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Note on Sources

Throughout the book I refer to Mass Observation and the Harvard Project on the Soviet Social System. Mass Observation was  set up in Britain in 1937 by the anthropologist Tom Harrisson, the sociologist Charles Madge and film-maker Humphrey Jennings,  to record the views of ordinary people. During the war around 3,000 people responded to questionnaires sent out to them by  Mass Observation and others kept diaries which they would send in to Mass Observation in instalments. These are now held by  the Mass Observation archive at the University of Sussex and many have since been published in various collections. The names  given to Mass Observation observers are pseudonyms. The Harvard Project on the Soviet Social System consists of transcripts  of interviews conducted in West Germany in 1950–51 with refugees and defectors from the Soviet Union, most of whom were living  in camps for displaced persons at the time. The interviews were conducted on behalf of the United States government in order  to gain an understanding of communism.




MAP 1

The Eastern Front


[image: image]

[image: image]

[image: image]

[image: image]





MAP 2

The Pacific 1942


[image: image]

[image: image]

[image: image]

[image: image]





MAP 3

China and Japan


[image: image]

[image: image]

[image: image]

[image: image]





MAP 4

New Guinea and The Solomon Islands


[image: image]



1

Introduction – War and Food

‘Death by famine lacks drama. Bloody death, the deaths of many by slaughter as in riots or bombings is in itself blood-bestirring;  it excites you, prints indelible images on the mind. But death by famine, a vast slow dispirited noiseless apathy, offers  none of that. Horrid though it may be to say, multitudinous death from this cause … regarded without emotion as a spectacle,  is until the crows get at it, the rats and kites and dogs and vultures very dull.’1 This was the view of news-paper editor Ian Stephens commenting on the Bengal famine of 1943, which killed 3 million Indians.  It is perhaps the quiet and unobtrusive nature of death by starvation which explains why many of those who died of hunger  during the Second World War are largely forgotten today. While the Vietnam war is firmly embedded in the western collective  memory, most westerners have never heard of the famine in the Vietnamese region of Tonkin in 1943–44 which probably killed  more peasants than all the years of war which followed.2 And yet ‘one dies a very terrible death from starvation’.3 As one of the survivors of the Leningrad siege was disturbed to discover, ‘It’s not so horrifying when a person … has been  hit by a shell or a bomb. But what happened as a result of hunger, that was particularly awful, the way a person’s face changed  … a man became an animated corpse and … a corpse is a grim spectacle.’4

During the Second World War at least 20 million people died just such a terrible death from starvation, malnutrition and its  associated diseases: a number to equal the 19.5 military deaths.5 The impact of the war on food supplies was thus as deadly in its effect on the world population as military action. This  book seeks to understand the role of food at the heart of the conflict. The focus on food is not intended to exclude other interpretations but rather to add an often overlooked dimension to our understanding of the Second World  War.

The book begins by uncovering the important role food played in driving both Germany and Japan into conflict. During the nineteenth  century Europe’s urban industrial workforce substantially increased their consumption of meat, while the demand for rice rose  significantly among Japan’s urban population. Both countries feared that their agricultural sectors could not produce enough  food to feed the cities. Britain had responded to the problem of feeding its urban population by embracing free trade and  it imported large quantities of food and animal fodder. But Germany and Japan felt disadvantaged by the international economy  dominated by Britain and America. Right-wing elements within both countries pushed for an alternative, more radical solution  to the problem of food and trade. Rather than accepting subordination to the United States, Hitler preferred to engage in  a struggle for world supremacy and looked to an eastern empire as a source of food and other resources which would make Germany  self-sufficient and independent of world trade. This made war in eastern Europe inevitable. The Japanese army sought to reduce  its country’s dependence on the United States by consolidating its hold over mainland China which many officers saw as an  area of settlement and resources, not the least of which was food. But Japanese belligerence in China set the country on a  collision course with the United States in the Pacific.

This perspective on the causes of the Second World War is relevant to the contemporary global food situation. The problem  which confronted Germany and Japan in the 1930s, of how to feed a growing urban population with the more nutritious but also  more costly food which it demands, has returned to confront the developing world with even greater force and with the potential  for an equally global impact at the beginning of the twenty-first century.

Rising living standards among the growing urban middle classes in developing countries such as China, India, Indonesia and  Brazil have led to marked changes in eating habits. Zhang Xiuwen grew up a member of a poor farming family in the rural province  of Yunnan. He often went hungry and he only ever ate meat on special holidays once or twice a year. He never drank milk. Now  he is a tennis coach in Beijing and he and his family can afford to eat meat and drink milk every day. This shift from a grain-based vegetarian diet to one rich in meat and milk has been replicated across China and  the rest of the developing world, where hundreds of millions of consumers’ food preferences have changed as their nutritional  status has improved. Chinese per capita consumption of meat has risen in the last twenty-eight years from 20 kilograms in  1980 to 54 kilograms in 2008. The wider impact of such changing tastes has been to divert ever more of the world’s grain harvest  into the stomachs of animals rather than humans. In 2007 China imported 45 per cent of the soya beans traded on the world  market to feed pigs, poultry and farmed fish. Approximately 30 per cent of the world’s grain crop is now fed to livestock.6

Diverting grain from humans to animals is an extremely inefficient use of food. The 3–4.5 kilograms of grain that have to  be fed to a steer to obtain half a kilogram of beef contain as many as ten times more calories and four times as much protein  as half a kilogram of beef.7 At the same time increased demand for grain for feed has pushed up prices and made food more expensive for the poorer sections  of the world’s population who rely on grains for their staple diet. Even poorer countries have become increasingly dependent  on food imports. In West Africa urbanization has produced a large body of townspeople who have switched from eating traditional  staples such as millet and cassava to eating rice, which has to be imported. In Indonesia and India small improvements in  income have led to a growing demand for imported vegetable oils.8 Thus, development through industrialization and its inevitable corollary, urbanization, pushes countries into the difficult  position of decreasing food self-sufficiency and increasing dependence on a volatile world food market in which the politically  less influential countries, with less access to foreign exchange, are at a disadvantage. Sub-Saharan Africa’s food import  bill increased fourfold in the last decade even though the amount of food imported declined.9 As the world population and the world’s middle class continues to grow and food prices rise, this is likely to become an  ever more pressing problem.

It is unlikely that food price rises will eventually be held in check by increased production, as many agricultural experts  argue that the technological innovations of the green revolution have run their course, and there is little prospect of increasing  yields as a result of new farming techniques. Meanwhile, the rising cost of fuel, fertilizer and increasingly scarce supplies of water is setting a limit on the improvement of agricultural methods in developing countries.10 Climate change is only likely to make matters worse. While it is estimated that the world’s population will increase by a  further 3.3 billion in the next fifty years, scientists have warned that half of the world’s arable land may become unproductive.11 The dismal prospect is that as the worldwide demand for meat and livestock products, vegetable oil and grain grows, the share  of food available for the world’s poor will decline.

In 2007–2008 a food crisis was sparked by a variety of factors working together. An increase in the production of biofuels  pushed up the price of sugar, maize, cassava, oilseeds and palm oil.12 Drought pushed up the price of wheat. The surge in petrol prices increased the cost of fertilizers and doubled the cost of  food transport. India responded to the threat that it would not be able to afford to import wheat by imposing an export ban  on rice, and was followed by Thailand. The Philippines, anxious it would not be able to import enough food to feed its towns,  panic-bought rice and pushed the price up to over $1,000 a ton. This, combined with speculation and the hoarding of foodstuffs,  contributed to further food price spirals. In Egypt, where the government spends more on subsidized food for the poor than  it does on health or education, more and more of the population resorted to buying cheap government-subsidized bread, with  the result that the government was unable to meet the rise in demand. Bread queues lengthened and the poor found it increasingly  difficult to sustain themselves. As grain prices continue to rise, the number of hungry people in the world grows exponentially  and food is once more becoming a catalyst for political conflict. A ripple effect was felt around the world in 2007–2008 when  food riots erupted not only in Egypt but in Senegal, Cameroon, Niger, Haiti and Mexico.13

One of the most powerful aspects of making food the central focus of an investigation into the Second World War is that the  agrarian policy of the Nazi regime is revealed as one of the driving forces behind some of the worst atrocities committed  during the conflict. The experience of the First World War had taught the National Socialist leadership that an adequate food  supply was crucial to the maintenance of military and civilian morale. Food shortages among the soldiers on the front and the civilians at home had pushed a deeply demoralized Germany towards capitulation in 1918. It was both fear  of a repeat of the disastrous decline in civilian morale and a powerful sense of the German people’s superior entitlement  to food which made the National Socialists determined that the German population would not go hungry during this war. Instead,  others would have to go without food.

The deliberate extermination by starvation of targeted groups became a defining feature of the National Socialist food system.  It was the agronomist Herbert Backe who hatched the most radical plan to secure Germany’s food supply. He argued that the  Wehrmacht (the German armed services) could be fed by diverting Ukrainian grain from Soviet cities. This would solve the problem  of feeding a vast army while conveniently eliminating the Soviet urban population, who would starve to death. Once the east  was conquered and its former inhabitants had been forcibly eradicated, German agronomists intended to create an agricultural  empire on the land. Altogether the regime’s agrarian vision for the east generated plans to murder up to 100 million people.  The siege of Leningrad, where 1 million died of starvation, the blockades of the Ukrainian cities of Kiev and Kharkov, which  accounted for at least another 200,000 deaths from famine, were just the first steps towards the implementation of this murderous  scheme.14

The National Socialists used the weapon of starvation against an array of other groups of people, who were allocated so little  food that their eventual death was guaranteed. The daily ration for Polish Jews amounted to a derisory 184 calories. The majority  of the 100,000 Jews who died in the Warsaw ghetto succumbed to starvation.15 Even the 845 calories allocated to the Polish urban population condemned the recipients to death if they were unable to find  alternative sources of food.16 A proportion of the 200,000 mentally ill victims of Germany’s euthanasia programme and 2.35 million Soviet prisoners of war  were all given so little food that they were slowly but systematically starved to death.17 In German concentration camps the number of calories in the food frequently fell below the minimum 1,200 which the World  Health Organization recommends that everyone should eat daily, even clinically obese people trying to lose weight. A diet  with fewer calories than this forces the body to begin to consume itself simply to perform normal bodily functions such as  breathing, let alone hard physical labour. Primo Levi at a sub-camp of Auschwitz described how ‘the Lager [camp] is hunger: we ourselves are hunger, living hunger’. At night the prisoners were tortured by dreams of food: ‘many lick their  lips and move their jaws. They are dreaming of eating.’18

Victims of starvation die of nutritional dystrophy, a process whereby, once the body has used up all its fat reserves, the  muscles are broken down in order to obtain energy. The small intestine atrophies and it becomes increasingly difficult for  the victim to absorb nutrients from what little food he or she is able to obtain. As a defence mechanism the body reduces  the activity of the vital organs such as the heart and liver and the victim suffers not only from muscular debility but from  a more general and overpowering fatigue. The Leningrader Anna Ivanovna Likhacheva, who ‘survived all the stages of emaciation’,  recalled that ‘it began simply with wasting, shortness of breath, slowed thought … And then everything went downhill. The  darkness, the deadly cold, the hunger, the lack of strength.’19 Others were afflicted by a painfully acute over-excitement. The water content of the body reduces at a slower rate than the  wasting of the muscles and tissues and the flaccidity of the body increases. Some victims of starvation develop hunger oedema  and swell up with excess water. The swelling begins in the abdomen and legs and spreads throughout the body. The skin becomes  stretched, shiny and hypersensitive. Blood pressure drops and the victim is plagued by keratitis (redness and soreness of  the cornea), sore gums, headaches, pains in the legs, neuralgic pains, tremors and ataxia (a loss of control over the limbs).  These symptoms are accompanied by an intense craving for carbohydrates and salt, and uncontrollable diarrhoea. Just before  death the victim veers wildly from depression to intense irritation and then a profound torpor.20

Eventually, the body has no alternative but to sustain itself by taking protein from the vital organs. Those who died in Leningrad  were found to have livers that had reduced from a normal 1,800 grams to 860 grams (without blood) and spleens reduced from  180 grams to between 80 and 55 grams. Most importantly, the heart atrophies. Some victims in Leningrad had hearts that weighed  as little as 90 grams, compared to an average adult heart which weighs 330 grams.21 Organ failure is the final cause of death.

Starvation is a slow and excruciating process and the National Socialists discovered that starving unwanted groups to death was far slower and less efficient than they had expected. When  the east failed to deliver the hoped-for quantities of food, panic over the need for ration cuts for German civilians provoked  a further radicalization of the regime. The decision was taken to eliminate as many ‘useless eaters’ as possible from the  eastern area, with the result that the murder of Soviet and Polish Jews was given new impetus. Thus, food is implicated in  the decision to speed up the Holocaust.

Even in cases where no deliberate plan existed to actively starve people to death, starvation and hunger were an inevitable  by-product of National Socialist food policies. Although the National Socialists were at their most ruthless in exporting  hunger to the Soviet Union and Poland, the plunder of foodstuffs from other occupied countries resulted in a famine which  killed 500,000 in Greece, increased death and infant mortality rates and spread malnutrition, particularly among children,  in Czechoslovakia, Poland, France, Belgium and Holland. During the Hunger Winter of 1944–45, 22,000 Dutch succumbed to starvation  when the Germans cut off supplies to those parts of Holland which the Allies had failed to liberate.22

While Nazi Germany was unique in formulating plans for the systematic eradication of entire peoples, it was not the only combatant  to inflict famine, hunger and malnutrition on its own inhabitants and those of occupied territories. In the gulags of the  Soviet Union the death rate increased dramatically during the war as the prisoners struggled to perform hard physical labour  on a starvation diet.23 Among the 1 million German prisoners who died in Soviet hands, the 23,284 Allied prisoners and civilian internees who died  in Japanese camps, and the 290,000 Asians who died while working as forced labourers for the Japanese, a substantial number  will have lost their lives to hunger, malnutrition and diseases against which their starved bodies no longer had any resistance.24 The Japanese made no overt plans systematically to eliminate the Chinese but in the 1930s thousands of farmers were evicted  from their homes and left to starve in order to make way for Japanese settlers in Manchuria. The relentless extraction of  food from China in order to feed the Japanese homeland caused chronic hunger and malnutrition among the Chinese population,  while callous food requisitioning policies were directly responsible for a famine which killed at least 2 million Vietnamese in the district of Tonkin. Chinese military captives were annihilated by their captors.  In 1945 only fifty-six Chinese prisoners of war were released by the Japanese.25

While the Axis powers ruthlessly exploited the food resources of the occupied territories, both the Axis and the Allies invested  resources in denying their enemies access to food. The Japanese imposed a blockade on Nationalist China, while the United  States in turn gradually tightened a net of submarines and mines around Japan; the British blockade of occupied Europe was  matched by the German U-boat war on Allied shipping. The pre-war global food economy was thrown into disarray as the demand  for imports of bulky foods such as fruits dried up, to be replaced by a growing clamour from Britain for concentrated foods  such as meat and cheese. Canada, the United States, Australia, New Zealand and Argentina reorganized their agricultural economies  to meet these new demands, while food-processing techniques were driven forward by the search for methods for condensing foodstuffs.  Meanwhile, the colonies, whose agricultural economies were structured to supply cash crops in return for food imports, were  suddenly forced to make themselves as self-sufficient in food as possible.

Indeed, securing a food supply became a central preoccupation for the governments of all the countries drawn into the conflict.  Growing, transporting and distributing food took up resources such as manpower, raw materials and fuel which, particularly  in the context of total war, were potentially valuable in other areas of the war effort. However, the human need for a relatively  fixed minimum number of calories and nutrients in order to function meant that every sector of the war economy relied on the  food sector. If the food supply failed this would impact not only on the army but also on the war industries and more diffusely  on civilian morale.26 Food was the fundamental basis for every wartime economy.

Levels of physical activity increased significantly. Men were drafted into the armed forces; women were recruited from the  home to make up the deficit in the workforce. A larger section of the total workforce moved into heavy industry. The working  day was lengthened, overtime hours increased, shift and night-work (which is more physically demanding) became increasingly  common. Not only was the wartime working day more arduous, but so also was everyday life. After a long shift at the Sheffield steel works where he was employed, my grand-father, Harry Collingham, put in a stint digging his vegetable  garden and then stayed up several nights a week doing his duties as an air raid warden. In the Soviet Union just keeping warm  in unheated apartments used up many calories. Victor Kravchenko recalled that he and his wife would sit in their Moscow flat  in ‘heavy coats, woollen shawls and even gloves’.27 His wife lost weight. Firewood for cooking had to be carried home by hand or pulled on a sledge. Water had to be collected  from a communal tap in the yard and lugged up several flights of stairs, clothes had to be washed by hand, and the walk to  work was often long, as the tram systems in many towns and cities broke down and became unreliable. This dramatic increase  in overall physical activity in turn increased the number of calories required by each person. A moderately active young man  needs somewhere in the region of 2,800 to 3,000 calories a day, but a soldier in training needs about 3,429 calories a day;  on active service in cold conditions, he needs 4,238 calories; and fighting in tropical conditions, 4,738 calories.28 A compar-able increase in calorie requirements is observable in workers in heavy industry. The impact of too little food  on the physical capacity of workers was demonstrated by under-nourished foreign workers in a factory in Essen who were 15–43  per cent less productive than their German counterparts.29

Each country therefore needed to supply its population with substantially more food, and this required the agricultural sector  to increase, rather than simply maintain, production levels. As agricultural labour was recruited into the army, factories  stopped producing agricultural machinery, and fertilizers competed with the explosives industry for raw materials, food production  in itself became a battle. America possessed sufficient resources to rise to the challenge and devised and implemented new  agricultural techniques, the impact of which are still felt long after the war. But for most combatant countries total war  placed an immense strain on the food system. Luxury foods fell by the wayside, and farmers switched to cultivating bread grains  and potatoes rather than raising livestock for meat and milk. In the Soviet Union the inability of the agricultural sector  to produce enough food created a serious and continual crisis which posed a real threat to the war effort.

The Soviet government, however, in common with other non-democratic governments, exhibited a strong tendency to treat soldiers  and civilians as expendable units in the service of the government. Thus, they were expected to fight valiantly and labour  tirelessly despite inadequate food supplies. Conversely, the ability of a population to bear high levels of deprivation was  often a reflection of low expectations of the government. The most extreme example of this is to be found among Japan’s military  commanders who believed that bushido (fighting spirit) was all that a Japanese soldier needed in order to fight. This resulted in a cavalier attitude towards  food supplies for troops in the field and many Japanese soldiers found themselves fighting on the front line on a diet of  wild grasses. This attitude, as well as the failure to protect supply lines properly, contributed greatly to the fact that  60 per cent of the 1.74 million Japanese military losses were due to starvation, not combat.30

All combatant nations were eager to harness the new science of nutrition in order to maximize the efficiency of food distribution  and in order to squeeze as much physical labour as possible from soldiers and civilians. Obscure nutritionists suddenly found  themselves in positions of power within government and the military and were able to exert varying levels of influence on  food policies. Within the Japanese, British, Commonwealth and United States militaries a minor revolution occurred in the  understanding of food as a tool for maintaining the health and fighting capacity of soldiers, which triggered significant  changes in the way soldiers were fed. This, in turn, impacted on various food technologies and significant progress was made,  particularly in the United States, in the processing, fortification, packaging and transportation of food. Most significantly,  the democratic governments acknowledged that in return for the sacrifices soldiers and civilians made in order to win the  war it was the responsibility of the government to safeguard the food supply and provide an adequate diet for the whole population.  This resulted in food policies in Britain and America which were designed to benefit the welfare of the entire nation, not  simply those directly contributing to the war effort.

Rationing systems were one of the most prominent faultlines exposing the weaknesses of the different ideologies – communism,  capitalism, paternalism, National Socialism, ultranationalism – that operated within the combatant nations. Thus, the paradox developed within Germany of feeding starvation rations to Jews, forced labourers  and concentration camp inmates, despite the fact that they were potentially valuable workers within a war economy desperately  short of labour. In contrast, the communists in the Soviet Union showed a surprising willingness to jettison the ideological  principle of centralized food collection and distribution and even re-introduced a free market in food. Meanwhile, Great Britain  went in the opposite direction, centralizing the economy and adopting a form of war socialism which went against the grain  for the Conservatives in the cabinet. The United States was the only country that possessed sufficient resources to preserve  its ideology of laissez-faire in virtually all areas of the economy, and it was therefore able to keep food controls to a  minimum. It was also the only country to emerge from the war with an agricultural sector strengthened by rationalization and  innovation, and thus be in a position of power with regard to food.

In theory, rationing systems were designed to prevent hoarding and to ensure the fair and equal distribution of food, in other  words, to protect the entitlement to food of all sections of the population. In practice, even where active policies of extermination  were absent, a more passive process of exclusion and denial can be observed at work. The US rationing system was much less  vigorous in its application of price controls in stores where black Americans bought their food. In the Soviet Union the absolute  food shortage meant that routine decisions made by food officials about who would receive food marked out others at the same  time who would not be supplied with food and who would most probably die of hunger. There are no accurate figures for the  number of Soviet civilians who died of starvation but it seems safe to estimate that somewhere between 2 and 3 million died  of hunger and malnutrition. In Nationalist China the food shortage was a result of the Japanese occupation and blockade but  it was the Nationalist government’s decision to prioritize the food needs of the army and the bureaucracy over those of the  peasantry which made rural famine inevitable, with 2–3 million deaths in the province of Henan alone.31 The British rationing system is often celebrated for having done a remarkably good job, with limited resources, of feeding  the British people. But the British government was also responsible for the food security of its colonial subjects, and it was here that it often failed, most spectacularly in Bengal, where 3 million Indians  died of a preventable man-made famine.32 Thus, the Allied powers made their own substantial contribution to wartime hunger, malnutrition and starvation.

Food became a central and often all-consuming preoccupation for most of the world’s population. A Ukrainian engineer who studied  at a Siberian military institute during the war recalled the food served in the canteen. The students were given two sorts  of soup: one was made by pouring flour into boiling water, the other the students referred to as ‘green borscht’ (green soup)  because it was made with nettles. They also received 50 grams of fish and 50 grams of meat a week. Some idea of how tiny these  quantities were is conveyed by the fact that a boneless pork chop weighs about 100 grams. ‘You could live on this food for  about a month,’ he told his interviewer, ‘but if you had to eat it for more than a month, you got so hungry that you didn’t  care anything more about your studies, you just tried to figure out how to get something to eat … Sometimes we would go down  to the market and buy snails and boil them in our rooms with a few potatoes. It takes a long time for them to cook … as the  water began to boil, the snails began to rattle in the pot and it made quite a noise. Even the table on which we had the hotplate  began to shake. The commander of our company lived in the room below ours, and one day he came up to see what was making all  the noise. He threw open the door and shouted, “What have you got in here – an airplane?” So from then on we called this dish  “airplane”. It was not too good, but it was quick and cheap.’33

The Ukrainian and his classmates also ran a scam forging blood donor certificates, which entitled them to more food: 200 grams  of blood earned half a kilogram of rice, a kilogram of sausage and two kilograms of black bread. ‘Many students sold their  blood in order to eat. But … you cannot give 200 grams of blood every day.’ Instead he and his friends forged the certificates.  ‘Practically our whole class ate this way … Once a professor noticed that our class seemed to be eating far better than the  others and asked us about it, but we said, quite proudly, “We are giving blood to the Soviet regime.” And he could not say  anything more. Some men “gave” thirty litres of blood in a year this way!’34

Even in comparatively well-supplied countries, such as Britain and Germany, lack of fat meant that the diet became unpalatable.  The British were used to a pre-war nutritional balance where fat made up 38 per cent of calorie intake.35 Although this only dropped by a small percentage during the war, combined with a shift from meat to wholemeal bread and potatoes  as the basis of the diet, the less fatty meals became so monotonous, and tasted so insipid, that Jean Legas recalled, ‘we  ate the same menu every week for nearly five years … we just ate without thinking about it’.36 The Germans suffered from a similar fat problem. During the first half of the twentieth century animal fat became a central  element in the food of the working classes, giving the food flavour and helping to induce a feeling of fullness. But the 48  grams of fat per week provided by the basic German ration meant that the fat content of many non-industrial workers’ meals  fell below the 20 per cent fat-content mark which most western Europeans regarded as essential for taste.37

There are no deficiency diseases associated with a lack of fat (as long as the diet has alternative sources of vitamins A  and D) but a low-fat diet means that it is necessary to consume a greater quantity of food in order to obtain sufficient calories.  In fact, it is quite difficult for a person to force himself to eat enough potato to maintain necessary calorie intake if  this is the main source of energy. Contemporary workers engaged in hard physical labour, who need around 4,000 calories a  day, would have to spend almost their entire day eating if they were to obtain sufficient energy from bulky carbohydrate foods  alone. It is for this reason that such workers eat a high proportion of their food as fat.38 But for the Soviet, German and Japanese workers, fat simply was not available in sufficient quantities. Fat and meat also  stave off hunger pangs for longer. The lack of fat, combined with the very limited quantity of animal protein in the form  of meat, eggs or cheese in virtually all wartime diets resulted in a nagging sensation of hunger, even if the food contained  sufficient calories.39 A lack of sugar and sweetness in the diet also provoked sometimes unbearable cravings. Mathilde Wolff-Mönckeberg longed for  good things to eat. In a letter she wrote in 1944 she described how ‘I often get myself a spoonful of sugar even though we  are very short of it and we don’t have any left over.’40

In all the countries drawn into the Second World War, civilians spent their days queuing for rations, wondering how they were  going to scrape together enough food to make the next meal. Digging for Victory became a global activity. In every spare scrap  of land people planted potatoes, which became the food of war. Comparatively easy to grow, potatoes were also nutritious,  providing protein and vitamins as well as carbohydrate.41 Levels of deprivation varied greatly but virtually everywhere the quality of food declined. Roy Lee Grover, an American B-25  pilot on New Guinea, was appalled by the Australian army rations he was given. ‘Bully beef … gummey gooey rice, dried onions  and not much else. The bully beef was boiled, baked and fried for the three meals each day.’ In desperation while on a trip  to Townsville he bought ‘a case of twenty-four quart cans of sliced peaches in a sweet syrup’. But he was soon equally sick  of peaches and ‘on my return to the States, it was many months before I could include rice or peaches in any meal’.42 Bully beef, ‘mutton stew thick … like cold glue’, rubbery powdered egg, Spam, gritty black bread, and potatoes – ‘boiled  potatoes, fried potatoes, roasted potatoes … potato cakes, potato soup, potato fritters’ – endless potatoes, these were the  tastes of war.43


PART I

Food – An Engine of War

Food was at the heart of many of the policies which set Germany, Italy and Japan on the path to war in the 1930s. The rise  of fascism, the humiliation and resentment felt by the Germans as a result of the Treaty of Versailles and the economic and  social instability which developed in the wake of the Great Depression more commonly spring to mind as factors which contributed  towards conflict. However, changes in eating habits were equally powerful in their effect and the need to secure the food  to satisfy new appetites played into the aggressive, expansionist policies of the dictatorial regimes of the Axis powers.

The story of food’s role as one of the causes of international conflict in the twentieth century begins in the last quarter  of the previous century when the urban population in Europe shifted from a grain- to a meat-based diet. This development went  hand in hand with the emergence of a new global food economy. Germany felt disadvantaged by the terms of the international  food trade, dominated as it was by the United States and Great Britain and its empire. Indeed, Germany went to war in 1914  hoping to establish for itself a stronger position in the balance of international powers. After 1918 nationalists within  Germany, Italy and Japan continued to see international trade and politics as the stumbling block which prevented their respective  nations from realizing their potential as great powers. In Japan concerns about the poverty and inefficiency of the agrarian  sector and the security of the urban food supply allowed right-wing militarist groups to gain power and influence within the  government. In ultranationalist Japan, fascist Italy and National Socialist Germany these anxieties fuelled the desire for  empire which would not only provide the resources to wage war but transform these nations into great players on the world  stage.

If dreams of agrarian empires drove Germany, Italy and Japan into waging war, the plans Germany and Japan hatched for transforming  these empires resulted in some of the most murderous criminal actions of the war. The implementation of the German General  Plan for the East in Poland and the Japanese Settlement of One Million Households in Manchuria demonstrate that food was an  engine not only of war but also of German and Japanese atrocities.


2

Germany’s Quest for Empire

What India was for England, the territories of Russia will be for us. If only I could make the German people understand what  this space means for our future!

(Adolf Hitler, August 1941)1

FROM WHEAT TO MEAT

The standard meal of an eighteenth-century German rural labourer was ‘gruel and mush’, a soupy combination of grains and lentils.  This was typical fare for the rural population throughout Europe. In 1796 Richard Walker, a farm labourer, bell ringer, grave  digger and barber, living in the Northamptonshire parish of Roade with his wife, a lace maker, and their five children, spent  half the family’s annual income of £26 8s. on bread. The bread was sometimes supplemented by a little bacon, the occasional potato, a small amount of cheese, and washed  down with beer, sugared tea and tiny quantities of milk. In the eighteenth century three-quarters of all European foods were  derived from plants, and even the fat in the diet was drawn predominantly from plant oils.2

Throughout the nineteenth century, but with a marked increase in the 1870s, the amount of meat in the European diet steadily  rose from 16 kilograms per person per year to 50 kilograms by 1914.3 The diet of Ben Turner, his father and brother, all mill workers in Huddersfield in 1876, illustrates the change: ‘On Monday  a bit of cold meat, on Tuesday a hash, on Wednesday a potato pie, on Thursday some fry [liver] and onions, on Friday a bit  of potted meat, on Saturday a bit of sausage, and on Sunday the usual joint, always providing the funds ran to it.’ For breakfast and tea they ate bread and dripping,  ‘sometimes a Spanish onion or some “craps” (pork fat made crisp), and on Sunday teatime, a bit of special home-made cake to  make the distinction from the other days. At the worst times our cut of beef was brisket, because it went the farthest, and  made the most “drip”, besides being the cheapest cut.’4 Bread still featured largely in working-class meals but they now revolved around meat dishes and were much richer in animal  proteins and fats. The Germans ate more pork, the British more mutton and beef.

These changes in the European diet were made possible by the development of a new, global food economy. The globalization  of food systems began in the last quarter of the nineteenth century when the growth of railways and the introduction of ocean-going  steamships dramatically reduced the cost of transporting food. Whereas in the 1860s it had cost 4s. 7½ d. to ship a quarter** of wheat from New York to Liverpool, by 1902 it cost a mere 11½ d. Subsequently there was a corresponding fall in the price. Wheat production in America doubled, in Russia it trebled, and  a global economy of specialized agriculture began to emerge.5 North America, Argentina, Australia, New Zealand and Russia grew the wheat that made the European working man’s loaf and  fattened the cattle, sheep and pigs that were shipped as frozen meat for his table. European meat production also benefited,  as cheap maize, barley, oilseeds and soya beans, grown in Australia and the Americas, were shipped in for animal feed. The  slaughter weight of European livestock increased, the time it took to fatten animals was reduced, and milk yields rose. This  made food cheaper and more plentiful for the expanding urban working classes.6

Britain was the first European country to follow the path of transferring the job of growing food to its colonies. From the  mid-nineteenth century Britain’s agricultural economy began to shrink as labourers left the countryside for the cities, and  others travelled abroad, swapping a life of deference for one of greater dignity, if not wealth, farming in the colonies.  The British food-import economy turned on its head as the spices, sugar, cocoa and tea which had been unloaded at the docks in the early eighteenth century as luxuries for the dining tables of the wealthy, were, during the nineteenth century, redirected  into the kitchens of the masses. Sugar from the Caribbean, tea from India and China, wheat and meat from the Commonwealth  countries, all connected the British working man to every part of Britain’s empire, from the tropics to the temperate zones.7 By 1914 Britain was reliant on imports for over half of its food (measured by value) and was Europe’s major importer of grain.  Indeed, the British developed a preference for the roller-ground hard wheat produced in Minneapolis and Buffalo over the soft  European stone-ground wheat. The hard, glutinous American wheat produced a soft, moist loaf which stayed fresh for longer.8

The apparent improvement in the British working man’s diet hid a decline in the nutritional quality of his food. Roller-grinding  wheat to make flour is a process which discards much of the wheat germ, the source of wheat’s protein, vitamins, minerals  and fats. The softer loaf may have been more easily digestible than the old style stone-ground bread but it was far less nutritious.  Even though the British working classes could afford more meat, the loss of vitamins and minerals in the bread was not compensated  for by an increase in the consumption of vitamin-rich foods such as fruit, vegetables, cheese and eggs. In the towns fresh  milk was hard to store and the urban population tended to rely on less nutritious imported cans of condensed and evaporated  milk. Much of the energy in the working-class diet came from the sugar in their tea, and in the jam they spread on their bread.  Sugar consumption per person increased dramatically over the nineteenth century until by the early twentieth century the British  were eating about 36 kilograms a year. Thus, an unhealthy quantity of sugar had replaced the energy derived from plant carbohydrates  that had been the main source of calories in the eighteenth century. This diet combined with urban poverty meant that hunger  and malnutrition haunted the poorer sections of the working class, especially families with many children.9

However, the British celebrated their cheap white loaf; a direct product of free trade, it was regarded as a symbol of Britain’s  powerful international status and the benefits this brought Britain.10 The country’s dependence on imports was a positive force as ‘the large food deficit acted as a pump for the world’s commerce’.11 The vast colonial agricultural hinterland provided a market (made wealthy by exporting food) for the manufactured goods that Britain needed to export in order to pay for its food. The ships that sailed for Canada,  Jamaica and Australia were laden with Sheffield knives and Lancashire cloth, and returned with holds full of wheat, sugar  and wool. British service industries invested in these same countries, further enriching British companies.12

Germany, in contrast, found itself in an uncomfortable position. Bismarck’s protectionist tariffs had sheltered farmers from  the growth in the global trade of cheap grain and had enabled the large farms owned by Junkers,** east of the River Elbe, to prosper. Germany’s industrial revolution began almost half a century later than Britain’s but,  as the process began to gather speed, more liberal voices within the country advocated a less protectionist economic course.  Germany, they argued, should follow a path similar to that of Britain and expand manufacturing in order to produce exports  which would then pay for the import of primary products, including cheap food to feed the growing urban population.13 In fact, protectionism ensured the German working classes ate a slightly healthier diet than the British. German-grown rye  produced a far more nutritious loaf of bread and fewer imports meant that the Germans drank more fresh milk than the British  and ate a more modest 21 kilograms of sugar per head.14 But German workers also wanted to indulge in luxurious, light crusty white bread and they wanted more meat in their diet.  In the 1890s Bismarck’s successors began to dismantle the wall of tariffs in order to enable German export industries to develop.  The economic writer and social reformer Karl Oldenberg warned that this would lead to ruin. Germany would become dependent  on the United States and China for its food. The farming communities, which were the source of the nation’s social health,  would be destroyed. Meanwhile, the expanding urban areas would spread decay and undermine the nation’s social fabric.15 A fin-de-siècle fear of the anonymous and corrupting city was widespread throughout Europe, but in Germany conservative forces prevailed  and in 1902 protectionist tariffs were reintroduced.16

Nevertheless, the German economy continued to expand and more and more imports of raw materials and food were required. The German chancellor, Count Leo von Caprivi (1890–94), tried to solve the problem of dependence on food imports by increasing  Germany’s self-sufficiency in food and this was fairly successful. In 1916 German farmers were feeding about seventy people  per 100 acres of cultivated land, in contrast to the British farmer who fed about forty-five people from an equivalent area.  Only 19 per cent of the German population’s calories came from imports. But these meat, livestock feed and fat imports were  important sources of energy and taste, providing 27 per cent of the protein and 42 per cent of the fat consumed in Germany.  By 1914 Germany (together with the Low Countries) formed the largest wheat-deficit area in the world.17 But by delaying migration from the countryside to the cities, agricultural protectionism had burdened the nation with a large  agricultural sector which held back the process of industrialization. It also kept food prices artificially high, with the  result that urban working-class protests about the price of milk, butter, and especially meat, erupted between 1906 and 1912.18 Those who advocated free trade within Germany argued that it was only by becoming a manufacturing and trading nation that  Germany could hope to raise the standard of living of its growing urban population.19

For the British, the German loaf of rye bread symbolized the barbarism of autocratic German society, hemmed in by protectionism.  German politicians were frustrated by their inability to challenge American and British dominance both over the world’s wheat-growing  areas and the sea lanes, and by Germany’s lack of a dependent agricultural hinterland which could supply raw materials, or  colonial markets to boost the German economy, in the same way that the empire created British wealth.20 Behind the late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century jostle for a balance of power between Britain, Germany, Russia, Austria-Hungary  and France, lurked the problem of how to feed a working population within the constraints of the economics of global trade.  Within Germany, nationalist social commentators, and an increasing number of German Conservative Party politicians, thought  that successful pursuit of profit, power and influence was contingent on the country finding a more equitable position in  the global economy of food production, import and export, and the only way to achieve this was through war. If it fought a  short war the German government felt confident that it could feed its people for the duration of the conflict. Then, if Germany were victorious, it could defeat France and expand eastwards into a belt stretching from Finland to the  Black Sea coast, thus establishing German dominance over western and eastern Europe. When they went to war in 1914 German  politicians were hoping that the conflict would be decisive in disentangling the German nation from the world markets which  put it at such a disadvantage.21

DEFEAT, HUNGER AND THE LEGACY OF THE FIRST WORLD WAR

If the problem of food supply was one of the factors which placed the great powers in hostile relations with each other, it  was also one of the causes of Germany’s downfall in 1918. The First World War is associated with stagnant trench warfare but  the battle was also fought in the Atlantic. For the first time naval battles became subordinate to commercial warfare, and  in this way the First World War prefigured the Second. The international specialization of food production made both Britain  and Germany vulnerable to blockade. Both countries relied on imports of raw materials, food and fodder to keep the war economy  afloat and to feed their people. Even a reduction in imports could cause food prices to skyrocket and cripple industry. Hungry,  unemployed workers might then pressurize the government to negotiate a peace before a military victory was clear.

The British Admiralty planned to impose an economic blockade on Germany long before the war began, and a new dimension was  added to the concept of blockade when the British revised the naval code in 1907 and 1908, extending the definition of an  instrument of war to food, and changing the rules of engagement to allow for attacks on neutral shipping, if the ship was  carrying supplies to the enemy.22 When the war began Britain not only blockaded the German ports but extended the action to neutral continental countries by  severely limiting the amount of imports they could receive, in an effort to prevent them from re-exporting surplus goods to  Germany.23 During the Second World War these principles were applied even more harshly when occupied countries came under a complete  blockade and the amount of food and petrol allowed in to neutral countries such as Spain was strictly limited.24

The German Admiralty introduced their own crucial change in blockade techniques by using the submarine as a weapon against  merchant shipping. They wanted to use the submarines to attack Britain’s supply of wheat, but in the early years of the war  the German military command hesitated to employ this strategy for fear of hitting an American ship and thus drawing the United  States into the conflict.25 The Germans did not adopt all-out submarine warfare until mid-1917, by which time America had entered the war. However, by  then the Allies had begun to co-ordinate their use of shipping space and had introduced the system of grouping ships into  convoys travelling together with escort vessels, which was very effective in reducing the number of sinkings.26 German submarines did, however, inflict painful damage on Allied shipping and in 1917 Britain came close to using up its  food reserves.27 High food prices even caused a certain amount of industrial unrest but Britain was able to keep open its supply lines and  feed its population adequately. Ultimately, the international system of maritime trade was not only a weakness but also a  strength as it enabled Britain to draw on the economies of the Commonwealth and the colonies, which provided raw materials,  men, clothing and food.28 It was to prove equally crucial as a site of vulnerability and a source of strength during the Second World War.

The German submarine campaign was less successful than Britain’s traditional blockade, which succeeded in cutting Germany  off from ‘direct imports from five enemy nations that together in 1913 had accounted for 46 per cent of Germany’s total imports’.29 When America entered the war in 1917 Germany’s fate was sealed, as the United States placed an embargo on exports not only  to Germany but also to neutral continental countries. This put an end to Germany’s indirect trade with America while at the  same time Britain gained better access to the boundless resources of the United States.30 Eventually, a shortage of agricultural labour combined with the blockade to reduce the Germans to a miserable state of hunger.

Inspecting the food ration lines in Berlin in the autumn of 1916, the American newspaper correspondent George Schreiner wrote:  ‘among the 300 applicants for food there was not one who had had enough to eat for weeks. In the case of the younger women  and children the skin was drawn hard to the bones and bloodless.’31 Shortages began with bread, and then spread to potatoes, butter, fats and meat, until the Germans were forced to resort to eating turnips and  swedes, which were normally fed to animals. The winter of 1916–17 became known as the turnip winter. Ethel Cooper, an Australian  then living in Leipzig, wrote to her family: ‘I think that if I were to bray … it is all that could be expected … after a  month of living on parsnips and turnips.’32 It was bitterly cold, coal ran out, electricity was cut off, the trams stopped running, even turnips were running short.  ‘Germany’, Ethel wrote, ‘has at last ceased to trumpet the fact that it can’t be starved out.’33 Life was thoroughly exhausting and uncomfortable, interspersed with periods of absolute deprivation when the urban population  teetered on the verge of starvation. The Germans lost weight, the birth-rate fell and the mortality rate rose. Deaths from  pneumonia and tuberculosis increased significantly, a strong indicator of malnutrition and poor sanitary conditions. Three-quarters  of a million Germans died of malnutrition. George Schreiner noticed that the underfed bodies on the trams gave off an odour  reminiscent of ‘a cadaver’.34

Despondency and fatigue overwhelmed the nation. If the lack of food contributed to the German defeat it was not because the  Germans were dying in vast numbers but because the grinding misery of never having quite enough to eat wore down the morale  of the people. New recruits and soldiers returning from leave brought news of the misery to the front line, where the troops  themselves were hungry and ill. They stole the barley feed meant for the horses and ground it in their coffee mills to make  flour for pancakes.35 The horses died; the soldiers’ will to fight dissipated. The German request for an armistice in October was the result of  failure on the battlefield. But to many of those who witnessed these events, it appeared as though hunger was the victor,  and that it was starvation among the army and civilians which had brought about a humiliating defeat.36

Even after Germany had signed the armistice the British continued to impose an economic blockade. This was supposed to help  suppress a communist revolution and pressurize the Germans into accepting the unfavourable terms of the Treaty of Versailles.37 The winter of 1918–19 was the hungriest and most miserable for the German population. From the regimental barracks in Munich  the twenty-nine-year old Adolf Hitler, who had served in the German army as a dispatch runner at the rank of corporal, watched how the city came under the rule of, first, a Jewish radical Social Democrat, and then of  a number of Soviet-style councils, until it was eventually brought under control by the troops of the newly formed Weimar  Republic.38 These events, which demonstrated the vulnerability of a hungry and defeated Germany to the threat of communist revolution,  ensured that Hitler (and many others who would later take up positions of power under the National Socialists) developed an  acute awareness of the dangers of civilian hunger. Indeed, Hitler developed an obsession with the need to secure the German  food supply, especially at a time of war. This would later provide him with one of the reasons for the attack on the Soviet  Union, and add fuel to the fire of progressive radicalization which characterized the National Socialist regime during the  Second World War. On 8 March 1919, Lloyd George warned the Supreme War Council and the Allies that ‘the memories of starvation  might one day turn against them … [T]he Allies were sowing hatred for the future: they were piling up agony, not for the Germans,  but for themselves.’39 Lloyd George’s comments were alarmingly prescient. The hatred the Allies had sowed came back to haunt the British in 1940–42  during the height of the U-boat blockade. But it was the inhabitants of eastern Europe who experienced the worst of the agony  that Lloyd George had foreseen. During the Second World War the National Socialists would argue that the need to secure a  minimum food ration of 2,300 calories per day for ordinary Germans justified the extermination of 30 million urban Soviets,  over 1 million Soviet prisoners of war, and at least as many Polish Jews.

AUTARKY AND LEBENSRAUM

The First World War intensified Germany’s problems with regard to its position in the world food economy. The most critical  problem was the country’s lack of foreign exchange. Germany’s manufacturing industry did not produce enough exports to earn  sufficient foreign exchange to pay for all its import requirements. Food and fodder for livestock made up half of all Germany’s  imports, but it also needed raw materials to generate industrial growth and the war reparations imposed by the Treaty of Versailles  swallowed up yet more foreign exchange. In 1927 the prominent agronomist Friedrich Aereboe published a study of the influence of the First World War on agricultural production  and concluded that Germany would have been better off if it had followed the liberal course of integrating into the world  economy in the nineteenth century. Agriculture should have been scaled down, freeing up workers for industry to produce manufactured  goods for export which would then, in turn, have paid for increasing imports of food and consumer goods.40 By not following this course Germany had burdened itself with an agricultural sector which was too large for a modern economy  and farms which were too small, inefficient, and wallowing in debt.41

In the inter-war years it was not too late for Germany to choose to follow the liberal course mapped out by Aereboe, and fully  (and peacefully) integrate itself into the global market economy. However, even Britain and America were moving towards protectionism  in the 1930s. When the First World War came to an end a sudden drop in the demand for food left Europe and the United States  with a surplus of foodstuffs. The interests of the farmer and the working man now converged. Both favoured a secure food supply  and stable, if higher, prices. The economic impact of the Great Depression intensified the problem and in response the United  States increased tariffs on both imports and exports. The days of British free trade came to an end with the Ottawa agreements  of 1932, which gave favoured access to foodstuffs entering Britain from the Dominions in return for special privileges for  British manufactured goods in the Dominions’ home markets. France and Italy defended their low-productivity farms as the site  of national identity and set up walls of protective tariffs, while injecting money into farming in an attempt to increase  agricultural productivity.42

August Skalweit, another prominent agriculturalist, who published his analysis of the German food economy during the First  World War in the same year as Aereboe, drew the opposite conclusion to his colleague. He argued that it was imperative that  Germany should become less dependent on this hostile world market.43 In conservative circles, which favoured this alternative course of action, food preferences were transformed into a political  statement. German housewives’ associations, with strong links to centre-right political parties, campaigned for patriotic  consumption choices.44 Germans preferred to eat crusty white rolls but two-thirds of the wheat to make them had to be imported. ‘Good’ German women were encouraged  to support the German farmer and preserve the traditional social hierarchy and lifestyle, by purchasing rye bread made from  home-grown grain. Housewives’ associations also promoted German-produced potatoes, butter and fish. Even bananas and oranges  were rejected as decadent fruits and shunned in favour of the German apple.45 However, Skalweit warned that if Germany was really to become self-sufficient, and free of the need to spend precious foreign  exchange on food, then its farmers would have to increase fodder production in order to feed the animals which would produce  the protein and fat which Germany presently relied on imports to provide. He argued that this could only be achieved if a  new, central organizational body was set up to co-ordinate the drive for self-sufficiency or autarky.46

The agronomists in the NSDAP (the National Socialist German Workers’ Party) would probably have known Skalweit’s work and  they implemented many changes which resembled his recommendations. But their agenda was not simply to create a self-sufficient  food economy which would secure the food supply for the German people but also to create a food economy which would provide  the basis for military action.47 As soon as the National Socialists came to power Walther Darré, Hitler’s Minister for Food and Agriculture from June 1933,  set up a new organizational body to co-ordinate the battle for self-sufficiency. Germany’s woefully backward agricultural  sector was completely removed from the market system and put under the control of the Reich Food Corporation (Reichsnährstand). Every farmer, agricultural labourer, trader or food processor was expected to join. This vast power complex administered  all aspects of the food system from production to distribution, from the plants which farmers were instructed to cultivate  to the price of essential foodstuffs in the shops.48 German agriculture was cut off from international markets by protectionist tariffs. The prices farmers were paid for their  products were often double what they were worth on the global market. Consequently, farm incomes rose and farm debt was reduced.49 But the ideology of protection had shifted. It was no longer for the benefit of a small and powerful aristocratic Junker  elite. National Socialist ideology maintained that farmers were working for the good of the German race. Their primary motivation in cultivating the land was supposed to be not profit but feeding the nation.50

Darré idealized farmers as the backbone of the Aryan race and advocated a return to the soil as a way of reversing the dangerous  racial deterioration brought about by urban life. A regenerated countryside would, he argued, benefit the entire Volk (people) by strengthening the ‘life-source’ of society. During the 1933 election campaign he was extremely successful at  winning the farming vote for the NSDAP.51 However, once the National Socialists had come to power he gradually fell from favour with Hitler and the rest of the National  Socialist leader-ship. Darré’s problem was that once power had been achieved Hitler quickly lost interest in the problems  of farmers. Indeed, Hitler demonstrated just how much Darré’s plans for internal agricultural restructuring bored him at a  meeting in July 1934: while Darré was talking he picked up and began reading a newspaper.52

After 1933 agricultural reform was a low priority for the majority of the National Socialist leadership as they focused on  preparing for war. But it is a mistake, which many historians have made, to conclude that issues of agriculture, farming and  food supply were of little importance in determining wider National Socialist policy.53 Food was a constant worry for Hitler. Darré’s campaign for food self-sufficiency was modestly successful. The yield of key  crops such as potatoes, sugar beet, cabbage and rye increased and in 1939 Germany was 83 per cent self-sufficient in the most  important foodstuffs such as bread grains, potatoes, sugar and meat. However, this only represented a 3 per cent increase  in self-sufficiency since the National Socialists had come to power.54 The best efforts of the Reich Food Corporation could not solve the problem of the need for imported fodder. This brought  Darré into conflict with Hjalmar Schacht, Reich Minister for Economics. While Darré wanted foreign currency for the purchase  of oilseeds and food, Schacht wanted to prioritize raw materials for the armaments industry.55 In 1936 food shortages and rising food prices combined with fears of inflation and a rise in unemployment to revive the spectre  of November 1918. Hitler demanded that a brake should be put on food prices.56 Two years later he warned that unless sufficient foreign exchange was
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