
'HE PROBLEM 
OF GERMANY 

. 1 '55·. · q4 
\r-13 

s zgo& 
.- ">---

V55:1.N4 
H3 

028906 

al Institute of International 
Affairs 



THE PROBLEM OF 
GERMANY 
~ INTERIM REPORT· 

BY A CHATHAM HOUSE STUDY ~ •. ROUP< 

London 
THE ROYAL 

INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

New York Toronto Bombay Melbourne Cape Town 
OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS 



Tho Royal Institute of International Maire is an unollic:ial body, founded in 
t 920 to encourage arid facilitate· tho sc:iontific atudy of international questions, 
The Institute, ao auch, is precluded by the temu1 of ita Royal Charter from 
expreuing an opinion on any upeet of international affaire. Any opinions """ 
preued in this publication are not, therefore, those of the lnatitute. 

* The copyright and all rights of reproduction and tmnalation are reserved by 
the Institute. Applicationa for permission to reproduce or tmnalate any material 
contained in this publication should be made to tho Secretary of the lnatituto •. 

Firll publilhed, Jullll 1943 
Rtprln114, with e"tain rt~~ilion1, O<tobl' 1943 

PRINTBD IN OIUIAT DIIITAIN AT 
THB BROADWATBI\ PRBS81 WBLWYN 

HBRTPOIIDSHIIIB 



CONTENTS 
FoREWoRD 

PAOB 
4 

I. OUTLINES 7 
The German Problem in its World Setting 7 
Old and New Aspects of the German Problem 12 
(a) Wholly Coercive, (b) Wholly Co-pperative Policies16 

II. POWER RATIO 19 

III. FRONTIERS: PoLITICAL STRUCTURE 30 
A Territorial New Deal in Europe? 30 
The German Territorial Problem 31 
Unity of the' Reich? 34 

IV. LIBERTIES 37 
Problem of Government in Germany 37 
Free Elections and Civil Rights 39 

V. EcoNOMIC PoLICY 41 
Atlantic Charter and the German Economy 41 
Control of Germany's War Potential 46 

VI. ARMs SO 
German Disarmament : .A Question of Will Rather 

than Skill SO 
Frustration of Former Attempt 52 
Reflections on France's Experience 58 
Arms and the Atlantic Charter . 60 

VII. low: PROSPECTS OF Co-OPERATION 65 
AChangedGermanMentality: OutlinesoftheProblem 65 
Teaching 70 
Lessons of Defeat 76 
A Co-operative Environment 78 
Security is Important 83 

APPENDICES: 
I. Assumptions Regarding the Causes of Germany's 

Resort to War 86 
II. Some Factors of Economic Strength 88 

·III. GermanandDemocraticViewsofthe BasisofSociety 89 



FOREWORD 
THE Council of the Royal Institute of International Affairs some 
time ago invited a number of qualified people, representing a 
balanced variety of experience and outlook, to form a Study Group 
on questions connected with the treatment of Germany after the 
war. The Report of the Group is here published. It does not pur- . 
port to say the final word on these vast subjects, for there can be no 
finality, not even when the pattern of victory grows .far clearer 
than it is to-day. If it serves to stimulate and assist practical think· 
ing, to dispel illusory ideas, to lay bare the crucial questions, and to 
.indicate what kinds of results must be expcteted to flow from par
ticular kinds of action, the labours of the Group will stand justified. 

The Council hopes before long to publish separate studies on 
economic problems affecting the post-war world and the future of 
Europe. That is why no detailed examination of economic issues is 
contained in this Report. Neither has the Group been misled by 
the nature of its subject into imagining that the treatment of 
Germany will be the sole major political problem after victory. 
One of its conclusions, indeed, is that the German problem cannot 
be wholly or lastingly solved in entire isolation from wider matters 
of international policy. 

No summary of a Report such as this can do justice to its argu· 
ment. Briefly, it proceeds by analysing the tWo extreme hypotheses 
of total permanent domination over the whole of German life, and 
total co-operation with defeated Germany on a basis of equality. 
For reasons fully set out, both these extreme courses are rejected. 
A realist policy is sought, which will be both practicable and effec
tive to prevent a renewal of German aggression, and will have good 
likelihood of commending itself to the British people, on whom no 
small part of the responsibilities of persisting in it will fall. 

The relative power factors affecting Britain and Germarly in 
years to come are listed and assessed. Questions of Germany's 
future frontiers are surveyed, and endeavour is made to bring out 
general principles on which they may need to be answered if hopes 
of security and prolonged peace are to be fulfilled. But it is recog
nized that no particular case will be determinable according to 
simple general principles; each will be affected by complex factors 

· special to itself. The merits of different attitudes which might be 
adopted towards the continued political unity or the internal frag~ 
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mentation of the German Reich are weighed, as are the possibility 
and the wisdom of essaying to influence its future form of govern
ment, and the civil or political rights which might be secured to the 
people of Germany. It is at this point especially that the German 
problem is seen to be bound up with wider questions of European 
order.· 
· A clear risk of conflict is detected between the economic and the 
disarmament clauses of the Atlantic Charter, as soon as their prac
tical application comes to be envisaged; a dilemma between pros
perity and security might present itself. The risk may be dimin
ished. if methods of disarmament are properly thought out, but 
there will be need of constant Allied firmness if the disarmament 
of Germany is to be maintained through periods when relaxation 
of disarmament will certainly be demanded, not from within 
Germany only, in the name of European prosperity. The main 
lesson which the Report draws from examining the history of 
disarmament after the last war is that technical difficulties in 
preventing Germany from re-arming are not insuperable; the real 
danger-point is a weakening of the Allied will to prevent it. In the 
considered opinion of the Group, prevention of re-armament is 
the only measure of coercion against Germany ~n which Britain 
should insist unconditionally. 

But there is a challenge of ideas to be met, as well as a challeng~ 
of arms. Ultimate security cannot be attained, until a co-operative 
mentality, truly and not in mere appearance, has developed, not 

· only in the German individual but in the German State. The final 
chapter of the Report searchingly inquires into the chances of this, 
and into the part (if any) which British policy and conduct may play 
in furthering and securing it. There are objectives open to Britain 
and the other victorious nations to pursue, which may and can serve 
to bring before the German people a better answer than any that 
Nazi ideas can offer to the gripping problems of the modem world. 
We can take the Four Freedoms as the clearest and finest goal of 
common action, pointing a way towards the hope of practical co
operation between nations. Yet we must never forget that security 
must underlie all. 

The Institute is an unofficial and non-political body, precluded 
by its Charter from expressing a point of view on any aspect of 
international affairs. Responsibility for opinions expressed in the 
Report rests solely with the members of the Group invited by the 
Council of the Institute to conduct this particular study. 
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I. OUTLINES 

THIS is a study, undertaken from the point ofview of the security 
of Great Britain,. of what we believe are likely to be the main 

problems -affecting Anglo-German relations . after · Germany's 
defeat. We have tried to select those issues the crucial character of 
which will be least affected by the passage of time, rather than those 
(such as the punishment of guilty persons and the reparation of 
war damage, or immediate problems of ~rder and reconstruction) 
which belong more especially to the clearing-up process. The steps 
taken and the attitudes adopted during that process will indeed 
have a most important bearing on the sequel, but should them
selves be directed by longer views. 

An unofficial inquiry such as the present cannot dogmatically 
recommend particular solutions, but it can help to uncover the 
practical implications of various possible alternatives. Our method 
is to examine each question from both of the standpoints which are, 
as it were, the poles around which all discussion~n Britain of post· 
war Anglo-German relations turns-the policy of force, and the 
policy of non-force or co-operation. Naturally, actual decisions on 
policy will be .taken not according to the requirements of one 
selected ·principle of action, but in the light of the whole concrete 

, situation as it will be when the need for each decision arises. Thus, 
of the principles which we have chosen as the two best vantage 
grounds from which to survey the field, the actual policy towards 
Germany will almost certainly rely on the one in some cases, on the 
other in others; the practical problem will be to decide which is the 
more appropriate in a given case. To some extent, though without 
precision of detail, this decision has already been taken, in the de
claration of principles known as the Adantic Charter, and in the 
Anglo-Russian Treaty of May 26, 1942. 

THil GllRMAN PROBLilM IN ITS WORLD Sll'ITING 

The question of Anglo-German relations can be considered in 
isolation only if the provisional character of this procedure is fully 
realized. German aggression has threatened other Powers than 
Britain, and Britain has found herself threatened, though less im
mediately, by the aggression of other Powers than Germany. 
After the defeat o( the Axis, the eyes of China, of the 
United States, of the greater part of the British Common
wealth, and perhaps even of Russia, will be turned towards 
Japan at least as much as towards Germany. With the 
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8 THE PROBLEM OF GERMANy 

extension of the effects of aggression the circle of those who will 
claim a voice in the settlement also extends, and the Rio de Janeiro 
Conference of January, 1942, by imposing on Latin-American 
countries the duty of defining their position in the conflict, re
moved the last possibility that any important group of states could 
fail to be directly interested. The policy to be adopted towards 
Germany will, therefore, owing to the circumstances of the war 
itself, be of general concern, and will be worked out jointly with the 
Dominions, the principal Allies, and the other United Nations. 
However, Britain's own policy towards Germany will be an essen
tial thread in the skein·, and provided we remember that it is but one 
thread, to follow it up should in our view be a useful contribution, 
both in itself and as a way of approaching wider questions of inter
national order. 

Recognition of the truth that the security of Britain is bound up 
with that of other countries is no guarantee that a sufficiently broad 
basis of security will in fact be provided. So far as military support 
is involved states have hitherto concerned .themselves but reluc
tantly with the security of other states, even on a close calculation 
of interest. In the inter-war period it proved impossible to build up 
a defensive situation on the basis of common resistance to aggres
sion, in spite of formal commitments both general and particular. 
In the present war, apart from the intervention of the British Com
monwealth and France on behalf of Poland, and by the Dutch 
East Indies and Central American countries after Pearl Harbour, 
no state made common military cause with a victim of ag
gression until itself attacked. At a time when strategic and techni
cal factors render a neutral position ever more precarious, the de
termination to remain neutral or non-belligerent as long as possible 
has actuated the policy of great and small Powers alike, and even 
one of the major belligerents, France, withdrew from the fight. 
It is hoped that the time is coniing when France can and will be 
fully in the fight again, but the mere fact of this withdrawal by the 
former leader of European politics is significant. On the one hand, 
therefore, states have been unwilling to increase their immediate 
risks by collective action; on the other, experience seems to show 
that security is not to be won in a cramped and passive attitude of 
isolated self-defence. A country which aims merely at national 
security, in the narrow sense, is likely to fail of its object. It must 
aim at this, it is true, but it is more likely to attain its purpose by 
reaching forward also to wider objectives. 
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It may be suggested that changes in the political structure of 

Europe, or in its social systems and ruling ideas, would allow us to 
by-pass the present inquiry. Though nationality may, in time, lose 
something ofits sovereign significance, there are no signs at present 
that Britain and Germany will cease to be independent states, or be 
fitted into a federal system. Even if there were to be federation, the 
American Civil War is a reminder that federation is not necessarily 
a guarantee of peace. It has often been stressed that we are in the 
midst of a revolution,· and that revolutions cut across the vertical 
divisions of nationality by horizontal alignments of common class 
interests, or sympathies of ideas. We do not know what the impact 
of such a situation on Anglo-German relations is likely to be in the 
long run, but hitherto it has merely accentuated the conflict, as the 
religious revolution of the sixteenth century accentuated our con
flict with Spain, and the political revolution of the eighteenth 
century our conflict with France. The essential point is that Britain 
and Germany are tough power structures. Only on the assumption, 
which nothing authorizes us to make, that their fundamental pur
poses will in future necessarily be harmonious, can the problem 
of their relations be relegated to the background. 

Can we, for the moment leaving on one side all questions of 
moral and political consistency, nevertheless foresee some position 
of Britain's affairs which would enable her virtually to ignore 
Germany's continental ambitions?t' Might we, for instance, look 
forward to a mutual reinforcement of British and American sea and 
air power-should we add land power also?-so massive and un
conditional as to permit us to observe the European scene with the 
same security of mind as we enjoyed in the nineteenth century? 
In great affairs, policy cannot be based on a mere possibility, how
ever attractive it may seem to many. Incidentally, the reliance by 
. Britain on American aid may cause some to ask whether this whole 
problem should not be regarded as fundamentally German· 
American rather than Anglo-German. It is imperative, however, 
that British peopleshould think out their own position in a matter 
so vital to their country's existence. 

Nor is it possible to base policy on the assumption that Russia, 
however important her part in the defeat of Germany, will be wil
ling or, until her industrial development has proceeded further, 
able to act as a complete countern:eight to German aggressive 

• 1Thc case for is argued by T124 in Sea Power (Cape, 1941); the ...., 
against by E. H. Carr in Conditfutu of Peace (Macmillan, 1942). 
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designs. The Anglo-Russian Treaty officially confirms this view, 
In these circumstances Britain cannot rely on the existence of an 
equilibrium of continental forces of a kind which would enable her 
to maintain an attitude of comparative detachment. Still more 
precarious would be an equilibrium resting on a combination of a 
liberated France with Germany's other European neighbours 
against Germany. Quite apart from the insufficiency of the indus
trial basis for such a combination, the clear lesson of recent events 
is that France must not again be counted upon, without massive 
aid on land from the very beginning, to take the first shock of a 
German westwards drive. It is, of course, possible that in time there 
will be not oply recovery in France but such rapid progress in 
Europe's politically and socially depressed areas as to render them 
a less easy prey to German exploitation and intrigue; but only if 
Britain is amongst those who aid the process. It is the intuition of 
this possibility which ·lends force to Hitler's appeals for the 
"expulsion of Britain from Europe." 

If, therefore, force is again required to restrain German aggres
siveness, it will be for Britain to help in supplying it, and to pay the 
price in material and moral effort' which the use of force will exact. 
If, on the other hand, we were to rely· on trust and co-operation, 
Britain must, with the others, accept the risks of failure. We may, 
of course, discover that owing to events independent of our will 
the cycle of German aggressiveness is closed-as might be the case 
if the strain of the two world wars were to lead to a failure of German 
vital energies, or if the. Germans themselves were unmistakably to 
shatter the frame, and renounce the doctrines, of militaristic state
craft. But emphatically we cannot build on these uncertainties. 

While the war is in progress and German power bears down upon 
us, there is little likelihood of minimizing the dangers which it 
carries for the future. But for some time after Germany's defeat it 
will be easy to forget that the momentary power ratio between 
Germany and ourselves does not expre~ the permanent facts. We 
shall become increasingly aware of preoccupations of internal policy, 
as well as of other tensions which will at that moment seem to con
cern our security more nearly than the possibility of renewed 
German aggression. Public opinion on Germany is likely to be 
bounded by two extremes: those who would have a settlement in 
which passion replaces calculatio~ and those who, having failed to 
realize what the German attempt lo dominate Europe really meant, 
allow themselves to be persuaded by reasons of self-interest 
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or of intellectual fashion to deny the existence of a German 
problem. 

The danger, however, will remain that Germany may again 
unloose a cataract of evil upon the world. However complete may 
be her military defeat, and however completely that defeat may be 
·demonstrated,1 there will almost certainly survive in Germany: 
(a) a nucleus determined to re-create, openly if free to do so, but 
otherwise secretly, Germany's military power; (b) a population 
still susceptible to war enthusiasm in spite of disillusionment, 
loving military action and display, discipline and comradeship, 
and deriving much of their sense of personal significance from their 
service with what they, will continue to regard as the greatest of 
armies. Part at least of that population, even if for a while it revolts 
against the purely military view of life, will probably retain its 
arrogant persuasion of German racial superiority and perhaps 
much of its reverence for Hitler, and will be liable, in certain condi
tions, again to be shaped by the war party to its own design. If pre
cedent is followed, the psychological preparation will begin im
mediately, and will consist jn keeping the masses indoctrinated 
with the various beliefs1 required to resist any tendencies to build 
international life on a co-operative basis. Above all, it will be neces· 
sary to show by the appropriate myths that the German army was 
not, in spite of all appearances, defeated in the war. Economic and 
military preparations belong to a later stage. We must be prepared 
to find that even after defeat the Second World War will appear to 
the German war party to have been on balance a favourable opera· . 
tion. What will l;>e remembered will be not so much the actual 
defeat as the nearness to victory, leaving as ultimate result: (a) the 
conviction that for the future all continental European countries 
west of Russia may be eliminated as serious deterrent factors; (b) 
the hope that Russia may be neutralized; (c) the hope that Britain 
will have no more heart to resist a third attempt than France the 
second; (d) the hope that the United States may be so worked upon 
as to meet a third attempt unprepared. This all-embracing will 
to mastery, and the latent responsiveness of the German people, 
are the heart of the matter. · 

1 "(Les allemands) avaient vu les soldats de Napol~on passer sous Ia porte sJe 
Brandenbourg, et chaCWl sait qu'l Leipsig ils l'avaient oubli~l" Clemenceau, 
Grandeurs et Mis<ru d'une Victoire, p. 98 (Paris, 1930). 

• "The leaders of the German people saw to it that the necessity for and in
evitability of war ao the outcome of an immutable natural law should become an 
axiom of faith among the German people." E. Muller-Sturmheim: article on 
"The Spiritual Problem of Germany," Tlu Fortnightly, March 1941. 
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This preface calls for two final observations. First, our provi
sional concentration on the Gennan problem carries with it the 
risk, which must be guarded against, of forgetting not only the 
threat represented by other aggressors, but also the claims and 
interests of allies and neutrals. A special concern with Germany, 
even if to begin with it is of a defensive nature, could in time be
come a preferential concern, as happened to some extent in the 
inter-war period. Next to success, nothing would suit dreamers of 
pan-Gennan dreams better than that the thoughts of other coun
tries should be held to Gennany as to a magnet. It is, therefore, 
essential that those whose duty it is to consider the protection of 
their country from Gennan designs should feel their real objective 
to be that there may be secure, lawful, and decent living throughout 
Europe and beyond. Secondly, a study which examines a number 
of theoretically possible solutions may seem to imply that the free
dom of choice for those who make policy is greater than it will 
actually be. Even after victory the situation will not be wholly 
plastic; but it will be more plastic then than at any other time. 

OLD AND NEW ASPECTS OF THE GERMAN PROBLEM 

We have set forth in Appendix I what seem to us the chief as
sumptions responsibly' made, including some made by Germans, 
regarding the causes of Germany's renewed resort to war. Political 
action is not likely to be based on the clear and general acceptance 
of any set of assumptions as valid, and we do not even make such a 
choice in this study. There is a measure of truth in several of them. 
We think it a first step to clear thiriKing to bring these assumptions 
to the surface, so that those discussing a remedy may at least know 
what the various diagnoses are. A policy which relied entirely on 
force would probably be found to rest on the assumption that Ger
mans are for all practical purposes incorrigible: a policy of pure 
non-discrimination on the assumption that they do not differ in any 
important aspect from other nations. While we discuss assump· 
tions regarding Gennany, the question at once arises: "What of 
. Britain?" Are we amongst those that are whole, and need not a 
physician? What Britain is to do to herself may be a more pressing 
subject than what she is to do to Gennany, but it is not the theme 
of this study. The method of treating Anglo-German relations pro
visionally as a problem in itself has at least the advantage that it 
forces us to inquire concerning any proposed solution, not only 

'whether we and our friends should like it, but also whether we for 
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our part should be prepared to pay the price. There is hardly any 
policy worthy of the name, especially any implying the use of force, 
but will require a high degree of unity, determination, perseverance 
and strength,l 

Many books have been written explaining the historical develop
ments and the teachings which have fostered aggressiveness in the 
German people. It is the phenomenon of the "soft"1 Germany, 
ready to support its leaders in their aggressive desigas, which is the 
more interesting; the leaders themselves-the "hard" Germany
are a ruling group not essentially dissimilar from ambitious groups 
to be found in several other countries, whose actions can be ex
plained by plain love of power rather than by any special character
istics or conditioning. We shall not attempt to traverse the ground 
covered by these writings; but it may clear our vision if for a moment 
we look at the general background with the eyes of the last genera
tion. The first of the following extracts was written in 1910, the 
second iQ 1916: 

" .• , fr.om the moment of the breach with free trade in 1879 
, •• the alienation of the German mind from all English sympa
thies was complete."S 

" •.• It is, surely, evident that Germany is now so formidable 
a foe, and one that so profoundly requires defeating, not directly 
because a false doctrine peculiar to herself possesses her, her 
devotion to this conviction being just what the Allies would give 
to any conviction of theirs; but because a spirit of sheer money
making and boundless commercialism, which more or less 
dominates and vulgarizes us all, and whicll we ourselves rather 
than they began, has, in the German, found a lodging within an 
incredibly vehement and concentrated, systematic and visionary 
soul."' 
These quotations reflect the outlook of an age predominantly 

commercial in its interests. But the commercial system of the time 
1 A general objective for national policy is given by Sargeaunt and West in 

Grand Strategy, p. 157 (Cape, 1942): "the turning of national energy to sustain• 
ing such a high pitch of efficiency, and therefore of both actual capacity for the 
arts of peace and of potential capacity for the most modem form of war, that 
few would wish, and none readily dare, to risk the military challenge." An 
attempt to analyae the elementa of power is made in the next chapter. 

' F. W. Foerater: Europe and the German Question, p. 334 (Allen and Unwin, 
1941). 

' Quoted by Philip Kerr, afterwards Marquess of Lothian; article on "Anglo 
Gennan Rivalry," Tlut Round Table, November 1910. 

• F. von Hilgel: article on "The German Soul and the Great War," The 
Qum, January 1916. 
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did not generally favour the concentration of powe.: within the 
hands of the State. How modem technical conditions favour this 
concentration, with consequences scarcely imaginable to the last 
generation, is illustrated by the following quotation from a contem
porary writer: 

"The whole structure of modem society is governed by the 
fact that new technical inventions (such as aeroplanes, bombs, 
railways, the telephone and wireless) and the large-scale organiza
tion of industry, finance, administration, education and other 
means of influencing public opinion have created key positions 
which make it possible for those who hold them to dominate 
society. This offers a strong temptation to the ambitious to seize 
these centres of power and, when they have embarked on this 
course, they are driven on to gather into their hands all remaining 
positions of control. Even those who are naturally averse to such 
a course may be forced into it by the fear that their opponents 
may act first."1 · , 

It seems to be the part of Germany to reflect with special clear
ness and on a magnified scale certain features of contemporary 
society as a whole. Thus Germany has mirrored in herself what, for 
a time at least, appeared to be all Europe's failing concern for free
dom; the subordination of economic to political purposes; and the 
growing centralization of power which science facilitates. One 
observer2 describes a condition in which a "rage of technics" 
has taken possession of the younger and stronger elements in Ger
many, to whom, thanks to the new means, nothing seems impos
sible. a If divorced from any humane purpose, this rage can have 
no issue except in destruction on the one hand or tyranny on the 
other. As it necessarily communicates itself to the like-minded in 
other countries, it throws into vivid relief the urgency of thinking 
out the ends for which modern organization and technique are to 
be used. This issue is directly raised in the appeal of President 

1 K. Mannheim, in Tlul Christian Neti!s-Letter, May 27, 1942. 
• H. Rauschning: Makers of Destruction, p. 68 (Eyre and Spottisw~ode, 1 942). 
' cf., also, this passage: "From the origins of its greatness Pruss10 has ~een 

imbued with the conviction that, given sufficient effort and pressure, suffic1ent 
'Prussian efficiency,' anything can be made out of everything, that th~ hum.an 
material can be formed, and transformed, ad libitum. It was a natural vtewpo•')t 
for a power wholly founded upon a tour de force, hence contemp~ous of U:Od•
tions, and adoring efficiency as its God. The Nazi idea of .creatmg an ent!rely 
new human type by terrorism, propaganda, transplantatiOn of. populations, 
wiping out of the recalcitrant, is in the line of this Prussi~n tradtt.ton, the mo~l 
Prussian feature of this otherwise so profoundly un-Prusstan Nazt movemen~. 

Franz Borkenau: article on "The Myth of Prussia," Political Quarterly, Apnl-
June, 1942. · 
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Roosevelt to the whole world to acknowledge the Four Freedoms 
as valid objects of policy. It is significant that Hitler claimed to 
speak for the German people in rejecting the President's "new and 
detestable alien world."1 

More fundamental than differences of political purpose are 
differences of belief concerning the actual nature of things. Much 
instability of judgement In regard to the German situation is due 
to misunderstanding in this sphere. We shall attempt in a later 
chapter to disentangle some of these differences, and will not at 
this stage offer any assessment of their political influence. There is, 
however, one which seems to us to be of cardinal importance in 
practice. It appears to be fixed in the mind of most Germims, both 
of the ruling elite and of the masses, that power inevitably asserts 
itself to the uttermost: that those who possess a giant's strength 
cannot but use it as a giant. People brought up in the western tradi
tion no less finnly believe, or unconsciously assume, that the exer
cise of power can and should be limited by respect for the rights of 
others, however weak, and that growth and development can and 
do take place on this basis. Obviously, it is a matter in which self
deception is easy, and if we were to give as concrete examples the 
omission of Flritain and the United States to force Eire and various 
Latin-American States into the war, the Germans would show to 
their own satisfaction that both omissions were tactical. Yet would 
Germany, in a similar position, have accepted the strategic dis
abilities which this respect for the position of militarily weak 
neighbours has entailed? 

The fact that modern techniques permit an extension of the 
administrative area beyond anything that was possible before, the 
assumption that those who hold power must exploit its full possi
bilities, and, lastly, the conviction of being a Herrenvolk, converge 
to produce in the German mind those grandiose schemes for the 
unification of Europe and beyond against which the world is now 
reacting. On a German view such reaction is vain, a mere kicking 
against the pricks; even if it might for a time succeed, on this view 
no result could follow except the establishment of the hegemony 
of some other Great Power-Russia or the United States. It is 
very certain that Europe is not going to accept unification through 
the German will to power. But it is possible for peoples to reject 
German claims while sharing in some degree the general outlook 
which they reflect, and we have been reminded that several Euro-

' Quoted in Tht Timls, Maro:h 16, 1942. 



16 THB PROBLEM OF GERMANY 

pean countries "have derived their thought on social and political 
matters largely from German sources."1 The ideal of co-opera
,tion proclaimed by the United Nations as the basis of their common 
dealings may fail to attract, unless it clearly carries with it an or
ganizing principle sufficiendy energetic to meet the real needs of 
the new European situation. 

(a) WHOLLY COERCIVE, (b) '\YHOLLY CO-OPERATlVB POLICIES 

The Adantic Charter'has already afforded a general answer to 
the questions with which we are concerned. We are there given one 
main objective (disarmament of aggressors) which depends en
tirely on force-as also does the fulfilment of the Anglo-Russian 
Treaty-and various social objectives which are to be sought 
through co-operation. However, 'Yhat is important in regard to. 
these and similar aims, such as the Four Freedoms, is not ;so much 
the quality of the aims themselves as the power and intention to 
give effeet to them. Great aims-"international co-operation," 
"international peace and security," "social justice" -were written 
into the last Peace Treaties, and no mean exertions were made to, 
fulfil them. The fact that similar aims have been put forward twice 
within a single generatiQn implies confidence that they are intrinsi
cally realizable. It is assumed that it is in fact possible for a group 
of nations to disarm and keep disarmed another group of nations 
over an indefinite period, and also that it is both possible and desir
able for every one t6 have more butter on his bread. It seems to us 
clear that there is no technical obstacle to the realization of these 
purposes as declared by the leaders of the United Nations. The 
open question is whether their own and other peoples will endorse 
them, to the point of action.2 The failure to realize similar aims in 
the past has usually been ascribed to a lack of will and of goodwill 
in the peoples, and especially the Governments, concerned. There 
is much justice in these charges. But the failure is also due to the 
fact that the aims themselves can get in each other's way. Thispos
sibility is very obviously latent in the Adantic Charter. That 
document is certainly not condemned thereby. But the whole 
policy will be frustrated unless we consider in time where the 

1 F. A. Hayek: article on "Knowledge of Germany," The Spectator, Decem• 
ber 26, 1941. 

1 " ••• the generality of mankind do not acquiesce, and until their educational 
level has been raised, will not ·acquiesce in the organization of a general pros
perity, Let us entertain no delusions about that." H~G. Wellf: Guide to the New 
World, p. 139 (Gollancz, 1941). 
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collision between purposes is in danger of taking place, and which 
should be given right of passage. 

The mixed policy of using force for some objects and co-opera
tion for others is naturally difficult to pursue, and one tendency · 
will always be exercising a pull on the other. The Charter foresees 
this, since it envisages the disarmament of aggressors as limited in 
time "pending the establishment of a general system of security." 
For an indefinite period, however, force and non-force are each to be 
directed towards its appropriate object. There is vast room for 
difference of opinion as to what is the proper sphere of each. It may 
therefore be useful to consider for a moment what would be implied 
in policies of force and of co-operation respectively, if pushed to 
their logical extremes without regard to the qualifications which 
the advocates of either policy would admit in practice. 

A policy of pure force would consist not in the sum of various 
measures of repression, but in the conscious, continuous, and total 
purpose to keep the enemy in subjection. It might well entail, if 
this were thought necessary for the object in view, the extension of 
force from one field to another until everything was under its con
trol. The German policy towards Poland affords the best modern 
model. The adoption of such a policy towards Germany would 
similarly imply an almost total denial of rights to Germany as a 
state, and to Germans as individuals. While perhaps avoiding 
spectacular measures of mass extermination, it would, on this 
model, aim at a progressive devitalization and reduction of the 
population. It would imply the detachment from Germany of all 
contested territories, other interests being automatically preferred 
to German; the enforced dismemberment of the Reich; complete 
destruction of the industrial and economic basis of power; destruc
tion of its intellectual basis through the compulsory abandonment 
of higher education, especially scientific research; transfer of popu
lations; maintenance of servile labour and social conditions; prohi
bition of emigration and even of travel, lest German military, indus
trial and scientific experts should acquire influence abroad.1 These 
and many other precautions would have to be taken if security 
against German aggression were to be pursued irrespective of 
every other consideration. -

1 uGermany's war potential ... includes ... an espionalle potential, the 
most extensive in the world, which includes all the Reich diplomatic and con
sular services, all its foreign commercial agencies, tourist agencies, scientific 
expeditions, and all its so-called German national minorities in other lands." 
Polish Fortnightly li.I!'IJiew, April!, 1942. -
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The cost of such a policy would depend largely on what allies 
were associated with Britain in carrying it out, but it would cer
'tainly involve the maintenance of a large permanent army of occu
pation; loss of trade with Germany, ex hypothesi impoverished; pre
vention by force, if necessary, of trade and other relations between 
other Powers and Germany; constant inquisition into every aspect 
of German public and private life; sacrifice of other international 
interests to the supreme purpose of suppressing Germany; an in- . 
flexible pertinacity of purpose, since the'slightest relaxation would 
be fatal. It is doubtful whether such a policy could be sustained by 
any purely political motive, least of all by so unmasterful an im
pulse as defensive prudence; to succeed it would need to be the ex
pression of a conviction that we were the Herrenvolk and the 
Germans were sub-men, i.e. our minds would need to become 
Nazi. For the execution of a policy so greatly oppos~d to the major 
Commonwealth tradition only the treatment of Ireland in the six
teenth and seventeenth centuries could produce, .;m a grossly in
adequate scale, the lessons of direct experience. 

If a policy entirely depending on force would, so far as Britain 
is concerned, break down because of its repugnsnce to the British 
way of seeing things, thorough-going co-operation would be a 
political impossibility after the German reign of terror, and would 
be an even greater impossibility for our continental Allies. It would 
imply, for Britain, that she was prepared to resume immediately 
with a defeated Germany, "after the destruction of Nazi tyranny," 
amicable relations from which all trace of unilateral control had 
disappeared. This policy need not, it is true, exclude ·measures of 
control applied equally to all states, including both Germany and 
ourselves; but it would prevent Britain, either alone or in partner
ship, imposing any special disability on Germany. Above all, it 
would place no restriction on German armaments as such. With 
frontiers determined according to whatever criteria might be ac
cepted as impartial, and provided afresh with colonies (for any
thing less would be "inequality"), Germany, it might be argued, 
would have no sense of grievance; while the advantages of such- a 
settlement, if accompanied by general guarantees in which America 
and Russia participated, would more than offset the risks involved 
in allowing Germany full freedom of action. This was the kind of 
picture which those who supported "co-operation" after the last 
war doubtless had in mind. The fact that for some time after this 
war a policy wholly based on co-operation is likely to be as i_mprac-
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ticable as a policy wholly based on force is not due simply to the 
circumstance that 'IYar passions must be allowed for. People in all 
lands would give much for the substance of peace. Fundamentally 
it is due to the demonstration that an armed Great Germany has 
refused to limit its ambitions; that it does not recognize that the 
rights and claims of others are to be balanced against its own; that 
the tendency to aggression is not merely one varying aspect of state 
policy, but belongs to the essence of the German army-state as it 
has developed in history. 

In an age in which major decisions on foreign affairs must be 
known and approved by the mass of the people, simplicity in the 
main outlines (however intricate the technical details) is an aid to 
effectiveness. As we have seen, the simple "total" policies raise 
insuperable difficulties, whether it be total domination over the 
whole of German life, or total co-operation on the basis of an ideal 
"equality" between Great Powers. Yet if policy is to be mixed, 
with one sphere of action reserved for force and another for co
operation, let each so far as possible within its own sphere reign as of 
right and without apology. The At1ant\C Charter says in effect: no 
Nazis and no arms, but for the rest co-operation. This implies that 
at the highest political level equality with Germany is not admitted, 
and so long as that is so no pretence of the contrary should be 
allowed. If below that level there is to be co-operation, it should be 
sincere and brought about without qualifications, delays, or pin
pricks. In considering concrete issues of Anglo-German policy, 
we should remember that a firm purpose in essentials, and the ca
pacity to make it good in unforeseen circumstances, will accomplish 
more than the ingenious elaboration of particular safeguards. 

II. POWER RATIO 
History does not justify the same assumption in respect of Anglo· 

German relations as governs our thought regarding Britain's rela
tions with some other countries, that in one way or another disputes 
will always stop short of war. The respective power positions of 
the two countries therefore require to be examined. This does not 
mean that relations with Germany must necessarily be conceived 
in terms of perpetual antagonism, or that the prevention of war 
rather than the winning of wars when they break out should not be 
the first concern of British policy; British strength is relevant to 
both purposes. The power equation includes not only assessable 
material resources, but largely incalculable factors such as intelli· 
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gence and will, and changes in the arts of war and peace. No exact 
solution is therefore possible, but we believe that the factors of 
power which we select for examination in this chapter will continue 
to be important. 

An essential factor of the war strength of a state is its access to 
the resources of others. In preparing or waging her various expan
sionist wars, Germany has been able to subject to her control large 
areas of "collaboration." Britain, on the other hand, largely de
pends on her "alliance potential." In none of her continental wars 
has her sole strength sufficed to overcome a major enemy. The final 
defeat has always been delivered by a coalition in which allies took 
an important and usually a major share in land operations. Britain, 
though always contributing to these-in the ·Four Years' War 
massively and, at the end, decisively-has above all provided the 
naval power, the sinews of war, the diplomatic initiative, and an 
endurance born of an inflexible hatred of tyranny. Thanks to this 
capacity of making common cause with other states, travestied in 
the charge that she does not fight her own b;ttdes, Britain has con
standy within the course qf some hundreds of years found herself 
in the victor's camp over against an enemy intrinsically stronger · 
than herself. To analyse fully the causes of the high "alliance 
potential" hitherto enjoyed by Britain would lead us t~o far. But 
basic conditions have indisputably been, first, that the British cause 
has seemed to others in the main good; second, that her own 
material and moral strength has been felt to be considerable.1 

Having allowed for this uncertain factor of "alliance potential," 
we sh~ll rapidly survey the intrinsic power positions of Germany 
and Britain. The German territorial problem is discussed below; 
for the purposes of the present comparison we shall not assume in 
advance great territorial reductions of pre-Nazi Germany, but 
shall think of a Reich keeping more or less its Versailles frontiers. 
The other unit is the United Kingdom, except when otherwise 
stated. The resources of the dependent Empire are at the disposal 
of the United Kingdom only with qualifications, especially in 

' One who is not a British subject hy birth has made this comment: "I have 
felt that what much of Europe and the world, and indeed Britain herself, funda
mentally regard as the basis of British power, prestige, and victories is an amal
gam of the Navy and mqra/ superiority, or even supremacy. Current P~"o/ 
propaganda, both national and inte':"ational! m.odesty, an al.most lll.f!"ochiallc 
caution in view of the dangers of wtshful thinking, all contnbute, wtth many 
other factors, towards the tendency to ignore or play down this element in. Pa;'t 
and present alliances for victories, which will probably be stiU more crucial m 
future ones." 
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respect of man-power; the resources of all parts of the Empire · 
which enjoy self-government are rightly regarded as belonging to 
the "alliance potential." . · · 

At the beginning of the wa~ there was a tendency to underesti
mate the importance of the popuilltion factor. Numbers have, it is 
true, lost something of their importance, in the sense that a few 
mechanized divisions can overrun a country trusting its defence 
to older arms or to mechanized arms of inferior quality. But the 
clash of two armies both highly mechanized can, as we see from the 
Russo-German campaigns, produce losses on the scale of the Four 
Years' War. The increasing ruthlessness of war, manifested in 
a scorched earth policy which almost certainly prepares a har
vest of death through fainine and disease, also places a premium 
on numbers. It is, however, above all in respect of industrial pro
duction needed to feed the war machine, and of agricultural produc
tion needed to feed the workers, that advantage in size of popula
tion and especially in the proportion of young to old age groups is, 
given equal quality, decisive. 

Consciousness of an increasing population tends to create confi
dence and boldness, such as has been evident in Russia's bearing 
under enormous losses; consciousness of a stabilized or declining 
population, doubt of the future and unwillingness to take risks. 
This, of course, is not the sole factor of war-willingness, as the 
relative achievements of Germany and Italy demonstrate, Italy 
having the larger rate of increase; but it is clearly important. Hit
ler's claim that the Blitzkrieg was sparing of German lives shows 
that even a German commander cannot risk the reputation of 
throwing life away; but his professed willingness to sacrifice two 
Inillion men for an historic objective, and the plain facts of the 
Russian campaigns attest, whatever their moral hideotisness, a 
will to win notably lacking in the humane boast of the French High 
Command that it was "avare du sang fran;ais." That such a boast 
could be regarded as ground for confidence illustrates the tragic 
position of a belligerent threatened by a declining population. The 
conclusion seems to be twofold. First, though population pressure 
in Germany is not the cause of the present war, an increasing popu
lation will aggravate her existing predisposition to aggression, 
whereas a stable or decreasing population may tend to induce in the 
Germans a defensive mentality, siinilar to that of France. Second, 
a continuance of the present demographic trends in Britain would 
reinforce any elements which Inight, in the eve11t of re!lewed Ger-
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roan aggression, counsel a hesitant attitude, while a reversal of the 
trend would remove an impediment to the exercise of freedom of 
decision, and to the acceptance of risks deemed justifiable on other 
grounds. 

The unchanging data of geography, and the changin~ data of 
invention, give new bearings on our respective strategic positions. 
Disputes heard early in the war concerning the relative advantages 
in combat of ship and aeroplane already seem somewhat out of 
date. To be war-worthy a country dependent on sea-borne sup
plies must possess an adequate air force as well as an adequate navy. 
It has been argued1 that with these two arms Britain might once 
more enjoy that favoured position in which for so long she could 
permit herself freedom of action on nearly all seas, and freedom of 
inaction on the Continent. In our view, the possession by arevived 
and hostile Germany of enormous air power would be a condition 
from which no possible development of our own sea and air power 
could remove the sting. We are not to be taken as agreeing that the 
vision seen by the German geo-politicians of the united power of 
Asia, Europe and Mrica, bursting the bonds of encircling sea power, 
necessarily discloses the future. To believe this is to surrender to 
political fatalism. What matters for our purpose is that whereas the 
development of aviation and of mechanized land warfare conferred 
on Germany in her central position advantages which she has been 
quick to exploit, they render any attempt by Britain to isolate her
self from the Continent even more precarious than before. 

Because of the large areas needed for training in the use of air
craft and mechanized land weapons, Britain's restricted space 
needs to be compensated by association with friendly neighbouring 
countries possessing areas of that kind, such as Canada and the 
United ·states. Conversely, the United States may be expected to 
recognize as a major strategic interest that a country occupying 
Britain's key position on the Atlantic air routes should not be in 
danger of occupation by an unfriendly Power. 

At sea, apart from the new techniques of aero-naval and submar
ine warfare, the roost interesting development is the greatly in
creased use of the northern routes which the necessities of the war 
have imposed. Given the probability that Russia is entering upon a 
phase of exceptional demographic and industrial expansion, that 
development, taken together with improvements in air communica
tions, may be of great importance for the future. In this respect also 

1 e.g., by T124 in Sea Power (Cape, 1941). 
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Britain occupies a key position. On the technical plane, the use 
made by the Soviet Government of more and more powerful ice
breakers is noteworthy .1 

· The increasing mechanization of warfare has accelerated the de
pendence of the war machine on industry.• In modem conditions 
no Power can rank as fully war-worthy unless it possesses or can 
comniand the use of abundant supplies of the necessary raw rna· 
terials, as well as the capital equipment and the industrial skill 
necessary to produce on the required scale an always increasing 
range of machines of the greatest complexity and precision. The 
power of the great industrial state is superior to that of the-others, 
not only in degree, but in dimension. No combination of states 
which does not include a great industrial Power can expect, there
fore, to maintain for long a successful resistance. 

The raw material basis of industry is in constant evolution, as 
the use of the lighter metals, new alloys and plastics for war purposes . 
increases. However, the chief advantage remains with the Powers 
which have a large and adaptable engineering industry, based on the 
control of developed coal and iron resources. The further use of 
chemical warfare, and indeed the introduction of bacteriological 
warfare, would merely require ever greater refinement of industrial 
and scientific processes, without probably reducing the importance 
of heavy machines, missiles and explosives. The raw material posi
tion of neither Britain nor Germany is in itself particularly favour
able, except for coal and iron. Since, however, all means must be 
used to obtain supplies, the internal position is no true measure of 
the resources which either country may ultimately command. 

In regard to the second basic factor of industry-industrial skill
both Britain and Germany are well endowed with resources of 
their own. It is a tragic commonplace that the Germans' power of 
destruction derives largely from their perversion of this excellent 
capacity. The trend of modem warfare places an ever-increasing 
premium on skill, because of its demand for a great output of the 
highest possible forms of industrial products. Technical advance 
is likely to continue, and the advantage conferred by high-quality 
production to become intensified. Moreover, as the pace of research 

t "Russian Communicatiom in the Arctic Region,'' Bullttin of Int.,. 
national Newt, October 18, 1941. "The Strategic Importance of the North 
Pacific Area," Bulletin oflnternati<malNewt, M2y 2, 1942. 

1 Data regarding some principal factors of economic and industrial atrength 
in Britain and Germany are set out in Appendix II. 



24 THE PROBLEM OF GERMANY 

increases, so does the need of high-class research apparatus, and 
the people who are ahead in the race go farther ahead. 

The characteristic of Germany's recent and not so recent eco-
twtnic and finaiJCI'al policy has been the ruthless exploitation in her 
own interests, without regard to the interests of others, of every 
advantage which she possessed; the whole purpose of the policy 
was manifestly the increase of war strength. A corresponding in
crease of war strength was, of course, impossible under the com
paratively free British economy. On the other hand, the all-impor
tant aid given to Britain by the United States is perhaps due in an 
appreciable degree to the similarity of their economic systems. 

In all departments of life, the Germans show a passion for 
organi:lration. The planning of Germany's various acts of aggression 
has always been a masterly intellectual achievement. The Germans 
have even, at least in the military sphere, organized against the 
dangers of organization; commanders of all ranks are to-day en
couraged to improvise within the limits of the general plan. How
ever, it cannot be said that the Germans possess, like the British 
and perhaps even more the French, a natural gift for improvisation. 
The capacity and zeal for organization, and the experience gained in 
planning on a continental scale, are an asset to the Germans in an~ 
age in which, owing to the opportunities offered by new techniques, 
large-scale organization is bound to play a big part. The British 
have no reason to lack confidence in their own power of organiza
tion, which is considerable, once the original distaste is overcome.1 

War capacity depends increasingly on scientific research and in
ventiun, both for industry and for armaJ1lents. The discouragement 

1 A commentator comparing Britain and Germany has written: "What are 
the factors which make German 'organization' so successful? Its success would 
not seem to arise from any special imaginarive gift denied to the British or 
Latin racea. It is dqe, so far as the design is concerned, to a rational and exhaus
tive pre-study of the problem and to 'an. infinite capacity for taking pains' in 
planning the details; and as regards execution, it depends on a chain of rigidly 
enforced obedience to authority right down the scale, and the subordination of 
the individual mind and will to the general purpose. Moreover, the rigidity 
which formerly characterized German methods has in many directions given 
place to considerable adaptability. 

"The innate individualism of the British character is not ideally •uited to or 
attracted by scientific organizstion although as our (often tardy) improvisations 
in emergency show, the capacity is there. Where we fail and are more improvi
dent is in taking sufficient pains in studying and preparing the organization 
before the emergency arisea, and in maintaining its efficiency after it has 
passed; rather than persist we are apt to 'wesry in well-doing.' When we do 
seriously set out to 'organize•, as in some of our big industrial concerns, experi
ence showa our capacity to be considerable; but too often we allow our excessive 
respect for vested interests to interfere. Let us face the fact that Jove of method 
is not one of our strongest national characteristics." 
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of the disinterested search for scientific truth should in the long run 
lo.wer scientific standards in Germany unless (for which there is no 
evidence) there is strong resistance by scientists to official control. 
However, any such deterioration has hitherto been offset by the 
generous assistance which the state lends to scientific research and 
invention for power-political purposes. Industry also promotes 
research with peculiar vigour.1 The Germans for a long time led 
not only in the exploitation of the results of scientific discovery for 
the purposes of war, but in advancing science in general. Of the 
Nobel science awards given since their institution in 1900, con· 
siderably more have gone to Germans than to either British, 
French, or American scientists. The rate of reception of awards 
has recently been about the same in Germany, Britain, and 
America.1 · · 

These various material and intellectual resources are unavailing 
unless the will to use them be present. Of this will there has been no 
lack in Germany, which has thrown up a great wealth of military 
leadership, apparent in the efficiency of the n.c.o.s and regimental 
officers, the skilled planning and direction of the general officers 
and staff, and the powerful strategy of a Frederick, a Bismarck, 
and a Hitler. Two of these three war-lords were not professional 
soldiers, and Bismarck showed himself capable of calling a tempor
ary halt to warlike ambitions. Nevertheless we use the word 
"strategy," instead of "policy," which might seem to be more 
apposite, because it is of the essence of politics that fundamental 
purposes should be under discussion, whereas for these three 
leaders conquest was in truth the supreme end. The question "for 
what purpose" had already been answered; only the question 
"how" remained. 

The call of war leaders of genius !).as not failed to awaken an 
' "Perhaps more important than this state-supported science was the 1'rsc• 

tice, which was beginning in Germany before the depression, of linking sCJence 
with heavy industry in a way that seemed to rival the place of the universities in 
its development. The prototype of these links were the Kaiser Wilhelm Gesell· 
schaft institutes in Berlin and elsewhere. These, though founded before the 
War by an association of business men, showed from the outset a broad grssp 
of the need of industry for science. They were devoted to fundamental resesr· 
ches and not tied to the narrow industrial ends as has been the tendency with 
Research Associations in England." J. D. Bernal: The Sor:ial Functilm of 
Science, p. 200 (Routledge, 1939). 

'J. G. Crowther: Speech reported in The Advanennmt of Scintte, p. 97 
(Jsousry, 1942). The spesker comments that the curves of the grsph of these 
awards "help to explsin the tremendous scientific and technical strength of 
Germany, the collapse of Frsnce,, and our ow_n power of recu~~ratio'!• ':"hich 
has surprised the world. The fact ts that the sctenttfie core of Br1111h ok!llts not 
unbeslthy. Our busineas is to make it expand and grow as rspidly as possible." 
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answering chord of war-mindedness in the great mass of the 
people. The soldierly qualities of the Germans in actual warf:jre 
require no emphasis. What is equally significant is the degree to 
which thoughts of war appear to obsess the minds of many Ger
mans throughout their life. At least since the series of wars which 
brought the Second Reich to birth, Germans have displayed, more 
than any other important people unless it be the contemporary 
Japanese, a readiness to talk war, plan war, and make war. Not that' 
Germany has wholly escaped the wave of anti-war sentiment and 
opinion which spread over the rest of Europe. The official propa
. ganda has taken pains to represent Hitler's campaigns of aggression 
as undertaken for reasons of defence against supposed enemies
pluto-democracies, or Bolshevists, or neighbours "oppressing" 
German minorities. In 1939, according to the practically unani
mous testimony of competent observers on the spot, the prospect 
of war was far from being generally welcome to the German people.1 

While this reluctance is an important factor, owing no doubt much 
to memories of the last time, it can quickly Jose its force if the war 
develops in a manner comparatively painless-perhaps even 
lucrative-to the German people as a whole, as in the campaigns 
of 1939 and 1940 it actually did. This reluctance'to undergo the 
personal sufferings of war the Germans share with the rest of 
mankind. What is apparently lacking in Germans is any rejection 
of war for its own sake. 

The Army arouses in Germany, but to an even greater degree, the 
same feelings of confidence and pride as does the Navy in Britain. 
There the comparison stops. While the Navy is still the calling of 
comparatively few, the whole German manhood passes through 
the Army and never becomes emotionally detached from it. More
over, the Navy is not a law to itself, but is under political control. 
Though for centuries if has been the sharpest weapon of British 
national policy, it has always been understood as exercising in 
addition a policing function. 2 The German Army, on the other 
hand, has not only served all too often the purpose of imposing 
upon others, by aggression, the will of the German state, but also 
has tended itself to be the ruling power within the state. It is 
hardly an exaggeration to say that, in the eyes of many Germans, 
the Army is in fact the German state, so that who would destroy · 

1 e.g. J, C. Harsch: Pattern of Conquest, p. 37 (Heinemann, 1942). 
1 cf., "that we may be ••• a security for such as pass on the seas upon their 

lawful occasions." Prayer to be used in His Majesty's Navy. 
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the Army as a great striking force would for them destroy the 
state, whatever other powers mightbe left to it. 

The British have been said to be a martial rather than a military 
nation, in that they can be arouse'd to effective military action when 
the need arises. & regards naval and air warfare, this effectiveness 
is acknowledged. The habit of belittling the British Army is, how
ever, inveterate abroad, and not unknown at home. The real mili
tary capacity which Britain displays, as regards leadership, fighting 
and organization, has indeed almost invariably been rewarded only 
after a painful initial period of trial and error. She is normally un
prepared for massive military effort, is a'lerse from thoughts of war, 
and regards peace as not only the desirable but the natural order of 
international relations. In Germany, on the other hand, a far 
greater proportion of the national energies and a far greater number 
of the best brains of the country are wont to be devoted to war 
preparations in the broad sense of the term, and war is extensively 
accepted as the real and natural state of the relations of nations to 
one another. Hence participation in a given war does not to the same 
extent as in democratic countries give rise to discussion whether 
it be necessary or just, or whether war in general could be made to 
play a smaller part in human affairs. 

Within a period of eighty years Germans have stood behind 
their leaders for the purpose of five wars. Once only was the unity 
broken, when after a protracted struggle hopes of victory began to 
fade. What, in the present war, have been the major factors produ'c
tive of this unity? The devotion of the people to a strong leader, 
particularly fervent after a period of weak and. divided leadership, 
the initial satisfactions and excitements of war, national ambitions, 
hopes of loot, have all played their part, as also has the energy re
leased by recovery from defeat; but perhaps above all was, at the 
beginning, the feeling that it is both inevitable and right that the 
Germans should conquer and rule inferior people. This sense of 
mission, buttressed as it is by the doctrine of German racial su
periority and the other articles of the Nazi credo, imparts while it 
endures that special strength and certainty which are the reward of 
those who feel themselves to be the agents of an inevitable historical 
process, and not merely the seekers after some perhaps unattainable 
goal. 

Another important contribution to unity and consequently war 
strength is that a people as a whole should feel the social order to be 
reasonably just. In Germany under the Second Reich a compara-
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tively advan~d policy of social security was adopted with this 
object in view. By the provision of full employment, though with 
scant wages and with war as the inevitable end of the pro~ss, Hitler 
in his tum banished for a while from the mind of the Germans the 
chief domestic fear of modem man, and had little difficulty in per
suading the German masses of the superiority of their system to 
that of the "pluto-democracies." By rewards of a non-economic 
character, such as distinctions of status, promotion in the Army and 
Party, voyages, pageants, and the drama of the new political 
methods, he gave for a time to many a lost individual a sense of 
community. The hollowness of a gift bestowed at the cost of 
hatred without and tyraqny within was to appear only later. How
ever spurious their remedies, the Nazis correctly diagnosed the 
unemployment problem as having a spiritual centre in th.e suffering 
of the economically useless and socially unesteemed individual. 

German unity, nevertheless, has a weak spot, in that it is based 
not on mature and well-established political traditions but on 
successful military enterprise. The tendency of the Germans to 
"disperse" in all directions in times of crisis is attested by Hitler 
in Mein Kampj,l and Goebbels has written that "owing_ to its 
recent birth our young national unity is more exposed to tests and 
temptations than would be others."2 Danger approaches as the 
standards of the civilian population have to be lowered more and 
more in order to maintain the Army in a state of comparative privi
lege, and the division of the country into military masters and 
civilian helots, which the militaristic philosophy engenders, is laid 
bare. This condition, should it come about, may be momentary. 
We do not wish here to draw any conclusions as to the compactness 
of German unity on a long view, of which we shall have more to 
say in the next chapter. 

British unity has again proved strong at a supreme moment of 
the nation's history, and, because it is a well-seasoned growth which 
British people take for granted, it is unprofitable to try to analyse 
its various constituents. But on this basis of confiden~ it is instruc
tive to note two points, the one admitted to be a danger.-signal, the 
other widely felt as a defect. The first is 'the persistence, apart from 
the special war effort, of mass unemployment. The society in 
which this evil shall be mastered, and where also "wealth shall not 

'Adolf Hitler: Mein Kampf (translated by James Murphy), p. 332 (Hurst and 
Blackett, 1939). 

1 Joseph Goebbels: extract from article in Dt1l Reich, quoted in The Timu, 
February 10, 1942. 
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prey upon commonwealth,"1 lies in the future. We have said that 
from the viewpoint of national unity this is a danger-signal, not 
that it is a ground for despondency. The fact that in the past the 
British people have achieved a rate of social progress all the more 
steady and substantial because effected without revolutionary 
violence, and under conditions of civic freedom, authorizes the 
hope that the contemporary social challenge can also be met in 
ways which will preserve for us those priceless advantages. Second
ly, in the realm of ideas, Britain has fought against Nazi Germany, 
as against revolutionary and imperial France, in a posture of de
fence. The great ideas of which Britain has been the champion, 
such as political and religious freedom, economic liberalism, and 
the belief in progress, have lost; at least in their traditional forms, 
something of their power of inspiration. It is especially in revolu
tions that one sees the force of ideas in action, and it is true that not 
since the time of Cromwell have British arms been impelled by an 
energy of the mind comparable to that which carried forward the 
arms of the American, French, Russian, and German revolutions. 
Yet Cromwell's victories were neither the last nor the most endur
ing that British soldiers have won, and it would be rash to conclude 
that revolutionary zeal is the only kind of conviction which counts 
for war strength. 

Although the sense of upholding a general cause was by no means 
absent, the moral force which sustained Britain's resistance in the 
crisis of 1940 had as its core plain patriotism, the necessity of de
fending the national soil and, with it, the national way of life. The 
fact, frequently stressed, that But a very few states are really 
capable of modem war renders only more impressive the power of 
nationalism to inspire determined resistance, as happened not only 
in Britain (which most gave up for lost), but also in countries 
where resistance was almost certainly from the first hopeless, such 
as Greece, Yugoslavia, and the Dutch East Indies. However, since 
defence of the national soil is a traditional idea, what is perhaps 
more signi.ficant is its failure in several countries, especially in 
France, the country of defensive patriotism par excellence. The 
weakening of the French patriotic instinct which appeared in the 
early stages of the war seems to have had two chief causes: first, 
internal divisions arising out of conflicting social interests and a 
lack of capable political leadership; second, a pervading state 
of lassitude produced by the efforts and losses of the Four 

Winston Churchill: speech reported in The Times, March 28, 1941. 
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Years' War and by the failure-part of a general failure for whic~ 
France, like other countries, has her share of responsibility-to 
solve France's security problem: Whether there was also a more 
general disorder then at work in Europe-whether, for instance, 
the positive welcome to ruthless and self-confident power, which to 
some extent attended the early progress of the Herrenvolk, was 
symptomatic of a growing indifference to personal and national 
independence-is an interesting subject for speculation. However 
that may be, the robustness of Britain's resistance1 would seem to 
have owed something to the fact that, perhaps more than other 
western countries, the nation of shopkeepers has preserved in its 
political, social, and cultural life values of a non-economic charac
ter, with the consequence that an international crisis precipitated 
so largely by economic causes left the essential national structure 
intact. 

The British people will surely make every effort after the war to 
establish their own and the general security. They will not readily 
admit failure. But, great lovers of success as they are, the ultimate 
secret of their strength, as of every healthy nation, is that they do 
not regard their history as being necessarily a success story. For 
themselves there is a kind of life which must be lived 'uncondition
ally. This life must certainly include those personal and national 
liberties which were won in past struggles. It must accept the irre
sistible movement for more social justice. Of its underlying philo
sophy it is not easy to speak summarily, except to say that it caruiot, 
while remaining itself, sever its links with the Christian view of 
man's nature and destiny. \ · 

UI. FRONTIERS: POLITICAL STRUCTURE 

A TERRITORIAL NEW DBAL IN BUROPB? 

It is sometimes urged that after the war less importance should 
be attached to political frontiers, and that in consequence an 
agreement regarding the frontiers of European states should wait 
until the economic map has been re-drswn. But this argument 
is surely valid only on the view that the boundaries of political 
control and of economic opportunity will necessarily coincide. If 

1 It is just to others to remember that the trials of actual invasion are greater 
than anything which Britain has so far been called upon to endure. Even so, 
her stan~ ~f 194{) was morally great, and (on the assumption of victory) histori-
eally deas1ve. · 
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frontiers are unimportant they might with advantage remain as 
fixed by the last treaty settlements, except where a good case can 
be made for a particular change. The effect would be that, instead 
of facing an indefinite period of uncertainty likely to detach from 
thoughts of economic reconstruction the minds of those who still 
think frontiers important, we should start from a political datum
line generally fixed and accepted. The authors of the Treaties of 
Versailles, StGermain, Trianon, Neuilly, and Lausanne are per
haps justly accused of having neglected, because they did not care 
about them,' certain economic questions. But they performed 
tolerably well the tasks of territorial delimitation for which they 
did care. The problem is to bring about an economic rather than to 
undo a political settlement, There is a great difference between ad
mitting that, of their own will and in their own time, some of the 
smaller European states might be well advised to unite economi
cally or even politically, and giving currency to the idea that in the 
eyes of the greater Allies European frontiers are regarded as fluid. 

THE GERMAN TERRITORIAL PROBLEM 

So far as Germany is concerned, it can be confidently predicted 
that, if a secure and liberal international system such as is intended 
by the Atlantic Charter is actually put into operation, none of 
Germany's neighbours will consent to enter a closed political 
system with her, whatever-the economic advantage. The question 
is: by what territories will the pre-war Reich be diminished? 

As regards our Ally Czechoslovakia7 H.M. Government have 
declared that they "would not be influenced by any changes 
effected in and since 1938"1; and have made a similar statement 
regarding Austria. Controversial issues are likely to arise in the 
case of border territories of the Versailles Reich, of which East 
Prussia and the Rhineland are obvious examples. Of Powers other 
than the presumed claimants, it may be expected that the U.S.S.R. 
will have a stronger interest in purely territorial questions than 
Britain or the United States, whose direct concern wVl be chiefly 
with the strategic and economic aspects. 

In Article 22 of the Atlantic Charter there has been reaffirmed 
the principle of self-determination, though in terms which leave 
room for diverse interpretations inL'ODoretc """Ill!• accord.tngLo me 

' Mr Eden t; fue Ho~se of Common•, August 5, 1942. 
• "Second, they (i.o. those who subscribe to the Charter) desire to see no 

territorial ehanges that do not accord with the freely expressed wiahet of tho 
peoples concemed.'' 
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meaning to be given to the phrase "peoples concerned." In 1919 
this principle was regarded as decisive. Its application consecrated 
the division, which events had brought about, of the Austro
Hungarian and Ottoman Empires. At the same time it enabled 
Germany to conserve within the Reich all indisputably German 
territory; so that the marginal areas in which the final settlement 
showed .some bias in favour of the victors were small. Mter this 
war, Germany will be felt by many to have deprived herself of the 
benefit of the principle of self-determination by her own disregard 
of it after her temporary victories, and to have provided precedents, 
in the way of the mass transfer of populations, which may help to 
solve some of the difficulties in disposing of contested areas. More
over the principle itself, though still strong, will perhaps not al
ways be applied in full rigour against what the United Nations 
consider a superior political or economic interest. An appeal may be 
allowed from President Wilson to President Lincoln. In the case of 
frontier territories of pre-war Germany the overriding interest 
would presumably be either that of one of the neighbour states, 
or a German interest, or a pooled interest, e.g. that of the commun
ity of Europe, or the United Nations. Thus the deciding factor in 
disposing of an area might be not the claims of this or that state, nor 
even the wishes of the inhabitants of the area, but the extent to 
which the proposed attribution would assist international arrange
ments for military, naval, or air co-operation, or European power 
or transport developments, or new industrial groupings. Such pos
sibilities would naturally <'fepend on the setting up of a much firmer 
structure of int~rnational authority than has existed hitherto, and 
would not necessarily apply only to contested areas around Ger-
many. · 

Under a policy which aims at security through the weakening 
of Germany in every way and at any cost, all the contested terri
tories would presumably be attached to some other claimant. A 
possible counter-argument, apart from those based on the Atlantic 
Charter, would be that the inclusion of populations exposed to 
foreign influences tends to dilute the characteristically German spirit, 
which otherwise might be even more dangerously concentrated 
than before. Even if the character of the population of the marginal 
territories were notably·dilfer,.nt from that of the most Prussian
ized parts of Germany (which may be- to someextenn:ruc·of, say; · 
the Rhineland, but is not true of, say, East Prussia), the experi
ence of neither the Bismarckian nor the Hitlerian Reich 
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supports the hope that Germans in marginal territories ab
sorbed into the Reich can long resist assimilation to the prevailing 
mentality. Prima facie then, the detachment of all marginal 
territories from Germany to other claimants should serve the pur- · 
pose of making Germany "unable" to threaten the security of 
others, provided that there were a reasonable prospect of perman
ence for the new arrangement. This might be the case if there was 

. no such strong desire on the part of the population to remain with 
Germany as to make them irreconcilable to the change, and if a 
stable economic and political future, as good as that which they 
might expect to enjoy if left in the Reich, was assured them. If, on 
the other hand, there was disaffection, genuine or factitious, force 
would be needed to suppress its effects. 

To avoid the presence of a disaffected popUlation, the demand 
would almost certsinly be made for the expulsion of the German 
inhabitants from the whole of a contested area. The vast human 
uprooting which Hitler has effected would rob German protests of 
much of their effect. Even so, a policy so plainly discriminatory 
might yield on balance a deficit of security, first by generating a 
higher· degree of German aggressive energy than might otherwise 
be the case: secondly, by providing the solid foundation of a real 
grievance for the array of fancied grievances by which, without that 
foundation, a better instructed generation is unlikely to be im
pressed. 

What of the alternative policy of "co-operation"? H this meant 
co-operation with Germany without regard to co-operation with 
her neighbours, in every doubtful case the verdict would have to 
be"in favour of Germany. Such preferential treatment would be a 
singular result of the war. Obviously the only co-operation which 
is worth considering is that by which all legitimate interests can be 
taken into account. Amongst methods which might be adopted are 
plebiscites and some degree of sorting out of mixed populations. 
True, no method of execution or even criterion of judgement that 
would be fully acceptable to all could possibly be devised. But on 
this view the overriding factor in doubtful cases would be the 
needs of Europe as a whole. Thus th6 occupation of strategic 
strong-points in the name of the United Nations might be . 
necessary in the interest of security and effective disarmament. 
General economic considerations might also turn the scale in 
deciding a particular territorial problem. 

So much for quest4Jns of general principle, for w~ch, unless we 
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are to live in a Germanized world of pure snatch and grab, we must 
show some respect. Naturally no territorial question can in actUal 
fact be wholly decided according to any one principle 'or set of 
principles. Each particular case will be affected by a complex of 
factors special to itself. The c11:1cial territorial issue is that of finding 
a settlement in east Europe (where the war began), the maintenance 
of which will be regarded as in the general interest,1 

UNITY OF THE REICH? 

Hitherto we have been envisaging a Reich which within its 
perhaps reduced borders would still be a unit. The "solid bloc" of 
Germans, in whose unity Hitler saw the permanent assurance of 
German hegemony, would no longer comprise the 100 million or so 
racial Germans, but would still remain the largest national bloc in 
central and western Europe. A policy of 'Yeakening Germany, 
pushed to the limit, would require the dismemberment· of the 
Reich. The Germans' own technique of dismemberment, applied 
in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and France, was not mere separation 
into several approximately equal units, all having a more or less 
equal interest in restoring their unity, but a system of graded 
servitude and many-dimensional fragmentation. The inherent 
variety in Germany's national structure is great, and should afford 
an excellent field for virtuosity in the art of division and of playing 
off one part against another. Yet it is doubtful whether Britain 
alone, even if one were to suppose her lastingly capable of the 
active malice and destructive passion required to sustain such a 
policy, would possess the necessary physical force. The more 
extreme the policy, the more important would it be_ that it should 
be concerted with the more powerful Allies. But there has been no 
indication that America would approve a policy of enforced divi
sion, nor does it seem to be Russia's intention, to judge from Stalin's 
reference to the German state in his Order of the Day issued on 
the occasion of the twenty-fourth anniversary of the Red Army.' 

The next question is: what ought the British attitude to be, 
should spontaneous separatist movements occur? The defeat of 
Germany and collapse of the Nazi regime might be followed by 
civil strife on a large scale. Such a condition of disorder might be 
favourable to the assertion of regionally separatist claims, though 
the separatist spirit would probably be far from the most vigorous 

'The problem was succinctly stated, a generation ago, by H. J, Mackinder 
in Democratic Ideals and Reality, chapter vi (Constable, 1919), 

1 The Times, February 24, 1942. 
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element in the turmoil of political and social passions unloosed. 
The problem for the Allies would be whether they ought to assist 
such centrifugal tendencies, should they become manifest, by en
suring conditions which would not doom them to frustration. An 
essential condition would be the provision of such economic ar
rangements between the separate parts of the Reich and neighbour
ing states as would make them viable and would also ensure 
equality of status between the German and the other components 
of the new blocs. Yet even the fulfilment of these conditions, in 
itself a difficult task when the probable attitude of Germany's 
neighbours to close association with German nationals is con
sidered, would not suffice to render separation permanent. The 
Allies could, by the kind of omissions which attended the establish
ment of Austria as a separate unit in 1919, ensure the failure of 
separation. If the original impulse were strong and genuine, they 
could doubtless do much to encourage it, both by material induce
ments and by offering new fields of cultural and technical activity. 
But they could not make success a certainty, because success and 
permanence would depend on whether the Germans themselves 
resisted the centripetal forces which would be certain to operate as 
the memory of defeat receded. Then the question for the Allies 
would be again, as under dismemberment, whether to use force to 
maintain the unwanted separation. 

The real point is whether the convulsions which defeat will 
bring about will be so great as to destroy the very feeling for Ger· 
man national unity. The desire for unity has been long embedded 
in the national consciousness. Its apparent fulfilment was a "gift" 
which the German people regarded as one of Hitler's first claims 
upon their devotion. How far Hitler himself may have destroyed 
this feeling through the progressive extension of the Grossraum, 
and how far the strength of the national principle itself may have 
been dissolved in the general social ferment, are highly speculative 
questions. The only safe basis for policy is the expectation that the 
Germans will be determined to preserve their unity, except in so 
far as they are prevented by force. The possibility would become a 
certainty should the victors themselves assert a vigorous national
ism. 

If it be accepted that the desire for German unity would persist 
at least until, at some future date, the spirit of nationalism in 
Europe gives place to a European spirit, and consequently that the 
forcible dismemberment"'Of Germany, whether by external or 
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intemalforces, would be unlikely to last, yet it does not follow that 
the political structure of the Third Reich will or should remain 
unaltered. The process of unifying Germany beguc. by Bismarck 
has continued under Weimar and the Third Reich. Particularism 
in its original form has steadily decreased, though it revived in 
1918 and may do so after the next defeat. But side by side with the 
partly sentimental, partly practical, but historically persistent de
sire for unity, there has continued a genuine desire for a restoration 
to the states of some of their former autonomy. Within the frame
work of a united Germany a definite divergence of state .interests 
and characteristics still remains. This was shown not only in the 
violent separatist movements after 1918, but also more peacefully 
during the lengthy negotiations preceding the drafting of ,the 
Weimar Constitution. The proposal then made to replace the 
federation by a unitary state was emphatically rejected, and steps 
were taken to curb the administrative (though not the military) 
predominance of Prussia. The smaller states were given more 
power in the Reichsrat under Weimar than in the old Bundesrat, 

It has to be considered, whether this decentralizing movement 
should be encouraged, and how far the restoration of a genuine 
federal union or confederation of the German states would affect 
the chances and strength of a revival of aggression. It could not 
increase them; and it is possible that the decentralization from 
Berlin of such armed forces-"police'' or other-as are in future 
allowed to Germany, and of certain administrative services, and 
the establishment of a federal authority with comparatively small 
powers, seated outside Prussia, might decrease the desire and 
capacity for aggression. Just how far the decentralizing process 
should go, and how much freedom should be given to the separate 
states to choose their own constitutions and legal and educational· 
systems, are mainly matters for Germans to consider. It is doubtful, 
however, if the decision could be entirely left to them to settle; in 
any case, it would need Allied approval. A decentralized political 
system might provide more opportunities for the Germans to 
obtain practical political experience than is possible in a centralized 
Reichstag. 

To sum up, this is not a matter in which we are necessarily faced 
by a stark dilemma between the enforced separation of the various 
regions of Germany and passive acceptance of an undifferentiated 
political unity. In the interests of European security, certain 
political guarantees may be required' of Germany. But if the 
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United Nations have a positive vision of the future of Europe which 
transcends while it includes the Qch on Gennan militarism 
it is possible that the mass of the German people might come t~ 
share it. It is important that Gennans should begin to think in 
political tenns which mean something to themselves and are not 
merely borrowed. Yet these ideas, unlike the militarism which so 
far has been Gennany's chief contribution to political science, must 
allow the safety of others to stand beyond a peradventure. 

IV. LIBERTIES 

PROBLI!M OF GOVERNMENT IN GERMANY 

The "destruction of Nazi tyranny" having been proclaimed as 
one of our war aims, we are led to inquire whether victory should 
be used so to influence the internal policy and institutions of Ger
many as to prevent, in the interests of security, the growth of a new 
Nazism. Without entering upon a theoretical discussion of inter
ference by states il'l the internal affairs of others, there are a few 
points on which to take our bearings. 

Though the Allies in the years after the last war did not intervene 
in order to support the maintenance in Gennany of a democratic 
fonn of government and free institutions, they did in effect so 
intervene during the war itself. The establishment, before the ar

. mistice, of a Government responsible to the Reichstag, while it re-
presented the apparent victory of domestic forces which for many 
years had agitated for free institutions, certainly owed something 
to the refusal of President Wilson to grant an annistice to a non
democratic Government. Moreover, the framers of the Weimar 
Constitution itself, largely borrowed from western sources at it was, · 
cannot but have been fortified by the·hope that its liberal character 
would find favour in the Allies' sight. In this sense the Allies may 
be said to have influenced, though without exercising direct pres
sure, the political development of Germany.1 

Article 32 of the Atlantic Charter reaffinns the doctrine 

1 ct. Hugh Wilson, Dipltmrat Bttwen Wart, p. 122 (Longmans, New York, 
Toronto 1941): ".,, Cuno's attitude toward the President typi6ed that of 
thinking' Germans toward their Government. They were willing to give it a try, 
the Allies seemed to like this sort of thing, but they watched the Government'• 
efforts with feelings that varied from friendly amusement to contempt." 

• "Third, they (i.e. those who subscribe to the Charter) respect the right of all 
peoples to choose the form of government under which they will live; and they 
wish to see sovereign rights and self-government restored to those who havo 
been forcibly deprived of them." 
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of non-intervention, as regards the "form of Government" of 
others. The liberty to choo~>presumably applies not only to the 
choice of a particular constitutional form, but also to the choice of 
the Government itself. It is not clear, however, that as regards 
Germany this permission is unqualified, since the condition set 
forth in Article 6,1 "the final destruction of Nazi tyranny," would 
not be fulfilled if Germany were free to re-create Nazi Govern
ments. It is of course highly unlikely, even apart from the pro
visions of the Atlantic Charter, that the Allies would attempt to 
dictate to Germany that she should have a Government of a given 
kind, e.g. parliamentary government after the British model, or a 
Soviet form of government, and would insist on the maintenance 
of that form under the sanction of force. On the other hand, pas
sively to acquiesce in the re-formation of a near-Nazi Government 
would be inconsistent with a vital security policy. It would appear 
the natural course to inspect such horses as appear in the paddock, . 
and back our fancy. Such an attitude of prudent temporization may, 
however, not prove adequate. The problem is not merely that there 
must be negative limits (i.e., a near-Nazi Government will not be 
tolerated); it is that the Germans may need, in the conditions of 
defeat, not only freedom to choose, but guidance as to how to em-
ploy that freedom usefully. · -

We cannot make a real peace with a Government which rejects 
the principle that the rights of other states must be respected and 
international compacts observed. Subject to the observance of this 
principle, the P!lrticular form of government should not necessarily 
concern us overmuch. It may be a democratic Government; the 
conflict about democracy has in the past played an important part 
in German public life. The choice, however, will be determined 
less by an abstrsct preference for one form of government over 
another, than by the people's judgement of its capacity to handle 
social and economic problems and problems of public order in 
face of restrictions (particularly any which may be economic in 
character) laid upon Germany by the victors. How far we ourselves 
can effectively assist particular efforts at government organization 
will depend on our assessment-from the point of view of authen
ticity, effectiveness, and staying power-of various constructive 
elements in the pre-Nazi German tradition and, above all, in the 

1 "Sixth, after the final destruction of Nazi tyranny, they hope to see estab
lished a peace which will afford to all nations the means of dwelling in safety 
within their own boundaries, and which will afford assurance that aU the men 
in aU the lands may live out their lives in freedom from fear and want.'' 



FREE ELECTIONS AND CIVIL RIGHTS 39 
new forces which will be released with the decomposition of 
Nazism. 

FREE ELECTIONS AND CIVIL RIGHTS 

A specific problem is whether it is a possible or a useful guarantee 
of our security that the German Governmeat, of whatever character 
it may be, should from time to time submit itself, under conditions 
which ensure freedom of speech and vote, to the judgement of the 
people. It may well be that the German people will wish in the 
future to control the actions of their Government, but they will be 
the less willing to do so if it must be done at the bidding of others. 
Confidence iii the value of a guarantee of freedom of discussion and 
vote rests on the assumption that under those conditions the 
German public would overthrow a Government whose policies 
were manifestly leading towards· war. Certainly if Hitler had sub
mitted to the free judgement of public opinion his decisions regard
ing the Rhineland, Austria, and Czechoslovakia, there might have 
been a tum-over of votes, but to suppose that it would have been 
sufficient to undo the effect of those popular achievements is to 
attribute to a notoriously unpolitical people an unusual capacity 
to balance ulterior dangers against immediate satisfactions. Under 
the Weimar Constitution fteedom of speech and vote did exist, 
and it is significant that the Governments of the Weimar period, 
though they had promoted actively or by acquiescence the pre
parations for Germany's rearmament, were displaced by more 
militaristic successors. There is, therefore, no certainty that free 
elections in Germany would check the development of aggressive 
designs; we might even have to intervene ourselves to suppress 
freedom used for the working of the propaganda of revenge. 
On the whole, however, freedom of vote, if combined with freedom 
of access to facts, should have a sobering effect!, provided it is 
certain that renewed aggression or attempts to rearm will be met 
by resolute opposition from outside, and pr6vided the means of 
influencing opinion are not left in the hands of the German war 
party. 

The question of free elections leads on to that of the exercise of 
what have been called passive rights, i.e., those elementary civic 
. ' In the Free City of Danzig a liberal constitution was R\Jllfiiilteed by on ' 

outside body, the League of Nations, For some ~can after the suppr .. sion of 
freedom in Gennany a large measure of freedom continued to exist in Danzig, to 
disappear finally only when it ~ecarne quite clear that the Powers re~resen~d on 
the League Council would nat mtervene to make tho guarantee effecllv•. W1th all 
alloWllnce for the difference in scale, the experience ia.wonh noting. 
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rights which, according to our conception, any citizen should 
enjoy: freedom of access to information, already referred to; free
dom of speech and criticism in general, not only for electoral pur
poses; freedom of worship; freedom of assembly; freedom from 
arbitrary arrest. According to such evidence as we have, the average 
German citizen has felt more keenly than the irresponsibility of 
his Government his deprivation of some of these personal rights, 
especially his lack of access to a free press and to uncensored litera
ture, and his defencelessness before the Gestapo. Yet the same con
siderations as those which have been set forth ~hove in regard to 
political rights apply also here. The suppression of personal free
dom in a powerful country like Germany naturally represents a· 
fearful danger for her neighbours, since violence against the rights 
of the individual citizen is apt .to be a preparation for external ag
gression. Perhaps there is ground for hope that the Germans will 
not again willingly forfeit those elementary rights which they en
joyed, even under the Second Reich; but they undoubtedly wm· 
forfeit them if that is the price which has to be paid in order to 
attain ends which seem important, such as social security, efficient 
government and, should the chance reappear, military strength. 
It is therefore important that the first .two should be attainable by 
the way of freedom, and that the way to the third should be barred. 

The whole matter assumes a different complexion if Germany 
is not singled out as the one country which is compelled to main
tain, for the tranquillity of others, a constitutional rule of a par· 
ticular kind. If it were agreed, e.g., by all the European states, that 
in the general interest it was necessary to guarantee free elections 
and the rights of the individual, Germany might, if still opposed to 
freedom, dislike and seek to evade the obligation, but would lack 
the direct incitement of discrimination. Whether on its merits 
such a measure should be proposed to all Europe, perhaps in a man
ner which links the obligation to the enjoyment of the advantages 
of co-operative political association, is a matter for further discus
sion. But one thing is clear. Unless there is to be in Germany some
definite guarantee of personal liberty, whether unilateral or general, · 
Jews and other racial or political minorities will risk incurring 
again a fate similar to that which befell them under the Third Reich. 



V. ECONOMIC POLICY 

ATLANTIC CHARTER AND THE GERMAN ECONOMY 

· In this chapter we are concerned not with the positive purposes 
of economic policy, but only with its relation to the problem of 
security from future German aggression. The choice between force 
and co-operation has in this field already been made by the Atlantic 
Charter, of which the relevant ·clauses read: 

"Fourth, they (i.e., the countries which subscribe to the 
Charter) will endeavour, with due respect for their existing 

. obligations, to further enjoyment by all States, great or small, 
victor or vanquished, of access on equal terms to the trade and 
to the {.aw materials of the world which are needed for their 
economic prosperity." 

"Fift4, they desire to bring about the fullest collaboration be
tween all nations in the economic field, with the object of securing 
for· all improved labour standards, economic advancement, and 
social security." 

The principles of the Charter have since been endorsed by the 
U.S.S.R. and by the oth~r United Nations, and on the assumption 
that they will be translated into concrete programmes of action it 
is· obviously more profitable to work out the implications of the 
accepted policy of collaboration than the rejected policy o( coercion. 
A few words should, however, be spared to describe a coercive 
policy, as a means of focusing the whole picture more clearly. The 
exercise is not wholly academic, because soine measure of coercion 
even in economic and social matters may be required, owing to 
the possible conflict between the provisions of the Charter promis
ing equal treatment to all states in these matters, and those which 
stip,ulate that the aggressor states shall be unilaterally disarmed.1 

M.or:eover, it would be a neglect of the lessons of experience not to 
realize tli.at, to whatever extent the security promises of the Charter 
may fa1l' of realization, the states which feel themselves most 
threatened by Germany will seek to compensate themselves by 

' "Eighth, they (i.e., those who subscribe to the Charter) believe all of the 
nations of the world, for realistic as well as spiritual reasons, must come to the 
abandonment of the use of force. Since no future peace can be maintained if 
land, sea or air armaments continue to be employed by nations which threaten, 

· or may threaten, aggression outside of their frontiers, they believe, pending the 
establishment of a wider and permanent system of general security, that the 
disarmament of such nations is essential. They will likewise aid and encourage 
all other practicable measures which will lighten for peace-loving peoples the 
crushing bul'llen of armaments." · 
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whatever measures they are able to take, without regard to the 
integrity of the economic promises. The converse argument also 
holds good. The purposes of the Charter form a whole, and stand 
or fall together. 

What would be meant by a policy of thorough·going economic 
imperialism carried out by the United Nations may be inferred 
from a study of the Germans' own "New Order." It would be neces
sary merely to reverse the process; the Germans, instead of decid
ing for all the territories under their direct or indirect control what 
is to be produced, and how much, and where, and similar questions 
affecting the whole of the economic process, would find these 
matters determined by other powers regardless of German inter
ests or desires. Under such a system no obstacle would be encoun
tered by any measure which the Allied planning authority decided 
upon-the destruction of heavy engineering or shipbuilding in
dustries, the transfer of labour and plant, the withdrawal of finan
cial and commercial autonomy. German working conditions and 
star.dards of living generally would be sacrificed wherever that 
seemed beneficial to others, or for the positive purpose of keeping 
the German population in a state of poverty, servitude, and ignor
ance. 

A brief glance at this prospect is enough to show that to be an 
agent of such a policy would be strongly repugnant to British tradi
tions, and its maintenance would be beyond her strength. Deliber
ately to ruin German productive capacity, both industrial and 
scientific, would involv,e the further depression of the standards of 
living of other European countries; for even the most thorough
going development of production elsewhere might not suffice to 
keep European standards on a high level if Germany were to be a 
depressed area. British employment would certainly suffer to some 
extent from the impoverishment of Germany as a customer; it is 
doubtful if this loss would be offset by her elimination as an export 
competitor. Moreover, to keep Germany in this position would not 
only involve a vast expenditure by Britain of military and other 
coercive effort, but also would bring her into conflict with nations 
desiring to trade with a prosperous Germany. She would then have 
either to carry through the policy by force of arms if necessary, or 
give it up. 

We may then dismiss for practical purposes the idea of Britain's 
using military and political power in order to exercise a complete 
control over the economic life of Germany. Such a phantasy would 
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become real only in the event of Britain and others succumbing to a 
"chosen people" mania such as has taken possession of the mind of 
the Germans themselves, driving them to treat the rest of mankind 

• as the mere raw material of their own purposes. It is true that great 
industrial states such as Britain and the United States have various 
means of imposing their wills on economically weaker states with
out resorting to anything like German methods. The signs are, 
however, that, even if they would, such nations cannot easily escape 
the net of economic co-operation which they have woven for 
themselves, but must work out policies which regard the welfare of 
other peoples as an end in itself. 

Co-operation with Germany in the economic and social field, 
on the other hand, would mean that no discrimination is made 
against the Germans of a kind to affect their.,.prosperity as indi
viduals; more positively, that the economic welfare of Germans as 

. individuals, as of their neighbours and ourselves, is an object of 
our policy. It is obvious that on a short view this will not be pos
sible, and that comparative German living standards will suffer 
from the necessity to think first of the relief and reconstruction of 
the countries which Germany has victimized. This is a tremendous 
problem, because the purpose and effect of that victimization has 
been to rob European peop1es on a vast scale of their present 
vigour, wealth, and cul~ure, and of the means of its increase. In 
considering methods of compensation, so far as compensation for 
such losses is feasible, it might be wise to think in terms of enforced 
restitution of loot and payment in service and kind in !he immediate 
post-war period, rather than of indefinite long-term financial 
obligations. There is also the possibility of the use of German 
labour for reconstruction, which in its tum, as the experience of 
France after the last war shows, raises the question of the willing
ness of the creditor nations to receive it. 

As a matter of long-term policy, the principle of non-discrimina
tion implies that in any higher organization of economic life in 
Europe (e.g., raw material controls, establishment of joint Euro
pean utility services, etc.) German interests will be treated on a 
level with those of others. To state this principle is, of course, not 
even to begin to solve the practical problems to which it will give 
'rise. The skill which the Germans have long shown in manipulating 
large combines 11nd monopolies, and their experience during the 
war of organization and planning on a European scale, will place 
them in a strong position. It will require a very firm resolution and 
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high capacities on the part of those who make welfare rather than 
power the end of economic policy to prevent the reappearance of 
the familiar pattern of the subordination of European resources to 
German political ends. If, on the other hand, the movement for a 
more rational organization of European and world economy and 
for the co-operative adjustment of national economic needs fails, 
non-discrimination will mean little but the recognition of the right 
of each unit to make the most of its position in a competitive scram
ble. As Germany is the most powerful economic unit in Europe, 
and has developed highly the art of subordinating the economy of 
others to her own, the reintegration of most of Europe into her 
system is in that event to be expected, unless Britain, America, and 
Russia take steps to relieve the weaker states of their dependence 
on Germany as "s_ole buyer". This might involve, for the British 
Commonwealth, substantial ch'lmges in the policy of imperial 
preference; for America, the lowering of protective tariffs; for 
Russia, more extensive external trading. 

From all points of view, therefore, the problem is seen to be one 
of co-operation not so much with Germany as with the economi
cally weaker states of Europe, and of a sustained endeavour to 
improve their position. OJ]ly so can those means of developing the 
economic resources of Europe be found which will allow full use 
to be made of German industrial skill and will afford to individual 
Germans their share of the ensuing prosperity, while preventing 
the relapse of Europe into a state of economic servitude to Germany. 
Unless we can meet the German will to economic mastery with 
some purpose different in kind but equally vigorous, "co-opera
tion" is likely to slide into acquiescence in the fact of German 
hegemony; then into the progressive subordination of our own re
sources to Germany's politico-economic ends. 

The thought behind the economic clauses of the Atlantic Char
ter, as applied to ex:-enemies, is not merely an abstract objection to 
measures of economic penalization, but the conviction that poverty 
will breed war. It is an obvious fact that the misery of the German 
masses was a major element in the conditions which allowed Hitler 
to seize power, though the converse proposition, that a prosperous' 
Germany would necessarily be a harmless Germany, is not proven, 
as the situation of 1914 showed. 

Apart from the German inclination to mobilize all her produc
tive, c'ommercial, and financial resources for purposes of economic 
war, there are three special factors deserving menti01i even in the 



ATLANTIC CHARTER AND THE GERMAN ECONOMY 4:5 
present summary review. First, Gennan prosperity has depended 
to an exceptional degree on her heavy industry. The slump which 
began in 1929 caused heavy industry to demand orders for arma
ments, so as to occupy idle plant and absorb unemployed labour; 
this circumstance provided particularly favourable conditions for 
military leaders intent on rebuilding the war machine. Reference 
is made below to the possible internationalization of heavy indus
try; the point here is merely to emphasize the special European 
danger which trade depressions affecting such industry represent, 
and the advantage consequent on converting it in large measure to 
the production of consumers' goods. Secondly, there is the constant 
German claim to a monopoly position in south-eastern Europe. 
To recognize that claim would be both unjust and dangerous; and 
to lessen its pressure it might be necessary not only to provide the 
countries of that area with other outlets in Russia, Italy, and the 
west and to invest capital in their greater industrialization, but to 
ease Germany's trade relations with oversea countries. A substantial 
trade between Germany and south-eastern Europe, in capital 
goods as well as other goods, is indeed highly probable and should be 
mutually advantageous, provided it fonns part of a regulated multi
lateral exchange under which the weaker countries are not tied 
.down to Germany. Thirdly, the possibility that Germany or parts 
of it might become Communist raises a number of important issues, 
in -which it is especially difficult to separate economic aims from 
their social, political, and ideal context. In their economic aspect 
these issues demand the examination (which the prospect of in-

-creasing trade between Russia and the rest of the world and the 
.possible emergence or continuance of state-controlled economies 
other than tli.e Russian would in any case render necessary) of the 
general technical problem how commercial relations between free 
and state-controlled economies should be conducted. However, 
there seems no reason to believe that any measures of control of the 
Gennan economy which it might be necessary to take in the inter
ests of securitY would be more difficult to carry out under a com
munistic economy than under a system of private trading. 

It is clear that if either of the two objectives held in balance in 
the Atlantic Charter-economic advancement for all, including 
Germany, and the disannament of aggressors-were to be pursued 

·absolutely, a conflict between them might arise. To follow out the 
logic of disannament completely might entail the virtual destruc
tion of the industrial basis of Germany's economic life; to place 
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no conditions at all on Germany's freedom to develop her economic 
resources might entail her speedy restoration to a position in 'which 
she could re-create without difficulty an all-powerful military ma
chine. Certain limitations on German economy regarded as a war 
potential may, therefore, be necessary. What should they be? 

CONTROL OF GERMANY'S WAR POTENTIAL 

Two possible measures for the reduction of industrial war poten
tial are often mentioned; the control of the machine-tool industry, 
and the rationing of key raw materials. The advantages of these two . 
measures are felt to be, first, their effectiveness if thoroughly carried 
out, and second, the fact that neither need involve a large-scale re
duction of Germany's general productive capacity.lt is a common
place that Germany's machine-tool industry and "the multitude 
of her skilled machine-tool operatives are essential factors 
of her war potential, and that the rapid expansion of the manufac-. 
ture of war-machines would be rendered enormously more diffi
cult if Germany lacked this resource. The means of ensuring this 
control are, therefore, well worth study, though it would be impru
dent to trust entirely to a method of control which would be largely 
stultified if the Germans found the means of concealing and per
fecting the necessary types, even in small quantities. 

In order that a policy of depriving Germany of raw materials 
necessary for armaments, all of which are also needed for peace 
production, should succeed, it would be necessary also to prevent 
re-exportation by other countries. This does not mean that ration
ing of supplies of nickel, special alloys, etc.; to Germany's presume9. 
peace-time needs might not be a useful additional safeguard. But 
to rely on it exclusively would be dangerous. 

Does it follow that the only course would be to limit drastically· 
the capacity of the industries themselves? It is a fact that the sam:e 
engineering plant can make both guns and high-pressure boilers; 
the same chemical plant both explosives and fertilizers; the same 
factory can make watches for ordinary use, and precision instf1:1· 
ments the manufacture of which is increasingly important in con
ditions of mechanized war. Though these plants, at least for the 
heavy industries, cannot be hidden, the purposes for which they are 
ultimately to be used can be hidden. If at all costs control must 
take place at the beginning of the manufacturing process, the dis· 
armament of Germany seems to require some limitation on the . 
lines suggested, which would pro tanto be a reduction of the 
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·capacity of German industry for peace production, and also of the 
prosperity dependent on that capacity. 

A serious disarmament policy might, therefore, require that the 
largely artificial and politically directed concentration of industry in . 
the Reich should be loosened. But the preventive destruction of 
German productive capacity on a wide scale, and the maintenance 
of the ensuing disability, would both be contrary to the Charter and 
impose a very heavy burden. Nevertheless, the contmlling Powers 
should reserve the right to follow, through constant inspection of 
factories and laboratories, the development of industry in Germany 
as part of the control of disarmament, and to order reductions, in
cluding scrapping of plant, when suspicions were aroused. 

Another department of Germany's economic life which would 
come under strict observation in the exercise of military control is 
the system of communications, transport, and power supply. "The 
military profession has become a transport industry,"t a German 
expert is reported to have said. To stimulate transportation develop
ments is a primary concern of every country under the spur of war, 
but of Germany at all times, precisely because peace has been so 
largely regarded by the controllers of policy as a preparation for 
war. An effective military control might insist on obstructing 
transport improvements which it suspected of being intended to 
serve military ends. Power supply is even more important, because 
while transport would be of use to a recalcitrant Germany only if 
·she succeeded in re-starting armament production, power supply 
is an essential pre-condition to such production. In the case of . 
transport (especially civil aviation) and of power supply the con· 
fiict between "security" and "welfare" considerations might well 
become sharp. On the other hand, it does not seem to arise'in the 
case of· possible inteiference in the development of German 
. Ersatz industries or of agriculture. The restriction of uneconomic 
·production and the encouragement of the import of cheap raw 
materials from oversea should at the same time raise the living stan
dards of the individual and lower the war potential of the state. 

·'Jhe "internationalization" of heavy industry, especially in the 
area comprising the coal and iron deposits of western Germany, 
northern and eastern France, Luxemburg, Belgium, and Holland, 
is sometimes put forward as a sure solution of the industrial prob
lems of rearmament. Such plans obviously deserve careful con-

' H. Rauschning: Makm of De.rtruttion, p. 65 (Eyre and Spottiswoode, 
1942). 
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sideration in any survey of European economic reorganization, 
But the me(e fact of amalgamation on the industrial and· finan
cial plane would not offer a short-cut to security. The productive 
power so re-grouped and rationalized would inevitably be harnessed 
to the political purposes of some state or states, or of an interna
tional organization. During and even before the war Germany has 
already made much progress towards the merging of these interests 
under her control. If the new control is weak, the temptation to 
tum a system devised as a· guarantee against German rearmament 
into its main instrument will be obvious. What matters; therefore, 
is that th.e chief power-lever of the Continent should be in the 
hands of those whose purpose is welfare rather than domination, 
and who can manipulate it without fumbling. 

The dilemma between prosperity and security becomes less 
sharp if the main reliance is placed on the denial to Germany of the 
finished products of the armament industry-aeroplanes, ·tanks, 
naval craft, etc. Under this method the task of control is simpler, be
cause mass manufacture of such weapons could not easily be con
cealed given an efficient system of inspection. The alleged inade
quacy of control of the product, as the essential basis of disarma
ment, is inferred mainly from two considerations: first, the speed 
with which a highly industrialized state can convert war potential 
into armaments; second, the proved failure of the former method, 
which was the method of Versailles. Yet even if we exaggerate the 
actual speed of past German rearmament so greatly as to suppose 
that it began from scratch when the Nazis came into power early in 
1933, and was sufficiently advanced for purposes of large-scale war 
when the Rhineland was reoccupied early in 1936, the process took 
three years, in the last of whichrearmamentand training were carried 
on quite openly. The salient lesson of the past is not that Germany 
rearmed so fast. that it was impossible for tlie Allies. to intervene 
in time to prevent it, but that the Allies lacked the united will to 
intervene. In a later chapter, something will be said of the reasons. 
Here, we are content to affirm that the method of control of the 
product was abandoned not because of intrinsic technical imperfec
tions but for political reasons; and, failing proof that other methods 
would be more workable, we consider that controllers in the future 
will have to rely principally on that method, with such auxiliary 
control of the process as may be necessary. In the economic sphere, 
as in the military, the actual measures to be takeq would presum
ably be decided upon by experts fully authorized and enabled, 
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within the limits laid down by political direction, to ensure their 
execution. · 

Our conclusion is that the prevention of German rearmament 
could be ensured by methods which do not necessarily involve 
wholesale interference with the capacity of German industry for 
peace production. Certain specific limitations of that capacity 
might be required-for example, if a prohibition to manufacture or 
fly aircraft were extended to civilian aircraft. In general, however, 
the German economy would feel the curb only if it again set out 
on the rearmament track. Restrictions of any kind would naturally 
be ~esented ann opposed in Germany. The test of Allied statesman-

. ship will be whether, having decided the degree of control necessary 
for its purpose, it has the firmness to ·maintain it in the face of 
opposition not only in Germany but also in the Allied countries 
themselves. In the latter part of the inter-war period, it was no 
secret that Germany was actively putting herself in a position to 
fight a war. However, so greatly was the economic recovery of 
Germany desired by other great trading nations, as a means of 
reducing unemployment and raising the le\!el of prosperity through
out the world, that the threatening steps by which the recovery 
was being attained were largely ignored. There was a general failure 
to face the fact that the economic and trading benefits derived from 
co-operation with Germany under the ,Nazi regime were patendy 
liable to be short-lived and, if so, ruinous of long-term prospects. 
Thus the German rearmament programme was actively assisted 
by foreign nations through the operation of industrial, commercial, 
financial, and labour interests, all of which were glad to see Ger
many in a position to purchase their goods, pay for their labour, 
and foreshadow by her recovery the prospect of repayment of her 
debt. In addition, passive assistance was rendered by those same 
nations through the advantages offered by their comparatively free 
economy to those working under a closely controlled economic 
system. To avoid a repetition of this situation it will .be necessary 
that the political interest of security be asserted, when need arises, 
against all rival claims. 



VI. ARMS 

GERMAN DISARMAMENT A QUESTION OF WILL RATHER THAN SKILL 

The hard core of the measures which may be set on foot to render 
Germany "unable to threaten our security" will be military dis
armament in the strict sense. It is the one domain in which force is 
surely capable, given the determination to apply and maintain it, 
of reaching its object. Certainly it is more practicable forcibly to 
prevent Germany from possessing masses of bulky weapons of war 
such as tanks, aeroplanes, and naval craft, and thus to limit training 
in the use of those weapons, than forcibly to perpetuate political 
and industrial weakness, or create a pacific habit of mind. Condi
tions affecting Germany's political, economic, or cultural life which 
will render her less of a danger can indeed only to a limited degree · 
be secured by force; success will largely depend on the extent to 
which the Germans themselves willingly accept the conditions. 
Unilateral disarmament, however, demands the plain exercise of 
force. The policy will in any case meet the inflexible.opposition of 
the professional military caste, now much wider than the socially· 
selected military caste of the Wilhelminian era, as well as of all 
whose personal ambitions are tied up with German military pre
dominance. The attitude of the people as a whole will doubtless be 
largely affected by the question whether the conditions prevailing. 
in other departments of life are such as they find tolerable. It is 
prudent to assume that there will be a widespread feeling of resis
tance, which will not be mollified by any relaxation of the 
military measures imposed. The ultimate cause of resentment, 
as after the last war, would be not the severity of this or that measure, 
but the fact of having lost the war. 

It has been argued that the last disarmament of Germany, by 
compelling her leaders to think out new methods of war, conferred 
on her a great military advantage. The suggested inference is 
that a defeated Germany should this time·be left with full freedom 
in the matter of armaments. But in any case the value of the advlm
tage last time d~rived from the fact that the Allies not only lagged 
behind in military technique, but also failed to assert the manifest 
superiority in actual armed power which, for all their military 
conservatism, they long continued to possess. Even the most com~ 
plete intellectual and technical preparations in Germany would 
have come to nothing had she been prevented from making, as-

50 
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sembling, and exercising the tanks, heavy artillery, submarines, 
and aircraft which she was denied under the Treaty. . 

Though Germans, first through being disarmed themselves and 
then through disarming others, have necessarily mastered the 
techniques of evading inspection and control, evasion dependent 
on concealment is not possible beyond a certain point so long as 
striking power demands the mass production of conspicuous arma
ment and the large-scale training of effectives. Much, no doubt, 
may_ be effected through concealed mass production of separate 
parts which· coul4 rapidly be converted' into actual weapons. 
Butmilitary training will remain a problem, for it requires move
ment, easily detected, over wide areas and for a considerable period. 
Even a successful attempt to train forces among German com
munities abroad cannot suppress the time interval required for the 

·creation of a large army, ready for action, in Germany herself. 
Should the Allies show greater determination in enforcing dis

armament than last time, it will therefore . be necessary for the 
German war party to discover methods of warfare which will dis
pense with the need of large quantities of conspicuous armament, 
~Jt least for the beginning of a ·..yar. Previous experienel\ does not 
furnish inuch evidence as to the "possibility of such methods being 
discovered, because owing to the collapse of the will to control 
armaments it was not necessary for Germany to discover alterna
tives. In the ear!y·stage concealment was indeed required, and all 
that could be done was to prepare the cadres, types, and tools for 
the day when the large-scale training and equipping of the great 
army could be taken in hand openly. In 1927 the last Allied com
mission of control1 in Germany was withdrawn; and with' the re
newal of military aggression in China in September, 1931, provid
ing evidence of the unreality of the danger which Germany most 
feared-namely, collective resistance to aggression-she could 
carry out the last stages without caring much whether she was seen 
or not. In all essentials, therefore, Germany was enabled to prepare 
for this war with the weapons of the last. The interest which, accor-

. 1 There were three control commissions in Gennany: the Air Commission, 
withdrawn in February, 1922, leaving the whole question of the future of Ger
man civil aviation unsettled; the Naval Commission, reduced to three officers 
at the beginning of 1923, and withdrawn in September, 1924; the Military Com· 
mission, withdrawn on January 31st, 1927. But from the French occupation of 
the Ruhr in January, 1923 onwards, there was no longer any active control, 
except for a so-called "general inspection" by the Military Commission in the 
last three months of 1924. Even this was a face-saving device; ita scope was 
limited, and there were practically no au.rprise visita, which are essential for 
success. 
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ding to one witness,1 the possibilities of bacterial warfare had for 
Hitler, offers a clue as to one direction in which a new departure 
might yet be made. 

However, technical methods of evasion are a small affair com
pared with the vast possibilities opened up by suitable political 
action. To enlist allies in all countries and to obtain the virtual 
control of at least one of the great productive areas of the world are 
the obvious goals of the w~ party's ambition. Similarly fot the 
Allies the root of the matter is political. To carry through 
disarmament with the certainty of success will require a 
high degree of common agreement on general po1icy, atleast among 
the more powerful states. Such a policy, it should be emphasized, 
must be the expression not of a fearful fascination by the German 
danger, but of a continuous will to life and strength in those whO 
practise it. 

The technical military problems involved in the disarmament of 
Germany, like the supporting measures in the industrial and other 
fields, will be for experts to consider; certainly there is I)O reason to 
doubt that disarmament is technically possible and cannot easily be 
circumvented, if the will to enforce it be present. Among factors 
tending to weaken that will are, naturally, unwillingness to beat 
the costs of all kinds required by a policy of enforcement; the C!esire 
to pursue objects of policy which conflict with the policy of enforce
ment, and which may attract in proportion as the danger of re
newed aggression seems to diminish; inequality of interest among 
the controlling Powers. The last factor is specially important. 
None of them will act powerfully when the memory of the war iS 
fresh and when Germany is weak from defeat, but they will operate 
with increasing effect when, perhaps imperceptibly, she is regain
ing strength-that is to say, in the very situation which control is 
designed to meet. 

FRUSTRATION OF FORMER ATTEMPT 

We cannot afford, however convinced we may be that history 
does not exactly repeat itself, to neglect the lessons of the recent 
experience of Germany's disarmament. Last time, as now, a large 
coalition came into being in order to bring about her defeat. At the 
moment of the defeat, the principal Powers which had contributed 
to it had no difficulty in agreeing that the unilateral disarmament of 
Germany to a low level ought to be effected and maintained, 

1 H. Rauschning: Hitler Speaks, p. 14 (Butterworth, 1939). 
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pending a general agreement on reduction of armaments. There 
was one major exception, Russia. Though she had been a principal 
belligerent for the greater part of the war, Russia neither desired 
nor was desired, and in any event was· not at the time able, to 
assume the role of one of the guarantors of the settlement. Indeed, 
she_ was in greater danger from her former allies than from Ger
many, and in 1922 made a compact with Germany which actually 

·assisted the German war party in overcoming the disarmament 
provisions of the Treaty. But Britain, France, Italy, and the 
United States all a~reed to the policy of disarmament, and (except 
Italy) shared th!l Initial burdens of the military occupation of 
German territo,ry which was designed as a guarantee for the execu-

. tion of the provisions of the Treaty. 
For one only of the principal Allies-France-was the continued 

_.disarmament of Germany the supreme object of policy. France 
· had n;t, it is true; been able to buttress disarmament with all the 

supports which she ·herself desired, Clemenceau having sacrificed 
claims ~uch as that for the Rhine frontier, pressed on him by his 
military adyisers, to the. necessity of maintaining a common Allied 
front. As a rei~urance against a Germany grown strong in spite 
of the Treaty provisions, he obtained the Anglo-American guaran
tee. This guarantee having lapsed, and the reinsurance afforded 
by the L<;ague Covenant appearing to France to be of small impor
tance, it remained to her (while building up alliances with Ger
many's other neighbours, none of them Great Powers) to insist on 
the strict observance of the military clauses. The first great breach 
in the system was the rejection of the Treaty by the United States, 
which in its separate treaty with Germany, while reserving many 
of the rights which the Treaty of Versailles conferred on the other 
Powers, renounced the duties of tommon obligation. The with· 
drawal of the American forces of occupation, completed in 1923, 
clearly proclaimed that the Allies could not count on parallel 
American action if they were to use force in order to ensure obedi
ence. The limited interest of Italy and Britain in the fulfilment of 
the military clauses of the Treaty became evident almost as soon 
as that of the United States. The chief reason, no doubt, was that 
both these Powers had secured the destructionllf that which they 
lui.d severally felt to be the menace immediately concerning them, 

· the Austro-Hungarian Empire and German naval power respec
tively. Nevertheless, none of the major European Allies gave any 

· sig'h of formally condoning Germany's rearmament until after 
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Germany had left the Disarmament Conference (October, 1933) 
and the process of massive rearmament had begun. Thereafter, 
Italy came to regard the growth of German power with an ever 
more contingent disapproval, and finally to accept and promote it. 
Britain, though conscious that German rearmament would menace 
her, greatly underestimated its possibilities in relation to her own 
total armed strength, as if imagining that, so long as Germany's 
sea power was not comparable with her own, danger would threaten 
her only in the second degree. In her official policies she kept in 
line with France, though tending to drag the step. 

During the time that Germany remained theoretically disarmed, 
the war party was working behind the scenes, so that when Hitl.er 
came to power preparations for the initiation of large-scale rearma
ment were well advanced.1 But by 1933 the mass production of 
conspicuous armament had not begun. Britain and France still 
possessed an enormous security balance in their favour; within 
five or six years it had turned into an enormous deficit, 

Germany's disarmament may conveniently be regarded as falling 
into two periods of approximately seven years each, divided by tli.e 
admission of Germany to the League. In the former period, the 
Allied commissions of control of the state of Germany's armaments 
operated to some extent in Germany under the provisions of the 
Treaty. Early in the latter period, the last of these commissions 
was withdrawn, 2 the Council of the Leagu~ of Nations retaining 
the right under the Treaty to order investigations by a majority 
vote. · 

The conditions governing the entry of a new Member to the 
League required that it "shall accept such regulations as may be 
prescribed by the League in regard to its military, naval, and air 
forces and armaments." In the case of Germany the Assembly was 

1 Major Wunnsiedler, in a talk given on the· Deutschlandsender on May 26, 
1941, said: "The Versailles Treaty stipulated the abnost 100 per cent scrapping 
of German armaments of the last war, and the abnost complete destruction of 
German armament industry. But one thing the enemy forgot to forbid to 
Germany, the mental occupation with a new armament and its spiritual pre
paration. Germany's will for defence they could not enslave, and thus, in the 
early times of the collapse, the bases for a new rearmament were laid in spite 
of all commissions and supervision. Military development in other countries 
was carefully studied, officers were trained, and following the experiences of the 
World War, a new military research, construction, and testing activity began. 
As very little support could be obtained from the country itself, the Armoury 
Department of the Army had to carry out most of its measures on its own 
initiative and responsibility. Therefore, when the Fuehrer came to power in 
1933 he found the basis for the further increase of armament already laid." 

' See footnote, page 51. ' 
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content to note that her armaments were regulated by the relevant 
provisions of the Treaty. The Allies were parties to this decision, 
though it was common knowledge that their military experts were 
far from agreeing among themselves that the disarmament imposed 
by the Treaty had been carried out effectively. Even if it be con
ceded that the measure.of material disarmament actually achieved 
was substantial enough to justify the Allies (moved as they were by 
strong political inducements) in accepting it as for practical pur
poses sufficient, it was clear to those who knew the real situation 
that there had been little moral disarmament among the military 
and other ruling groups. However, it was hoped that regular asso
ciation with the other Powers on a basis of equality (except for 
armaments) would render Germany peace-minded, especially as 
the general reduction of armaments to which the disarmament of 
Germany was to be the prelude was expected to be accomplished 
within a very few years. 

To draw lessons from this experience would be to re-write much 
of the inter-war history, but we may perhaps indicate some of the 
crucial issues. It is clear that under a policy of ostensible trust, in 
which the responsible political leaders of Germany were to meet 
those of the Allies frequently and on cordial terms, the maintenance 
of unilateral disarmament would be felt both by Germany and by 
all those who had not directly suffered from her aggressions as an 
anomaly. True, there were other Members of the League-Austria, 
Hungary, and Bulgaria-whose armaments were also limited by 
treaty, but they were not in a position where their inequality of 
rights could weigh much upon the proceedings .. Germany was a 
permanent member of the Council-that is, one of the prefects of 
the system. It ought therefore to have been obvious that Germany 
would value her position at Geneva largely as a means of pressing 
for the removal of "discrimination" and the attainment of "equal
i~ We do not wish to raise at this point such important ques
tions as whether German membership of any future political 
association should wait until her associates are prepared to lift all 
the special precautions; or whether all thought of creating a political 
association should be laid aside because of the embarrassment 
which, under conditions of unilateral disarmament, it is likely to 
provoke. Experience does, however, suggest that the fundamental 
matter of Germany's disarmament, or its merging in a general 
system as envisaged in the Charter, should always be discussed on 
real se_curity grounds, without pretence; above all, that Germany's 
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entry into or continued membership of an association should not 
be bought by tacit connivance at her rearmament. 

However slight their real means of action, the presence of the 
commissions of control referred to above was to some extent a 
guarantee against clandestine rearmament inside Germany, while 
not affecting arms manufacture on her behalf in other countries, 
The same results could hardly be expected from the mere posses
sion by the Council of the right to require an investigation to take 
place. Under this system some Government had to take upon itself 
the onus of reporting infractions. The only case in which that hap
pened while Germany was still an active Member of the League 
concerned a small Power, Hungary, and no actual investigation 
took place. Many of the facts of Germany's preparations were cer
tainly known to the Allies through their military attaches and other 
sources of information, but there was no automatic procedure. by 
which they could be officially noticed, much less acted upon, The 
situation might have been considerably different if that most pas-. 
sive of the League~ Commissions, the Permanent Advisory 
Commission on Military, Naval, and Air Questions, had been 
instructed to report to the Council on these matters. While, then, 
the Locamo-League policy set in motion forces tending to shorten 
the period of-discrimination against ·German armaments, but was 
theoretically compatible with the maintenance of strict technical 
control so long as that period lasted, the abolition of the commis
sions of control was a breach in the technical efficiency of the 
control itself. 

The Allies possessed another powerful weapon in the occupation 
of parts of German territory. To obtain the evacuation of these 
territories was the principal aim of German policy in the early 
years of her League membership, and her success was such that 
the last troops were withdrawn five years before the period fixed by 
the Treaty came to an end. The expectation that by this concesQn 
Germany would be wholly won over to a co-operative policy was a 
sentimental error; it was obvious that the Germans would regard 
the evacuation merely as a very limited restoration of their un
doubted rights, and in no way as a favour. Two lessons seem to 
emerge: first, that the length of time of an occupation of German·· 
territory should lie within the discretion of the Allies and should 
not be the subject of a contract with Germany; second, that the 
guarantees of unilateral disarmament should not be reduced 
piecemeal, 'but only when the time may come to remove all dis-
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criinination against Germany-that is, when a "general system of 
security" is on foot. · 

Even though guarantees such as military occupation and in
spection by commissions of control had been abandoned, it was 
still possible, so long as the Rubicon of the open manufacture of the 
forbidden weapons had not been passed, to hope that German arma
ments would be kept at or near the Treaty level through a general 
agreement. The crucial test came when all hope of agreement 
failed and Germany proceeded unmistakably to recreate her war 
machine. Then the choice lay between preventive war and acquies
cence, the second choice of course implying that all the precautions 
taken previously were vain as well as costly. Such a situation ob
tained between October, 1933, when Germany's refusal to form 
part of a co-operative system was manifest (if the withdrawal from 
the Disarmament Conference had been mere tactics, it would not 
have been accompanied by withdrawal from the League) and 
March, 1936, when the last opportunity occurred of employing an 
armament still in many respects superior, as well as a superior 
strategical position. _ . 

By that time, however, the original inequality of interest which 
had underlain the outward acceptance of a common policy to
wards Germany had developed into the most violent conflict of 
cross-purposes. Already in September,1931, Japan had inaugurated 
the series of military aggressions which led to the present war. 
Italy took a year to digest the lesson of Germany's defiance and 
of the passivity of the other Powers, and then, in the beginning 

· of 1935, raised the curtain on the Ethiopian drama. British 
opinion throughout this period never seriously contem-" 
plated intervening against "Germany by force; it was con
vinced that France had contributed at least as much as 
Germany to the failure of the Disarmament Conference, 
and for a long time after he had made the break Hitler held out 
hopes that perhaps disarmament might after all be saved, France 
remained in the same position as in 1919, imbued with a purpose 
which still seemed inflexible to prevent the military resurrection 
of Germany. In March, 1935, Germany officially and openly re
pudiated the Treaty disarmament clauses, assisted by the diplo
matic diversion caused by Italy's now openly aggressive intentions. 
In the following month the League received from France 
a denunciation of Germany's violation of the Treaty clauses, 
but even from France no proposals for coercive action. In June, 
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Britain concluded the Anglo-German naval agreement. This agree
ment shattered that which all the Anglo-French disputes during 
the inter-waf period had left intact, the common front in regard to 
the disarmament provisions of the Treaty. The enormous differ-· 
ence in the public appreciation of the event in the two countries
the French public dismayed beyond measure and finding in it a 
justification for their dissident Ethiopian policy, and the British 
public quite unaware that anything important had happened-is 
indicative of the different order of importance which the two coun
tries attached to the Treaty arrangements. From Germany's view
point the situation was wholly satisfactory, Twenty-one months 
previously she had rightly calculated that, in the then temper of 
the Powers, her withdrawal from the League would weaken and 
not (as the simple-minded might have expected) reinforce the will 
of the threatened nations to resist collectively. She now succeeded 

. in turning the obstacle presented by a common Anglo-French 
front on disarmament, first by proclaiming with impunity un
limited rearmament by land, next by mollifying the naval power 
through self-limitation at sea. 

REFLECTIONS ON FRANCE'S EXPERIENCE 

Apart from other causes tending to frustrate the Versailles at
tempt to keeP. Germany disarmed, we can see that the inequality 
of interest of the controlling Powers was important in proportion 
as the most interested Power was compelled to pay attention to the 
views of the othen;, It is therefore particularly instructive to ex
amine carefully the formet position of France, not in criticism, nor' 
in forgetfulness of the changed circumstances, nor with the thought 
that misunderstandings with France are intrinsically more impor
tant than misunderstandings with the United States, or Russia; 
but because France, alone of the principal Allies, subordinated 
policy entirely to the objective of keeping Germany militarily weak. 
Britain was being led to sponsor another policy towards Germany 
by arguments and feelings of various kinds, fully exploited by 
German propaganda: an easy view of German intentions; humani
tarian resentment against the real sufferings of the German people, 
regarded as largely the result of the coercive policy; unwillingness 
to pay .for that policy in money and personal military service; the 
desire to see a good customer prosperous, so that unemployment 
might be reduced; a long tradition of s~curity. None of these con
siderations acted powerfully on the consciousness of the French 

• I 
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people, but France had to take account of the preferences of an 
Ally on whom they; did act. She tried to follow two main lines of 
policy-the prevention of German armament at all costs, and the 
maintenance of the Entente. When the two lines crossed, she con
tinued to follow the latter, with increasing reluctance, until June, 
1940, when a French Government abandoned the Entente in con
ditions which meant not that France could impose her will on Ger
many, but the reverse. 

To some extent France herself contributed to the unequal inter
est in Germany's disarmament felt by the former Allies. Funda
mentally, she was convinced that German prosperity and her own 
security wer~ incompatible; but in seeking to weaken Germany 
economically she touched Britain and the United States on a 
sensitive spot. They were desirous of restoring trade with Germany, 
and were coming to the conclusion that not only attempts to enforce 
reparation payments but the very existence of long-term obligations 
on a large scale were a major obstacle to commercial stability and 
prosperity.1 France, as the chief creditor, was understandably reluc
tant to forgo her claims. She also, by her coldncts towards measures 
of relief to Germans after the war, offended the powerful forces of 
Anglo-Saxon humanitarianism, none the less genuine because they 
were more easily aroused in the case of the potentially dangerous 
Germans than in that of Allies, such as Yugoslavs or Poles, whose 
need was greater. Lastly, while demanding that all should be aware 
of the latent threat to France of German aggression, large sections 
of French opinion regarded with a singular indifference, in some 
cases even tended to condone, actual aggression committed by 
countries other than Germany against countries other than herself. 
France, of course, felt and expressed corresponding grievances 
against her critics, but these are not in point here. We are attempt· 
ing not to decide who was right, but to understand the particular 
position of France as the country which all were agreed to consider 
the most exposed. 

One may ask whether, by aligning her policy entirely on that of 
the western Powers (in so far as they agreed), and thus paying an 
intolerable forfeit to the fate which made her a buffer between them 
and Germany, France could have induced them to insist on the 
continued disarmament of Germany, by force if necessary. In the 

1 From 1925 onwards, American lending to Germany temporarily obviated 
the transfer problem of reparation payments, but meant, in effect, that the 
American investing public were paying reparations for Gennany, 
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case of the United States, this obviously would not have been so. 
In the case of Britain also it would be rash tq give positively an 
affirmative answer; but it seems probable that France would have 
rendered the word "security" less tiresome to British ears if she 
had given it a less private meaning, and also had been less inclined 
to expect Britain to endorse all her aims in respect of Germany. In 
the search for security France might alternatively, while in the 
fullness of her military strength, have turned her back on Britain 
altogether. With Poland and the Little Entente she might, for a · 
time, have carried through a policy of vigilant repression towards 
Germany, far less embarrassed by commercial and sentimental 
counter-currents than when her policy had to be concerted with 
that of the Anglo-Saxons. It is not necessary to pursue this idea 
far to realize that even on the most favourable hypothesis-namely, 
that the policy towards Germany was offset by a policy towards the 
rest of Europe so liberal as to keep not only Poland, Belgium, and 
the Little Entente but even Italy to a common alignment, and by an 
industrial leadership so effective as to compensate in some measure 
for the dwindling of the German market-the net result might· 
have been a high degree of sympathy and understanding between 
the western Powers and Germany. 

Whatever be the means and the conditions of a lasting recovery 
in France, the political and technical circumstances have disap
peared under which she could be counted upon to serve as a march, 
holding up the enemy w_!lile Britain under naval cover completed 
her mobilization •. The position of Britain after the present war may 
resemble that previously held by France, in that she might receive, 
in whole or in part, the first shock of a German westwards drive. 
By the same force of things America will be moved a stage nearer 
the scene of p()ssible danger. For these reasons France's preoccupa• 
tions are worth meditating upon by those who formerly regarded 
them with critical detachment. 

ARMS AND THE ATLANTIC CHARTER 

The principles of the Charter were declared by the President of 
the United Sta:tes and the Prime Minister of Great Britain, and 
have been endorsed by the U.S.S.R. It may be hoped that the 
provisions for the disarmament of Germany, when the time 
comes definitely to formulate them, will be agreed, and will con
tinue to be enforced, by all three Powers, to speak for the moment 
of these only. It would however be wise to remember the experi-
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ence of. last time, and to be on guard against the danger that there 
may be the same waiting upon events and, at the crucial moments, 
the same spirit of procrastinating optimism as was displayed, not 
least by ourselves, in October, 1933, March, 1935, and March, 1936. 
Possibly this time Britain would be for action, and others for delay, 
The prospect of Germany again successfully reaching out towards 
rearmament under cover of the "unequal interest" of the Allies is 
mentioned only because we should see things at their reasonably 
possible worst, as well as at their reasonably possible best. But 
Britain must be prepared to face it should it again appear, and must 
be ready to make, while she is still stronger than Germany, a clear 
decision between the two alternatives-to carry through the dis· 
armament policy alone if need be and to its last consequence (i.e.: 
preventive war), or to adopt a new policy. 

Looking towards the objects of policy attainable by force, we 
are led to the conclusion that the prevention of German rearma
ment is the only measure of coercion on which :Britain should insist 
unconditionally. This does not mean that our diplomacy is pre
cluded from urging measures of coercion in other fields; but we 
must accept the consequences of the fact that, for the execution of 
all measures of coercion in s:onditions which would seem to us 
tolerable, we are dependent on the co-operation of allies. On dis
armament we shall presumably insist in view of the joint declaration 
already made, but on all other matters which may involve coercion 
we should, while expecting our views to be given ful~ weight, look 
to the working out between great and small nations of a genuinely 
agreed settlement which will stand the test of time. We should care
fully avoid both the fact and the appearance of expecting a mere 
endorsement of our own proposals, nor should we allow secondary 
aims, however important, to interfere with our main purpose. 
Especially is there a danger that too comprehensive a range and 
too elaborate a paraphernalia of coercion in other fields may defeat 
their own object, blunting the edge of the will to maintain the 
military disablement which is the essential. · 
~t us now consider what relevance the idea of "co-operation" 

in this aphere might have, and in what conditions. There is one 
hypothesis which would not need to be mentioned, were it not that 
account must. be taken of all currents of opinion that have been in 
evidence in recent years. The idea not only of co-operation but of 
preferential co-operation.-with Germany, in military as in other 
matters, has not wholly lacked nupport in Britain during times of 
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peace, whether in the form of the old "together we can impose our 
will" appeal, or of armed anti-Bolshevism. At the end of the last 
century the proposal for an Anglo-German alliance encountered 
Holstein's Grosses Nein; but the idea that Brit«in's connivance at 
Germany's expansionist aims should be specially cultivated was 
influential in Germany, and was vigorously expressed in Mein 
Kampfl itself. A policy of this kind would inevitably be cast in the 
German mould of the would-be domination of others. Of the two 
privileged partners, Britain, having surrendered to German ideas, 
would soon in other respects become Germany's vassal. It is a safe 
inference from history that the German war party will propagate 
the idea either of a close understanding or of a delimitation of· 
spheres of interest with great energy and perseverance, hoping 
thereby to ensure, should the time come to renew the bid for world 
power, the "Vichyfication" of Britain. On the assumption that the 
victory over German militarism is intellectual as well as physical, 
this endeavour will be heavily defeated. But the war party will be 
able to rely on certain advantages; and not the least is the tendency 
to think rather better of one's ex-enemy and rather less well of one's 
ex-Allies, which belongs to the dialectics of strife. 

Together with attempts to divide British opinion, equally great 
efforts will unquestionably be made to win over feeling in the 
United States and to estrange it from Britain and her associates in 
the war. Once the Nazis are destroyed, a large section of American 
opinion will be watchful for signs of Britain or other European 
states appearing unduly harsh towards Germany or unduly insis
tent on their own rights and interests. As we know from previous
experience, both in the United States and in Britain, feelings of this 
kind, while sometimes inspired by a genuine ideal of fair-minded
ness, can be muddled and sentimental. They are easily worked upon 
by a propaganda designed, first, to cancel Germany's obligations: 
secondly, to represent any opposition to her further aims as selfish 
and absurd, a Canute-like defiance of the "wave of the futu~c." 

·There remains co-operation in the sense of neighbourly dealings 
with Germany as with other countries. Co-operation implies wil
lingness to base relations on free agreement, and in military matters 
the necessary condition of such an agreement would be the removal 
of the special measures imposed on Germany under the sanction 
offorce. An agreement, if and when the conditions for it are realized, 

1 Adolf Hitler: Mcin Kampf (lrarullated by James Murphyi, p. 541 (Hurst and 
Blackett, 1939). · 
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would presumably take one of three forms: (a) an agreement to 
admit the right of Germany, as of other states, to the unfettered 
development of her military strength; (h) an agreed general limita
tion of national armaments; (c) an agreed international merging of 
armaments. 

For its ultimate goal the Atlantic Charter looks to the "establish
ment of a wider and permanent system of general security," 
"pending" which aggressor states are to remain disarmed. No time 
limit is given within which this system is to be established, just as 
under the Treaty of Versailles no time limit was prescribed for the 
"initiation of a general limitation of the armaments of all nations," 
which the undertaking of Germany to observe the military, naval, 
and air clauses of the Treaty was to "render possible." Presumably 
the "wider and permanent system" is to be sought in agreement 
with Germany if possible, since if this possibility were to be ex
cluded it would be unwise to suggest in advance that the restric
tions on German armaments might be temporary. Those who have 
criticized the Treaty and the Charter on the ground that unilateral 
disarmament is not regarded as permanent give the impression 
that the authors of these two instruments committed avoidable 
acts of folly. However, not only the logic of the Allies' war-time 
professions, which in the last war proved a powerful agent of the 
enemy's internal collapse, but the logic of the democratic concep
tion of inter-state relations, forbids them to assume that discrimina
tion must necessarily be permanent. This attitude does not indeed 
simplify the practical problem. On the one hand, discrimination 
which might be lifted only after one or two generations is permanent 
in the eyes of those on whom it is placed; on the other, the security 
of Europe must be set above questions of feeling. 

An agreed "permanent system of general security," the estab
lishment of which will alone justify the cessation of unilateral 
precautions, will no doubt include the international inspection and 
control of armaments. Certainly that which opened a free arma
ments competition to all comers could hardly be called a "system 
of general security." If this were to be the end, the measures of 
unilateral disarmament would almost certainly prove to bave been 
nothing more than an obstacle race for the better training of aggres· 
sors. Whether Europe in future can rely on co-operation and mutual 
support, rather than on the enforced subordination of any one or 
more countries, will depend in the first place on the attitudes of the 
industrially and militarily powerful states. It is also, however, 
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important that by arrangements with those Pow~rs, preferably as 
part of a general system, the states which are intrinsically less 
strong should build up a defensive position which is not so weak as 
almost to invite Germany to attempt their subjection. 

It is true that a condition of incomplete helplessness in any of 
Germany's neighbours is very much what Germans mean by 
'encirclement'. The 'encirclement' of Germany by strength in
stead of weakness might indeed introduce a new and hopeful 
feature into the depressingly familiar picture-namely, that Ger
many would value the co-operative system as a protection for her
self. In the inter-war period, though the war party, aided by the 
Ruhr adventure, was able to play upon genuine atavistic fears, it 
was well aware that the small Allies in their weakness, and the big 
Allies in their various stages of propitiatory penitence, represented 
no danger. It understood only too well that its own designs, and 
not the Allied superiority of arms, carried the real threat. A fully 
co-operative system assumes the immediate and full performance 
of obligations of mutual help. The war party would doubtless be 
capable of intriguing with Germanis neighbours to provoke trou
ble, and thus obtain a pretext for rearmament. To avoid this result, 
the Powers enforcing disarmament must be prepared to ensure 
the defence of the disarmed territory, and the responsibility which 
they incur in this respect will be great in proportion as disarmament 
is pushed to the point of the denial of all armed power whatsoever.1 

But is the only practicable "system of general security" one in 
which all the states of Europe have their independent military 
establishments, though under conditions of control? The argument 
for the merging of national forces 'might derive some strength from 
the difficulty of maintaining, for an unlimited time, the suppression 
of national forces in some European countries, and their develop
ment in others. The mixing process, if attempted, might be partial 
at the commencement, beginning with the air force and civil 
aviation, the navy and the heavy mechanical arms, and applying 
only to Powers with very great confidence in one another. By the 
time the war is ended much may have happened to throw light on 

1 Stalin evidently does not expect that the disarmament of Gennany, the 
principle of which he bas aceepted like the other signatories of the Charter, 
should proceed to this extreme. "Our aim is not to destroy all anned force in 
Gennany, because any intelligent man will undentand that this is as impossible 
in the case of Germany as in the cue of Russia. It would be unreasonable on the 
part of tho victor to do so. To destroy Hitler's anny is possible and necessary." 
(Speech on eve of twenty-fifth anniversary of Soviet Revolution, quoted in The 
Timu, November 7, 1942.) 
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these possibilities. There have already been on the Allied side 
certain experiments in military internationalism, but they are not 
conclusive, and it would be unwise to belittle the great strength of 
nationalistic feeling in this domain. From Britain's point of view 
it would be important that the merging of military forces, if 
brought about, should be over a sufficiently wide area. If it were 
confined f~ Europe, the danger of an attempt by German militarists 
or their sympathizers to seize the levers of command would be real. 
As in the case of the internationalization of heavy industry, it is the 
nature of the political direction which would be decisive. Should 
such be the trend of military organization, the world will look to 
Britain so to use her influence that military power may serve the 
cause of civilization, and not the reverse; it will look to her political 
capacity to avert the repetition, on a vaster plane, of the nineteenth
century experiment by which German militarism took possession. 
of a larger unity, which liberal thought had inspired, but failed to 
consolidate, organize, and control. 

VII. IDEAS: P.ROSPECTS OF CO-OPERATION 
A CHANGED GERMAN Ml!NTALITV: OUTLINES OP THB PROBLEM 

No one can deny that a policy which after victory neglected the 
challenge of Nazi ideas would be incomplete. Yet the term 're
education of Germany', under which this problem is commonly 
discussed, requires analysis. 

The starting-point is clear. Nazism, carrying to a higher power 
tendencies which have long been present in Germany, has deeply 
perverted, in a manner dangerous to lthe peace of other nations, 
the mental and moral outlook of those who have come under its 
sway, especially the younger people. These are brou~:ht within a 
system of ideas designed to make them approve all the decisions 
of their leaders, which in this war include such horrors1 as the 
progressive extermination of one people, the Jews, the enslavement 
or subordination of others, and the merciless savagery displayed 
in the occupied countries. The belief in the unlimited right of the 

1 A qualified observer has "written: "A study of Gennan propaganda during 
the war shows that these horrors are carefully concealed from the German 
people, and that they are consistently told that the German authorities behave 
with humanity and strictly observe the principle of international Ia~. The 
propaganda authorities do not wi.h to strain too much the G.erman attitude. or 
mdifference towards the acts of the state." But after a suffiCiently long penod 
of the kind of education outlined in Education for Death (G. Ziemer, Con~table, 
1942), would much concealment be necessary? 
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strong which is at the root of this perversion possesses, it is true, 
some minds in most countries, and one of the results of the German 
aggression may well be to spread the infection. However, though 
this is an evil rooted in the nature of man in general and not of 
Germans only, we are compelled to give it close attention in a study 
of the German problem, because modem Germany has been with
out question its European focus. In Germany, far more than else
where in Europe, the doctrines of force have been supported by 
philosophy, implanted by education, and over a long period of 
years have appeared justified by results. 

There are many unknown factors. We do not know how deeply 
the specifically Nazi ideology may have sunk in; it would be 
rash to say that a majority of the Germans had accepted the whole 
of it, even with the regime still undefeated. We should not think 
of the Germans as constituting, in respect of the need for a new 
mental outlook, a homogeneous mass, though in a summary treat
ment like the present it is not possible to draw all the necessary 
distinctions, and though certain doctrines current in pre-Nazi 
days, which still prevail, are as fatal to prospects of a co-operative 
order as the Nazi doctrines themselves. We do not know what 
deposit the actual experiences of the war will have left in the minds 
of the Germans, or in our own minds. We cannot adequately enter 
into the thoughts of the oppressed peoples, and even less than they 
can we know what post-fascist Europe will really be like. But these 
uncertainties, and a temperamental reluctance because of motes 
in our own eye to focus on a very obvious beam in another's eye, 
do not excuse us from facing the international issue presented by 
the mental plague which has overrun Germany. There may be a 
middle way between the superficial pretension of supposing that 
one nation, or group of nations, can simply undertake to "re
educate" another nation, and mere passivity. Let us then consider 
what, if change be possible, we should desire to see changed; how 
these changes might be imagined as coming about; and what part 
(if any) foreign nations, especially Britain, might play in the process. 

That we may not deem the task to be light, let us first reflect that 
Germany herself makes great claims-which country more?-to 
teach others. Moreover, until quite recently, the western world 
has been an attentive pupil; Germany's strategic, economic, social, 
even her political ideas made deep inroads, which German policy 
followed up 'in order to attain a clear objective, the neutralization 
of possible opposition to her expansionist aims. In undertaking 
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the defeat of this political attempt we need not unlearn all the 
lessons which the process of east-to-west education may have 
taught us. This kind of assimilation of ideas is inevitable in a pro
longed struggle, and is not new in Britain's history. But 
there are certain positions from which we cannot possibly retreat. 

The object which those who stress the need for education to take 
a new turn in Germany seem more particularly to have in mind is 
that the individual German's outlook on international affairs may 
be changed. If, for instance, in school, camp, and barracks he learns 
that his is a Herrenvolk, against whose rights and needs those of 
other peoples cannot be weighed on any common scale, the founda
tions of peace, we feel, remain most insecure. To clear the mind of 
these dangerous notions is naturally the first need, and this might 
be accepted by some as in itself a sufficient programme. But the 
difficulty of preserving a vacuum urges us on to the attempt to 
define the aim more positively. What new beliefs, relevant to his 
outlook on international affairs, is it purposed that the individual · 
German should acquire? Is it that the German people, so far from 
being a master-race, is a nation congenitally inferior to the Slavs 
and Latins that surround it? This is merely German racialism stood 
on its head. Is it the broader lesson that aggressive war "doesn't 
pay"? This is indeed a most important lesson to master, but how 
will its truth be demonstrated to those-and there must be many of 
them among such as have passed through the Nazi educational 
mill-for whom no other activity "pays" or has much significance? 
Is it that aggressive war is morally wrong? In so far as the "educa
tion" of Germany was considered after the last war, this was 

· the thought that was uppermost. On this view, the essential task 
was to bring home to Germans the sense of war-guilt. It is a fact 
that this sense, accompanied by a certain willingness to make 
amends, did then exist to some extent, and that Hitler's earliest 
speeches fastened upon it as an error which it was particularly 
necessary to uproot from the German mind. 

Certainly it is more important to believe that to make war is 
wrong even if it does pay, than merely to believe that war does not 
pay. Any policy which condones the moral iniquity of Germany's 
behaviour will surely be ineffective in creating a healthier outlook. 
However, it may be doubted if condemnation of the imprudence 
or wickedness of war is the surest tnainstay of positive action. 
Perhaps we shall come nearer the heart of the xnatter if we name as 

· being one of the lessons which the Germans might most profitably 
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learn from their experience the conviction that political leaders 
who are unscrupulous in their international dealings inevitably act 
unscrupulously towards their own people as well. The kind .of 
Government which, acting on the view that for a Herrenvolk might 
is always right, treats other peoples as Germany has treated Europe, 
is also the. kind of Government which subjects its own people to 
the spying and dragooning of the police, destroys the judicial 
machine, and rules tyrannically. There is a converse lesson to be 
learned by foreigners. Whether this insight, if acquired, could 
result in action would largely depend on whether the Germans can 
abandon their fatalistic attitude towards public life, especially in its 
international aspect. 

For, fundamentally, the issue is whether the Germans are right 
in believing or assuming-as not only Nazi teaching but the domin· 
ant tradition of German political thought generally seems to.be
lieve or assume-that this is a dog world in which you must be 
either top-dog or under-dog.1 If we believe, as many do every
where, that this is the truth about international relations, we have 
no ground for condemning German teaching and practice in this 
respect. But it is essenthil to the political thought at least of the 
democracies that the relations of states can be co-operative and that 
they are not in their very essence predatory, because man is not only 
a predatory being (as he obviously is) but actually, and not merely 
in an ideal sense, a co-operative being also. To consider the condi
tions on which the co-operative impulse can become master might 
b!}ng in the whole of politics, ethics, and religion; We have no 
desire to challenge the Germans to a general metaphysical contest. 
We merely note that unless the idea of co-operation as a possible 
and natural state of international relationships finds a lodgement in 
the German mind, clearing away the lumber of inevitable wars, 
master and slave races, the rights of the strong, and the like, Ger
many will continue to be a country alongside which it is impossible 

1 G. Ziemer: Edueatitlnfor Death, p. 62 (Constable, 1942): "The teacher poin
ted out the moral, which I noted: 'This struggle is a natural struggle. Life could 
not g<ron without it. That is why the Fuehrer wants his boys to be strong, so they 
can be the aggressors and the victors, not the victims. Life and nature respect only 
the strung and big. Gennany will be strung. The Fuehrer will make it so strong 
that .it can go out and attack any foe the wide world over.' " 

Cf. also H. J, Mackinder: DemoeratU: Ideals and Reality, p. 232 (Constable, 
1919): "Kultur meant that, being obsessed with the idea of competition and 
natural selection, as finally expressed in Darwinism, and being frightened, the 
Prossians decided that if, in the end, men must come to man-eating in order to 
survive, they, at any rate, would be the cannibals! So they assiduously cultivated 
the strength and efficiency of the prize-fighter." 
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to live. Though it would be comfortable to take for granted the 
meaning of the terms commonly used in discussing this topic, we 
have thought it useful to try to analyse their meaning; and also, in an 
appendix, to sketch broadly the philosophical background. 
·A "co-operative mentality," in the sense of a co-operative out

look on international affairs in the individual German, may then be 
taken as a rough and ready description of what is commonly desired 
to be the object of a change of mind in Germany. But even more 
than for the co-operative mentality of the individual the world 
will be looking in future for signs of co-operative policy on the part 
of the German state. Even in a democracy, the policy of a Govern;. 
ment cannot well be construed as being simply the direct expression 
of the mentality of the individual citizens at a given time. Be the 
German individual of the future never so "co-operative," can 
there be any confidence that the effective rulers of the state will 
necessarily have the same disposition? Moreover, a Government 
now commands to an increasing degree the power itself to create 
a particular state of mind among its citizens. But the mentality of 
the individual German is still a relevant factor. While it will need 
a great deal of changing before it becomes such as to render impos
sible the adoption, in similar conditions and under similar leader
ship, of policies similar to those adopted in the recent past, the 
policy of a co-operative Government would in the long run be frus
trated if the general disposition remained uncooperative. 

How, then, is the desired result to be achieved? There are some 
who are completely sceptical of the possibility of changing the out
look of any people, and especially the German people. At the other 
extreme are those who are very confident in the power of education 
to effect great changes. This confidence is expressed in two quite · 
different ways. The Germans themselves, in some of the occupied 
countries, have been practising an educational policy which con
sists in a forceful conditioning of the subject peoples to the belief 
that they are both compelled by circumstances and destined by 
nature to serve their German masters. On the other hand, some, · 
especially in Anglo-Saxon countries, appear to have such faith in 
the possibility gf a change of outlook as to trust to it ·entirely for 
future security. In this they surely over-estimate the power of per
suasion no less grossly than the Germans the power of force. 

We do not think these extreme positions to be tenable. The es
sence of the matter is that a new German outlook, though not im
possible, will, if it is to endure, be necessarily a slow growth, and 
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that though it can be promoted or retarded by the acts or omis
sions of foreigners, it must essentially be a spontaneous German 
development. Moreover it will be brought about, if at all, less 
through precept than by the workings of experience and a new 
environment. The mil:id of the individual will be impressed, es
pecially in the immediate post-war period when it will be most 
impressionable, by the answers which the facts supply to questions 
such as: Do the war-makers appear to 'get away with it'? Do for
eigners continue to prefer Germany's former ruling cliques? Are 
there jobs? Is there food? Is Germany, as such, flattered, as if from 
fear? Is Germany, as such, apparently outcast for ever? We shall 
consider later some of these environmental factors in their relation 
to the state and the community rather than the individual. But 
teaching, propaganda, and other direct means of affecting the mind 
of the individual are also important. 

TI!ACHING 

The educational system of Germany under the Nazis is total in 
that it ai.mi at giving by suitable training and instruction a particular 
impress to the whole personality. To the individual whose value 
according to western ideas is absolute, Nazi education opposes the 
unconditional supremacy of the Volk. In the scale of educational 
values the acquisition of knowledge comes far behind bodily fit
ness and will power.1 Objective truth is secondary and not always 
to be desired. "Trutll ••• is what you wish to be true; false is what
ever you wish to be false."• Thus science and also art and other 
forms of culture are to obey the political idea. Religious beliefs 
attaching to objects outside the time-process are systematically 
attacked; Hitler is to.be enthroned in the mind of the young as the 
Messial! of tlle Folkish cult. The immediate didactic purpose of 
tlle system is to foster racial pride and aggressiveness in the service 
of tlle Volk and its Fuehrer. a 

After the war tlle state is bound to control in an important 
measure, if no longer absolutely, the principal means of forming 

1 Adolf Hitler: Mein Kamp/(translated by James Murphy), p. 342 (Hunt and 
Blackett, 1939). 

1 H. C. Engelbrecht: Johann Gottlieb Fichte, p. 48 (New York, 1933). 
1 Cf. H. Rauschning: Hitler Speaks, p. 247 (Thornton Buttemorth, London 

1939): " ••. ·In my Ordensburgen a youth will grow up before which the world 
will shrink back. A violently active, dominating, intrepid, brutal youth-that 
is what I am after. Youth must be all those things. It must be indifferent to 
pain. There must be no weakness or tenderness in it. I want to see once more. 
in illl eyes the gleam of pride and independence of the beast of prey ••• I shall 
oradicate the thousanda of yean of hwnan domestication." 



TEACHING 71 
opinion. The primary question, therefore, is whether the dominant 
influence in a defeated Germany will be such as to set the course of 
public affairs and instruction in a new and healthy direction, and to 
overcome internal resistance. We can but speculate on the answer. 
As the time draws near, no doubt much reliable information will 
come through concerning the strength of any co-operative-minded 
elements in Germany, and it will be important that the policy of the 
democracies should be such as to favour any genuine attempts 
made by such elements to establish free institutions. If they were to 
obtain the real and not merely the nominal control of the govern
ment machine (a result which presupposes great changes in the 
distribution of social no less than of political power), the whole 
character of the public enlightenment which reaches the German 
individual through the various media of instruction and propa
ganda would be radically altered. The consequent practical prob
lems would be immense. There is, already, a shortage of teachers 
in Germany, but, even so, teachers obstinately opposed to the new 
ideas would need to be weeded out. After the last war, the continued 
adherence of many teachers, especially in the secondary schools, 
to the traditional doctrines had an important part in preparing the 
soil for the Nazi seed. In the universities the task of restoring 
learning to its former high place in German life would need to be 
undertaken; the restrictions placed by the Nazis on the numbers of 
students admissible to universities overcome, and better facilities 
provided for those qualified on their merits to enter; above all, the 
anti-intellectualist trend imparted by the Nazis reversed. There 
would be the problem whether the special establishments set up 
for the training of a Nazi elite should continue to be employed for 
any purpose and, if so, on what conditions. It would have to be de
cided whether some form of organized youtJ:l. movement should be 
envisaged, and, if so, whether it should be compulsory, in order 
to impart a new Weltanschauung; or optional, in order to 
give a chance to confessional or other sectional movements, 
or to family life, or to youthful freedom. The yoke of Goeb
bels would be lifted from radio, press, and cinema, but some 
control would no doubt still be required, especially in the immedi-
ate post-war period. . 

In the case of such a development, the contribution of foreigners 
would consist chiefly in facilitating the exchanges and contacts 
likely to assist it. There will doubtless be in Germany after defeat a 
great eagerne~s on the part of intellectual workers to acquaint 
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themselves with the movement of ideas in other countries which 
has been concealed from them under the Nazi regime. There will 
be a corresponding popular movement to see the forbidden films 
and hear the forbidden news, -and generally give rein to the genuine 
German impulse of curiosity concerning the outside world which 
the orgy of national self-adulation will not have destroyed. To make 
use of a moment which may be fleeting, it might be a service to 
prepare in advance translations of representative new books banned 
from Germany, up-to-date textbooks free of the Nazi Weltan
schauung, short objective histories of recent events, and the like. 
The direct propaganda of foreign ideas should be avoided; the 
Germans will absorb these, if at all, from books written by for
eigners for foreigners, and made immedia~ely available in transla
tion. Moreover, we should not expect those elements with which 
we might wish to make contact, as having resisted Nazism, to 
reflect our own outlook. For instance, when the story comes to be 
told, it may well be found that the Christian Churches were cita
dels wherein many German individuals refused to surrender, and 
afford as well-tried a bridge as any for an understanding with the 
West. If this be so, German Christianity will be nearer the Christian 
mind of the West in that it will, by hypothesis, have refused tribute 
to the racial idol. But the very experience of being thrown back into 
something like the mind and condition of the primitive Church will 
leave it more estranged even than it has always been from the easy 
and optimistic attitudes characteristic of much of western Christi
anity. 

In this set of circumstances one can imagine British and other 
foreign scientists, teachers, and psychologists being asked by the 
Germans to pool with them their ideas as to the best methods of 
recovery. What these methods might be is a technical question on 
which we do not feel competent to develop the very general sugges
tions we have already thrown out. The great issue for British policy 
would be whether an apparently radical movement in Germany 
towards co-operation can be reciprocated. Let us suppose that 
large-scale interchanges of teachers are desired by the Germans 
as a means of consolidating the new policy, or that a year's study 
at a foreign university is required for a German degree: shall we 
be willing to enter into mutUal or general arrangements to that 
effect? If the Germans are willing to allow some powers in these 
matters to an intemational educational authority, but only on con
dition of reciprocity, shall we also accept this condition? If foreign 
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travel is judged to be an effective means of breaking down German 
mental isolation, will foreign memories of pre-war German tourism 
(quite apart from memories of the occupation) allow it to be en
couraged? Moreover~ discussion of this subject in terms of possible 
assistance to Germany by her preserit enemies naturally raises the 
question whether assistance from perhaps limited resources 
should not preferably be reserved for those friendly countries 

· where Germany has been busy creating, with malice prepense, an 
intellectual desert. 

Thus, even on the favourable, hypothesis that the Germans 
themselves are ready for a change, the choice is difficult. To assist 
the change would require that the governments of peoples in 
whose hearts hatred of the German name will continue to bum 
should promote, or at least tolerate, a certain degree of close intel
lectual associ3;tion with Germany. A moral boycott of Germany, 
on the other hand, by extending its effects to those who, on our 
present hypothesis, are trying to make a clean break with the past, 
might blast any possible first growths of a better mind, and thus 
spoil a chance of reinforcing securitj. 

If, however, when it is possible to judge the movement of ideas 
in post-war Germany, no radical change appears probable, especi
ally in policy-forming circles, what is to be done from outside? 
The belief that the use of sufficient force and "conditioning" will 
prodill:e any desired psychological result is a German rather than a 
British illusion; British policy, at any rate, is not likely to espouse 
such solutions as the taking over, with positive responsibility, of 
the whole educational system of Germany. Still less will it be 
seriously believed that good could come of compelling the Germans 
to promise, in armistice or treaty, to supply a given kind of educa
tion. Even if in such instruments wide powers of interference were 
taken by the United Nations it is doubtful whether they could be 
·usefully employed otherwise than for a limited period, and indeed 
with a negative and precautionary rather than a creative intent. 
In the situation now contemplated, our only instrument is force, 
or persuasion backed by force, and the matter is one which does 
not in any profound or lasting sense yield to force. Even here, how
ever, a limited degree of force or forceful conditioning may per
form a limited but useful service, especially as the real situation will 
probably not correspond exactly to either of the two extremes we 
have exarriined, but will be mixed. Thus, for reasons of immediate 
milit•nr op,.,,.;1v TTn;tP~ N'•tinn" r.nntrol or censorshio will pre-
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sumably for a time be exercised over the German mdio, press, 
cinema, and other forms of publicity. During. this period also, ' 
against' the will of the German authorities if necessary, the channels 
of access to foreign litemture, films, and the like will be kept clear. 
Some positive measures might also be taken, such as the prepamtion 
and enforced dissemination of a news bulletin of reliable factual 
information. A commissioner of education might be appointed 
who, backed by the power of the United Nations, should be able to 
prevent certain kinds of teac!llng from being give~ in schools, and 
might even, if the attitude of the German authorities is not one of 
hardened opposition, supply some positive guidance .. 

All then that seems possible in the way of compulsion by the 
United Nations are certain limited prohibitions and enforcements, 
designed to remove the threat to security which the continued open 
profession of the tenets of aggressive Germanism w?uld represent. 
A more ambitious programme would probably defeat the main 
object of policy, namely, to assist possible co-opemtive,elements in 
Germany herself to gain the upper hand; and it is doubtful whether 
there could be common agreement among the United Nations upon 
it. Such deeper and more lasting influence upon German opinion 
as foreign nations may be destined to exercise is likely to flow from 
the spontaneous attmction which their ideas and institutions 
severally possess, mther than from delibemte efforts. Russian influ
ence may be very great in view of the part which Russia is playing 
in. Germany's military defeat, and especially if there is a Commun
ist revolution in Germany. On the other hand, the particular 
stimulus arising from the novelty of the Russian social and political 
techniques, which no doubt contributed to the attmction exercised 
by Russia after the last war, will no longer be so strong. It has been 
the habit of the Germans to consider themselves as teachers of the 
Russians, mther than the reverse.' 

Of the western states the U.S.A. is likely to have the most impor
tant influence on the German masses, because of their reverence 
for productive efficiency and power. The comparative accessibility 
to American influence, which was noted in Germany after the last 
war1 was perhaps due to interest in American industrial and busi
ness techniques rather than in American democratic ideals. Yet 
if there were in the new Germany a revolution of a dernocmtic 

1 "The German accepts an American argument far more readily than that of a 
European." Viscount d Abernon: An Arnbassadm of Peace, Vol. I, p.19. (Hodder 
and Stoughton, 1929). 
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character it would probably, in so far as it looked outside for in
spiration, tum chiefly to the American democratic tradition, as 
being (unlike the British) expressed in clear and transferable 
terms. , . 

We must expect the German war party to continue to represent 
Britain as a decadent country, according to all the rules beaten in 
the war, to the end that she may not be for the Germans an object 
of interest or a source of influence. If Britain herself remains un
impressed by these manamvres, she will continue to command the 
attention of Germans whatever their professions. She may indeed 
have less of a mass appeal than the United States or Russia; the 
Germans will nevertheless be quick to note every sign of renewed 
vitality which Britain may show in the political, social, and cultural 
fields. 

Britain might therefore contribute appreciably to the desired 
change in Germany, both by force of example, should that example 
be one. of a renewed democratic faith, and by preparing herself 
beforehand to make the best use of any educational opportunities. 
But whatever the possible influence of this or other foreign coun
tries, a permanent new direction can be given to German education 
only if in Germany herself leaders arise under whom the German 
masses can learn, in terms which mean something to them, the 
lessons of democratic freedom, political responsibility, and inter
national co-operation. Undoubtedly this would mean that not only 
the Nazi party but those who before the Nazi era formed the 
backbone of aggressive nationalism should be driven from power 
and kept out of power. In addition to many big landowners and 
industrial monopolists, this category included leading personalities 
in the armed forces, the civil service, and the judiciary. Whether 
the Germans can then develop a political machinery which will 
enable them to control their rulers, and can learn how to use it, is 
the outstanding question.1 The key to the practical problem of re
education in Germany, even in the current sense of the teaching 
of the individual, is seen to' be political organization in the broadest 
sense.1 

1 A point which bears stressing, especially in view of suggestions for the de
centralization-of power in Germany, is the importance of local government u a 
school of political responsibility. 

1 Questions dealt with in this sub-section have been recently examined by 
others in Education and the Unittd Nations, the Report of a Joint Commiosion of 
the London International Assembly and Council for Education in World Citizen
ohip (Gill, London, 1943). 
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LESSONS OF DEFEAT 
It is the lessons of actual experience, rather than those conveyed 

through teaching and propaganda, that will affect the German 
mind most profoundly. They will affect the thoughts and feelings 
of the Germans individually. They will affect the impressions 
which they receive as a Volk. Lastly and, for the immediate deter· 
mination of German policy, 'principally, they will affect the minds 
of the rulers of the state, showing what prospects are barred, and 
what may still be open. The two aspects of the German experience 
which touch our subject most closely are the experience of defeat 
and its consequences, and the new European environment. Foreign 
nations, which can be little more than spectators of the normal 
educational process, are here actors in chief. 

The first great lesson of experience must be the manifest defeat 
by force of arms of Germany's attempt to' destroy the liberties of 
other nations. If this attempt were to succeed, or if its success were 
merely deferred, Germany would almost certainly remain under 
the sway of her present mentality. It is not certain that defeat will · 
have the converse effect; it will not do so if the whole nation should 
prove to have become so fanaticized by militarism that even so 
great a shock would not provoke any profound doubt or question
ings. This must be expected to be the case with certain groups, 
perhaps including great numbers of the Nazi youth initiated to 
mass-murder as a vocation. For the nation as a whole, however, a 
second defeat will have a profoundly numbing effect, probably 
more numbing than the first defeat. It should bring the Germans to 
realize as a matter of brute fact that there are some things which 
they cannot do, namely, to expand and to dominate at the expense 
of other peoples. If this conviction takes root in the mind of a 
people for whom such expansion and domination has been so large 
a part of political existence, it cannot but result in the overthrow of 
much of the structure of German society, as well as of many of its 
master ideas. There will be a time, perhaps short, in which replace· 
ment by new materials and fresh ·designs should be possible. Ger
man literature1 of the· period immediately following the last war 
attests a widespread reaction against the values of militarism. This 
attitude was not shared by those with a vested interest in militarism, 
nor can it have been universal among the mass of the people, which 
in any case did not withstand the subsequent swing-back. However, 

1 e.g., as described by W. K. Pfeiler, in War and the Gtrntllll Mind (New 
York, Columbia University Press, 1941; London, Oxford University Press). 
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it does not seem that we have had yet a cool appraisal of the extent 
to which it once existed, or the extent to which it was met by an 
answering spirit of co-operation-on the part of the Allies. 

Defeat may again be followed by all the outward signs of a wil
lingness to co-operate on the part of the Germans. What would be 
more natural in those circumstances than an apparent withdrawal 
of the former claims of superiority, an apparent eagern~ss to col
laborate in b,uilding a new and better order, and an appeal to let 
bygones be bygones? It would be necessary to. examine carefully 
such a demand: to see where it was an attempt to evade the inevit
able consequences of past actions; where it was a feeling after the 
soft spots of Anglo-Saxon sentimentality; where, under a show of 
hearty friendship towards powerful ex-enemies, it covered an 
unchanged mind towards those less powerful nations, such as the 
Poles and the Czechs, which will always provide the test case for 
the reality and permanence of a co-operative mentality among 
Gellllllns. It would be necessary, above all, to loo~ for practical 
endorsement by the actual makers of policy. There is littlb hope of 
a new vision if the groups which have held effective power hitherto 
continue to do so, whether through direct control of the government 
machine or, as under the Weimar regime, through the inability 
of a nominally revolutionary Government to throw off the incubus 
of the past. Probably Allied policy will be capable of this scrutiny. 
The real difficulty will arise when it is necessary to decide what 
response should be given to a change-over to a co-operative men-
tality, in so far as it is genuine. · 

The problem does not lie in the severity of the retribution against 
guilty individuals, or the extent of measures of restitution to which 
a defeated Germany would be subjected. Obviously, this question 
of punishment has an important bearing on education, but there is 
no incompatibility between the two. Some degree of punishment 
will be necessary that Germany may learn her lesson; it will be the 
task of statesmanship to discover what degree. Nor does the prob
lem lie in firmness of intention to stop future aggression. Indeed, 
only on this foundation can we eventually talk peace and co-opera
tion to Germany; on any other, we can talk only appeasement in 
the worse sense of that word. What would defeat education is a 
policy of prolonged and deliberate humiliation. The shame and 
degradation as well as the terror which Germany has imposed 'on 
Europe are, it is true, such that in no measurable period of time 
could atonement be made on an eye-for-an-eye reckoning. In their 
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individual contacts with other peoples Germans will inevitably be 
made to feel the effects of their country's conduct. But if the 
authors of public policy genuinely desire to promote a healthier 
outlook in Germany they will necessarily renounce all minor 
triumphs. These will be wholly useless; if the headache whjch 
immediately follows Germany's prodigious debauch is not remem
bered, its artificial prolongation will not avail. The practical con
clusion is that such didactic value as may exist in the defeat of 
Germany must be looked for in the fact of defeat itself, and in those 
immediate consequences which can be recognized as the just effects 
of the German war of aggression. The problem of Germany's 
international conduct bears certain resemblances to that of delin
quency in individuals, and no decision is likely to be more difficult 
than that of the time at which co-operation Goined with vigilance) 
should be resorted to instead of punishment. 

A CO·OPERATf'IE ENVIRONMENT 

Those'who would contribute to a change of outlook in Germany 
will certainly be unequal to the encounter with the German mind 
unless they can measure the magnitude of the evil to which it has 
succumbed. At the same time, it is their duty to recognize that this 
evil is not wholly to be explained in terms of bad choices by the 
individual, but is also, to some extent, the product of unfavourable 
environment. An essential method of education towards a better 
and more co-operative mentality will therefore be to help create 
an environment in which co-operation is actually the rule. Having 
seen in the German scepticism as to the very possibility of inter
national co-operation the fundamental obstacle, we are bound to 
emphasize that those who have co-operation on their lips must 
practise it towards all willingly co-operative peoples, even when 
they have the power to do otherwise. But, since co-operation must 
have a purpose, the problem becomes one of discovering some 
unifying principle to which, together with ourselves and other 
nations, the Germans may eventually subscribe. 

Apart from unity on a class basis, two new theories of unity have 
entered the field of international politics within our own time. One 
is that which the Germans have been seeking to achieve, the com
mon subjection of other peoples to a master-race. The other is that 
inherent in a general compact to defend against external aggression 
the political independence and territorial integrity of the partici
pating states. In a world divided into states, a common interest in 
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their protection is an essential condition of a stable world order. 
But hitherto it bas not proved to be a sufficiently strong bond of 
unity. The Four Freedoms of President Roosevelt provide the 
rnost comprehensive and authoritative new definition of a goal of 
common action. They have this advantage over other declarations 
of policy, including the Atlantic Charter, that they are airned at the 
individual and not at the state only. Do they supply a basis on 
which the Germans and the rest of us rnay co-operate? The event 
alone will answer this question. But taking freedom as the great 
dynamic idea which the democracies have to offer, and the Four 
Freedoms as representing the specific purposes which they would 
seek to realize, let us consider what th~ problem involves. 

The universality of the Four Freedoms, which are to apply 
"everywhere," constitutes a specific challenge to the German ten
dency to interpret ideals in a private sense. Thus freedom from fear 
might mean that the states surrounding Germany must be kept so 
weak as to be at her mercy: freedom from want, the extension of 
Germany's economic Grossraum: freedom of thought, freedom for 
Nazi thought only: freedom of worship, freedom to practise neo
paganisrn. These are sorne of the strong points which the German 
rnind rnust surrender if a unifying principle is to be sought in the 
Four Freedoms. Similarly they may fail to offer such a basis if they 
seern to require the preservation of certain features of the pre-Nazi 

· society, against which Nazism can be regarded as a protest. 
The submission of the German rnasses to Nazi leadership had a 

political cause in the attraction of aggressive nationalism, but also a 
psychological cause in a spirit of revolt against the instability of 
existence as lived under the conditions of the machine age. Mass 
unemployment threw into relief the dependence of the individual's 
livelihood and status on the operation of causes not only beyond 
his control but also, because impersonal, beyond his understanding. 
The Germans, while in the vanguard of the technical mastery of 
machine civilization, have shown themselves particularly conscious 
of their social and spiritual bondage to the machine, and to the 
economic values which the uncontrolled development of machine
civilization enhanced. The importance in d'ermany of romantic 
back-to-nature rnovernents derives frorn this circumstance, and 
one of the chief reasons for the success of the Nazi rnass appeal was 
that the Nazis seerned roaster of the machine, capable of controlling 
its social effects while exploiting its full technical possibilities. 
Emotionally the German masses, even before the Nazi regirne, were 
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imbued with a strong anti-capitalist feeling, and the overthrow of 
the regime may well, to say the least, accentuate it. 

Even in good conditions, it will be no easy task to lead the Ger
mans to care greatly for freedom. Yet that they should do so is the 
only basis of a tolerable relationship with the democratic countries. 
We cannot say whether this purpose can be attained; but an indis
pensable condition is that the democracies should show by example 
that freedom in society does not necessarily involve certain defects, 
such as (exploited by Nazi propaganda) induced the Germans to 
exchange the comparative freedom of the Weimar Republic for 
totalitarian tyranny. The chief defects which the Germans associ
ated with freedom as they khew it, and which they wrongly sup
posed to be inherent in freedom as such, were: 

(1) It was inefficient. Its very efficiency in proaucing goods 
made its inefficiency in distributing the results more glaring. For 
the mass of the working classes in Germany "freedom'~ appeared 
to mean insecurity; for the young men and the young women, no 
prospects, no horizon and no hope of economic betterment. 

(2) It was selfish. The community had lost its sense of belonging 
together; it had no corporate purpose. Since individuals and 
groups were largely engaged in a struggle for <;ompetitive gain with 
harsh penalties for failure;-there was little room for the sense of 
partnership or solidarity. 

(3) It was unjust. The premium on economic success, coupled 
with the obstructive survival into an economic age of earlier and 
now meaningless types of social privilege, all too often blocked the 
way to talent and ability which existed outside economically and 
socially privileged groups. 

(4) It offered no convincing object to which faith and idealism 
could attach themselves.1 

'We think that the part allowed to frustrated idealism in thia diagnosis i• 
justified by the evidence. A purely materialistic interpretation of the demands 
of the masses for a new order is given in the following passage from a recent 
book: "All forms of State, the Germans say, will in the course of their evolution 
mould themselv .. in the near future into shapC8 similar and historically parallel 
to those of contemporary Germany, Italy, and Japan. The essential and vital 
demands of the masses which form the contents of the new States wiU no 
longer be inftuenced by the conceptions and doctrines, the commands and 
prohibitions, of party-leaders, of priests, of journalists or of intellectuals. The 
hopes of the masses for a tots! cluinge and for the order of the New Age are so 
strong that nothing will henceforward deter them from investing with their 
strength those men who are supplying the masses with the instruments required 
for the realization of the socialism of toil; its realization by means of machines 
and, if need be, by means of wars. The demands of the masses to be fulfilled 
here and now are the following: (a) Ample work ••• (b) Ample wages .•• (c) 
Stabilization of prices .•• (d) Recreation and pleasure." Karl Otten: A Combin• 
~1 Aggrpsion, p. 299 (Allen and Unwin, 1942). 
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_ The plunge into Nazism was largely an attempt to escape from 
those inadequacies and contradictions. With defeat in war and the 
collapse of the regime, the Germans will need no one from outside 
to tell them that it was a false attempt. But the economic, psycho
logical, and social disorders for which Nazism provided a spurious 
remedy will continue to offer their challenge to all who would take 
part in moulding the new social environment in Germany. More
over, though it must not be left to German needs and experience 
to dictate the agenda of a new Europe, that experience is sympto· 
matic of tensions which have been widespread in mode!Jl industrial 
society. An important factor in determining whether freedom cim 
furnish the underlying unifying idea for the future will be whether 
it can be realized or preserved in a society bent on escaping from 
the four defects and dangers mentioned. 

Thus the appeal of any system which is held out as a possible 
ground of common international action must be, first, that it is 
efficient-that for desirable social ends it knows how to make full 
use of the scientific and technical possibilities of the new industrial 
revolution. Secondly, it must be based on an enhanced sense of 
community, operative not only within but also, in some real sense, 
outside the frontiers of the state. While each state should seek for 
its citizens the highest and most secure standards of living it can 
reach, it follows from the acceptance of "freedom from want" as a . 
general aim that the elementary human needs of food and shelter 
for all should come to be regarded as a first charge on the world's 
resources. At a higher level of initiative and adventure, the modem 
readiness to devise bold schemes of material improvement (of which 
Turkey, Russia, and the United States afford examples) offers to 
the workers and technicians concerned the stimulus of conscious 
participation in a great social purpose. The opening age may witness 
examples of such achievements on the international as well as the 
national scale.t But most of all it is of the essence of true com-

' This matter is important in regard to the German situation. On the one 
hand, it will be imperative to break down-and correct the German quasi· 
monopoly of the higher technical skills over a large part of Europe; on the other, 
it is asking for trouble to leave highly-skilled masses unemployed, If the odium 
which the German name has earned m Russia and elsewhere in Europe does not 
prevent it, large numbers could doubtless be employed in reconstructing devas• 
tated areas. Others might find an outlet in under-developed parts of the world 
overseas. But vigilance would be needed to ensure that the technicians did not 
become the masters of the countries thel served. Before German technicians 
could be drawn upon as an international ' pool," all countries would need to find 
jobs for their own technicians, which implies a high level of <COnomic activity. If 
the.ratio~alization of certain of the public services in central Europe under inter
nattonaltnstead of, as at present, German control should prove feasible, oppor
tunities might be created for the co-operation of German technicians and oper-
ath•es without the risk of German mastery. · 
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munity to afford, to each individual within it, status and some 
measure of consideration. 

Thirdly, awareness that attempts to realize an ideal "equality" 
have hitherto never failed to throw up new sets of bosses must not 
obscure the fact that maintenance of privilege unconnected with 
any useful social function can be a great evil. There is one form of 
such privilege at least, of which the present generation, particularly 
in Britain, is increasingly impatient, and that is educational privi~ 
lege. Only those educational systems are iri future likely to meet 
with general approval which enable talent, integrity, and character 
to reach a position of leadership wherever they are to be found. 
Lastly, a society with a quality of living such as we have described 
would necessarily make great calls on the idealism of its members, 
though it is not within the social order itself that the ultimate 
springs of moral action arise. 

Indeed, an efficient, prosperous, and comparatively just society, 
united in a common devotion to its interests, would still be com~ 
patible with a gross dehumanization of man, and with the absence 
of that personal freedom which was to be society's vital spark. An 
obligation to maintain due process of law and the elementary civil 
rights should, on the purely political plane, suffice to defeat the 
acceptance of a "welfare fascism" as the goal. But this does not 
exhaust the problem. It is an historical fact of cardinal importance 
that the moral life of Europe is rooted in a view of man which, by 
affirming his spiritual destiny and his dignity as a child of God, 
permits him true freedom. Nations nourished in the European 
tradition cannot without self-disownment accept a system whi!;h 
wholly imprisons man within the,..social order, however excellent 
as such. This Christian view of man is on the whole reflected in 
the moral attitudes which have hitherto prevailed in the West, 
largely secularized though western society has become. These 
again have much in common with the ethics derived from the other 
great religions of the world. But there are specifically Christian 
insights, sucll as the set of paradoxes called the Beatitudes, which 
have had a special place within our systems of social ethics, and 
which could be expelled from them only at the gravest risk to per
sonal freedom. They are the true antidote to the dehumanizing' 
influence of efficiency, and the principle most noxious to those 
hostile systems which reserve their fiercest hatred for the unsuccess
ful and the weak. 

Beginning with the German experience, we have thus found 
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clues to certain objects of policy which may serve to meet the chal
lenges offere.d by that experience, and at the sa~e time to. keep the 
social environment free and truly human. But if our environment 
is to offer standing-ground for practical co-operation between 
many nations, and with the practice promote (as one may hope) 
the mentality of co-operation, it must be secure. 

SECURITY is IMPORTANT 

It is a new and hopeful thing that emphasis is laid on the possi
bility of pursuing common human purposes which transcend 
national frontiers; for this permits good causes (as well as bad) to 
seek adherents everywhere, in peace as in war. But there are no 
signs that the state (still, in most cases, a nation-state),1 will cease 
to be the basis of international life. It will remain a vital question 
whether there can be some tolerable conditions on which every 
state great or small may, if it observes them, enjoy freedom from 
fear. A better distributed and more securely enjoyed material pros
perity is now rightly recognized as an essential condition of peace. 
But the question is not purely economic. The factor of political 
ambitions and aggressiveness must still be reckoned with. For the 
task of restraining an aggressive Germany the specific undertaking 
of the Anglo-Soviet Pact has come to reinforce the provisions of 
the Atlantic Charter. All freedom of movement as regards policy 
towards Germany depends on the reality of this restraint. • 

But this one purpose is not a wide enough basis for security. 
"The safety of free systems," it has been written, "is always to 
look to their own strength and not to measures for weakening their 
enemies."1 Where is their strength to be found? In the first place, 
of course, within each state adhering to the system. But not even 
the greatest state is militarily self-sufficient. The co-operative use 
of forco is a problem and will remain a problem for all, even for any 
states which might succeed in increasing in some measure their' 
military strength by federation. Now, if force is to be used co
operatively, the first issue is whetherits scope is to be limited, region
ally?rotherwise,_orto be, in principle, universal. There are strong 
sentiments and mfluences driving towards military regionalism, 

1 
"In t~e m.odem world, Nationalism is the strongest political force." W. L. 

tJ42~~nz•o King: The Deferu:e of Common Lihertus, p. 10 (Cloutier, Ottawa, 

"May it be that the Nation-State, so far from being out of date has not yet 
grown up1" G, Vi~kers: article in World Order Papers, p. 173 (Royai Institute of 
lntel'l)lltlOnal Affan"S, 1940). 

1 
L1onel Curtis: Decision, p. 16 (Oxford University Press, 1941). 
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which may in consequence become the prevailing security style of 
the post-war period. But if, not to mention other objections to 
regionalism, the strategic lessons of the present war dispose of it, 
there arises the second great issue whether in its then admittedly 
world-wide application force will be used arbitrarily, or to support 
international law and accepted principles of international conduct. 

The three principal nations with which we are now at war all 
began their career of aggression by acts designed to ensure that the 
system nominally in force far co-operative defence should not be 
used against them. Having successfully carried (not without assis-:_ 
tance from within the lines) the outer ramparts consisting in the 
defensive union of states, the aggressors attacked the inner fortress 
-the unity, determination, and preparedness of the state itself, 
Their terrible success in some cases is the ultimate security lesson, 
for of the two complementary principles of security-international 
solidarity in defence of a common order, and national resistance-. 
the latter is logically prior. The condition of obtaining the help of. 
others is that one begins oneself and is ready to carry on "alone if 
need be." Things may be moving towards a point lying well beyond 
the previous concept of the co-operation of independent national 
forces; a point at which the control of the decisive arms, as also of 
the major issues of economic policy, will be fused. But even on this 
radical hypothesis the individual state will retain some military and 
economic powers. The very fact that certain aspects of policy may 
lie increasingly beyond it!. competence makes it all the more impor
tant that the state should use to the best advantage the powers it 
effectively has, whether in the economic, military, social, or cultural 
fields. The feeling of impotence in regard to public life, which 
afflicted so many countries before the war and especially exposed 
them to the machinations·of the aggressors, was largely due to the 
suggestion that nothing at all could be done unless some one else 
began. Perhaps we shall learn to distinguish between those things 
necessary to the safety of the state and the well-being of the people 
in which we must wait for others,,and those we can do .ourselves, 
and, as for the latter, to do them. 

Amidst the many unknown factors, and ahead of the declared 
positions of the United Nations, we have not attempted in this 
study to lay down what the future policy towards Germany should 
be. Nor, we repeat, can we examine here the wider questions of 
international order to the threshold of which the examination of 
the concrete German problem has brought us. Our aim has been 
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to bring out those points on which decisions will be crucial, and to 
suggest in each case what results the use of the strong hand, or 
alternatively, of non-forceful.methods, might be expected to yield. 

In the hard school to which the world has been put within this 
generation two lessons seem to stand out for our present purpose. 
Tbe first is that we may expect military victory to create, not a 
better state of affairs, but an opportunity to create a better state of 
affaini. The second concerns the limits which a co-operative atti
tude to international affairs sets to the realization of the desires of 

-any one nation. It is open to a Hitler to plan vast enterprises years 
ahead, since his aim is to impose his will on others. Those 
who recognize that international life must be lived co
operatively and move in perpetual adjustment and compromise 
must be content with shorter views. They can plan within wide 
limits their internal policy; internationally, they can do little more 
than decide the general direction in which they desire to go, and 
do their best to ensure that the first steps lead in that direction. 
Peace ended in a slow fading-out, and may return at no less laggard 
a pace. We shall move not to some grand climax, some static and 
all-in "solution," but from one stage of the provisional to another. 
We can but make our best endeavours from stage• to stage, inspired 
by the vision of rendering tre world, moulded as it is by many 
causes and many wills, better, were it by the merest fraction, 
rather than worse. · 
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APPENDIX I' 
ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING THE CAUSES OF GERMANY'S RESORT TO WAR 

(Note: This is not intended to exhaust all possible assumptions ;u; 
to the causes or combinations of causes underlying Germany's 
action. It is merely a graduated list of some of the more common 
assumptions and explanations currently made in this country or by the 
Germans themselves. None of the alleged causes has been singled out 
for acceptance by the group, which finds elements of truth in several of 
them.) · 
1. The Germans are a congenitally aggressive people; and it is owing 

to this inherent aggressiveness that they have remained (as they seem 
to many) less civilized than other European peoples, and that Christi
anity has gone less deep. This is a state of affairs which cannot be radi
cally changed in our time. Germans yield only to superior force, so far 
and so long as it can be asserted. 

2. The Germans are, in the first place, human beings and to be 
understood as such: generalizations which ascribe immutable charac
teristics to a whole people are misleading. The aggressiveness which 
as a political unit they have undoubtedly displayed; even if partly due 
to race, is also due to circumstance and especially to teaching. The 
teachers to whom Germans have listened most readily have hitherto 
been groups (Prussian militarists, Nazis), and individuals, to whose 
various Weltanschauungen it has been common that the rights of others 
could, when convenient, be violently overridden; but it is possible that 
many Germans already reject this outlook, and that the nation as a 
whole (except for limited categories of incurables) could be educated 
into rejecting it. 

3. Germany's recent aggressiveness was due in an important degree 
to the hardships which Germany endured from 1918 onwards. One 
view is that the chief cause of these hardships was the unneces
sary severity of the Treaty of Versailles, and that German policy would 
have been more co-operative if the Treaty had been less severe. An 
alternative vie1f is that the terms of the Treaty were not the cause of 
the undoubted hardships ~uffered by Germans, but propaganda in 
Germany, on the whole tolerated or eved abetted elsewhere, persuaded 
the Germans that they were. This persuasion, combined with affronts 
to Germany's "prestige" and other psychological irritants, was a chief 
cause of aggressiveness. 

4. Though a less severe Peace Treaty and subsequent treatment 
would not have prevented an aggressive policy, this could have been 
prevented by recognizing that Germany was a "have not" power,and 
by granting the possibly large but still limited margin of concessions 
which would have transformed her into a "have" power. 
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5. Germany's recent aggressiveness was due to the fact that, after 

1918, she was treated too mildly: no victory march, no determined con• 
trol of armaments, etc. She could have been deterred by auitablo 
measures. 

6. Germany's recent aggressiveness was due to the fact that her 
leaders were bent on purposes that could be fulfilJed only through war, 
or at least were employing methods, as in economic policy, of which 
war was the natural outcome. The people, or sufficiently important 
categories of the people, followed their leaders because: 

(a) they desired to fight or at least expected rewards; or 
(h) they accepted war as necessary for the "mission" of the Third 

Reich; or, 
(c) though they were averse from war, their political immaturity 

prevented them either from recognizing the danger or, if they 
recognized it, from overthrowing their leaders; or 

(d) they were prepared to support any one:, at any risk, who led them 
away from mass unemployment. 

' 7. Aggression, such as that to which Germany resorted in 1939, ia 
sufficiently explained as the inevitable product of monopoly capitalism 
at a given stage of development. 

8. Germany's aggressiveness is an attempt to rectify consciously 
and by force an injustice imposed by accidents of history. While Russia, 
France, England, and the United States of America were building and 
consolidating empires, Germany was only a geographical expression. 
She bad not achieved the nationhood, the unity, the metropolitan core, 
necessary to imperial expansion. By the time she had done so, oppor· 
tunity for expansion had bee~ very heavily restricted. The German 
nation and people had less outlet for their industrial, scientific, and 
even biological potential of enterprise than other (in the German view, 
less competent) nations. , 

9. "Aggressiveness" is not a specific trait of German policy. All 
states assert themselves to the utmost of their strength by the most 
convenient means, military, economic, or moral, Germany merely 
happens now to be the most powerful bearer of the aggressive impulse 
in Europe, as was once Spain, then France. The impulse may fail, 

· owing to causes which cannot be controlled from outside. 
10. Germany has not been aggressive. She has defended herself 

against threats from outside, e.g. encirclement, or the Slav menace, 
11. The word "aggr1:ssion," implying moral condemnation, ia not 

applicable. The Germans have merely asserted their rights as a superior 
w people against inferior opponents. Though there is no criterion except 
Germany's own judgement of her rights, Europe's feeble first reactions 
amounted to an admission of them. 

12. Germany resorted to war in order to save Europe from Jewish 
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and Bolshevik influence, and from the secular British policy of clivision; 
and to ful.6l the task, which the present moment of history commands, 
of creating European unity. 

APPENDIX II 
SOME FACTORS OF ECONOMIC STRENGTH 

(Note: The figures presented here are intended merely to demon· 
strate trends and magnitudes of some of the principal factors of eco· 
nomic strength, and arc helpful for picturing the future only if the 
reader keeps in mind the fact that the course of the war, the condi
tions of the armistice and peace settlement, and post-war domestic 
policies-1111 unpredictable to-day-will have significant effects on 
trends which might have continued unclisturbed had war not oc
curred.) 

Great Britain 
Germany 

1929 
46.0 
72.1 

POPULATION TRBNDS1 

Total population 
(millions) 

1939 1960 
47.7 48.3 
75.8 84.2 

Population of working age 
(millions) 

1929 1960 
21.5 19.3 
30.0 38.1 

NATIONAL INCOMB AND INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION 

Ratio between Real Income per 
National Income• British & German Head of Working 

National Incomes' Population' 

Great Great 
Britain Germany Great Britain-Germany Britain Germany 

(£'million) (RM million) 
1925 4,357 59,928 1.46 : 1 1,077 579 
1929 4,384 75,949 1.15 : 1 1,133 660 
1932 3,844 45,175 1.28 : 1 932 557 
1937 5,200 70,972 1.10 : 1 1,275 828 
1940 6,454 100,000' 0.80 : 11 - -

1 Colin Clark, The Economics of 1960 (Macmillan, 1942). The figures for 1939 
are taken from the League of Nations Statist~al Yearbook, 1939-40 (Geneva, 
1940). The figures for Great Britain include Northern Ireland. The figures for 
Germany are for the old Reich plus Austria. 

1 British estimates for 1925, .1929, 1932 from Colin Clark, National Income 
and Outlay (MacmiUan, 1937); for 1937, Economist, April15, 1939; for 1940, 
Economist, Apri112, 1941; German estimates for 1925 from Ko.junkturstatist
ischu Handbuch, 1933 (Bertin, 1933); for 1929, 1932, 1937 from Statistischa 
Jahrbuda du Dtul.lchen Reidw (Bertin, 1937); for 1940 from the League of 
Nations WorldEconomicSutfJI!Y, 1939-41 (Geneva, 1941). 
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1925 
1929 
1932 
1937 

'• 

INDUSTRlAL PRODUCTION' 

(Index: 1929 100) 
Great Britain 

89.8 
100.0 
83.5 

t24.0 

INDUSTRIAL WAR POTENTiAL, 1939' 
], An1UJmmls industriu: 

Metal, engineering, chemical, precision instrumenta 
. Value of net output, £ million 

2. Sttelmaking capacity (million metric tons) 

APPENDIX III 

Germany 
85.3 

tOO.O 
53.3 

89 

t26.2 (1938) 

Great 
Britain 
900 
t4 

Germany 
t,750 

24 

GEllMAN AND DEMOCRATIC VIEWS OF THE BASIS OF SOCII!TY . 

How far German thought is the cause of, and how far it is merely 
the excuse for, German practice is uncertain. It is certain, however, 
that for many generations there have been in Germany authors whose 
writings form as it were a corpus of the philosophy of militarism and 
expediency. There have been great Germans of another and more 
humane tradition, but the exponents of the doctrine of force have 
shouted louder and gained a more attentive hearing. One of the chief 
aims of educational policy should be to bring the Germans back within 
the orbit of the European tradition which they have repudiated. Some 
of the master ideas of the Nazis, such as that of the Herretfllolk, are 
flatly contradicted by that tradition, and with them there can be no 
compromise. In other respects, the harmful ideas of the Germans are 

1 These figures are roughly calculated from the two preceding columna to 
facilitate comparison; they are based On the assumption that the purchasing 
power of £tin t925 and 1929 was equal to RM 20, in t932 and t937 to RM tS, 
and in t940 to RM 12.50. 

• Calculated in "international unita" (-purchasing power in terms of U.S. 
dollars t925-9); from Colin Clark, Conditions of Economic PrO[ffl!$1 (Macmillan, 
1940). 

• This figure is for the old Reich plus Austria and the Sudetenland. On the 
assumption that the increase in territory accounted for an increase in the 
~ national income by to-ts per cent, the national income of the old 
~etch m t940 may be estimated to have been about RM 86,500-89,500 mil-
hons. . 

• Taking the figures for the old Reich given in note 5 above, the ratio in 1940 · 
was 0.9()..{).93 : 1. 

1 League of Nations Statistical Yearbook, t932-33 (Geneva, 1933); t937-38 
(Geneva, 1938). ' 

'Royal Institute of International Affairs: The Bu//etin of Inttrnational Ntwt, 
December 13, 194t. 
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perversions of conceptions which, unperverted, are not necessarily 
hostile to our own. If it be our purpose to help to create in Germany a 
lasting disposition towards co-operation with other nations we cannot 
think in terms of merely imposing our own intellectual system. We 
must seek any common intellectual ground which will enable us to talk 
in a way that is not wholly foreign to· the best thought in Germany. A 
preliminary condition of discovering whether there can be any such 
common ground is to see as clearly as possible the ways in which Ger
many and the democracies conceive the nature of society. 

Roughly, the great division in this sphere is. between, the classical 
or rational and the historical or romantic conceptions. The former 
teaching, ultimately derived from the Stoic and Christian ideas of a 
natural law of eternal validity and of a common humanity, fastens upon 
those elements in human life-law, spirit, reason, and ethics-which 
enable man to transcend the limits of particular communities formed by 
nature and history. It believes in certain ends common to mankind that 
embody the purposes in the pursuit of which men find their true fulfil
ment. It holds that the laws of particular states should be an expression 
ofthe eternal moral law (otherwise called the natural law), which states 
exist to interpret and administer, and which no state can ever be justified 
in breaking. The formation of this conception was a great achievement, 
especially as it took place at a time when the dependence of man upon 
natural and historical circumstances was specially evident. It did not 
deny the real importance of these factors, which indeed was too obvious 
to be denied, but laid stress rather on those things by which men, 
. living in widely different conditions and with widely different experi
ence, are united, than upon those by which they are distinguished. In 
our own times, however, this theory has been widely criticized as 
i!bstracting the individual from the concrete factors which most strongly 
inlluence his life. For if in one sense it has a unifying effect by asserting 
the principle of common humanity, in another it can tend, in obedience 
to the law that affections are intense in proportion as they are intensive, 
to loosen the roots by which men have.status in an actual community. 

The historical or romantic view, on the other hand, stresses the 
importance of history and of natural circumstances1geography, climate, 
etc.) in the formation of society, and the fact that the present is the 
result of a long train of irrevocable events. It fastens upon those quali
ties in man which unite him to the particular national community in 
which he lives, his devotion to the soil, his loyalty to his race, and his 
patriotism. It regards the national state as a living being possessing all 
the attributes of human personality-continuity, a will and a character 
of its own. It is not, however, incompatible with the recognition o.f a 
wider obligation than that by which a man is bound to the historic 
community of which he iS a member. It can indeed act as a valuable 
qualification to the classical view, by emphasizing the right' of com· 
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munities to develop in their own way so long· as they do not deprive 
other similar communities of the same right. But just as the classical 
theory, when exaggerated, becomes the enemy of local 'community 
strength rather than the friend of true inter-nationalism, so the histori
cal view, 'l}'hen similarly exaggerated, can be made the excuse for ruth
lessness, national arrogance, and the denial of universal standards. In 
this perverse form it is the enemy of religious, intellectual, and artistic 
freedom, and of all those pursuits which are not directly useful to those 
who control political power. 

The Germans have always shown a particular bias in favour of 
the historical view, although it is important to notice that this view is in 
no way their exclusive property, and that its earliest and most distin
guished exponents include Montesquieu, Burke, and Comte. The 
Nazis have distorted the idea by transforming what in its origins was a 
plea for recognition of the foundations of national communities and of 
their legitimate rights into what in effect is a claim that no national 
community save. Germany has any rights. They have invented a racial 
theory which goes far beyond the limits of legitimate pride, by setting 
forth the claim of Aryan superiority and using it as a pretext for the 
oppression of other races. Further, they have imported into the histori
cal view a positively alien element by assigning to the Nazi Party powers 
which are inconsistent with all respect for tradition, with the result that 
principles which -were originally conservative in character have been 
made the instrument and the justification of revolution. It is now the 
Party, and not inherited tradition embodied in law, which determines 
what communities are entitled to exist and by what laws Germany her
self should be governed. In their foreign propaganda they have given up 
traditionalism altogether, and now claim to be the leaders of a great 
revolution which ignores national boundaries and purports to wipe out 
all past injustices. 

From our attempts to discover points of contact between the demo
cratic and Gennan conceptions of society, one conclusion seems 
clearly to emerge. The Gennan view is the perversion. of a doctrine 
which, in its original form, is not only necessary but capable of per
forming a valuable function. That doctrine has had a powerful influence 
upon western, and particularly upon British, thought, and democracies 
haYe suffered at times under the pressure of an exaggerated version of 
the classical or rational idea. It should therefore be our aim to induce 
tlie Germans to purge their doctrine of the perversions to which it is 
now subject, and to set it in its right perspective, by recognizing the 
ex~tence of a supreme, everlasting, and universal law which rules out 
r:'cial and national fanaticisms and demands a proper respect for the 
n~hts.of all men and all communities. The Germans, who have a strong 
histox;cal sense, must be induced to give that sense a more than private 
meanmg, and to see that there is nothing necessarily incompatible be-
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tween their own historical organic interpretation of community and the 
idea of a concourse of communities mutually helpful and each retaining 
its own distinctive excellence. On the other hand, something of this or
ganic sense is necessary to the democracies, if they are to protect them
selves against a risk of becoming totalitarian in their own way as collec
tions of uprooted human atoms held together by external controls. 
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