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  INTRODUCTION by Wickham Steed





  IT is no light matter to introduce and recommend this study of Germany’s Air Force to readers of English. Did I not know its author to be a man of careful mind and good faith I should not do so, especially at a moment when the Anglo-French proposals for an International Air Convention and for the establishment of security in Europe are still under consideration. But the aim of those proposals is the progressive organization of non-war as a step towards peace: and something more than good intentions is needed to realize it. Knowledge and open-eyed recognition of essential facts are necessary. To such knowledge Herr Otto Lehmann-Russbueldt’s analysis of the air force which Germany has built up, in deliberate contravention to the Peace Treaty, is a noteworthy contribution.




  Since I first met him at Geneva in the autumn of 1926, on the eve of Germany’s entry into the League of Nations, I have known him as a zealous and fearless worker for the rational and guaranteed disarmament of nations. In the German counterpart of the R.A.M.C., on more than one front during the war, he saw war in all its ugliness. He saw, too, its meaning for the common soldier and the common people. He came out of it with a hatred fierce and deep of all it implies—fiercest and deepest, maybe, towards those makers of armaments who profit by bloodshed and others’ woe. Since then he has not grown weary in his efforts to enlighten his fellow-countrymen upon the things he knew—until, at length, his love of peace cost him his cherished status as a German citizen.




  He was under no illusions about the resolve of Germany to rearm. At our first meeting I was struck by his doubts of Dr. Stresemann’s sincerity, although that statesman was about to lead the first German Delegation into the League of Nations Assembly, after having negotiated the Locarno Settlement of October and December 1925. I, too, felt doubts, not so much of Dr. Stresemann’s good faith or good will as of his understanding of the task that lay before him, if he were truly minded to bring Germany, as an equal partner, into a Europe organized for peace. A talk with Dr. Stresemann confirmed my misgivings; but it was not until the posthumous publication of the first of the two volumes of his Testament revealed the spirit in which he had gone to Locarno and entered the League that I understood how much ground there had been for Herr Lehmann-Russbueldt’s scepticism.




  The course of events in Germany during the past few years has more than borne out his predictions; and if justification were needed for his earlier strictures upon “the Bloody International” of armaments firms, the recent Senate inquiry at Washington into their methods would supply it. In those strictures he did not mince his words or beat about the bush. He felt sure of his facts, and called things by their names. In his present work he may err on the side of under-statement, but his conclusions are not on that account less impressive. They amount, in effect, to an indictment of the German Governments which have persistently carried through the rearmament of their country while pretending that the shackles of the Versailles Treaty still held it in a position of unarmed inferiority to all its neighbors in Europe.




  As I understand it, his case may be summed up in five main counts:




  (1) Germany has systematically ignored and gone beyond the “equality” which was promised her at Geneva on December 11, 1932, on condition that she should join in making provision for general security against war;




  (2) Her rearmament is neither defensive nor preventive in character. Rather is it purely offensive, as appears from the swift development of her air force and its equipment with weapons of offence against the civil population of other countries;




  (3) By this form of rearmament the spirit of the Kellogg Pact has been violated—a pact which Germany was the first to sign—since it renounces aggressive warfare and leaves no place for lawful offence; and Germany has likewise infringed the demilitarization of the Rhineland zone by setting up offensive military works within it;




  (4:) Even should Germany be held innocent of having done these things deliberately, and to have acted in the belief that her own safety was endangered, the nature and the extent of her rearmament shows her, in any event, to have gone beyond the framework of the MacDonald disarmament scheme of March 16, 1933, which she had accepted as the basis of a Disarmament Convention;




  (5) Yet, in her process of rearmament, Germany can claim that she has been aided and abetted by the armaments industries of various foreign countries, and in particular by those of Great Britain, France, the United States, Switzerland, Holland, and Sweden. They have all furthered the offensive rearmament of Germany by deliveries both of raw materials destined for the manufacture of armaments and of manufactured accessories such as aircraft motors. In this way these foreign armaments firms have wittingly acted against the defensive interests of their own countries and have helped to thwart the peace policies of their own Governments.




  *     *     *




  Though the pace of German rearmament, especially in the air, has been particularly swift since the advent of Herr Hitler’s “Third Reich,” it is important to remember that rearmament began long before he was appointed Chancellor on January 30, 1933. It was looked upon as a condition essential to an affirmation of German “equality,” once the burden of reparations should have been got rid of. The German reparations debt having, to all intents and purposes, been cancelled at the Lausanne Conference in June 1932, and the chief aim of the campaign against Article 231—the legal statement of claim for reparations, improperly called the “war-guilt” clause—of the Versailles Treaty having thus been attained, efforts could be concentrated upon rearmament. These efforts were the more successful because the campaign against the “war-guilt” clause had helped to engender an “inferiority complex” and sense of injustice, amounting almost to persecution mania, among the German people, and to foster their readiness to follow Herr Hitler as the champion of German freedom and equality.




  If it is not surprising that successive German Governments should have sought to free themselves from the excessive and uneconomic burden of reparations which, under Article 231, France and other victorious countries had originally placed upon Germany, it is remarkable that Germany’s creditors should have winked at the heavy German expenditure upon armaments which accompanied or followed every reduction of the German reparations debt. It was quite clear that, at a time when Germany was pleading poverty, and consequent inability to meet claims for reparations, she was spending vast sums abroad as well as at home upon military equipment and the purchase of war materials. No less clear was it that she was pursuing concurrently three aims—liberation from reparations payments, release from the military clauses of the Versailles Treaty, and rearmament in a degree that would enable her to defy her former enemies should that release not be granted. The advent of Hitlerism was welcomed by her people both as an escape from their, largely self-engendered, “inferiority complex” and as a step towards the fulfilment of the programme of territorial expansion in Europe which Herr Hitler and his associates consistently advocated.




  The birthday of the “Third Reich” is not so much January 30, 1933, when Herr Hitler became Chancellor, as March 23rd, when President von Hindenburg relinquished, in favour of the new Chancellor, his constitutional right to sanction legislation. Thus Herr Hitler virtually gained supreme power, and it was not astonishing that, as soon as he felt strong enough to put down his foot, he should have decided on October 14, 1933, to withdraw from the League of Nations rather than join in working out an International Disarmament Convention which would have made the armaments of Germany, like those of other countries, subject to inspection and control. Germany’s withdrawal from Geneva was an act of defiance which might mean either that she would go her own way, regardless of consequences, and attempt to bring the “Germanic” populations of neighbouring countries into one great German “folk-community” by propaganda and agitation, or that, under threat of attack by her powerful air force, she would seek to extort unconditional recognition of her “equality” with other countries.




  Herr Lehmann-Russbueldt shows at what cost the German air force was developed, how the outlay was dissimulated, and, approximately, what degree of strength in the air Germany has now attained.




  In any event, Germany undoubtedly possesses marked superiority in what is known as “war potentiality” or, in other words, fighting spirit, the convertibility of industry to war purposes, and preparedness for chemical and bacteriological warfare. In this respect the peculiar character of aircraft has to be borne in mind. An air force is essentially an offensive, or a counter-offensive, arm. It changes radically the older conceptions of national defence, that is to say, the protection of civilian lives and property. Against aerial attack no adequate means of defence have yet been found, nor is it certain that they can be found. Since the likeliest form of aerial warfare is sudden attack, with the dual object of destroying military and industrial centres and of paralysing an enemy’s power of resistance by spreading panic and working havoc in his big towns and cities, the chief safeguard against it is ability swiftly to take effective reprisals. Only by immediate success on a large scale could an aggressor hope to escape reprisals; and only by fear of overwhelming reprisals would a warlike country, which should believe itself strong enough to attack another country by air, be debarred from carrying out its purpose.




  Air attack and reprisals by modern chemical—to say nothing of bacteriological—means would, however, cause damage so immense and widespread that Europe might be reduced to a heap of poisoned ruins. Therefore the question arises whether the leading nations of Europe and, indeed, of the world, ought not to band themselves together in such fashion as to make sure that no aggressor could hope to triumph, and to leave him only a prospect of sharing a fate that would be a reductio oil absurdum of civilization. In his study of this matter Herr Lehmann-Russbueldt reaches conclusions with which I heartily agree—that a system of collective security, based on superiority in the air, can alone afford protection against war; and that such a system, under the League of Nations and the Kellogg Pact, postulates the antecedent renunciation of neutrality towards an aggressor on the part of those who uphold it. This principle of non-neutrality was accepted by the statesmen who drafted the League Covenant at the beginning of 1919; and though it was enfeebled by the decision of the United States not to join the League, it was again strengthened, at least by implication, when the Kellogg Pact for the renunciation of war was signed and ratified in 1928. In 1930 a British Parliamentary Paper, of which the Law Officers of the Crown had approved, expressly declared that, as between members of the League of Nations, neutrality cannot exist. And, apart from general principles, the efficacy of even an improvised system of collective security was twice demonstrated in the course of 1934. At the end of July 1934, after the murder of the Austrian Chancellor, Dr. Dollfuss, the Nazi attempt to gain control of Austria was defeated by an impressive display of collective opposition; and in the following autumn a similar firmness prevented the outbreak of hostilities between Yugoslavia and Hungary when the League Council dealt with the acute crisis that arose out of the Marseilles assassinations.




  But it is not enough to rely upon improvisations. There is much force in Herr Lehmann-Russbueldt’s contention that the existence of a German air force ought long since to have been brought before the Permanent Court of International Justice at The Hague. For reasons too numerous to examine, this was not done; and there is no certainty, or even likelihood, that it will be done in future. Suggestions have been made from time to time that an independent and impartial Council, or “Forum,” of eminent representatives of the chief peace-loving countries in the world should be formed so as to bring public opinion to bear, and to throw the full light of publicity, upon military preparations that may be held to threaten the peace of the world. With these suggestions I have considerable sympathy, though I am not unaware of the practical difficulties that would stand in the way of their fulfilment. Besides, publicity to-day is no longer what it was, even before the Great War. Three great countries, at least, have now suppressed any publicity of which their rulers may not approve, and the force of public opinion—on which Mr. Stimson, Secretary of State in the Hoover Administration, laid so much stress in his weighty pronouncement upon neutrality and the renunciation of war on August 8, 1932—has been correspondingly weakened. Still, the moral verdict of those parts of the world where information and opinion are still free might possess great, and possibly decisive, weight; and no Government which remembers the costly and unavailing efforts made by Germany during the Great War to dispel the odium which she brought upon herself by the invasion of Belgium would be wise to court the moral condemnation of the world again.




  Pending some definite measures to establish collective security against war—and the application of the police principle, based on non-neutrality, against offenders—the menace of the German air force remains. The importance of Herr Lehmann-Russbueldt’s little work, and of its contribution to the cause of peace and disarmament to which the greater part of his mature life has been devoted, is that it enables readers of average intelligence to perceive how serious this menace is and to ask themselves what should be done to meet it. They should ask this not alone for the sake of nations which may feel themselves menaced by a rearmed Germany, but also and especially for the sake of the German people themselves. For without the co-operation of a peaceful Germany, as an equal, in a Europe organized against war, there can be no assured future for European civilization or certainty of well-being for Germany or her neighours.




  WICKHAM STEED




  THE HISTORY OF THIS BOOK




  IT may be said that two minor incidents in the year 1934 were instrumental in bringing about a significant change in English politics.
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