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PREFACE 

The Anglo-German Naval Agreement of June 18, 1935» shocked 

the world. No one at the time, not even the London Cabinet, 

could adequately explain the accord, but because of subse-

quent developments, scholars have classified the detente as 

English appeasement motivated by fear of Germany. But this 

explanation, which has never been seriously challenged and 

is the position of an English expert on the event, Donald C, 

Watt, raises several unanswered questions. The agreement came 

as a complete surprise and was contrary to established 

British policy} what were the circumstances that influenced 

the decision to reach the accord with Germany? Appeasement 

implies political goals, but the agreement was concerned 

only with naval matters and was negotiated mainly by naval 

experts with the aid of the British Admiralty; was it in-

tended, therefore, as appeasement? If the compact was not 

political, then what was its primary purpose and who was re~-

sponsible for the treaty? The answer to these questions is 

the substance of this thesis. 

The paper is primarily based on document®, with great 

use of the United States Department of State's publications 

Documents on German Foreign Policy 1918-19^5; Foreign Rela-

tions of the United Statest Diplomatic Papers 193^-1935, 

and Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919-1938. Anthony 

ili 



Eden's Facing the Dictators provides a valuable insight into 

Whitehall's dealings with Hitler, while Viscount Templewood's 

Nine Troubled Years and Admiral Chatfield's It Might Happen 

Again are relied on heavily for the understanding of naval 

problems and the related diplomacy. The most helpful secondary 

sources used are Watt's Personalities and Politics and Joseph 

Wightman's Baldwin * s Records in Foreign Affairs and Defense, 

1931-1937. 
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CHAPTER I 

CONDITIONING FACTORS PRIOR TO 193^ 

The Anglo-German Naval Agreement of June 18, 1935# per-

manently established the size of Germany's fleet at thirty-

five per cent of that of Great Britain with the exception of 

submarines. This category of the Reich's navy was fixed at 

forty-five per cent of Britain's, and under prescribed procedure 

Germany could build to parity.1 

The naval pact was and remains intensely controversial. 

Most of the debate is concerned with British policy and not 

that of Germany, and stems from the attempt to understand and 

relate the agreement to the immediate circumstances or to the 

events of the prior,six months. In this context the agree-

ment is impossible to explain or understand in view of estab-

lished British policy, which adamantly rejected the concept 

of bilateral alliances with anyone, especially Germany. The 

detente is only discemable if examined in a much broader 

historical perspective than a six-month time period and a 

deeper context than Anglo-German relations} it must be studied 

as the official climax of sixteen years of complex diplomacy 

^Exchange of notes between the United Kingdom and Ger-
many regarding the limitation of Naval Arm&raents, London,.. .. 
June 18, 1935. Great Britain, British and Foreign State Papers, 
1935 (London, 1948), CXXXI^T 1B2IXB37 * 



that was influenced by numerous forces, some pre-dating 

World War One. 

The reason for the naval treaty dates back to the German 

Naval Law of 1900 In which Kaiser Wilhelm II Initiated his 

challenge to British supremacy at sea. Great Britain be-

lieved that naval superiority was the fulcrum of her exis-

tence and absolutely necessary because she was an Asiatic, 

African, Australian, North American, as well as European, 

power. That this condition remained unchanged was essential 

to the island power whose economic life depended on her con-

tinuing ability to control her sea-borne trade. Knowledge 

of successive German naval programs in the decade prior to 

World War I convinced the English that the continental power 

was endangering her dominion of the sea and thus she responded 

by spending large sums on maintaining her vital naval suprem-

acy. When war came in 191^ and Great Britain sided against 

Germany, many felt in retrospect that the confrontation was 

2 

made inevitable due to the naval race. 

The naval aspect of World War I magnified the role of 

sea power in modem war and left the British without convinc-

ing proof that they could handle the German naval challenge. 

The latter*s fleet of submarines caused massive damage to 

Britain's sea commerce, and in the only large scale battle 

between, the fleets the outcome was indecisive. 

^D. F. Fleming, The Oriprins and Legacies of World Vfer I 
(Garden City, New YorE7~1^68), pp7^2lT60, \3lZTIjT. ! 



In 1919 Berlin's visions of sea power sank to the bottom 

of Scapa Flow and supposedly Part V of the Treaty of Ver-

sailles was to make the submergence permanent. German sub-

marines were forbidden1 the continental power was limited to 

a small number of ships of under ten thousand tons and re-

stricted in the number and type of naval personnel. Thus, 

with the stroke of the pen, the only real European threat to 

England and the Empire was eliminated. 

For .over a decade the British Admiralty was told that 

"the German fleet is at the bottom of Scapa Flow" whenever 

it warned that the fleet needed modernizing.^ But with the 

advent of Hitler and increased tensions in the Far East and 

Africa, the memories of the past kindled new anxieties in 

the British. These fears were reflected in the 193^ publica-

tion of Sea Power in the Modern World by Admiral Sir Herbert 

W. Richmond of the Royal Navy and E. L. Woodward's Great 

Britain and the German Navy in 1935. Woodward published 

two articles in the London Times a month before the signing 

of the naval pact. These traced the origin and course of the 

naval rivalry between Britain and Germany before the Great 

War of 1914 and elaborated on the profound effect which the 

race had on international relations.** Both authors wrote of-

^Lord Chatfield, It Might Happen Again, Vol. II of The 
Autobiography of the Agrnlrai of the Fleet ("hereafter citeBTas 
It Might Happen Again) (Toronto.T9V/ >. x, 

^The Times (London), May 9, 1935, PP. 17-18 and May 10, 
1935, PP. 15-16. 



the evils of a new naval race and based, their reasoning on 

the terrible consequences of the decade before World War I. 

The German leaders, planning for the future in the early 

1930's, reflected on results of the pre-World War I naval 

race. Consequently, in February 1933» Hitler told Admiral 

Erich Raeder, his naval chief, that he did not want trouble 

With England and to prove this he wanted to get an agreement 

fixing the ratio of German naval strength to that of England.$ 

More than two years later in a speech on May 21, Hitler of-

fered to set the German navy at thirty-five per cent of 

Britain's. He stressed that "Germany has not the intention 

or the necessity or the means to participate in any new naval 

rivalry."^ The German leader spoke to the greatest fear of 

the English people and offered to eliminate it with a treaty, 

and the circumstances at that particular time made the bar-

gain impossible to pass up. 

The two powers both remembered unfavorably their past 

sea rivalry; the island power abhorred the expense and the 

threat to its security and very existence, while the con-

tinental power believed that its defeat in the last war could 

have been avoided if the English could have been kept out of 

the conflict. Therefore, the British were anxious to prevent 

-*The International Military Tribunal, Trial of the Major 
War Criminals, XIV 19^8), 22, —-™- — . 

^Editor's liltier's May 21, 1935 speech, United 
States \:.r state, Doc-nraents on German Foreign 
Policy r^reafter g.O.fflT. Sec. c, IV. (¥< 
tonTx.95?i,""Iyo-177. 



another naval race for monetary and security reasons,'' while 

the Germans believed the key to revising the results of the 

past war and reestablishing their dominate status on the 

continent lay in promoting English amity. Thus, both were 

willing for different reasons to prevent a new Anglo-German 

naval race. 

The strength of the British navy had always been deter-

mined as being relative to the existing and projected strength 

of the other powers in all parts of the world. With this 

formula the English had historically tried to maintain a 

minimum absolute force with which to respond to their world-

8 

wide responsibilities. In 191^ this strength was set at 

sixty-nine capital ships, one hundred eight cruisers, three 

hundred twenty-two destroyers, and seventy-four submarines, 

but in June 1935» the fleet had been reduced to fifteen capi-

tal ships, fifty cruisers, one hundred eighteen destroyers 

and forty-eight submarines, a decline of forty-eight per cent;. 9 

This disarmament was achieved through the elimination 

or stabilizing of the number and size of those fleets that 

were considered a threat to the British. Scapa Plow and the 

Versailles treaty had solved the German problem. While in 

^Admiral Sir Herbert W. Richmond, "Naval Problems of 
1935," Foreign Affairs, XIII (October, 193*0» ^5. 5^. 

®Chatfield, It Might Happen Again, p. 80. 

9Great Britain, Pa:? 1 iamentary Debates (Commons), 5th 
Series (London, 1935)» CCiC, 1$"3~57 599. 



1921-22 In Washington and In 1930 in London, further agree-

ments were reached which stabilized the size of the fleets 

of the other major naval powers: the United States, Japan, 

Prance, and Italy. 

The immediate problem in naval competition after World 

War I was in the Far East among Britain, Japan, and the United 

States, The latter two were threatening an-all out naval 

race which would have forced the English to keep pace. All 

three powers, for various reasons—mainly monetary—dreaded 

the expense} consequently, when the Americans suggested a 

conference to discuss the problem, the other two were receptive 

and France and Italy were also invited to participate in the 

meeting. The Washington Conference which followed resulted 

in the Five Power Treaty, limiting the total tonnage for 

capital ships to a ratio of 5 (525.000 tons) for Great Britain 

and the United States, 3 (315»000 tons) for Japan, and 1.6? 

(175»000 tons) for France and Italy. No ship would exceed. 

35,000 tons and have larger than fifteen-inch guns. The only 

other ships restricted in tonnage were aircraft carriers, and 

of these, the British and Americans were allowed 135»000 tons 

each, Japan 81,000 tons, and France and Italy 60,000 tons 

each. The size limit for carriers was 27,000 tons maximum 

with guns no larger than eight inches. The parties also 

agreed to a ten-year halt in capital ship building. At the 

end of this period, now ships could be constructed to replace 

old ones. To ease the stigma for Japan of accepting an 



inferior ratio, the treaty also Included a provision that 

prohibited the five powers from building new bases or 

strengthening any present ones in the Pacific west of Hawaii. 

The treaty was restricted to capital ships because the French, 

piqued at their ratio, limited to that of the Italians, had 

refused to agree to its extension to cruisers, destroyers, 

and submarines,"'"® 

The Washington Conference solved the problem of capital 

ships but left unsolved that of auxiliary naval vessels— 

cruisers, destroyers, and submarines. Japan and Great Britain 

began expanding their fleets in these categories while the 

United States refrained from increasing its tonnage. As a 

result, the Americans found themselves falling behind and 

faced with what they considered wasted expenditures if they 

wanted to keep pace. In hopes of resolving the problem in 

the Washington manner, another conference was held in Geneva 

in 1927. The conference was a failure because of a disagree-

ment between the United States and England. Great Britain 

had world-wide responsibilities and had naval bases established 

in strategic places with little need for the large cruisers11 

12 
but needing large numbers of the smaller type. On the other 

3-°Julius W. Pratt, A History of United States Foreign 
Policy 2nd ed. (EnglewoocT Cliffs, W7jT7~T^5) , PP. 

^This class of ship consists of 10,000 tons, eight-inch 
guns and a long cruising radius. 

12In this category were ships of 7,500 tons, six-inch 
guns and a short cruising radius. 
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hand, the United States had few naval bases outside of ter-

ritorial waters and needed more of the large cruisers than 

the British. The latter, however, did not want the Americans 

to be free to build a large fleet of heavy cruisers, which 

would be more powerful than an even larger fleet of smaller 

cruisers because of armament and gun size. London's solu-

tion to the problem was a limit of fifteen large cruisers 

and for the rest of the allotted tonnage to be made up of 

small cruisers. The United States could not accept the 

fifteen ship limitationt they wanted twenty-one. As a result, 

with great acrimony the conference collapsed. 

The failure at Geneva was disturbing to statesmen of 

both countries, but it was not until 1930, with both powers 

under new leadership, that another attempt was made to ex-

tend the Washington formula. At that time the signatories of 

the Five Power pact met in London to discuss the problem and 

since Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald was determined to reach 

an agreement with the Americans, the British dropped their 

Ik 

opposition to the large cruisers. The result was the London 

Naval Treaty of 1930» which gave Japan approximately seventy 

per cent of the cruiser and lesser ship strength of that of 

the United States and Britain, who were to be equal. The„ „ 

•^pratt, A History of United States Foreign Policy, 
PP. 330-331. 

•^Ibid. Chatfield, It Might Happen Again, pp. 60-6? ? 
Sir Robert"Craigie, Behinc"the .Japanese KasK. ..Qttew York, 19^5). 
pp. 13-15» Lord Robert Gilbert, 'Hie Mist Processions The 
Autobiography of Lord Vanslttart (London,~~l95$), p. 



Italians and French could not agree to their relative strengths 

and did not accept that part of the treaty. The three main 

naval powers also agreed (1) to defer until 1936 the replace-

ment of capital ships, which, according to the Washington 

agreement, could begin in 1931e (2) for each power to destroy 

the necessary number of capital ships to reach the Washington 

Limit{-*-5 and, (3) to an escalator clause which permitted any 

signatory to exceed its ship quota if its national security 

was threatened. The treaty, like the former agreement, would 

expire December 31» 1936.^ 

The naval treaties did not disarm the British but only 

reduced the absolute size of their fleet while maintaining 

17 

its relative size. 1 However, for over a year before the 

Anglo-German naval pact, the treaties and what they had done 

to English security came under an increasingly heavier at-

tack led by the Admiralty and traditionalists in foreign 
18 

policy. The impetus for this was Japanese and German ag-

gressiveness and the failure of Britain to gain United States 

and French cooperation in opposing it. 
15Britain's was five, leaving her fifteens the United 

States, three, leaving her fifteens Japan, one, leaving her 
nine. 

^Pratt, A History of United States Foreign Policy, 
PP. 331-333. ~ ' " 

17Arnold Wolfers, Britain and France between two Wars: _ 
Conflicting Strategies at" Peace from Versailles to World. War 
iTTNeTTYork~I"9"5"6T7~PP~ ''2'^c56T~5f0^7T. ; 

•*-®Donald ...Cameron ...Watt, • Personalities and Policies s 
Stud Is a In the F;-;.- elation sn"l?'orei gn Policy in the 
fx-yentietfT"Cer̂ uyjT"iGfeafc Britain^" i9&5)» PP» j"VeaslTttart̂  
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The real threat to the English was from Japan, while 

the German threat was mainly based, on what could happen. 

Japanese nationalism increased during the twenties, ac-

celerated by the Washington and London Treaties. The 

nationalistic pride of Japan received a blow at Washington 

when London placated the United States by almost unilaterally 

abrogating the Anglo-Japanese alliance which had existed 

since 1902, Consequently, Japan came away from the conference 

with a distaste for the English.1^ The inferior ratio given 

at both conferences bothered the Japanese greatly, particu-

larly the ultra-nationalists of the military and navy. In 

London the moderate civilian government overruled the Chief 

of Naval Staff, Admiral Kanzi Kato, and ordered him to ac-

cept the treaty with its inferior ratios. Kato resigned over 

the issue 2 0 and became the leader of the ultra-nationalists 

who would later oppose the renewal of any naval treaty.21 

In September 1931• the nationalists in Japan were 

strengthened when the Japanese army struck at Manchuria and 

quickly turned it into the puppet state of Manchukuo. Tokyo 

The Mist Procession, pp. 404-*K>7; Chatfield, It Might Happen 
Again, pp. 78-80$ the leaders of the Traditionalist were 
Sir Kobnr\: j.nsittart of the Foreign Office, Warren Fisher 
of the Treasury, and Sir Maurice Hankey, Cabinet Secretary. 

-^craigie, Behind the Japanese Mask, pp. 112-13. 

20Ibid., p. 15. 

21Watt, Personalities and Politics, p. 84. Craigie, 
BshinJ. the Japane"^ Mask, p7~T6. 
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followed that victory by trying to break a Chinese boycott of 

Japanese goods by bombing Shanghai. The attack was accom-

panied by rumors that the Nipponese's next attack would be on 

Britain's yet incompleted naval base at Singapore on which 

the entire defense of the Par East depended. The Japanese 

cabinet which signed the London treaty resigned and in Jan-

uary 1933. Tokyo withdrew from the League of Nations. By 

late 1933» talk about letting the naval disarmament treaties 

22 

expire filtered out of the Far East. 

By 193^ the British felt isolated in the Far East be-

cause the League of Nations had failed to deal with Japanese 

aggression and because the United States and Great Britain . 

had not been able to present a united front against Tokyo. 

The British were disenchanted with American support in Asia 

and started viewing the situation from an unaided stance.^ 

British fears grew during the summer of 1933 with the 

advent of Adolf Hitler and because of France•s failure to ac-

cept the British disarmament plan proposed at the Geneva Dis-

armament Conference in the same year. These anxieties were 

exacerbated by growing signs of German rearmament and the 

withdrawal of Germany from the League of Nations in October 

1933• Thus, in response to the Japanese-German threat and . 

2^Watt, personalities and Politics, p. 84-j Piatt, A 
History of Unlted~Sfcates F<- ..aign Policy, pp. 3^6-356 • ~~ 

^^Vansittart» The .'ist Procession, p. ̂ 37i Craigle, Be-
hind the Jc-; ~ ; si, p. 99. 
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the apparent lack of allied cooperation In dealing with it, 

Great Britain began re-examining her defenses.2** 

The government set up a sub-committee of the Committee 

of Imperial Defence called the Defence Requirements Com-

mittee (DRC). The sub-group was made up of the three Chiefs 

of Staff} representatives of the Treasury, the Foreign Office, 

and Cabinet secretary Maurice Hanky, who chaired the Com-

mittee, The Committee began its work in mid-November and 

produced its first report on February 28, 193^.^ 

The DRC's task was not a simple one because a democracy*s 

military strength depends primarily on the Immediate pros-

pects of war and on public opinion. From 1919 to 1931 British 

prospects for war were reflected in the naval treaties and 

the "Ten Year Rule," the latter being the criteria by which 

the Cabinet determined defense expenditures. The rule as-

sumed that there would not be another major war for ten years 

and was used from 1922 to 1 9 3 3 . A s for public opinion in 

this period, the trend was toward pacifism.1'' In 1933 the . 

prospects of war were apparent, but the trend toward pacifism 

grew in strength. 

2^Joseph Wightman, Baldwin's Record in Foreign Affairs 
and Defense, 1931-1937 (Ann Arbor, K i ch igari,""1962), p. 167. 

2^Chatfield, It; Might Happen Again, pp. 79-80. 
2^Ibid., pp. 77-78. For contrasting views of the opera-

tion of -cfte ten year rule see, Winston Churchill, The Gather-
1ng Storm (Boston, 19^8), pp. 51-52; Vansittart, TKeMist 
Procession, pp. 351-3.52j Viscount Templewood, Nine Troubled 
Years ("London, 195*0» PP. 112-113 snd 207. 

27charles Lock Mowat, Britain Between the Wars, 1918-
19̂ -0 (Chicago, 1955). P. 422;• Viscount Templewood, Nine 
Troubled Years, pp. 110-111. 
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The anti-war sentiment came from all quarters. In 

early 1933 the Oxford Union Society created a significant 

stir when by a large majority it passed a motion declaring 

that its membership would under "no circumstances fight for 

its King and c o u n t r y . T h e student protest continued 

throughout the year and reflected " . . . the profound detesta-

tion of war in Britain in 1933» and the determination to 

avoid it almost any cost."29 A tempest was created by Bev-

erley Nichols® Cry Havoc, which was published in July. The 

book slashed at the military-economic complex saying, "More 

death, more dividends, More blood-more bonuses," and revived 

memories of World War Is "You know what a gas-mask looks 

like. Well, just picture, for a moment, a mask on the face 

of some woman you love."3° The book received favorable re-

views from both right and left and reflected the underlying 

feelings of many Britons.31 

It was in the light of this background that by-elections 

took place in late 1933.^ There were seven elections in 

2%*imes, February 11, 1933» P. 8. 

29wightman, Baldwin's Record, pp. 155-156. 

3°Beverley Nichols, Cry Havoc {New York, 1933)» PP. 31, 
8^, cited in Wightman, Baldwin's~Record, p. 156. 

31ibid., pp. 156-157. 

^Britain was governed "by a National Government from " 
November 1931 to November 1935. It was a coalition of Con-
servatives, Labor, and Liberals with Socialist Ramsay Mac-
Donald as Prime Minister until June, 1935. However, the 



14 

all, one in October, five in November, and one in December. 

The most significant one was at East Fulham on October 25, 

eleven days after Hitler's withdrawal from the League of 

Nations over the disarmament issue. The only issue in East 

Fulham was disarmament, and the Labor Party candidate, John 

Wilmot, capitalized on public anxiety caused by Hitler and 

the Dally Herald's warning to its readers about the military-

economic complex at home and abroad. Four days before the 

ballot at Fulham, the paper published a front-page story 

headlined "Warmongers Start Big Drive for More Arms."33 

Baldwin denied the charge but Conservative candidate Alder-

man W. J. Waldron*s earlier statement that "The well-being 

of this country, and indeed the British Empire, necessitates 

a strong Navy and Air Force" probably was too blunt.3^ The 

issue, as the voters saw it, was that Wilmot promised "peace 

and disarmament" and the abolition of the "whole dreadful 

equipment of war" while Waldron seemed to demand "armaments , 

and preparations for war."35 

Conservatives were by far the most powerful party and its 
leader Stanley Baldwin actually exercised the power of govern-
ment. Baldwin replaced MacDonald in 1935 and remained as 
Prime Minister until 1937. 

33oally Herald, October 21, .933, p. 1, cited in Wight-
man,. BalcLwin*s Record in Foreign Affairs and Defence. 1931-
19 3 7 , - m w : . 

3^The Times (London), October 14, 1933, P. 1^. 

3< 
•^Templewood, Nino • "'.bled Years, p. 127. 



15 

The Labor candidate won the seat by 4,8*K> votes. But 

what made the victory significant was that a Tory majority 

of 1^,521 of 1931 became a labor seat in just two years. 

The turnover was 19*361 votes^ and it was all attributed 

to pacifism. 

The reaction of the leadership, particularly Baldwin's, 

to the East Fulham election played a major part in British 

rearmament plans in the following years. The Conservative 

leader was greatly disturbed by the election^® and was haunted 

by what the peace issue could do in a general election.39 

He would not risk a landslide over the issue**0 and told Van-

sittart, MI cannot go to the country on rearmament. Look at 

in 

these East Fulham r e s u l t s . T h e East Fulham syndrome rea-

soned that if the Conservative party went too fast for public 

opinion, it probably would lose office to the pacifist Labor 

party, thereby jeopardizing Britain*s national security. 

Thus, the policy for the future was one of a parallel course 

of appeasement and gradual rearmament. The Anglo-German Naval 

Agreement was a result of that policy. -

3^The Times (London), October 26 , 1933» p . 1^. 

3?The Times (London), October 27 , 1933» P. 13 . 

^Templewood. Nine Troubled Years, p. 127 . 

m. Young, Stanley Baldwin (London, 1952), p. 177 . 

^°Vanslttart, T. ; Mist Procession, p. 508. 

^lan Goodhopc Colvin, Yr.nsit^art in Office (London, 
1965), PP. 30-31. 



CHAPTER II 

THE NEXUS OF BRITISH NAVAL POLICY AND DEFENSE POLICY 

The Anglo-German Naval Agreement was a direct result 

of several simultaneous developments of 193^» the increased 

"belligerency of Japans the renewal of a strong and dangerous 

Germany? the British government's defense program; and the 

failure of the latter * s proposals to solve the Asian or Euro-

pean problems. 

At the outset of the year 193**v Whitehall still had hopes 

of solving the German problem through the Geneva Disarmament 

Conference. It was to this end that on January 29 Britain 

proposed a new disarmament plan that would give Germany arms 

equality in ten years and bring her back into the League of 

Nations.1 London was hopeful and sent Anthony Eden, a foreign 

affairs expert, to Paris, Berlin, and Rome to determine the 

possibilities of such an agreement. 

The French, however, were involved in a cabinet crisis 

at the time and refused to commit themselves; Rome, on the 

other hand, was agreeable to the British proposal, and Eden*s 

conversations in Berlin made a lasting impression that became 

^Memorandum on Disarmament, London, January 25» 193^» 
Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939 (hereafter 
cited as D.B.I?.P. ) „ eSsT~K~. L. Woodward ariiOiohan Butler 
(London, 19571 Ser. 2, VI, 31^-324. 

16 
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a factor In the naval discussions with the Germans in June 

1935. and in February 1934, Hitler appeared conciliatory; he 

voiced a few objections and then listened to the British 

diplomat's responses.2 In the end the Dictator agreed to ac-

cept London's plan as a basis for consultation, to limit the 

size and scope of his paramilitary forces, and to negotiate 

German re-entry into the League of Nations, Eden assented 

to submitting to his government Germany's request for a 

300,000 man army and an immediate defensive air force no 

larger than fifty per cent of that of France. The British 

representative left Berlin convinced that Hitler wanted a 

disarmament treaty and that if the French would agree, a pact 

could be realized.3 

But Paris vacillated, and London refused to apply pres-

sure, The chance for a disarmament agreement with Germany 

was completely annulled on April 17 when the Qual d *orsay 

rejected the British proposal because it was contrary to French 

self-interest.^ This refusal angered Britain's leaders^ and 

2Anthony Eden, The Eden Memoirst Facing the Dictators 
(London, 1962), p. 75s Sir Phlpps to Sir J. Salmon, Berlin, 
February 21, 1934, D.B.F.P., Ser. 2, VI, 450-451. 

^Memorandum, Berlin, February 20, 193*1-, D.G.F. P., 193*1-, 
Ser. C, II, 514-517; Memorandum, Berlin, February 2T, 193*+, 
D.G.F.P., 193^, Ser. C, II, 520-522? Sir E. Phlpps to Sir J. 
Simon, Berlin, February 22, 1934, D.Bi F.P., Ser. 2, VI, 468-
470; Eden, Facing the Dictators, pp. 6T-75« 

^Eden, Facing ts.-n Dictators,. p. 84; Mr. Campbell to 
Sir John Simon, Paris, April 1?7 1935. D.B.F.P., Ser. 2, VI, 
630-631. 

5united Kingdom Delegate to Foreign Office, Geneva, 
May 30, 1934, 2-2.F.P., Ser. 2, VI, 717. 
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shortly thereafter Germany confidentially declared her in-

tention to rearm without restrictions; British anger became 

bitter frustration.^ 

The failure to limit German rearmament complicated White-

hall's foreign and defense problems greatly. In its annual 

report in early 193^» the Committee of Imperial Defence had 

gloomily declared that the armed forces were incapable of 

national and imperial defense responsibilities.? When the 

DRC made its report of Britain's defenses on February 28, it 

labeled the three services "deplorably weak"® and recommended 

a five-year plan that would have increased military expendi-

tures between seventy-one and seventy-eight million pounds.9 

The report suggested that the government establish spending 

priorities for defense needs first and domestic needs 

10 

second. However, the DRC was inconclusive as to which 

power, Germany or Japan, was the greatest threatj the com-

mittee cautioned about Germany's potential but concluded 

that the Asian power was the immediate danger.11 

Z 1 

Eden, Facing the Dictators, pp. 86-93. 

^Chatfleld, It Might Happen Again, pp. 78-80. 

®Ibid., p. 80. 

^Young, Baldwin, p. 178j Wightman, Baldwin's Record. 
PP. 175-176; Chatfield, It Might Happen Again, p. 75T! 

10Chatfield, It K\g!it Happen Again, p. 82. 

1 1 • • 

Watt, Personalities and Policies, p. 86. 
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The report was carefully studied by the British politi-

cal leaders, "but unlike the DRC, whose considerations were 

governed mainly by the defense the Empire needed for secu-

rity in the face of international conditions, the leadership 

also had to carefully calculate the domestic factors of pub-

lic opinion and finances. The latter two considerations made 

a complex problem of the defense issue, since the Government 

felt that public opinion would not accept the massive re-

armament recommended by the DRC"^ and because the sums re-

quired to restore the nation's defenses could be Interpreted 

as tatamount to financial disaster for the c o u n t r y The 

latter group's beliefs were reinforced when the Chancellor 

of the Exchequer, Neville Chamberlain, informed the Government 

that probably no more than fifty million pounds would be 

available for defense.Hence, for financial reasons, to 

placate public opinion and because most of the ministers 

apparently did not feel that British defense conditions had 

deteriorated as stated at this point,the report was modi-

fied. 

^Templewood, Nine Troubled Years, pp. 110-111; Vansit-
tart, The Mist Procession, p. 5^1» Viscount, John Simon, The 
Memoirs of the Rt. Hon. Viscount Simoni Retrospect (London, 
1^32T7~pFT W8-T82. 

•^Chatfield, jt_ Might Again, pp. 78, 8^. 

lit, 
Young, BalfiT-.-' :i, pp. 178-179. 

^ Wightman, ^Iw.aa's Record, p. 178. 
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At this time the British still had high hopes that some 

good would result from their disarmament plan and had not yet 

seriously considered the problems involved in the renewal of 

the naval limitation treaties since they did not expire until 

December 31. 1936. Moreover,, negotiations to renew the agree-

ment would not begin until late 1935. Therefore, rearmament, 

regardless of other factors, had to be of such a degree as 

not to Jeopardize the success of disarmament negotiations. 

It was in this context that in March the Government presented 

its defense estimates calling for modest increases over 1933.^ 

The debate over these estimates took place while there 

was still hope for a European disarmament treaty and while 

Japanese attitudes toward the naval treaties were still nebu-

lous. Consequently, there was strong opposition to the in-

crease . Acrimonious charges were made that the Government 

was destroying all hopes for peace and arms limitation, or 

even the renewal of the naval treaties.^ The Government was 

impressed by the reaction but faced new international threats 

that lent added implications to British defense needs. 

On April 17, the day France killed the disarmament 

agreement, an ominous situation developed in Asia. A spokes-

man for the Japanese foreign office, Mr. Amau, made a state-

ment of Japan's policy for the Far East which amounted to an 

^The Times (London}, March 7, 193̂ » pp. 9. 15. 

•^Wlghtman, Baldwin's Record, pp. 178-185. 
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Asian Monroe Doctrine. He added a warning against alien 

Intervention in the Far East, which he declared was Japan's 

1 ft 

sphere of Influence, The British were quite disturbed by 

this declaration, because earlier Tokyo had made it known 

that future naval treaties would have to give her navy parity 

with the United States1^ and because Japan was Illegally fortl-
OA 

fying her mandated islands. Whitehall had declared against 
PI 

Japanese parity while suggesting to the United States an . 

agreement that would have a "salutary effect" on Japan.22 

Thus, the British Government reacted sternly to Tokyo's ac-

tion, declaring the note could not apply to the United King-

dom. 2 3 

While the Far East was fermenting headaches for Britain, 

European tensions increased. On March 21 a Foreign Office 

memorandum on illegal German rearmament clearly stated that 

Germany would very soon be a threat to the European balance 

of power in both air and military strength.2** Shortly 

l^Craigie, Behind the Japanese Mask, p. 31. 

19Grew to Hull, Tokyo, January 22, 193**. F.R.U.S., 193**, 
III, 217-218. 

20Memorandum by Davis, London, March 2, 193**» F.R.U.S. , 
193**, I, 226. "" 

21Ibid. 

22Davis to Roosevelt, London, March 6, 193**, ibid., 222. 

^Parliamentary Debars, 193**, Ser 5, CCLXXXVIII, 13-1**. 

2**Memorandur;i, Foreign Office, March 21, 193**» D.B.F.P., 
Ser 2, VI, 575. ' 
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thereafter Vansittart, in a memorandum to the Cabinet, de-

clared that the German threat already existed and that English 

rearmament was imperative.^5 as a result, the British Cabinet 

reconsidered the DEC recommendation of February, and motive -od 
2 f i 

by public opinion and finances, they consequently decided 

upon a system of priorities. The European threat demanded 

that the air force be greatly strengthened f while the Asian 

crisis suggested greater naval strength. Faced with that 

crisis, the Government resolved to cut the DBC's estimates 

by one-third, most of the reduction coming from the array, and 

to give rebuilding priority to the air force. Under this 

plan, the navy would take second place since finances would 

not permit its refurbishing.2? The basis for this strategy 

was revealed on May 8 to Robert Bingham, American ambassador 

to London, by Vansittarti 
. . . he Vansittart thought the danger now wao 
in Europe and from Germany j that the Germans were 
not only arming generally but were building a 
large number of heavy bombing planes. . . . Mean-
while he saw no immediate danger in the Far Eastern 
situation and believed that any disturbance there 
was unlikely . . . until Germany precipitated war 
in Europe.28 

^Memorandum by Vansittart, London, April 7, 1935, 
Q.B.F.P., Ser 2, VI, 975. 

2 & 
Watt, Personalities and Policies, p. 90. 

27Ibld., pp. 90-91. 

28Bingham to Hull, May 8, 193^, F.H.U.S., 193^, III, 
165. 
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At this juncture the German and British air forces became 

an Important motivating factor in the decision to sign a naval 

agreement a year later. 

The navy did not like the priority decision and demanded 

expansion of the cruiser fleet from fifty ships to seventy 

as soon as possible.^9 The Cabinet agreed, but the imple-

mentation of this expansion necessitated the revision of the 

Treaty of London, and that would depend on the United States. 

Hence, it was decided that talks with the United States should 

begin immediately. 

The discussions with the Americans did not begin until 

late June, but the British started preparing the way for their 

demands almost immediately. In May rumors were started that 

Britain would not oppose Japan * s demands for parity and that 

an Anglo-Japanese rapproachment was a possibility.3° Six 

weeks later Bingham was told that the Italian and French deci-

sions for each to build two 35»000 ton battleships hurt 

British naval position and London was considering an increased 

Finally, on June 25» Davis and Bingham met with Sir Rob-

ert Craigie, a civilian naval expert who had participated in 

the Geneva and London Conferences and who would later 

29chatfleld, It Might Happen Again, pp. 65-69. 

3%uli to Straus, Washington, May 2^, 19 3̂ » F.R.U.S., 
1931, 238-239. 

^Bingham to Hull, June 21, 193**» London, lb:.A., 267. 
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negotiate the Anglo-German Naval Agreement. They were told 

that Britain had to have seventy cruisers because of the 

deteriorating international situation caused by the French 

and Japanese statements of April l?^2 and that London was 

considering three policies to deal with the Far Easts (1) to * 

seek a rapproachment with Japan to insure English interests 

in Asia and to reduce Britain's naval needs, (2) to increase 

their cruiser tonnage so they would be able to deal with Japan 

alone if necessary, and (3) to reach an agreement with the 

United States on the basis of naval parity if an agreement 

could not be reached with Japan.33 Two days later more pres-

sure was applied as Bingham was told that the naval treaties 

were made when the only problem was Japan; now there was 

Germany. Baldwin did not feel that Britain was capable of 

dealing with trouble with Tokyo at the time or that the United 

States would be of help to Britain in the Far East.3^ A 

month later Craigie gave a detailed analysis of British 

needs;35 the United States remained uncommitted but was dis-

appointed with Britain and was sure that the Admiralty con-

trolled the policy toward the naval treaties.36 However, it 

32Bingham to Hull, June 25, 1934, ibid.. pp. 272-273. 

-^Davis to Hull, London, June 25, 1934, ibid., pp. 274-
275. 

3/+Bingham to Hull, London, June 27, 1934, ibid., pp. 279-
282. 

35craigle to Atherton, London, July 25, 1934, ibid., 
PP. 301-302. " 

36Davis to Hull, London, June 25, 1934, ibid., p. 273. 
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was agreed that there would be additional talks in the fall 

and that Japan should be included. 

In the summer of 193^, the naval differences between 

the three main signatories of the Washington and London trea-

ties were set forth by the naval authorities of each. Ad-

miral William V. Pratt of the United States, in a July issue 

of Foreign Affairs, discounted Japan's need for parity and 

the English need for more cruisers.3? in Japan, public 

opinion demanding the abolition of the naval treaties was 

encouraged by militant anti-treaty naval officers who publicly 

denounced Pratt's a r t i c l e . T h e Japanese theme was mono-

tonously the same—parity because Japan's security and national 

pride demanded it.39 

In Britain there was disagreement among naval personnel 

as to policy; Admiral Earl Beatty declared that the navy was 

incapable of meeting its responsibilities and that the naval 
it A 

treaties of 1920 and 1930 should be eliminated. On the 

37Admlral William V. Pratt, "The Setting for the 1935 
Naval Conference," Foreign Affairs, XII (July, 193*0, 1-552. 

3®Grew to Hull, July 5, 193*4-, Tokyo, P.P.U.S., 193^, III, 
667-671. ~ " ~~ ~ 

39Gumpel Sekine, "Japan's Case for Sea Power," Current 
History, X (November, 193*0, 129-135; Kasanore Ito, "Japan 
Wants Ten to Ten," Asia, XXXIV (December, 193*1), 720-727, 
770-771; Vice-Admiral jtiaj imi Matsushita, "The Logic of Our 
Naval Claims," Contemporary Jo/Dan, III, pt. 2 (December, 
193*0, 381-387. ~ 

ifO 
Admiral Sari Beatty, "Unshackling of the British 

Navy " N5.---3teanth Century, CXVIII (August 11, 1934), k. 
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other hand, Richmond declared that the naval treaties were 

necessary but that the ratio system should be replaced by 

treaties based, on programs limiting the size of ships and 

guns.^ The latter was given the most support in the press 

and influenced the Government the most.^ 

The necessity of reaching agreement over naval: limita-

tions was magnified for the British between July and November 

193^. On July 19 Baldwin revealed to Parliament that serious 

deficiencies existed in all three services, and that the 

needs of the army and navy could be taken care of by future 

estimates but that the Royal Air Force needed immediate 

large-scale e x p a n s i o n . ^ The issue was bitterly debated in 

Commons on July 30 with Baldwin making his famous peroration* 

Let us never forget this 1 since the day of the 
air, the old frontiers are gone. When you think 
of the defense of England you no longer think 
of the chalk cliffs of Doverj you think of the 
Rhine.^ 

The opposition led by Clement Attlee of the Labor party and 

Viscount Samuel of the Liberals attacked the proposals as 

dangerous to the security of England and the piwpects for 

^Admiral Sir Herbert ¥. Richmond, "Naval Problems of 
1935," Foreign Affairs, XIII (October, 1934), ^5-59s Rich-
mond, "Naval DisarmamentB" Nineteenth Century and After, 
CXVI (December, 193*0, 6-/0-6JG~. 

h,0 

Chatfield, It Klght Happen Again, p. 60. 

^Parliamentary Debates, Ser. 5, CCVIIIC, 1273-1275. 

^Ibid. , p. 23^1. 
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peace and. disarmamentHowever, the criticism did not 

stop with those who thought that the measure went too far but 

also came from those, led by Winston Churchill, who thought 
j[s/ 

it did not go far enough. 

The July 30 debate was significantly important to the 

Cabinet since it marked the first exchange of views by the 

House of Commons on the Government's policy of definite re-

armament , In addition to the reaction of the members, the 

press response was equally important and it was as divided 

as that of the Commons.**? Thus, the Government faced pres-

sure from both sides in its struggle to determine the proper 

rearmament course. 

Therefore, in an uncertain and divisive atmosphere, 

Great Britain hosted a preliminary naval conference from 

October through December, in an Anglo-Japanese meeting on 

October 25^® Admiral Yamamoto spelled out to Britain what 

parity meant. He proposed that the leading naval powers 

establish a . . common upper limit which may not be ex-

ceeded but within which each power may equip itself as it 

^Ibld., pp. 2339-2363. 

^Winston Churchill, The Gathering Storm (Boston, 1948), 
pp. 113-117. 

^?Wightman, Baldwin's Record, pp. 196-I98. Wightman 
gives an excellent detailed account of the press reaction. 5 

^®The British had decided bilateral talks with t'r 2 
Japanese and Americans would be best until Japane.i? . .̂̂ ands 
could be determined. Watt, Person.;."' ities and Polx p. 93. 
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sees fit." The upper limit was to be as low as possible and 

". . . offensive arms should be reduced or abolished in favor 

of essentially defensive arias. London viewed the "common 

upper limit" as a destructive plan that would make it possible 

for Japan to concentrate a stronger force than the British 

any place in the Pacific because Britain had v. or Id-wide re-

sponsibilities. 50 

The British leadership of Ramsay KacDonald, Simon, and 

Baldwin was greatly disturbed about the Japanese offer and 

Tokyo's threat to renounce the treaties if not given parity. 

The failure of the United States to agree to an increase in 

the British fleet or to accept a political pact for the Far 

East^1 and the feeling that naval competition would destroy 

the economy52 drove the British to seek a compromise accept-

able to both Japan and the United, States. 

The plan, which reflected Richmond's thinking, was called 

the "middle road" plan and it was presented in November. 

In the preamble the proposal offered Japan a statement of 

natural equality of sovereign rights and replaced the ratio 

^Phillip to Grew, Washington, October 25. 193^» F.R.U.S., 
193^, I, 31^» Craigie, Behind the Japanese Mask, p. 17. 

^Craigie, Behind the Japanese Mask, p. 17. 

53-Davis to Hull, London, October 29 - 193^ F.R.U.S., 
193i» I. 319. 

^2The Tlz j (London), Noveisr 7, 19J4, p. 17. 
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system with naval programs relevant to respective needs.^3 

Each power would reveal its building programs and then all 

would agree to qualitative limitations, gun size, ship size 

and other restrictions. There would also be a continuous 

exchange of naval information between the powers.^ Since 

the numerical size of each fleet would be relevant to the 

area it had to cover, the British navy would be the largest 

because it had the largest area. Therefore, in this way, 

Britain would get its seventy cruisers. 

Neither the United States nor Japan accepted the pro-

gram. The United States was unenthusiastic from the outset, 

while Japan procrastinated in answering. The relationship 

between the Americans and the British deteriorated greatly 

during the sessions, with the former believing that the nego-

tiations were being controlled by a group headed by Chamber-

lain, Simon, MacDonald, and the Admiralty. These men felt 

Europe was the most dangerous area so Britain had to get some 

kind of agreement limiting or binding Japan. The American 

belief was correct but action by a pro-American group in 

Whitehall and the failure of Tokyo to respond eliminated the 

53oavis to Hull, London, November 6, 193^, F.R.U.S., 
193*>. I. 325. 

^Anglo-American Meeting, London, November 14, 193^» 
ibid., pp. 33^-350; Davis to Hull, London, December 11, 193^» 
ibfcL., p. 393s Davis to Hull, London, December 12, 193^» 
T5H., p. 3^5. 

55oavis to Hull, Londc:.i, "'Tovenbsr 16, 93^> ' d., p. 351f 
Hull to Davis, London, Novc:nt^« 21, :..93̂ » *.d., ,~JC3-359. 



30 

possibility of an Anglo-Japanese rapproachment.Instead, 

the British became irritated with and very suspicious of the 

Asian power's motives,57 with the final blow to the "middle 

road" plan administered by Japan in late December when she 

rejected the proposal and announced the termination of the 

naval treaties effective December 31* 1936.^ 

The collapse of the naval negotiations opened up the 

spectre of a naval race which would entail the expenditures 

that the Cabinet had decided must be avoided when it con-

cluded that the air force needed expansion. This possibility 

of a naval and air power race brought new emphasis to pro-. 

posals made by Germany to England in late 193^. 

The German navy through most of 1934 had not been an 

important factor in London's defense considerations because 

Hitler knew that the worst mistake he could make would be to 

challenge England on the sea. Therefore, Sir Eric Phipps, 

English ambassador to Germany, was able to report in November ' 

1933 that Berlin's naval program was not violating Versailles 

and that General von Blomberg said Hitler would never dream 

of building a navy in any way threatening Great Britain. 

However, Phipps did report that Germany might need a few small 

^H/att, Per nalltles and Politics, pp. 93-99. 

^Dav;. to Euil, London, November 21, 193*3-, F.R.U.S, , 
1934, I, 356-357. 

5®Davis to Hull, London, December 28, 193k, ibid., p. 404. 



31 

submarines for d e f e n s e . 5 9 The Memorandum of March 21, call-

ing Germany an air pcwer threat, labeled the continental 

power's fleet as no threat.^0 On April 11 Phipps reported 

the first real sign of a rebuilding of the German navy. Ber-

lin announced that in time it would need 25#000 ton battle-

ships and submarines for defense.̂ -*- The English were not 

disturbed about the navy, only the air force. 

During the summer of 1934, Berlin carefully watched 

British moves, particularly the naval negotiations. On 

October 31 a circular was sent to German naval personnel 

explaining the navy's attitude toward the Naval Conference 

of 1935. The size of the German navy would remain open to 

make clear that no clash 7lth Great Britain could occur. 

Six days later Hitler set the size of the German navy at one-

third of the strength of the British navy and directed that 

London be informed on a suitable occasion.^ Germany's leader-

ship waited patiently, telling the English continually that 

Berlin was not a military threat to the British, especially 

fil 
on the sea. 

59sir Eric to Sir J. Simon, Berlin, November 21, 
1933, D.B.P.P., Ser. 2, VI, 86-87. 

^Memorandum, London, March 21, 193**, ibid., p. 582. 

^Sir E. Phipps to Sir J. Simon, Berlin, April 11, 1934, 
ibid., pp. 623-625. 

62Circular by Burkner, Berlin, October 31» 1934, D.G.KR, 
1934, Ser c. III, 554-555. 

3̂>viemo::*andum by Bulow, Berlin, November 5» 1934, ibid., 
P. 573. 

- "''Bibbentrcp to Hitler* Lotion, November 16, 1936, ibid., 
pp. 639-o40. 
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In late November it was obvious that naval negotiations 

In London were going badly, and this led Hitler to believe 

the occasion was suitable to offer to limit the German fleet, 

On November 27, Hitler declared to Phipps that Gemany was 

"willing to come to an agreement with Britain in the naval 

sphere . , , on a basis of about 35 percent." All Germany 

wanted was a fleet to match that of France or Russia in the 

B a l t i c . T h e initial move of the Anglo-German Naval Agree-

ment had been made; it was rejected, but with the mounting 

pressures in London, the opportunity for success would soon 

be at hand. 

6%itl er to Phipps, Berlin, November 27, 193^, ibid.s 
p. 681. 



CHAPTER III 

HITLER ENTICES BRITAIN 

WITH NAVAL LIMITATION 

The disintegration of an international situation con-

ducive to disarmament in 193^ caused Britain in the fall of 

that year to reexamine her defenses for the second time with-

in a year. The Defense Requirements Committee was reacti-

vated and given instructions to determine the defense needs 

of the nation, regardless of cost. . Continuing its search 

for a solution to the problem of disarmament, the Cabinet in 

early 1935 decided that the key lay with Berlin and not with 

Tokyo« 

The failure of the Anglo-Japanese-American naval nego-

tiations in the fall of 193^ had left the British convinced 

that, for the time being, nothing would be accomplished by 

dealing with Japan. This conclusion was re-enforced in Jan-

uary 1935 when Nipponese ultra-nationalism increased the ten-

sion in the Far East. Admiral Kichisaburo Nomura established 

the tempo in the January issue of Foreign Affairs in which 

he claimed that Japan had been insulted by the Washington 

and London naval treaties, and he '..arned London that no new 

p 
naval bases' could be built by Britain in the Far East. 

lche/c?£eld» It Might H&pmn Again, p, 83. 

2Admire.„ Xichisaburo Koatura, "Japan's Demand for Naval 
Equality," Foreign Affairs XII (January, 1935)» 196-203. 
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Nomura's article was given added significance when on 

January 29 the Manchester Guardian reported that the Japanese 

3 

government foresaw a naval race, and a few days later the 

Times (London) reported tha-; Tokyo claimed a twenty per cent 

"better fighting fleet than either England or the Unit^ I 

In-

states, Occurring simultaneously with .he verbal declara-

tions was an increase in Japanese pressure on Northern China^ 

and the insistence by Tokyo on an oil monopoly for Manchuria.^ 

Consequently, the British had reason to believe that pros-

pects were dim for an agreement with the Asian power until 

it showed some sign of moderation.^ 

The decision to wait for a more reasonable Japanese pol-

icy led London to approach Hitler about an agreement. This 

course was made inevitable, for since the middle of 193^, 

Whitehall was convinced that there was a connection between 
O 

Japanese and German rearmament demands. Britain feared a 

^Manchester Guardian, January 29» 1935» p. 11. 

^The Times (London), February 8, 1935. P. 1*K 

•̂The Times (London), January 25, 1935, P. 13. 

^Memorandum, Washington, January 8, 193*4-, PJ.U.S. , 1935, 
I, 66j Phillips to Bingham, Washington, October 26V 
F.R.u.s., 193^, III, 7^9. 

7Grew to Hull, Tokyo, March 2?, 1935# F.H.U.S., 19?5, I, 
68, """ 

8Bingham to Hull, London, ;>lay 2, _93^, P..':.U.S., 193^, 
It 233; Davis to Hulls, London, November 21, 1954, ibid., 3"5?. 
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O 10 

Tokyo-Berlin combination7 and wanted to prevent it. This 

could only be achieved by reaching an agreement with one of 

the two powers, and since sett lenient with Japan was not con-

sidered probable, any agreement would have to be with Ger-

many . 

During the first three months of 1935» the British made 

a concerted effort to establish a basis upon which the Euro-

pean powers could come to terms with the Nazis. The corner-

stone to this course was set at a meeting between the English 

and the French held in London in late January. The conversa-

tions centered on the problem of German rearmament and the 

fruition of the discussions was the Anglo-French Joint Com-

munique of February 3. This declaration was to be the frame-

work of the ultimate solution to European security and was 

directed at Germany. The two powers (1) rejected the right 

of unilateral abrogation of the Treaty of Versailles, (2) ad-

vocated a revision of the treaty in the form of a general 

arms limitation convention, (3) proposed an eastern European 

security pact, and (4-) called .upon Germany to return to the 

League of Nations. 

^Davls to Huilf Lv-ndon, November 27. 193^» ibid., 3?2. 

l®Watt, Personalities and Policies, p. 99. 

llrrhe Times (London) „ Febrr-ary 1935, p. 12 j Simon, 
Retrospect» p, 2001 Eden, Pacl:_ >.lhs ; • jtu'ccrc, \» 12b. 
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phipps and French ambassador tc Berlin, Andre Francois-

12 

Poncet, together presented the Cc "".unique to Hitler, The 

Dictator replied to tbo statement by suggesting that White-

hall come to Berlin for talks about the possibility of an 
i 3 

air pact based on German parity. y London readily accepted 

the invitation but insisted thwU the basis for the conversa-

tions be the Communique,a condit' -n. to which Germany con-

sented,-^ As a result, the Cabinet decided to send Simon and 

Eden to Berlin for the meetings which were scheduled for 

March 8.^ 

Before the Anglo-German exchange took place, a signifi-

cant move was made by the British Cabinet that influenced 

later action by London and Berlin. The DRC's defense report 

had been made to the Government, and on March b the White 

Paper on defense was published. It provided for an increased 

spending for defense of ten and one-half million pounds. Of 
-J-̂ Andre Francois-Poncet» The Fateful Years: Memoirs of 

a French Ambassador in Berlin, 19?1-T9j>o. translated, by Jacques 
wt. 

13Mer.orandui. by Von Neurath, Berlin, February 14, 1935, 
D.G.F.P., . _35, Ser C, III, 92?. 

3-̂ Hoesch to Neurath,, ...->>uary 22, 1935, ibid., 
953. . 

15 
^Memoran^am by Neurath, Berlin, February 22, 1935* ibid., 

P. 955. • 

^Vansittart, Ths MXsri; Procession, p. 5071 William L. 
Shirer, The R5.se • • V" "aUT of t15e~Ti~ir3" Heich, A History of* 
Nazi GerEuixy f 1*93?)» !>*~s7&7 " « ~~ 
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this amount, the navy was allotted a three and one-half mil-

lion increase over 193^» the additional amount teas to be spent 

for modernization and repair programs. The rate of new con-

struction was not to be speeded up and the total increase 

amounted to six per cent. Most of the remaining increase in 

1 7 

the estimates went for the expansion of the air f o r c e . T h e 

document carefully outlined the history of Britain's peace 

policy and stated that she had attempted to bring about dis-

armament by example, one which the other powers hel failed to 

follow. The paper Justified the need for English rearmament 

on the grounds that Germany was now a threat to British sec-

urity.1® 

The relationship of the White Paper to the political 

situation in England must be considered because the defense 

increases came at a time when the Conservatives were extremely 

sensitive to the political effects of rearmament. A national 

election was pending (one had to be held by November 1936) 

and for months the opposition, Labor and Liberals, had been 

increasing the political pressure. The opposition's hopes 

for victory had been raised by the by-elections, the Peace 

Ballot, and the growth of : .olic aversion to the manufacture 

and sale of war iratorials. 

1^The îraes (London), .larch 7, 1935k P. 9 and l4„ 

.'Lon ' March 5, 1935» P. .nightman, 
3s.I/- ' "~£ :35P.\ p. ... 227. 
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Throughout 193^ and continuing into 1935* the Labor Party 

attempted to use the Government * s defense policy as the basis 

for labeling the Conservatives as the "war party." In the 

October 193^ by-elections the Labor candidate at North Lam-

beth declared his party was the recognized "peace ps.rty, 

while the Labor representative at Swindon blamed German re-

armament on the policies of Simon.20 Both nominees won and 

pacifism was recognised as the key to their victories. 

A month later in the Putney by-election, memories of 

East Fulham were revived when the Labor nominee acc; the 

Government of sacrificing the domestic needs of the English 
p-i' 

people for useless military might, x In Putney the Conserva-

tive candidate won by only 2,663 votes, a decline of 18,4-83 

from the 21,146 vote victory of 1931.22 Coupled with the 

encouragement gained from the by-elections was Labor's vic-

tory in the London municipal contests of November, 19 3̂ -; here 

Labor captured fifteen of twenty-eight bouroughe which sur-

passed its best previous showing of 1919. Labor claimed that 

the London election was the prelude to its victory In the 

next national election.2-* 

•^The Times (London), October 13, 193^, p. 7. 

2QThe Times (London), October 17, 193^, p. 7. 

2^The Times fj. :idan), November 19, 193^„ p. l4j Novem-
ber IVcveraber 27, 193**» P« l4. 

~^The Tipes (London), November 30, 193'*» P. 7. 

'"he Times tload on)» November p. 12, 
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The peace issue received added emphasis In late 1934 

when the League of Nations Union and other civic organisa-

tions formed a National Declaration Committee and sponsored 

the famous Peace Ballot.^ The English people were asked to 

answer five questions: 

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

2. Are you in favour of an all-round reduc-
tion of armaments by international agree-
ment? 

3. Are you in favour of the all-round aboli-
tion of national military and naval air-
craft by international agreement? 

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

5. Do you consider that if a nation insists on 
attacking another, other nations should 
combine to compel it to stop by: (a) eco-
nomic and non-military measures (b) if neces-
sary, military measures?*^ 

The Peace Ballot sponsors expected the election to show the 

overwhelming desire of the people of the United Kingdom for 

peace, to move people of ocher countries toward pacifism, 

and to encourage the Government to pursue the policies of 

collective security and disarmament. 

24 
Wightman, Baldwin's Record, p. 207. 

25churc..„il, The Gathering Storm, p. 169? the Peace 
Ballot results were released in June 1935» and all of the 
Questions except number five received an overwhelming yes 
vote. The vote on number five revealed some confusion of 
the British people as to the proper course of action. 

Price Bell, '"War Can Be Conquered, * Literary 
Digest,, CXIX {January 26, 1935" *>» 33-3^ 
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The policy was strongly endorsed by the opposition par-

ties and caused the Government much irritation.2? Baldwin, 

who was afraid of the pacifists,charged that for the oppo-

sition to bring the Peace Ballot into politics was "party 

politics of the basest kind. 

Another anti-war movement that paralleled the Peace 

Ballot and the by-election was the demand in Britain for an 

investigation into the private manufacture and sale of arma-

ments. This demand was influenced by the Nye Committee in 

the United States and H. C. Engelbrecht and F. C. Hanighen's 

Merchants of Death* A Study of the International Armaments 

Industry, which was published in 19 3^. The Labor Party ex-

ploited this attack on the arms industry to the chagrin of 

the Conservatives by proposing that arms necessary for war 

be manufactured only by the State. The Government tried to 

stem the effect of this drive by offering a limited investi-

gation of the private arms issue.3° 

In January 1935s the Times (London) responded to the 

pacifistic developments by deriding the Labor party for at-

tempting to exploit for political re^jons the English 

people's desire for peace.31 But the trend continued and 

2?Templewood, Nine Troubled Years, pp. 127-128. 
2%oung, Baldwin, p. 200. 

2 % h e Times (London), Ncm:. 193b, p. 7. 

3°Wightman, Baldwines 209-211. 

Times (London)» 1935, P. 1^. 
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in February 1935, Labor won its ninth by-election since 1931p^ 

The victory was at Wavertreo, ande the 1931 Conservative voce 

margin of 23»97333 was eliminated by a Labor victory of 1,8*1-0 

v o t e s . T h e by-elections, the Peace Ballots, and th. .--.rms 

sale and manufacture controversy were a warning to -che Gov-

ernment that it should move cautiously in rearmament. The 

military and diplomatic experts might justify the need for 

rearmament to the Government» but for it to implement the 

need and still retain power depended on the policy being pal-

atable to the public. Labor•s victories were & clear indica-

tion that the public was not ready for rearmament in March 

1935. 

' Consequently, the White Paper on defense was severely at-

tacked "by the opposition, which was intent on making rearma-

ment the main election issue. The onset was initiated jy 

the opposition press led by the Dally Herald, which bore on 

successive days the headlines "Government' s Arms Scare Sen-

sation," and "British Arms Scare Startles E u r o p e . T h e 

Manchester Guardian found it hard "to imagine a more pro-

foundly pessimistic document. 

32The Times (London), February 7, 1935» P. 1^. 

33-The Times (London), January 29, 1935, P. 1*K 

3^Tr Tls.es (London) s February 8, 1935» P. 15. 

Kerr.Marcr 5* 1935. P. X* March 6, 1935, 
p. 1» citc.-cf~'ia WigVI'tinan, *s Record, p, 229. 

36 v The '••snchcsoer Guard\sn, March 5» ~935» p. 10. 
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Cn March 11 In the Commons, Attlee declared that the 

defense paper was adverse to the League of Nations and jeo-

pardised the prospects for any disarmament.3? The next day 

the Labor candidate at Nonfood called his party the "peace , 

party" and labeled the Conservatives "warmongers. M38 in 

the balloting two days later the Tory victory margin of 

23,63^ of 1931 had been reduced to 3,348.39 

Baldwin led the Government1s defense of the paper. He 

attempted to justify estimates for each of the services, 

stating that the Government was not asking for more arms but 

only for the refurbishing of those in existence. But the 

opposition continued its public appeal and made a deep impres-

sion on the Conservatives, particularly those in the Cabi-

net To keep the debate over the rearmament issue from 

increasing pacifism in England and thereby sweeping the oppo-

sition into office, the Cabinet moderated its position towards 

defense.^ As a result, pacifism was very much a factor in 

British foreign and defense policies in 1935. The White Paper 

also caused great resentment in Berlin, and Hitler responded 

by postponing the visit by Simon and Eden; he claimed he had 

3?The Times (London), March 12, 1935» P. ?. 

•^The Times (London), March 13, 1935» P. 15. 

39ghe Times (London), Karch 15, 1935. P. 1^. 

^'°Eden, Facing the Dictator-. t p. 126-128. 

Baldwin, p. 196. 
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a cold. c However, the Cabinet, particularly the foreign 

secretary, wanted conversations with Hitler? and Leopold 

von Koesch, the Nazi ambassador to London, reported that 

Simon "urgently desires to achieve a definite result in 

Berlin. As a result of Whitehall's initiative, Hitler 

agreed to meet with the two British representatives on 

March 25 and 26.^ 

Pour days after the visit was reset, the German Dicta-

tor established the mood for the talks by unilaterally abro-

gating Part V of the Treaty of Versailles by announcing Ger-

man plans for universal military conscriptions. The act vio-

lated the very basis of British policy, including the Feb-

ruary 3 Communique. London protested the move but tempered 

its complaint by Inquiring whether Berlin was still prepared 

to discuss the points raised by the Communique, Hitler was 

delighted and thus the talks were still to be held.^ 

The action reflected the Cabinetfs desperation at that 

timej its defense estimates had rejuvenated the pacifists, 

and its attempts to negotiate armament limitations had .been 

ILO 

Hoesch to Neurath, London, March 6, 1935, D.G.F.P., 
1935, Ser C, ill, 983-985. 

^Hoesch to Neurath, London, March 15, 1935, ibid., 102-0. 

^"Memorandum by Neurath, Berlin„ March 12, 1935, ibid., 
p. 995» Eden, Fac5.r. _ Dictatorv p. 128. 

L'-j 

Memor • nu, ":i3r"" •"-:a::ch 13, 1935» D.G.F.P., 
]93os C, I' Eden, = Dictators, p. X29§ 
Si:iioV.; r , 202. ~ 
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rejected "by antagonists and friends, c.like. Led by Simon, 

the Cabinet decided that "if things were as bad as they 

seemed, . , it might as well get the answer direct from 

Hitler. So 3i:aon and. M e n went to Berlin. 

The March conversations were the immediate cause of the 

Anglo-German Naval Agreement. The British wore deeply im-

pressed with the contrast between the attitude and demands 

of Hitler in February 193^» and in March 1935*^ The Dicta-

tor was more confident and less considerate of his adversa-

ries* opinions.^ His military claims reflected the year1s 

difference. In 1935 he did not request the right to arma-

ments but simply explained what they were going to be. His 

proposed army was double the 300,000 figure of 193*K He 

stunned the British when he declared that the German air force 

was equal in size to that of B r i t a i n i n 193^ the air force 

was to have been small and defensive. Hitler completed the 

contrast by brushing off any possibility of Germany's partic-

ipating in a collective security pact, asked for the return 

^Eden, Facing the Dictators, p. 129. 

^Eden, Facing the Dictators, pp. 133-1^2; Chatfield, It 
Might Happen Again,' p. 757"™ 

^Herbert van Dirk sen, Moscow o, London 1 Twenty 
Years of German Poreign Policy (Norman7^195<n7 P. 19^* Bden, • 
Facing the Dictators, p. 133. 

^Eden, Fee- ./.g th^ "0 - tators, pp. Ibl; 181-182\
 c"". '-on, 

Hetrospect, pp ™202-*2i- "Wsignact Memorandum, 3erl._::y -Ii25, 
Grp.P., 1935, Sea? C; III, 10 
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of German colonies taken from her after World War I, and re-

fused to return to the League of Nations, 

Also discussed at length in Berlin was a subject that 

was not even mentioned in 193^, the German navy. Prior to 

the Conference this matter had been the subjeoof numerous 

rumors that centered around Hitler's offer to limit the Ger-

man navy to thirty-five per cent of Britain's. He had made 

the first offer in November 193^ and had repeated it to Lord 

Allen of Hurtwood, who paid a visit to Hitler in January 1935 

at the request of MacDonald.^ Whitehall had adamantly re-

fused the offers and had not made them public. London was 

told before the March conversation that the Fuehrer would 

again make the offer, but It was well established in official 

circles that the British would not accept it.52 

In Berlin Simon initiated the talks concerning naval dis-

armament . He explained to Hitler that the British and other 

naval powers had agreed to replace the naval ratio system 

used at Washington and London with the British "middle road" 

system and that the naval powers had been holding preliminary 

conversations in preparation for the conference in the fall 

5®Eden, Pacing the Dictators* pp. 1̂ 2-1' 'it Simon, Retro-
spect, pp. 2023OT7 Unsigned Memorandum, Berlin, March 2b, • 
T9357 ibid., 1064-1075. 

^Dr. Lanners to Neur&th, Berlin, January 29, 1935» 
D.G.F.£., 1935, ser C, III, 874-8?j. 

52Atl>§rt.on to Hull, London, March 19, 1935» P.H.U.S., 
1935, I, 66-67 i Uoe^ih to êc/.-ath, London, March ±$t X955» 
D.G.F.P., 19"5, b&r c, III, 101?. 
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of 1935. With this information, the foreign secretary In-

vited the Germans to come to London for preliminary naval 

talks. Then Simon upset the Nazi leader when he told him 

that the German offer to limit its fleet to thirty-five per 

cent of England's 

. . » appeared to be so large as to make a 
general armaments agreement almost impossible. 
If this came into being, it must unleash a 
general armaments race. France, which was 
roughly fifty per cent of Britain's fleet, would 
find it necessary to increase their fleets. 
This most certainly would cause the British to 
have to increase. For Germany to begin in this 
way must therefore lead to a general armaments 
race.53 

Hitler did not like the idea of- eliminating ratios and 

was surprised at the British proposal to base future treaties 

on naval programs. He hinted that this programs approach was 

not in the self-interest of Germany but agreed to participate 

in preliminary naval talks with,the British. Finally, he 

questioned how France had increased her thirty-five por cent 

ratio to the British Fleet as set by Washington and London 

to fifty per cent. Apparently Hitler thought his offer would 

have given him parity with France, and therefore Simon had to 

point out the Dictator's error by explaining how the techni-

calities invol :;d in the agreements gave the French a fleet 

of fifty per cent of that of Great Britain.^ The German • 

53unsigned Memorandum, Berlin, March 26, 1935, D.G.F.P., 
1935» Ser. C, III, 1064-1066. " 

^Unsigned Memorandum, Berlin, March 26, 1935» D.G.F.P., 
1935. Ser. C, HI, 1066-106?5 Eden,' Facing' the Dictators, 
prT39. " : ™~ 
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leader reminded the British diplomats that his offer meant 

Gena&ny was accepting English supremacy at-sea. This condi-

tion was not to exist for a limited period but "forever." 

He went on to declare that he could not see how a German 

navy sized at thirty-five per cent of Britain's would Justify 

any French expansion. He concluded by claiming that all his 

country wanted was a fleet large enough to protect its Baltic 

coast and overseas trade and that it would take five years 

to attain the thirty-five per cent l e v e l . ^ The British did 

not accept the naval offer, and the two diplomats left Ber-

lin mulling over the air force revelation and convinced that 

the probability of a general armaments treaty was dead and 

that Germany intended to pursue an independent course.^ 

55Ibid. 

^Eden, Facing the Dictators, p. 1̂ -2; Si-, on, Retrospect. 
P. 203. 



CHAPTER IV 

BRITISH NAVAL POLICY TAKES PRECEDENCE 

OVER DIPLOMACY 

The March conversations between London and Berlin ap-

peared to stiffen British determination to resist uncontrolled 

German rearmament. Whitehall8s diplomacy from March 26 until 

June 18 gave every indication of attempting to create a united 

front of European powers which would exact a settlement of 

the German problem on the basis of the Anglo-French Com-

munique of February 3. 

Leaving Berlin, Eden traveled to Moscow, Warsaw, and 

Prague; at each of the capitals, he conferred with the leader-

ship about the German threat and solicited the support of 

each country for the program outlined in the February Com-

munique .1 Shortly after Eden returned from Eastern Europe, 

Simon and MacDonald journeyed to Stresa for consultation 

about the German situation with Benito Mussolini, the Italian 

dictator, and French leadeu, Pierre Laval and Pierre F land in. 

The purpose of the meeting was to how the unity of the three 

powers in the face of German rearmament and to devise a way 

for Hitler's return to loague of Nations and participation 

^Edea, racing the D?.e\ ,torsa 162-176. 

kC 
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? 

In the collective security system. Finding a basis for an 

agreement, the three powers issued a declaration stating 

that they were 
. . . in complete agreement in opposing, by all 
practicable means, any unilateral repudiation 
of treaties which may endanger the peace of 
Europe, and will act in close and cordial colla-
boration for this purpose.3 

The Stresa declaration was reinforced by the League of Na-

tions * resolution, passed on April 17, which strongly condemned 

German rearmament outside of the collective security system.^ 

The zenith of the hard-line policy of the British toward 

Berlin was reached in early May 1935 and was revealed in a 

debate on international relations in the Commons, as well as 

in an article written by MacDonald for The Newsletter, the 

official publication of the Labor Party. He faulted Germany 

for increasing European anxieties,^ while the debate in the 

Commons, which took place on May 2, reflected a significant 

hardening of attitudes toward the Germans. Winston Churchill 

recalled that on May 2 there was . . a wide measure of 

agreement in the House of Commons . . . upon foreign pol-

icy" and that the agreement was in support of the Govern-

ment 's policy to act with the other great powers to preserve 

2Simon, Retrospect, pp. 203-20^. 

3churchill, The '.tharing Storm, p. 133. 

'̂ iSden, Pacing the Dictator , p. 181 j Simon, Retrospect, 
p. 20k, 

Ĉhurch:'. 11, The Gathering Storm, p. 120. 

0 "tj Ightman, Baldwin * s ' p. 249. 
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the peace.' 

Consequently, British diplomacy appeared to have rejected 

the policy of appeasement toward Germany. London's new atti-

tude disturbed Berlin, which believed that it had been the 

British who had persuaded the other powers to support the 
Q 

policy of the Anglo-French memorandum of February 3. The 

French ambassador to Germany wrote that the united front im-

pressed the German people and that he never saw Berlin more 

at ". . .a loss and more discouraged.William Doad, the 

American Ambassador to Germany, was so impressed by the united 

front that on April 19 he recorded in his diary that the 

front would cause Hitler9s fall from power, and on May 15 he 

wrote that Germany was encircled by European powers opposing 

Berlin's rearmament.10 But the British policy supporting 

the united front was deceiving in that it appeared to be 

solidly established, while actually it was little more than 

a facade covering a British foreign policy plagued by confu-

sion and Anglo-French-Italian disunity and distrust. 

The disunity'among the Stresa : . veers was caused mainly 

by Italian aggression In Ethiopia, resulting in increased 

^Churchill, The Gathering Storm, p. 122, 

^Bismarck to the Foreign Ministry, London, April 25, 
1935# D.G.F.P., 1935, Ser C, IV, ?9. 

9Francois-?oncet, The Fateful Years, p. 177. 

10William 3. D'odd, Jr, and Martha Dc&d (ads . ), Ambassa-
dor Dodd's Diary, 1933-38 (New York. 19^1). PP. 235-237 and 
242-2^3. " ~ 
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British concern over her security in the Mediterranean 

area..̂ -L The feeling in the British Cabinet that there could 

be no solution to the German problem because of the French 

refusal to trust Berlin, also contributed to the lack of 

unity. 

The confusion of British foreign policy was caused by 

British indecisiveness as to whether to take a hard-line 

against Germany or to follow a policy of appeasement. The * 

hard-line policy meant England would have to rearm, a move 

which the Cabinet was reluctant to make because of pacifism 

and finances. However, appeasement seemed bankrupt in the 

face of German rearmament and Japanese aggression. In 1935 

the conflict between these different schools of thought left 

the British more divided than ever, and the Anglo-German Naval 

Agreement was a manifestation of this confusion. 

British naval problems were compounded by Hitler at the 

March meeting with Eden and Simon. Before then the navy had 

been concerned with its ability to meet its world-wide re-

sponsibilities because of the increased tensions in Africa 

and Asia. But it had not seriously worried about home waters 

because the only threat to England in this area was Germany, 

•^Eden, Pacing the Die!; ors, pp. 191-215? Mussolini 
had attacked Ethiopia En tEe"falT of 1934; the issue was be-
fore the League o Nations in the first part of 1935. Musso-
lini agreed to a League of Nations * resolution in May of that 
year, thus avoiding England's living to choose between Italy 
and the League. 

-̂ Sitnc.v Retrospect, pp. 181-18^. 
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which did not have a navy of any consequence and was not 

known to be building one. Nevertheless, Hitler's declared 

intentions in March to build a Baltic fleet to at least 

thirty-five per cent of the British navy greatly disturbed 

the Admiralty and other l e a d e r s . ^ 

The renewed German naval threat, added to the threat of 

Japan, necessitated a new policy of naval expansion if the 

Royal' Navy was to be able to defend the nation. However, 

Hitler's revelation that his air force was equal in size to 

that of England shocked Whitehall and strengthened the hand 

of those who wanted to speed the expansion of the Royal Air 

^ h 

F o r c e . S i n c e the Cabinet would not face the political risks 

involved in expanding both the navy and the air force, naval 

expansion was sacrificed. On May 22 the Government proposed 

tripling the air force because of the German threat, but there 

was no proposal for naval expansion,^ 

Developments in March, April, and May, nonetheless, con-

vinced the Admiralty.that something had to be done to improve 

the strength of the navy.^ The naval demands made by Hitler 

aroused the fears that Berlin and Tokyo were cooperating in 
17 

expanding their fleets. ' On April _2 the British were 

13chatfield, It Might Happen Again, p. 75. 

-^Eden, Facing the Dictators, pp. 182-186. 

3->The Times (London), May ? . "**"',5? pp. 8 and 9. 

^Chatfield, ^ Might 'rsp^i :i, p. 75* 

Hull to C.J-CW, .^shington, Marclv 2 0 , 1Q35, F.B.U.S., 
19359 I, 671 Gzew to .., .'larch 2V , . 6F. 
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Informed that Berlin Intended to construct twelve destroyers 

and two cruisers.Whitehall's reaction to the announcement 

was mild, but two weeks later the Germans astonished London 

with their report that Hitler had decided to construct twelve 

submarines„^ To the British, the most disturbing factor 

about the submarine announcement was that the vessels were 

ready to be assembled because the parts were already avail-

able.20 

Although the German naval declarations Irritated and em-

barrassed the British, Whitehall did not protest to Berlin 

that its naval program was a violation of the Treaty of Ver-

sailles and the Stresa declaration.2"1* Instead, London post-

poned the naval conversations between Britain and Germany . 

22 

that were scheduled for early May and informed Berlin that 

talks would be contingent oh Hitler's stating anew his atti-

tude toward the naval rearmament situation.2-^ However, the. 

^Memorandum by Burkner, Berlin, April 12, 1935, D.G.F.P., 
1935, Ser C, IV, 45-46. 

•Memorandum by Burkner, Berlin, April 26, 1935, ibid., 
P. 89. 

O A 

^"Memorandum by Burkner, Berlin, April 27, 1935, ibid., 
p. 92; Dodd, Ambassador Dodd's Diary, pp. 240-241; The Times 
(London), April 29, 1935» P. 14. 

^Hoesch to Foreign Ministry, London, May 3» 1935, 
D.G.F.P., 1934, Ser C, IV, 119. 

22Meaorsindum by Eurlaier, Berlin, April 12, 1 ibid., 
p. 45j Mote by Bulow, Berlin, April 26, 1935s. 1M-.., p. 6*6. 

23noesch to the Foreign Ministry, London, May ?, 1935, 
ibid., pp. -^2-133. 
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British did warn the Germans that if Berlin mad® any more 

announcements which embarrassed the British, no naval talks 
oL 

would take place. 

The German naval program aroused in the British leader-

ship a suspicion of German natives and plans. 25 The Ad-

miralty was most apprehensive about the development, partic-

ularly because it knew that the British fleet would not be 

expanded at that time to meet the German threat. The navy 

also mulled over the adverse effect that Berlin's new fleet 

would have on'the fall conference in London among the great 
pZ 

naval powers of the world, ' All of Britain worried about 

the possibility of a new Anglo-German naval race and its con-

sequences. 

But the British did not have to worry about a naval race 

with Germany because Hitler wanted only an agreement with the 

British based on his March proposal. Thus, the Germans care-

fully calculated the response of Whitehall to the naval an-

nouncements. Berlin was concerned when the'British Navy 

League (1) called for an end to the Washington and London 

naval treaties, (2) demanded that the escalator clause of 

the London Tro ty be evoked, and (3) insisted that England 

ph, 
Hoesch to Fors' ,i,:a Ministry, May 3» 1935» ibid, , p. 1191 

Hoesch to Foreign Ministry, May 7, 1935» ibid., p» i~32. 
2.$v 

)9-

26 

'Memorandum by BurSaier ^ins Aixril 30, 1935, it 
PP. 99-100. ~ ~ 

Chatfield, It Might ~"a' • -n Xps&ln, p. 75* 
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build a strong navy to face .the German challenge.^ But 

when Whitehall postponed the naval talks, Berlin was certain 

that the Admiralty was trying to stir up public opinion 

against Germany in order to block Anglo-German naval talks 

as a means of promoting the expansion of the British navy.^ 

Therefore, it was with a feeling of mutual distrust that both 

powers awaited Hitler8s May 21 speech on which the future of 

Anglo-German relations rested. 

The German dictator's speech was " . . . perhaps the most 

eloquent and certainly one of the cleverest. . ." speeches 

that he ever made. ̂  In the speech Hitler showed, his unique 

talent for sensing and then manipulating the public mood of 

the d e m o c r a c i e s H e talked of the stupidity and waste of 

war and claimed he was willing to sign non-aggression pacts 

with all of his neighbors. To the British he declared that 

he was ready 

o © a to agree so any limitation whatsoever of 
the caliber of artillery, battleships, cruisers, 
and torpedo boats. In like manner, the German 
government is ready to agree to the limitation 
of tonnage for submarines, or to their complete 
abolition . . .31 

In this connection :: itler offered publicly for the first time 

2''The Times (London), .april 17, 1935* P. 1^1 The Times 
(L0nd0nT7~ApriT"18, 1935, P. 1^.

 — 

2®Wa£"Her to the Naval Command and Fore".-n Ministry, 
London, May 1, 1935» » 1935? 3sr. C, 100-102. 

29sh:trer9 The j-d Fall of the Third Freich, p. 393. 

^°Allan Bulloci:, Hitlers . A Study in Tyranny, revised 
ed. (New York, i960), p~ 29Y. 

3-LEditor6s Note; Hitler's ¥i&y 21 Speech, Berlin, May 21, 
1935s 1935, Ser, c, IV, '.76-17?. 
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to limit the German navy to thirty-five per cent of the 

British fleet, a figure which he emphasized was still fifteen 

per cent below that of the French fleet. However, Hitler 

closed this portion of his speech with a warning that his 

offer was "final and abiding. 

In Britain the Dictator's speech was a success? It uni-

fied the anti-war and pacifist opinion-^ and caused those in 

England who were strongly anti-German to re-evaluate their 

judgments of Berlin or quiet down,^ But the immediate ef-

fect of the speech was to convince Chatfield and First Lord 

of,the Admiralty, Sir Bolton Eyres-Monsell, that England 

should get a naval agreement with Hitler that would stabi-

lize naval construction and halt secret construction and sus-

picion. 

On May 2k, Hitler agreed to send representatives to Lon-

don for naval talks which were to begin on June The 

British had no intention of negotiating an agreement with 

Germany 5 they only wanted Hitler to informally commit himself 

to a naval program that would become part of the new naval 

treaties to be negotiated in the fall of 1935. Graigie 

32ib ia. 

•̂ Templevrood, Hii^ troubled Years, p. 133. 

-^Shlrer* lise -ncl Fall of the Third Belch, pp. 393-3981 
Wightman, BalcV. . "orH, pp. 

-̂ Chatfia.ldk It Might Happen " ̂ in, pp. ? 3-'/**•« 

^Phipps to Neurath, Berlin, 2->, 1935. D.G.F.P., 
1935a Ser. C,s IV, 196. 
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earnestly asked the Germans to take measures that would pre-

vent the press from magnify ng tco greatly the importance 

of the meetings. 3? He emphasized to Berlin that the conver-

sations were provisional and informal and would "be followed 

"by conversations with the other European powers, probably 

including the Russians. It was hoped that in the fall at 

the general naval conference, the results of these prelim-

inary meetings would lead to new naval treaties. Craigie 

also stressed that the talks were to be mainly between naval 

experts, with foreign policy ministers to be called in only 

when political matters were involved. 

The press build-up of the forthcoming naval conference 

reflected the British viewpoint towards the nature of the 

conversations. The Manchester Guardian declared, "This week's 

conversations are in no sense negotiations,"39 while The 

Times of London reported that the purpose of the meetings was 

to engage in preliminary talks,and that there was hope for 

an informal understanding with Germany.^ In the United States 

the New York Times ruled out the possibility of any agreement 
ho 

between the two powers, stating that the talks were _.ily 

3?Hoesch to Foreign Ministry, London, May 28, 1935, ibid., 
pp. 222-223. 

3'-ibid. , p. 222. 

39j<ianChester Guardian, June 3? -- 33» P. 8. 

^°The Times (London), J" ;ie 3? 1935, p. 1^. 

^The Tiir.es v...~,.idon), June : 17, 
ii o 

Juno 5, p. 5. 
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for an exchange of information to be used at the fall naval 

conferences. 

However, the Germans had other plans; they intended, to 

get a formal agreement from the British on the basis of Hit-

ler 1s offer of May 21. The Germans indicated that they viewed 

the conversations as much more than informal talks when they 

insisted that Simon be at the first meeting,^ and then sent 

Joachin von Ribbentrop as Ambassador Extraorinary and Pleni-

potentiary on Special Mission to negotiate. 

The talks began on June k with the usual opening state-

ments , followed by Simon's explanation that all his govern-

ment wanted was an exchange of information and that any for-

mal agreement would have to await the outcome of the forth-

coming naval treaty negotiations. At this point, the unex-

pected occurred; Ribbentrop ignored the foreign secretary's 

remarks and demanded that Britain conclude a formal accord 

with Germany based on the proposal by Hitler to limit the 

Reich's fleet to thirty-five per cent of the total British 

tonnage. Without this agreement there would be no exchange 

of information. Simon politely refused the offer, but Rib-

bentrop. insisted that an agreement be reached, and, as a re-

sults the foreign secretary bluntly replied that the ratio 

system could not be the basis for the discussions and left 

York June •'+, 1935, p. 19. 

JB jt» 
^Hoesch to Toreign Ministry* London, May 28t 1935» 

D.G.F.P. , ^ S e r . Cs IV, p. 2P~. 
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the meeting. His exit was attributed to a prior commitment 

to see the Prime Minister. Ke was replaced by Craigie, who 

immediately told the Germans that no international agreement 

could be reached if it had to be based on the ratio system.^5 

In answer to this Bibbenthrop blatantly stated that 

Germany had restored heir military sovereignty 
and had now come as an entirely froe nation to 
take part in negotiations, Germany had made 
an offer- which was exceedingly favourable for 
Britain and must regard an answer by the British 
Government to this offer as a conditio sine 
qua non for conducting a frank and friendly ex-
change of views.'6-

The British delegation, shocked and unprepared for this ul-

timatum, could not reply immediately-, but wanting conversa-

tions to continue, they asked for time to consult with the 

Cabinet before answering. In reply Rlbbentrop admonished 

Craigie to answer in the affirmative " . . . since otherwise 
h,7 

no useful negotiations could be conduced.M ' At this point 

the British view of the talks changed j they were now willing 

to consider what had heretofore been unacceptable. 

In an afternoon session th . Germans consented to a 

British request that the thirty-five per cent ratio be ab-

solute, i.e., irrelevant to a third power * s fleet. Howeve_, 

the British were not yat ready to reach an agreement; they 

wanted more time * . consider the offer and delayed giving an 

^unsigned Memorandum, Lot- ./me 4, 1935» Ibid., 2j&-
258. 

, p. 259. 

^Ibi l. „ p. 262. 
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answer by claiming that, "because of an tiuderstanding with the 

other naval powers, these talks were only preliminary and 

not intended to produce an official agreement and that the 

other powers would have to be consulted.^® 

When the Germans agreed uo accept the "absolute ratio," 

the British negotiators decided to reach an agreement with 

Hitler. Craigie vrrote a provisional memorandum based on 

Hitler9s offer which Ribbentrop approved late: in the after-

noon of June 5.^9 This document was immediately submitted 

to the Cabinet for consideration, but the Government refused 

approval because the tentative agreement applied the ratio to 

global tonnage and not to ship categories.This techni-

cality was resolved that night at a party at the German embassy 

when Ribbentrop compromised and accepted the category dis-

tribution principle.51 

Britain officially accepted the offer on June 6, but 

the formal signing and publication of the agreement was post-

poned for a week to enable Britain to consult with the other 

naval powers about its provisions. The British dispelled 

^Unsigned Memorandum, London, June 4, 1935, ibid., 
pp. 263-265. • ~~ 

*9un signed Memorandum, London, June 5, 1935, ibid., p. 2?0. 

^Unsigned Minute, London9 June 1935, ibid., p. 2?1; 
The global tonnage system would set the absolute Tonnage of 
the German navy, but woula hive let Berlin dooidf:- the v':. 
tribution of this tonnage the different ship catego-
ries. Th -tegory torn^e system set the tonnage for ships 
that cou. . built in each category. 

^Unsi; •. . .morandum, London, June 5, 1935, ibid., 
PP. 272-275 
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any German apprehension over this maneuver by confirming 

that the consultations would not prejudice the agreement 

While the naval powers were "being consulted and their replies 

awaited, the negotiators officially adjourned for the Whit-

suntide holidays without a public announcement of the pend-

ing agreement. 

During the adjournment Ribbentrop returned to Berlin to 

confer with Hitler. Meanwhile, a new Cabinet was formed in 

London, Baldwin became Prime Minister and Samuel Hoare, 

foreign secretary. The very first decision that Hoare had 

to make was whether or not to follow Simon's lead and sign 

the naval agreement. He decided -co sign on June 11,53 

Although the Anglo-German Naval Agreement had been ac-

cepted by the two governments, the public uas not informed. 

Instead, it was reported tha. the negotiations were going • 

poorly and that there was not much hope for any positive 

agreement. -5̂  The press treated the negotiations as general 

news until June 12, when information began to filter out from 

unofficial sources that some kind of Anglo-German agreement 

was pending. The speculation as to the nature of the agree-

ment stirred interest everywhere. The New York Times surmised 

^unsigned Memorandum, London, June 6, 1935, ibid., p. 2..:,. 

53Templewood "ins Troubled Years, p. 142i Hoare had 
been in charge of v.. Tnalcn office~and had not been part of 
the prior negotiations, ^hus, vhe need for his making a deci-
sion in the matter. 

5k-"Ne- v.-jc June 6, 1935, P. 8. 
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that the Germans were giving in to British demands because 

the German aim was, regardless of cost, to break up the united 

front of Britain and France.55 in another article the paper 

concluded that any Anglo-German agreement could only become 

valid if the other naval powers who were signatories to the 

Treaty of Versailles agreed to it. On June 13 it was re-

ported that a definite agreement was not expected because 

the British could not make agreements without the other naval 

powers. Even the pro-German press, The Times (London), 

would not publicly hope for anything more than an informal 

agreement.5® The first real public announcement as to the 

nature of the Anglo-German detente came on June 14 when the 

French government publicly denounced the proposed n^val agree-

ment. This announcement prompted the New York Times to re-

solve "that the hope that the British will go along with 

the Germans regardless of the French is not in the range of 

political realism. "59 

When the French received the British communication re-

garding the pending agreement, Paris was in one of its periodic 

cabinet crises and was unable to give the matter serious 

study. The French were, however, indignant at the possibility 

55New York Times, June 12, 1935, p. 1. 

5*%ew Yor> Times, Jv.ne 12, -935, p. 9. 

;;,.-ter Gug June 13, 1935, P. 8. 

5®The Tirres (London), June 193L:-, p. 15. 

^Nev? York Times, June lv.» 1935, P. 
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of any Anglo-German detente and announced publicly that they 

were opposed. They telegraphed the British that it was 

understood that after London, Stress, and Geneva the Treaty 

of Versailles could not "be denounced or altered except "by 

the consent of all the signatories. The French insisted that 

all armament agreements "be concluded at a general disarmament 

convention.^0 Italy replied that it wanted all military 

questions settled at a general c o n f e r e n c e . T h e other powers 

consulted, Japan and the United States, replied with indif-

ference. Thus, the British knew before formally concluding 

the agreement that it would seriously strain the Anglo-French-

Italian front. 

After receiving the replies of France and Italy, the 

British attempted to modify the agreement at the last minute. 

They added a section to the document that changed it from a 

permanent and binding treaty to a tentative plan for future 

negotiations. The added section called for the detente to 

serve only to facilitate the coming international negotia-

tions.^2 This was the first item discussed when negotiations 

were resumed on June 17. Ribbentrop demanded that the sec-

tion be dropped and the British meekly acquiesced. Craigie 

6°Straus to Hull, Paris, June 18, 1935» F.R.U.S., 1935. 
I, 165-166. 

^Templa'tfood, Nine Troubled Years» p. 141, 

^2-jnsigned Memorandumg London, June 1?, 1935» D.G.F. ?., 
1935, Sere. C, IV, 312. 
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explained that the section ted been added to placate the 

French, causing the Germans to respond with a display of 

innocent surprise that the French should be upset over an 

Anglo-German detente. To mitigate the French fears, the Ger-

mans agreed to a section which stated " . . . that a general 

limitations of armaments would be facilitated by this agree-

ment, "^3 but the treaty was to be permanent and binding. 

On June 18 the two Governments exchanged notes, and with 

this the Anglo-German Naval Agreement became a reality, with 

an announcement made to the world the next day. It was not 

long before the British Government felt the first shock waves 

of reaction to its capricious diplomacy. "All Europe was 

Ah 

dumbfounded by the suddenness of the event." There was 

". . . no doubt that in practice the negotiators outran the 

original purpose of the negotiations, and that what were in-

tended to be preliminary conversations unexpectedly. . . 

resulted in a permanent treaty. 

The reaction in Britain was a mixture of elation and 

quiet embarrassment. At first the press on the whole praised 

the agreement, but as world opinion became known and as the 

weaknesses of the diplomacy and the treaty were revealed, 

the praise was replaced by critical analyses of the document. 

63Ibld.t p. 31^. 

° "Andre Ger&udc "France and the Anglo-German Naval 
Treaty," Foreign XIV (October, 1935)> 51. 

65<rhe Times (London)f June 21, 1935, P. 10. 
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At first the Manchester Guardian called It "a realist pol-
• f\ 7 

icyt.66 b u t t w o days later labeled the treaty a mistake. 

In Parliament the criticism was not confined to the opposi-

tion but came from all quarters. Those members opposed to 

the agreement deplored the lack of diplomacy which was re-

sponsible for the treaty, mde9 as it was, outside the League, 

without the cooperation of Prance and Italy, and ichicii had 

broken the united front. The Government was shocked at the 
68 

reaction and found itself apologizing for the treaty. 

- The French response was violent as its press denounced 

the British and its Government labeled the agreement a 

breach of international law and obligations. France had been 

unequivocally opposed to German rearmament without positive 

assurance that Germany would never attack her again. The 

English had honored the French position and had attempted to 

solve the German problem to the satisfaction of the French, 

but without success. Now the British had sanctioned German 

rearmament without giving the French a guarantee. Britain 

immediately sent Eden to Paris to alleviate the growing 

hostility caused by the British diplomacy. French Foreign 

Minister Laval presented his Government's complaints about 

the agreements it had damaged Anglo-French rapport? it had 
^ ° Man Chester Guardian, June 19, 1935s P» H« 

^Manches ter Guardian, Jun^ 21, 1935s p. 10. 

^Parliamentary Debates , Ser. 5. CSC IV: . .1-622s See 
July ll™an*d '21 for the NaraX Agreement debase 
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violated the treaty of Versailles? it had dishonored London, 

Stresa, and Geneva? and it had given Germany a military ad-

vantage. When Eden could not mitigate the French anxieties, 

6Q 

it became apparent to him that the breach was critical. y 

From Paris Eden went to Home in an attempt to resolve 

the problems that the agreement had caused there. The Italian 

response had not been as'outspoken as the Frenchj Home was . 

upset over the blow to Stresa, but was willing to forget 

the agreement if it would benefit them. The type of benefit 

that Mussolini was hoping for was not the same as the British 

wanted? the Italian dictator saw a ray of hope in that now 

the French and English would have to make a choice between 

positioning their fleets in the North Sea or the Mediter-

ranean.?0 In other words, as II Popolo dl Roma explained it, 

"The advantage of the Anglo-German accord to us is that in a 

few years time our fleet will be the most powerful in the 

Mediterranean, more powerful than Gibraltar and Malta, which 

will become vulnerable."?1 The treaty made Mussolini bolder; 

he now knew that the possibility of Anglo-French cooperation 

against his Abyssinian designs was more remote. Eden real-

ised that the naval accord was a severe blow to the united 

6°Eden, Facing the Dictators, pp. 230-231. 

70 
Arnolc J. Toynbee,, Survey of International Affairs, 

.£35, I {Lonuc^, 1936), 190I ™ ~~ 

71 
Kp,Chester Guardian, June 24, 1935» p. 61. 
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front and reflected that London had . made the mistake 
•70 

of acting in isolation. 

Prance and Italy were not alone In their d i s& pro ba 11 on 

of the treaty. Russia was intensely disturbed and feared 

that the agreement would be disastrous for both Europe and 

the Far East. Moscow was sure that the British had concluded 

a secret agreement beforehand with the J a p a n e s e . T h u s , 

Soviet distrust of Britain and the West was enhanced by the 

British diplomacy. 

It was the diplomacy much mora than the substance of 

the agreement that caused the fulmination of the European • 

powers. Many justifications of the diplomacy have been given 

by British leadership. Vansittart wrote in his memoirs that 

the agreement was signed because it was ". . . better to get 

something on paper for a.while9 because German construction 
r»h 

had begun."' Hoare claimed the treaty was signed because 

the Cabinet was convinced that German naval expansion would 

force Britain to replace its obsolete fleet and that this 

move would threaten national bankruptcy."^ ChatfieId said 

the Admiralty advised the Government to accept the German 

offer because without the Anglo-German treaty, there would 

?^2den, ?acing the Dictators, p. 230. 

73v.uxiitt to Hull, Moscow,, June 28, 1935* F.R.U.S. , 
-•935» 19 low 

?t5Vs.'iSlttarfc, The Mist Processionf p. 526. 

•? c. JTe2ipleT;ood, Nine T r i o c . ' r s , pp. 145---•••• 3, 
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have been no hops of any kind of general naval pact. The 

navy was also deeply impressed, with the increase in German 

military demands from February 193^ to June 1935*^ Eden 

supported Chatfield's version about the influence of the in-

creasing military demands of Hitler from 193^ to 1935 on the 

decision to sign the naval agreement, Eden recalled that "the 

United Kingdom could not possibly refuse, especially in the 

light of the experience of the past year ana the „ncrease in 

77 

German claims in respect of land and air armaments." There-

fore, the British acted in a moment of weakness to secure its 

self-survival by concluding a naval pact with Germany. 

?°Chatfield, It Might Happen Again, pp. 73-7^. 

"^Eden, Facing the Dictators, p. 231. 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

The Anglo-German Naval Agreement appears to be British 

appeasement of Germany, resulting from English fear 02" revived 

German militarism and nationalism. In negotiating the naval 

pactj the British assumed the appearance of a country pur-

suing diplomacy of expediency and which was almost void of 

a sense of responsibility to its established policies of 

the past. However, designating the agreement as appeasement 

misrepresents the issue and is much too simple. 

Appeasement implies political goals, but the London-

Berlin accord was concerned only with naval affairs and was 

primarily the work of the Admiralty and Craigie. Simon's 

opening statements on June k were not compatible with the 

interpretation that the pact was a deliberate diplomacy of 

appeasement. The British foreign secretary was not in-

terested in political goals and this disinterest was reit-

erated by Craigie. The substance of the negotiations was 

almost completely devoid of political talk, and except for 

the half-hearbed consultation by the British with the other 

powers, political considerations were minima,!. But most 

important 5 none of the British priu- : .Is >:.t that tisao or 

latwi- c-vor — w s ? t h e pa.v>\; on the basis that it 

would prevent war by p . , . . _ Germans. Trying to 
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appease Hitler was not the intended purpose of the Anprlo-

German agreement. 

Great Britain negotiated the accord in a moment of weak-

ness in order to preserve the relative strength of the British 

navy and to increase the possible success of the general naval 

conference scheduled for the fall of 1935« By 193^ the 

deteriorating international environment demanded that London 

rearm, but domestic considerations, elections, pacifism, and 

finances severely limited the amount of rearmament the Gov-

ernment was willing to undertake. Consequently, the Cabinet 

was unwilling to force increased arms expenditures on an un-

willing public or on an economy which leading Cabinet mem-

bers thought could not bear the burden of added defense ex-

penditures. And as a result, the British leadership modified 

defense needs by establishing defense priorities, a move 

which led to delay in naval considerations in favor of the 

air force. 

Placing naval considerations behind those of the air 

force was made possible by several factors: (1) Germany was 

not a naval threat to England in 19 3^ and was not thought 

to be violating the Treaty of Versailles in this area; 

(2) the relative size of the British navy was secure until 

at least 1937 by reason of the Washington and London naval 

treaties; (3) there existed in 193^ a strong hope that the 

naval limitations agreements could be renewed} and (4) Ger-

many was definitely violating the Versailles treaty restric-

tions concerning air power and was considered a growing threat 
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to Britain in this area. But by June 1935 the Germans were 

building a navy as well as an air force and the possibility 

for continuing the naval treaties was very dim? that the 

British needed to expand the navy as well as the air force 

was apparent. However, concern over public opinion and 

finances still eliminated the expansion of both the navy and 

air force at the same time, and the air force was even more 

of a priority in 1935 than 193^ because of Hitler's parity 

claims in March 1935. Consequently, the British Admiralty 

felt its position to be extremely weak, and when Hitler of-

fered to limit his fleet, the British navy demanded that the 

offer be accepted. The limitation of the German navy relieved 

the pressure on the British navy somewhat and enhanced the 

chances for renewal of the naval treaties, particularly in 

dealing with Japan. 

The Government consented to the Admiralty's demand be-

cause the Cabinet saw the treaty as a deterrent to the re-

armament trend, because the treaty would be useful in coun-

tering claims by the opposition that the Conservative Party 

via.s the party of war, because the change in Hitler's demands 

over the past year made the Cabinet apprehensive, about the 

future, and because the British had given up on getti- - the 

French to enter into an arms limitation agreement with the 

Germans. • All r? those factors were conditioned by the memo-

ries of the Anglo-German naval race before 291^ and World 

War I. The British felt that tho chances of avoiding a 
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repetition of the 1914 race and the resulting m-.' were rapidly 

decreasing in June 193^* therefore, London .rrrasped what ap-

peared to be a chance to limit the posajiD̂  — x,y of the past 

repeating itself. 



APPENDIX 

EXCHANGE OP NOTES between the United Kingdom and Germany 
regarding the Limitation of Naval Armaments. — London, 
June 18, 1935. 

(No. 1.)—His Kajesty's Principal Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs to the German Ambassador in London. 

Your Excellency, Foreign Office, June 18, 1935. 
During the last few days the representatives of the 

German Government and His Majesty*s Government in the United 
Kingdom have been engaged in conversations, the primary pur-
pose of which has been to prepare the way for the holding of 
a general conference on the subject of the limitation of ' 
naval armaments. I have now much pleasure in notifying your 
.Excellency of the formal acceptance by His Majesty's Govern-
ment in the United Kingdom of the proposal of the German 
Government discussed at those conversations that the future 
strengen of the German navy in relation to the aggregate naval 
strength of the members of the British Commonwealth of Na-
tions should be m the proportion of 35:100. His Majesty's 
Government in- the United Kingdom regard this proposal as a 
contribution of the greatest importance to the cause of 
1ucure naval limitations They further believe that the agree-
ment which they have now reached with the German Government, 
and jwtilch they regard as a permanent and definite agreement 
as from to-day between the two Governments, will facilitate 
the conclusion of a general agreement on the subject of naval 
limitation between all the naval Powers of the world. 

2. _His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom also 
agree uxzh the explanations which were furnished by the Ger-
man^ re __ 8 sen tat ive s in the course of the recent discussions 
in London^as to the method of app" cation of this principle. 
These explanations may be summarised as follows*— 

(a) The^ ratio of 35»100 is to be a permanent relation-
ship , , e o, i/ne total tonnage of the German fleet shall never 
exceed a percentage of 35 of the aggregate tonnage of the 
nav&x forces, as defined by treaty, of the members of the 
British Common-realth of Nations, or5 if there should in 
fu-cure be no treaty limitations of this tonnage, a percentage 

aggregate of the actual tonnages of the members 
of witf British Commonwealth of Nations. 

rjn. 
i 
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Cb) If any future general treaty of naval limitation 
should not adopt the method of limitation by agreed ratios 
"between the fleets of different Powers, the German Govern-
ment will not insist on the incoi..-oration of the ratio men-
tioned in the preceding sub-paragraph In such future general 
treaty, provided that the method therein adopted for the 
future limitation of naval armaments is such as to, give Ger-
many full guarantees that this ratio can be maintained. 

(c) Germany will adhere to the ratio 35s100 in all cir-
cumstances, e.g., the ratio will not be affected by the con-
struction of other Powers. If the general equilibrium of 
naval armaments, as normally maintained in the past, should 
be violently upset by any abnormal and exceptional construc-
tion by other Powers, the German Government reserve the right 
to invite His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom to 
examine the new situation thus created, 

(a) The German Government favour, in the matter of 
limitation of naval armaments, that system which divides 
naval vessels into categories, fixing the maximum tonnage and/ 
or armament for vessels in each category, and allocates the 
tonnage to be allowed to each Power by categories of vessels. 
Consequently, in principle, and subject to (f) below, the 
German Government are prepared to apply the 35 per cent ratio 
to the tonnage of each category of vessel to be maintained, 
and to make any variation of this ratio in a particular cate-
gory or categories dependent on the arrangements to this end 
that may be arrived at in a future general treaty on naval 
limitation, such arrangements being based on the principle 
that any increase in one category would be compensated for 
by a corresponding reduction in others. If no general treaty 
on naval limitation should be concluded, or if the future 
general treaty should not contain provision creating limita-
tion by categories, the manner and degree in which the German 
Government will have the right to vary the 35 per cent ratio 
in one or more categories will be a matter for settlement 
by agreement between the German Government and His Majesty's 
Government in the United Kingdom, in the light of the naval 
situation then existing. 

(e) If, and for so long as, other important naval Powers 
retain a single category for cruisers and destroyers, Ger-
many shall enjoy the right to have a single cat /ory for these 
two classes of vessels, although she would prefer to see 
these classes in two categories. 

(f) In the matter of submarines, however, Germany, 
not exceeding the ratio of 35*100 in respect of total ton-
nage, shall have the right to possess a submarine tonnage 
equal to the total submarine tonnage possessed by the members 
of the British Commonwealth of Nations, The German Govern-
ment however, •andert-.-!*:*. t~ • e:;eept in the circumstances 
in&i:;-.'»3d in the immc. v«;c . allowing sentence, Germany' s 
submarine tonnage shall nc., •... -.,od per cent of the tOwal 
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of that possessed by the members of the British Commonwealth 
of Nations. The German Government reserve the right» in the 
event of a situation arising which in their opinion makes it 
necessary for C-eraany to avail herself of her right to a 
percentage of submarine tonnage exceeding the ^5 per cent 
above mentioned, to give notice to this effect to His Majesty's 
Government in the United Kingdom, and agree that the matter 
shall be the subject of friendly discussion before the Ger-
man Government exercise that right. 

(g) Since it is highly improbable that the calculation 
of the 35 cent ratio should give for each category of 
vessels tonnage figures exactly divisible by the maximum 
individual tonnage permitted for ships in that categoryt it 
may be necessary that adjustments should be made in order 
that Germany shall not be debarred from utilising her ton-
nage to the full. It has consequently been agreed that the 
German Government and His Majesty's Government in the United 
Kingdom will settle by common accord what adjustments are 
necessary for this purpose, and it is understood that this 
procedure shall not result in any substantial or permanent 
departure from the ratio 35s10° in respect of total strengths. 

3. With reference to sub-paragraph (c) of the explana-
tions set out above, I have the honour to inform you that 
Kis Majesty*s Government in the United Kingdom have taken 
note of the reservation and recognise the right therein set 
out, on the understanding that the 35s 100 ratio will be main-
tained in default of agreement to the contrary between the 
two Governments. 

I have the honour to request your Excellency to in-
form me that the German Government agree that the proposal 
of the German Government has been correctly set out in the 
preceding paragraphs of this note. 

I have, &c. » 
SAMEL HOABE.. 

(No. 2.)—The German Ambassador in London to His Majesty's 
Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 

(Translation.) 
Your Excellency, London, June 18, 1935. 

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your 
Excellency's note of to-day's date» in which you were so 
good as to communicate to me on behalf of His Majesty's 
Government in the United Kingdom the following j~. » . . 

I have the honour to confirm to ;:rcur Excellency that 
"jorie 'proposal of the je:./ ,,ui Gcvem.-aiiu correctly set forth 
in the foregoing note* Z Dfc; with pleasure that Eis 

Government in th^ United Kingdom accept this pro-
posal. 
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The German Government„ for their part, are also of the 
opinion that the agreement at whlc.h they have now arrived 
with His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom, and 
which they regard as a permanent and definite agreement with 
effect from to-day between the two Governor.will facili-
tate the conclusion of a general agreement Gi, this question 
between all the naval Powers of the world, 

I have, &c. 
JOACHIM von R1BBENTH0P. 
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