been read by the competent official 
let alone properly considered, before the 
signature of the agreement, a fact which 
added to the bitterness of subsequent 
French ~omment.~"t was apparently 

And on the English side by Lord Londonderry 
in the lords, June 26, 1935. See Documenis, 1935, 
Part I, p. 151. 

91 In view of the French refusal to accept any 
restrictions other than those on the capital ship 
category. Craigie estimated that it gave France 
30 per cent superiority over Germany (U.S. F.R., 
1935, I ,  164, London telegram 259 of June 7). 

The French delay in answering the British 
memorandum of June 12, communicating British 
intention to sign the agreement was apparently 
caused by vain efforts to get the Italian govern- 
ment to join them in their protests. I t  would other- 
wise seem unpardonably dilatory. The text of the 
French memorandum is summarized in U.S. F.R., 
1935, I ,  165, 166, Paris telegram 511 of June 18, 
1935. 

93 In his lords speech of June 26, 1935. 

94See the Times ,  June 20, 1935. The real truth 
of the British attitude to the Franch memorandum 
is shown by Craigie's statement of June 7 that 
Britain had informally accepted the German pro- 
posal, regardless of the views of the continental naval 
povers (U.S. F.R., 1935, I ,  164, London telegram 
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understood, erroneously it would appear, 
that French naval circles did not share 
their politicians' antipathy to the agree- 
ment.g5 

If the agreement's effects in the dip- 
lomatic field were disastrous, it is argu- 
able whether it was even a success from 
the strategic point of view. The long- 
term considerations of British naval poli- 
cy which made it so essential for the 1936 
naval conference to be successful were 
blocked by the Japanese refusal to accept 
the naval treaty which resulted. Subse- 
quent British attempts to further the 
principles of qualitative limitation and 
the free exchange of information on 
building programs resulted in a series of 
bilateral agreements between England 
and Russia, Germany, Poland, and the 
Scandinavian states, and in the accession 
to the 1936 treaty of Italy which had 
originally abstained from signature while 
sanctions were being imposed upon her. 
I n  March 1938, Japanese refusal to ob- 
serve these limitations led to an upward 
revision of the tonnage limitations for 
battleships to a level too high for any but 
Japan and the United States to cope 
with, but making legitimate the German 
plans for the battleships "Bismarck" and 
"Tirpitz," which had been deliberately 
planned on a scale far in excess of the 
limitations accepted under the 1937 
Anglo-German Agreement. The British 
attempt to make multilateral the ex-
change of information on building pro- 

259 of June 7). I t  is hartllj- surprising that Paul- 
Boncour held Craigie responsible for "selling" the 
idea to his government, nithout consideration of 
the complications to which it might lead (ibid., 
p. 167, Paris telegram 515 of June 19). Temple- 
wood (p. 140) denies that any French memorandum 
was received. 

95 Templenood (pp. 144, 146) alleged Lava1 gave 
the impression he was ready to accept a fait  ac-
contpli. See also TEUPLEWOOD the(11. 141) and 
Times ,  June 14, Paris report of June 13, 1935. 

grams broke down on the German and 
Soviet refusals to p a r t i ~ i p a t e . ~ ~  

The agreement is more often defended 
on the more narrow field of Anglo-Ger- 
man relations. I t  is argued that without 
the agreement Germany would have 
built much faster and created a navy 
dangerous to Britain by 1939. By con- 
trast, German acceptance of the agree- 
ment resulted in the German navy being 
completely unprepared for war with 
Britain in 1939. I t  is argued that this ac- 
ceptance was dictated by Hitler's desire 
to be on friendly relations with Britain 
and his decision to concentrate on the 
army and the Luftwaffe. Only in the 
autumn of 1938, "when Hitler began to 
feel the resistance of Britain in politics 
e~erywhere,"~ 'did he begin to take an 
interest in the German navy. As a result 
of this he decided in December 1938 to 
avail himself of the right conceded him in 
the 1935 agreement to build German sub- 
marine strength up to 100 per cent of 
that of Britain, introduced a new con-
s truction program, and began to consider 
abrogating the naval agreement itself .98 

These arguments have been much used 
to build up the legend of Hitler's tender- 
ness toward Britain. They are extremely 
misleading. Basically they consist of two 
assertions: first that Germany in some 
way retarded the speed of her naval re- 
armament program, and second that this 
can be attributed to Hitler's desire for 
friendly relations with Britain. Either of 
these is a questionable thesis, together 
they are unacceptable. Hitler certainly 
desired British goodwill in 1935 and 

96 D o c z f n ~ c n t ~on Britisli jorcign polic), 3d ser., 
Vol. IV, hpp. 171 ,  No. xi. 

97 Raeder's phrase (SCA, Statement VII). 
98 The best statement of these arguments is to 

be found in F. 1V.HIESLEY,Ilitler's strategy (Lon-
don, 1952), chap. i, esp. pp. 5 and 7, based largelj- 
on Raeder's evidence in his omn defense a t  Nurem- 
berg. See also TEXPLET~OOD,pp. 145-46. 



1936. IYithout it German rearmament, 
the reoccupation of the Rhineland, and 
Hitler's subsequent moves, would have 
been impossible. But  he had realized by 
Noveniher 1937, if not much sooner (the 
episode of the British questionnaire after 
the Iihineland reoccupation, and the 
l'hipps reports shown him by Ciano, 
should certainly have opened his eyes, if 
they were ever closed), that his plans 
were certain to lead to conflict with 
Britain. This was the burden of his re- 
marks a t  the "Hossbach" conference of 
November 6, 1937. The autumn of 1938, 
after Munich, was a time when Hitler 
was certainly infuriated with Britain, 
but not one when he could be said to be 
meeting British resistance anywhere. As 
to the first assertion, if i t  implies that 
there was unused armament capacity 
which could have been used to increase 
the rate of German naval construction, 
this is very debatable. If it only implies 
that the German navy came a bad third 
in the order of armament priorities, this 
neither requires nor warrants the postu- 
lation of a desire to avoid antagonizing 
British susceptibilities to explain it. The 
navy could not secure Austria: it was 
~~se le s s  Czech oragainst fortifications 
Polish troops. I t  could not overcome the 
Maginot Line. The navy was starved be- 
cause by comparison with the army and 
the Luftwaffe it was a luxury. The fleet 
with which Raeder planned to begin war 
against Britain" could not have been 
built in four years. The limited number 
of submarines with which Germany 
entered the war resulted simply from the 
lack of the necessary dock capacity for 
the larger ocean-going 

The importance Raeder, himself a 
cruiser expert,lol laid on the submarine 

"For details see Brassey's t faoal  a?intfal,1948, 
pp. 32-33. 

loo  See ilppendix TI, l,cloi\. 

arm, is shown by the extra terms de- 
manded and granted in the 1935 agree- 
ment for submarines, by the efforts to 
expedite submarine construction in the 
intervening years,Io2 and by the invoca- 
tion of the 100 per cent clause almost as  
soon as the 45 per cent limit had been 
taken up and conditions allowed it. The 
inclusion of the 100 per cent clause in the 
1935 agreement showed that the inten- 
tion to build up to those limits was al- 
ways present, and i t  was invoked as soon 
as necessary to make the continuing plan 
of submarine construction beyond the 45 
per cent limit legitimate. The fact that 
Hitler embarked on war before the naval 
authorities in Germany regarded it as 
feasible does not reflect to the credit of 
the British admiraIty nor to their wisdom 
in concluding the agreement. It should 
have been realized that  the governing 
factor in the strategic field would not be 
Gerinany's naval inferiority but her 
military superiority. 

From the admiralty's standpoint the 
agreement was unnecessary in the long 
run. I t  disposed of a minor problem, rec- 
ognized only what was inevitable. I t  is 
worth considering the admiralty's de-
fense oi it as  embodied in a letter from 
Lord Halifax to Sir Neville Hender-
son of August 7, 1938.'03 The admiralty 
was well aware that 35 per cent of British 
naval strength was all that Germany 
could achieve for some time to come. The 
advantages the agreement gave to Ger- 
many were apparent and there was a 
likelihood of Germany's ridding itself of 
its burdens "on a plausible excuse" if the 

lo' He published various studies on cruiser IT ar-
fare in 1922-23, as part of the German official 
h i s to rb1  publications on World \Var I. 

1°21n S D  85-1-D, an order of 1936 by Raeder 
is cited laying stress on the expediting of submarine 
construction. 

1°3 Doczlments ovz British foreign poliq,  3d ser. 
Vol. 111,App. VII, S o .  i. 
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necessity should arise. Any threat that 
Germany would build up to 100 per cent 
of total British strength was clearly bluff, 
which could only be executed if British 
construction was to remain stationary 
over a number of years while the German 
navy was being built up to it. And in 
view of Germany's foreign exchange dif- 
ficulties, raw material problems, and the 
necessity of giving priority to her arma- 
ments on land and in the air, i t  was un- 
likely that she could exceed 35 per cent 
of British strength "for the next few 
years" after 1938. I t  was admitted that 
the German navy had been mainly an 
instrument for putting political pressure 
on Britain.'04 Nevertheless an end to the 
agreement would be extremely undesir- 
able "from the point of view of our future 
naval policy and construction" inasmuch 
as it elinlinated rivalry and introduced an 
element of certainty into the European 
situation. Furthermore, Germany had 
been credited with a capacity for naval 
construction little inferior to that of 
Britain. 

These arguments seem to amount to 
the pledging of Britain to a constant 
source of political pressure, in return for 
the advantages of the introduction of one 
element of certainty into the many vari- 
ables determining naval construction, 
and policy, and the avoidance of a pos- 
sible source of competition where that 
possibility was admitted to be most un- 
likely in view of Germany's other com- 
mitments and logistic difficulties. The 
bogey of German naval competition was 
recognized to he the transparency it was. 
I t  is a measure of the degree to which 

lo4As an ccljtol.ia1 in Das neue Tageli~lcli (No. 25, 
Vol. 111,June 22, 1935) pointed out:  "Ent\\-eder es 
(Deutschland) sill eine IZiesenflotte, dann hindert 
dieser Vertrag nichts. Oder es nil1 aus politischen 
Gruntlen-Xbspaltung Englnnds von Frankreich- 
keine Kiesenflotte, tlann ist kein Vertrag ni5tig. 
Mit einem Wort, dieses :Ibko~nmen ist Schaum." 

naval and strategic considerations were 
allowed to override considerations of for- 
eign policy that Halifax while recogniz- 
ing all the opportunities of pressure 
which Germany was given by the naval 
agreement should still attach great value 
to its continuation. Moreover the naval 
advantage obtained was recognizably 
small. The danger to British naval power 
came from the relations between the 
United States and Japan and the weak- 
ness of Britain's strategic position in the 
Pacific. These relations eventually broke 
the ideal of qualitative limitation, while 
Japan's failure to sign the 1936 treaty 
embodying this ideal made it  worthless. 
Both France and Italy had reached, or 
were about to reach, the limits of capital 
ship construction that their financial 
position allowed them, considerations 
which had probably forced Italy to build 
her last two battleships up to the 35,000 
ton limit.I0j By the conclusion of the 
agreement, which amounted in French 
eyes to sheer betrayal and certain ruin of 
French efforts to win naval independence 
from Great Britain throughout the 1922- 
34 period,l0"he admiralty had fatally 
ruined all chances of friendly co-opera- 
tion with the French navy.lO' At one 
stroke all France's efforts were rendered 
useless. Lastly, the diplomatic effects of 

lU5Xssuggested in Siwzc.3, 1936, p. 62, n. 1. 

lUEThere is a good statement of this poiilt in an 
article in TVissen z ~ n dIl-elit, Vol. XVI (1935), en- 
titled "Geschichtliche und n~ilitarpolitische Be- 
trachtungen zum dtu~tch-englischen Flottma1~- 
Irommen von 1935," pp. 671-97, es:). pp. 690-92, 
695-96. 

'07 The  admiralty \ \as  nell an are of French pre- 
occupation mith German na la l  strength and oi 
their moderate satisfaction a t  the ratio hetn een the 
tmo fleets obtaining in 1934, also of their opposition 
to  the  idea of bringing Ger~nany into naval dis- 
cussions. See the evidence in I'.S. I;.I( ,1934, I, 292-
94, London telegram 403 of July 12, 1934. For 
Raeder's evidence of the elfect Britain's unilateral 
action had on Darlan see S C d ,  I'ol. VIII ,  State- 
ment 1'11a t  p. 687 
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the conclusion of the agreement were out 
of all proportion to the gains achieved in 
the realm of disarmament. But there 
seems to have been no one to state these 
considerations until the agreement had 
been signed. I t s  effects on the German 
foreign ministry, where i t  represented the 
first triumph for the new methods of 
Nazi diplomacy and Ribbentrop over the 
professionals, have been witnessed to by 
Kordt.lob The Nazis were encouraged in 
their belief in the weakness of the walls 
which had kept the l17einlar state from 
Germany's rightful position in Europe. 
One trumpet blast, one ultimatum, and 
the walls would fall down. In  the League 
of Nations the agreement, concluded in 
flat contravention of the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles from which the League took its 

from Hitler, and that  he fixed the ratio 
a t  333 per cent, which Raeder raised to 
35 per cent for "technical reasons," I am 
inclined to question Giese's affidavit 
(LYD, 722-D), to the effect that the 35 
per cent figure was fixed by reference to 
the "capacity of German dockyards," as  
an argument ex post hoc. I am unable to 
give this concept of dockyard capacity as 
a limiting factor in the fixing of such a 
ratio any validity, unless a time limit is 
also set. This would imply that Hitler, 
even a t  this early date, had a definite 
year in mind when his aggressive plans 
would lead him into war, had then real- 
ized that he would need a navy to sup- 
port himself in this war, and, after a de- 
tailed study of possible speeds of con-
struction, availability of raw materials, 

origin, was greeted with c y n i c i s n ~ . ' ~ ~ h i s  dockyard capacity, etc., had decided that 
was not, perhaps, the most suitable posi- 
tion from which to launch the crusade 
which occupied Britain's attentions for 
the second half of 1935 against Italy, the 
defiler of treaties, the breaker of cove-
nants. The conclusion of the agreement 
is a sad comment on the order of priori- 
ties held by the Conservative govern- 
ment, on the admiralty's assessment of 
the weakness and needs of British sea 
power, on the failure and eclipse of the 
foreign office, and on the resulting lack of 
thought given to diplomatic considera- 
tions in the decade before the war. 

I 

In  view of Raeder's testimony 
(NCA, Vol. 1711, Statement 1-11, p. 
685) that the original initiative in ad- 
vancing the policy of a naval agreement 
with Britain, based on the fixing of an 
agreed ratio between the two fleets, came 
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the largest fleet that was obtainable by 
that  date would approximate 35 per cent 
of the force of the Royal Navy. There is 
no evidence of such an inquiry having 
been made, nor of such a decision having 
been taken, though we may safely as- 
sume that had any such evidence existed 
it would have been produced a t  Nurem- 
berg, since i t  would have constituted 
definite proof of aggressive plans being 
mooted in Germany considerably prior 
to the "Hossbach" protocol. I t  seems 
clear that Hitler fixed the figure of 335 
per cent quite arbitrarily and that the 
technical reasons adduced by Raeder to 
raise the figure to 35 per cent were con- 
nected with questions such as the calcu- 
lation of tonnage available for new con- 
struction should such a limit be accepted 
by Britain. 

'ap F .  LV. WALTERS,History o j  the Leagz~e of 
Sarions (Oxford, 1952), 11, 613-14. The northern 
states nhich, a t  the risk of earning German hostility, 
had supported the Geneva resolution of April 19, 
1935 censuring German rearmament were particu- 
larly hurt by the ease with which Britain conceded 
Gentian naval supremacy in the Baltic. 
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In  ,YD, 854-D, .4ssmann, then head 
of the German naval archives, stated 
that in December 1938 the German sub- 
marine strength consisted of 118 sub- 
marines either completed or under con- 
struction. Only 55 were allowed for under 
the 45 per cent ratio conceded under the 
terms of the 1935 Agreement. In  Decem- 
ber 1938, presumably to cover this in- 
creased construction, the German Navy 
invoked the right to build up to 100 per 
cent of the British submarine strength. 
This was formally invoked in a note of 
January 18, 1939 (see G.D., Ser. D, Vol. 
IT, Doc. Nos. 293 and 294) after Anglo- 
German naval conversations in Berlin on 
December 31, 1938 (ibid., KO. 288). I t  is 
obvious that  whenever the extra sub-
marines were laid down, they were most 
certainly planned and designed before 
this date; there was no sudden decision 
to raise German submarine strength. The 
45 per cent figure would seem to have 

been chosen partly since this would pro- 
vide full capacity work for the available 
dockyards, partly because the direct an- 
nouncement of the intention to build a 
submarine fleet as  large as that of the 
British Empire would have sounded in- 
consistent with Hitler's offer, in his 
speech of May 21, 1935, to agree to the 
abolition of the submarine arm, provided 
other nations would do likewise. Ger- 
many actually began the war with 57 
submarines, 26 of them ocean-going. 
Raeder's reports to Hitler in the months 
after the outbreak of war (see Brassey's 
naval annual, 1948, passim) make i t  
clear that  the increased submarine con- 
struction prograin was only to be ob- 
tained by cutting army and Luftwaffe 
projects, abandoning much other 
planned naval construction, and digging 
deeper into the naval stockpile of raw 
materials than originally planned. 


