Luke W
How far do you agree with the view that a German desire for war cannot be seen as the main cause of the First World War?
	While some actions of Imperial Germany did not have the intention of starting a general European war, on the whole, German desire to assert its “international position” as David Kaiser put it, exacerbated the events leading up to the war. However, there is much debate over the issue as the actions of powers other than Germany were major factors in the outbreak of World War One, such as Russian full mobilisation or Austro-Hungarian antagonism of Serbia. Sidney Bradshaw Fay asserts that the blame for the outbreak of the war was split between the two main alliance blocs, which sought “solidarity” rather than diplomacy to solve the July Crisis, thus leading to the war. Layton on the other hand clearly establishes that a “continuity of German aims and policies” was present, of which culminated in the war. Kaiser presents a more balanced view of Germany’s role in starting the First World War, suggesting that “no pro-war consensus” was established before 1914, and that the outbreak of war was the result of the July Crisis, which was exacerbated by Russia and Austria-Hungary.
	Germany’s lack of desire for war can be shown in the July Crisis, and how “special efforts” were made by German and British officials to “lessen the friction and suspicion” between the alliances according to Fay. This view has weight, as the actions of the British Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey and German Ambassador to the UK Prince Lichnovsky during the crisis were soothing in effect, with the attempt to establish mediation with the Great Powers of Europe. However, despite the “embarrass[ing]” actions of Austria-Hungary, such as the issuance of an ultimatum designed to be declined by the Serbians (it amounted to vassalage), German desire for war cannot be seen as Fay suggests that Germany had to “preserve the solidarity” of the alliance between Austria-Hungary, as the abandonment of their staunch ally would further increase the encirclement of Germany. Kaiser agrees with this view, asserting that it was Germany’s “international position” both geographic and diplomatic that necessitated absolute support for its ally, which can be seen in its issuance of the ‘Blank Cheque’ during the July Crisis. Layton thinks differently, suggesting that “Austria-Hungary was threatened by an increasingly powerful…Serbia” which is accurate, as the Balkans War of 1912 showed the power of a Serbia backed by Russia, which was able to effectively attack the Ottoman Empire in the Balkan League. Indeed, Fischer’s controversial historiographical interpretation contests that Germany hoped this Blank Cheque would result in a general European war, as Austria-Hungary had the confidence in the full support of the strongest land power in Europe. German desire for war cannot be seen in this action, but German preparation for war was clear. The Army Bill of June 1913, in the wake of the Treaty of London which ended the First Balkans War, increased the German army by a further 170,000 men shows Germany’s increasing paranoia of encirclement as entente powers assert themselves in regions such as the Balkans.
	However, German desire for war can be seen in its pre-War expansionist foreign policy. Layton uses an excerpt from Fischer’s thesis, suggesting that “the humiliating outcome of the [Moroccan] crisis was profound and enduring”. Indeed, the very existence of a Moroccan crisis was the result of Germany’s expansionist Weltpolitik policy, which sought to increase Germany’s imperialistic intentions.  The only country to support Germany in the First Moroccan Crisis was Austria-Hungary, showing that German “continuity” of policy involved unconditional support from its only real ally. Outside Weltpolitik, Flottenpolitik further alienated Britain by challenging its naval supremacy, which had been established for over a century. Despite this, Kaiser’s view that “no pro-war consensus developed in Berlin in any of the major pre-1914 crises” holds some partial weight, as while earlier crises such as the First Moroccan Crisis was done so diplomatically, the Second Moroccan Crisis was mediated with a German gunboat in Morocco. Indeed, the first Balkans War resulted in greater military expansion with both the aforementioned Army Bill 1913, and with the Naval Bill of March 1912. This change in policy can be seen with the ascension of Bethmann-Hollweg to the Chancellorship, as Fischer asserts that Bethmann-Hollweg was a principal driving force in the escalation and outbreak of war in 1914. However, Fischer was challenged by historians such as Ritter, who pointed out the reliability of Fischer’s sources. Kaiser supports Fischer’s view, however, stating that “the Chancellor made decisions that led directly to war”. However, Kaiser omits the role of General Moltke, who was a staunch proponent of a defensive war to end the encirclement of Germany, suggesting the Schlieffen plan as a solution to a war on two fronts; the window opportunity in which Russia and France could be beaten simultaneously was quickly closing as Russian improvements in mobility and equipment made the Schlieffen plan moot. Fischer suggests otherwise, suggesting that the existence of the 1912 War Council, as well as plans for annexation show clearly the German desire for war. 
	Fay and Layton importantly mention the role of alliance systems in the outbreak of war in 1914. The entente powers were as much to blame for the escalation to war in 1914, as Fay suggests that there was no real desire to “recover Alsace-Lorraine” for France or for Germany to “gain dominance over Europe“. Layton was inaccurate stating that “Britain committed to stand by France unconditionally”, as Britain maintained neutrality in the event of a German attack on France, and that a violation of the Treaty of London 1839 would result in guaranteed British intervention; Britain was not tied to France like Germany was to Austria-Hungary. Fay’s contemporary view is typical of the time, as by 1928 the view of Germany and its role in the war softened, with David Lloyd George commenting in the 1930s that the Great Powers “slithered” into war, rather than Germany’s desire for war being the driving force in an armed conflict. However, the effect of Fischer’s thesis can be seen in the later sources, with Layton and Kaiser proposing that German militarism and expansionism were primary factors in the outbreak of the First World War.
	Ultimately, it is accurate to define the actions of the Second Reich in the lead up to the First World War as telling of their desire for armed conflict. While Kaiser argues that “German expansion” was the ultimate goal of the July Crisis, it is important to remember the geographical and diplomatic position Germany was in. Their desire for war may not have been a sign of expansionism, but rather as a solution to their problem of encirclement and a war on two fronts. However, this still shows their overall desire for war, despite the ultimate aims of Imperial Germany. 
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