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Statecraft in Britain
Introduction
	Statecraft entails all the activities that contribute to a nation’s governance and engagement in affairs pertaining to diplomacy. Statecraft includes strategies employed by administrations to safeguard their interests internationally. The strategy has been used by nations over the years to protect themselves from potential external threats. In Britain, statecraft has been constantly employed by leaders to keep the country safe. For Instance, in 1930s, the then prime minister Neville Chamberlain sought to form a truce with Germany’s Hitler to avoid war. The minister saw that the finances available would be more appropriately used in serving the needs of the people other than funding war (Trubowitz & Harris, 2015). The British had already identified Germany as a threat and were not willing to enter into a war that they were obviously going to lose. Countries have to employ various strategies in order to keep their interests safe and to stay at the top. Some of the strategies may be good whereas others may have negative effects on other nations. This paper analyzes the use of statecraft in Britain over time as a way of protecting the interests and reputation of the country.
	Ross emphasizes on the style used by countries in trying to protect their interests. He calls this the “how of foreign policy” to mean the methods used by different states in statecraft. (Ross, 2007). Similar methods do not necessarily yield same results whereas different methods with the same intention often yield relatively same results. Some of the methods employed by different nations use include diplomacy, coercion, formation of alliances, and use of economic means. Diplomacy mainly involves negotiations and compromise by countries to achieve their intended goals. Diplomatic countries can use persuasion, threats or rewards to ensure their interests are protected. This method has been used by Britain in various instances to protect and safeguard its interests. Coercion involves the use of military power against countries with less military power. This is the strategy that was employed by Germany as it had a strong and well equipped military that drove fear into any rival countries. Formation of alliances involves countries coming together and signing pacts to protect themselves against a common enemy. Britain attempted this approach in the 1930s whereby they tried to form alliances with Moscow and Russia without any success. His failure in forming alliances to help fight Germany as a common enemy may have lead t the retort by Britain to use more diplomatic ways of protecting their country. Lastly, economic means are widely used by most European countries, including Britain as a tool of maintaining power. It involves issuing financial and economic aid to third world countries to ensure that they continue to trade in their products, resources and raw materials abroad at cheaper prices. Style is important since it can help us materialize the matter of foreign policy. It is part of then approaches to foreign policy. It focuses on how people make use of their available resources to protect themselves from adversities that may emerge. The best use of style is that which helps in the removal of potential threats and keeping nations safe and secure from scheming rivals or agreeing with rivals to divert their attention elsewhere as in the case of Britain (Ross, 2007).
	The main way through which Britain employed statecraft in the early 20th century was through appeasement. This is the pacification of an upset nation through peaceful talks in order to avoid war. This is done in the “hope and expectation that substantial and asymmetrical concessions to the adversary will resolve grievances and avoid war for the foreseeable future (Ripsman & Levy, 2011). Countries also engage in appeasement to diffuse the threats posed to them by stronger adversaries. Ripsman and Levy provide three subtypes of appeasement as a way of diffusing threats. First, is the engagement in appeasement with the aim of conserving resources. This occurs when a nation enters an agreement with another nation to avoid wasting its resources on instances like war. Secondly is the appeasement to deny adversaries the chance of forming alliances with another primary adversary. Britain attempted this type of appeasement in the 1930s when they tried to appease Benito Mussolini to prevent Italy from forming an alliance with Germany. Lastly is the appeasement as a way of redirecting a threat. This involves appeasing a secondary adversary in order to divert its wrath to a primary adversary who is also a threat. Nations can also engage in appeasement as a way of buying time for a better strategy. This happens mainly when the nation engaged in the appeasement hopes that there will be change in their favor in the future. Leaders can also engage in this type of appeasement with the hope that with time the adversary’s wrath will go down as a result of another nation rising to power or with another threat arising to cause the adversary to look away from the appeasing country (Ripsman & Levy, 2011). Supporters of appeasement argue that this was the method of appeasement employed by Britain and Italy against Germany to buy time for rearmament and organization of their military troops against the Germans. Critics of this move argue that it was not worth it as the time bought made no difference in the long run. The time bought was not enough for rearmament and neither was it enough to organize troops and rally allies against the Germans. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Appeasement is viewed by many as an act of cowardice. However, the move was helpful in ensuring that Britain was not adversely affected by Germany’s wrath especially during the appeasement period. The strategy of appeasement is first witnessed in Britain in the 1930s when their peace loving minister Neville Chamberlain resorted to holding peaceful talks with Hitler’s forces and distancing themselves from the war in order to use their resources in solving the domestic needs of their citizens.  Chamberlain viewed Germany as a threat to bot Britain and the whole of Europe; he therefore sought to maintain the dignity of his country by not engaging in battle with Germany but rather pacifying them with the aim of maintaining peaceful coexistence between the two countries. This act, though it appeared to be honorable and useful, was after the Munich conference of 1938 considered as an act of naiveté, a result of poor judgment and an act of cowardice exercised by Chamberlain (Trubowitz & Harris, 2015). However, Ripsman &Levy view appeasement in s very different way. They provide various ways and situations in which appeasement may be the only weapon to be used by a nation. First, the authors argue that appeasement is an essential tool for reducing tension with one threat while conserving resources to be used against a bigger threat (Ripsman & Levy, 2011). This argument bases on the fact that Britain was evading any conflicts with Germany to avoid wasting any of its resources that would be needed during the forthcoming war. Secondly, the authors argue that appeasement is essential in redirecting an adversary’s anger from one target to another. By pacifying the Germans, the British were able to divert the Germans’ anger away from them, an action that kept them safe from German’s wrath. Lastly, the authors suggest that appeasement is essential in buying needed time to build up a tough defense and resistance against an adversary. This means strengthening the country’s defenses through military training, rearmament and preparation of a nation for war (Ripsman & Levy, 2011).
Basing on Ripsman and Levy’s argument, Britain might have used appeasement as a way to wade of Germany’s attention from them as they strategize. The military expansion effort would really be sluggish, especially due to the financial limitations put in place by the global financial crisis and British debts of war to the United States. To properly implement their strategy, Britain was focused on buying as much time as they could. This had to be done discretely as any information leak to the Germans may have triggered rearmament of the already frightening Nazi military.  The British therefore maintained their appeasement strategy, hey did not appear to budge despite pressure from critics that their move was cowardly. It is not until the late 1930s that the Brit started showing signs of German resistance. The British showed signs of resisting Germany’s dominance across Europe. For instance, in 1939, Britain opposed the expansion of Germany and was ready for war to ensure that tat expansion did not happen (Baros et al., 2009). Their first attempt to stop Germany in their tracks was seen during the 1939 Prague coup. This attempt proved that Britain was ready and focused to go against the appeasement done by Chamberlain in the early 1930s. The coup also strengthened Britain’s will to defeat the Germans.  This move destroyed the hopes of a strong Anglo-German alliance that had been anticipated as a result of the appeasement efforts. With the rising rumors about the imminent attack by Germany on the western part of Europe, Britain turned to defending France and also showed commitment in defending the western part of Europe in 1939. France, once a supporter of appeasement of the Germans also focused their attention to stopping German attacks by using the British commitment. It was however later realized that the French had crafted rumors of German attacks on Western Europe to play Britain against the Nazis (Baros et al., 2009). A direct attack on Germany was however difficult. This is because the countries had failed in the attempt to create a second battle front for the Germans. It would be easier fighting Germans from two fronts but Germany had already attacked Poland and Czechoslovakia did not have enough military power to wade off the Germans. This time, Britain was not fully prepared for war. Their military had not expanded as anticipated; tis would take more time to be fully implemented. The Royal Air Force's Bomber Command also lacked the resources to conduct a bombing defense against the German troops.
	The strategy of buying time is commonly used when time is an ally of the country buying time (Ripsman & Levy, 2011). The British had all the time they needed to plan effective military attack tactics against the Germans as long as their motives remained unknown. With the clear revelation of their resistance plans in 1939, the country had not finished planning their next course of action. The news made the Germans alert as they started anticipating an attack. This made it difficult for the British to launch their attack directly without being noticed and their military destroyed. The British and the French had two options, to attack or to wait. By attacking the Germans, they were surely going to be defeated as their military power could not equal that of the Germans. However, the waiting option would give Germans enough time for rearmament and creation of a strong offensive against any attacking rivals (Anievas, 2011). The frustrations from the lack of a viable option made the British consider a union with the Soviet Union. Due to recent failures in convincing Moscow to join the Brit, they were unsure whether these new efforts would yield fruit. The efforts to form this alliance were also fueled by the realization that the Soviet Union would play an important role in the war and a union with them would almost guarantee victory. With the Soviets as an ally, the British would be able to create a second warfront for the Germans. The achievement of the German-Soviet union in August 1939 was at a great advantage to the Germans and a great blow to the British allies (Anievas, 2011). This decision brought the British plans tumbling down as their “plan B” had backfired on them. The hope of building an Eastern front to cut off the German’s resources supply was dimmed. Despite the pushdown, the British were still focused on preventing German expansion in Europe. The fact is that war was imminent and the slowed action just postponed the inevitable but did not stop it. The British and French allies were desperate to weaken the Germans; they therefore turned to ways of weakening rather than defeating the Germans. The notion of time was not on the side of the British. If it is true that the British involvement in appeasement as to buy time for rearmament and strategy, then they failed. This is mainly because the British had no better chance of winning against the Germans in 1939 than they did during the 1938 appeasement. The future also showed no signs of an improvement (Baros et al., 2009).

