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FOREWORD

This book developed from lectures in international politics which I have
given at the University of Chicago since 1943. Though it covers the tradi-
tional subject matter of courses in international relations, special emphasis is
placed on basic problems of international law, international organization,
and diplomatic history.

I owe a great debt of gratitude to my students. Their lively class discus-
sions contributed to the clarification of my own thinking on the problems
discussed in this book. Among my students who rendered special services to
make this book possible I must mention a few. Miss Mary Jane Beneditz
made a stenographic transcript of the lectures given in the Winter Quarter of
1946 as well as of the class discussions. Her intelligent and painstaking labor
made available the only written record of those lectures; without that record
the book could not have been completed in little more than a year. Mr. Alfred
Hotz assisted me ably in the research in the initial stages of the work. The
main burden of assistance, however, fell upon Mr. Kenneth W. Thompson,
who brought to his task an extraordinary measure of ability and devotion.
The original versions of the maps were drafted by Mr. Charles R. Jones and
those of the diagrams were drawn by Mr. John Horton.

I am deeply grateful to Professor Leonard D. White who, as administra-
tive head of the Political Science Department of the University of Chicago,
gave me every possible assistance; his understanding greatly facilitated my
work. Professors Waldemar Gurian of the University of Notre Dame and
Edward A. Shils of the University of Chicago and the London School of Eco-
nomics and Political Science read the manuscript and gave me the benefit of
their advice and criticism. Many of my colleagues advised me on special
points. For whatever merit there is in the title of this book, Professor Charles
M. Hardin must take all the credit since I chose it upon his suggestion. The
Social Science Research Committee of the University of Chicago contributed
generous financial support to the work and a long succession of members of
the clerical staff of the Social Science Research Committee rendered compe-
tent assistance. I acknowledge the services of all with gratitude.

The following publishers and publications have been kind enough to
grant permission to incorporate in the book material published previously:
American Journal of International Law, Columbia Law Review, Ethics, Re-
view of Politics, University of Chicago Press, and the Yale Law Journal.

HANS J. MORGENTHAU
Chicago, Illinois
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International Politics:

A Dual Approack

I. UNDERSTANDING INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

The purpose of this book is twofold. The first is to detect and understand
the Torces which determine political relations among nations, and to compre-
hend the ways in which those forces act upon each other and upon inter-
national political relations and institutions. In most other branches of the
social sciences there would be no need to emphasize this purpose. It would
be taken for granted, because the natural purpose of all scientific undertak-
ings is to discover the forces underlying social phenomena and how they
operate. However, in approaching the study of international politics, such
emphasis is not misplaced. As Professor Grayson Kirk has so ably said:

Until recent times the study of international relations in the United States
has been dominated largely by persons who have taken one of three approaches.
First there have been the historians who have considered international relations
fierely 45 Tecent history, 1 which.the SHidene I emmiespped by, the, abserice of
afi adequate amount of available data. oup, the international law-

“yers, have properly concertiéd” themselves primarily with the legal aspects of
inter-state relations, but they have seldom made a serious effort to inquire into
the fundamental reasons for the continuing incompleteness and inadequacy of
this legal nexus. Finally, there have been those who have been less concerned
with international FetaTonsas They are than with the more perfect system which
these idealists would like to build} Only recently—and belatedly — have stu-
dents undertaken to éxamine the Tundamental and persistent forces of world.
politics, and’ the institutions whi h embody them, not with a view to. praise.or
to condemn, but mérely in an effort.to provide a better understanding of these
basic drives which dg_gg;;j;;g,,theﬂf‘orqiﬁ;lﬁgqligics of states. Thus the political

SCIEHHSt 15 Moving into the international field at last?

Professor Charles E. Martin has taken up Professor Kirk’s theme by point-
ng to “the problem which faces the students and the teachers of international
relations more than any other, namely, that dualism we have to face in mov-

1 American Journal of International Law, XXXIX (1945), 369—70.

(3)



Politics among Nations

ing in two different and opposite areas. I mean the area of institutions of
peace which are related to the adjustment of disputes and the area of power
politics and war. Yet, it must be so. There is no escape from it. . . . I think
probably one of the greatest indictments of our attitude in teaching in the
last twenty years has been to write off glibly the institution of war and to
write off the books the influence of power politics. I think political scientists
make a great mistake in doing so. We should be the very ones who are study-
ing power politics and its implications and the situations growing out of it,
and we should be the ones who study the institution of war.” ?

Defined in such terms, international politics embraces more than recent
history and current events. The observer is surrounded by the contemporary
scene with its ever shifting emphasis and changing perspectives. He cannot
find solid ground on which to stand, nor objective standards of evaluation,
without getting down to fundamentals which are revealed only by the cor-
relation of recent events with the more distant past.

International politics cannot be reduced to legal rules and institutions.
International politics operates within the framework of such rules and
through the instrumentality of such institutions. But it is no more identical
with them than American politics on the national level is identical with the
American Constitution, the federal laws, and the agencies of the federal
government.

Concerning attempts to reform international polmcs before making an
effort to understand what international politics is about, we share William
Graham Sumner’s view:

. « . The worst vice in political discussions is that dogmatism which takes

its stand on great principles or assumptions, instead of standing on an exact ex-
amination of things as they are and human nature as it is. . . . An ideal is
formed of some higher or better state of things than now exists, and almost un-
consciously the ideal is assumed as already existing and made the basis of specu-
lations which have no root. . . . The whole method of abstract speculation on
political topics is vicious. It is popular because it is easy; it is easier to
a.new world than to learn to know this one; it is cas:er to em on spccula-
tions based on a few broad assumptions than it is to study the }ustory of states
and institutions; it is easier to catch up a popular dogma than it is to analyze it
. to see whether it is true or not. All this lcads to confusion, to the admission of
phmses and plantudes, to much disputing but little gain in the prosperity of

the obmerhas to ’ The events wluch he must try to understand afe,
on the-one hand, anigue-occurrences. They happened in this way omtiy oiiee

and never before or since. On the other hand, they are sx;m;ax ,f
manifestations of social forces. Social forces are the ik

ture in action. Therefore, under snmlat conditions; the‘§ wﬂl :&mﬁ@g &cm-

2 Proceedings of the Eighth Conference 8f Teachers of Internatzonal Law anﬁ Rel;ued Suub-
jects (Washmgton Carnegie Endowment for dtional Peace, 1946), p. 6
8 “Democracy and Responsible Government,” The Challenge of Facts dﬂd Otker Essays
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1914), pp. 245-6-

(4)




International Politics: A Dual Approach

selves in a similar manner. But where is the line to be drawn between the
similar and the unique?

We learn what the principles of international politics are from compari-
sons between such events. A certain political situation evokes the formula-
tion and execution of a certain foreign policy. Dealing with a different po-
litical situation, we ask ourselves: How does this situation differ from the
preceding one and how is it similar? Do the similarities reaffirm the policy
developed previously? Or does the blending of similarities and differences
allow the essence of that policy to be retained while, in some aspects, it is
to be modified? Or do the differences vitiate the analogy altogether and
make the previous policy inapplicable? If one wants to understand interna-
tional politics, grasp the meaning of contemporary events, and foresee and
influence the future, one must be able to perform the dual intellectual task
implicit in these questions. One must be able to distinguish between the simi-

iti i _in two political situations,. Furthermore, one must be
able to assess the import of these similarities and differences for alternative
foreign policies. Three series of events taken at random will illustrate the
problem and its difficulties. ‘

1. On September 17, 1796, George Washington made a speech in which
he bade farewell to the nation, outlining among other things the principles
of American foreign policy. On _December 2, 1823, President Monroe sent a
message to Congress in which he, too, formulated the principles of Ameri-
can foreign policy. In 1917, the United States joined France and Great Brit-
ain against a nation which threatened the independence of both. In 1941,
the United States followed a similar course of action. On March 12, 1947,
President Truman, in a message to Congress, reformulated the principles of
American foreign policy.

2. In 1512, Henry VIII made an alliance with the Hapsburgs against
France. In 1515, he made an alliance with France against the Hapsburgs. In
1522 and 1542, he joined the Hapsburgs against France. In 1756, Great Brit-
ain allied itself with Prussia against the Hapsburgs and France. In 1793,
Great Britain, Prussia, and the Hapsburgs were allied against Napoleon. In
1914, Great Britain joined with France and Russia against Austria and Ger-
many, and, in 1939, with France and Poland against Germany.

3. Napoleon, William II, and Hitler tried to conquer the continent of
Europe and failed.

Are there within each of these three series of events similarities which
allow us to formulate a principle of foreign policy for each series? Or is each
event so different from the others in the series that each would require a dif-
ferent policy? The difficulty in making this decision is the measure of the
difficulty in making corréct judgments in international affairs, in charting
the future wisely, and in doing the right things in the right way and at the
right time.

‘Should the foreign policy of Washington’s Farewell Address be consid-
ered a general principle of American foreign policy, or did it stem from tem-
porary conditions and was it, therefore, bound to disappear with them? Are
the foreign policies of Washington’s and Monroe’s messages compatible with
the Truman Doctrine? Stated another way, is the Truman Doctrine a mere

(s5)




Politics among Nations

modification of a general principle underlying Washington’s and Monroe’s
conception of foreign affairs, or does the Trumanp Doctrine constitute a radi-

.. cal departure from the traditions of American foreign policy? If it does, is it
justified in the light of changed conditions? Generally speaking, are the dif-
ferences in the international position of the United States in 1796, 1823, 1917,
1941, and 1947 such as to justify the different foreign policies formulated and
executed with regard to these different political situations? More particu-
larly, what are the similarities and differences in the situation with which
Europe confronted the United States in 1917, 1941, and 1947, and to what
extent do they require similar or different foreign policies on the part of the
United States?

What is the meaning of these shifts in British foreign policy? Are they
the outgrowth of the whim and perfidy of princes and statesmen? Or are
they inspired by the accumulated wisdom of a people, mindful of the perma-
nent forces which determine their relations to the continent of Europe?

Are the disasters which follow in the wake of the three attempts at con-
tinental_conquest so_many accidents due to disparate causes? Or does the
similarity in results point to similarities in the over-all political situation,
similarities which convey a lesson to be pondered by those who might want
to try again? More particularly, are the Eurapean. policies of*Stalin similar
to those of illi d Hitler? To the extent that they are,
do they call for policies on the part of the United States similar to those pur-
sued in 1917 and 1941?

Sometimes, as in the case of the retrospective analysis of British foreign
policy, the answer seems to be clear. We shall have more to say about that
later. Most of the time, however, and especially when we deal with the pres-
ent and the future, the answer is bound to be tentative and subject to quali-
fications. The facts from which the answer must derive are essentially am-
biguous and subject to continuous change. To those men who would have it
otherwise, history has taught nothing but false analogies. When they have
been responsible for the foreign policies of their countries, they have brought
only disaster. William II and Hitler learned nothing from Napoleon’s fate,
for they thought it could teach them nothing. Those who have erected
Woashington’s advice into a dogma to be followed slavishly have erred no
less than those who would dismiss it altogether.

The first lesson which the student of international politics must learn and

ne at the complexities of international affairs make simple so-
i LrHstw rophecies impossible. It 1s here that the scholdfaad
the charlatan part company.
tics among nations, and knowledge of the ways by which their political rela-
tions proceed, reveals the ambiguity of the facts of international politics. In
every political situation contradictory tendencies are at play. One of these
tendencies is more likely to prevail under certain conditions than others. But
which tendency actually will prevail is anybody’s guess. The best the scholar
can do, then, is to trace the different tendencies which, as potentialities, are
inherent in a certain international situation. He can point out the different
conditions which make it more likely for one tendency to prevai than for

(6)
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another, and, finally, assess the probabilities for the different conditions and
tendencies to prevail in actuality.

Because the facts of international politics are exposed to continuous
change, world affairs have surprises in store for whoever tries to read the
future from his knowledge of the past and from the signs of the present. Take
the example of one of the greatest of British statesmen,

In February 1792, in his budget speech to the House of Commons, Pitt justi-
fied the reduction of military expenditures (particularly the decrease by more
than 11 per cent in the personnel of the British Navy) and held out hope
for more reductions to come by declaring: “Unquestionably there never was
a time in the history of this country when from the situation of Europe we
might more reasonably expect fifteen years of peace than at the present mo-
ment.” Only two months later the continent of Europe was engulfed in war.
Less than a year later Great Britain was involved. Thus was initiated a
period of almost continuous warfare which lasted nearly a quarter of a
century.

tatesman fare so ill, what can we expect
from the forecasts of lesser minds? In how many books written on interna-
tional affairs before the First World War, when common opinion held great
wars to be impossible or at least of short duration, was there even an inkling
of what was to come? Is there a book, written in the period between the
two world wars, which could have helped one anticipate what international
politics would be like in the fifth decade of the century? Who could have
guessed at the beginning of the Second World War what the political world
would be like at its end? Who could have known in 1945 what it would be
like in 1948?

us with absolute certainty what tomorrow and the day after will bring? ¢

2. UNDERSTANDING THE PROBLEM
" OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE

This leads us to the second purpose of this book. No study of politics and
certainly no study of international politics in the mid-twentieth century can
be disinterested in the sense that it is able to divorce knowledge from action
and to pursue knowledge for its own sake. International politics is no
longer, as it was for the United States during most of its history, a series of
incidents, costly or rewarding, but hardly calling into question the nation’s
very existence and destiny. The existence and destiny of the United States
were more decply aﬁ"ected by Eﬁe omestic events of the ar thgg by,

the inte

4 The fallibility of prophecies in international affairs is strikingly demonstrated by the fan-
tastic errors committed by the experts who have tried to forecast the nature of the next war.
The history of these forccasts, from Machiavelli to General J. F. C. Fuller, is the story_ of logical
deductions, plausible in themselves, which had no connection wn.h the contingencies of the
actual historic development. General Fuller, for instance, foresaw in 1923 that the decisive
weapon of the Second World War would be gas! See The Reformation of War (New York:

E. P. Dutton and Company, 1923).
(7)
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War, the Spanish-American War, and the Roosevelt corollary to the Monroe
“Doctrine””

Two facts, peculiar to our time, have completely reversed the relative im-
portance of domestic and international policies for the United States. One is
that the United States is at the moment of this writing the most powerful
nation on earth. Yet, in comparison with its actual and potential competitors,
it is not so powerful that it can afford to ignore the effect of its policies upon

_its position among the nations. From the end of the Civil War to the begin-
ning of the Second World War it mattered little what policies the United
States pursued with regard to its Latin-American neighbors, China, or Spain.

_The self-sufficiency of its own strength, in conjunction with the operation of
the halance of power,.made the United States immune to the boundless am-

-bition born. of success and. the fear and frustration which goes with failure.
The United States could take success and failure in stride without being un-
duly tempted or afraid. Now it stands outside the enclosures of its continental

citadel, taking on the whole of the political world as friend or foe. It has
_become_dangerous and vulnerable, feared and afraid: ,

The risk of being very powerful, but not omnipotent, is aggravated by
the second fact: a dual revolution in the political situation of the world. The
multiple state system of the past, which in the moral sense was one world,
has been transformed into two inflexible, hostile blocs, which are morally two
worlds. On the other hand, modern technology has made possible total war.
The predominance of these two new elements in contemporary international
politics has not only made the preservation of world peace extremely diffi-
cult, it has also enormously increased the risks of war. Since in this world
situation the United States holds a position of predominant power and,
hence, of foremost responsibility, the understanding of the forces which mold
international politics and of the factors which determine its course has be-
come for the United States more than an interesting intellectual occupation.
It has become a vital necessity.

To reflect on international politics in the United States, as we approach
the mid-twentieth century, then, is to reflect on the problems which confront
American foreign policy in our time. While at all times the promotion of

i nterests o among powers has

all pations. It yields in importance only to the most elemental considerations
of national existence and security.

Tt is for-this reason that this book is planned around the two concepts of
power and peace. These two concepts "are central to a discussion of world
politics in the mid-twentieth century, when the greatest accumulation of
power ever known gives to the problem of peace an urgency which it has
never had before. In a world whose moving force is the aspiration for power

5 This corollary is found in the message of Theodore Roosevelt to Congress on December 6,
1904. In that message he proclaimed the right of the United States to intervene in ‘the ‘do-
mestic_affairs of the Latin-American countries. For the text, sce Ruhl J. Barder, editos, gﬁ

Record of American Diplomacy: Documents and “Readings in the History of Americsn For
Relations (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1947), p- 539.
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of sovereign nations, peace can be maintained only by two devices. One is
the self-regulatory mechanism of the social forces which manifests itself in
the struggle for power on the international scene, that is, the balance of
.power. The other consists of normative limitations’ upon._that_struggle in
the form of international law, international morality, and wosld public opin-
ion. Since neither of these devices, as they operate today, is capable of keep-
ing the struggle for power within peaceful bounds, three further questions
must be asked and answered. What is the value of the main current. pro-
posals for the maintenance of international peace? More particularly, what
is_the value of the proposal for doing away with.the_very structure of an
international society of sovereign nations by establishing a world state? And,
finally, what must a program for action he like_which, mindful of the les

sons of the past, endeavors to adapt them to the problems of the present?
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PART TWO

INTERNATIONAL POLITICS AS
A STRUGGLE FOR POWER






CHAPTER 1

Politscal Power

I. WHAT IS POLITICAL POWER?*

International politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power. Whatever the

ultimate aims of international politics, power is always the immediate aim.
Statesmen and peoples may ultimately seek freedom, security, prosperity, or
power itself. They may define their goals in terms of a religious, philosophic,
economic, or social ideal. They may hope that this ideal will materialize
through its own inner force, through divine intervention, or through the
natural development of human affairs. But whénever they strive to realize
their goal by means of international politics, they do so by striving for
power. The Crusaders wanted to free the holy places from domination by
the Infidels; Woodrow Wilson wanted to make the world safe for democ-
racy; the National Socialists wanted to open Eastern Europe to German
colonization, to dominate Europe, and to conquer the world. Since they
chose power to achieve these ends, they were actors on the scene of inter-
national politics.?-,

When we spcak of power in the context of this book, we have in mind
not man’s power Over nature, or over an artistic rnedmm, such as language,
speech, sound, or color, or over the means of production or consumption, or
over himself in the sense of self-control. W.
man’s control over the minds and actions of other men. By political power
we refer to the mutual re I ot : ] public_a
thority and between the latter and % ggogle at la.rgc. '

‘Political power, however, must be distinguished from force in the sense
of thg actual exercise of physical violence. The threat of physical violence in
the form of police action, imprisonment, capital punishment, or war is an
intrinsic element of politics. When violence becomes an actuality, it signifies

i The concept of political power poses one of the most difficult and controversial problems
of political science. The value of any particular concept will be determined by its ability to
c}p&am a maximum of the phcnomm which are conventionally considered to belong to a cer-
win sphere of political activity: Thus a concept of political power, to be useful for the under-
standing of international politics, must be broader than one adopted to operate in the field
of municipal pohncs. “The political/nieans employed in the latter are much mére narrowly cir-
cumscribed: than dre those employed in international politics.

2 Por some suggestive remarks on power in relation to international politics, see Lionel
"Rebbias, The Eeomomsic-Causes of War (London: Jonathan Cape, 1939), pp. 63 £.
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routics among Nations

the abdication of political power in favor of military or pseudo-military
power. Ifi international politics in particular, armed strength as a threat or a
otefitiality 15 the most important material factor making for the political
.JQQL—EQMOJJ. Tt it becomes an actuality in war, it signifies the substitu-
" tion of military for political power. The actual exercise of physical violence
substitutes for the psychological relation between two minds, which is of
the essence of political power, the physical relation between two bodies,
one of which is strong enough to dominate the other’s movements. It is for
this reason that in the exercise of physical violence the psychological element
of the political relationship is lost, and that we must distinguish between
military and political power.
. Political power is a psychological relation between those who exercise it
it_is exercised. It gives the former control over certain
actions of the latter through the influence which the former exert over the
latter’s minds. That influence may be exerted through orders, threats, per-
suasion, or a combination of any of these. The President of the United States,
for instance, exerts political power over the executive branch of the govern-
ment so long as his orders are obeyed by the members of that branch. The
leader of a party has political power so long as he is able to mold the actions
of the members of the party according to his will. We refer to the political
power of an industrialist, labor leader, or lobbyist in so far as his preferences
influence the actions of other men. The United States exerts political power
over Puerto Rico so long as the laws of the United States are observed by the
citizens of that island. When we speak of the political power of the United
States in Central America, we have in mind the conformity of the actions of
Central American governments with the wishes of the government of the

United States.” Thus the statepent that A has or wants political power oyer
B.signifies always that A is able, or wants to _be able, to control certain ac-
; . . .

Whatever the material objectives of a foreign policy, such as the acquisi-
tion of sources of raw materials, the control of sea lanes, or territorial
changes, they always entail control of the actions of others through influence
over their minds. The Rhine frontier as a century-old objective of French
foreign policy points to the political objective to destroy the desire of Ger-
many to attack France by making it physically difficult or impossible for
Germany to do so. Great Britain owed its predominant position in world
politics throughout the nineteenth century to the calculated policy of mak-
ing it either too dangerous (because Great Britain was too strong) or unat-
tractive (because its strength was used with moderation) for other nations
to oppose 1t ’

The political obie of military preparations of any kind is to_deter

Q1 NE (1 . [] 2 . K
litical aim of military prepasations is, in ether words, to_make the acual
application of milizary force unceessary by inducing the prospective ener

. 3 The examples in the mxt ﬂhma&m&emsmpolmnl powes as mere.
social fact, as in the case of the lobbyist, and:palitical poweryin. the sénse of legitimate authar-

ity, ie., of the President of the United States.:Both the Rresifieat of the United Swates and the
lobbyist exercise political power, however differens ats source ‘and nature mmay. Ly

(14)
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to-desist from the use of military force. The political objective of war itself

is not per se the conquest of territory and the annihilation of enemy armies,
but a change in the mind of the enemy which will make him yield to the
will of the victor.

Therefore, whenever economic, financial, territorial, or military policies
are under discussion in international affairs, it is necessary to distinguish be-
tween economic policies which are undertaken for their own sake and eco-
nomic policies which are the instrumentalities of a political policy, that is to
say, a ohc Whose economic

The export policy of Switzerland with
regard to the United States falls into the first category. The economic poli-
cies of the Soviet Union with regard to the Eastern and Southeastern Euro-
pean nations fall into the latter category. So do many policies of the United
States in Latin America and Europe. The distinction is of great practical
importance, and the failure to make it has led to much confusion in policy
and public opinion.

An economic, financial, territorial, or military policy undertaken for its
own sake is subject to evaluation in its own terms. Is it economically or
financially advantageous? What effects has acquisition of territory upon the
population_and economy of the nation acquiring it? What are the conse-
quences of a change in a military policy for education, population, and the
domestic political system? The decisions with respect to these policies are
made exclusively in terms of such intrinsic considerations.

When, however, the objectives of these policies serve to increase the
power of the nation pursuing them with regard to other nations, these poli-
cies and their objectives must be judged primarily from the point of view
of their contribution to national power. An economic policy which cannot be
justified in purely economic terms might nevertheless be undertaken in view
of the political policy pursued. The insecure and unprofitable character of a
loan to a foreign nation may be a valid argument against it on purely finan-
cial grounds. But the argument is irrelevant if the loan, however unwise it
may be from a banker’s point of view, serves the political policies of the
nation. It may, of course, be that the economic or financial losses involved
in such policies will weaken the nation in its international position to such
an extent as to outweigh the political advantages to be expected. On these
grounds such policies might be rejected. In such a case, what decides the
issue is, however, not purely economic and financial considerations, but a
comparison of the political changes and risks involved, that is, the probable
effect of these policies upon the international power of the nation.

2. THE DEPRECIATION OF POLITICAL POWER

The aspiration for power being the_distinguishing element of interna-
tional politics, as of all politics, international politics is of necessity power
litics. While this fact is generally recognized in the practice of interna-
tional affairs, it is frequently denied in the pronouncements of schelars, pub-

licists, and even statesmen. Since the end of the Napoleonic Wars, ever largcr
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groups in the Western World have been persuaded that the struggle for
power on the international 'scene is a temporary phenomenon, a historical
accident which is bound to disappear once the peculiar historic conditions
which have given rise to it have been eliminated. Thus Jeremy Bentham be-
lieved that the competition for colonies was at the root of all international
conflicts. “Emancipate your colonies!” was his advice to the governments,
and international conﬂzgt and war would of necessity disappear.* Adherents
of freeutrade.such as.Cobden 5 and Proudhon.® were convinced that the re-
moval of trade barriers was the only condition for the establishment of per-
fmanent harmony among nations and might even lead to the disappearance
of international politics altogether. “At some future election,” said Cobden,
“we may probably see the test ‘no foreign politics’ applied to those who offer
to become the representatives of free constituencies.” I.Eor Marx and his fol-
Jowers, capitalism is at the root of international discord and war. They main-
tain that international socialism will do away with the struggle for power on
the international scene and bring about permanent peace. During thie nine-
teenth century, liberals everywhere shared the conviction that power politics
and war were residues of an obsolete system of government and that, with
the victory of democracy and constitutional government over absolutism and
autocracy, international harmony and permanent peace would win out over
power politics and war. Of this liberal school of thought, Woodrow Wilson
was the most eloquent and most influential spokesman.

In recent times, the conviction that the struggle for power can be elimi-
nated from the international scene has been connected with the great at-
tempts at organizing the world, such as the League of Nations and the
United Nations. Thus Cordell Hull, then Secretary of State, declared in
1943 on his return from the Moscow Conference, which laid the ground-
work for the United Nations, that the new international organization would
mean the end of power politics and usher in a new era of international col-
laboration.® Mr. Philip Noel-Baker, then British Minister of State, declared
in 1946 in the House of Commons that the British government was “deter-
mined to use the institutions of the United Nations to kill power potitits; in
ordle’x" 9tha.t:, by the methods of democracy, the will of the people shall pre-
yail. - '

While we shall have more to say later about these theories and the ex-
pectations derived from them,' it is sufficient to state that the struggle for

4 Emancipate Your Colonies (London: Robert Heward, 1830). -

5 “Free Trade!, What is it? Why, breaking down the barriers that separate nations; those
barriers, behind which nestle the feelings of pride, revenge, hatred, and jealousy, which every
now and then burst their bounds, and deluge whole countries with blood.” “Free trade is the
international law 'of the Almighty,” and free trade arnd pedce seem to be “one and the same
cause.” Sec Speeches by Rickard Cobden (London: The Macmillan Company, 1870), 1, 79;
Political Writings (New York: D. Appleton and Cumpany, 1867), II, 110; letter of April 12,
1842, to Henry Ashworth, quoted in John Morley, Life of Richard Cobden (Boston: Roberts
Brothers, 1881), p. 154. ‘ ‘ )

_..% “Let us suppress the tariffs, and the alliance of the peoples will thus be declared, their
solidarity recognized, their equality proclaimed.” Oeuvres complétes (Paris, 1867), I, 248.
7 Quoted in A. C. F. Beales, A Shott Hastory of English Liberalism, p. 195.
8 New York Times, November 19, 3943, 'pv. I..
® House of Commons Debases (P%ﬁa 5, 1946), Vol, 419, p. 1262.
10 See Part Eight, R ’
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power is universal in ti and is an undeniable fact of experi-

ence. It cannot be denied that throughout historic time, regardless of social,
economic, and political conditions, states have met each other in contests for
power. Even though anthropologists have shown that certain primitive peo-
ples seem to be free from the desire for power, nobody has yet shown how
their state of mind and the conditions under which they live can be recreated
on a world-wide scale so as to eliminate the struggle for power from the
international scene.’* Ft would be useless and even self-destructive to free
one or the other of the peoples of the earth from the desire for power while
leaving it extant in others. If the desire for power cannot be abolished every-
where in the world, those who might be cured would simply Tall vicims to
the power of others. - o
The position taken here might be criticized on the ground that conclusions
drawn from the past are unconvincing, and that to draw such conclusions
has always been the main stock-in-trade of the enemies of progress and re-
form. Though it is true that certain social arrangements and institutions
have always existed in the past, it does not necessarily follow that they must
always exist in the future. The situation is, however, different when we deal,
not with social arrangements and institutions created by man, but with those
elemental bio-psychological drives by which in turn society is created. The
drives to live, to propagate, and t i : i3
zelative strength is dependent upon sacial conditions which-may-favor-one
drive and tend to repress another, or which may withhald sacial appraval
from certain manifestations of these drives, while they encourage others.
Thus, to take examples only from the sphere of power, most societies con-
demn killing as a means of attaining power within the society, but all so-
cieties encourage the killing of enemies in that struggle for power which is
called war. Dictators look askance at the aspirations for political power
among their fellow citizens, but democracies consider active participation in

the competition for political power a civic duty. Where a_monopolistic or-
ganjzati ic activities exists, competition for economic: power is

aebhete At1ONS O D

struggle for ecogomic POWCL AIG ¢ ! CIS.ALE.LACONEAZ

Regardless of particular social conditions, the decisive argument against
the opinion that the struggle for power on the international scene is a mere
historic accident can, however, be derived from the nature of domes.tic poli-

tics. The, i tional politics, is identical with its domestic conn-
WWWMQ@M&
dified only by the different conditions under which this struggle takes

,,,: 3 the domest a0d. in the internationa Db 'S .
The desire to dominate, in particular, is a constitutive element of all hu-
man associations, from the family through fraternal and professional asso-

132 Por an illuminating discussion of this problem, see Malcolm Sharp, “Aggression: A
Study of Values and Law,” Ethics, Vol. 57, No. 4, Part Il (July 1947). . .

© %% Zoologists: have shown that the drive to dominate is to be found even in animals, such
as. chickéns and monkeys, who create social hierarchies on the basis of the will and the ability to
dominate; see, e.g., Warder Allee, Animal Life and Social Growth (Baltimore: The Williams
kins Compatry, 3932) and The Social Life of Animals (New York: W. W. Norton and
¢, 1938). - ’
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ciations and local political organizations to the state, On the family level, the
typical conflict between the mother-in-law and her child’s spouse is in its
essence a struggle for power, the defense of an established power position
against the attempt to establish a new one. As such it foreshadows the con-
flict on the international scene between the policies of the status quo and the
policies of imperialism. Social clubs, fraternities, faculties, and business or-
ganizations are scenes of continuous struggles for power between groups
which either want to keep what power they already have or desire ta attain
greater power. Competitive contests between business enterprises as well as
labor disputes between employers and employees are frequently fought not
only, and sometimes not even primarily, for economic advantages, but for in-
fluence over each other and over others, that is, for power. Finally, the whole
political life of a nation, particularly of a democratic nation, from the local to _
i i i In periodical elections,
in voting in legislative assemblies, in law suits before courts, in adminis-
trative decisions and executive measures —in all these activities men try to
maintain or to establish their power over other men. The processes by which
legishative, judicial, executive, and administrative decisions are reac%ea are
subject to pressures and counterpressures by "Eressurc grougg”' trying to de-
their positions of power. '
In view of this ubiquity of the struggle for power in all social relations
and on all levels of social organization, is it surprising that international poli-
tics is of necessity power politics? And would it not be rather surprising if
the struggle for power were but an accidental and&phtmc:alfattribute of in-
ternational politics when it is a permanent and necessary element of all
branches of domestic politics?

3. TWO ROOTS OF THE DEPRECIATION
OF POLITICAL POWER

The depreciation of the role power plays on the international scene grows
from two roots. Qne is the philosophy of international relations which domi-
t of the nineteenth century and still holds sway over
ng on international affairs. The other is the particula

al ¢l mstances which ha “_’,u,i!“l' elati

mu

: of our thinki

164l _and 1in

The nineteenth century was led to its depreciation of power politics by its’
domestic experience. The distinctive characteristic of this experience was the
domination of the middle classes by the aristocracy. By identifying this domi-
nation with political domination of any kind, the political philosophy of the
nineteenth century came to identify the opposition to aristocratic politics
with hostility to any kind of politics. After the defeat of aristocratic govern-
ment, the middle classes developed a system of indirect domination. They
replaced the traditional division. jite the governing and governed classes,

' istic of aristocratic rule,

and the military method of .open wiplence; characteristic.
with the invisible chains of economi¢-dependence: This ¢
erated through a network of seemingly equalitarian le
-~ MM
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cealed the very existence of power relations. The nineteenth century was un-
able to see the political nature of these legalized relations. They seemed to
be essentially different from what had gone, so far, under the name of poli-
tics. Therefore, politics in its aristocratic, that is, open and violent form was
identified with politics as such. The struggle, then, for political power —in
domestic as well as in international affairs— appeared to be only a historic
accident, coincident with autocratic government and bound to disappear with
the disappearance of autocratic govcrnrnent

This identification of f power. politics. vgg____ggg_ocraue government found
supporl:.m_.the._Amnncan experience. It can he traced to three elements in
that experience: the uniqueness of the American experiment. the actual isola-
tion of the American continent from the centers of world conflict during.the
nineteenth_century, and the humanitarian pacifism and anti-imperialism of
American political ideology.

That the severance of constitutional ties with the British crown was
meant to signify the initiation of an American foreign policy distinct from
Jhat went under the name of foreign policy in Europe is clearly stated in

“Europe has a set of primary interests,
which to us have none, or a very remote relation. Hence she must be en-
gaged in frequent controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign
to our concerns. Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to implicate our-
selves, by artificial ties, in the ordinary vicissitudes of her politics, or the ordi-
nary combinations and collisions of her friendships or enmities.” In 1796, Eu-
ropean politics and power politics were identical; there was no other power
politics but the one engaged in by the princes of Europe “The toils of Euro-
pean ambition, rivalship, interest, humor or caprice” were the only mani-
festations of the struggle for international power before the American eye.
The retreat from European politics, as proclaimed by Washington, could,
therefore, be taken to mean retreat from power politics as such.

Yet American aloofness from the European tradition of power politics
was more than a political program. Certain sporadic exceptions notwith-
standing, it was an established political fact until the end of the nineteenth
century. The actuality of this fact was a result of deliberate choice as well as
of the objective conditions of geography. Popular writers might see in the
uniqueness of America’s geographic position the hand of God which had un-
alterably prescribed the course of American expansion as well as isolation.
But more responsible observers, from Washington on, have been careful to
emphasize the conjunction of geographic conditions and of a foreign policy
choosing its ends in the light of geography, using geographic conditions to
attain those ends. Washington referred to “our detached and distant situa-
tion” and asked, “Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation?”
When this period of American foreign policy drew to a close, John Bright
wrote to Alfred Love: “On your continent we may hope your growing mil-
lions may henceforth know nothing of war. None can assail you; and you
are anxious to abstain from mingling with the quarrels of other nations.” **

18 Merle Curti, Peace and War: The American Struggle 1636-1936 (New York: W. W.
Norton and Company, 1936), p. 122.
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From the shores of the North American continent, the citizens of the
new world watched the strange spectacle of the struggle for international
power unfolding on the distant scenes of Europe, Africa, and Asia. Since for
the better part of the nineteenth century their foreign policy enabled them
to retain the role of spectators, what was actually the result of a passing his-
toric constellation appeared to Americans as a permanent condition, self-
chosen as well as naturally ordained. At worst they would continue to watch
the game of power politics played by others. At best the time was close at
hand when, with democracy established everywhere, the final curtain would
fall and the game of power politics would no longer be played.

To aid in the achievement of this goal was conceived to be part of
America’s mission. Throughout the nation’s history, the national destiny of
the United States has been_understood in anti m;htanstm, libertarian terms.
Where that national mission finds a nonaggressive, abstentionist formulation,
as in the political philosophy of John C. Calhoun, it is conceived as the pro-
motion of domestic liberty. Thus.we may “do more to extend liberty by our

example over this continent and the world generally, than would be done by
a thousand victories.” When the United States, in the wake of the Spanish-
American War, seemed to desert this anti-imperialist and democratic ideal,
William Graham Sumner restated its essence: “Expansion and imperialism
are a grand onslaught on democracy . . . expansion and imperialism are
at war with the best traditions, principles, and interests of the American
people.” ** Comparing the tendencies of European power politics with the
ideals of the American tradition, Sumner thought with Washington that
they were incompatible. Yet, as a prophet of things to come, he saw that
with the conclusion of the Spanish-American War America was irrevocably
committed to the same course which was engulfing Europe in revolution
and war.

Thus the general conception which the nineteenth century had formed
of the nature of foreign affairs combined with specific elements in the Amer-
ican experience to create the belief that involvement in power politics is not
inevitable, but only a historic accident, and that nations have a choice be-
tween power politics and other kinds of foreign policy not tainted by the
desire for power.

. 14 “The Conquest of the United States by Spain,” Essays of William Graham Sumier
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1940), II, 205.
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CHAPTER I

The Struggle for Power: Policy of
the Status Quo

Domestic and international politics are but two different manifestations of
the same phenomenon: the struggle for power, Its manifestations differ in
the two different spheres because different moral, political, and general so-
cial conditions prevail in each sphere. National societies show a much greater
degree of social cohesion within themselves than among themselves. Cul-
tural uniformity, technological unification, external pressure, and, above all,
a hierarchic political organization co-operate in making the national society
an integrated whole set apart from other national societies. In consequence,
the domestic political order is, for instance, more stable and to a lesser degree
subject to violent change than is the international order.
The history of the nations active in international politics shows them con-
. tinuously preparing for, actively involved in, or recovering from organized
violence in the form of war. In domestic politics, on the other hand, organ-
ized violence as an instrument of political action on an extensive scale has
become a rare exception. Yet as a potentiality it exists here, too, and at times
the fear of it in the form of revolution has exerted an important influence
upon political thought and action.* He i i
international politics in this respect i de ind. .
All politics, domestic and international, reveals three basic patterns, that
is to say, all political phenomena can be reduced to one of three basic types.
A political policy seeks either to keep power, to.i

o these three typical patterns of politics, three typical international poli-
cies correspond. A nation whose foreign policy tends towar. i
and not toward changing the distributi ini
policy of the status quo. A nation whose foreign policy aims at acquiring
more power than it actually has through expansion of its power beyond its
fromtiers, whose foreign policy, in other words, seeks a favorable change in

power status, pursues a policy of imperialism. A nation whose foreign policy

... & This, is true especially of the nineteenth ‘century, as Guglielmo Ferrero has pointed out in
The ?ﬁp:fpfw of Power (New Yerk: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1942).
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aims to demonstrate the power it has, either for the purpose of maintaining

—oiincreasing it, pursues a policy of prestige.” It should be noted that these

formulations are of a provisional nature and are subject to further refine-
ment.®

The concept.” > is derived from status quo ante bellum, a diplo-

matic term referring to the usual clauses in peace treaties which provide for
the evacuation of territory by enemy troops and.its restoration to the prewar
sovereignty. Thus the peace treaties with Italy * and Bulgaria °. terminating
the Second World War provide that “all armed forces of the Allied and As-
sociated Powers shall be withdrawn” from the territory of the particular na-
tion “as soon as possible and in any case not later than ninety days from the
coming into force of the present Treaty.” ® That is, within this time limit the
status quo ante bellum shall be re-established with regard to this territory.?

The policy of the status quo aims at the maintenance of the distribution
of pawer which exists at a particular moment in_history. One might say that

the policy of the status quo fulfills the same function for international poli-
tics that a conservative policy performs for domestic affairs. The particular
moment in history which serves as point of reference for a policy of the status
quo is frequently the distribution of power as it exists at the end of a war
and as it 1s codified in a treaty of peace. This is so because the main purpose
of peace treaties 1s to formulate in legal terms the shift in power which vic-
tory and defeat in the preceding war have brought about, and to insure the
stability of the new distribution of power by means of legal stipulations.
Thus it is typical for a status quo policy to appear as defense of the peace
settlement which terminated the last general war. The European govern--

2 It is not a departure from this threefold pattern of international politics when sometimes
a nation gives up power without being physically compelled to do so, as Great Britain did with
regard to India in 1947 and as the United States has done on several occasions with regard to
Latin-American countries. In such cases a nation acts like a military commander who may retreat
under certain circumstances, either because his front is overextended or his lines of communi-
cation are threatened or because he wants to concentrate his forces for an attack. Similarly, a na-
tion may retreat from an exposed power posiion which it cannot hope to hold very long. Or
it may exchange one kind of control for another kind, e.g., military for political control, po-
litical for economic control, or vice versa (the substitution of the Good Neighbor Policy for the
policy of the “big stick” is a case in point). Or a change in the objectives of its foreign policy
may require concentration of effort at another point. In any case, the fact that it gives up
power voluntarily cannot be taken to mean that it is not interested in power, any more than
the retreat of a military commander proves that he is not interested in military victory.

8 It must especially be pointed out that these different patterns of international policies do
not of necessity correspond to comscious motivations in the minds of statesmen or supporters
of the respective foreign policies. Statesmen and supporters may not even be aware of the actual
character of the policies they pursue and support. More particularly, a nation may intend to
pursue a policy of the status quo, while actually, without being aware of it, it is embarking
upon a policy of imperialism.-Thus it has been said of the British that they acquired their em-
pire in a2 “fit of absent-mindedness.” In what follows at this point in the text we are exclu-
sively concerned with the actual character of the policies pursued and not with the motives of
those who pursue them.

+ See Article 73, New York Times, January 18, 1947, p. 26.

8 See Article 20, ibid., p. 32.

6 Article 22 of the peace treaty with Hungary and Article 21 of the peace treaty with Ru-
mania (75id., pp. 31, 34) contain a similat provision, subject only to the right of the Soviet
Union to keep on the respective territories the troops necessary for the maintenance of lines of
communications with its occupation forces in Austria.

7 For a great number of older examples, see Coletnan Phillipson, Termination of War and
Treaties of Peace (New York: E, P. Dutton and Cothpany, 1916), pp. 223 f£.
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ments and political parties which, from 1815 to 1848, pursued a policy of the
status quo did so in defense of the peace settlement of 1815. The main pur-
pose of the Holy Alliance was the maintenance of the status quo as it existed
at the conclusion of the Napoleonic Wars; in consequence it functioned
mainly as a guarantor of the Treaty of Paris of 1815 which terminated the
Napoleonic Wars. .

In this respect, the relation between the policy in defense of the status quo
of 1815, the Treaty of Paris, and the Holy Alliance is similar to the relation
between the policy in favor of the status quo of 1918, the peace treaties of
1919, and the League of Nations. The distribution of power as it existed at
the end of the First World War found its legal expression in the peace trea-
ties of 1919. i i inz

the peace treaties of r1qrg. Article 10 of the Covenant of the League, obligat-
ing its members “to respect and preserve as against external aggression the
territorial integrity and existing political independence of all members of the
League,” recognizes as one of the purposes of the League the maintenance
of the tertitorial status quo as established by the peace treaties of 1919. Con-
" sequently, in the period between the two world wars the struggle for and
against the status quo was in the main fought either by defending or oppos-
ing the territorial provisions of the Treaty of Versailles and their guarantee
in Article 10 of the Covenant of the League. It was, therefore, only consistent
from their point of view that the nations chiefly opposed to the status quo
established in 1919 should sever their connections with the League of Nations
—Japan in 1932, Germany in 1933, Italy in 1937. .

It is, however, not only in peace treaties and International organizations
supporting them that the policy of the status quo manifests itself. Nations
desiring to maintain a certain distribution of power may use as their instru-
ment special treaties, such as “The Ni Jo) i ingi
and Policies to be followed in Matters concerning.China,” signed at Wash-
ington, February 6, 1922,° and the “Treaty of Mutual Guarantee between
Germany, Belgium, France, Great Britain, and Italy,” signed at Locarno,
October 16, 1925.°

The Nine Power Treaty transformed the American policy of the “open
door” in China into a multilateral policy which the nations mostly inter-
ested in trade with China, as well as China itself, pledged themselves to up-
hold. Its main purpose was to stabilize the distribution of power which ex-
isted at the time between the contracting nations with regard to China. This
meant that the special rights which certain nations, especially Great Britain
and Japan, had acquired in certain parts of Chinese territory, such as Man-
churia and various ports, should not only remain intact but that no new spe-
cial rights should be ceded by China to any of the contracting parties.

The Locarno Treaty of mutual guarantee endeavored to supplement the
general guarantee of the territorial status quo of 1918, contained in Article
10 of the Covenant of the League, with a special one with respect to the

8 United States Treaty Series, No. 671 (Washington, 1923).
® dmerican Journal of International Law, Vol. 20 (1926), Supplement, p. 22.
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western frontiers of Germany. Article 1 of the Treaty expressly referred to
the guarantee of “the maintenance of the territoria] status quo resulting from
th;,fronue:_s between Germany and Belgium and between_Germany _,gd.
France.”

Alliance treaties, in particular, have frequently the function of preserving
the status quo in certain respects. Thus, after the victorious conclusion of the
war against France and the foundation of the German Empire in 1871, Bis-
marck tried to protect the newly won dominant position of Germany in Eu-
rope by alliances which were intended to prevent a war of revenge on the
part of France. In 1879, Germany and Austria concluded an alliance for mu-
tual defense against Russia, and, in 1894, France and Russia entered into a
defensive alliance against the German-Austrian combination. The mutual
fear lest the other alliance be intent upon changing the status quo while pro-
fessing to maintain it was one of the main factors.in bringing about the
general conflagration of the First World War,

‘The alliance treaties which France concluded with the Soviet Union, Po-
land, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania in the period between the
two world wars were intended to maintain the status quo, mainly in view of
possible German attempts to change it. Similar treaties between Czechoslo-
vakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania, and the treaty between Czechoslovakia and
the Soviet Union had the same purpose. The ineffectiveness of this system
of alliances when it was put to the test from 1935 to 1939 was one of the rea-
sons for Germany’s attack on Poland. The British-Polish Alliance of April 5,
1939, was the last attempt, before the outbreak of hostilities, to preserve at
least the territorial status quo on the eastern German frontier. Today the alli-
ances which the Soviet Union has concluded with the countries of Eastern
Europe and which the countries of Western Europe have concluded among
themselves aim similarly at the maintenance of the status quo in these re-
spective European regions as it was established by the distribution of power at
the end of the Second World War.

The manifestation of the policy of the status quo which has had the greatest:
importance for the United States and has been the cornerstone of its foreign
relations is the Monroe Doctrine. A unilateral declaration made by President
Monroe in his annual message to Congress on December 2, 1823, the Doc-
trine lays down the two essential principles of any status quo policy. On the
one hand, it stipulates on the part of the United States respect for the exist-
ing distribution of pewer in the Western Hemisphere: “With the existing
cofonies or dcpcndcncxcs of any European power we have not interfered and
shall not interfere.” On the other hand, it proclaims resistance on the part of
the United States to any change of the existing distribution of power by any
non-American, nation s« But with the governments who have declared their
independence, and maintain it; . . . we could not view any interposition for
the purpose -of oppressing. thcm, or controlling in any other manner their

destiny, by any Eurepean power, in, agyx,oghcx h@t than as the manifestation

of an unfriendly dssposg&bn tes.’, As President Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt expressed it is'a % ‘Gpvermng Body of the
Pan-American Union on Apﬁf g&%a Jt [the Monroe Doct;nnc]
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aimed and is aimed against the acquisition in any manner of the control of
additional territory in this hemisphere by any non-American power.” *°

- We- have said that the policy of the status quo aims at the maintenance
of the distribution of power as it exists at a particular moment in history.
This does not mean that the policy of the status quo is necessarily opposed to
any change whatsoever. While it is not opposed to change as such, it is op-
posed to any change which would amount to a reversal of the power rela-
tions among two or more nations, reducing, for instance, A from a first-rate
to a second-rate power and raising B to the eminent position A formerly
held. Minor adjustments in the distribution of power, however, which leave
intact the relative power positions of the nations concerned, are fully com-
patible with a policy of the status quo. For instance, the purchase of the ter-
ritory of Alaska by the United States in 1867 did not then affect the status
qug_between the United States and_Russia, since, in YiQMiLhQLQQIDQIQ%W

. .

of communications.and warfare .
States of this then inaccessible territory did not affect to any appreciable ex-..
tent, the distribution of power between the United States and Russia. '
Similarly, by acquiring the Virgin Islands from Denmark in 1917, the
United States did not embark upon a policy aiming at a change of the status.
quo with regard to the Central American republics, While the acquisition
of the Virgin Islands greatly improved the strategic position of the United
States in so far as the defense of the approaches to the Panama Canal was
concerned, it did not change the relative power positions of the United States
and the Central American republics. The acquisition of the Virgin Islands
may have strengthened the already dominant position of the United States
in the Caribbean, yet it did not create it and, therefore, was compatible with

a policy of the status quo. One might even say that, by strengthening the
eponderance of the United States over the Centr: merican republics, 1
actually reinforced the existing distribution of power and thus served Ec

purposes of a policy of the status quo.

10 Roosevelt's Foreign Policy, 1933—41. F.D.R’s Uncdited Speeches and Messages (New
York: Wilfred Funk, Inc.,, 1942), p. 4.
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CHAPTER III

The Struggle for Power:

Imperialism

I. WHAT IMPERIALISM IS NOT

An objective analysis of the acquisition of the Virgin Islands by the United
States might show that it was part of a policy of the status quo in that re-
gion. Nevertheless, these and similar moves toward strengthening the posi-
tion of the United States in the Caribbean have been decried as imperialistic
by many observers. Such observers have used the term “imperialistic” not for
the purpose of characterizing objectively a particular type of foreign policy,
but as a term of opprobrium by which a policy to which the observer is op-
posed can be discreditedy This arbitrary use of the term for polemical pur-
poses has bc‘mprcad that today-“imperialism” and “imperialistic”
are_indiscriminately applied to any foreign “policy, regardless of its actual
which the user happens to be opposed.

Anglophobes will refer to British imperialism as an actuality in 1948, as
they did in 1940 or in 1914. Russophobes will call imperialistic whatever the
Russians do in foreign affairs. The Second World War was considered im-
perialistic in motivation by the Soviet Union until it was attacked in 1941.
In Russian eyes, the war then became anti-imperialistic. To enemies and
critics of the United States everywhere “American imperialism” is a stand-
ard term. To add to the confusion, economic systems, political systems, and
economic groups, such as bankers and industrialists, are indiscriminately
identified with imperialistic foreign policies.

In this process of indiscriminate usage the term “imperialism” has lost all
concrete meaning. i imperialist to someone who happens to

i i i icies. Under such circumstances it becomes the
task of a scholarly study to break with popular usage in order to give
the term an ethically neutral, objective, and definable meaning which at the
same time is useful for the theory and practice of international affairs.*

Before we ask what imperialism actually is, let us ask first what imperial-

1 The term is frequently used as synonymous with any kind of colonial expansion, as, for
instance, in Parker Thomas Moon, Imperialism and World Politics (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1926). Such use is ynobjectiohable from a scientific point of view, so long as it
implies no general theory of the nature of expansionist policies as such. Since in the text we
are concerned with the general characteristics of international policies of expansion, it is obvious
that a concept limited to the phenomena of colonial expansion is too narrow for our purposes.
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ism is not, but is most often supposed to be. The three most popular miscon-
ceptions require our attention.

1. Not every foreign policy aiming at an increase in the power_of a_na-
tion is necessarily a manifestation of imperialism. We have already disposed
of this misconception in our discussion of the policy of the status quo.2 We .
defined imperialism as a policy which aims at the overthrow of the status
quo, at a reversal of the power relations between two or more nations.
A policy secking only adjustment, leaving the essence of these power rela-
tions intact, still operates within the general framework of a policy of the
status quo.

The view that imperialism and any purposeful increase in power are
identical is held mainly by two distinct groups. Those who are opposed on
principle to a particular nation and its policies, such as Anglophobes, Russo-
phobes, and anti-Americans, regard the very existence of the object of their
phobia as a threat to the world. Whenever a country, thus feared, sets out to
increase its power, those who fear it must view the increase in power as a
stepping-stone to world conquest, that is, as manifestation of an imperial-
istic policy. On the other hand, those who, as heirs of the political philosophy
of the nineteenth century, consider any active foreign policy an evil bound
to disappear in the foresecable future will condemn a foreign policy that
seeks an increase in power. They will identify that foreign policy with what
is for them the paradigm of evil — imperialism.

2. Not every foreign policy aiming at the preservation of an empire that

already exists is impenialism. It is widely believed that Whatéver a nation;”

such as Great Britain, France, the Soviet Union, or the United States, does
in order to maintain its preponderant position in certain regions is imperial-
istic."Thus imperialism becomes identified with the maintenance, defense, and
stabilization of an empire already in existence rather than with the dynamic
process of acquiring one. Yet, while it may make sense to apply the term
“imperialism” to the domestic policies of an existing empire, it is confusing
and misleading to apply the term to international policies of an essentially
static and conservativé character; for in the international field imperialism
is contrasted with the policy of the status quo and, hence, has a dynamic con-
notation. The history of what is commonly called “British imperialism” is
instructive in this regard.

It was used for the first time by the conservatives under Disraeli in the cam-
paign for the elections of 1374. ;T he 1dea of British imperialism, as conceived
by Disraeli and developed later by Joseph Chamberlain and Winston

Churchill, was opposed- to what they called the cosmopolitanism and inter-
nationalism of the liberals. It found its concrete expression in the political

program of Yimperial federation.” The most important points of this pro-
\l,.',ji.ol.,l 1 ati eat Britain_and i

2 On this point see the discussion in Chapter II.
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When this “imperialistic” program was postulated and put into effect, the
territorial expansion of Great Britain had in the main come to an end. The
program of British “imperialism™.-was, therefore, essentially a program of
consolidation, not of expansion. It sought to secure and exploit what
had already been appropriated. It endeavored to stabilize the distribu-
tion of power which had been brought about by the creation of the British
Empire.

‘If,Vhen Kipling justified British imperialism as “the.shitenan’s burden,”
the burden was already shouldered. Since the 1870, British “imperialism,”
that is, British foreign policy with regard to Britain’s oversea possessions, was
in the main a policy of the status quo and not imperialistic at all in the
exact meaning of the term. Yet the anti-imperialists in Great Britain and
elsewhere, accepting the imperialistic slogans of Disraeli and Chamberlain at
face value and mistaking the effects of imperialism for imperialism itself,
opposed the British policy of exploitation and consolidation, espec1a11y in Af
rica and India, as “imperialistic.” In fact, when Churchill refused “to pre-
side over the liquidation of the British Empire,” he was speaking not as an
imperialist but as a conservative in foreign affairs, a defender of the status
quo of empire.

British “imperialism” and its opponents are the outstanding examples of
the confusion between the consolidation and defense of empire, on the one
‘hand, and imperialism, on the other. But they are not the only examples.
When we speak of the Roman Empire and of Roman imperialism, we think
naturally of the period of Roman history which starts with Augustus, the
first emperor governing what was then called for the first time imperium
Romanum. Yet, when Augustus gave Rome and its possessions the consti-

“tution of an empire, the expansion of Rome had essentially come to an end.
The foreign policy of the Republic, from the Punic Wars to its overthrow
by Julius Caesar, had indeed been imperialistic in the exact meaning of the
term. In that period the political face of the earth had been changed and
made Roman. The foreign policy of the emperors and their perpetual wars
served the main purpose of securing and protecting what had been con-
quered before. Not unlike the “imperialistic” policies of Great Britain from
the time of Disraeli to Churchill, Roman foreign policy was one of conserva-
tion, of the status quo. When there were conquests, as under Trajan for

instance, these policies served to make the empire and Roman supremacy
secure.

The same is essentially true of the territorial aspects of American “im-
perialisth” from the beginning of the twentieth century to the Second World
War. The great. debate for and against American imperialism which' raged
during: the first decades-of the century followed the great imperialistic expan-
sion of the nineteenth century. The policy which was the object of that. de-
bate was esseritially -a/policy. of consolidation; of protectiof of: expieﬁt&ﬂom,,
that zs,apdmyofthqgmm@qﬁo~“&mWﬂham Graham S . &898;
feferred to the Ameriéan: pelicy of . nsi
the United States by srpma,' Bt

e

3 See previous quotation, p. 20;
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summated. When Senator J. Beveridge declared that “God has made us
adepts in government that we may administer government among savage
and senile peoples,” * he endeavored to justify dominion already established
rather than to support expansion planned for the future.

Thus, in both Great Britain and the United States, much of the modern
debate on imperialism follows after the process of imperialistic expansion,
condemning or justifying it in retrospect. In terms of actual policies to be
pursued in the future, the debate is concerned primarily with the result of
imperialistic policies, that is, the administration and safeguarding of empire.
The explanation is not hard to find. The great debate started in Great Brit-
ain with the Conservative exaltation of the British Empire, a kind of British
counterpart to the nationalism of the continent. The British Empire was a
colonial empire and, as such, it became the prototype of modern empire. In
consequence, the acquisition and exploitation of colonies became synonymous
with empire, which thus received primarily, if not exclusively, an economic
connotation. This economic connotation gave rise to the most extensive, most
systematic, and also most popular body of thought which has sought to
explain imperialism in modern times: the economic theories of imperialism.
Here we find the third of the misconceptions which have obscured the true
nature of imperialism.

2. ECONOMIC THEORIES OF IMPERIALISM
a) The Marxian, Liberal, and “Devil” T heories of Imperialism

The economic theories of imperialism have been developed in three dif-
ferent schools of thought: the Marxian, the liberal, and one which has aptly
been called the “devil theary” ® of imperialism.

The Marxian theory of imperialism rests upon the conviction, which is
the foundation of all Marxian thought, that all political phenomena are the
reflection of economic conditions. Consequently, the political phenomenon of
imperialism is the product of the economic system in which it originates, that
is, capitalism. Capitalist societies, according to the Marxian theory, are unable
to find within themselves sufficient markets for their products and sufficient
investments for their capital. They have, therefore, a tendency to subjugate
ever larger noncapitalist and, ultimately, even capitalist regions in order to
transform them into markets for their surplus products and to give their sur-
plus capital opportunities for investment.

The moderate Marxians, such as Kautsky and Hilferding, believed that
imperialism was a policy of capitalism and that, therefore, an imperialistic
policy was a matter of choice toward which capitalism might be more or
less inclined according to circumstances. Lenin ® and his followers, especially

4 Speech in ‘the Senate, January 9, 1900, reprinted in Ruhl J. Bartlett, The Record of
American Diplosacy (New- York: Alfred A: Knopf, 1947), p. 388.
. % CHarles -A. Beard;, The Dewil Theory of War (New York: The Vanguard Press, 1936);
sce also The New Republic, Vol. 86, March 4, 11, 18, 1936.
& Collected Works (New York: International Publishers, 1927), Vol. 18; Selected Works
(New York: Intetnational Publishers, 1935), Vol. 5.
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Bukharin,” on the other hand, identified imperialism and capitalism outright.
Imperialism is identical with capitalism in its. last, that is, monopoly stage of
development. According to Lenin, “Imperialism. is capitalism in. that phase
of its development in which the domination of monopolies and finance-
capital has established itself; in which the export of capital has acquired very
great importance; in which the division of the world among the big interna-
tional trusts has begun; in which the partition of all the territory of the earth
amongst the great capitalist powers has been completed.” ®

In the eyes of the Marxians capitalism is the main evil and imperialism
only its necessary or probable manifestation. The liberal school, of which
John A. Hobson ® is the chief representative, is mainly concerned with im-
perialism in which it finds the result, not of capitalism as such, but of cer-
tain maladjustments within the capitalist system. In conformity with Marx-
ism, the liberal school diagnoses as the root of imperialism the surplus of
goods and capital which seek outlets in foreign markets. Yet, according to
Hobson and his school, imperialist expansion is not the inevitable and not
even the most rational method of disposing of these surpluses. Since the sur-
pluses are the result of the maldistribution of consuming power, the remedy
lies in the expansion of the home market through economic reforms, such as
payment of higher wages and elimination of oversavings. It is this belief in a
domestic alternative to imperialism which in the main distinguishes the lib-
eral school from Marxism.

The “devil theory” of imperialism operates on a much lower intellectual
level than its two_companion theories. It is widely held by pacifists and may
be said to have been the official philosophy of the Nye Committee which in
1934-6 investigated on behalf of the United States Senate the influence of
financial and industrial interests on the participation of the United States in
the First World War. The publicity which the proceedings of this committee
received made the “devil theory” of imperialism for a time the most popular

. i i ixs in the United States. The simplicity of the the-
ory contributed much to its popularity. It identified certain groups which
obviously profited from war, such as manufacturers of war material (the so-
called “munitions makers”), international bankers (EWall Street”), and the
likeSince they profited from war, they must be interested in having war.
Thus the war profiteers transform themselves into the “war_mongers,” the
“devils” who plap wars in order to enrich themselves.

While the extreme Marxians equate capitalism and imperialism, and
while the moderate Marxians and the disciples of Hobson see in imperial-
ism the result of maladjustments within the capitalist system, for the ad-
herents of the “devil theory” imperialism and war in general amount to

nothing but.

T Imperialism and World Economy (New York: International Publishers, 1929). Of the
writers who, aside from those mentioned in the text, have particularly influenced the develop-
ment of the Marxian theory of imperialism, Rosa- Luxemburg and Fritz Sternberg ought to be
mentioned; cf. the latter’s The Coming Crisis (New. York: The John Day Company, 1946).

;Impcﬁali:m, the Highest Stage of Capitalism (New York: International Publishers,
1933), p. 72. * Aoy o TN 1, v

® Imperidism (London: G. Allen & Unwin, 5938). = -, - ‘
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b) Criticism of these T heories

All economic explanations of imperialism, the refined as well as the primi-
tive, are unable to overcome the arguments derived from the evidence of his-
tory. The economic interpretation of imperialism erects a limited historic
experience based on certain isolated cases into a universal law of history. It
is indeed true that in the late nineteenth and in the twentieth centuries a
small number of wars were waged primarily, if not exclusively, for economic
objectives. The classic examples are the Boer War of 189g-1902 and the Chaco
War between Bolivia and Paraguay from_1932-35. The main responsibility
of British gold mining interests for the Boer War can hardly be doubted. The
Chaco War is considered by some to have been primarily a war between two
oil companies for the control of desirable oil fields.

However, during the entire period of mature capitalism, no war, with the
exception of the Boer War, was waged by major powers exclusively or even
predominantly for economic objectives. The Austro-Prussian War of 1866
and the Franco-German War of 1870, for instance, had no economic objec-
tives of any importance. They were political wars, indeed imperialistic wars,
fought for the purpose of establishing a new distribution of power, first in
favor of Prussia within Germany and then in favor of Germany within the
European state system. The Crimean War of 1854-56, the Spanish-American
War of 1898, the Russo-Japanese War of 190405, the Turko-Italian War of
1911-12, and the several Balkan Wars show economic objectives only in a
subordinate role, if they show them at all. The two world wars were cer-
tainly political wars, whose stake was the domination of Europe, if not of the
world. Naturally, victory in these wars brought economic advantages and,
more particularly, defeat brought in its wake economic losses. But these ef-
fects were not the real issue; they were only by-products of the political con-
sequences of victory and defeat. Still less were these economic effects the
motives which determined in the minds of the responsible statesmen the issue
of war and peace.

The economic theories of imperialism are thus not.supported by the ex-
perience of that historic period which they suppose to be intimately con-
nected, if not identical, with imperialism, that is, the period of capitalism.
Furthermore, the main period of colonial expansion which the economic
theories tend to identify with imperialism precedes the age of mature capi-
talism and cannot be attributed to the inner contradictions of the decaying
capitalist system. In comparison with the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eight-
eenth centuries, the colonial acquisitions of the nineteenth and twentieth cen-
turies are small. The latest phase of capitalism even witnesses the liquidation
of empire on a large scale in the form of the retreat from Asia of Great
Britain, France, and the Netherlands.

The historic evidence is still more unfavorable to the contentions of the
economic theories if one tests the theories against the evidence presented by
the precapitalist processes of empire building. The policies which in ancient
times led to the foundation of the Egyptian, Assyrian, and Persian empires
were imperialistic in the political sense. So were the conquests of Alexander
the Great and the policies of Rome in the last century before the Christian
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era. The Arabian expansion in the seventh and eighth centuries showed all
the earmarks of imperialism. Pope Urban II used the typical ideological ar-
guments in support of an imperialistic policy when, in 1095, he expressed
to the Council of Clermont the reasons for the First Crusade in these words:
“For this land which you inhabit, shut in on all sides by the seas and sur-
rounded by the mountain peaks, is too narrow for your large populauon nor
does it abound in wealth; and it furnishes scarcely food enough for its cul-
tivators. Hence it is that you murder and devour one another, that you wage
war, and that very many among you perish in civil strife.” ** Louis XIV,
Peter the Great, and Napoleon I were decidedly imperialists.

All these imperialisms of precapitalist times share with those of the capi-
talist period the tendency toward overthrowing the established power rela-
tions and putting in their stead the dominance of the imperialistic power.
Yet those two periods of imperialism share also the subordination of eco-
nomic objectives to political considerations.

Alexander the Great and Napoleon I, no more than Adolf Hitler, em-
barked on imperialistic policies for the purpose of personal gain or in order
to escape the maladjustments of their economic systems. What they aimed at
was exactly the same thing the captain of industry is aiming at when he tries
to establish an industrial “empire” by adding enterprise to enterprise until
he dominates his industry in a monopolistic or quasi-monopolistic manner.
What the precapitalist imperialist, the capitalist imperialist, and the “im-
perialistic” capitalist want is power, not economic gain. The captain of in-
dustry is no more driven toward his “imperialistic goal” by economic neces-
sity or personal greed than was Napoleon I. Personal gain and the solution
of economic problems through imperialistic expansion are for all of them a
pleasant afterthought, a welcome by-product, not the goal by which the im-
perialistic urge is attracted.

We have seen that imperialism is not determmcd by economics, capitalist
or otherwise. We shall see now that capitalists per se are not imperialists.
According to the economic theories and, more particularly, the “devil the-
ory,” capitalists use governments as their tools in instigating imperialistic
policies. Yet the investigation of historic instances cited in support of the eco-
nomic interpretation shows that in most cases the reverse relationship actu-
ally existed between statesmen and capitalists. Imperialistic policies were gen-
erally conceived by the governments who summoned the capitalists to support
these policies. Thus historic evidence points to the primacy of politics over
economics, and “the rule of the financier . . . over international politics” is
indeed, in the words of Professor Schumpeter, “a newspaper fairytale, almost
ludicrously at variance with facts.” **

Yet, far from being the instigators of imperialistic policies, capitalists as a
group, that is, aside from certain individual capitalists, were not even en-
thusiastic supporters. The literature and policies of the groups and political
parties representing the capitalist element in modern societies are a testimony

10 F, A. Ogg, e(’htor, A Sm Bookiof Medwal History (New. York: Anieticdn- “Boek

Company, 1907), p. .
11 joseph Schumpeu:r, Bu:m’ C‘yl'fg:’ QN:%V Yor& and London: McGraw-ﬁ‘:Il’ Book Com«
BRSO ms N

Ppany, 1939), I, 405, note 1.
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to the traditional opposition of the merchant and manufacturing classes to
any foreign policy which, like imperialism, might lead to war. As Professor
Viner has stated:

It was for the most part the middle classes who were the supporters of paci-
fism, of internationalism, of international conciliation and compromise of dis-
putes, of disarmament—in so far as these had supporters. It was for the most
part aristocrats, agrarians, often the urban working classes, who were the ex-
pansionists, the imperialists, the jingoes. In the British Parliament it was spokes-
men for the “moneyed interests,” for the emerging middle classes in the north-
ern manufacturing districts and for the “City” in London, who were the
appeasers during the Napoleonic Wars, during the Crimean War, during the
Boer War, and during the period from the rise of Hitler to the German inva-
sion of Poland. In our own country it was largely from business circles that the
important opposition came to the American Revolution, to the War of 1812, to
the imperialism of 1898, and to the anti-Nazi policy of the Roosevelt adminis-
tration prior to Pearl Harbor.*?

From Sir Andrew Freeport in the Spectator at the beginning of the eight-
eenth century to Norman Angell’s The Great Illusion in our time, it has
been the conviction of the capitalists as a class and of most capitalists as in-
dividuals that “war does not pay,” that war is incompatible with an indus-
trial society, that the interests of capitalism require peace and not war. For
only peace permits those rational calculations upon which capitalist actions
are based. War carries with it an element of irrationality and chaos which is
alien to the very spirit of capitalism. Imperialism, however, as the attempt
to overthrow the existing power relations, carries with it the inevitable risk
of war. As a group then, capitalists were opposed to war; they did not ini-
tiate, and only supported with misgivings and under pressure, imperialistic
policies which might lead, and many times actually did lead, to war.

How was it possible that a body of doctrine, such as the economic theories
of imperialism, which is to such an extent at variance with the facts of ex-
perience, could hold sway over the public mind? There are two answers. We
have already pointed to the general tendency of the age to reduce political
problems to economic ones.”® Of this fundamental error, the capitalists and
their critics are equally guilty. The former expected from the development
of capitalism, freed from the atavistic fetters of the precapitalist age and fol-
lowing only its own inherent laws, general prosperity and peace. The latter
were convinced that these aims could be achieved only through the reform or
the abolition of the capitalist system. Both camps looked to economic reme-

12 Jacob Viner, “The Economic Problem,” New Perspectives on Peace, edited by George
B. de Huszar (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1944), p. 97. Professor Viner might
also have cited the opposition of New York and New England merchants to the Civil War; cf.
Philip S. Foner, Business and Slavery: the New York Merchants and the Irrepressible Conflict
(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1941).

" Significant in this respect is also the report which the British Ambassador to Germany sent
ofi the eve of the First World War, June 30, 1914, to his Foreign Office: “I hear in fact from
all sides that the financial apd me;u,smal classes are dead against a war in any shape. . . ."
British Documents on the Origin of the War, 1898-1914 (London: His Majesty’s Stationery
Office, 1926), XI, 361. . . L. ..
.1, 28 See abowe,.pp. 15.ff. CE alse Hans J. Morgenthau; Scientific Man vs. Power Politics
(Chicago: The University of ‘Chicago Press, 1946), pp. 75 ff.
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diesfor political problems. Bentham advocated the emancipation of the colo-
nies as the means of doing away with the imperialistic conflicts which lead
to war. Proudhon, Cobden, and their disciples saw in tariffs the sole source
of international conflicts and reasoned that peace lay in extending free trade.**

In our own time we have heard it said that since German, Italian, and
Japanese imperialism was born of economic needs, these countries would
have refrained from imperialistic policies had they received loans, colonies,
and access to raw materials. Poor nations will go to war, so the argument
runs, in order to escape economic distress; if the rich nations alleviate their
economic afflictions, they will have no reason to go to war. In the classic age
of capitalism both the adherents and the opponents of the capitalist system
believed that the economic motives which seemed to determine the actions
of businessmen were guiding the actions of all men.

The other reason for the ready acceptance of the economic interpretation
of imperialism lies in its plausibility. What Professor Schumpeter has said of
the Marxian theory of imperialism holds generally true: “A series of vital
facts of our time seems to be perfectly accounted for. The whole maze of
international politics seems to be cleared up by a single powerful stroke of
analysis.” ** The mystery of so threatening, inhuman, and often murderous
a historic force as imperialism, the theoretical problem of defining it as a
distinctive type of international politics, the practical difficulty, above all, of
recognizing it in a concrete situation and of counteracting it with adequate
means — all this is reduced to either the inherent tendencies or the abuses of
the capitalist system. Whenever the phenomenon of imperialism presents it-
self for either theoretical understanding or practical action, the simple scheme
will provide an almost automatic answer which puts the mind at ease

3. DIFFERENT TYPES OF IMPERIALISM

The true nature of imperialism as a policy devised to overthrow the sta-
tus quo can best be explained by a consideration of certain typical situations
which favar imperialistic policies and which, given the subjective and objec-
tive conditions necessary for an active foreign policy, will almost inevitably
produce a policy of imperialism.

a) Three Inducements to Imperialism

When a nation is engaged in war with another nation, it is very likely
that the nation which anticipates victory will pursue a policy which seeks a
permanent change of the power relations with the defeated enemy. The na-
tion will pursue this policy regardless of what the objectives were at the out-
break of the war. It is the objective of this policy of change to transform the
relation between victor and vanquished which happens to exist at the end
of the war into the new status quo of the peace settlement. Thus a war which
was started by the victor as a defensive war, that is, for the maintenance of

v

14 See above, p. 16.
15 Joseph Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy (New York and London:
Harper and Brothers, 1947), p. 51I.
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the prewar status quo, transforms itself with the approaching victory into an
imperialistic war, that is, for a permanent change in the status quo.

The “Carthaginian Peace,” by which the Romans changed their power
relations with the Carthaginians permanently in their favor, has become the
by-word for the kind of peace settlement which tends to perpetuate the rela-
tion between victor and vanquished as it exists at the conclusion of hostili-
ties. The Treaty of Versailles and its companion treaties, terminating the
First World War, had in the eyes of many observers a similar character. A
policy which aims at a peace settlement of this kind must, according to our
definition, be called imperialistic. It is imperialistic because it tries to replace
the prewar status quo, when approximately equal or at least not thoroughly
unequal powers oppose each other, with a postwar status quo where the vic-
tor becomes the permanent master of the vanquished.

However, this very status of subordination, intended for permanency, may
easily engender in the vanquished a desire to turn the scales on the victor, to
overthrow the status quo created by his victory, and to change places with
him in the hierarchy of power. In other words, the policy of imperialism
pursued by the victor in anticipation of his victory will be likely to call forth
a policy of imperialism on the part of the vanquished. If he is not forever
ruined or else won over to the cause of the victor, the vanquished will want
to regain what he has lost and to gain more if possible.

The typical example of imperialism conceived as a reaction against the
successful imperialism of others is German imperialism from 1935 to the end
of the Second World War, The European status quo of 1914 was character-
ized by a concert of great powers consisting of Austria, France, Germany,
Great Britain, Italy, and Russia. The victory of the Allies and the peace trea-
ties created a new status quo which was the fruition of the imperialistic poli-
cies of France. This new status quo established the hegemony of France, exer-
cised in alliance with most of the newly created nations of Eastern and
Central Europe.

The German foreign policy from 1919 to 1935 operated seemingly within
the framework of that status quo, while secretly preparing for its overthrow.
It tried to win concessions for Germany, but it nevertheless accepted, at least
for the time being and with mental reservations, the power relations estab-
lished by the Treaty of Versailles. It did not openly challenge the power
relations established by the Treaty of Versailles; rather, it aimed at adjust-
ments which left the essence of those power relations intact. Such was par-
ticularly the character of the “policy of fulfillment,” that is, fulfillment of the
Treaty of Versailles, which the Republic of Weimar pursued. It was this
attempt to improve the international position of Germany while accepting
at least temporarily the status quo of Versailles which aroused the violent
opposition of nationalists and Nazis. After the Nazis had come to power in
1933 and stabilized their regime domestically, they abrogated in 1935 the
disarmament provisions of the Treaty of Versailles. In 1936, in violation of
the same treaty, they occupied the Rhineland and declareg void the demili-
tarization of the German territory adjacent to the German-French frontier.
With these acts the imperialistic policy of Nazi Germany began in the open;
for these acts were the first in a series which expressed Germany’s resolution

(35)



Politics among Nations

no longer to accept the status quo of Versailles as basis for its foreign pol-
icy, but to work for the overthrow of that status quo.

Another typical situation that favors imperialistic policies is the existence
of weak states or of politically empty spaces, which are attractive and acces.
sible to a strong state. This is the situation out of which colonial imperialism
grew. It is also the situation which made possible the transformation of the
original federation of thirteen American states into a continental power. Na-
poleon’s as well as Hitler’s imperialism had partly this character, the latter’s
particularly in the period of the “blitzkrieg” of 1940. With the period of
colonialism having come to an end and with two great power combinations
opposing each other, imperialism growing out of the relations between
strong and weak nations and out of the attractiveness of power vacuums
seems to be less likely in the future than it has been in the past.

b) Three Goals of Imperialism

As imperialism grows out of three typical situations, so imperialism moves
toward three typical objectives. The objective of imperialism can be the
domination of the whole politically organized globe, that is, a world empire.
Or it can be an empire or hegemony of approximately continental dimen-
sions. Or it can be a strictly localized preponderance of power. In other
words, the imperialistic policy may have no limits but those set by the power
of resistance of the prospective victims. Or it may have geographically de-
termined limits, such as the geographical boundaries of a continent. Or it may
be limited by the localized aims of the imperialistic power itself.

The outstanding historic examples of unlimited imperialism are the ex-
pansionist policies of Alexander the Great, Rome, the Arabs in the seventh
and eighth centuries, Napoleon I, and Hitler. They all have in common an
urge toward expansion which knows no rational limits, feeds on its own
successes, and, if not stopped by a superior force, will go on to the confines
of the political world.*® This urge will not be satisfied so long as there re-
mains anywhere a possible object of domination, that is, a politically organ-
ized group of men which by its very independence challenges the con-
queror’s lust for power. It is, as we shall see, exactly the lack of moderation,
the aspiration to conquer all that lends itself to conquest, characteristic of un-
limited imperialism, which in the past has been the undoing of the imperial-
istic policies of this kind. The only exception is Rome, for reasons which will
be discussed later.?” -

16 Hobbes hat given the classical analysis of this unlimited desire for power in the Levia-
than, Chapter. XI (Everymuan’s: Library), pp. 49 ff. “So that in the first place, I put for a gen-
erall inclination’ of all' mankind, a perpetuall and restlesse desire of Power after power, that
ceaséth ondly in Death. And the cause of this, is not alwayes that 2 man hopes for a more in-
tensive delight, than he has already attained to; or that he cannot be content with a moderate
power: but because he cannot dssure the power and means to live well, which he hath present,
without the acquisition of Mogel And from hence it is, that Kings, whose power is greatest,
turn their endeaveurs ‘o thedssuting it 3¢ hibfne by Lawes, or abroad by Wars: and when that
is done, there succeedeth. a Bow, desizes insome; of Fame from new conquest; in others, of

tion, or being flattered . from excellence in some

ease and sensuall pleasure; i oth
art, or other abikity of the mmnd™ ~
17 See below, pp: 403 . .« .* *
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The type of geographically determined imperialism is most clearly pre-
sented in the policies of European powers to gain a predominant position
on the European continent. Louis XIV, Napoleon III, and William II are
cases in point. The kingdom of Piedmont under Cavour aiming at the domi-
nation of the Italian peninsula, the different participants in the Balkan Wars
of 1912 and 1913 aspiring to hegemony in the Balkan peninsula, Mussolini
trying to make the Mediterranean an Italian lake —these are examples of
geographically determined imperialism on a less than continental basis. ‘The
American policy of the nineteenth century consisting in the gradual expan-
sion of American rule over the better part of the North American continent
is primarily, but not exclusively, determined by the geographic limits of a
continent; for the United States has not attempted to bring Canada and Mex-
ico under its domination although it certainly would have been able to do
so. Continental imperialism is here modified by its limitation to a localized
section of the continent.

The same mixed type of imperialism constitutes the essence of American
foreign policy toward the geographic unit of the Western Hemisphere. The
Monroe Doctrine, by postulating for the Western Hemisphere a policy of the
status quo with regard to non-American powers, erected a protective shield
behind which the United States could establish its predominance within that
geographic region. Within these geographic limits, however, American pol-
icy was not always uniformly imperialistic. In respect to the Central Ameri-
can republics and certain countries of South America it was outright im-
perialistic. But with regard to others, such as Argentina and Brazil, it sought
rather to maintain the superiority of the United States which was the result
of a kind of natural process rather than of a deliberate American policy. Even
though the United States has had the power to impose its superiority upon
these countries in form of actual hegemony, it chose not to do so. Here again
we find within the general framework of a geographically limited policy a
localized imperialism. :

The prototype of localized imperialism is to be found in the monarchical
policies of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. In the eighteenth cen-
tury, Frederick the Great, Louis XV, Maria Theresa, Peter the Great, and
Katherine II were the moving forces of this kind of foreign policy. In the
nineteenth century, Bismarck was the master of this imperialistic policy
which seeks to overthrow the status quo and to establish political preponder-
ance within self-chosen limits. The difference between such a localized im-
perialistic policy, continental imperialism, and unlimited imperialism is the
difference between the foreign policies of Bismarck, William II, and Hitler.
Bismarck wanted to establish Germany’s preponderance in Central Europe;
William II, in all of Europe; Hitler, in the whole world. The traditional ob-
jectives of Russian imperialism, such as control of Finland, Eastern Europe,
the Balkans, the Dardanelles, and Iran, are also of a localized nature.

. 'The limits of this type of imperialism are not, as in the case of the geo-
graphically limited type, primarily a product of the objective facts of nature
beyond which to go would be either technically difficult or politically unwise.
On the contrary, they are primarily the result of a free choice among several
alternatives one of which might be a policy of the status quo, another conti-
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nental imperialism, a third localized imperialism. In the eighteenth century
the third alternative recommended itself because the existing concert of
powers, each of about the same strength, discouraged any attempt at conti-
nental imperialism. The experience of Louis XIV showed how hazardous
such at attempt could be. Furthermore, eighteenth-century imperialism was
motivated mainly by considerations of monarchical power and glory, not by
the mass emotions of modern nationalism. These considerations operated
within a common framework of monarchical traditions and European civi-
lization which imposed upon the actors on the political scene a moral re-
straint necessarily absent in periods of religious or nationalistic crusades.

In the nineteenth century, the element of choice characteristic of the
policy of localized imperialism is paramount in the history of Bismarck’s
foreign policy. First, he had to overcome the opposition of the Prussian con-
servatives who favored a policy of the status quo for Prussia as over against
Bismarck’s policy of localized imperialism aiming at hegemony within Ger-
many. When victorious wars had made Bismarck’s policy feasible, it had to
be defended against those who now wanted to go beyond the limits which
Bismarck had set for Prussian and later German hegemony. The dismissal
of Bismarck by William II in 1890 marked the end of localized and the be-
ginning of at least a tendency toward continental imperialism as the foreign
policy of Germany.

¢) Three Methods of Imperialism

Just as there are three types of imperialism with respect to the situations
from which imperialism typically arises, and three types of imperialism from
the point of view of its objectives, so a triple distinction is to be made as re-
gards the typical means employed by imperialistic policies. Accordingly, we
must distinguish between military, economic, and cultural imperialism. A
widespread popular misconception connects these three concepts with the
objectives of imperialism. This misconception has its origin in the economic
theories of imperialism as well as in the neglect of the power element in in-
ternational relations referred to above.® Military imperialism seeks military
conquest; economic imperialism, economic exploitation of other peoples; cul-
tural imperialism, the displacement of one culture by another. Imperialism,
however, always aims at the overthrow of the status quo, that is, the reversal
of the power relations between the imperialist nation and its prospective vic-
tims. This immutable end is served by military, economic, and cultural
means, cither alone or in combination. It is with these means that we are
dealing here. ‘

Mivrrary InperIALISM. The most obvious, the most ancient, and also the
crudest form of imperialism is military conquest. The great conquerors of all
times have by the same token also been the great imperialists. The great ad-
vantage of this method from the point of view of the imperialistic nation lies
in the fact that the new power relations resulting from military conquest can
as a rule be changed only by another war instigated by the vanquished na-

18 See abaove, pp. 134,
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tion, with the odds normally against the latter. Napoleon I might have relied
upon the sole power of the ideas of the French Revolution to establish the
hegemony of France in Europe and in the world, that is, he might have
chosen cultural imperialism instead of military conquests. On the other hand,
if he could make and hold military conquests, he would reach his imperial-
istic goal more quickly and derive from the process of conquering that maxi-
mum of personal satisfaction which victory in combat gives to the victor.
Yet the very condition under which this statement is alone correct indicates
the great drawback of military conquest as a method of imperialism — war
is a gamble; it may be lost as well as won. The nation which starts wars for
imperialistic ends may gain an empire and keep it, as Rome did. Or it may
gain it and, in the process of trying to gain still more, lose it, as in Napo-
leon’s case. Or it may gain it, lose it, and fall victim to the imperialism of
others, as in the case of Nazi Germany and of Japan. Military imperialism is
a gamble played for the highest stakes.

Economic ImperiaLisM. Economic imperialism is less obtrusive and also
generally less effective than the military variety and is, as a rational method
of gaining power, a product of modern times. As such, it is concomitant
with the age of mercantilist and capitalist expansion. Its outstanding modern
example is what is called “dollar imperialism.” Yet it has also played its role
in the history of British and French imperialism. In the British domination
of Portugal since the beginning of the eighteenth century economic control
has played an important part. British supremacy in the Arab world is the re-
sult of economic policies for which the term “oil diplomacy” is not misplaced.
The predominant influence which France exercised in the period between
the two world wars in countries such as Rumania was to a considerable ex-
tent based upon economic factors.

The common characteristic of the policies which we call economic im-
perialism is their tendency, on the one hand, to overthrow the status quo by
changing the power relations between the imperialist nations and others and,
on the other, to do so, not through the conquest of territory, but by way of
economic control. If a nation cannot or will not conquer territory for the
purpose of establishing its mastery over other nations, it can try to achieve
the same end by establishing its control over those who control the territory.
The Central American republics, for instance, are all sovereign states; they
possess all the attributes of sovereignty and display the paraphernalia of sov-
ereignty. Their economic life being almost completely dependent upon ex-
ports to the United States, these nations are unable to pursue for any length
of time policies of any kind, domestic or foreign, to which the United States
would object.

The nature of economic imperialism as an unobtrusive, indirect, but fairly
effective method of gaining and maintaining domination over other nations
is particularly striking where two rival imperialisms compete with economic
means for control over the same government. The century-old competition
between Great Britain and Russia for control of Iran, though carried on for
a long time predominantly by military means, may serve as an example. Pro-
fessor P. E. Roberts described this situation in Iran, then called Persia, be-
fore the First World War:
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Russia presses on her from the north, Great Britain from the south, though the
influence of the two powers is very different. Great Britain holds in her hands
the bulk of the foreign trade of southern Persia, and claims a general control of
the whole Asiatic coastline from Aden eastwards to Baluchistan. . . . Great Brit-
ain has never coveted territorial possessions. . . . The development of navigation
on the Volga and the construction of the Transcasp:an railway have given to
Russia the bulk of the trade with northern Persia. But the commercial weapons
of Russia are a monopoly and prohibition. She has laid an interdict upon the
making of railroads in Persian territory, and has often opposed measures which
might regenerate the country.*®

Only “the commercial and political rivalry of Great Britain” seemed then,
as does now that of the United States, to bar the way to the complete absorp-
tion of Iran into the Russian orbit.

To the factors prevalent before the First World War must be added the
competitive exploitation of oil concessions and the competition for new ones
in Northern and Southern Iran which exist today. During the period of eco-
nomic and political rivalry between Great Britain and Russia in that region
the foreign policies, and frequently also the domestic ones, of the Iranian
governments have faithfully reflected the intensity of the economic, and
sometimes military, pressures which the rival powers brought to bear. When
Russia promised or granted economic advantages which Great Britain failed
to match, or when Russia threatened to withdraw advantages it had granted,
Russian influence would increase, and vice versa. Russia does not dare realize
its territorial ambitions with regard to Iran. Great Britain has none. But
both try to control the Iranian government which, in turn, controls oil fields
as well as the road to India.

CurruraL ImperiaLism.?®  What we suggest calling cultural imperialism is
the most subtle and, if it were ever to succeed by itself alone, the most suc-
cessful of imperialistic policies. It aims not at the conquest of territory or at
the control of economic life, but at the conquest and control of the minds of
men as an instrument for changing the power relations between two nations.
If one could imagine the culture and, more particularly, the political ideol-
ogy, with all its concrete imperialistic objectives, of State A conquering the
minds of all the citizens determining the policies of State B, State A would
have won a more complete victory and would have founded its supremacy
on more stable grounds than any military conqueror or economic master,
State A would not need to threaten or employ military force or use economic
pressure in order to achieve its ends; for that end, the subservience of State B
to its. will, would have already been realized by the persuasiveness of a su-
perior culture and a more attractive political ideology.

This is, however; 'a hypothetical case. In actuality, cultural imperialism
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falls short of a victory so complete that other methods of imperialism would
be superfluous. The typical role which cultural imperialism plays in modern
times is subsidiary to the other methods. It softens up the enemy, it prepares
the ground for military conquest or economic penetration. Its typical mod-
ern manifestation is the fifth column, and one of its two outstanding modern
successes is to be found in the operations of the Nazi fifth columns in
Europe before the outbreak and at the beginning of the Second World War.
Its success was most spectacular in Austria where in 1938 2 Nazi-minded gov-
ernment invited the German troops to occupy their country, Its success was
still considerable in France and Norway where a number of influential citi-
zens, inside and without the government, had become “Quislings,” that is,
had been converted to the Nazi ideology and its international objectives. It
is hardly an exaggeration to say that these countries were already partly con-
quered by means of cultural imperialism before military conquest finished
the task. Great Britain, by interning at the outbreak of the Second World
War all known Nazis and Nazi sympathizers within its borders, paid trib-
ute to the danger which Nazi methods of cultural penetration presented for
the prospective victims of German imperialism.

The other outstanding example of cultural imperialism in our time, ante
dating and surviving the Nazi fifth column, is the Communist Interna.
tional. Directed officially from Moscow, it guides and controls the Com-
munist parties in all countries and sees to it that the policies pursued by the
national Communist parties conform with the foreign policy of the Soviet
Union. To the extent that Communist parties gain influence in particular
nations, the influence of the Soviet Union over these nations increases, and
where Communist parties gain control of national governments, the Russian
government, controlling the Communist parties, controls these national gov-
ernments.

The struggle for the control of Germany is instructive in this respect. The
main instrument of the Soviet Union in this struggle was the Communist
party, called Socialist Unity party, in the Russian zone of occupation.
Through victory in elections, this party was to have transformed the tem-
porary military power of the Soviet Union in its zone into a permanent he-
gemony. With the defeat of the Communist party in a number of elections,
the cultural phase of Russian imperialism in Germany came to an at least
temporary end. The Soviet Union had to devise other methods to reach the
imperialistic goal of the domination of Germany, or, prompted by the failure
of the means employed, had to change the goal itself.

The cultural imperialism of totalitarian governments is well disciplined
and highly organized; for these governments are able, because of their totali-
tarian character, to exert strict control and guiding influence over the
thoughts and actions of their citizens and foreign sympathizers. While the
technique of cultural imperialism has been perfected by the totalitarians and
has been forged into the effective political weapon of the fifth column, the
use of cultural sympathy and political affinities as weapons of imperialism is
almost as old as imperialism itself. The history of ancient Greece and of
Italy in the period of the Renaissance is replete with episodes in which im-
perialistic policies were executed through association with political sympa-
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thizers in the enemy ranks rather than through military conquests. In mod-
ern times religious organizations, associated or identified with governments,
have played an important role in imperialistic policies of a cultural char-
acter. Typical in this respect are the imperialistic policies of Czarist Russia
which used the dual position of the Czar as head of the Russian government
and of the Orthodox Church for the purpose of extending the power of Rus-
sia to the followers of the Orthodox faith in foreign countries. That Russia
was able in the nineteenth century to succeed Turkey as the preponderant
power in the Balkans is largely due to the cultural imperialism which used
the Orthodox Church as a weapon of Russian foreign policy.

In the secular field, la mission civilisatrice of France has been a potent
weapon of French imperialism. The deliberate use of the attractive qualities
of French civilization for the purposes of French foreign policy was before
the First World War one of the cornerstones of French imperialism in the
countries of the Eastern Mediterranean area. The wave of public sympathy
throughout the world, which came to the aid of France in both world wars,
was the fruit of cultural imperialism, which in turn strengthened the French
military imperialism of the later, victorious years of both world wars. Cul-
tural imperialism in the form of the diffusion of a national culture is in-
comparably less mechanical and disciplinary, but not necessarily less effec-
tive, than the totalitarian kind. While the latter makes use primarily of the
affinities of political ideology, the former impresses the intellectually influen-
tial groups of a foreign country with the attractive qualities of a civilization
until these groups tend to find the political objectives and methods of that
civilization equally attractive.

We have already pointed out that cultural imperialism generally plays a
role subsidiary to the military and economic varieties. Similarly, while eco-
nomic imperialism sometimes stands by itself, it frequently supports mili-
tary policies. On the other hand, while military imperialism is able to con-
quer without the support of nonmilitary methods, no dominion can last
which is founded upon nothing but military force. Thus the conqueror
will not only prepare for military conquests by economic and cultural pene-
tration. He will also found his empire not upon military force alone, but pri-
marily upon the control of the livelihood of the conquered and upon the
domination of their minds. And it is in that most subtle, yet most important,
task that, with the exception of Rome, all the great imperialists, from Alex-
ander to Napoleon and Hitler, have failed. Their failure to conquer the
minds of those whom they had conquered otherwise proved to be the un-
doing of their empires, The ever renewed coalitions against Napoleon, the
revolts of the Poles against the Russians throughout the nineteenth century,
the struggle of the underground against Hitler, and the fight of Ireland and
of India for freedom from British rule are the classic examples in modern
times of that ultimate problem which few imperialistic policies have been
able to solve. :
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4. HOW TO DETECT AND COUNTER
AN IMPERIALISTIC POLICY

The preceding considerations lead to the fundamental question which
confronts the public officials responsible for the conduct of foreign affairs
as well as citizens trying to form an intelligent opinion on international
issues. This question concerns the character of the foreign policy pursued by
another nation and, in consequence, the kind of foreign policy which ought
to be adopted with regard to it. Is the foreign policy of the other nation im-
perialistic, or is it not? In other words, does it seek to overthrow the existing
distribution of power, or does it only contemplate adjustments within the
general framework of the existing status quo? The answer to that question
has determined the fate of nations, and the wrong answer has often meant
deadly peril or actual destruction; for upon the correctness of that answer
depends the success of the foreign policy derived from it. While it would be
fatal to counter imperialistic designs with measures appropriate to a policy
of the status quo, it would be only a little less risky to deal with a policy
seeking adjustments within the status quo as though it were imperialistic.
The classic example of the former error is the appeasement of Germany in
the late thirties. The other error has been influential in the formation of the
foreign policies of the great European powers in the decades before the out-
break of the First World War.

a) Appeasement

Appeasement is a foreign policy which attempts to do with respect to im-
perialism what compromise does with respect to a policy of the status quo.
It is the transfer of a policy of compromise from a political environment
favorable to the preservation of the status quo, where it belongs, to an en-
vironment exposed to imperialistic attack, where it does not belong. One
might say that appeasement is a corrupted policy of compromise, made er-
roneous by mistaking a policy of imperialism for a policy of the status quo.
It is important to note, in view of the contemporary tendency to use the
term “appeasement” indiscriminately as a term of opprobrium, that appease-
ment and imperialism are logically correlated. In other words, a policy of
appeasement on the one side presupposes a policy of imperialism on the
other side. If we say that State A pursues with respect to State B a policy of
appeasement, we are at the same time saying that State B pursues with re-
spect to State A a policy of imperialism. If the latter statement is incorrect,
the former is meaningless.

The appeaser sees in the successive demands of the imperialistic power
rationally limited objectives which in themselves are compatible with the
maintenance of the status quo and must be disposed of either on their intrin-
sic merits or by way of compromise. His error lies in not seeing that the suc-
cessive demands, far from being satisfied with obtaining their professed ob-
jectives, are but the links of a chain at the end of which stands the overthrow
of the status quo. The conciliation of antagonistic policies on the basis of

(43)



Politics among Nations

legal or moral principles or through a diplomatic bargain is indeed the great
task of a diplomacy which operates on both sides within the recognized lim-
its of the status quo. Since both sides accept the existing distribution of
power, both sides can afford to settle their differences either on the basis of
principle or through compromise; for whatever the settlement may be, it will
not affect the basic distribution of power between them.

The situation is, however, different when one or both sides have impe-
rialistic designs, that is, to bring about a fundamental change in the existing
distribution of power. Then the settlement of the respective demands on the
basis of legal or moral principles or through bargaining methods, in disre-
gard of the influence the settlement might have upon the distribution of
power, amounts to a piecemeal change in the power relations in favor of the
imperialistic nation. For the latter will always be favored by compromise and
will be careful in choosing the grounds for its demands so that principle
will favor it, too. Ultimately, these piecemeal changes will add up to the
reversal of the power relations in favor of the imperialistic nation. The
imperialistic nation will have won a bloodless, yet decisive, victory over
an opponent who did not know the difference between compromise and
appeasement.

Germany started its imperialistic policies openly in 1935 with the re-
pudiation of the disarmament provisions of the Treaty of Versailles, point-
ing to the failure of the other nations to disarm and to the increase in French
and Russian armaments. Taken by itself and in disregard of an ulterior ob-
jective, the argument was not without merit in the light of the legal prin-
ciple of equality. Apart from paper protests and paper alliances, the only
tangible reaction to this first German step on the road to empire was the
conclusion three months later of the Anglo-German Naval Agreement in
which Great Britain conceded to Germany a naval force of not more than
35 per cent that of Great Britain. Both the reoccupation of the Rhineland by
Germany in 1936 and its denunciation of the international control of its
waterways later in the same year found support in the legal principle of
equality, if one accepted the professed rational limits of the demands as the
actual ones. The annexation of Austria in 1938 could easily be defended by
the principle of national self-determination which had also been one of the
professed war aims of the Allied powers in the First World War. .

Later in 1938 Germany demanded the German parts of Czechoslovakia.
The Munich settlement granted the German demands. When Hitler, shortly
before the settlement of Munich, declared that the German parts of Czecho-
slovakia were the last territorial demands Germany had to make in Europe,
he was really saying that the annexation of these territories was an end in
itself, self-contained within its own rational limits. He pretended that German
policy operated within the general framework of the European status quo and
was not intent upon overthrowing it, and that the other European powers
ought to view German foreigni policy in that light and deal with it corre-
spondingly. It was only by the end of March 1939, five months before the
outbreak of the Second World Wariithat she annexation of the whole of
Czechoslovakia and the térritorial dég : :
powers that what had -appeared:ts;
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been from the beginning a policy of imperialism, imperialism of continental,
if not world, dimensions.

At that moment, the distribution of power in Europe was already changed
in favor of Germany. It was changed to such an extent that a further in-
crease in German power could not be prevented short of war. Germany had
become strong enough to challenge openly the status quo of Versailles, and
the prestige, that is, the reputation for power, of the nations identified with
the order of Versailles had sunk so low that they were unable to defend
what was left of the status quo by mere diplomatic means. They could either
surrender or go to war. Thus the appeasers of 1938 became either the Quis-
lings (if they deemed resistance to German imperialism hopeless) or the
heroes of 1939-45 (if they thought that resistance was morally required re-
gardless of the outcome or that it had even a chance to succeed). The final
catastrophe and the tragic choices with which that catastrophe confronted
the actors on the international scene were predetermined by that initial error
which mistook a policy of imperialism for a policy of the status quo.

b) Fear

The other fundamental error into which those responsible for the conduct
of foreign affairs are most likely to fall is the reverse of the one thus far dis-
cussed. It mistakes a policy of the status quo for a policy of imperialism. By
doing so, State A resorts to measures, such as armaments, fortifications, alli-
ances, with respect to State B. The latter, in turn, resorts to countermeasures,
for it now sees State A embark upon a policy of imperialism. These counter-
measures strengthen the initial misapprehension, on the part of State A, of
State B’s policies, and so forth. Ultimately, either both countries correct their
errors with regard to their respective policies or else the ever increasing mu-
tual suspicions, feeding upon each other, end in war. Out of an initial error
there develops a vicious circle where two or more nations, each only secking
to preserve the status quo, but each convinced of the imperialistic designs of
the others, find support for their own errors of judgment and action in the
errors of the others. In such a situation nothing but an almost superhuman
effort will deflect the trend of events from a catastrophic denouement.

The history of European diplomacy between the Franco-German War of
1870 and the outbreak of the First World War in 1914 illustrates this situa-
tion. After the victorious conclusion of the War of 1870 and the foundation
of the German Empire, German foreign policy was mainly defensive. It was
concerned with the maintenance of the position which Germany had ac-
quired in Europe and with the danger, Bismarck’s famous chauchemar des
coalitions, that a hostile coalition, especially between France and Russia,
might challenge that position. The Triple Alliance between Germany, Aus-
tria, and Italy was the instrument of that defensive policy. It was served also
by the Reinsurance Treaty with Russia in which Russia and Germany
pledged each other neutrality if either became involved in war with a third

After the dismissal of Bismarck in 18go, William II decided to let the Re-
insurance Treaty lapse, primarily because of the fear that its' continuation

(45)



Politics among Nations

might alienate Austria and thus destroy the Triple Alliance. Russia then (in
1891 and 1894) entered into agreements with France which were defensive
in character and obviously inspired by fear of the intentions of the Triple
Alliance. The provisions of the Military Convention of 1894, in particular,
anticipated the possible transformation of the Triple Alliance from a defen-
sive into an imperialistic instrument. Thus the Convention was to remain
in force as long as the Triple Alliance. The main provisions of the Conven-
tion made the following stipulations: If France were attacked by Germany
or by Italy supported by Germany, Russia would give military aid to
France. France would do the same in respect to Russia if the latter were
attacked by Germany or by Austria supported by Germany. In case of the
mobilization of the forces of the Triple Alliance, France and Russia would
mobilize their forces without delay.

First, the fear of hostile alliances led to the formation of the Triple Alli-
ance. Then, the fear of the latter’s dissolution led to the severance, on the
part of Germany, of the friendly relations with Russia. Finally, the fear of
the intentions of the Triple Alliance brought about the Franco-Russian
Alliance. It was the mutual fears of these two defensive alliances and the gen-
eral insecurity created by the erratic character of the imperialistic utterances
of William II which inspired the diplomatic maneuvers during the two dec-
ades before the First World War. These maneuvers sought either new com-
binations destructive of existing alignments or the support of powers, thus
far aloof, for the existing alliances. In the end, the general conflagration in
1914 was made inevitable by the fear that the other side would change the
power relations decisively in its favor if not forestalled by such a change in
one’s own favor. In the two antagonistic blocs, Russia and Austria especially
were animated by this fear. The fear of the other’s suspected imperialism
})rcd imperialism in reaction, which, in turn, gave substance to the original
ear.

¢) Five Difficulties of the Problem

Appeasement, the attempt to compromise with an imperialism not rec-
ognized as such, and the fear which creates imperialism where there is none
—these are the two wrong answers, the two fatal mistakes which an in-
telligent foreign policy must try to avoid. Such an intelligent foreign policy,
which recognizes imperialism where it exists and determines its specific na-
ture, is confronted with five difficulties, and they are all of a formidable
character. :

The first and most fundamental difficulty has been pointed out by Buk-
harin, the foremost exponent of the Communist doctrine from Lenin’s death
to the great purges in the mid-thirties. He tried to prove the absurdity of a
noneconomic explanation of imperialism by summarizing it thus: “Imperial-
ism is a policy of conquest. But not every policy of conquest is imperial-
ism.” ®* The statement is indeed correct and squares with what we have said
previously about the distinction between a policy of conquest operating

9;1 N. 1. Bukbharin, Imperialism and World Economy (New York: Lmterpational Publishers,
1929), P. 114. ‘ S o
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within the existing status quo and one seeking to overthrow it.2* To make
this distinction in a concrete situation presents a formidable difficulty. How
was one to know with any degree of certainty what Hitler’s ultimate objec-
tives were? From 1935 on, he made demand after demand, each of which in
itself could be fully reconciled with a policy of the status quo, yet each of
which might be a stepping-stone on the road to empire. The nature of the
individual steps in themselves was ambiguous and, therefore, did not reveal
the actual nature of the policy of which they formed the elements. Where
could one, then, have found an answer to our question?

One might have found it, however tentative and open to doubt, in two
of the three typical situations which we said before favored imperialistic
policies. The desire to overthrow the status quo of the Treaty of Versailles
had been from the very beginning one of the main points of the Nazi pro-
gram which in 1933 became the official program of the German government.
In view of this objective, one might have been able to foresee that the Ger-
man government would pursue a foreign policy seeking its realization as
soon as it had a chance to do so, that is, as soon as the nations identified with
the status quo of the Treaty of Versailles were no longer able or willing to
defend that status quo effectively.

This initial and fundamental difficulty is aggravated by the fact that a
policy which starts out seeking adjustments within the existing distribution of
power may change its character either in the course of its success or in the
process of its frustration. In other words, the ease with which the original
objectives are reached within the established distribution of power may
suggest to the expanding nation that it is dealing with weak or irresolute
antagonists and that a change in the existing power relations can be achieved
without great effort or risk. Thus the appetite may come with the eating, and
a successful policy of expansion within the status quo may overnight trans-
form itself into a policy of imperialism. The same may be true of an unsuc-
cessful policy of expansion within the status quo. A nation frustrated in its
limited objectives, which do not seem to be attainable within the existing
power relations, concludes that it must change these power relations if it is
to make sure that it gets what it wants.

Where a policy is couched in purely territorial terms, the nature of the
territorial objectives will sometimes indicate the nature of the policy pursued.
The objective may, for instance, be a strategic point, the acquisition of which
may in itself change the power relations in that particular region. No such
help can be expected and, therefore, an additional difficulty must be met
where a foreign policy uses mainly the vehicles of economic or cultural pene.
tration. These methods, too, are ambiguous in view of the character of the
policy which they serve, but their ambiguity is much greater than that of
the military method which has defined territorial objectives. Economic and
cultural expansion are generally without a clearly defined locale. They ad-
dress themselves to a wide variety of ill-defined persons. And, furthermore,
they are practiced on a wide scale by an indifferent number of nations. To
identify economic or cultural expansion as instruments of imperialism in

22 See above, pp. 25 f.
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contradistinction to identical policies which have their ends in themselves is
another difficult task. Here again reference to the typical situations favorable
to imperialistic policies will be of help.

The active economic policies which Switzerland has been pursuing in the
international sphere have never had an imperialistic tinge. British foreign-
trade pohc1es at times have had an 1mpcna.hst1c character with respect to cer-
tain countries. Today their end is in the main purely economic, that is, they
try to obtain for the inhabitants of the British Isles the necessities of life. They
aim at economic survival through favorable trade balances, not at the main-
tenance or acquisition of political power over foreign nations. It is only with
regard to the Near East, certain regions of Western Europe, and Germany
that British economic policies are subordinated to political considerations.
Some of these political considerations might have, or under certain condi-
tions will acquire, an imperialistic character.

The cultural penetration of Spanish-America by Spain was generally
bound to be without imperialistic significance; for the military weakness of
Spain in relation to the United States forbade any thought of changing the
power relations in Latin America in Spain’s favor. The cultural mission of
France has been in certain countries and at certain times an end in itself.
Under different circumstances and in other countries it has been subordinated
to imperialistic aims. Here, too, the character of economic and cultural ex-
pansion may change with a change in the political situation. When the oppor-
tunity beckons, the “reservoir of good will” or a preponderant position in the
foreign trade of another country, which a nation has acquired as ends in
themselves, may suddenly become sources of political power and potent in-
struments in the struggle for power. But when circumstances change again
they may lose that quality just as suddenly.

When all these difficulties have been overcome and a foreign policy has
been correctly identified as imperialistic, yet another difficulty presents itself.
It concerns the kind of imperialism with which one has to deal. A successful
localized imperialism may find in its success an incentive to spread wider
and wider until it becomes continental or world-wide. More particularly, a
country may find it necessary, in order to stabilize and secure a local pre-
ponderance, to acquire preponderance of power on an ever greater scale, and
it may feel fully secure only in a world-wide empire. There is frequently in
imperialism a dynamism, rationalized in aggressive or defensive terms, which
proceeds from a limited region to a continent and from there to the world.
The Macedonian Empire under Philip and Alexander and the Napoleonic
imperialism were of this kind. On the other hand, a policy of world-wide
imperialism, opposed by superior force, may retreat to a geographically de-
termined region or be satisfied with local preponderance. O it may lose its
imperialistic tendencies altogether and transform itself into a policy of the
status quo. The development from geographically determined to localized
imperialism and from there to the permanent loss of imperialistic tendencies
altogether can be traced in the. hxstozy oi Swedish imperialism in the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centusies. .

‘Thus the evaluation of imperialisti temdcnues and, consequently, of the
policies countering them is never éeﬁmtm: Both pohaws and comtcrpohcxes

(48)




Imperialism

are ever subject to re-evaluation and reformulation. However, the framers of
foreign policy are always exposed to the temptation to take a particular pat-
tern of imperialistic expansion or of any other type of foreign policy as per-
manent and to pursue a foreign policy adapted to that pattern even when
that pattern has changed. Yet a world-wide imperialism requires counter-
measures different from those which are adequate for one that is localized,
and a nation which counters the latter with measures appropriate to the
former will bring on the very dangers which it tries to avoid. In this necessity
to recognize quickly a change in the imperialistic policy of another nation
lies another difficulty and, in the failure to adapt one’s own foreign policy
quickly to such change, another source of error.

Finally, imperialism poses a problem which it shares with all foreign
policy, presenting it, however, in a particularly acute manner, that is, the
detection of the true nature of a foreign policy behind its ideological dis-
guises. The difficulties of recognition inherent in imperialism itself are aug-
mented by the fact that a foreign policy rarely presents itself for what it is,
and a policy of imperialism almost never reveals its true face in the pro-
nouncements of its representatives. The reasons why this must be so and the
typical shapes these ideologies take will be discussed in Chapter V of this
book. How difficult it is to distinguish between the appearance of a foreign
policy and its essence will become apparent in the course of that discussion.
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The Struggle for Power:
Policy of Prestige

The policy of prestige has rarely been recognized in modern political litera-
ture for what it is: the third of the basic manifestations of the struggle for
power on the international scene. The reasons for this neglect are twofold.
The policy of prestige has used as one of its main vehicles the aristocratic
forms of social intercourse as practiced in the diplomatic world. The diplo-
matic world, with its ceremonial rules, its quarrels about rank and prece-
dence, and its empty formalisms, is the very antithesis of the democratic way
of life. Even those who were not fully persuaded that power politics was
nothing but an aristocratic atavism were inclined to see in the policy of pres-
tige as practiced by diplomats an anachronistic game, frivolous and farcical
and devoid of any organic connection with the business of international
politics.

Prestige, in contrast to maintenance and acquisition of power, is but rarely
an end in itself. More frequently, the policy of prestige is one of the instru-
mentalities through which the policies of the status quo and of imperialism
try to achieve their ends. Thus subordination to the latter as a means to an
end could easily lead to the conclusion that it was not important and did not
deserve systematic discussion.

Actually, the policy of prestige, however exaggerated and absurd its uses.
may have been at times, is as intrinsic an element of the relations between na-
tions as the desire for prestige is of the relations between individuals. Here
again it becomes obvious that international and domestic politics are but dif-
ferent manifestations of one and the same thing. In both spheres, the desire
for social recognition is a potent dynamic force determining social relations
and creating social institutions. The individual seeks confirmation, on the
part of his fellows, of the evaluation he puts upon himself. It is only in the
tribute which others pay to his goodness, intelligence, and power that he be-
comes fully aware of, and can fully enjoy, what he deems to be his superior
qualities. It is only through his reputation for excellence that he can gain
the measure of security, wealth, and power which he regards to be his due.
Thus, in the struggle for existence and power, which is, as it were, the raw
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material of the social world, what others think about us is as important as
what we actually are. The image in the mirror of our fellows’ minds, that
is, our prestige, rather than the original, of which the image in the mirror
may be but the distorted reflection, determines what we are as members of
society.

. It is, then, a necessary and important task to see to it that the mental
picture which the other members of society form of one’s position in society
at least represents faithfully the actual situation, if it does not excel it. This
is exactly what the policy of prestige is about. Its purpose is to impress upon
the other nations the power one’s own nation actually possesses or which it
believes, or wants the other nations to believe, it possesses. Two main in-
strumentalities serve this purpose: diplomatic ceremonial in the widest mean-
ing of the term, and the display of military force.

I. DIPLOMATIC CEREMONIAL

Two episodes from the life of Napoleon show clearly the symbols through
which the power position of a ruler, representing a nation, expresses itself in
ceremonial forms. One shows Napoleon at the summit of his power, the other
indicates that he has left that summit behind.

In 1804, when Napoleon was about to be crowned Emperor by the Pope,
each of the two rulers had a vital interest in demonstrating his superiority
over the other. Napoleon was successful in asserting his superiority, not only
by putting the crown on his head with his own hands instead of letting the
Pope do it, but also by a ceremonial device which the Duke of Rovigo, one
of Napoleon’s generals and minister of police, reports in his memoirs:

He went to meet the Pope on the road to Nemours. To avoid ceremony, the
pretext of a hunting-party was assumed; the attendants, with his equipages,
were in the forest. The Emperor came on horseback and in a hunting-dress,
with his retinue. It was at the half-moon on the top of the hill that the meet-
ing took place. There the Pope’s carriage drew up; he got out at the left door
in his white costume: the ground was dirty; he did not like to step upon it with
his white silk shoes, but was obliged to do so at last.

Napoleon alighted to receive him. They embraced; and the Emperor’s car-
riage, which had been purposely driven up, was advanced a few paces, as if
from the carelessness of the driver; but men were posted to hold the two doors
open: at the moment of getting in, the Emperor took the right door, and an
officer of the court handed the Pope to the left, so that they entered the car-
riage by the two doors at the same time. The Emperor naturally seated himself
on the right; and this first step decided without negotiation upon the etiquette
to be observed during the whole time that the Pope was to remain at Paris.?

The other episode occurred in 1813 in Dresden, after the defeat in Russia,
when Napoleon was threatened by a coalition of all of Europe, a coalition
which shortly afterward would inflict upon him the disastrous defeat of
Leipzig. In an interview lasting nine hours, Napoleon tried to restrain the

1 Memoirs of the Duke of Rovigo (London, 1828), I, Part II, 73.
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Austrian Chancellor, Metternich, from joining the coalition against him.
Metternich treated Napoleon as a doomed man, while Napoleon acted like
the master of Europe, which he had been for a decade. After a particularly
stormy exchange, Napoleon, as if to test his superiority, dropped his hat, ex-
pecting the spokesman of the hostile coalition to pick it up. When Metternich
feigned not to see it, it must have become clear to both men that a decisive
change had occurred in the prestige and power of the victor of Austerlitz and
Wagram. Metternich summed up the situation when he told Napoleon at the
end of the discussion that he was sure Napoleon was lost.

The relations between diplomats lend themselves naturally as instruments
for a policy of prestige, for diplomats are the symbolic representatives of their
respective countries.> The respect shown to them is really shown to their
countries; the respect shown by them is really shown by their countries; the
insult they give or receive is really given or received by their countries. His-
tory abounds with examples illustrating these points and the importance at-
tributed to them in international politics.

In most courts it was the custom to have foreign ambassadors introduced
to the sovereign by special officials while royal ambassadors were introduced
by princes. When in 1698 Louis XIV had the Ambassador of the Republic of
Venice introduced by the Prince of Lorraine, the Grand Council of Venice
asked the French Ambassador to assure the King that the Republic of Venice
would be forever grateful for that honor and the Council sent a special letter
of thanks to Louis XIV. Through that gesture France indicated that it
regarded the Republic of Venice to be as powerful as a kingdom, and it was
for that new prestige that Venice showed its gratitude. At the papal court
the Pope used to receive the diplomatic representatives of different types of:
states in different halls. Ambassadors of crowned heads and of Venice were
received in the Sala Reggia, the representatives of other princes and republics
in the Salz Ducale. The Republic of Genoa is said to have offered the Pope
millions in order to have its representatives received in the Sala Reggia instead
of in the Salz Ducale. The Pope, however, refused to grant the request be-
cause of the opposition of Venice which did not want to be treated on equal
terms with Genoa. Equality of treatment would have meant equality of
prestige, that is, reputation for power, and to this the state superior in prestige
could not consent.

At the end of the eighteenth century, it was still the custom at the court
of Constantinople that ambassadors and members of their suites, who repre-
sented themselves to the Sultan, were grabbed by the arms by court officials
and their heads bent down. After the customary exchange of speeches between
the ambassador and the Wesir, the court officials exclaimed: “Praise be to the
Eternal that the infidels must come and give homage to our gloriously bril-
liant sceptre.” The humiliation of the representatives of foreign countries
was intended to symbolize the inferiority in power of the countries they
represented. - ’ -

Under President ‘Theodore Roosevelt, all diplomatic representatives were
received together on the first of January in order to present their congratula-

2 For the different functions of diplomats, see below, Chapter XXVIIL.
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tions to the President. President Taft changed the arrangement and ordered
that ambassadors and ministers be received separately. When the Spanish
Minister, who had not been informed of this change, appeared on January 1,
1910, at the White House for the reception of the ambassadors he was re-
fused admission. Whereupon the Spanish government recalled the minister
and protested to the government of the United States. A nation which had
just lost its empire and passed to the rank of a third-rate power insisted at
least upon the prestige commensurate with its former greatness.

In 1946, when the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union was seated at a vic-
tory celebration in Paris in the second row, while the representatives of other
great powers sat in the first, he left the meeting in protest. A nation which
for long had been a pariah in the international community had attained the
unquestioned position of a great power and insisted upon the prestige due to
its new status. Since, at the Potsdam Conference of 1945, Churchill, Stalin,
and Truman were unable to agree on who should enter the conference room
first, they entered through three different doors at the same time. These three
political leaders symbolized the respective power of their nations. Conse-
quently, the precedence accorded to one of them would have given his nation
a prestige of superiority over the other two which the latter were not willing
to concede. Since they claimed equality of power, they were bound to be con-
cerned with upholding the prestige in which that equality found its symbolic
expression.

The policy of prestige as the policy of demonstrating the power a nation
has or thinks it has, or wants other nations to believe it has, finds a particularly
fruitful field in the choice of a locality for international meetings. When
many antagonistic claims compete with each other and cannot be reconciled
through compromise, the meeting place is frequently chosen in a country
which does not participate in the competition for prestige. For this reason,
The Hague in the Netherlands and Geneva in Switzerland have been favored
meeting places for international conferences. Frequently, the shift from one
favorite meeting place to another symbolizes a shift in the preponderance of
power. During the better part of the nineteenth century, most international
conferences were held in Paris. But the Congress of Berlin of 1878, held in
the capital of the re-established German Empire after its victory over France,
demonstrated to all the world Germany's new prestige of being the pre-
ponderant power on the European continent. Originally, the Soviet Union
opposed the choice of Geneva as headquarters of the United Nations; for
Geneva, the former headquarters of the League of Nations, was symbolic of
the low point in Russian prestige in the period between the two world wars.
When the distribution of power within the United Nations, meeting in New
York, showed the Soviet Union to be in a permanent minority, confronted
with a stable Anglo-American bloc, it advocated the transfer of the head-
quarters of the United Nations to Geneva, which carried no symbolic refer-
ence to Anglo-American supremacy.

Normally a nation which has a preponderance of power in a particular
field or region insists that international conferences dealing with matters con-
cerning that field or region meet within, or at least close to, its territory.
Thus most international conferences dealing with maritime questions have
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been held in London. International conferences concerned with Japan have
met either in Washington or in Tokyo. However, most international con-
ferences concerned with the future of Europe after the Second World War
have been held either on Russian territory, such as Moscow and Yalta, or in
territory occupied by the Soviet Union, such as Potsdam, or in the proximity
of Russian territory, such as Teheran. Yet, by the end of 1947, the political
situation had changed to such an extent that President Truman could de-
clare with considerable emphasis that he would meet Mr. Stalin nowhere
but in Washington.?

2. DISPLAY OF MILITARY FORCE

Besides the practices of diplomacy, the policy of prestige uses military
demonstrations as means to achieve its purpose. Since military strength is
the obvious measure of a nation’s power, its demonstration serves to impress
the others with that nation’s power. Military representatives of foreign na-
tions are, for instance, invited to peacetime army and navy maneuvers, not
in order to let them in on military secrets, but in order to impress them and
their governments with the military preparedness of the particular nation.
The invitation of foreign observers to the two atomic bomb tests in the
Pacific in 1946 was intended to fulfill a similar purpose. The foreign observer
was, on the one hand, to be impressed by the naval might of the United
States and with American technological achievements. “Twenty-one observ-
ers from the United Nations Atomic Energy Control Commission,” reported
the New York Times, “. . . agreed today that the United States was bomb-
ing a group of ships larger than many of the world’s navies.” * On the other
hand, the foreign observer was to see for himself what the atomic bomb
could do above and under water and how superior in military strength a
nation. which had the monopoly of the atomic bomb was bound to be in
comparison with nations which did not have it. The combination of these
factors would give the United States the prestige of being the most powerful
nation on earth.

Because of the high mobility of navies, which are able to bring the flag
and the power of a nation to the four corners of the globe, and because of the
great impressiveness of their appearance, naval demonstrations have in the
past been a favorite instrument of the policy of prestige. The visit in 1891 of
the French fleet to the Russian port of Kronstadt and the return visit in 1893
of the Russian fleet to the French port of Toulon mark a turning point in the
political history of the world; for these mutual visits demonstrated to the
world a political and military solidarity between France and Russia which
was not long in crystallizing into a political and military alliance. The peri-
odical dispatch, on the part of the great maritime powers, of naval squadrons
to the ports of the Far East demonstrated to the peoples of that region the
superiority of Western power. The United States has from time to time sent

3 New York Times, December 19, 1947, p. I.
* July 1, 1946; p. 3. o
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warships to Latin-American ports in order to remind the nations concerned
that in the Western Hemisphere American naval power is supreme.

In colonial or semicolonial regions, whenever the claims of 2 maritime power
were challenged either by the natives or by competing powers, these nations
would dispatch one or several warships to the region as symbolic representa-
tives of the power of the country. A famous example of this kind of policy
of prestige is the visit which William IT paid in 1905 on board a German
warship to Tangier, the capital of Morocco, for the purpose of counteracting
French claims with regard to that state. The Mediterranean cruises which
American naval squadrons have been making since 1946 to Italian, Greek,
and Turkish ports, are the unmistakable reply to Russian aspirations in that
region. The selection in 1946 of the biggest battleship and of the most modern
aircraft carrier of the American fleet demonstrated to the Soviet Union as
well as to the nations of the eastern Mediterranean the air and naval power
which the United States possesses and which it was resolved to use in defense
of the status quo in the eastern Mediterranean.

The most drastic form of the military type of the policy of prestige is
partial or total mobilization. Mobilization as an instrument of the policy
of prestige may be obsolete today, since the war of the future will in all proba-
bility require total preparedness at all times. In the past, however, and still
in 1938 and 1939, the calling to the colors either of certain classes of the
reserves or of all those subject to military service has been a potent instru-
ment of the policy of prestige. When, for instance, in July 1914, Russia
mobilized its army, followed by the mobilization of the Austrian, German,
and French forces, and when France and Czechoslovakia mobilized their
armies in September 1938, and France its army again in March and Septem-
ber 1939, the purpose was always to demonstrate to friend and foe alike one’s
own military strength and one’s resolution to use that strength in support
of one’s own political ends.

Here prestige, that is, reputation for power, is employed both as a deterrent
to, and as preparation for, war. It is hoped that the prestige of one’s own
nation will be great enough to deter the other nations from going to war.
At the same time, it is hoped that if this policy of prestige should fail, the
mobilization of the armed forces, before the actual outbreak of war, will put
one’s own nation in the most advantageous military position possible under
the circumstances. At that point, political and military policy tend to become
twe different aspects of the same thing. We shall have further occasion to
point to the intimate relations between international politics and military
policy in times of peace as well as in times of war.®

3. TWO OBJECTIVES OF THE POLICY OF PRESTIGE

The policy of prestige has twa possible ultimate objectives: prestige for its
own sake or, much more frequently, prestige in support of a policy of the status
quo aor of imperialism. While in national societies prestige is frequently
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sought for its own sake, it is rarely the primary objective of international
policies. In international politics prestige is at most the pleasant by-product of
policies whose ultimate objectives are not the reputation for power but the
substance of power. The individual members of a national society, protected as
they are in their existence and social position by an integrated system of social
institutions and rules of conduct, can afford to indulge in the competition
for prestige as a kind of harmless social game. But nations, which as mem-
bers of the international society must in the main rely upon their own power
for the protection of their existence and power position, can hardly neglect
the effect which gain or loss of prestige will have upon their power position
on the international scene.

It is, therefore, not by accident that, as we have already pointed out, ob-
servers of international affairs who underrate the importance of power tend
to take questions of prestige lightly. And it is likewise not by accident that
it is not responsible statesmen, but only foolhardy egocentrics who are inclined
to pursue a policy of prestige for its own sake. In modern times, William II
and Mussolini are cases in point. Intoxicated with newly acquired domestic
power, they regarded international politics as a kind of personal sport where
in the exaltation of one’s own nation and in the humiliation of others one
enjoys one’s own personal superiority. By doing so, however, they confused
the international with the domestic scene. At home, the demonstration of
their power, or at least of its appearance, would be at worst nothing more than
harmless foolishness. Abroad, such a demonstration is playing with fire which
will consume the player who does not have the power commensurate with
his belief or his pretense. One-man governments, that is, absolute monarchies
or dictatorships, tend to identify the personal glory of the ruler with the politi-
cal interests of the nation. From the point of view of the successful conduct
of foreign affairs this identification is a serious weakness, for it leads to a
policy of prestige for its own sake instead of for the purpose of either main-
taining the status quo or of imperialistic expansion.

The function which the policy of prestige fulfills for the policies of the
status quo and of imperialism grows out of the very nature of international
politics. The foreign policy of a nation is always the result of an estimate of
the power relations as they exist between different nations at a certain mo-
ment of history and as they are likely to develop in the immediate and distant
future. The foreign policy of the United States, for instance, is based upon
an evaluation of the power of the United States in relation to, let us say,
the power of Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and Argentina, and of the
probable future development of the power of these different nations. Like-
wise, the foreign policiés of Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and Argentina
are based upon similar evaluations which are constantly subjected to review
for the purpose of bringing them up to date.

It is the primary function of the policy of prestige to influence these evalu-
ations. If, for instance, the United States can impress its power upon the
Latin-American nations to such an extent as to convince them that its pre-
dominance in the Western Hemisphere is unchallengeable, its policy of the
status quo in the Western Hemisphere is not likely to be challenged and its
success will thus be a\ssured. The relative political stability which Europe
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enjoyed during the twenties and in the beginning of the thirties was due
mainly to the prestige of France as the strongest military power in the world.
German imperialism owes its triumphs in the late thirties mainly to a
successful policy of prestige. This policy was able to convince the nations,
interested in the maintenance of the status quo, of Germany’s superiority,
if not invincibility, For instance, showing documentary films of the “blitz-
krieg” in Poland and France to foreign audiences composed preferably of
military and political leaders clearly served this purpose. Whatever the ulti-
mate objectives of a nation’s foreign policy, its prestige, that is, its reputation
for power, is always an important and sometimes a decisive factor in deter-
mining success or failure of its foreign policy. A policy of prestige is, there-
fore, an indispensable element of a rational foreign policy.

A policy of prestige attains its very triumph when it gives the nation pur-
suing it such a reputation for power as to enable it to forego the actual em-
ployment of power altogether. Two factors make that triumph possible:
reputation for unchallengeable power and reputation for self-restraint in using
it. Of this rare combination the Roman and the British empires and the Good
Neighbor Policy of the United States are the classic examples.

The longevity of the Roman Empire, in contrast to the fate of quick dis-
solution which generally befalls imperial structures of similar dimensions,
was due primarily to the profound respect in which the name of a Roman was
held within its confines. Rome was superior in political acumen and military
strength to any one of the component parts of the Empire. By making the
burden of its superiority as easy as possible to bear it deprived its subject
peoples of the incentive to rid themselves of Roman domination. At worst
one or the other of the subject peoples might revolt, but there was never
incentive enough for the formation of a coalition sufficiently strong to chal-
lenge Rome. Isolated revolts would be dealt with swiftly and efficiently by
preponderant Roman power, thus increasing Rome’s prestige for power.
The contrast between the dismal fate of those who dared to challenge Rome,
and the peaceful and prosperous existence, under the protection of the
Roman law, of those who remained loyal to Rome, increased Rome’s repu-
tation for moderation in the exercise of its power.

The same reputation for power tempered by self-restraint was one of the
foundation stones of the British Empire. Observers have marveled at the
ability of a few thousand British officials to dominate a few hundred million
Indians, not to speak of the voluntary ties of loyalty which keep the self-
governing dominions united in the Empire. But the ignominious defeats
which Great Britain suffered in the Second World War at the hands of Japan
shattered forever its reputation for unchallengeable power. And the cry for
national liberation, raised by the subject races throughout Southeastern Asia,
drowns out the memory of a tolerant rule mellowed by age and wisdom.
With that twofold prestige gone and with the resources to maintain the Em-
pire by sheer foree unavailing, the Asiatic part of the British Empire did not
for long survive the prestige of Britain.

. Since the inauguration of the Good Neighbor Policy, the hegemony of
the United States in the Western Hemisphere reposes likewise upon the
reputation for unchallengeable power rather than upon its actual exercise.
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The superiority of the United States in the Western Hemisphere is so obvious
and overwhelming that prestige alone is sufficient to assure the United States
the position among the American republics commensurate with its power.
The United States can even at times afford to forego insistence upon the
prestige which is its due, because the self-restraint thus manifested will make
its hegemony more tolerable to its neighbors to the south. Thus the United
States has made it a point, since the inauguration of the Good Neighbor
Policy, to have Pan-American conferences meet in Latin-American countries
rather than in the United States. Since in the Western Hemisphere the
United States has the substance of unchallengeable power, it may well
deem it the better part of wisdom not to insist upon all the manifestations of
the prestige which goes with such overwhelming power, and to allow some
other country in the Western Hemisphere to enjoy at least the appearances
of power in the form of prestige.

4. TWO CORRUPTIONS OF THE POLICY OF PRESTIGE

For a nation to pursue a policy of prestige is, however, not enough. It can
do too much or too little in this respect, and in either case it will run the risk
of failure. It generally does too much when it paints an exaggerated picture
of its power and thus attempts to gain a reputation for power which ex-
ceeds the power it actually possesses. In other words, it builds its prestige
upon the appearances of power rather than upon its substance. Here the
policy of prestige transforms itself into a policy of bluff. Its outstanding ex-
ample in recent history is the policy of Italy from the Ethiopian War of 1935
to the African campaign of 1942. Embarking upon a policy of imperialistic
expansion with the purpose of making the Mediterranean an Italian lake,
Italy defied during the Ethiopian War and the Spanish Civil War what was
then the foremost naval power on earth and the predominant power in the
Mediterranean. It did so by creating the impression that it was a military
power of the first order. Italy was successful in this policy so long as no other
nation dared to put its pretense of power to the actual test. When this test
came, it revealed the contrast between Italy’s reputation for power, deliberately
created by a number of propagandistic devices, and its actual power. It un-
masked its policy of prestige as a policy of bluff.

The essence of a policy of bluff is well illustrated in the theater device of
letting a score of extras, dressed as soldiers, walk about the stage, disappear
behind the scenery, and come back again and again, thus creating the illusion
of a great number of marching men. The ignorant and the gullible will easily
be deceived by this appearance of armed might. The informed and detached
observer will not fall victim to the deception. And if the stage directions re-
quire that the “army” give battle to another “army,” the bluff becomes patent
to anyone. Here the policy of bluff is reduced to its essentials, and its me-
chanics are demonstrated in elemental form. It is easy for the policy of bluff
to succeed in the short run, but in the long run it can succeed only if it is
able to postpone forever the test of actual performance, and this even the
highest quality of statecraft cannot assure.
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The best that luck and political wisdom can do is to use the initial suc-
cess of a policy of bluff for the purpose of bringing the actual power of one’s
nation up to its reputed quality. While the other nations are bluffed into giv-
ing that power undeserved consideration, time is gained for bringing prestige
and actual power into harmony. A nation, therefore, which has fallen behind
in the competition for power, especially in the field of armaments, might try
to conceal its weakness behind a policy of bluff while at the same time en-
deavoring to overcome its handicap. When Great Britain, in the autumn and
winter of 1940-41, was actually open to invasion, its prestige, far exceeding at
that time its actual military strength, was probably the most important
single factor deterring the Germans from the attempt to invade its territory.
Subsequently, while maintaining the appearance of its defensive strength, it
was able to acquire actual defensive strength. It must, however, be noted that
luck came to the assistance of that policy of bluff in the form of Hitler’s mili-
tary mistakes and that this policy was not so much freely chosen by Great
Britain as forced upon it as a desperate last resort by an almost irresistible
necessity.® :

While it thus remains true that it is generally a mistake in international
politics to engage in a policy of bluff, it is no less a mistake to go to the other
extreme and to be satisfied with a reputation for power which is inferior to
the actual power possessed. The outstanding examples of this “negative policy
of prestige” are the United States and the Soviet Union in the period between
the two world wars and, more particularly, in the first years of the Second
World War.

At the outbreak of the Second World War the United States was already
potentially the most powerful nation on earth and it had openly declared
its opposition to the imperialism of Germany and Japan. Nevertheless, Ger-
many and Japan proceeded very much as though the United States as a first-
rate power did not exist at all. The significance of the attack on Pearl Harbor
from the point of view under discussion lies in the implied expression of
contempt for the military strength of the United States. The reputation for
power of the United States, that is, its prestige, was so low that Japan could
base its war plans upon the assumption that American military strength
would not recover from the blow of Pear]l Harbor in time to influence the
outcome of the war. American prestige was so low that Germany and Italy,
instead of trying to keep the United States out of the European war, seemed
almost eager to bring it in by declaring war against it on December 10, 1941.
Hitler is quoted as having declared in 1934: “The American is no soldier. The
inferiority and decadence of this allegedly New World is evident in its
military inefficiency,”

6 One can safely say that in the two most critical periods of its history Great Britain owed
its salvation, at least in part, to its prestige. When in 1797 all of Europe was at Napoleon’s
feet and France concentrated all its efforts upon the destruction of Great Britain, a mutiny
broke out in the British fleet. For a time two loyal ships were all that stood between the conti-
nent and the British Isles. In the winter of 1940—41, Great Britain was, for however different
reasons, similarly helpless. In both situations, the awe in which the British name was held was
one of the factors deterring its enemies from an attack which the distribution of material power
greatly favored.

7 Hermann Rauschning, The Voice of Destruction (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons,

1940), p. 71.
(59)



Politics among Nations

So enormous a depreciation was primarily due to what can almost be
called the absence of an American policy of prestige in so far as reputation
for military power is concerned. Far from demonstrating to the other na-
tions what the human and material potentialities of the United States could
mean in terms of military power, the United States seemed almost anxious
to prove to the world its unwillingness, if not inability, to transform those
enormous potentialities into actual instruments of war. Thus the United
States invited neglect and attack from its enemies, failure for its policies,
mortal danger to its vital interests.

The Soviet Union had to cope with similar results not because it neglected
but because it failed in, its policy of prestige. Throughout the period between
the two world wars, the reputation of the Soviet Union for power was low.
While Germany, France, and Great Britain at times tried to secure Russian
support for their foreign policies, no nation had a sufficiently high opinion
of the power of the Soviet Union to overcome the aversion to Russian politi-
cal ideology and the fear of its spreading through the rest of Europe. When,
for instance, during the Czechoslovakian crisis of 1938, France and Great
Britain were confronted with the alternative of either approving the im-
perialistic expansion of Germany or trying to check it with the aid of the
Soviet Union, the latter’s prestige was so low that the Western European
powers rejected its proffered co-operation without much hesitation. The
military prestige of the Soviet Union reached its lowest point during the cam-
paign against Finland in 193940 when little Finland seemed able to hold
its own against the Russian giant. That lack of prestige was one of the fac-
tors which convinced the German general staff as well as the general staffs
of the allied nations that the Soviet Union would be unable to withstand a
German attack.

While Russian prestige soared high from the battle of Stalingrad to the
end of the Second World War, the postwar years have seen it on the down-
grade again. However, for a wise foreign policy, this ought not to be a matter
of indifference. For if the Soviet Union had appeared to be as powerful
in 1938 or 1939 or 1941 as it actually was, that is, if its prestige had then
been commensurate with its power, the policies of the other nations with
respect to the Soviet Union might easily have been different, and the destiny
of the Soviet Union and of the world might have been different as well.
Whether today the Soviet Union is as strong as it seems to be, or stronger,
or weaker, is a question of fundamental importance for both the Soviet
Union and the rest of the world. The same is true of the United States and
of any other nation playing an active role in international politics. To demon-
strate to the rest of the world the power one’s own nation possesses, revealing
neither too much nor too little, is the task of a wisely conceived policy of

prestige.
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CHAPTER V

The Ideological Element in

Inzernational Policies

I. THE NATURE OF POLITICAL IDEOLOGIES"®

It is a characteristic aspect of all politics, domestic as well as international,
that frequently its basic manifestations do not appear as what they actually
are — that is, manifestations of a struggle for power. Rather, the element of
power as the immediate goal of the policy pursued is explained and justified
in ethical, legal, or biological terms. Statesmen generally refer to their policies
not in terms of power but in terms of either ethical and legal principles or
biological necessities. In other words, while all politics is necessarily pursuit
of power, ideologies render involvement in that contest for power psychologi-
cally and morally acceptable to the actors and their audience.

These legal and ethical principles and biological necessities fulfill a dual
function in the sphere of international politics. They are either the ultimate
goals of political action, of which we have spoken before,? that is, those ulti-
mate objectives for the realization of which political power is sought, or they
are the pretexts and false fronts behind which the element of power, inherent
in all politics, is concealed. These principles and necessities may fulfill one or
the other function, or they may fulfill them both at the same time. A legal
and ethical principle such as justice, for example, or a biological necessity,
such as an adequate standard of living, may be the goal of a foreign policy, or
it may be an ideology, or it may be both at the same time. Since we are not
concerned here with the ultimate goals of international politics, we shall

1 The concept of ideology used in this chapter corresponds to what Karl Mannheim bas
called “particular ideology.” Cf. Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia (New York: Harcourt,
Brace and Company, 1936), p. 49: “The particular conception of ideology is implied when the
term dengtes that we are sceptical of the ideas and representations advanced by our opponent.
They are regarded as more or less conscious disguises of the real pature of a situation, the true
recognition of which would not be in accord with his interests. These distortions range all the
way from coascious lies to half-conscious and unwitting disguises; from calculated attempts to
dupe others to self-deception.” See also p. 238: “The study of ideologies has made it its task to
unmask the more or less conscious deceptions and disguises of human interest groups, particu-
larly those of political parties.” .

- 2 See above, pp. 13 ff.
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deal with ethical and legal principles and biological necessities only in so
far as they perform the function of ideologies.

These ideologies are not the accidental outgrowth of the hypocrisy of cer-
tain individuals who need only to be replaced by other, more honest, indi-
viduals in order to make the conduct of foreign affairs more decent. Disap-
pointment always follows such expectations. The members of the opposition
who were most vocal in exposing the deviousness of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s
or Churchill’s foreign policies shocked their followers, once they had become
responsible for the conduct of foreign affairs, by their own use of ideological
disguises. It is the very nature of politics to compel the actor on the political
scene to use ideologies in order to disguise the immediate goal of his action.
The immediate goal of political action is power, and political power is power
over the minds and actions of men. Yet those who have been chosen as the
prospective object of the power of others are themselves intent upon gaining
power over others. Thus the actor on the political scene is always at the same
time a prospective master of others and a prospective subject of others. While
he seeks power over others, his own freedom is threatened by a similar desire
on the part of others.

To this ambivalence of man as a political being corresponds the ambiva-
lence of his moral evaluation of this condition. He will consider his own de-
sire for power as just and will condemn as unjust the desire of others to gain
power over him. In the years after the Second World War, the Russians
have found their own designs for power justified by considerations of their
own security. But they have condemned as “imperialistic” and preparatory to
world conquest the expansion of American power. The United States has put
a similar stigma on Russian aspirations, while it views its own international
objectives as necessities of national defense.

The ambivalence of this evaluation, characteristic of the approach of all
nations to the problem of power, is again inherent in the very nature of in-
ternational politics. The nation which would dispense with ideologies and
frankly state that it wants power and will, therefore, oppose similar aspira-
tions of other nations, would at once find itself at a great, perhaps decisive,
disadvantage in the struggle for power. That frank admission would, on the
one hand, unite the other nations in fierce resistance to a foreign policy so un-
equivocally stated and would thereby compel the nation pursuing it to em-
ploy more power than would otherwise be necessary. On the other hand, that
admission is tantamount to flouting openly the universally accepted moral
standards of the international community and would thereby put the particu-
lar nation in a position where it would be likely to pursue its foreign policy
half-heartedly and with a bad conscience. To rally a people behind the gov-
ernment’s foreign policy and to ‘marshal all the national energies and re-
sources to its support, the spokesman of the nation must appeal to biological
necessities, such as national existence, and to moral principles, such as justice,
rather than to power. In no other way can a nation attain the enthusiasm and
willingness to sacrifice without which no foreign policy can pass the ultimate
test of strength.

Such are the psychological forces which inevitably engender the ideologies
of international policies and make them weapons in the struggle for power
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on the international scene. A government whose foreign policy appeals to
the intellectual convictions and moral valuations of its own people has gained
an incalculable advantage over an opponent who has not succeeded in choos-
ing goals which have such appeal or in making the chosen goals appear to
have it. Ideologies, no less than ideas, are weapons which raise the national
morale and, with it, the power of one nation and, in the very act of doing so,
may lower the morale of the opponent. The enormous contribution which
Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points made to the victory of the Allies in the
First World War by strengthening the morale of the Allies and weakening
the morale of the Central Powers is the classic example of the importance of
the moral factor for international politics.®

2. TYPICAL IDEOLOGIES OF INTERNATIONAL
POLICIES

It follows from the character of these forces that imperialistic policies
resort practically always to ideological disguises, whereas status quo poli-
cies more frequently can be presented as what they actually are. It also follows
from the character of these forces that certain types of ideologies are co-
ordinated with certain types of international policies.

a) Ideologies of the Status Quo

A policy of the status quo can often afford to reveal its true nature and to
dispense with ideological disguises, because the status quo has already, by
virtue of its very existence, acquired a certain moral legitimacy. What exists
must have something to be said in its favor; otherwise it would not exist.
Since a nation which pursues a policy of the status-quo seeks the preservation
of the power it already has, it may avoid the need to allay the resentment of
other nations and its own scruples. This is especially so when the preserva-
tion of the territorial status quo is not open to moral or legal attack and
when national power has by tradition been exclusively used for the preserva-
tion of this status quo. Such nations as Switzerland, Denmark, Norway, and
Sweden do not need to hesitate to define their foreign policies in terms of the
maintenance of the status quo, since this status quo is generally recognized as
legitimate. Other nations, such as Great Britain, France, Yugoslavia, Czecho-
slovakia, Rumania, which in the period between the two world wars in the
main pursued a policy of the status quo, could not afford simply to declare
that their foreign policies aimed at the defense of their possessions. Since the
legitimacy of the status quo of 1919 was itself being challenged within and
without these nations, they had to invoke ideal principles able to meet that
challenge. The ideals of permanent peace and of international law fulfilled
that purpose.

The ideals of permanent peace and of international law are eminently

8 On the problem of national morale in general, see below, pp. 100 ff.
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qualified to serve as ideologies for a policy of the status quo. Since imperial-
istic policies, by disturbing the status quo, frequently lead to war and must
always take the possibility of war into account, a foreign policy which pro-
claims pacifism as its guiding principle is by the same token anti-imperial-
istic and supports the maintenance of the status quo. By expressing in pacifist
terms the objectives of the policy of the status quo, a statesman puts the
stigma of warmongering upon his imperialistic opponents, clears his and his
countrymen’s conscience of moral scruples, and can hope to win the support
of all countries interested in the maintenance of the status quo.

The ideal of international law fulfills a similar ideological function for
policies of the status quo. Law in general and, especially, international law is
primarily a static social force. It defines a certain distribution of power and
offers standards and processes to ascertain and maintain it in concrete situa-
tions. Domestic law, through a developed system of legislation, judicial deci-
sions, and law enforcement, allows for adaptations and sometimes even con-
siderable changes within the general distribution of power. International law,
in the absence of such a system making for lawful change, is, as will be
shown later,* not only primarily, but essentially, a static force. The invocation
of international law, of “order under law,” of “ordinary legal processes” in
support of a particular foreign policy, therefore, always indicates the ide-
ological disguise of a policy of the status quo. More particularly, when an in-
ternational organization, such as the League of Nations, has been established
for the purpose of maintaining a particular status quo, support of that organ-
ization becomes tantamount to support of that particular status quo.

Since the end of the First World War, it has become rather common to
make use of such legalistic ideologies in justification of a policy of the status
quo. While the alliances of former periods of history have not disappeared,
they tend to become “regional arrangements” within an over-all legal organ-
ization. The “maintenance of the status quo” yields to the “maintenance of
international peace and security.” A number of states which have the same
interest in the maintenance of the status quo will be likely to protect their
common interests against a threat from a particular source not by a “Holy

- Alliance,” but by a “system of collective security” or a “treaty of mutual as-
sistance.” Since, frequently, changes in the status quo are brought about at the
expense of small nations, defense of the rights of small nations, such as Bel-
gium in 1914, Finland and Poland in 1939, becomes under appropriate condi-
tions another ideology of the policy of the status quo.

b) Ideologies of Imperialism

A policy of imperialism is always in need of an ideology; for, in contrast
to a policy of the status quo, imperialism has always the burden of proof. It
must prove that the status quo which it seeks to overthrow deserves to be
overthrown and the moral legitimacy which in the minds of many at-
taches to things as they are ought to yield to a higher principle of morality
calling for a new distribution of power. Thus, in the words of Gibbon: “For

4 See below, Chapter XXIV.
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every war a motive of safety or revenge, of honor or zeal, of right or con-
venience, may be readily found in the jurisprudence of conquerors.” ®

In so far as the typical ideologies of imperialism make use of legal con-
cepts, they cannot well refer to positive international law, that is, to inter-
national law as it actually is. As we have seen, the static character of inter-
national law makes it the natural ideological ally of the status quo. The
dynamic quality of imperialism requires dynamic ideologies. In the domain
of law it is the doctrine of natural law, that is, of the law as it ought to be,
which fits the ideological needs of imperialism. Against the injustices of in-
ternational law as it exists, symbolizing the status quo, the imperialistic na-
tion will invoke a higher law which corresponds to the requirements of
justice. Thus Nazi Germany based its demands for the revision of the status
quo of Versailles primarily upon the principle of equality which the Treaty
of Versailles had: violated. The demand for colonies, for instance, of which
the Treaty of Versailles had deprived Germany completely, and the demand
for the revision of the unilateral disarmament provisions of the same treaty
were derived from the same principle.

When the imperialistic policy is not directed against a particular status
quo resulting from a lost war, but grows from a power vacuum inviting
conquest, moral ideologies which make it an unavoidable duty to conquer
take the place of the appeal to a just natural law against an unjust positive
law. Then to conquer weak peoples appears as “the white man’s burden,” the
“national mission,” “manifest destiny,” a “sacred trust,” a “Christian duty.”
Colonial imperialism, in particular, has frequently been disguised by ideologi-
cal slogans of this kind, such as the “blessings of Western civilization” which
it was the mission of the conqueror to bring to the colored races of the earth.
The Japanese ideology of the East Asiatic “co-prosperity zone” carries a
similar connotation of a humanitarian mission. Whenever a political philos-
ophy, held with the fervor of religious faiths, coincides with an imperialistic
policy, it becomes a ready instrument of ideological disguise. Arab imperial-
ism during the period of Arab expansion justified itself as the fulfillment of
religious duty. Napoleonic imperialism swept over Europe under the banner
of “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity.” Russian imperialism, especially in its aspi-
rations for Constantinople and the Dardanelles, has successively or simul-
taneously made use of the Orthodox faith, Pan-Slavism, world revolution,
and defenses from capitalist encirclement.

In modern times, especially under the influence of the social philosophies
of Darwin and Spencer, the ideologies of imperialism have preferred biologi-
cal arguments. Transferred to international politics, the philosophy of the
survival of the fittest sees in the military superiority of a strong nation over
a weak one a natural phenomenon which makes the latter the preordained
object of the former’s power. According to this philosophy, it would be
against nature if the strong did not dominate the weak and if the weak tried
to be the equal of the strong. The strong nation has a right to a “place in the
sun,” it Isegxe “salt of the earth.” As a famous German sociologist discovered
in the First World War, the Germanic “hero” must necessarily win out over

8 The Dedline: gud Fall of the Roman Empire (The Modern Library Edition), II, 1235.
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the British “shopkeeper.” That the inferior races should serve the master
race is a law of nature that only villains and fools will oppose; slavery and
extermination are the latters’ just desert.

Communism, fascism, and nazism as well as Japanese imperialism have
given these biological ideologies a revolutionary turn. The nations which na-
ture has appointed to be the masters of the earth are kept in inferiority by
the trickery and violence of the other nations. The vigorous but poor “have-
nots” are cut off from the riches of the earth by the wealthy but decadent
“haves.” The proletarian nations, inspired by ideals, must fight the capitalist
nations defending their money-bags. The ideology of overpopulation has
found particular favor with Germany, Italy, and Japan. The Germans are
a “people without space” who, if they cannot obtain “living space,” must
“suffocate” and, if they cannot obtain sources of raw materials, must “starve.”
With different variations, this ideology was used in the thirties also by Italy
and Japan to justify their expansionist policies and to disguise their imperial-
istic goals.®

The most widely practiced disguise and justification of imperialism has,
however, always been the ideology of anti-imperialism.” It is so widely used
because it is the most effective of all ideologies of imperialism. As, according
to Huey Long, fascism will come to the United States in the guise of anti-
fascism, so imperialism has come to many a country in the guise of anti-
imperialism. In 1914 as well as in 1939, both sides went to war in order to
defend themselves against the imperialism of the other side. Germany at-
tacked the Soviet Union in 1941 in order to forestall the latter’s imperialistic
designs. Since the end of the Second World War, American and British as
well as Russian foreign policy has been justified by the imperialistic objectives
of other nations. By thus presenting one’s own foreign policy, regardless of its
actual character, as anti-imperialistic, that is, defensive and protective of the
status quo, one gives one’s own people that good conscience and confidence
in the justice of their own cause without which no people can support its

6 The purely ideological character of the claim for colonies, justified in the period between
the two world wars by Germany, Italy, and Japan with population pressure and economic dis-
tress, is clearly demonstrated by the relevant population and economic statistics. The four
African colonies of Germany which covered 930,000 square miles had, in 1914, a population
of almost twelve million of which only 20,000 were white. It was pointed out at that time
that more Germans were living in the city of Paris than in all of Germany’s colonies com-
bined. After Eritrea had been an Italian colony for fifty years, the 2,000 square miles of territory
most suitable for settlement contained about 400 Italian inhabitants. The Japanese colonies of
Korea and Formosa absorbed within a period of forty years less than one year’s increase of the
Japanese population.

As for the economic importance of colonies to their mother countries, the figures are elo-
quent in the case of Germany and Italy. The imports from, and the exports to, the German colo-
nies amounted in 1913 to 0.5 per cent of the total German imports and exports. In 1933, the
imports from the Iralian colonies were 1.6 per cent of the total imports, and the exports to them
were 7.2 per cent of all the exports from Italy; a considerable portion of the latter must have
consisted of war material. Only for Japan were its colonies of paramount economic importance,
its trade with them in 1934 amounting to almost 35 per cent of its total trade (23.1 per cent
of the total imports, 22 per cent of the total exports). See Royal Institute of International Affairs,
TﬁesColonial Problem (London, New York, Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1937), especially
p. 287. :

7 A variant of the ideology of anti-imperialism is the ideology of anti-power politics. Ac-
cording to this ideology, other nations are motivated in their policies by aspirations for power,
while one’s own nation, free from such base motives, pursues purely ideal objectives.
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foreign policy wholeheartedly and fight successfully for it. At the same time
one may confound the enemy who, ideologically less well prepared, may no
longer be certain on which side justice is to be found.

¢) Ambiguous Ideologies

The ideology of antiimperialism draws its effectiveness from its ambi-
guity. It confounds the observer who cannot always be sure whether he is
dealing with an ideology of imperialism or with the true expression of a pol-
icy of the status quo. This confounding effect is present whenever an ide-
ology is not made to order, as it were, for a particular type of policy, but can
be worn by the defenders of the status quo as well as by the promoters of
imperialism. The ideologies of national self-determination and of the United
Nations are of this character.

The principle of national self-determination as conceived by Woodrow
Wilson justified the liberation of the Central and Eastern European nation-
alities from foreign domination. Theoretically it was opposed not only to the
status quo of empire, but also to imperialism of any kind, either on the part
of the old imperial powers — Germany, Austria, and Russia— or on the part
of the liberated small nations. Yet the destruction of the old imperial order
at once called forth, still in the name of self-determination, new imperial-
isms. Those of Poland, Czechoslovakia, Rumania, and Yugoslavia are as out-
standing as they were inevitable; for the power vacuum left by the break-
down of the old imperial order had to be filled and the newly liberated
nations were there to fill it. As soon as they had installed themselves in power,
they invoked the selfsame principle of national self-determination in defense
of the new status quo. This principle was their most potent ideological
weapon from the end of the First to the end of the Second World War.

It was by a stroke of propagandistic genius that Hitler hit upon the prin-
ciple of national self-determination in order to disguise and justify his policies
of territorial expansion. The German minorities of Czechoslovakia and Po-
land, under the banner of national self-determination, were now to play the
same role in undermining the national existence of Czechoslovakia and Po-
land which the Czech, Slovak, and Polish nationalities, under the same ide-
ological banner, had played in undermining the national existence of the
Austrian-Hungarian Empire. With their own ideological weapon turned
against them, the benefactors of the status quo of Versailles had no ideology,
except the one of law and order, with which to defend that status quo. Thus
Austria and Czechoslovakia were surrendered, and Poland was exposed to
mortal danger. After the settlement of Munich granted the German demands
with regard to Czechoslovakia, the London Times, making the German
ideology its own, declared: “Self-determination, the professed principle of the
Treaty of Versailles, has been invoked by Herr Hitler against its written text,
and his appeal has been allowed.” ® Rarely, if ever, has modern history offered
a more striking example of the importance of ideologies in international
politics and of the confounding and disarming effect of an ambiguous ideol-
ogy aptly employed.

8 London Times, September 28, 1938.

(67)



Politics among Nations

The United Nations was intended at its inception to serve as an instru-
ment of China, France, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United
States, and of their allies, for maintaining the status quo as established by the
victory of these nations in the Second World War. However, in the years im-
mediately following the conclusion of the Second World War this status quo
has proved to be only provisional and subject to contradictory interpretations
and claims by the different nations. The ideology of the United Nations is,
therefore, used by these different nations for the purpose of disguising and
justifying their particular interpretations and claims. All nations appear as
the champions of the United Nations and quote its charter in support of the
particular policies they are pursuing. These policies being antagonistic, the
reference to the United Nations and its charter becomes an ideological device
justifying one’s own policy in the light of generally accepted principles and
at the same time concealing its true character. Its ambiguity makes this ide-
?log):i a weapon with which to confound one’s enemies and strengthen one’s

riends.

3. THE PROBLEM OF RECOGNITION

To see through these ideological disguises and to grasp behind them the
actual political forces and phenomena becomes, then, one of the most im-
portant and most difficult tasks of the student of international politics. It is
important because, unless it is done, the correct determination of the char-
acter of the foreign policy with which one happens to deal becomes impos-
sible. The recognition of imperialistic tendencies and of their particular char-
acter depends upon a clear distinction between the ideological pretense which
generally disavows imperialistic aspirations altogether and the actual objec-
tives of the policies pursued. To make this distinction correctly is difficult
because of the general difficulty of detecting the true meaning of any human
action apart from what the actor believes or feigns it to mean. This general
problem is aggravated by two other difficulties peculiar, at least in their gen-
erality, to international politics. One is to distinguish a boast or bluff indica-
tive of a policy of prestige from an ideological disguise of actual imperialism.
The other is to discover behind an ideology of the status quo or of localized
imperialism the true meaning of the policy actually pursued.

We have already had occasion to refer to the foreign policy of William II
which conveyed through its language and manifestations the impression of
being outright imperialistic while it was actually a strange mixture of im-
perialistic designs and neurotic boastfulness. Conversely, the true imperial-
istic essence of the foreign policies of Hitler and Mussolini was not generally
recognized up to the late thirties. It was explained away as mere bluff and
boastfulness for home consumption. To determine the true character of a
foreign policy behind its deliberate or unconscions ideological disguise be-
comes, however, particularly difficult when the ideologies of the status quo
are used as a disguise. Of this difficulty the period following the Second
World War offers striking examples in the foreign policies of the United
States and the Soviet Union. het : -
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Both nations have expressed the objectives of their foreign policies in the
almost identical terms of status quo ideologies. The sources of these common
ideologies are the declarations of Teheran, Yalta, and Potsdam, signed by the
representatives of both countries and accepted by both as the guiding princi-
ples of their foreign policies. Both the Soviet Union and the United States
have proclaimed that they have no territorial ambitions beyond the enemy
territories they hold; that they want to see free and democratic governments
established everywhere; that they are guided by considerations of security
and national defense; and that it is the capitalist or communist imperialism
of the other side against which they are compelled, in spite of their own
wishes, to defend themselves.

Most Americans and most Russians are obviously convinced that these
statements are a faithful expression of the true character of their countries’
‘foreign policy. Yet they cannot both be right, while one or the other or both
may be wrong. For it may be that the Soviet Union misunderstands the
foreign policy of the United States, or that the United States misunderstands
the foreign policy of the Soviet Union, or that both misunderstand each
other. The solution of this riddle upon which the fate of the world may well
depend is not to be sought in the character of the ideologies alone, but in the
sum total of the factors determining the foreign policy of a nation. Of this
more will be said later.?

9 See below, Part Ten.
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CHAPTER VI

The Essence of National Power

I. WHAT IS NATIONAL POWER?

We have said that by power we mean the power of man over the minds and
actions of other men; a phenciencn to-be—found-whenever human beings
live in_social coftact with each othér. We have spoken of the “power of a
nation” or of “national power” as though the concept were self-evident and
sufficiently explained by what we have said about power in general. Yet,
while it can be easily understood that individuals seek power, how are we to
explain the aspirations for power in the collectivities called nations? What
is a nation? What do we mean when we attribute to a nation aspirations and
actions?

A nation as such is obviously not an empirical thing. A nation as such
cannot be seen. What can be empirically observed are only the individuals
who belong to a nation. Hence, a nation is an abstraction from a number of’
individuals wha have certain. characteristics in common, and ir s rhese o
acteristics which make them members of the same nation. Besides being a
member of a nation and thinking, feeling, and acting in that capacity, the
individual may belong to a church, a social or economic class, a political
party, a family, and may think, feel, and act in these capacities. Apart from
being a member of all these social groups, he is also a human being as such,

and thinks, feels, and acts in that capacity. Therefore, when we speak of the
11 ation, we ¢an. on mean 1in em-

power or of the foreign policy of a certain n:
long to the same nation.

Yet this poses another difficulty. The power or the foreign policy of the
United States is. obviously not the power or the foreign policy of all the in-
dividuals who belong to the nation called the United States of America.
The fact that the United States emerged from the Second World War as the
most powerful nation on. earth has not affected the power of the great mass
of individiial Americans. It has, however, affected the power of all those in-
dividuals who administes the foreign affairs of the United States and, more
particularly, speak for and represent the United States on the international
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scene. For a nation pursues international policies as a legal organization
called a state whose agents act as the representatives of the nation on the
international scene. They speak for it, negotiate treaties in its name, define
its objectives, choose the means for achieving them, and try to maintain, in-
crease, and demonstrate its power. They are the individuals who, when they
appear as representatives of their nation on the international scene, wield the
power and pursue the policies of their nation. It is to them that we refer
when we speak in empirical terms of the power and of the foreign policy of
a nation.

How, then, does it come about that the great mass of the individual mem-
bers of a nation, whose individual power is not affected by the vicissitudesof
national power, identify themselves with the power and the foreign policies
)of_their‘natiqg,__expeniencc this power and these policies as their own, and do
so with an emotional intensity often surpassing the emotional attachment to
their individual aspirations for power? By asking this question, we are posing

I ionalism. In preceding periods of history the col-
lectivity with whose power and aspirations for power the individual identi-
fied himself was determined by ties of blood, of religion, or of common
loyalty to a feudal lord or prince. In our time the identification with the
power and policies of the nation has largely superseded or, in any case, over-
shadows those older identifications. How is this phenomenon of modern na-
tionalism to be explained?

We have learned from our discussion of the ideologies of international
policies that in the mind of the individual the aspirations for power of others
bear the stigma of immorality. While this moral depreciation has one of its
roots in the desire of the prospective victim of the power of others to defend
his freedom against this threat, the other root stems from the attempt of so-
ciety as a whole to suppress and keep in bounds individual aspirations for
power. Society has established a network of rules of conduct and institutional
devices for controlling individual power drives. These rules and devices
either divert individual power drives into channels where they cannot en-
danger society, or else they weaken them or suppress them altogether. Law,
ethics, and mores, innumerable social institutions and arrangements, such as
competitive examinations, clection CONtEsts, SPOTts, SOcial clubs, and fraternal
organizations—all serve that purpose.

In consequence, most people are unable to satisfy their desire for power
within the national community. Within that community, only 4 relatively
small group permanently wields power over great numbers of people with-
out being subject to extensive limitations by others. The great mass of the
population is to a much greater extent the object of power than its wielder.
Not being able to find full satisfaction of their desire for power within the
national boundaries, the people project those unsatisfied aspirations onto
the international scene. There they find vicarious satisfaction in identification
with the power drives of the nation. When the citizen of the United States
thinks of the power of his country, he experiences the same kind of exhilara-
tion the citizen of Rome must have felt when, identifying himself with Rome
and its power and by the same token contrasting himself with the stranger,
he would say: “Civis Romanus sum.” When we are conscious of being mem-
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~ bers of the most powerful nation on earth, the nation with the greatest in-
dustrial capacity and the monopoly of the atomic bomb, we flatter ourselves
and feel a great pride. It is as though we all, not as individuals but collec-
tively, as members of the same nation, owned and controlled so magnificent
a power. The power which our representatives wield on the international
scene becomes our own, and the frustrations which we experience within the
national community are compensated for by the vicarious enjoyment of the
power of the nation.
These psychological trends, operating within the individual members of
a nation, find support in the rules of conduct and in the institutions of so-
ciety itself. Society restrains aspirations for individual power within the na-
tional community and puts the mark of opprobrium upon certain power
drives pointing toward individual aggrandizement. But it encourages and
glorifies the tendencies of the great mass of the population, frustrated in its
individual power drives, to identify itself with the nation’s struggle for power
on the international scene. oy the individual for his owa. sake
is considered an evil to be tolerated only within certain bounds and in certain.

manifestations. Power disguised by ideologies and pursued in the name and

for the sake of the nation becomes a good for which all citizens must strive.

The national symbols, especially in so far as they have reference to the

armed forces and the relations with other nations, are instruments of that

identification of the individual with the power of the nation. The ethics and..
mores of society tend to make that identification attractive by holding out.

rewards and threatening punishments.

Thus it 1s not by accident that certain groups of the population are either
the most militant supporters of the national aspirations for power in the in-
ternational field, or else refuse to have anything to do with them at all. These
are the groups which are primarily the object of the power of others and are
most thoroughly deprived of outlets for their own power drives or are most
insecure in the possession of whatever power they may have within the na-
tional community. The lower middle classes especially, such as the white
collar workers, but also the main bulk of the laboring masses,* identify them-
selves completely with the national aspirations for power. Or else, and here
the rfiai i i etariat, particularly in Europe,
they do not identify themselves with national aspirations at all. While the
latter group has thus far been of small concern for the international policies
of the United States, the former has taken on ever greater importance.

It is here, then, that one must seek the roots of modern nationalism and
the explanation for the ever increasing ferocity with which international
politics is pursued in modern times. The increasing insecurity of the indi-
vidual in Western societies, especially in the lower strata, has magnified
enormously the frustration of individual power drives. This, in turn, has given
rise to an increased desire for compensatory identification with the collective
national aspirations for power. These increases have been quantitative as
well as qualitative.

1 They have, in terms of power, less to lose and more to gain from nationalistic foreign
policies than any other group of the population, with the exception of the military.
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2. ROOTS OF MODERN NATIONALISM

ntil the time of the Napoleonic Wars, only very small groups of the
pfpulation identified themselves with the foreign policies of their nation.
oreign policies were truly not national but dynastic policies, and the identi-
fication was with the power and the policies of the individual monarch
rather than with the power and the policies of a collectivity, such as the na-
tion. As Goethe put it in a significant passage of his autobiography: “We all
_ felt for Frederick [the Great], but what did we care for Prussiar”

With the Napoleonic Wars began the period of national foreign policies
and wars, that is, the identification of the great masses of the citizens of a
nation with national power and national policies. Up to the First World
War it was doubtful to what degree the members of the European socialist
parties identified themselves with the power and policies of their respective
nations. Yet the full participation in that war of the main bulk of the work-
ers in all belligerent countries demonstrated the identification of practically
the whole population with the power and policies of their respective nations.

The Second World War has, however, brought about a certain retrogres-
sion from that maximum of identification which the First World War wit-
nessed. That retrogression took place on the top and at the base of the social
pyramid. On the one hand, relatively small, yet powerful, groups of intel-
lectual, political, and military leaders in Great Britain and France either re-
fused to identify themselves with their countries or even preferred to identify
themselves with the national enemy. The leaders who felt this way were in-
secure in their power positions, especially in view of the initial political and
military weakness of their countries, and the enemy alone seemed to be able
to assure them their positions on top of the social pyramid. On the other
hand, the French Communists, owing allegiance to both France and the So-
viet Union, were able to identify themselves fully with their nation only after
the German attack on the Soviet Union in 1941 had brought both allegiances
into play. The German attack on France alone was unable to rouse them to
active opposition to the invader, But the German attack on the Soviet Union
made France and the Soviet Union allies in 2 common cause and allowed the
French Communists to oppose in the German invaders of France the com-
mon enemy of France and the Soviet Union alike. The identification of the
French Communists with French national policies was predicated upon the
identity of those policies with Russian interests and policies. This Communist
allegiance to foreign interests and policies, which take precedence over the
national ones, is a universal phenomenon which, as such, is a challenge to
the cohesion of the pational state and to its very existence.?

Qualitatively, the emotional intensity of the identification of the indi-
vidual with-his nation stands in inverse proportion to the stability of the
particular society as: reflected in the sense of security of its members. The
greater the stability of society and the sense of security of its members, the
smaller are the chances for collective emotions to seek an outlet in aggres-

2 See also below, Chapter XIV.
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sive nationalism, and vice versa.® The revolutionary wars of France in the
last_decade of the eighteenth century and the wars of liberation against
Napoleon from’1812-15 are the first examples in modern times of mass in-
security, indiiced By the instability of domestic societiesand leading to emo-
tional outbursts in the form of fervent mass identifications with aggressive
foreign policies and wars. Social instability became acute in Western civiliza-
tion duiring the nineteenth century. It became permanent in the twentieth
century as a result of the weakening of the ties of tradition, especially in the
form of religion, and as a result of increased rationalization of life and work,
and of cyclical economic crises. The insecurity of the groups affected by these
factors found an emotional outlet in fixed and emotionally accentuated na-
tionalistic identifications. As Western society became ever more unstable, the
sense of insecurity deepened and the emotional attachment to the nation as
the symbolic substitute for the individual became ever stronger. With the
world wars, revolutions, concentration of economic, political, and military
power, and economic crises of the twentieth century it reached the fervor
of a secular religion. Contests for power now took on the ideological aspects
of struggles between good and evil. Foreign policies transformed themselves
into sacred missions. Wars were fought as crusades, for the purpose of bring-
ing the true political religion to the rest of the world.

This relation between social disintegration, personal insecurity, and the
ferocity of modern nationalistic power drives can be studied to particular ad-
vantage in German fascism, where these three elements were more highly
developed than anywhere else. The general tendencies of the modern age
toward social disintegration were in Germany driven to extremes by a con-
junction of certain elements in the national character favoring the extremes
rather than mediating and compromising positions, and by three events
which weakened the social fabric of Germany to such an extent as to make
it an easy prey for the consuming fire of national socialism.

The first of these events was the defeat in the First World War, coinci-
dent with a revolution which was held responsible not only for the destruc-
tion of traditional political values and institutions, but for the loss of the
war itself. The revolution naturally brought loss of power and insecurity in
social status to those who had been at or near the top of the social hierarchy
under the monarchy. Yet the social situation of large masses of the popula-
tion was similarly affected by the impact of the idea that defeat and revolu-
tion were both the result of treacherous machinations of domestic and foreign
enemies working for the destruction of Germany. Thus Germany was not
only surrounded and “encircled” by foreign enemies, but its own body politic
was shot through with invisible bacilli and parasites, sapping its strength
and bent upon destroying it.

he second event was the inflatjon

a1 OC L& LO O

plc at large the traditional moral principles of honesty
i ing. The middle classes, in protest against their economic prole-
tarization, -embraced the most anti-proletarian and nationalistic ideologies

L 3 These collecnvve emotions may, of course, seck an outlet in aggressiveness within the
naden as.well, that is, in the form of class struggle, revolution, and civil war.
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available. ‘The lower strata of the middle classes especially had always de-
rived at least a limited satisfaction from their superiority to the proletariat.
If they viewed the social pyramid as a whole, they had always to look up
much farther than they were able to look down. Yet, while they were not
actually at the bottom of the social pyramid, they were uncomfortably close
to it. Hence their frustrations and insecurity and their predisposition for the
nationalistic identification. Now inflation Bushed them down to the bottom,

i truggle 1o escape social and political 1denfificafion with
the amorphous mass of the proletariat they found succor in the theory and
practice. of . national socialism. For national socialism offered them lower
races to look down upon and foreign enemies to feel superior to and conquer.

Finally, the economic crisis of 1929 brought all the different groups of the
German people in different ways face to face with the actual or threatened
loss of social status and intellectual, moral, and economic insecurity. The
workers were faced with actual or threatened permanent unemployment.
Those groups of the middle classes who had recovered from the economic
devastation of inflation were losing what they had regained. The industrial-
ists had to cope with increased social obligations and were haunted by the
fear of revoliition. Natiomal sociatistrfocused -all those fears, insecuritiesy-and
frustrations upon two foreign enemies: the Treaty of Versailles and bolshe-
vism, and their alleged domestic supporters. It channeled all those unsatisfied
emotions into one mighty stream of nationalistic fanaticism. Thus national
socialism was able to identify in a truly totalitarian fashion the aspirations of
the individual German with the power objectives of the German nation.
Nowhere in modern history has that identification been more complete.
Nowhere has that sphere in which the individual pursues his aspirations for
power for their own sake been smaller. Nor has the force of the emotional
impetus with which that identification transformed itself into aggressiveness
on the international scene been equaled in modern civilization.

While the transformation of individual frustrations into collective identi-
fication with the nation has nowhere in modern history been more compre-
hensive and intensive than in National Socialist Germany, nevertheless the
German variety of modern nationalism differs in degree rather than in kind
from the nationalism of other great powers, such as the nationalism of the
Soviet Union or of the United States. In the Soviet Union the great mass of
the population has no opportunity to satisfy its power drives within the do-
mestic society. The average Russian worker and peasant has nobody to look
down upon, and his insecurity is intensified by the practices of the police state
as well as by a standard of living so low as to threaten at times his physical
survival. Here, t00, a totalitarian regime projects these frustrations, insecuri-
ties, and fears onto the international scene where the individual Russian finds
in the identification with “the most progressive country in the world,” “the
fatherland of socialism,” vicarious satisfaction for his aspirations for power.
The conviction, seemingly supported by historic experience, that the nation
with which he identifies himself is constantly menaced by capitalist enemies
serves to elevate his personal fears and insecurities onto the collective plane.
His personal fears are thus transformed into anxiety for the nation. Identi-

fication with the pation thus serves the dual function of satisfying individual
(7
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power drives and alleviating individual fears by projecting both onto the in-
ternational scene.

“In’the United States, the process by which national power is appropriated
by the individual and experienced as his own resembles by and large the typi-
cal pattern as it developed in Western civilization during the nineteenth

century. That is to say, the identification of the individual with the power
and the international policies of the nation proceeds largely in terms of the
typical frustrations and insecurities of the middle class. Yet American so-
ciety is to a much greater extent a middle-class society than any other society
in Western civilization. More importantly, whatever class distinctions there

- may be tend to be mitigated, if not resolved, in American society by the com-
mon denominator of middle-class values and aspirations. The identification
of the individual with the nation in terms of middleclass frustrations and
aspirations is, therefore, almost as predominant and typical in American so-
ciety as the proletarian identification is in the Soviet Union. On the other
-hand, the relatively great mobility of American society opens to the great
_masses of the population avenues for social and economic improvement.

~'These opportunities have in the past tended to keep rather low, at least in
normal times, the emotional intensity of that identification as compared with
the corresponding situations in the Soviet Union and in National Socialist
Germany.*

New factors have, however, arisen in recent times with the fear of recur-
rent economic crises, the threat of world revolution as symbolized by the
Communist International, the relative disappearance of geographical isola-
tion, and the danger of atomic war. Thus, in the fifth decade of the twentieth
century, intensified individual frustrations and anxieties have called forth a
more intensive identification, on the part of the individual, with the power
and the international policies of the nation. If, therefore, the present trend
toward ever increasing instability in domestic and international affairs is not
reversed, the United States is likely to partake to an ever increasing extent in
those tendencies in modern culture which have found their most extreme
manifestations in Soviet Russia and National Socialist Germany, tendencies
which make for an ever more complete and intensive identification of the
individual with the nation. In this completeness and intensity of identifica-
tion we have one of the roots of the ferocity and ruthlessness of modern in-
ternational policies where national aspirations for power clash with each
other, supported by virtually total populations with an unqualified dedica-
tion and intensity of feeling which in former periods of history only the issues
of religion could command. :

4 Intense nationalistic identification in the United States has been associated in the past
mainly with antagonism, on the part of the most insecure sector of_ thc' m1c}dlc class, against
certain ethnic groups, such as the Negro or the latest wave of proletarian immigrants.
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Elements of National Power

What are the factors which make for the power of a nation on the interna-
tional scene? What are the components of what we call national power? If
we want to determine the power of a nation, what factors are We to take into
consideration? Two groups of elements have to be distinguished; those

which are relatively-stable;-and-those which are subject to constant change.

I. GEOGRAPHY

The_most stable factor upon which the power of a nation depends is
obviously geography. For instance, the fﬁ&mmm‘l'fé ry of
m&gﬁ%ﬁﬁé@aratcd from other continents by bodies of water three
thousand miles wide in the east, and more than six thousand miles wide in
the west is a permanent factor which determines the position of the United
States in the world. It is a truism to say that the importance of this factor
today is not what it was in the times of George Washington or President
McKinley. But it is fallacious to assume, as is frequently done, that the tech-
nical development of transportation, communications, and warfare has elimi-
nated altogether the isolating factor of the oceans. This factor is certainly less
important today than it was fifty or a hundred years ago, but from the point
of view of the power position of the United States it still makes a great deal
of difference that the United States is separated from the continents of Europe
and Asia by wide expanses of water instead of bordering directly on, let us
say, France, China, or Russia. In other words, the geographical location of
the United States remains a fundamental factor of permanent importance
which the foreign policies of all nations must take into account, however dif-
ferent its bearing upon political decisions might be today from what it was
in other periods.of history. -

Similarly, the separation of Great Britain from the European continent by
a small body of water, the English Channel, is a factor which Julius Caesar
could no more afford to overlook than William the Conqueror, Philip II,
Napoleon, or Hitler. However much other factors may have altered its im-
portance throughout the c,oursc"'?f ‘history, what was important twe thousand
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years ago is still important today, and all those concerned with the conduct
of foreign affairs must take it into account.

What is true of the insular location of Great Britain is true of the geo-
graphic position of Italy, The Italian peninsula is separated from the rest of
Europe by the high mountain massif of the Alps, and while the valleys of
the Alps descend gradually southward toward the north Italian plain, they
precipitate abruptly toward the north. This geographical situation has been
an important element in the political and military considerations of Italy and
of other nations with regard to Italy. For, under all conditions of warfare of
which we know, this geographical situation has made it extremely difficult
to invade Central Europe from Italy, while it has made it much less difficult
to invade Italy from the north. In consequence, invasions of Italy have been
much more frequent than invasions by Italy. From Hannibal to General
Clark this permanent geographical factor has determined political and mili-
tary strategy.

The Pyrenees have fulfilled for the international position of Spain a some-
what different, but no less permanent, function. It has been said that Europe
ends at the Pyrenees. The Pyrenees, by making Spain difficult of access to the
oufside world, have indeed functioned as a barrier shutting Spain off from
the main stream of the intellectual, social, economic, and political develop-
ments which transformed the rest of Europe. Spain has also been by-passed
by most of the great political and military conflagrations of continental
Europe. This position on the sidelines of continental politics is at least partially
the result of that geographical seclusion provided by the mountain barrier of

“the Pyrenees.

Finally, let us consider the geographical situation of the Soviet Union.
The Soviet Union constitutes an enormous land mass which extends over one-
seventh of the land area of the earth and is two and one-half times as large
as the territory of the United States. While it is about five thousand miles by
air from the Bering Straits to Koenigsberg, the capital of what was formerly
East Prussia, now called Kaliningrad, it is half that distance from Murmansk
at the Barents Sea to Ashkhabad at the northern frontier of Iran. This terri-
torial extension is a permanent source of great strength which has thus far
frustrated all attempts at military conquest from the outside. This enormous
land mass dwarfed the territory conquered by foreign invaders in comparison
with what still remained to be conquered.

Conquest of a considerable portion of a country without prospects for
speedy recovery usually breaks the will to resist of the conquered people.
This is, as we have seen, the political purpose of military conquest. Similar
conquests, especially if, as under Napoleon and Hitler, they did not have a
limited objective, but aimed at the very existence of Russia as a nation, had a
rather stimulating effect upon Russian resistance. For not only were the con-
quered parts -of Russia small in comparison with those which were left in
Russian hands, but the task of the invader became more difficult with every
step he advanced.:He bad to keep an ever greater number of troops supplied
over ever lengthening lines of communication deep in a hostile country. Thus

geography- has'made the conquest of Ruassian territory, as soon as the objec-
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tives of such conquest become commensurate with the total territory of
Russia, a liability for the conquerer rather than an asset. Instead of the con-
queror swallowing the territory and gaining strength from it, it is rather
the territory which swallows the conqueror, sapping his strength.

Another geographical factor, however, constitutes at the same time a weak-
ness and an asset for the international position of the Soviet Union. We are
referring to the fact that neither high mountains nor broad streams separate
the Soviet Union from its western neighbors and that the plains of Poland
and Eastern Germany form a natural continuation of the Russian plain.
That means that there exists no natural obstacle to invasion on the western
frontier of Russia, either on the part of the Soviet Union or on the part of
the Soviet Union’s western neighbors. Thus, from the fourteenth century
to the present, White Russia and the westernmost part of Russia proper have
been the scene of continuous thrusts and counterthrusts and a field of battle
where Russia and its western neighbors met. The lack of a natural frontier,
that is, of a frontier predetermined, like the Italian or the Spanish, by geo-
graphical factors, has been a permanent source of conflict between Russia and
the West. Similarly, yet for the opposite reason, the possibility of such a fron-
tier between France and Germany in the form of the Rhine, to which France
always aspired and which it had rarely the strength to attain, has been
a permanent source of conflict between those two countries since the times of
the Romans.

2. NATURAL RESOURCES

Another relatively stable factor which exerts an important influence upon
the pawerof 2 pation with respect to other nations is natural resources. To
start with the most elemental of these resources, food, a country whicK is self-
sufficient, or nearly self-sufficient, has a great advantage over a nation which
is not and must be able to import the foodstuffs which it does not grow, or
else starve. It is for this reason that the power and, in times of war, the very
existence of Great Britain, which before the Second World War grew only
30 per cent of the food consumed in the British Isles, has always been de-
pendent upon its ability to keep the sea lanes open over which the vital food
supplies had to be shipped in, Whenever its ability to import food was chal-
lenged, as in the two world wars through submarine warfare and air at-
tacks, the very power of Great Britain was challenged, and its survival as a
nation put in jeopardy.

For the same reason, Germany, though to a much lesser extent deficient in
foodstuffs than Great Britain, in order to survive a war, was bound to pursue
three principal goals; either severally or in combination: first, the avoidance

rough a speedy victory before its food reserves were ex-
haugted; second, the conquest of the great food producing areas of Eastern

Eurape; and third, the destruction of British seapower which cut Germany
off from access to overseas sources of food. In both world wars, Germany was
unable to attain st and third objectives. It reached the second goal
in the First World War too late to be of decisive effect. Thus the Allied
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blockade, by imposing upon the German people privations which sapped
their will to resist, was one of the essential factors in the victory of the Allies.
In the Second World War Germany became virtually selfsufficient with re-
gard to food, not primarily through conquest, but through the deliberate
starvation and the outright killing of millions of people in conquered terri-
tories.

A deficiency in home-grown food has thus been a permanent source of
weakness for Great Britain and Germany which they must somehow over-
come, or face the loss of their status as great powers. Countries enjoying self-
sufficiency, such as the United States and Russia, need not divert their
national energies and foreign policies from their primary objectives in order
to make sure that their populations will not starve in war. Since they are
reasonably free from worry on that count, they have been able to pursue
much more forceful and single-minded policies than otherwise would have
been possible. Self-sufficiency in food has thus always been a source of great
strength.

Self-sufficiency in food, or lack of it, is a relatively stable factor in national
power, but it is sometimes subject to decisive changes. There may be changes
in the consumption of food brought about by changing conceptions of nutri-
tion. There may be changes in the technique of agriculture which may
increase or decrease the output of agricultural products. The outstanding
examples of the influence of changes in the agricultural output upon national
power is, however, to be found in the disappearance of the Near East and of
North Africa as power centers and in the descent of Spain from a world
power in the sixteenth century to a third-rate power in the eighteenth century.

The agricultural systems of the Near East and North Africa were all
founded upon irrigation. Even though it could hardly be proved that the
decline in the national power of Babylon, of Egypt, and of the Arabs was
concomitant with the disorganization of their irrigation systems, this much
is certain —the decay of their systems of agriculture, for whatever reason
it may originally have occurred, made irreparable the decline of their na-
tional power. For the disappearance of regulated irrigation transformed the
better part of the arable land of these regions into deserts. It was only in
Egypt that the natural irrigation of the Nile preserved a certain measure of
fertility even after artificial irrigation had broken down.

As for Spain, while one dates the decline of its power from the destruc-
tion, of the Armada by Great Britain in 1588, its political downfall became
definite only after misrule in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries had
destroyed considerable sections of its agriculture through large-scale defor-
estation. In consequence, rainfalls ceased, and wide regions of northern and
central Spain were transformed into virtual deserts.

What holds true of food is of course also true of those natural resources
which are important for industrial production and, more particularly, for the
waging of war. The absolute and relative importance which natural re-
sources in the form of raw materials have for the power of a nation depends
necessarily upon the technology of warfare which is practiced in a particular
period of history. Before the large-scale mechanization of warfare, when
band-to-hand fighting was the prevalent military technique, other factors,
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such as the personal qualities of the individual soldier, were more important
than the availability of the raw materials with which his weapons were
made. In that period of history which extends from the beginning of historic
time well into the nineteenth century natural resources play a subordinate
role in determining the power of a nation. With the increasing mechaniza-
tion of warfare, which since the industrial revolution. has.proceeded at a
faster pace than in all of the preceding history of mankind, national power’
has become more and more dependent upon the control of raw matéfials in
peace and war. It is not by acci(féiif' that the two most powerfiil natioris today,
the United States and the Soviet Union, are most nearly self-sufficient in the
raw materials necessary for modern industrial production and control at least
the access to the sources of those raw materials which they do not themselves
produce.

_As the absolute importance of the control of raw materials for national
power has increased in proportion to the mechanization of warfare, so cer-
tain raw tnatérials have gained in importance over others. This has Rap-
pened whenever fundamental changes in technology have called for the use
of new materials or the increased use of old ones. In 1936, a statistician rated
the share of a number of basic minerals in industrial production for military
purposes and assigned them the following values: coal, 40; oil, 20; iron, 153
copper, lead, manganese, sulphur, 4 each; zinc, aluminum, nickel, 2 each.
Half a century before, the share of coal would certainly have been consider-
ably greater, since as a source of energy it had then only small competition
from water and wood and none from oil. The same would have been true of
iron which then had no competition from light metals and substitutes, such
as plastics. Thus it is not by accident that Great Britain, which was self-
sufficient in coal and iron, was the one great world power of the nineteenth
century.

Since the First World War, cil as a source of energy has become more and
more important for industry and war. Most mechanized weapons and vehi-
cles are driven by oil, and, consequently, countries which possess considerable
deposits of oil have acquired an influence in international affairs which in
some cases can be attributed primarily, if not exclusively, to that possession.
“One drop of oil,” said Clemenceau during the First World War, “is worth
one drop of blood of our soldiers.” The emergence of oil as an indispensable
raw material has brought about a shift in the relative power of the politically
leading nations. The United States and the Soviet Union have become more
powerful since they are self-sufficient in this respect, while Great Britain has
gra‘wg considerably weaker, the British Isles being completely lacking in oil

eposits. :

What is called the strategic importance of the Near East refers primarily
to the oil deposits of the Arabian peninsula. Control over them is an impor-
tant factor-in.the distsibution of power in the sense that whoever is able to
add them to his other sources of raw materials adds that much strength to his
own resources and deprives his competitors proportionately. It is for this rea-

1 Perdinand Friedensbiirg, 1ié ken ‘Bodenschitze als weltpolitische wnd ;miki-
tarische Machttaktoren (Smtm;tdl*.%@i $63;.'pi175. R
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son that Great Britain, the United States and, for a time, France have em-
barked in the Near East upon what has aptly been called “oil diplomacy,”
that is, the establishment of spheres of influence which gives them exclusive
access to the oil deposits of that region. The relatively important part which
the states of the Arabian peninsula are able to play in international affairs
resides not in anything resembling military strength. Aside from their alleged
solidarity with the Moslems of Africa and the rest of Asia, the importance
of the Arab states derives exclusively from their control of regions rich in oil.
The influence which the control of raw materials can exert upon national
power and the shifts in the distribution of power which it can bring about
are demonstrated in our own day most strikingly by the case of uranium.
Only a few years ago the control or lack of control of uranium deposits was
entirely irrelevant for the power of a nation in international affairs. The au-
thor whom we have quoted above,® writing in 1936, did not even mention
this mineral in his evaluation of the relative military importance of minerals.
The release of atomic energy from the uranium atom and the use of that
energy for warfare has at once modified the actual and potential hierarchy of
nations from the point of view of their relative power. Nations which con-
trol deposits of uranium, such as Canada, Czechoslovakia, the Soviet Union,
and the United States, have risen in the power calculations. Others, which
neither possess nor have access to deposits of that mineral, have fallen.

3. INDUSTRIAL CAPACITY

The example of uranium illustrates, however, the importance of another
factor for the power of a nation, that is, industrial capacity. The Belgian
Congo has vast deposits of high-grade uranium. Yet, while this fact has in-
creased the value of that colony as a prize of war and, therefore, its im-
portance from the point of view of military strategy, it has not appreciably
affected the power of Belgium in relation to other nations. For there does
not exist in the Belgian Congo the industrial plant which could put the
uranium deposits to industrial and military use. And Belgium is too far away
from the Congo for ore to be transported to Belgium for processing
in the event of war. On the other hand, for Canada and the United States
the possession of uranium signifies an immediate, and for Czechoslovakia
and the Soviet Union, a but briefly delayed, enormous increase in power. In
these countries, the industrial plants exist, or can be built, or they can easily
‘be used in a neighboring country, where uranium can be transformed into
energy to be employed in peace and war.

The same situation can be exemplified by coal and iron. The United
States and the Soviet Union have drawn a good deal of their national
strength from the possession of vast amounts of these two raw materials be-
cause they possess also an industrial plant which can transform them into in-
dustrial products. The Soviet Union has built its plant, and is still in the
process of building it, at enormous human and material sacrifices. It is will-

2 See p. 84, note.
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ing to make the sacrifices because it recognizes that without the industrial
plant it cannot build and maintain a military establishment commensurate
with its foreign policy. Without this plant the Soviet Union cannot play the
important part in international politics which it intends to play.

India follows the United States and the Soviet Union closely as a de-
pository of coal and iron. Its reserves of iron ore in the two provinces of Bihar
and Orissa alone are estimated at 2.7 billion tons. Furthermore, India’s out-
put of manganese, which is indispensable for the production of steel, was a
million tons in 1939, topped only by the output of the Soviet Union. But
despite these riches in raw materials without which no nation can attain first
rank in modern times, India cannot be classified today as a first-rate power
even faintly comparable to the United States and the Soviet Union. The
reason for this lag between the potentialities and actualities of power, which
concerns us in the context of this discussion (others will be mentioned later),
is the lack of an industrial establishment commensurate with what would
be possible in view of the abundance of raw materials. While India can
boast of a number of steel mills, such as the Tata Iron Works, which are
among the most modern in existence, it has no productive capacity, especially
for finished products, which could even be compared with one of the second-
rate industrial nations. In 1939, only three million Indians, that is, less than
1 per cent of the total population, were employed in industry. So we see that
India possesses in the abundance of some of the key raw materials one of the
elements which go into the making of national power, and to that extent it
may be regarded as a potentially great power. Actually, however, it will not
become a great power so long as it is lacking in other factors without which
no nation can attain in modern times the status of a great power. Of these
factors industrial capacity is one of the most important.

The technology of modern warfare and communications has made the
over-all development of heavy industries an indispensable element of national
power. Since victory in modern war depends upon the number and guality .
_VJ_‘. ‘_.kwo.‘l_ TUCKS, .n airplane [20KS.. 200 €0 ipmen 2isle
weapons or al .ul om._osqauito_ne ale amatic. rifle Q.0 I+ §
masks and guided missile

es, the competition among nations for power trans-
forms itself largely into competition for the production of bigger, better, and
MoTe Implements o : . : -
dustrial plant, the know-how of the working man, the skill of the engineer,
the inventive genius of the scientist, the managerial organization — all these
are factors upon which the industrial capacity of a nation and, hence, its
power in international affairs depends. .

Thus it was inevitable that the leading industrial nations have been identi-
cal with the great powers, and a change in industrial rank, for better or for
worse, has been accompanied or followed by a corresponding change in the
hierarchy of power. So long as Great Britain as an industrial nation had no
equal, it was the most powerful nation on earth, the only one which deserved
to be called a world power. The decline of France as a power in comparison
with Germany, which was unmistakable after 1870 and was only seemingly
and temporarily arrested during the decade following the First World War,
was in part but the political and military manifestation of the industrial
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backwardness of France and of the industrial predominance of Germany on
the European continent. When we say that the United States is at present
the most powerful nation on earth, we base this estimate of American power

primarily upon itg industrial stren

In any comparison of the potential resources of the Great Powers the United
States, even before Hitler’s war, far outstripped every other nation in the world
in material strength, in scale of industrialization, in weight of resources, in
standards of living, by every index of output and consumption. And the war,
which all but doubled the American national income while it either ruined
or severely weakened every other Great Power, has enormously increased the
scale upon which the United States now towers above its fellows. Like mice in
the cage of an elephant, they follow with apprehension the movements of the
mammoth. What chance would they stand if it were to begin to throw its
weight about, they who are in some danger even if it only decides to sit down?

There is, indeed, one question that the analyst of power need not spend
time in asking about the strength of the United States, If raw material resources,
industrial capacity, scientific knowledge, productive know-how, skilled labour —
if these alone were the ingredients of power, then the United States could take on
the rest of the world single-handed.®

One ought not to forget in this connection that the present American
monopoly of the atomic bomb is an outgrowth of American industrial
strength. Inventive genius, technological skill, and quality of organization
made possible the development of the industrial processes which produced
the atomic bomb.

When, on the other hand, one speaks of the weakness of the Soviet Union
one has again chiefly the industrial capacity of the country in mind. To quote
the Economist again:

Those who make their assessments of comparative power by statistical cal-
culations of national production and wealth will not have much difficulty in
convincing themselves that it will be a very long time before the Soviet Union
is likely to “catch up” with the West in any real sense. Slump or no slump, the
average annual volume of productive capital formation in North America will
for many decades be much higher than in Soviet Russia. And if the coun-
tries of Western Europe — including Germany — should find their way to some
co-ordination of production and resources, then the balance of economic power
will be irremediably tilted against the Soviets.*

4. MILITARY PREPAREDNESS

 What_gives the factors of geography, natural resources, and industrial
pa *‘E%"‘Ermmwme.

..5 n"" ce O national power apon nin Frtary-preps GNCSs
is too obvious to need, much elaboration. Military preparedness requires a
military establishment capable of supperting the foreign policies pursued.

1

8 Economist, May 24, }947, P 785,
4 Economist, May 17, 1947; 9. 746.
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Such ability derives from a number of factors of which the most significant,
from the point of view of our discussion, are technological innovations,
and the quantity and quality of the armed forces.

The fate of nations and of civilizations has often been determined by a
differential in the technology of warfare for which the inferior side was un-
able to compensate in other ways. Europe carried its power on the vehicle of
a technology of warfare superior to that of the Western Hemisphere, Africa,
and the Near and Far East. The addition of infantry, firearms, and artillery
to the traditional weapons in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries spelled a
momentous shift in the distribution of power in favor of those who used
those weapons before their enemies did. The feudal lords and independent
cities, who in the face of these new weapons continued to rely upon cavalry
and the castles which until then had been practically immune against direct
attack, now found themselves suddenly dislodged from their position of pre-
ponderance.

Two events illustrate dramatically this shift in power which politically
and militarily marks the end of the Middle Ages and the beginning of the
modern era of history. One is the battles of Morgarten in 1315 and of Laupen
in 1339, when armies c of SWiss infantry inflicted disastrous defeats
upor~feudal cavalry, demonstrating that foot-soldiers recruited from the

cominion people were superior.to an aristocratic and expensive army of eques-

triifis”._Thc‘Othcr is the_inxasio: V.III .
Wittt infantry and artiller les VIII broke the power of the prou

n

Italian city states, Uuntl then secure behind their walls. The seemingly ir-
rciatble-dstrtciieness o Sace 5 TERAIGes oF sartare svade s, skl
ble impression upon. cotesmporarics, some-of. which is reflected in the wiit-
ings of Machiayelli gmmww

The twentieth century has witnessed Tour major innovations in the tech-
nique of warfare. They gave at least a temporary advantage to the side which
used them before the opponent did or was able to protect itself against
them. There is, first, the submarine which was used in the First World
War by Germany primarily against British shipping and which seemed to
be capable of deciding the war in favor of Germany until Great Britain
found in the convoy an answer to that menace. Second, there is the tank,
used in considerable and concentrated numbers by the British, but not by
the Germans, in the closing phase of the First World War. The tank gave
the Allies one of their assets for victory. Third, strategic and tactical co-ordina-
tion of the air force with the land and naval forces contributed greatly to the
German and Japanese superiority in the initial stages of the Second World
War. Pearl Harbor and the disastrous defeats which the British and the Dutch
suffered at the hands of the Japanese on land and at sea in 1941 and 1942
were the penalties to be paid for technological backwardness in the face of a

~more progressive enemy. If one reads the somber review of British defeats
which Winston Churchill gave in the secret session of Parliament on April 23,

s See the aq.:;um by.:Fclix Gilbert, “Macchiavelli: The Renaissance of the Art of War,” in
Makers of Modern Strategy, edited by Edward Mead Earle (Princeton: Princeton University

Press, 1944), pP- 8, 9. .
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1942,° one is struck by the fact that all these defeats on land, on the sea, and in
the air have one common denominator: the disregard or misunderstanding of
the change in the technology of warfare brought about by air power. Finally,
the monopoly of the atomic bomb, so long as it lasts, gives the United States
a great technological advantage in terms of military power.

Aside from the timely use of technological innovations, the quality of mili-
tary leadership has always exerted a decisive influence upon national power.
The power of Prussia in the eighteenth century was primarily a reflection of
the military genius of Frederick the Great and of the strategic and tactical
innovations introduced by him. The art of warfare had changed between the
death of Frederick the Great in 1786 and the battle of Jena in 1806 when
Napoleon destroyed the Prussian Army, which in itself was then as good and
strong as it had been twenty years before. But, what was more important,
military genius was lacking in its leaders who were fighting the battles of
Frederick the Great all over again. On the other side military genius was in
command, employing new ideas in strategy and tactics. This decided the issue
in favor of France.

The Maginot Line psychology of the French General Staff in the period
between the two world wars has become a by-word for faulty strategic think-
ing. While the tendencies of modern technology, especially its trend toward
mechanization of transportation and of communications, pointed toward the
probability of a war of movement, the French General Staff continued to
think in terms of the trench warfare of the First World War. The German
General Staff, on the other hand, fully alive to the strategic potentialities of
mechanized warfare, planned its campaigns in terms of unprecedented mobil-
ity. The conflagration of these two conceptions, not only in France but also
in Poland and the Soviet Union, produced in the “blitzkrieg” a superiority
of German power which brought Germany close to final victory. The intel-
lectual shock and the military and political devastation caused by the on-
slaught of Hitler’s panzers and divebombers upon the Polish cavalry in 1939
and upon the immobile French Army in 1940 ushered in a new period of
military history similar to the one initiated by Charles VIII’s invasion of Italy
in 1494. But, while the Italian states had nobody to fall back on in order to
recover their strength, in the Second World War the superior technology of
the United States and the superior manpower of the Soviet Union turned
Hitler’s strategical innovations to his destruction.

: in military terms is also dependent upon the quan-

d arms and their distribution among the different branches of
the military establishment. A nation may have a good grasp of technological
innovations in e. Its military leaders may excel in the strategy and
tactics appropriate to the new techniques of war. Yet such a nation may be
militarily and, in consequence, also politically weak if it does not possess a
military establishment which in its over-all strength and in the strength of
its component parts-is- neither too large nor too small in view of the tasks

which it may be called upon to perform. Must a nation, in order to be strong,
possess a large army ords its power not impaired by having, at least in peace-

-

] &H’inﬂon Churchill's Secret Session Speeches (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1946),
pp- 53 &. ' )
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time, only a small army, composed of highly trained, specialized units? Have
large navies become obsolete, or do battleships and heavy cruisers still fulfill
a useful purpose? How large a military establishment can a nation afford in
view of its resources and commitments? Does concern for national power re-
quire large-scale peacetime production of aircraft and other mechanized
weapons, or should a nation, in view of rapid changes in technology, spend
its resources on research and on the production of limited quantities of im-
proved types of weapons?

Whether a nation gives the right or the wrong answer to such questions of
a quantitative character has obviously a direct bearing upon national power.
Can decision in war be forced by one new weapon, such as artillery, as was
thought at the turn of the fifteenth century, or the submarine, as the Ger-
mans thought in the First World War, or the airplane, as was widely be-
lieved in the period between the two world wars, or the atomic bomb, as
many believe today? The wrong answers given to some of these questions by
Great Britain and France in the period between the two world wars preserved
for them the semblance of power in terms of the traditional military con-
ceptions. But those errors brought them to the brink of final defeat in the
course of the Second World War, whose military technique required differ-
ent answers to these questions. Upon the quality of the answers which we
give to these and similar questions today will depend the future power of the
United States in relation to other nations.

5. POPULATION

When we turn from material factors and those compounded of material
and human elements to the purely human factors which determine the
power of a nation, we have to distinguish quantitative and qualitative com-
ponents. While among the latter we count national character, national
morale, and the quality of diplomacy, the former needs to be discussed in
terms of size of population.

It would, of course, not be correct to say that the larger the population of
a country, the greater the power of that country. For if such an unqualified
correlation should exist between size of population and national power,
China, with about 450 million inhabitants, would be the most powerful na-
tion on earth, closely followed by India with about 400 million. The Soviet
Union with 190 million and the United States with 145 million would run
third and fourth, respectively. Though one is not justified in considering a
country to be more powerful because its population is greater than that of
most other countries, it is still true that no country can remain or become a
first-rate power which does not belong to the more populous nations of the
earth. Without a large population it is impossible to establish and keep going
the industrial plant necessary for the successful conduct of modern war; to
put into the field the large number of combat groups to fight on land, on the
sea, and in the air; and, finally, to fill the cadres of the troops, considerably
more numerous than the combat troops, which must supply the latter with
food, means of transportation and communication, ammunition, and weap-
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ons. It is for this reason that imperialistic countries, such as Nazi Germany
and Fagcist Italy; stimulite population growth with-all kinds of inZémtives,
-then use that growth as an ideological pretext for imperialistic expansion.

A comparison between the population of the United States and that of
Australia and Canada will make clear the relation between size of population
and national power. Australia has today, in an area of somewhat less than
three million square miles, a population of about seven and one-half million,
while the Canadian population, in an area of close to three and one-half mil-
lion square miles, amounts to about twelve million. The United States, on
the other hand, in an area which is smaller than Australia’s or Canada’s, has
a population of 145 million, more than nineteen times larger than Australia’s
and more than twelve times larger than Canada’s. With the population of
either Australia or Canada, the United States could never have become the
most powerful nation on earth. The waves of mass immigration in the nine-
teenth and the first two decades of the twentieth centuries, brought to the
United States this element of national power. Had the Immigration Law of
1924, limiting immigration to the United States to 150,000 persons a year,
been enacted a hundred or even fifty years earlier, thirty-six or twenty-seven
million people, respectively, would have been prevented from settling in the
United States, and they and their descendants would have been lost to the
United States.

In 1824, the population of the United States amounted to close to eleven
million. By 1874, it had risen to forty-four million; by 1924, to 114 mullion.
During that century the share of immigration in the growth of the American
population was on the average close to 30 per cent, approaching 40 per cent
in the period from 1880-1910. This is to say, the most spectacular rise in
American population coincides with the absolute and relative peaks of im-
migration. Free immigration from 1824 and, more particularly, from 1874 to
1924 is, therefore, mainly responsible for the abundance of manpower which
has meant so much for the national power of the United States in war and
peace. Without this immigration, it is unlikely that the population of the
United States would amount to more than half of what it actually is today.
In consequence, the national power of the United States would be inferior to
what 145 million people make it today.

Since size of population is one of the factors upon which national power
rests and since the power of one nation is always relative to the power of
others, the relative size of the population of countries competing for power
and, especially, the relative rate of their growth deserve careful attention. A
country; for instapce, ipferior. in size of population to its competitor, will
view with alarm a dedlining rate of growth if the population of its competitor
tends to increase more rapidly. Such has heen the. situation rance with
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seven million. While 1111890, every sevent uropcan was a Frenchman, in
1930 only every thirt centh. was a Frenchman. In 1940, Germany had at its
disposal about fifteen million men.fit; for military service, whereas: France
had only five million. REE LR TP S S

On the other hand, the manpower; ratio between. the Soviet.Union ‘and
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Germany is approximately the same as that between Germany and France,
that is, three to one, and has been moving in that direction for a long time,
Ever since the unification in 1870, Germany has viewed sometimes with
alarm, and always with respect, the Russian population figures which show
a greater rate of increase than Germany’s. Looking at the situation as it
existed at the outbreak of the First World War solely from the point of view
of population trends, Germany could feel that time was on Russia’s side, and
France could feel that time was on the side of Germany, while both Austria
and Russia, for other reasons already alluded to,” could believe that postpone-
ment of the conflict would favor the opponent. Thus all the protagonists,
with the exception of Great Britain, had reasons of their own to prefer a
war in 1914 to a peaceful settlement which they could not regard as definite,
but only as a breathing spell before the unavoidable settling of accounts.

As the shifts in the distribution of power within Europe in recent history
have been roughly duplicated by the changes in population trends, so the
emergence of the United States as the great power center of the West, taking
the place of Western and Central Europe, can be read in the population
figures of the respective countries. In 1870, the population of France as well
as of Germany exceeded that of the United States. Yet, in 1940, the popula-
tion of the United States had increased by 100 million while the combined
increase in the population of France and Germany in the same period
amounted to only thirty-one million.

— It is obvious from what has been said thus far that in trying to assess the
foture distribution of power the prediction of population trends plays an
important role. All other factors remaining approximately equal, a consider-
able decline in the manpower of a nation in comparison with its competitors
on the international scene spells a decline in national power, and a consider-
able increase, under similar conditions, amounts to a gain in national
strength. When, toward the end of the nineteenth century, the British Em-
pire was the only world power in existence, its population amounted to about
400 million, that is, approximately one-fourth of the total population of the
world. In 1946, it came close to 550 million. Since India’s population is esti-
mated at 400 million, these figures illustrate the enormous loss in national
power, in terms of population size alone, which the British Empire would
suffer in the loss of India.

Assuming the continuation of past trends without interference by war or
natural catastrophes and taking the year 1970 as their point of reference,
population experts foresee considerable increases in the populations of the
United States, the Soviet Union, the countries of Eastern and Southern Eu-
rope, and a considerable decline in the manpower of the nations of Western
and Central Europe. According to these forecasts, the population of the
Unifed States will have risen by 1970 to at least 155 million, that of the Soviet
Union to at least 250 million, those of the eight countries of the Russian

~sphere of influence éom the Baltic to the Bosphorus from close to go million
in 1948 to about 115 million, while the population of Great Britain will have
declined from 47 million in 1945 to about 40 million, and that of France from
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42 million in 1938 to 35 million. If this shift in population sizes should come
to pass, the Soviet Union will have a larger population than Germany, Great
Britain, France, and the rest of Western and Central Europe combined, and
the population of the Soviet Union and her satellites will exceed the popula-
tion of the rest of Europe. If the countries actively engaged in the defense of
Western civilization will have been able in 1970 to preserve their present
manpower, while the countries in the Russian orbit will by then have in-
creased theirs by about two-fifths, it will be the result of population gains of
the United States and of Southern Europe.

From the point of view of population, the position of the United States
will in 1g70 still show considerable strength in comparison with Western
Europe because of the latter’s anticipated losses. But compared with the pop-
ulation trend in Latin America, the position of the United States is well on
its way to deterioration. Latin America shows the greatest rate of increase of
any major region in the world._In_1goo, Latin America had an estimated
sixty-three million inhabitants to seventy-five million for the United States;
in 1948 it was 153 million for Latin America to 145 million for the United
States. In 1g70, the relation between Latin America and the United States is
estimated to be 200-25 million to 155~70 million. The population of Argentina
alone more than doubled hetween 1914 and 1948 and is now close to seven-
teen million. In the same period the population of the United States has only
yisen from gg to 145 million.

It is, however, not sufficient to know the over-all population figures of
different countries in order to assess correctly the influence of the population
factor upon national power. ‘The age distribution within a given population
is ap imporemretement-in_power calculations. All other things being equal,
a nation with a relatively large population of maximum potential usefulness
for military and productive purposes (roughly between twenty and forty years
of age) will have an edge in power over a nation in whose population the
older age groups relatively predominate. If the anticipated trends should
materialize, the total population of the United States will increase between
1945 and 1970 by close to 20 per cent while the age group of maximum poten-

i ulness will increase by only g per cent. In the same period, the total
population of the Soviet Union will increase by about 35 per cent, and the age
group under consideration by about 20 per cent. :
” Echoing Augustus and his successors on the throne of the Roman Empire,

{ 'Winston Churchill, as British Prime Minister, voiced his alarm at the differ-
ent situation in which Great Britain finds itse¥f in this respect. He expressed
. himself on this subject in his radio address of March 22, 1943: p

One of the most somber anxieties which beset those who look thirty, or
forty, or fifty years ahead, and in this field one can see ahead only too clearly,
is the dwindling birth-rate. In thirty years, unless present trends alter, a smaller
working and fighting population will have to support and protect nearly twice
as many old people; in fifty years the position will be worse still. If this country
is to keep its high place in the leadership of the world, and to survive as a great
power that can hold its own against external pressures, our people must be
encouraged by every means to have larger families, .
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Politics among Nations

6. NATIONAL CHARACTER

Of the three human factors of a qualitative nature which have a bearing
on national power, national character and national morale stand out both
for their elusiveness from the point of view of rational prognosis and for their
permanent and often decisive influence upon the weight which a nation is
able to put into the scales of international politics. We are here not concerned
with the question as to what factors are responsible for the development of a
national character. We are here only interested in the fact — contested but, it
seems to us, incontestable — that certain qualities of intellect and character
occur more frequently and are more highly valued in one nation than in an-
other. These qualities set one nation apart from others and they show a high
degree of resiliency to change. A few examples, taken at random, will illus-
trate the point.

Is it not an incontestable fact that, as John Dewey® and many others
have pointed out, Kant and Hegel are as typical of the philosophical tradi-
tion of Germany, as Descartes and Voltaire are of the French mind, as Locke
and Burke are of the political thought of Great Britain, as William James
and John Dewey are of the typical American approach to intellectual prob-
lems? And can it be denied that these philosophic differences are but expres-
sions, on the highest level of abstraction and systematization, of fundamental
intellectual and moral traits which reveal themselves on all levels of thought
and action and which give each nation its unmistakable distinctiveness? The
mechanistic rationality and the systematic perfection of Descartes’ philosophy
reappear in the tragedies of Corneille and Racine no less than in the rational-
istic fury of Jacobin reform. They reappear in the sterility of the academic
formalism which characterizes much of the contemporary intellectual life
of France. They reappear in the scores of peace plans, logically perfect but
impracticable, in which French statecraft excelled in the period between the
two world wars. On the other hand, the trait of intellectual curiosity which
Ll;lét;s Caesar detected in the Gauls has remained throughout the ages a dis-
tinctive characteristic of the French mind.

. /Locke’s philosophy is as much a manifestation of British individualism as
yiagna Carta, due process of law Protestant sectarianism. In Edmund
Burke, with his nndogmatic combination of moral principle and political
expediency, the political genius of the British people reveals itself as much
as in the Reform Acts of the nineteenth century or in the balance of power
politics of Cardinal Wolsey and Canning. What Tacitus said of the politi-
cal and military propensities of the Germanic tribes fitted the armies of Fred-
erick Barbarossa no less than those of William IT and of Hitler. It fits, too,
the traditional rudeness and clumsy devionsness of German' diplomacy. The
authoritarianism, collectivism, and state worship of German philosophy have
their counterpart in'th& tradition of awtocratic government, in servile ac-
ceptance of any authority so long as it seems to have the will and force to
prevail, and, concomitapt with 1, the lack of ciyil courage, the disregard of
individual rights, and the absence. of 2 ‘tradition ‘of ‘political Kberty. The

°$ German Philosophy and Politics. (New York: Q&Eﬁ Putam’s S%xm}&m‘ .

(g6)

O




Elements of National Power

description of the American national character, as it emerges from De
Tocqueville’s Democracy in America, has not been deprived of its timeliness
by the intervention of more than a century. The indecision of American
pragmatism between an implicit dogmatic idealism and reliance upon suc-
cess as a measure of truth is reflected in the vacillations of American diplo-
macy between the Four Freedoms and the Atlantic Charter, on the one hand,
and “dollar diplomacy,” on the other.

The existence and stability of a Chinese national character can hardly be
denied. As for Russia, the juxtaposition of two experiences, almost a century
apart, will provide striking proof of the persistence of certain intellectual and
moral qualities.

Bismarck wrote in his memoirs:

At the time of my first stay at St. Petersburg, in 1859, I had an example of
another Russian peculiarity. During the first spring days it was then the custom
for everyone connected with the court to promenade in the Summer Garden
between Paul’s Palace and the Neva, There the Emperor had noticed a sentry
standing in the middle of a grass plot; in reply to the question why he was
standing there, the soldier could only answer, “Those are my orders.” The
Emperor therefore sent one of his adjutants to the guard-room to make in-

uiries; but no explanation was forthcoming except that a sentry had to stand

ere winter and summer. The source of the original order could no longer be
discovered. The matter was talked of at court, and reached the ears of the
servants. One of them, an older pensioner, came forward and stated that his
father had once said to him as they passed the sentry in the Summer Garden:
“There he is, still standing to guard the flower; on that spot the Empress
Catherine once noticed a snowdrop in bloom unusually early, and gave orders
that it was not to be plucked.” This command had been carried out by placing
a sentry on the spot, and ever since then one had stood there all the year round.
Stories of this sort excite our amuseément and criticism, but they are an ex-
pression of the elementary force and persistence on which the strength of the Rus-
sian nature depends in its attitude towards the rest of Europe. It reminds us of
the sentinels in the flood at St. Petersburg in 1825, and in the Shipka Pass in
1877; not being relieved, the former were drowned, the latter frozen to death at
their posts.?

" In Time magazine of April 21, 1947, we read the following report:

Down Potsdam’s slushy Berlinerstrasse stumbled twelve haggard men. . . .
Their faces had the pale, creased look of prisoners. Behind them trudged a
stubby, broad-faced Russian soldier, Tommy gun crooked in his right arm, the
wide Ukrainian steppe in his blue eyes.

Approaching the Stadtbahn station, the group met a stream of men and
women hurrying home from work.

An angular, middle-aged woman suddenly sighted the twelve men. She
stopped in her tracks, stared wide-eyed at them for a full minute. Then she
dropped her threadbare market bag, flew across the street in front of a lumber-
ing charcoal-burning truck and threw herself with a gasping cry upon the third

\ prisoner. Prisoners and passérsby paused and gaped dumbly at the two
Rodinesque figures fingering the backs of each other’s rough coats and mum-

. bling hysterically: “Wohin?” . . . weiss nicht.” “Warum?” “. . . weiss nicht.”
Tkt a T DIEERVAN FRE

e Bismarck, the Man and Statesman, being the Reflections and Reminiscences of Ozto,
Pringe vou Bisnigrck (Newr York and London: Harper and Brothers, 1899), I, 250.
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Slowly the Russian walked around his charges and approached the couple.
Slowly a grin covered his face. He tapped the woman on the back. She shud-
dered. Rigid apprehension spread over the faces of the onlookers, but the Rus-
sian rumbled soothingly: “Keine Angst. Keine Angst.” (No fear. No fear.)
Then he waved the muzzle of his Tommy gun toward the prisoner, who in-
stinctively recoiled a step, and asked: “Dein Mann?”

“Ja,” replied the woman, tears streaming down her cheeks.

“Gu-ut,” grunted the Russian, wrinkling his nose. “Nimm miz,” and he gave
the bewildered prisoner a gentle shove toward the sidewalk.

The spectators exhaled a mass sigh of relief as the couple stumbled off de-
liriously, hand in hand. Eleven prisoners, muttering to each other, pushed on
down the street past the muttering crowd: “Unpredictable Russians . . . in-
credible . . . I can’t understand . . . I don’t understand the Russians,”

The Russian shuffled along stoically, gripping a long papirosa between yel-
low stained teeth as he fished in a pocket for matches. Suddenly his face clouded.
He hitched the Tommy gun higher under his arm, took a dirty piece of paper
from the wide, ragged sleeve of his shinel, and scowled at it. After a few steps
he stuffed the paper back carefully, stared for a moment at the bent backs of
the prisoners, then searched the strained faces of a new load of commuters just
leaving the station.

With no fuss, the Russian stepped up to a youngish man with a briefcase
under his arm and a dirty brown felt hat pulled over his ears, and commanded:
“Eeh, Dul Komm!” The German froze, casting a terrified glance over his
shoulder at the frightened stream of men and women who were trying not to see
or hear. The Russian waved his Tommy gun and curled his lip. “Komm!” He
pushed his petrified recruit roughly into the gutter.

Again the prisoners were twelve, The Russian’s face relaxed. With a third
sputtering match he lighted his papirosa and placidly blew smoke toward the
tense Germans scurrying home through the gathering dusk.*®

Between these two episodes a great revolution intervened, interrupting
the historic continuity on practically all levels of national life. Yet the traits
of Russian national character emerged intact from the holocaust of that revo-
lution. Even so thorough a change in the social and economic structure, in
political leadership and institutions, in the ways of life and thought has not
been able to affect the “elementary force and persistence” of the Russian
character which Bismarck found revealed in his experience and which reveal
themselves in the Russian soldier of Potsdam as well.

National character cannot fail to influence national power; for those who
act for the nation in peace and war, formulate, execute, and support its poli-
cies, elect and are elected, mold public opinion, produce and consume — they
all bear to a greater or lesser degree the imprint of those intellectual and
moral qualities which make up the national character. The “elementary force
and persistence” of the Russians, the individual initiative and inventiveness
of the Americans, the undogmatic common sense of the British, the discipline
and thoroughness of the Germans are some of the qualities which will mani-
fest themselves, for better or for worse, in all the individual and collective
activities in which the members of a nation can engage. In consequence of the
differences in national character, the German and Russian governments, for

10 Time, April 21, 194%, p. 32. (Used by permission of Time, Copyright Time Inc., 1947.)
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instance, have been able to embark upon foreign policies which the Ameri-
can and British governments would have been incapable of pursuing, and
vice versa. Anti-militarism, aversion to standing armies and to compulsory
military service are permanent traits of the American and British national
character. Yet the same institutions and activities have for centuries stood
high in the hierarchy of values of Prussia, from where their prestige spread
over all of Germany. In Russia the tradition of obedience to the authority of
the government and the traditional fear of the foreigner have made large
permanent military establishments acceptable to the population.

Thus the national character has given Germany and Russia an initial ad-
vantage in’the struggle for power, since they could transform in peacetime
a greater portion of their national resources into instruments of war. On the
other hand, ‘the reltictance of the American and British peoples to consider
such a transformation, especially on a large scale and with respect to man-
power, except in an obvious national emergency, has imposed a severe handi-
cap upon the tactics and strategy of American and British foreign policy.
Governments, such as that of the Nazis, can plan, prepare, and wage war at
the moment of their choosing. They can, more particularly, start a preven-
tive war whenever it seems to be most propitious for their cause. Govern-
ments, such as the American, are in this respect in a much more difficult
situation and have much less freedom of action. Restrained as they are by the
innate anti-militarism of their peoples, they must pursue a more cautious
course in foreign affairs. Frequently the military strength actually at their
disposal will not be commensurate to the political commitments which their
concern for the national interest imposes upon them. In other words, they
will not have the armed might sufficient to back up their policies. When they
go to war, they will generally do so on the terms of their enemies. They must
rely upon other traits in the national character and upon other compensating
factors, such as geographical location and industrial potential, to carry them
over the initial period of weakness and inferiority to ultimate victory. Such
can be the effects, for good or evil, of the character of a nation.

The observer of the international scene who attempts to assess the relative
strength of different nations must take national character into account, how-
ever difficult it may be to assess correctly so elusive and intangible a factor.
Failure to do so will lead to errors in judgment and policies, such as the de-
preciation of the recuperative force of Germany after the First World War
and the underestimation of Russian staying power in 1941-42. The Treaty
of Versailles could restrict Germany in all the other implements of national
power, such as territory, sources of raw materials, industrial capacity, and
military establishment. But it could not take away from Germany those quali-
ties of intellect and character which enabled it within a period of two decades
to rebuild what it had lost and to emerge as the strongest single military
power in the world. The virtually unanimous opinion of the military experts
who in 1942 gave the Russian Army only a few more months of resistance,
may have been correct in purely military terms, such as military strategy,
mobility, industrial resources, and the like. Yet this expert opinion was ob-
viously mistaken in underrating that factor of “elementary force and persist-
ence” which better judgment has recognized as the great source of Russian
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strength in its dealings with Europe. The pessimism which in 1940 denied
Great Britain a chance for survival had its roots in a similar neglect or mis-
reading of the national character of the British people.

We have already mentioned in another context the contempt in which
American power was held by the German leaders before the Second World
War* It is interesting to note that exactly the same mistake, and for the
same reason, was made by the German leaders during the First World War.
Thus, in October 1916, the German Secretary of the Navy estimated the
significance of the United States joining the Allies to be “zero,” and another
German minister of that period declared in a parliamentary speech, after the
United States had actually entered the First World War on the side of the
Allies: “The Americans cannot swim and they cannot fly, the Americans will
never come.” In both cases, the German leaders underestimated American
power by paying attention exclusively to the quality of the military establish-
ment at a particular moment, to the anti-militarism of the American char-
acter, and to the factor of geographical distance. They disregarded com-
pletely the qualities of the American character, such as individual initiative,
gift for improvisation, and technical skill, which, together with the other
material factors and under favorable conditions, might more than outweigh
the disadvantages of geographical remoteness and of a dilapidated military
establishment.

On the other hand, the belief of many experts, at least until the battle of
Stalingrad, in the invincibility of Germany drew its strength from the ma-
terial factors as well as from certain aspects of the German national char-
acter which seemed to favor total victory. These experts neglected other

cts of the national character of the German people, in particular their
tack of moderation. From the emperors of the Middle Ages and the warlords
of the Thirty Years’ War to William II and Hitler, this lack of moderation
has proved to be the one fatal weakness of the German national character.
Unable to restrain goal and action within the limits of the possible, the Ger-
mans have time and again squandered and ultimately destroyed the national
power of Germany built upon other material and human factors.

7. NATIONAL MORALE

More elusive and less stable, but no less important than all the other fac-
tors in its bearing upon national power, is what we propose to call national
morale. National mo rale is the desree of dete rmination with which a nation

poorts the foreign policies of its sovernment i

activities of a famon, its agricultural and 1ndustnal production as well as
its military establishment and diplomatic service. In the form of public opin-
ion it provides an“intangible factor without whose support no government,
democratic or autoeratic, is able to-pursue its policies with full effectiveness,
if it is able to pursue them at all. s presence or absence and its qualities re-
veal themselves particularly in times;of hational crisis, when either the exist-
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ence of the nation is at stake or else a decision of fundamental importance
must be taken upon which the survival of the nation might well depend.

While certain traits of the national character might easily manifest them-
selves in the national morale of the people at a certain moment of history,
such as the common sense of the British, the individualism of the French,
the tenacity of the Russians, no conclusion can be drawn from the character
of a nation about what the morale of that nation might be under certain
contingencies. Their national character seems to qualify the American peo-
ple to a particular degree for playing the role of a first-rate power under the
conditions of the mid-twentieth century. Yet nobody can foresee with any
degree of certainty what the national morale of the American people would
be like under the conditions which prevailed in the different belligerent
countries of Europe and Asia during certain phases of the Second World
War and of the postwar years. Nor is there a way of anticipating the re-
actions of the British people to a repetition of the experiences of the Second
World War. They stood up under the “blitz” and the V-weapons once.
Could they stand up under them a second time? And what about the atomic
bomb? Similar questions can be asked of all nations, and no rational answers
are forthcoming.

American national morale, in particular, has been in recent years the ob-
ject of searching speculation at home and abroad; for American foreign pol-
icy and, through it, the weight of American power in international affairs is
to a peculiar degree dependent upon the moods of American public opinion,
as they express themselves in the votes of Congress, election results, polls,
and the like. Would the United States join the United Nations? Would
Congress pass the British loan? Would Congress support the Marshall plan
for Europe? How far was Congress willing to go in giving assistance to
Turkey? If Turkey were invaded by a foreign army, would a majority of
Congress be willing to pass a declaration of war? The main factor upon which
the answers to these questions depended or depend is the state of national
morale at the decisive moment.

The national morale of any people will obviously break at a certain point.
The breaking point is different for different peoples and under different cir-
cumstances. Some peoples will be brought close to the breaking point by
tremendous and useless losses in war, such as the French after the Nivelle
offensive of 1917 in the Champagne. One great defeat will suffice to under-
mine the national morale of others, such as the defeat which the Italians
suffered in 1917 at Caporetto and which cost them three hundred thousand
men in prisoners and the same number in deserters. The morale of others,
such as the Russians in 1917, will break under the impact of a combination
of tremendous war losses in men and territory and the mismanagement of an
autocratic government. The morale of others will only slowly decline and,
as it were, corrode at the edges and not break at all in one sudden collapse,
even when exposed to a rare combination of governmental mismanagement,
devastation, invasion, and a hopeless wir situation. Such was the case of the
Germans in the. last stage of the Second World War, when a number of
military leaders and former high officials gave up the lost cause while the
masses of the people fought on until practically the moment of Hitler’s sui-
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cide. This persistence of German morale in 1945 under most unfavorable cir-
cumstances is particularly illustrative of the unpredictability of such collective
reactions. Under much less severe circumstances the national morale of Ger-
many collapsed in November 1918, a precedent which should haye presaged
a similar collapse of German morale sometime in the summer of 1944, after
the Allied invasion of France.

While national morale is subjected to its ultimate test in war, it is im-
portant whenever a nation’s power is brought to bear on an international
problem. It is important partly because of the anticipated effects of national
morale upon military strength, partly because national morale influences the
determination with which the government pursues its foreign policies. Any
segment of the population which feels itself permanently deprived of its
rights and of full participation in the life of the nation will tend to have a
lower national morale, to be less “patriotic” than those who do not suffer
from such disabilities. The same is likely to be true of those whose vital
aspirations diverge from the permanent policies pursued by the majority or
by the government. Whenever deep dissensions tear a people apart, the pop-
ular support which can be mustered for a foreign policy will always be pre-
carious and will be actually small if the success or failure of the foreign policy
has a direct bearing upon the issue of the domestic struggle.

Autocratic governments, which in the formulation of their policies do not
take the wishes of the people into account, cannot rely upon much popular
support for their foreign policies. Such was the case in countries like czarist
Russia and the Austrian monarchy. The example of Austria is particularly
instructive. Many of the foreign policies of that country, especially with re-
spect to the Slavic nations, aimed at weakening the latter in order better
to be able to keep in check the Slavic nationalities living under Austrian
rule. In consequence, these Slavic nationalities tended to be at best indifferent
to the foreign policies of their own government and at worst to support ac-
tively the policies of Slavic governments directed against their own. Thus it is
not surprising that during the First World War whole Slavic units of the
Austro-Hungarian Army went over to the Russians. The government dared
to use others only against non-Slavic enemies, such as the Italians. For similar
reasons, during the First World War the German Army used Alsatian units
against the Russians, and Polish units against the French.

The Soviet Union had a similar experience of lack of morale during the
Second World War when certain units composed .of Ukrainians and Cos-
sacks deserted to the Germans and fought the Russian armies. Great Britain
has had the same experience with India, whose national energies have but
unwillingly and with reservations supported the foreign policies of its alien
master, if they did not, like Bose and his followers during the Second World
War, come to the assistance of the alien master’s enemy. Napoleon and Hitler
had to learn to their dismay that among the spoils of foreign conquest popu-
lar support of the conqueror’s policies is not necessarily to be found. The
amount and strength of the support which Hitler, for instance, found among
the conquered peoples of Europe was in inverse ratio to the quality of the
national morale of the particular people. , o

Any country with deep and unbridgeable class divisipns will find its na-
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tional morale in a precarious state. French power before and during the Sec-
ond World War suffered from this weakness. From the time of Hitler’s
ascent to power, the vacillating foreign policies of the French governments,
following each other in rapid succession and concealing their impotence be-
hind the ideologies of a status quo which they were unwilling and incapable
of defending, had already weakened the national morale of the French peo-
ple as a whole. The crises of 1938-39, with the ever renewed threat of war
and general mobilizations to meet it, followed by Hitler’s successes, de-
mobilizations, and an increasingly precarious peace, had contributed power-
fully to the general decay of French morale. While there was decay every-
where, there was actual collapse only in two important sectors of French
society. On the one hand, faced with certain limitations of their powers by
social legislation, considerable groups of the French upper classes rallied to
the cry, “Rather Hitler than Blum!” Although Hitler threatened the posi-
tion of France in Europe and its very existence as a nation, these groups
were unable to give whole-hearted support to the French foreign policy op-
posing Hitler. After the conquest of France they favored the domination of
France by Hitler rather than its liberation from the foreign dictator. On the
other hand, the Communists, for different reasons, undermined the national
morale of France so long as Hitler fought only the capitalists of the West.
It was only after he had attacked the Soviet Union that they contributed
new strength to French national morale by being found in the forefront
of the resistance against the invader.

However, unpredictable the quality of national morale, especially at a
moment of great crisis, there are obvious situations where national morale is
likely to be high, while under certain different conditions the odds are in
favor of a low state of national morale. One can say, in general, that the more
closely identified a people are with the actions and objectives of their govern-
ment, especially, of course, in foreign affairs, the better are the chances for
national morale to be high, and vice versa. Thus it can surprise only those
who mistakenly think of the modern totalitarian state in terms of the autoc-
racies of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that in Nazi Germany na-
tional morale was high almost to the last. It declined slowly rather than
breaking in one sudden collapse as it did in November 1918. The great bulk
of the Russian people, despite the greatest hardships in war and peace, have
consistently shown a high degree of national morale.

The modern totalitarian state has been able to fill the gap between
government and people, a gap which was typical of the monarchies of the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, through the use of democratic sym-
bols, totalitarian control of public opinion, and policies actually or seemingly
benefiting the people. Practically all national energies flow into the channels
chosen by the government, and the identification of the individual with the
state, which we have recognized as one of the characteristics of modern
politics,*® reaches under the stimulation of totalitarianism the intensity
of religious fervor. Therefore, so long as totalitarian governments are, or
seem to be, successful, or can at least hold out hope for success, they can

12 See above, pp. 75 ff.
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count upon the determined support of their peoples for the foreign policies
which they pursue.

What totalitarianism can achieve only by force, fraud, and deification of
the state, democracy must try to accomplish through the free interplay of pop-

ular forces, guided by a wise and responsible government. Where the govern-
ment is unable to prevent the degeneration of this interplay into class, racial,
or religious conflicts, tending to split the national community into warring
groups, national morale is likely to be low, at least among the victimized
groups if not among the people as a whole. The policies of France before
and during the Second World War illustrate this point. So does the weakness
of the foreign policies in peace and war of countries where feudal aristocracies
control the government and oppress the people, such as Spain, Portugal, and
numerous Latin-American countries. The governments of such nations can
never choose and pursue their foreign objectives with any degree of deter-
mination, even at the risk of war, because they can never be sure of the sup-
port of their peoples. They constantly fear lest the domestic opposition ex-
ploit difficulties and reverses in the international field for the purpose of
overthrowing the regime. Where, however, a government speaks as the
mouthpiece, and acts as the executor, of the popular will, national morale is
likely to reflect the real identity between popular aspirations and govern-
mental actions. The national morale of Denmark under the German occu-
pation from 1940 to the end of the Second World War illustrates this point
no less strikingly than did the national morale of Germany until the defeat
at Stalingrad.

In the last analysis, then, the power of a nation from the point of view of
its national morale resides in the quality of its government. A government
that is truly representative, not only in the sense of parliamentary majorities,
but above all in the sense of being able to translate the inarticulate convic-
tions and aspirations of the people into international objectives and policies,
has the best chance to marshal the national energies in support of those ob-
jectives and policies. The adage that free men fight better than slaves can be
amplified into the proposition that nations well governed are likely to have
a higher national morale than nations poorly governed. The quality of gov-
ernment is patently a source of strength or weakness with respect to most of
the factors upon which national power depends, especially in view of the in-
fluence of governmental activities upon natural resources, industrial capacity,
and military preparedness. For the quality of national morale, the quality of
%:&jggmt takes on a special importance. Whereas it operates upon the
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8. THE QUALITY OF DIPLOMACY?®

Of all the factors which make for the power of a nation, the most im-
and of the ore AStEbYE; 15 The-quztity—of—iplomeey—AlL the
other factors which determine national power are, as it were, the raw ma-
terial out of which the power of a nation is fashioned. The quality of a na-
tion’s diplomacy combines those different factors into an integrated whole,
gives them direction and weight, and awakens their slumbering potentialities
by giving them the breath of actual power. The conduct of a nation’s foreign
affairs by its diplomats is for national power in peace what military strategy
and tactics by its military leaders are for national power in war. It is the art
of bringing the different elements of national power to bear with maximum
effect upon those points in the international situation which concern the na-
tional interest most directly.

Diplomacy, one might say, is the brains of national power, as national
morale is its soul. If its vision is blurred, its judgment defective, and its de-
termination feeble, all the advantages of geographical location, of self-suff-
ciency in food, raw materials, and industrial production, of military prepared-
ness, of size and quality of population will in the long run avail a nation
little. A nation which can boast of all these advantages, but not of a diplo-
macy commensurate with them, may achieve temporary successes through
the sheer weight of its natural assets. In the long run, it is likely to squander
the natural assets by activating them incompletely, haltingly, and wastefully
for the nation’s international objectives.

In the long run, such a nation must yield to a nation whose diplomacy is
able to make the most of whatever other elements of power are at its disposal,
thus making up through its own excellence for deficiencies in other fields.
By using the power potentialities of a nation to best advantage, a competent
diplomacy can increase the power of a nation beyond what one would ex-
pect it to be in view of all the other factors combined. Often in history the
Goliath without brains or soul has been smitten and slain by the David who
had both. Diplomacy of high quality will bring the ends and means of for-
eign policy into harmony with the available resources of national power. It
will tap the hidden sources of national strength and transform them fully and
securely into political realities. By giving direction to the national effort, it
#ill in turn increase the independent weight of certain factors, such as in-
dustrial potential, military preparedness, national character, and morale. It is
for this reason that national power is apt to rise to its height fulfilling all its
potentialities, particularly in times of war, when ends and means of policy
are clearly laid out. - ‘

- The United States, in the period between the two world wars, furnishes
.2, striking example of a potentially powerful nation playing a minor role in
_g&{}dagaus because its foreign policy refused to bring the full weight of
its potential strength to bear upon international problems. As far as the

"4 1198 By the term “diplomacy,” as used in the following pages, we refer to the formation and
.exectrtion- of foreign policy on all levels, the highest as well as the subordinate. On the subject
,matter discussed here, see glso belows Part Tea.
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power of the United States on the international scene was concerned, the ad-
vantages of geography, natural resources, industrial potential, and size and
quality of population might as well have not existed at all, for American
diplomacy proceeded as though they did not exist.

The transformation which American foreign policy has undergone in re-
cent years has not answered definitively the question whether, and to what
extent, American diplomacy is willing and able to transform the potentialities
of national power into political actualities. In an article significantly en-
titled, “Imperialism or Indifference,” the London Economist poses the same
question for our time. After enumerating the factors which, taken by them-
selves, would make the United States the most powerful nation on earth, the
Economist continues:

But though these things are essential ingredients, they are not all that it
takes to make a Great Power. There must also be the willingness, and the
ability, to use economic resources in support of national policy. The rulers of
Soviet Russia . . . are not likely, at least for a generation to come, to have nearly
as good cards in their hands as the Americans. But the nature of their system
of concentrated power and iron censorship enables them to play a forcing game.
The Americans’ hand is all trumps; but will any of them ever be played? And
for what purpose? 4 :

The classic example of a country which, while in other respects hope-
lessly outclassed, returned to the heights of power chiefly by virtue of its bril-
liant diplomacy is France in the period from 18go to 1914. After its defeat
in 1870 at the hands of Germany, France was a second-rate power, and Bis-
marck’s statecraft, by isolating it, kept it in that position. With Bismarck’s
dismissal in 1890, Germany’s foreign policy turned away from Russia and
was unwilling to alleviate Great Britain’s suspicion. French diplomacy took full
advantage of those mistakes of German foreign policy. In 1894, France added a
military alliance to the political understanding reached with Russia, in 1891;
in 1904 and 1912, it entered into informal agreements with Great Britain.
The constellation of 1914 which found France aided by potent allies and
Germany deserted by one and burdened with the weakness of the others was
in the main the work of a galaxy of brilliant French diplomatists: Camille
Barrére, Ambassador to Italy, Jules Cambon, Ambassador to Germany, Paul
Cambon, Ambassador to Great Britain, Maurice Paléologue, Ambassador
to Russia.

In the period between the two world wars, Rumania owed its ability to
play a role in international affairs much superior to its actual resources
chiefly to the personality of one man, its Foreign Minister Titulescu, Simi-
larly, so small and precariously located a country as Belgium owed a great
deal of the power it was able to exercise during the nineteenth century to
two shrewd and active kings, Leopold I and Leopold II. The ups and downs
of British power are closely connected with changes in the quality of British
diplomacy. Cardinal Wolsey, Castlereagh and Canning signify the summits
of British diplomacy as well as of British power, while Lord North and
Neville Chamberlain stand for the decline of both. What would the power of

14 Economist, May 24, 1947, P. 785. (Reprinted by permission.)
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France bave been without the statecraft of Richelieu, Mazarin, and Talley-
rand? What would Germany’s power have been without Bismarck? Italy’s
without Cavour? And what does the power of the young American Re-
public not owe to Franklin, Jefferson, Madison, Jay, the Adamses, its am-
bassadors and secretaries of state?

Nations must rely upon the quality of their diplomacy to act as a catalyst

for_the different factors which constitute their power. In other words,
these different factors, as they are brought to bear uponm an international
problem by diplomacy, are what is called a nation’s power. Therefore, it is
of the utmost importance that the good quality of the diplomatic service be
constant. And constant quality is best assured by dependence upon tradition
and institutions rather than upon the sporadic appearance of outstanding
individuals. It is to tradition that Great Britain owes the relative constancy
of its power from Henry VIII to the First World War. Whatever the whims
and shortcomings of its kings and ministers may have been, the traditions of
its ruling class and, in recent times, its professional foreign service were able,
a few notable exceptions notwithstanding, to mold the prerequisites of na-
tional power, with which Great Britain was endowed, into the greatness of
its actual power. It is no accident that when, due to the diplomacy of
Stanley Baldwin and Neville Chamberlain, British power reached its lowest
point in centuries, the professionals of the Foreign Office had little influence
upon the conduct of British foreign policy, and that the two men mainly
responsible for it were, in terms of family tradition, businessmen and new-
comers to the aristocracy which for centuries had ruled Great Britain. In
Winston Churchill, the scion of a ruling family, the aristocratic traditions
were again brought to bear upon the national power of Great Britain. To-
day the institutional excellence of the British foreign service reveals itself in
the skill with which Great Britain retreats from India and brings its com-
mitments all over the world into harmony with the reduced resources of its
national power.

On the other hand, Germany owed its power to the demoniac genius of
two men, Bismarck and Hitler. Since Bismarck’s personality and policies
made it impossible for traditions and institutions to develop which might
have been able to perpetuate the intelligent conduct of Germany’s foreign
policy, his disappearance from the political scene in 1890 was the signal for a
deep and permanent drop in the quality of German diplomacy. The con-
sequent deterioration of Germany’s international position culminated in the
military predicament with which the First World War confronted it. In
the case of Hitler, the strength and weakness of German diplomacy lay in
the mind of the Fiihrer himself. The victories which German diplomacy won
from 1933 to 1940 were the victories of one man’s mind, and the deteriora-
tion of that mind was a direct cause of the disasters which marked the last
years of the Nazi regime. The national suicide of Germany in the last months
of the Second World War, when military resistance had become a futile
gesture paid for in hundreds of thousands of lives and the ruin of cities,
and Hitler’s suicide in the last stage of the war — the self-extinction, in other
words, of Germany’s national power and of the life of its leader — are both
the work of one man. That man was unfettered by those traditions and in-
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stitutional safeguards by which healthy political systems try to provide for
continuity in the quality of diplomacy and thus tend to inhibit the spectacular
successes of genius as well as the abysmal blunders of madmen.

So far as continuity in the quality of the conduct of foreign affairs is con-
cerned, the United States stands between the continuous high quality of
British diplomacy and the traditional low quality, interrupted by short-lived
triumphs, of German foreign policy. With an unchallengeable superiority in
material and human resources at its disposal, American diplomacy in the
Western Hemisphere could not fail to be successful in some measure, re-
gardless of the quality of its foreign policy. The same has been true to a
lesser degree in the relations between the United States and the rest of the
world. The “big stick” in the form of the material superiority of the United
States spoke its own language, regardless of whether American diplomacy
spoke in a soft or loud voice, in articulate or confused terms, with or with-
out a clearly conceived purpose. The brilliance of the first decades of Ameri-
can diplomacy was followed by a long period of mediocrity, if not ineptitude,
interrupted under the impact of great crises by two brief periods of great
achievements under Woodrow Wilson and Franklin D. Roosevelt. While
American diplomacy was thus lacking in the institutional excellence of the
British, it had the benefit of material conditions which even poor statecraft
could hardly dissipate. Furthermore, it could draw upon a national tradition,
as formulated in Washington’s Farewell Address and, more particularly, in
the Monroe Doctrine. The guidance of this tradition would protect a poor
diplomacy from catastrophic blunders and make a mediocre diplomacy look
better than it actually was.

( 108 )



CHAPTER VI

Evaluation of National Power

I. THE TASK OF EVALUATION

Such are the different factors which determine the power of nations on the
international scene. It is the task of those responsible for the foreign policy of
a country and of those who mold public opinion with regard to international
affairs to evaluate correctly the bearing of these different factors upon the
power of their own country and of other countries as well, and this task must
be performed for both the present and the future. i influ-
ence of what is called the unification of the armed services upon the quality

of the military establishment of the United States? W hat effect will the use

of atomic €nergy have upon the industrial capacity of the United States

and of 6ther countiies? W hat will the victory of either the Kuomintang or the
Communists i the &vil ' war mean for the industrial capacity and national
morale of China? What will political independence mean for the national
morale of India? What is the significance of the revival of German industry
for the national power of Germany? Will re-education be able to change the
German national character? How will the national character of the people
of Argentina react upon the political philosophies, methods, and objectives
of the Perén regime? In what ways does the advancement of the Russian
sphere of influence to the Elbe River affect the geographical position of the
Soviet Union? Will this or that reorganization or change in the personnel of
the State Department strengthen or weaken the quality of American diplo-
macy? These are some of the questions which must be answered correctly
if a nation’s foreign policy is to be su
Yet these questions referring to changes in one particular factor are not
the most difficult to answer. There are others which concern the influence of
changes in one factor upon other factors, and here the difficulties increase
and the pitfalls multiply. What is, for instance, the import of the modern
technology of warfare for the geographical position of the United States?
How, in other words, do guided missiles and fastflying aircraft affect the
graphical isolation of the United States from other continents? To what
egree will the United States lose, and to what degree will it retain, its
traditional inviolability to overseas attack? What do the same technological
developments, together with the American monopoly of the atomic bomb,
mean in view of the geographical character of Russian territory? To what
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extent have these factors reduced the protective function of the wide expanses
of the Russian plains? And what, in this context, of the protection which the
Channel has since the beginning of British history afforded to Great Britain?
What will the industrialization of Argentina, China, and India signify for
the military strength of these countries? What is the relative importance of
the American Army, Navy, and Air Force in view of changes in the tech-
nology of warfare? What does the comparatively slow increase of the Ameri-
can population in the next two decades and the more rapid increase of the
populations of Latin America, India, China, and the Soviet Union portend
for the industrial capacity and military strength of the respective countries?
How will fluctuations in industrial production affect the national morale of
the United States, the Soviet Union, Germany, Great Britain, and France?
Will the British national character preserve its traditional qualities under the
impact of the fundamental changes which the industrial capacity, the eco-
nomic organization, the military strength, and the geographical isolation of
Great Britain are undergoing?

The task of the analyst of national power does not, however, stop here.
He must yet try to answer another group of questions of a still higher order
of difficulty. These questions concern the comparison of one power factor in
one country with the same or another power factor in another country. In
other words, they concern the relative weight of changes in the individual
components of the power of different nations for the over-all power relations
of these different nations. If one considers, for instance, the relative power
of the United States and the Soviet Union at a particular moment, let us say
in 1948, the question arises as to how the different power factors on either
side add up and to which side they give a superiority in power and in what
respects? Does the monopoly of the atomic bomb, a bigger navy, a smaller
but technically superior air force, and a smaller and probably qualitatively
inferior army on the side of the United States add up to military superiority
over the Soviet Union which has a small and qualitatively inferior navy, a
larger and qualitatively inferior air force, and a larger, well-trained and
organized, yet poorly equipped army? To what extent does the quantitatively
and qualitatively superior industrial capacity of the United States compensate
for the probable inferiority in over-all military effectiveness? What are the
respective strengths and weaknesses of the highly concentrated American
industries with their great vulnerability to air attack and their great ease of
communication and of the dispersed Russian industries, partly secret in loca-
tion and character, yet faced with great difficulties in transportation? What
power does the Soviet Union derive from the exposure of Western Europe
to ideological and military penetration from the East? What weakness is in-
flicted upon it by its exposure to air and naval attack from the Pacific?
What is the significance, in terms of the respective power positions, of the
operation in the United States of groups subservient to Russian foreign pol-
icy, and of the enforced homogeneity of Russian public opinion? What is
the impact upon the national power of the United States of a democratic
form of government and of a nontotalitarian economic system in comparison
gith t§1e totalitarian political and economic organization of the Soviet

nion! ‘ o

( 110 )



Evaluation of National Power

These and similar questions must be asked and answered with regard
to all countries which play an active role on the international scene. The
relative influence of the different factors upon national power must be de-
termined with regard to all countries which compete with each other in the
field of international politics. Thus one ought to know whether France is
stronger than Italy and in what respects. One ought to know what the assets
and liabilities in terms of the different power factors of India or China are
with respect to the Soviet Union, of Indonesia with regard to the Nether-
lands, of Argentina with regard to Chile, and so on.

The task of power computation is still not completed. In order to gain
an at least approximately true picture of the distribution of power among
several nations, the power relations, as they seem to exist at a particular mo-
ment in history, must be projected into the future. To effect this it is not
enough to ask oneself: What are the power relations between the United
States and the Soviet Union ini ¢y likely to be 1n 1950

Of 1gbor For decisions on international matters based upon;, and Teferring to,

e power relations between the United States and the Soviet Union have to
be taken not only in 1948, 1950, and 1960, but every day. And every day
changes, however small and imperceptible at first, in the factors making for
national power add an ounce of strength to this side and take a grain of
might away from the other.

On the relatively stable foundation of geography the pyramid of national
power rises through different gradations of instability to its peak in the fleet-
ing element of national morale. All the factors which we have mentioned,
with the exception of geography, are in constant flux, influencing each other
and influenced in turn by the unforeseeable intervention of nature and man.
Together they form the stream of national power, rising slowly and then
flowing on a high level for centuries, as in Great Britain; or rising steeply
and falling sharply from its crest, such as was the case with Germany; or,
as with the United States and the Soviet Union, rising steeply and facing the
wficertainties of the future. To chart the course of the stream and of the dif-

rent currents which compose it and to anticipate the changes in their direc-
tion and speed is the ideal task of the observer of international politics.

It is an ideal task and, hence, incapable of achievement. Even if those
responsible for the foreign policy of a nation were endowed with superior
wisdom and unfailing judgment and could draw upon the most complete
and reliable sources of information, there would be unknown factors to spoil
their calculations. They could not foresee natural catastrophes, such as fam-
ines and epidemics, man-made catastrophes, such as wars and revolutions,
inventions and discoveries, the rise and disappearance of intellectual, military,
and political leaders, the thoughts and actions of such leaders, not to speak of
the imponderables of national morale. In short, even the wisest and best in-
formed of men would still lrave to face all the contingencies of history and
of pature. Actually, however, the assumed perfection in intellect and in-
formation is never available. Not all the men who inform those who make
decisions in foreign affairs are well informed, and not all the men who make
decisions are wise. Thus the task of assessing the relative power of nations
for the present and for the future resolves itself into a series of hunches of
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which some will certainly turn out to be wrong while others might be proved
by subsequent events to have been correct. The success or failure of a foreign
policy, in so far as it depends upon such power calculations, is determined
by the relative importance of the right and wrong hunches made by those
responsible for a particular foreign policy of a particular country as well as
by those who conduct the foreign. affairs of other countries. Sometimes the
mistakes in the assessment of power relations committed by one country are
compensated for by the mistakes committed by another. Thus the success of
the foreign policy of a country may be due less to the accuracy of its own
calculations than to the greater errors of the other side.

2. TYPICAL ERRORS OF EVALUATION

Of all the errors which nations can commit in evaluating their own power
and the power of other nations, three types are so frequent and illustrate so
well the intellectual pitfalls and practical risks inherent in such evaluations
that they deserve some further discussion. 'The fifst disregards the refativity

ti ¢ power of one particular nation into an absolute. The
second takes for granted the permanency of a certain factor which has in the
past played a decisive role, thus overlooking the dynamic change to which most
power factors are subject. The third attributes to one single factor a decisive im-
‘portance to the neglect of all the others.\In other words, the fifst error con-
sists in not correlating the power of one nation to the DOWer QL other nations.
"he second consists 1n_pofcarrelating actual power at one time to possible

powerar-some future time. The third consists In not correlating one power
oo e e A et —

€rs Of TSI

a) The Absolute Character of Power

When we refer to the power of a nation by saying that this nation is very
powerful and that nation is weak, we always imply a comparison. In other

words,.the concept of power is always a relative one. When we say that the
i ul nation on earth t we are

actually saying is that if we compare the power of the United States with the
power of all other nations, as they exist at present, we find that the United
States is more powerful than any of the others.

It is, one of the most elemental and frequent errors in international
politics to neglect this relative character of power and to deal instead with the
power of a nation as though it were an absolute. The evaluation of the power of
France in the period between the two world wars isa-case in point. At the
conclusion of the First World War, France was the most pewerful nation on
carth from a military-point of view. France was so regardéd up to the very
moment when in.1g4o ts actual military weakness became obvious in a
crushing defeat. The newspaper headlines from the beginning of the Second
World War in September 1939 t6'the'deficat of France in the summer of 1940
tell most eloquently the story ‘of’ dirm

7'of isjedgment of French: mili YOWeF.
During that period of the' sb-called “phosy™ war the Gerinan awymesp were
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supposed not to dare to attack the French because of the latter’s superior

- strength, and on numerous occasions the French were reported to have
broken through the German lines. At the root of that misjudgment there was
the misconception that the military power of France was not relative to the
military power of other nations, but something absolute. French military
strength, taken by itself, was at least as great in 1939 as it was in 1919; France
was therefore believed to be as strong a nation in 1939 as it had been in
1919.

The fatal error of that evaluation lies in the unawareness of the fact that
in 1919 France was the strongest military power on earth only in comparison
with other nations of which its closest competitor, Germany, was defeated and
disarmed. The supremacy of France as a military power was, in other words,
not an intrinsic quality of the French nation which might be ascertained in
the same way in which one might detect the national characteristics of the
French people, their geographic location, and natural resources. That su-
-premacy was, on the contrary, the result of a peculiar power constellation,
that 1s, of the comparative superiotity of Franceaszmitit
other nations. " The quality of the French Army as such had indeed not de--
creased between 1919 and 1939. Measured in numbers and quality of troops, -
artillery, airplanes, and staff work, French military power had not deterio-.
rated. Thus even so keen an expert on international affairs as Winston Church-
4ll; comparing the French Army of the late thirties with the French Army of
~1919, could declare in 1937 that the French Army was the only guarantee of
international peace.

He and most of his contemporaries compared the French Army of 1937
with the French Army of 1919, which had gained its reputation only from
comparison with the German Army of the same year, instead of comparing
the French Army of 1937 with the German Army of the same year. Such a
comparison would have shown that the power constellation of 1919 was re-
versed in the late thirties. While the French military establishment still was
essentially as good as it had been in 1919, Germany’s armed forces were now
vastly superior to the French. What exclusive concern with French armed
might — as if it were an absolute quality — could not reveal, a comparison of
the relative military strength of France and Germany might have indicated,
and grave errors in political and military judgment might thus have been
avoided.

A nation which at a particular moment in history finds itself at the peak
of its power is particularly exposed to the temptation to forget that all power
is relative. It is likely to believe that the superiority it has achieved is an
absolute quality to be lost only through stupidity or neglect of duty. A for-
cign policy, however, based on such assumptions, runs grave risks; for it
overlooks the fact that the superior power of that nation is only in part the
outgrowth of its own qualities, while it is in part the result of the qualities
of other nations compared with its own.

_ The predominance of Great Britain from the end of the Napoleonic
Wars to the beginping of the Second World War was due mainly to its in-
sular, protection from attack and its quasi-monopolistic control of the main

ies of the world : In other words, Great Britain, during that period of
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history, had in comparison with other nations two advantages which no
other nation possessed. Great Britain’s insular location has not changed and
its navy is still, with the exception of the American, stronger than any
other. But other nations have acquired weapons, in the form of airplanes
and directed missiles, which obviate to a considerable extent the two ad-
vantages from which the power of Great Britain had grown. This change
in the power position of Great Britain sheds light upon the tragic dilemma
which confronted Neville Chamberlain in the years before the Second World
War. Neville Chamberlain understood the relativity of Britain’s power. He
knew that not even victory in war could stop its decline. It was Chamber-
lain’s ironic fate that his attempts to avoid war at any price made war
inevitable, and that he was forced to declare the war he dreaded as the de-
stroyer of British power. It is, however, a testimony to the wisdom of Brit-
ish statecraft that since the end of the Second World War British foreign
policy has by and large been conscious of the decline of British power rela-
tive to the power of other nations. British statesmen have been aware of
the fact that while the British Navy, taken by itself, may be as strong as it
was ten years ago and the channel is as broad and unruly as it always was,
other nations have increased their power to such an extent as to deprive
those two British assets of much of their effectiveness.

b)_The Permanent Character of Power

Related to the first error, but proceeding from a different intellectual
operation, is the one which, while it may well be aware of the relativity of
power, singles out a particular power factor or power relation, basing the
estimate upon the assumption that this factor or relation is immune to
change.

We have already had occasion to refer to the miscalculation which up
to 1940 saw in France the first military power on earth. Those who held
this view erected French power into an absolute and forgot that the emi-
nence of that power in the twenties was the result of comparison and that it
would have to be tested by comparison in order to ascertain its quality in
1940. Conversely, when the actual weakness of France revealed itself in
military defeat, there developed a tendency in France and elsewhere to ex-
pect that weakness to endure. France was treated with neglect and disdain
as though it were bound to be weak forever.

The evaluation of Russian power has followed a similar pattern, only in
reverse historical order. From 1917 to thé Battle of Stalingrad in 1943 the
Soviet Union was treated as if its weakness at the beginning of the twenties
was bound to persist whatever change might occur in other fields. Thus the
British military mission which was sent to Moscow in the summer of 1939
to conclude a military alliance with the Soviet Union in anticipation of the
approaching war with Germany, conceived its task with a view of Russian
power which might have been justified ten or twenty years before. This mis-
calculation was an important element in the mission’s failure. On the other
hand, immediately after the victory of Stalingrad and under the impact of
the Soviet Union’s aggressive foreign policy, the belief in the permanent
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invincibility of the Soviet Union and in the permanency of its predominance
in Europe was widely held as a dogma.

There is a seemingly ineradicable inclination in our attitude toward the
Latin-American countries to assume that the unchallengeable superiority of
the colossus of the North, which has existed since the nations of the Western
Hemisphere won their independence, was almost a law of nature which
population trends, industrialization, political and military developments
might modify, but could not basically alter. Similarly, since for centuries
the political history of the world has been determined by members of the
white races while the colored races were in the main the objects of that
history, it is difficult for members of all races alike to visualize a situation
where the political supremacy of the white races might no longer exist,
where, indeed, the relation between the races might even be reversed. It is
especially the demonstration of seemingly irresistible military power which
exerts a strange fascination over the minds of those who are given to hasty
prophecies rather than to cautious analysis. It makes them believe that his-
tory has come to a standstill, as it were, and that today’s holders of un-
challengeable power cannot fail to enjoy this power tomorrow and the day
after. Thus, when in 1940 and 1941 the power of Germany was at its peak,
it was widely believed that the Nazi domination of Europe was established
forever. When the hidden strength of the Soviet Union startled the world
in 1943, Stalin was saluted as the future master of Europe and Asia. In the
postwar years the American monopoly of the atomic bomb has given rise
to the conception of the “American Century,” a world dominion based
upon American power.!

The root of all those tendencies to believe in the absolute character of
power or to take the permanency of a particular power constellation for
granted lies in the contrast between the dynamic, ever changing character
of the power relations between nations, on the one hand, and the human
intellect’s thirst for certainty and security in the form of definite answers,
on the other. Confronted with the contingencies, ambiguities, and uncer-
tainties of the international situation, we search for a definite comprehen-
sion of the power factors upon which our foreign policy is based. We all
find ourselves in the position of Queen Victoria, who, after dismissing
Palmerston whose unpredictable moves on the international scene had ex-
asperated her, asked her new Prime Minister, John Russell, for “a regular
programme embracing these different relations with other powers.” The
answers we receive are not always as wise as the one John Russell gave
Queen Victoria. “It is very difficult,” he replied, “to lay down any principles
from which deviations may not frequently be made.” * Yet a misguided pub-
lic opinion is only too prone to blame statesmen for such deviations, deeming
compliance with principles, without regard for the distribution of power, to
be a virtue rather than a vice.

1 The most spectacular contemporary victim of the fallacy of the permanent character of
power is James Burnham. See George Orwell, “Second Thoughts on James l?urnham,” Polemic,
No. 3, May 1946, pp. 13 ff.; “James Burnham Rides Again,” dntioch Review, Vol. 7, No. 2,

Summer 1947, pp. 315 f. .
2 Robeit’g{ Sctzn Watson, Britain in Europe, 1780-1914 (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1937), p- 53.
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Whag the observer of international politics needs in order. to_reduce to

a-minimum the unavoidable errors in the calculations of power is a creative
imagi immune from the fascination which the preponderant power
of the moment so easily imparts, able to detach itself from ‘the stiperstition of
_an inevitable trend in history, open to the possibilities for change which the
dynamics of history entail. A creative imagination of this kind would be
capable of that supreme intellectual achievement which consists in detecting
under the surface of present power relations the germinal developments of
the future, in combining the knowledge of what is with the hunch as to
what might be, and in condensing all these facts, symptoms, and unknowns
into a chart of probable future trends which is not too much at variance

with what actually will happen.

). The Fallacy of the Single Factor

The third typical error in assessing the power of different nations—
attributing to a single factor an overriding importance to the detriment of
all the others—can best be jllustrated in three of its manifestations most
consequential in modern times: geopolitics, nationalism, and militarism:

Georovrrics.  Geopolitics is a pseudo-science erecting the factor of geog-
raphy into an absolute which is supposed to determine the power and,

i basic_conception is_space. Yet, while space is
static, the peoples living within the spaces of the earth are dynamic. Ac-
cording to geopolitics, it is a law of history that peoples must expand by
“conquering space,” or perish, and that the relative power of nations is de-
termined by the mutual relation of the conquered spaces. This basic .concep-
tion of geopolitics was first expressed in a paper by Sir Halford Mackinder,
“The Geographical Pivot of History,” read before the Royal Geographical
Society in London in 1904. “As we consider this rapid review of the
broader currents of history, does not a certain persistence of geographical
relationship become evident? Is not the pivot region of the world’s politics
that vast area of Euro-Asia which is inaccessible to ships, but in antiquity
lay open to the horse-riding nomads, and is today to be covered with a
network of railways?” This is the “Heartland” of the world which stretches
: y e and from the Himalayas to the Arctic Ocean.
e ent, are Germany, Austria,
d in an outer crescent, Britain, South Africa,
Canada and Japan.” The *World-Island” is
. E-Europe,-Asia,-and-ALn . i
world are grouped. From this geographical structure
QL the Worid geoponfics Araws he conclusion that Who east Furope
commands the Heartland; who rules the Heartland commands the World-
_Island; who rules the World-Island cormmands the World: )

Mackinder, on the basis of this analy v the emergence of Russia

or of whatever nation would. gor 1 escribed above as the

O kX olisr- i 103

Eates, .

8 Sir Halford J. Mackinder, Democyatic 1deils;and Reality (New York: Heney Holt and
Company, 1919), p- 150. R SRt R T
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dominating world power. The German geopoliticians, under the leadership
of General Haushofer, who exerted an important influence upon the power
calculations and foreign policies of the Nazi regime, were more specific.
They postulated an alliance with the Soviet Union or else the conquest of
Eastern Europe by Germany in order to make Germany the predominant
power on_earth. It is obvious that this postulate cannot be directly inferred
from the geopolitical premise. Geopolitics only tells us what space is destined,
because of its location relative to other spaces, to harbor the master of the
world. It does not tell us to what particular nation that mastery will fall.
Thus the German school of geopolitics, eager to demonstrate that it was the
mission of the German people to conquer the “Heartland,” the geographical
seat of world dominion, combined the geopolitical doctrine with the argu-
ment of population pressure. The Germans were a “people without space”
and the “living space” which they must have in order to live beckons to be
conquered in the empty plains of Eastern Europe.

Geopolitics, as presented in the writings of Mackinder and Fairgrieve,
had given a valid picture of one aspect of the reality of national power, a
picture seen, as it were, from the exclusive and, therefore, distorting angle
of geography. In the hands of Haushofer and his disciples, geopolitics was
transformed into a kind of political metaphysics to be used as an ideological
weapon in the service of the international aspirations of Germany.*

Nationavrism.  Geopolitics is the attempt to understand the problem of
national ively i : in the
pracess into_a polirical metaphysics couched in a_pseudo-scientific_jargon.
Nationalism tries to explain national power exclusively or at least predomi-
-nantly in rerms of national character and degenerates in the process into the

iti i ism. As geographical location is for geopolitics
the one determinant of national power, so membership in a nation is for
nationalism. This membership may be defined in terms of language, culture,
common origin, race, or in the decision of the individual to belong to the
nation. But no matter how it is defined, it always entails as its essence par-
taking in certain qualities, called the national character, which the members
of a particular nation have in common and by which they differ from the
members of other nations. The preservation of the national character and,
more particularly, the development of its creative faculties is the supreme
task of the nation. I i i ' ich will

protect.it against other nations and stimulate its own development. In other

i s a state. “One nation — one state” is thus the politicat
<postulate of nationalism; the national state is its 1deal.

But though the nation needs the power of the state for the sake of its
preservation and development, the state needs the national community in
order to maintain and increase its power. Particularly in the nationalistic
.philosophy of Germany, as, for instance, in the writings of Fichte and Hegel,

4 The ideological connoiaﬁoﬁs of isolationism and the solidarity of the Western Hemisphere
are akin to geopolitics in that they derive a conception of foreign policy from distorted or fic-
tional googr:fhx%al fan(:altcn"s:ha The dnst?rg:cn ;cf@;solan;gsm has 2lready been pointed t;it in the
text; as to the fictio racter o hical ‘upity of the Western Hemisphere, see
Eugene Staley, “The Myth of the Connnm,”%h&mpm of the World, edited by Hans W.
Weigert and Vilbjalmur Stefansson (Néew Yosk: The Macmillan Company, 194’4\){ pp. 89-108.
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the national character or spirit appears as the soul, and the political organiza-
tion of the state as the body, of the national community which needs both
in order to fulfill its mission among the other national communities. The
feeling of affinity, the participation in a common culture and tradition, the
awareness of a common destiny, which are of the essence of national senti-
ment and patriotism, are transformed by nationalism into a political mysti-
cism in which the national community and the state become superhuman
entities, apart from, and superior to, their individual members, entitled to
absolute loyalty and, like the idols of old, deserving of the sacrifice of men
and goods.

This mysticism reaches its apogee in the racist worship of the national
character. The nation is here identified with a biological entity, the race,
which, so long as it remains pure, produces the national character in all its
strength and splendor. The dilution of the race through the admixture of
alien elements corrupts the character of the nation and thus weakens the
power of the state. The homogeneity of the nation and the purity of the race
‘thus-appear-as-the very essence of national power, and for the latter’s sake
national minorities must either be absorbed or ejected. In the end, the na-
tional character of one’s own nation comes to be regarded as the repository
of all those qualities — courage, loyalty, discipline, industry, endurance, in-
telligence, and faculty for leadership — the possession of which justifies the

rexercise of supreme power over other nations and at the same time .makes

. the exercise of such power possible. The overestimation of the qualities of
one’s own nation, which is characteristic of all nationalism, leads in the con-
cept of the master race to the very idolatry of the national character. The
master race is by virtue of the superior quality of its national character
destined to rule the world. It has by virtue of these qualities the potential
power to exercise world-wide dominion, and it is the task of statemanship
and of military conquest to transform those slumbering potentialities into
the actualities of world empire.

The intellectual and political excesses of nationalism and of its degen-
WW‘WW
to a much greater degree than the excesses of geopolitics. The latter have in.
_the main been Timited to Germany and_were perpetrated in_an_esoteric
language. The €xcessés of nationalism, on the other hand, are the logical
=outgrowtrof a secular religion which has engulfed in the fanaticism of a

~war of extermination, enslavement, and world conquest only certain
countries, yet has left its mark on broad sections of the population in all
countries. Since nationalism has singled out the national character as the
pivot of its political philosophy, program, and action, critical observers have
frequently tended to go to the other extreme and have denied the existence
of a national character altogether. Intent upon demopstrating the mythical
and subjective essence of nationalism, they have been anxious to show that
its alleged empirical basis, the national character, is also nothing but a myth.

One can readily agree with the critics of nationalism and racism that
the allegedly inevitable determination of the national character by the
“blood,” that is, the common biological characteristics of the members of a
certain group, is a political fabrication without any basis in fact. One can
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also agree that the absolute constancy of the national character, deriving
from the immutability of the qualities of a pure race, belongs in the realm
of political mythology. The existence of the United States as a nation and
its assimilative powers offer convincing proof of the fallacy of both asser-
tions. On the other hand, to deny altogether the existence of the national
character and its bearing upon national power runs counter to the facts of
experience, of which we have given a few samples above.’ Such denial
would be an error no less detrimental to a correct assessment of the power
of a nation in relation to others than the nationalistic deification of the
national character has proved to be.

Miurarism. Militarism commits the same type of error with respect to
military preparedness which geopolitics and nationalism commit with re-
gard to geography and nationg] character. Miliansmuisthe concepon that
the power of a pation consists primarily, if not exclusively, in its military
strength, conceived especially in_quantitative terms. The largest army, the
biggest navy, the biggest and fastest air force in the world become the pre-
dominant, if not the exclusive, symbols of national power. While this type
of mistaken thinking has been popularized and systematized to a particular
degree in Germany, it ought not to be assumed that it has not found wide
acceptance in other countries as well.

Nations whose military strength lies in navies rather than in large stand-
ing armies are wont to point with abhorrence to the militarism of Germany,
France, or the Soviet Union without recognizing that they have developed
their peculiar brand of militarism. Influenced by writers such as Mahan,
they have emphasized out of all proportion the importance of the size and
quality of their navies for national power. In the United States there is a
widespread tendency to overemphasize the technological aspects of military
preparedness, such as the speed and the range of airplanes and the unique-
ness of weapons. The average German is misled by masses of goose-stepping
soldiers. The average Russian experiences the supremacy of Soviet power, de-
rived from space and population, in the throngs filling the vastness of Red
Square on May Day. The typical Englishman loses his sense of proportion
in the presence of the gigantic form of a dreadnought. Many Americans
succumb to the fascination which emanates from the “secret” of the atomic
bomb. All these attitudes to military preparedness have in common the mis-
taken belief that all that counts, or at least what counts most for the power
of a nation, is the military factor conceived in terms of numbers and quality
of men and weapons.® : :

5 Sec above, pp. 96 &, < o : ,

8 This aspect of militarismi s impressively described by R. H, Tawney, The Acquisitive
Socicty (New York; Hatcourt, Brace and Company, 1920), p. 44: “Militarism is the characteris-
tic, not of an army, but of a society. Its essence is not any particular quality or scale of miilitary
preparation, but a'state of mind, which, in its concentration’'on one particular element in social
life, ends finally by exalting it undl it becomdstlf arbiter of all the rest. The purpose for which
military forces exist is forgoften.. They are thought to stand by their own right and to need no
justification. Instead of berng reg as aff ‘nstrameiit which is necessary .in ap imperfect
world, they are elevated into an object of superstitions. veneration, as.though-the world would be
a poor insipid place withour them, so.that pelisieal ipstitutions and social arrangements and
intellect and morality and religion are ¢rushed.ings*a ‘mold made to fit one activity, which'in'a”
sane society is a subardinate activity, like: the police, or the Iaintenance: of prisons, of 'the
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From the militaristic error follows inevitably the equation of national
power with material force. To speak loudly and carry a big stick, to re-
phrase Theodore Roosevelt’s famous dictum, is indeed the preferred method
of militaristic diplomacy. The proponents of this method are unaware that
it is sometimes wise to speak softly and carry a big stick; that it is sometimes
even wise to leave the big stick at home where it is available when needed.
In its exclusive concern with military strength, militarism is contemptuous
of the intangibles of power. Without them a powerful nation may frighten
other nations into submission or it may conquer by sheer overwhelming
force, but it cannot rule what it has conquered; for it cannot gain voluntary
acceptance for its rule. In the end, the power of militarism must yield to a
power tempered with self-restraint which seeks the effectiveness of national
power in the infrequency of its military use. The failures of Spartan, Ger-
man, and Japanese militarism as over against the triumphs of the Roman and
British policies of empire-building show the disastrous practical results of
that intellectual error which we call militarism.

Thus the error of militarism gives new sharpness to the structure and
contours of national power. Militarism—and here is the essence of its
error —is unable to understand the paradox that a maximum of material
power does not necessarily mean a maximum of over-all national power.
A nation which throws the maximum of material power which it is capable
of mustering into the scales of international politics will find itself con-
fronted with the maximum effort of all its competitors to equal or surpass its
power. It will find that it has no friends, but only vassals and enemies. Since
the emergence of the modern state system in the fifteenth century, no single
nation has succeeded in imposing its will for any length of time upon the
rest of the world by sheer material force alone. No nation that has tried the
ways of militarism has been strong enough to withstand the other nations’
combined resistance which the fear of its superior material power had called
into being.

The only nation which in modern times could maintain a continuous
position of preponderance owed that position to a rare combination of po-
tential superior power, a reputation for superior power, and the infrequent
use of that superior power. Thus Great Britain was able, on the one hand,
to overcome all serious challenges to its superiority because its self-restraint
gained powerful allies and, hence, made it actually superior. On the other
hand, it could minimize the incentive to challenge it because its superiority
did not threaten the existence of other nations. When Great Britain stood
at the threshold of its greatest power, it heeded the warning of its greatest

. political thinker —a warning as timely today as when first uttered in 1793:

Among precautions against ambition, it may not be amiss to take one pre-
caution against our own. I must fairly say, I dread our own power and our own
ambition; I dread our being too much dreaded. It is ridiculous to say we are not
men, and that, as men, we shall never wish to aggrandize ourselves in some way

ing of sewers, but which in a militarist state is a kind of mystical epitome of society itself.
‘“Militarism . . , is fetich worship. It is the prostration of men’s souls before, and the
Liceration of their bodies to appease an idol.” (Reprinted by permission of the publisher.)
N i
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or other. Can we say that even at this very hour we are not invidiously ag-
grandized? We are already in possession of almost all the commerce of the
world. Our empire in India is an awful thing. If we should come to be in a
condition not only to have all this ascendant in commerce, but to be absolutely
able, without the least control, to hold the commerce of all other nations totally
dependent upon our good pleasure, we may say that we shall not abuse this
astonishing and hitherto unheard-of power. But every other nation will think we
shall abuse it. It is impossible but that, sooner or later, this state of things must
produce a combination against us which may end in our ruin.”

7 Edmund Burke, “Remarks on the Policy of the Allies with Respect to France.” Works
(Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1899), IV, 457.
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CHAPTER IX

The Balance of Power'

The aspiration for power on the part of several nations, each trying either
1o maintain or to overthrow the status quo, leads of necessity to a constella-
tion which is called the balance of power and to ‘policies which aim at pre-
serving it. We are using the term “of necessity” advisedly. For here again
we are confronted with the basic misconception which has impeded the
understanding of international politics and has made us the prey of illusions.
This misconception asserts that men have a choice between power politics
and its necessary outgrowth, the balance of power, on the one hand, and a
different, better kind of international relanons, on the other. It insists that
a forexgn policy based on the balance of power is one among several possible
foreign policies and that only stupid and evil men will choose the former
and reject the latter.

It will be shown in the following pages that the balance of power in in-
ternational affairs is only a particular manifestation of a general social prin-
ciple to which all societies composed of a number of autonomous units owe
the autonomy of their component parts; that the balance of power and
policies aiming at its preservation are not only inevitable, but an essential
stabilizing factor in a society of sovereign nations; and that the 1nstab1hty
of the international balance of power is due not to the faultiness of the prin-
ciple, but to the particular conditions under which the principle must oper-
ate in a society of sovereign states.

I. SOCIAL EQUILIBRIUM

The concept of “equilibrium” as a synonym for “balance” is commonly

employed in many sciences — physics, biology, economics, sociology, and

pohncal science. It signifies stability within a system composcd of a number
.aunmmgm,i__gr_c__‘ Whenever the equilibrium is disturbed cxther by an

1 ’rhc v:rm 'bahnee of power” is used in the text in four different meanings: (1) as a

policy dimed at a-certain state of affairs, (2) as.an actual state of affairs, (3) as an approxxmatcly

@qmi distsibuicn qﬁ pewer, (4) s any distribution of power. Whenever the term is used with-

out qudlification, Jp.refees to.an aemal statc of affairs in which power is distributed among

§everal nations With- approximate cquzhty For the term referring to any distribution of power,
e below, pp. 158, 159.
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outside force or by a change in one or the other elements composing the
system, the system shows a tendency to re-establish either the original or a
new equilibrium. Thus equilibrium exists in the human body. While the
human body changes in the process of growth, the equilibrium persists as
long as the changes occurring in the different organs of the body do not
disturb the latter’s stability. This is especially so if the quantitative and quali-
tative changes in the different organs are proportionate to each other. When,
however, the body suffers a wound or loss of one of its organs through out-
side interference or experiences a malignant growth or a pathological trans-
formation of one of its organs, the equilibrium is disturbed, and the body
tries to overcome the disturbance by re-establishing the equilibrium either
on the same or a different level from the one which obtained before the
disturbance occurred.?

The same concept of equilibrium is used in a special social science, such
as economics, with reference to the relations between the different elements
of the economic system, e.g., between savings and investments, exports and
imports, supply and demand, costs and prices. It also applies to society as a
whole. Thus we search for a proper balance between different geographical
regions, such as the East and the West, the North and the South; between
different kinds of activities, such as agriculture and industry, heavy and
light industries, big and small businesses, producers and consumers, manage-
ment and labor; between different functional groups, such as city and coun-
try, the old, the middle-aged, and the young, the economic and the political
sphere, the middle classes and the upper and lower classes.

Two assumptions are at the foundation of all such equilibriums: first,
that the elements to be balanced are necessary for society or have a right to

—exist, and second, that without a state of equilibrium among them one ele-
ment will gain ascendancy over the others, encroach upon their interests and
_xights, and might ultimately destroy them, Consequently, it is the purpose of
all such equilibriums to maintain the stability of the system without destroy-
-ing the multiplicity of the elements composing it. If the goal were stability
alone, it could be achieved by allowing one element to destroy or over-
whelm the others and take their place. Since the goal is stability plus the

2 Cf., for instance, the impressive analogy between the equilibrium in the human body and
in society in Walter B. Cannon, The Wisdom of the Body (New York: W. W. Norton and Com-
pany, 1932), Pp- 203, 294: “At the outset it is noteworthy that the body politic itself exhibits
some indications of crude automatic stabilizing processes. In the previous chapter I expressed the
postulate that a certain degree of constancy in a complex system is itself evidence that agencies
are acting or are ready to act to maintain that constancy. And moreover, that when a system
remains steady it does so because any tendency towards change is met by increased effectiveness
of the factor or factors which resist the change. Many familiar facts prove that these statements
are to some degree true for society even in its present unstabilized. condition. A display of con-
servatism excites a radical revolt and that in turn is followed by a return to conservatism,
government and its consequences bring the reformers into power, but their tight reins soon
provoke restiveness and the desire for release. The noble enthusiasms and sacrifices of war are
succeeded by moral apathy and orgies of self-indulgence. Hardly any strong tendency in a
nation continues to the stage of disaster; before that extreme is reached corrective forces arise
which check the teadency and they commonly prevail to such an excessive degree as themselves
to cause a reactiop. A study of the nature of these social swings and their reversal might lead
to valuable understanding and possibly to means of more narrowly limiting the disturbances.
At this point, however, we merely note that the disturbances are roughly limited, and that this
limitation, suggests, perhaps, the early stages of social homeostasis.” (Reprinted by permission of
the publisher. Copyright 1932, 1939, by Walter B. Cannon,) :
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. preservation of all the elements of the system, the equilibrium must aim at

—preventing any element from gaining ascendancy over the others. The
means employed to maintain the equilibrium consist in allowing the differ-
ent elements to pursue their opposing tendencies up to the point where the
tendency of one is not so strong as to overcome the tendency of the others,
but strong enough to prevent the others from overcoming its own.

Nowhere have the mechanics of social equilibrium been described more
brilliantly and at the same time more simply than in The Federalist. Con-
cerning the system of checks and balances of the American government,
No. 51 of The Federalist says:

This policy of supplying, by opposite and rival interests, the defect of better
motives, might be traced to the whole system of human affairs, private as well
as public. We see it particnlarly displayed in all the subordinate distributions of
power, where the constant aim is to divide and arrange the several offices in
such a manner as that each may be a check on the other — that the private inter-
ests of every individual may be a sentinel over the public rights. These inven-
tions of prudence cannot be less requisite in the distribution of the supreme
powers of the state.

The concept of equilibrium or balance has indeed found its most im-
portant application, outside the international field, in the sphere of domestic
government and politics.® Parliamentary bodies have frequently developed
within themselves a balance of power. A multi-party system lends itself par-
ticularly to such a development. Here two groups, each representing a minor-
ity of the legislative body, often oppose each other, and the formation of a
majority depends upon the votes of a third group. The third group will
tend to join the potentially or actually weaker of the two, thus imposing a
check upon the stronger one. Even the two-party system of the United States

8 It hardly needs to be pointed out that, while the balance of power is a universal social
phenomenon, its functions and results are different in domestic and international politics. The
balance of power operates in domestic politics within a relatively stable framework of an
integrated society, kept together by a strong consensus and the normally unchallengeable power
of a central government. On the international scene, where consensus is weak and a central
authority does not exist, the stability of society and the freedom of its component parts depend
to a much greater extent upon the operations of the balance of power. More concerning this will
be said below. Cf. Chapter XII.

Cf. also J. Allen Smith, The Growtk and Decadence of Constitutional Government (New
York: Henry Holt and Company, 1930), pp. 241, 242: “In the absence of any common and
impartial agency to interpret international law and supervise international relatons, every state
is anxious not only to increase its own authority but to prevent, if possible, any increase in the
authority of rival states. The instinct of self-preservation, in a world made up of independent
nations, operates to make each desire power in order to secure itself against the danger of
external aggression. The fact that no country alone is sufficiently strong to feel secure against
any possible combination of opposing states makes necessary the formation of alliances and
counter-alliances through which each state seeks to ensure the needed support in case its safety
is menaced from without. This is usually referred to as the struggle to maintain the balance of
power. It is merely an application of the check and balance theory of the state to international
politics. It is assumed, and rightly so, that if any state should acquire a predominant position in
international affairs, it would be a distinct menace to the interests and well-being of the rest of
the world. Power, even though it may have been acquired as a means of protection, becomes a
menace to international peace as soon as the country possessing it comes to feel stronger than
any possible foe. It is po less necessary to maintain the balance of power in international politics,
than it is to prevent some special interest from gaining the ascendancy in the state. But since this
balance of power idea is based on the fear of attack and assumes that every nation should be
prepared for war, it can not be regarded as in any real sense a guaranty of international peace.”
(Reprinted by permission of the publisher.)
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Congress displayed the typical constellation of this checking and balancing
process when, especially in the last years of the administration of Franklin
D. Roosevelt, the Southern Democrats constituted themselves a third party,
voting on many issues with the Republican minority. They thus checked
not only the Democratic majority in Congress, but also the executive branch
which, too, was controlled by the Democratic party.*

The American government is the outstanding modern example of a gov-
ernmental system whose stability is maintained by an equilibrium among its
component parts. Lord Bryce has said:

The Constitution was avowedly created as an instrument of checks and bal-
ances. Each branch of the government was to restrain the others, and maintain
the equipoise of the whole. The legislature was to balance the executive, and
the judiciary both. The two houses of the legislature were to balance one an-
other. The national government, taking all its branches together, was balanced
against the State governments. As the equilibrium was placed under the pro-
tection of a document, unchangeable save by the people themselves, no one of
the branches of the national government has been able to absorb or override the
others . . . each branch maintains its independence and can, within certain
limits, defy the others.

But there is among political bodies and offices (i.e. the persons who from
time to time fill the same office) of necessity a constant strife, a struggle for ex-
istence similar to that which Mr. Darwin has shown to exist among plants and
animals; and as in the case of plants and animals so also in the political sphere
this struggle stimulates each body or office to exert its utmost force for its own
preservation, and to develop its aptitudes in any direction where development is
possible. Each branch of the American government has striven to extend its
range and its powers; each has advanced in certain directions, but in others has
been restrained by the equal or stronger pressure of other branches.®

No. 51 of The TEf_@list has laid bare the power structure of this “dy-
namic equlibrium’ or “moving parallelogram of force,” as it was called by
Charles A. Beard ® . . . the defect must be supplied, by so contriving the
interior structure of the government as that its several constitutional parts
may, by their mutual relations, be the means of keeping each other in their
proper places. . . . But the great security against a gradual concentration of
the several powers in the same department, consists in giving to those who

administer each department the necessary constitutional means and personal

-#:Cf. the illeminating 'discussion of the geneval problem in John Stuart Mill, Considerations

on Represeniative Gowersipient.(New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1882), p. 142: “In a
state of society this composed, i the representative system could be made ideally perfect, and if
1t were possible-to miaintain jtin that state, its organization must be: such that these wo classes,
other, should be, in. the affaggement of the representative ; equally balanced, in-
censideration would be subordinate to reason,
iof -éither, joining with the whole of the
owa majority which were not such as

5 The American Commowm?ﬁﬁ*
8 The Republic (New York: The
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motives to resist the encroachment of others. . . . The provision for defense
must in this, as in all other cases, be made commensurate to the danger of
attack. Ambition must be made to counteract ambition. The interest of the
man must be connected with the constitutional rights of the place. . . .”
The aim of these constitutional arrangements is “to guard one part of the
society against the injustices of the other part. Different interests necessarily
exist in different classes of citizens. If a majority be reunited by a common
interest, the rights of the minority will be insecure.”

The author, Hamilton or Madison, expected to safeguard the rights of
the minority “by comprehending in the society so many separate descrip-
tions of citizens as will render an unjust combination of a majority of the
whole very improbable, if not impracticable. . . . The society itself will be
broken into so many parts, interests, and classes of citizens, that the rights
of individuals, or of the minority, will be in little danger from interested
combinations of the majority.” Security will lie “in the multiplicity of in-

~terests,” and the degree of security “will depend on the number of interests.”
And Charles A. Beard thus summarizes the philosophy of the American
government: “The framers understood that government in action is power.
They tried to pit the ambitions, interests, and forces of human beings in the
three departments against one another in such a way as to prevent any one
;Eti of ageits from scizing all power, from becoming dangerously power-
One needs only to substitute the terminology of international politics for
the concepts used by The Federalist, Lord Bryce, and Professor Beard in
their analysis of the structure and dynamics of the American government,
and there emerge the main elements common to both the system of checks
and balances of the American Constitution and the international balance of
power. In other words, the same motive forces have given rise to the Ameri-
can system of checks and balances and to the international system of the
balance of power. Both systems seck to fulfill the same functions for their
own stability and the autonomy of their constituent elements, however
much they may differ in the means which they employ and in the degree to
which they realize their aim. Both are subject to the same dynamic processes
of change, disequilibrium, and the establishment of a new balance on a
different level.

Which are the main patterns o ional balance of power?

nations out of which it arises and within which 1t

2. TWO MAIN PATTERNS OF THE BALANCE
o OF POWER
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aspirations for power of the individual nations can come into conflict with
each other — and some, if not most of them, do at any particular moment
in history —in two different ways. In other words, the struggle for power
on the international scene can be fought in two typical patterns.

Nation A may embark upon an imperialistic policy with regard to na-
tion B, and nation B may counter that policy with a policy of the status quo
or with an imperialistic policy of its own. France and its allies opposing
Russia in 1812, Japan opposing China from 1931 to 1941, the United Nations
vs. the Axis from 1941 on correspond to that pattern. The pattern is one of
direct opposition between the nation which wants to establish its power
over another nation, and the latter which refuses to yield.

? Nation A may also pursue an imperialistic policy toward nation C,
which may either resist or acquiesce in that policy, while nation B follows
with regard to nation C either a policy of imperialism or one of the status
quo. In this case, the domination of C is a goal of A’s policy. B, on the other
hand, is opposed to A’s policy because it either wants to preserve the status
quo with respect to C or wants the domination of C for itself. The pattern
of the struggle for power between A and B is here not one of direct opposi-
tion, but of competition, the object of which is the domination of C, and it
is only through the intermediary of that competition that the contest for
power between A and B takes place. This pattern is visible, for instance, in
the competition between Great Britain and Russia for the domination of
Iran in which the struggle for power between the two countries has re-
peatedly manifested itself during the last hundred years. It is also clear in
the competition for the domination of Germany which during the aftermath
of the Second World War has marked the relations between France, Great
Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United States. The competition between
the United States and the Soviet Union for the domination of Turkey offers
another example of the same pattern.

It is in situations such as these that the balance of power operates and ful-
fills its typical functions. In the pattern of direct opposition, the balance of
power is the direct result of the desire of either nation to see its policies pre-
vail over the policies of the other. A tries to increase its power in relation to B
to such an extent that it can control the decisions of B and thus lead its im-
perialistic policy to success. B, on the other hand, will try to increase its power
to such an extent that it can resist A’s pressure and thus frustrate A’s policy,
or else embark upon an imperialistic policy of its own with a chance for suc-
cess. In the latter case, A, in turn, must increase its power in order to be able
both to resist B’s imperialistic policy and to pursue its own with a chance for
success. This balancing of opposing forces will go on, the increase in the power
of one nation calling forth an at least proportionate increase in the power of
the other nation, until the nations concerned change the objectives of their
imperialistic policies, if they do not give them up altogether, or until one
nation gains or believes it has gained a decisive advantage over the other
nation. In that event, either the weaker yields to the stronger or the contest of
war decides the issue. . N S

+ Solong as the balance of poweét opérates successfully in such a situation,
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it fulfills two functions. It creates a precarious stability in the relations be-

tween the respective nations, a stability which is always in danger of being~
disturbed and, therefore, is always in need of being re-established. This is,

however, the only stability obtainable under the assumed conditions of the

power pattern. For we are here in the presence of an inevitable inner con-

tradiction of the balance of power. One of the two_functions the balance of

power is supposed to fulfill is stability in the power relations among nations;_
yet.these relations are, as we have seen, by their_very_nature subject to con-

tinuous change. They are essentially unstable. Since the weights which

determine the relative position of the scales have a tendency to change

continuously by growing either heavier or lighter, whatever stability the

balance of power may achieve must be precarious and subject to perpetual

adjustments in conformity with intervening changes. The other func-

tion which a successful balance of power fulfills under these conditions is

to insure the freedom of one nation from domination by the other.

Owing to the essentially unstable and dynamic character of the balance,
which is not unstable and dynamic by accident or only part of the time,
but by nature and always, the independence of the nations concerned is also
essentially precarious and in danger. Here again, however, it must be said
that, given the conditions of the power pattern, the independence of the re-
spective nations can rest on no other foundation than the power of each in-
dividual nation to prevent the power of the other nations from encroaching
upon its freedom. The following diagram illustrates this situation:

TR
A > B

In the other pattern, the pattern of competition, the mechanics of the
balance of power are identical with those discussed. The power of A neces-
sary to dominate C in the face of B’s opposition is balanced, if not out-
weighed, by B’s power, while, in turn, B’s power to gain dominion over C
is balanced, if not outweighed, by the power of A. The additional function,
however, which the balance here fulfills, aside from creating a precarious
stability and security in the relations between A and B, consists in safeguard-
ing the independence of C against encroachments by A or B. The independ-
ence of .C is a mere function of the power relations existing between A
and B.
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If these relations take a decisive turn in favor of the imperialistic nation, that
is, A, the independence of C will at once be in jeopardy.

(——’
A | ==

If the status quo nation, that is, B, should gain a decisive and permanent
advantage, C’s freedom will be more secure in the measure of that advan-
tage.

Vo
Do > ge e

If, finally, the imperialistic na should give up'its imperial licies
al’togcd'xcrorshiftthem permanis > 68 afiother objective, that is, D,

the freedom of C would be permanéatly:secured.
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Nowhere has this function of the balance of power to preserve the in-
dependence of weak nations been more clearly recognized than by Edmund
Burke, the greatest depository of political wisdom in the English language.
He said in 1791 in his Thoughts on French Affaires:

As long as those two princes (the King of Prussia and the German Em-
peror), are at variance, so long the liberties of Germany are safe. But if ever
they should so far understand onc another as to be persuaded that they have a
more direct and more certainly defined interest in a proportioned mutual ag-
grandizement than ig a reciprocal reduction, that is, if they come to think that
they are more likely to be enriched by a division of spoil than to be rendered
secure by keeping to the old policy of preventing others from being spoiled by
either of them, from that moment the liberties of Germany are no more.?

» ecting power (the small nations of
South-Asmerica and Portug o their lack of attractiveness for
crialisthe irati xirzerla : nain). lhe ability of such
memwm
?Wﬁmmmm The Netherlands,
€hmark, and Norway in the First, in contrast to the Second World War,
and Switzerland and Sweden in both world wars are cases in point.
The same factors are responsible for the existence of so-called buffer states
— weak states located close to powerful ones and serving their military secu-
rity. The outstanding example of a buffer state owing its existence to the
balance of power is Belgium from the beginning of its history as an inde-
pendent state in 1831 to the Second World War. The nations belonging to
the so-called Russian security belt which stretches along the western and
southwestern frontiers of the Soviet Union from Finland to Bulgaria exist by

A
sy

,,,,,

% Wrks (Basiosi: itde; Bogwa; and Company, 1889), 1V, 331.



CHAPTER X

Different Methods of the Balance
of Power

The balancing process can be carried on either by diminishing the weight
. i i i e weight of the lighter one.

I. DIVIDE AND RULE

The former method has found its clasrical manifestation, aside from the
imposition of onerous conditions in peace treaties and the incitement to
treason and revolution, in the maxim “divide and rule” It has been resorted
to by nations who tried to make or keep their competitors weak by dividing
them or keeping them divided. The most consistent and important policies
of this kind in modern times are the policy of France with respect to 4er-
many and the policy of the Sgviet Union with respect to the rest, of Europe.
From the seventeenth century to the present day, it has been an unvarying
principle of French foreign policy either to favor the division of the Ger-
man Empire into a number of small independent states or to prevent the
coalescence of such states into one unified nation. The support of the Protes-
tant princes of Germany by Richelieu, of the Rhinebund by Napoleon I,
of the princes of Southern Germany by Napoleon III, of the abortive sepa-
ratist movements after the First World War, and the opposition to the uni-
fication of Germany after the Second World War —all have their common
denominator in considerations of the balance of power in Europe which
France found threatened by a strong German state. Similarly, the Soviet
Union from the twenties to the present has consistently opposed all plans
for the unification of Europe, on the assumption that the pooling of the
divided strength of the European nations into a “Western bloc” would give
the enemies of the Soviet Union such power as to threaten the latter’s
security. ‘

The other method of balancing the power of several nations consists in
adding to the strength of the weaker ‘nation. This method can be carried out
by two different means: Either B can increase its power sufficiently to offset,
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if not surpass, the power of A, and vice versa. Or B can pool its power with
the power of all the other nations which pursue identical policies with re-
gard to A, in which case A will pool its power with all the nations pursuing
identical policies with respect to B. The former alternative is exemplified by
the policy of compensations and the armament race as well as by disarma-
ment; the latter, by the policy of alliances.

2. COMPENSATIONS

Compensations of a territorial nature were in the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries a common device for maintaining 2 balance of power which
had been, or was to be, disturbed by the territorial acquisitions of one nation.
The Treaty of Utr i ina i

cession recognized for the first-time-expressly the principle of the balance of
power by_V_V_iL_CL_t_g:li.mﬁalCQmpsnaaﬁ.Q_ns. It provided for the division of
most of The Spanish possessions, European and colonial, between the Haps-
burgs and the Bourbons “ad conservandum in Europa equilibrium,” as the
treaty put it.

The three partitions of Poland in 1772, 1793, and 1795, which in a sense
mark the end of the classic period of the balance of power for reasons we will
discuss later,* reaffirm its essence by proceeding under the guidance of the
principle of compensations. Since territorial acquisitions at the expense of
Poland by any one of the interested nations, Austria, Prussia, and Russia, to
the exclusion of the others would have upset the balance of power, the three
nations agreed to divide Polish territory in such a way that the distribution
of power among themselves would be approximately the same after the par-
titions as it had been before. In the treaty of 1772 between Austria and Russia,

/it was even stipulated that “the acquisitions . . . shall be completely equal,
the portion of one cannot exceed the portion of the other.”

Fertility of the soil and number and quality of the populations concerned
were used as objective standards by which to determine the increase in power
which the individual nations received through the acquisition of territory.
While in the eighteenth century this standard was rather crudely applied, the
Congress of Vienna refined the policy of compensations by appointing in 1815
a statistical commission which was charged with evaluating the territories to
be disposed of by the standard of number, quality, and type of population.

In the latter part of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth
century, the principle of compensations was again consciously applied to the
distribution of colonial territories and the delimitation of colonial or semi-
colonial spheres of influence. Africa, in particular, was during that period the
object of numerous treaties delimiting spheres of influence for the major
colonial powers. Thus the competition between France, Great Britain, and
Italy for the domination.of Ethiopia was provisionally resolved, after the
model of the partitions of Poland, by the treaty of 1906 which divided the
country into three spheres of influence for the purpose of establishing in that

1 See below, p. 150,
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region a balance of power among the nations concerned. Similarly, the rivalry
between Great Britain and Russia with respect to Iran led to the Anglo-
Russian treaty of 1go7 which established spheres of influence for the contract-
ing parties and a neutral sphere under the exclusive domination of Iran. The
compensation consists here not in the outright cession of territorial sov-
ereignty, but rather in the reservation, to the exclusive benefit of a particular
nation, of certain territories for commercial exploitation, political and mili-
tary penetration, and eventual establishment of sovereignty. In other words,
the particular nation has the right, without having full title to the territory
concerned, to operate within its sphere of influence without competition or
opposition from any other nation. The other nation, in turn, has the right to
claim for its own sphere of influence the same abstinence on the part of the
former.

Even where the principle of compensations is not consciously applied,
however, as it was in the aforementioned treaties, it is nowhere absent from
political arrangements, territorial or other, made within a balance-of-power
system. For given such a system, no nation will agree to concede political ad-
vantages to another nation without the expectation, which may or may not
be well founded, of receiving proportionate advantages in return. The bar-
gaining of diplomatic negotiations, issuing in political compromise, is but
the principle of compensations in its most general form and as such it is
organically connected with the balance of power.

3. ARMAMENTS

The principal means, however, by which a nation endeavors with the
power at its disposal to maintain or re-establish the balance of power are
armaments. The armament race in which nation A tries to keep up with,
and then to outdo, the armaments of nation B, and vice versa, is the typical
instrumentality of an unstable, dynamic balance of power. The necessary
corollary of the armaments race is a constantly increasing burden of military
preparations devouring an ever greater portion of the national budget and
making for ever deepening fears, suspicions, and insecurity. The situation
preceding the First World War with the naval competition between Germany
and Great Britain and the rivalry of the French and German armies illustrates
this point. :

It is in recognition of situations such as these that since the end of the
Napoleonic Wars repeated attempts have been made to create a stable
balance of power, if not to establish permanent peace, by means of propor-
tionate disarmament of competing nations. The technique of stabilizing the
balance of power by means of a proportionate reduction of armaments is
somewhat similar. to. the techniqué of territorial compensations. For this
technique, too, requires a quantifative evaluation of the changes which
disarmament will bring about.in the respective power of the individual na-
tions. The difficulties in-making ve-evaluation, in correlating,
for instance, the military strength ey of 1932 with the mili-
tary power represented by the many, have greatly
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contributed to the failure of most attempts at creating a stable balance of power
by means of disarmament. The only outstanding success of this kind was the
Washington Naval Treaty of 1922 in which Great Britain, the United States,
Japan, France, and Italy agreed to a proportionate reduction and limitation
of naval armaments. Yet it must be noted that this treaty was part of an over-
all political and territorial settlement in the Pacific which sought to stabilize
the power relations in that region on the foundation of Anglo-American
predominance. (The problem of disarmament will be discussed in greater
detail in Chapter XXI.)

4. ALLIANCES

The historically most important manifestation of the balance of power,
however, is to be found, not in the equilibrium of two isolated nations, but
in the relations between one nation or alliance of nations and another alliance.

a) Alliances vs. World Domination

While the balance of power as a natural and inevitable outgrowth of the
struggle for power is as old as political history itself, systematic theoretic re-
flections, starting in the sixteenth century and reaching their culmination in
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, have conceived the balance of power
generally as a protective device of an alliance of nations, anxious for their in-
dependence, against another nation’s designs for world domination, then
called universal monarchy.
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Francis Bacon was, after the Florentine statesmen and historians Rucellai
and Guicciardini, the first to recognize the essence of the balance of power by
way of alliances. In his essay Of Empire he says:

First, for their neighbors, there can no general rule be given (the occasions
are so variable), save one which ever holdeth — which is, that princes do keep
due sentinel, that none of their neighbors do overgrow so (by increase of terri-
tory, by embracing of trade, by approaches, or the like,) as they become more
able to annoy them than they were. . . . During that triumvirate of kings,
King Henry VIII of England, Francis I, king of France, and Charles V, em-
peror, there was such a watch kept that none of the three could win a palm of
ground, but the other two would straightways balance it, either by confederation,
or, if need were, by a war, and would not in any wise take up peace at interest;
and the like was done by that League (which Guicciardine saith was the se-
curity of Italy,) made between Ferdinando, king of Naples, Lorenzius Medices,
and Ludovicus Sforsa, potentates, the one of Florence, the other of Milan.

The alliances which Francis I concluded with Henry VIII and the Turks
in order to prevent Charles V of Hapsburg from stabilizing and expanding
his empire are the first modern example on a grand scale of the balance of
power operating between an alliance and one nation intent upon establishing
a universal monarchy. In the second half of the seventeenth century, Louis
XIV of France took over the role which the Hapsburgs had played before
and called forth a similar reaction among the European nations. Alliances
were formed around England and the Netherlands with the purpose of pro-
tecting the European nations from French domination and establishing a
new balance of power between France and the rest of Europe.

The wars against the France of 1789 and against Napoleon show the same
constellation of one preponderant nation aiming at world domination and
being opposed by a coalition of nations for the sake of preserving their in-
dependence. The manifesto with which the first coalition initiated these wars
in 1792 declared that “no power interested in the maintenance of the balance
of power in Europe could see with indifference the Kingdom of France, which
at one time formed so important a weight in this great balance, delivered any
longer to domestic agitations and to the horrors of disorder and anarchy
which, so to speak, have destroyed her political existence.” And when these
wars reached their conclusion, it was still the intention of the Allied powers,
in the words of the Convention of Paris of April 23, 1814, “to put an end to
the miseries of Europe, and to found her repose upon a just redistribution of
forces among the nations of which she is composed,” that is, upon a new
balance of power. The coalitions which fought the Second World War against
Germany and Japan owed their existence to the same fear, common to all
their members, of the latter nations’ imperialism, and they pursued the same
goal of preserving their independence in a new balance of power.

&) Alliances vs. Counteralliances

The struggle between an alliance of nations defending their independence
against one potential conqueror is the most spectacular of the constellations
to which the balance of power gives rise. The opposition of two alliances, one
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. goals and defending the independence of their
nembers agaip e 1mperialistic aspirations of the other coalition, is the
raost frequent constellation within-the system of -
To mention only a few of the more important examples, the coalitions
which fought the Thirty Years’ War under the leadership of France and
Sweden, on the one hand, and of Austria, on the other, sought to promote
the imperialistic ambitions especially of Sweden and Austria and at the same
time to keep these ambitions in check. The several treaties settling the affairs
of Europe after the Thirty Years’ War tried to establish a balance of power
serving the latter end. The many coalition wars, which filled the period be-
tween the Treaty of Utrecht of 1713 and the first partition of Poland of 1772,
all attempted to maintain the balance which the Treaty of Utrecht had estab-
lished and which the decline of Swedish power as well as the rise of Prussian,
Russian, and British strength tended to disturb. The frequent changes in the
alignments, even while war was in progress, have startled the historians and
have made the eighteenth century appear to be particularly unprincipled and
devoid of moral con#tderations. It was against that kind of foreign policy that
Washington’s Farewell Address warned the American people.

Yet the period in which that foreign policy flourished was the golden age
of the balance of power in theory as well as in practice. It was during that
period that most of the literature of the balance of power was published and
that the princes of Europe looked to the balance of power as the supreme prin-
ciple to guide their conduct in foreign affairs. It is true that they allowed
themselves to be guided by it in order to further their own interests. But, by
doing so, it was inevitable that they would change sides, desert old alliances,
and form new ones whenever it seemed to them that the balance of power
had been disturbed and that a realignment of forces was needed to re-establish
it. In that period, foreign policy was indeed a sport of kings, not to be taken

.more seriously than games and gambles, played for strictly limited stakes, and
utterly devoid of transcendent principles of any kind.

Since such was the nature of international politics, what looks in retro-
spect like treachery and immorality was then little more than an elegant
maneuver, a daring piece of strategy, or a finely contrived tactical movement,
‘all executed according to the rules of the game which all players recognized
as binding. The balance of power of that period was amoral rather than im-
moral. The technical rules of the art of politics were its only standard. Its
flexibility, which was its peculiar merit from the technical point of view, was,
then, the result of imperviousness to moral considerations, such as good faith
and loyalty, a moral deficiency which to us seems deserving of reproach.

From the beginning of the modern state system at the turn of the fifteenth
century to the end of the Napoleonic Wars in 1815, European nations were
the active factors in the balance of power. Turkey was the one notable ex-
ception. Alliances and counteralliances were formed in order to maintain the
balance or to re-establish it. The century from 18x %to the outbreak of the First
World War saw the gradual extension of the European balance of power
into a world-wide system, One might say that this epoch started with Presi-
dent Monroe’s message to Congress in 1823, containing what is known as the
Monroe Doctrine. By declaring the mutual political independence of Europe
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and the Western Hemisphere and thus dividing the world, as it were, into
two political systems, President Monroe laid the groundwork for the sub-
sgguent transformation of the European into a world-wide balance-ot-power

system.

This transformation was for the first time clearly envisaged and formu-
lated in the speech which George Canning made as British Foreign Secretary
to the House of Commons on December 12, 1826. Canning had been criti-
cized for not having gone to war with France in order to restore the balance
of power which had been disturbed by the French invasion of Spain. In
order to disarm his critics, he formulated a new theory of the balance of
power. Through the instrumentality of British recognition of their inde-
pendence he included the newly freed Latin-American republics as. active
elements in the balance. He reasoned thus:

But were there no other means than war for restoring the balance of power?
— Is the balance of power a fixed and unalterable standard? Or is it not a stand-
ard perpetually varying, as civilization advances, and as pew nations spring up,
and take their place among established political commuthities? The balance of
power a century and a half ago was to be adjusted between France and Spain,
the Netherlands, Austria, and England. Some years after, Russia assumed her
high station in European politics. Some years after that again, Prussia became
not only a substantive, but a preponderating monarchy. — Thus, while the bal-
ance qf power continued in principle the same, the means of adjusting it be-
came mipre varied and enlarged. They became enlarged, in proportion to the
increased number of considerable states— in proportion, I may say, to the num-
ber of weights which might be shifted into the one or the other scale. . . . Was
there no other mode of resistance, than by a direct attack upon France—or by a
war to be undertaken on the soil of Spain? What, if the possession of Spain
might be rendered harmless in rival hands— harmless as regarded us—and
valueless to the possessors? Might not compensation for disparagement be ob-
tained . . . by means better adapted to the present time? If France occupied
Spain, was it necessary, in order to avoid the consequences of that occupation —
that we should blockade Cadiz? No. I looked another way —1I saw materials
for compensation in another hemisphere. Contemplating Spain, such as our
ancestors had known her, I resolved that if France had Spain, it should not be
Spain “with the Indies.” 1 called the New World into existence, to redress the
balance of the Old.?

This development toward a world-wide balance of power operating by
means of alliances and counteralliances was consummated in the course of
the First World War in which practically all nations of the world partici-
pated actively on one or the other side. The very designation of that war as
a “world” war points to the consummation of the development.

In contrast to the Second World War, however, the First World War had
its origins exclusively in the fear of a disturbance of the European balance of
power which was threatened in two regions: Belgium and the Balkans. Bel-
gium, located at the northeastern frontier of France and guarding the eastern
approaches to the English Channel, found itself a focal point of great power

2 Speeches of the Right Honourable George Canning (London, 1836), VI, xog~1r.
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competition, without being strong enough to participate actively in that com-
petition. That the independence of Belgium was necessary for the balance of
power in Europe was axiomatic. Its annexation by any of the great Euro-
pean nations would of necessity make that nation too powerful for the
security of the others. This was recognized from the very moment when
Belgium gained its independence with the active support of Great Britain,
Austria, Russia, Prussia, and France. These nations, assembled at a con-
ference in London, declared on February 19, 1831, that “They had the
right, and the events imposed upon them the duty to see to it that the Belgian
provinces, after they had become independent, did not jeopardize the general
security and the European balance of power.” ®

In furtherance of that aim, the five nations concerned concluded in 1839 a
treaty in which they declared Belgium to be “an independent and perpetually
neutral state” under the collective guaranty of the five signatories. This
declaration sought to prevent Belgium forever from participating, on one or
the other side, in the European balance of power. It was the German violation
of Belgium’s neutrality which in 1914 crystallized the threat to the balance
of power emanating from Germany and enabled Great Britain to justify its
participation in the war on the side of France, Russia, and their allies.

The concern of Austria, Great Britain, and Russia in the preservation of
the balance of power in the Balkans was concomitant with the weakening of
Turkish power in that region. The Crimean War of 185456 was fought by
an alliance of France, Great Britain, and Turkey against Russia for the pur-
pose of maintaining the balance of power in the Balkans. The alliance treaty
of March 13, 1854, declared “that the existence of the Ottoman Empire in its
present extent, is of essential importance to the balance of power among the
states of Europe.” The subsequent rivalries and wars, especially the events
which led to the Congress of Berlin of 1878 and the Balkan wars of 1912 and
1913, are all overshadowed by the fear that one of the nations mainly inter-
ested in the Balkans might gain an increase in power in that region out of
proportion to the power of the other nations concerned.

In the years immediately preceding the First World War, the balance of
power in the Balkans increased in importance; for, since the Triple Alliance
between Austria, Germany, and Italy seemed approximately to balance the
Triple Entente between France, Russia, and Great Britain, the power com-
bination which gained a decisive advantage in the Balkans might easily gain
a decisive advantage in the over-all European balance of power. It was that
fear which motivated Austria in July 1914 to try to settle its accounts with
Serbia once and for all and which induced Germany to support Austria un-
conditionally. It was the same fear which brought Russia to the support of
Serbia, and France to the support of Russia. In his telegraphic message of
August 2, 1914, to George V of England, the Russian Czar summed the sit-
uation up well when he said that the effect of the predominance of Austria
over Serbia “would have been to upset balance of power in Balkans, which is
of such vital interest to my Empire as well as to those Powers who desire

8 Protocols of Conferences in London Relative to the Affairs of Belgium (1830~31), p. 6o.
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maintenance of balance of power in Europe . . . I trust your country will
not fail to support France and Russia in fighting to maintain balance of
power in Europe.” *

After the First World War, France maintained permanent alliances with
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania and, in 1935, concluded
an alhancc—whmh was, however, not implemented —with the Soviet
Union. This policy can be understood as a kind of preventive balance-of-
power policy which anticipated Germany’s comeback and attempted to main-
tain the status quo of Versailles in the face of such an eventuality. On the
other hand, the formation in 1936 of an alliance between Germany, Italy, and
Japan, called the Axis, was intended as a countcrwe1ght against the alliance
between France and the Eastern European nations, which would at the same.
time neutralize the Soviet Union.

Thus the period between the two world wars stands in fact under the sign

_of the balance of power by alliances and counteralliances, although in theory
the principle of the balance of power was supposed to have been superseded
by the Ieague-of-Nations principle of couecnve security. Yet, actually, col-

ective security, as shall be shown later in greater detail,® did not abolish the
balance of power. Rather it reaffirmed it in form of a universal alliance against
any potential aggressor, the presumption being that such an alliance would
always outweigh any potential aggressor. Collective security differs, however,
from the balance of power in the principle of association by virtue of which
the alliance is formed. Balance-of-power alliances are formed by certain in-
dividual nations against other individual nations or an alliance of them on
the basis of what those individual nations regard as their separate national
interests. The organizing principle of collective security is the respect for the
moral and legal obligation to consider an attack by any nation upon any
member of the alliance as an attack upon all members of the alliance. Con-
sequently, collective security operates automatically, that is, aggression calls
the counteralliance into operation at once and, therefore, protects peace and
security with the greatest possible efficiency. Alliances within a balance-of-
power system, on the other hand, are frequently uncertain in actual operation
since they are dependent upon pohtxcal considerations of the individual na-
i ¢ Triple Alhance in 1015 and the disin-

balancc of power -

§: THE “HOLDER” OF THE BALANCE

Whenever the balance of power is to be realized by means of an alliance —
and this has been generally so up to the end of the Second World War —
two possible variations of this pattern have to be distinguished. To use the
language of the metaphor of the balance, the system may consist of two scales
in each of which are to be found the nation or nations identified with the

4 British Documents on the Origins of the War. 1898-1914 (London: His Majesty’s Sta-
tionery Office, 126), XI, 276.
5 See below, Chapter XXII
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same policy of the status quo or of imperialism. The continental nations of
Europe have generally operated the balance of power in this way.

The system may, however, consist of two scales plus a third element, the
“holdes 0 “balancer.” The balancer is not permanently
identified with the policies of either nation or group of nations. Its only ob-
jective within the system is the maintenance of the balance, regardless of the
concrete policies which the balance will serve., In consequence, the holder of
the balance will throw its weight at one time in this scale, at another time in
the other scale, guided only by one consideration, that is, the relative position
of the scales. Thus it will put its weight always in the scale which seems to be
higher than the other because it is lighter. The balancer may become in a rela-

~tively short span of history consecutively the friend and foe of all major

Rowers, provided they all consecutively threaten the balanc

predominance over the others and are in turn threatened by others which are
about to gain such predominance. While the holder of the balance has no
permanent Iriends, it has no permanent foes either.

The balancer is in a position of “splendid isolation.” It is isolated by its own
choice; for, while the two scales of the balance must vie with each other to
add its weight to theirs in order to gain the overweight necessary for success,
it must refuse to enter into permanent ties with either side. The holder of the
balance waits in the middle in watchful detachment to see which scale is
likely to sink. Its isolation is “splendid”; for, since its support or lack of sup-
port is the decisive factor in the struggle for power, its foreign policy, if
cleverly managed, is able to extract the highest price from those whom it
supports. Since, however, this support, regardless of the price paid for it, is
always uncertain and shifts from one side to the other in accordance with the
movements of the balance, its policies are resented and subject to condemna-
tion on moral grounds. Thus it has been said of the outstanding balancer in
modern times, Great Britain, that it lets others Iight its wars, that it keeps
Europe divided in order to dominate the continent, and that the fickleness of %
its policies is such as to make alliances with Great Britain impossible. “Pere-
fidious é]hjgn” has become a by-word in the mouths of those who either were

3ble to gain Great Britain’s support, however hard they tried, or else lost
it after they had paid what seemed to them too high a price.

The holder of the balance occupies the key position in the system of the
balance of power, since its position determines the outcome of the struggle for
power. It has, therefore, been called the “arbiter” of the system who de-
cides who will win and who will lose. By making it impossible for any nation
or combination of nations to gain predominance over the others, it preserves
its own independence as well as the independence of all the other nations, and
is thus a most powerful factor in international politics.

The holder of the balance can use this power in three different ways. It can
make its joining one or the other nation or alliance dependent upon certain
conditions favorable to the maintenance or restoration of the balance. It can
make its support of the peace settlement dependent upon similar conditions.
It can, finally, in cither situation see to it that the objectives of its own national
policy, apart from the maintenance of the balance of power, are realized in the
process of balancing the power of others.
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France under Louis XIV and Italy in the decade before the First World
War attempted to play this role of arbiter of the European balance of power.
But France was too deeply involved in the struggle for power on the European
continent, too much a part of its balance of power, and too much lacking in
commanding superiority to play that role successfully. Italy, on the other hand,
had not enough weight to throw around to give it the key position in the bal-
ance of power. For this reason it earned only the moral condemnation, but
not the respect, which similar policies had brought Great Britain. Only
Venice in the sixteenth century and Great Britain since the reign of Henry
VIII were able to make the holding of the balance between other nations
one of the cornerstones of their foreign policies, using the three methods
mentioned above either severally or jointly.

The idea appeared for the first time with reference to the Venetians in a
letter written in 1553 by Queen Mary of Hungary to the imperial ambassador
in England. She pointed out that the Italians had good reason to oppose
France; but, she continued, “You know how they fear the power of the one
and of the other of the two princes [Charles V and Francis I] and how they
are concerned to balance their power.” ® In the following years, on the occa-
sion of Venice’s refusals of French offers of alliance, French statesmen char-
acterized the foreign policy of Venice in similar terms, with special reference
to the aspects of isolation and detachment from alliances with either side.
In 1554, for instance, Henry II of France was reported by a Venetian ambassa-
dor to have explained such refusals by the fear of Venice that in the event of
the death of Charles V Spain might become inferior to France; Venice, how-
ever, tried to “keep things in balance (tener le cose in equale stato).” Another
Venetian ambassador reported in 1558 that the French explained the foreign
policy of Venice by its suspicion of the increase in power of France and Spain.
Venice wanted to prevent “that the-balance-tip-to either side (que la bilancia

W‘WW” The ambassador added that “this policy is’
'Ecing praised and even admired by intelligent people; in these turbulent times
the weak find protection nowhere but in the Republic of Venice and there-
fore all Italians, in particular, desire her independence and welgome her
armaments.” ? ‘
The classic example of the balancer has, however, been provided by Great
Britain. To Henry VIII is attributed the maxim: cu7 adhaereo pracest, that
B'NW He is reported to have had himself
‘painted holding in his Tig a pair of scales in perfect balance, one of
thém occupied by France, the other by Austria, and holding in his left hand
a weight ready to be dropped in either scale. Of England under Elizabeth it
was said “that France and Spain are as it were the Scales in the Balance of
Europe and England the Tongue or the Holder of the Balance.” ® In 1624, a
French pamphlet invited King Jacob to follow the glorious example of
Elizabeth and Henry VHI “who played his role so well between the Emperor

8 Papiers d’Etat du Cardind de Granvelle ('Pan’s, 1843), IV, 121. B
% ;I;.Iugego Aslb&x,l.e Relaziont tfegﬁ'ﬁbﬁmﬁaﬂm Veneti al Senato, Series I (Firenze,
1862), 11, 287, 464. - STl L
& William Camden, Annales of Me% 0 #he Most Renowned and Victorious Princess
Eligzabeth, Late Queen of England (London, ¥63%), p. 196. oo
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Charles V and King Francis by making himself feared and flattered by both
and by holding, as it were, the balance between them.”

With the appearance of Louis XIV as a new aspirant for the universal
monarchy, it became more and more common, in England and elsewhere, to
consider it the English mission to act as “arbiter of Europe” by keeping the
Hapsburgs and France in balance. This same standard was applied critically
to the foreign policy of Charles II, who made common cause with Louis XIV
against the Netherlands, and in support of the anti-French policies of Wil-
liam III. With the War of the Spanish Succession, that standard was erected
into a dogma, especially in England. It remained, as applied to ever new com-
binations of powers, practically unchallenged until the Manchester liberals
after the middle of the nineteenth century advocated complete and permanent
detachment from the affairs of the European continent, that is, jsolationisaa,
as the principle of British foreign policy. As the tradition and practice of Brit-

*ish diploniacy, this variety of the balance of power seems to have disappeared
only in recent years with the decline of British, and the growth of American
and Russian, power.? N -
et SR e

® On this point, cf. the detailed discussion below, pp. 273 ff.
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CHAPTER XI

The Structure of the Balance
of Power

1. DOMINANT AND DEPENDENT SYSTEMS

We have spoken thus far of the balance of power as if it were one single sys-
tem comprehending all nations actively engaged in international politics.
Closer observation, however, reveals that such a system is frequently composed
of a number of subsystems which are interrelated with each other, but which
maintain within themselves a balance of power of their own. The interrela-
tionship between the different systems is generally one of subordination in the
sense that one dominates because of the relatively great weight accumulated
in its scales, while the others are, as it were, attached to the scales of that
dominant system.

Thus, in the sixteenth century, the dominant balance of power operated
between France and the Hapsburgs, while at the same time an autonomous
system kept the Italian states in equilibrium. In the latter part of the seven-
teenth century a separate balance of power developed in Northern Europe out
of the challenge with which the rise of Swedish power confronted the na-
tions adjacent to the Baltic Sea. The transformation of Prussia into a first-rate
power in the eighteenth century brought about a particular German balance
of power, the other scale of which had Austria as its main weight. This auton-
omous system, “a little Europe within the great,” was dissolved only in 1866
with the expulsion of Austria from the Germanic Confederation as a conse-
quence of the Prusso-Austrian War of the same year. The eighteenth century
saw also the development of an Eastern balance of power occasioned by the
ascendancy of Russia. The partitions of Poland, by virtue of the principle of
compensations, between Russia, Prussia, and Austria are the first spectacular
manifestations of that new system.

Throughout the nineteenth century until the present day, the balance of
power in the Balkans has been of concern to the nations of Europe. As early
as 1790 Turkey concluded a treaty with Prussia in which the latter promised
to go to war with Austria and Russia “because of the prejudice which the
enemies, in crossing the Danube, have brought to the desirable and necessary
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balance of power.” In the latter part of the nineteenth century one began to
speak of an African balance of power with reference to a certain equilibrium
among the colonial acquisitions of the great powers. Later on, the balance of
power in the Western Hemisphere, in the Pacific, in the Far and Near East
were added to the diplomatic vocabulary. One even spoke of an “Austrian
equilibrium”; and of the Austrian monarchy with its antagonistic nationali-
ties it was said that it “is constrained to apply to itself the rules of con-
duct which the powers of Europe with their perpetual rivalries follow with
regard to each other.”?

It is not by accident that the autonomy of such local balance-of-power
systems is the greater and their subordination to a dominant system the less
noticeable, the more removed they are physically from the center of the strug-
gle for power, the more they operate at the periphery of the dominant sys-
tem, out of reach of the dominant nations. Thus an Italian balance of power
could develop during the fifteenth century in relative autonomy, while the
great nations of Europe were occupied in other regions. For the better part
of the history of Western civilization the different balance-of-power systems of
Asia, Africa, and America were entirely independent of the constellations
of the European nations, to the point of being hardly known to them.

The balance of power in the Western Hemisphere up to the Second World
War and in Eastern Europe until the end of the eighteenth century owe their
relative autonomous development to their location at the periphery of the
power centers of the time. The partitions of Poland which were intended to
preserve the balance of power in Eastern Europe were executed by the directly
interested nations without interference of any other nation. The alliance con-
cluded in 1851 between Brazil and Uruguay against Argentina for the pur-
pose of maintaining the balance of power in South America had only a very
remote connection with the European balance of power. On the other hand, it
is hardly justified to speak of an autonomous African balance of power. Since
there are at present no indigenous nations in Africa which could compete for
power with each other and with non-African nations, Africa is solely an
object of the struggle for power centered elsewhere, that is, one of the ele-
ments in the European and world balance of power.

However, the more intimately a local balance of power is connected with
the dominant one the less opportunity it has to operate autonomously and the
more it tends to become merely a localized manifestation of the dominant
balance of power. The balance of power within the German Confederation
from Frederick the Great to the War of 1866 presents an intermediate situa-
tion between full autonomy and complete integration. It combines a certain
degree of autonomy with integration into the dominant system. While the
equilibrium between Prussia and Austria was, as we have seen,® a precondition
for the preservation of the liberties of the members of the Germanic Confed-
eration, this equilibrium was also indispensable for the maintenance of the
European balance of power as a whole.

The German balance thus fulfilled a dual function: one within its own

fra%wo& another for the general system of which it was 2 part. Conversely,

1 Albert Sorel, L'Europe et la révolution frangaise (Parisy/E. Plon, 1885), I, 443.
2 See above, p. 133.
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the fusion of Prussia and Austria or the domination of one by the other
would not only have been destructive of the independence of the individual
German states, but would as well have threatened the freedom of the other
European nations with destruction. “If Europe,” as Edmund Burke put it,
“does not conceive the independence and the equilibrium of the empire to
be in the very essence of the system of balance of power in Europe . . . all the
politics of Europe for more than two centuries have been miserably errone-
ous.”® The perpetuation of the balance between Prussia and Austria was,
therefore, in the interest not only of the other members of the Germanic Con-
federation, but of all European nations.

When, as a consequence of the War of 1866, Prussia and later Germany
gained a permanent advantage over Austria which destroyed the balance
between the two nations and made Germany predominant in Europe, it be-
came one of the functions of the European balance of power to preserve at
least the independence of Austria against infringement by its stronger neigh-
bor. It was in consequence of that permanent European interest that after the
First World War the victorious Allies sought by legal, economic, and political
measures to prevent the fusion of Austria with Germany. Moreover, it was
within the logic of this situation that Hitler regarded the annexation of Aus-
tria as a necessary stepping-stone on the road toward the overthrow of the
European balance of power.

The balance of power in the Balkans has fulfilled a similar function since
the last decades of the nineteenth century. Here, too, the maintenance of a
balance of power among the Balkan nations has been regarded as a pre-
requisite for the maintenance of the European balance. Whenever the local
balance was threatened, the great nations of Europe intervened in order to
restore it. The statement of the Russian Czar at the beginning of the First
World War, quoted above,* clearly illustrates that connection.

2. STRUCTURAL CHANGES IN THE BALANCE
OF POWER?®

In recent times, however, the relations between the dominant balance of
power and the local systems have shown an ever increasing tendency to
change to the detriment of the autonomy of the local systems. The reasons for
this development lie in the structural changes which the dominant balance of
power has undergone since the First World War and which became manifest
in the Second World War. We have already indicated the gradual expansion
of the dominant balance-of-power system from Western and Central Europe
to the rest of the continent and from there to other continents, until finally
the First World War saw all the nations of the carth actively participating in
a world-wide balance of power.

Hand in hand with the consummation of
8 Loc. cit., 1V, 330. | ‘ ‘ ,
4 See above, pp. 141, 142. g SR LB TR
S For other structural changes, sce above, pp. 139, 140, and below, Chapter “XIX,
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break of the First World War in 1914, the main weights in the balance were

predominantly European: Great_Britain, France, and Russia in one scale,
Germany and"ATStra in the other. At the €nd of the Second World War,
the principal weights in each scate were either entirely non-European, as
in the casem‘_ré___;___mum predominantly non-European, as in the
case of the So¥iet Union. In consequence, the whole structure of the world
balance of power hias changed. At the end of the First World War and even
at the beginning of the Second World War, the two scales of the balance, so
to speak, were still in Europe: only the weights of the scales came from all
over the earth. The main protagonists of the power contest and the principal
stakes for which it was fought were still predominantly Europeon. To para-
phrase the already quoted words of Canning, non-European powers were
called in only for the purpose of redressing the balance of power of Europe.

Today the balance of power of Europe is no longer the center of world
politics around which local balances would group themselves, either in inti-
mate connection or in lesser or greater autonomy. Today the European bal-
ance of power has become a mere function of the world-wide balance of which
the United States and the Soviet Union are the main weights, placed on op-
posite scales. The distribution of power in Europe is only one of the concrete
issues over which the power contest between the United States and the Soviet
Union is being waged.

What is true of the formerly dominant system is true of all the traditional
local systems as well. The balance of power in the Balkans, no less than the
balances in the Near and Far East, have shared the fate of the general Euro-
pean system. They have become mere functions of the new world-wide
balance, mere “theaters” where the power contest between the two great
protagonists is fought out. One might say that of all the local balance-of-
power systems only the South American system has retained a certain
measure of autonomy, protected, as it is, by the predominance of the United
States.’ -

6 For the causes for the destruction of most of those autonomous systems, see below, pp.
270 ff.
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sideration, after the model of the compensations at the turn of the eighteenth
century, the quality of the territory and the quality and quantity of the popu-
lation within it, one still deals with fewer than all the factors of which the
power of a nation is composed. The same holds true if one makes the quan-
tity and quality of armaments the standard of comparison.

Eational character Sgd above all national morale and the quality of gov-
ﬁLC_IEQ&LEEBr_f

but most ¢lusi ponents of national power. It is impossible for
the observer of the contemporary scene or the explorer of future trends to
assess even with approximate accuracy the relative contributions which these
elements may make to the power of different nations. Furthermore, the
quality of these contributions is subject to incessant change, unnoticeable at
the moment the change actually takes place and revealed only in the actual
test of crisis and war. Rational calculation of the relative strength of several
nations, which is the very lifeblood of the balance of power, becomes a series
of guesses the correctness of which can be ascertained only in retrospect.*

An eighteenth-century opponent of the balance of power tried to demon-
strate the absurdity of the calculations common at the time by asking which
of two princes was more powerful: one who possessed three pounds of mili-
tary strength, four pounds of statesmanship, five pounds of zeal, and two
pounds of ambition, or one who had twelve pounds of military strength, but
only one pound of all the other qualities? The author gives the advantage to
the former prince, but whether his answer will be correct under all circum-
stances, even under the assumption that the quantitative determination of
the relative weight of the different qualities were possible, is certainly open
to question.

This uncertainty of power calculations is inherent in the nature of na-
tional power itself. It will, therefore, come into play even in the most simple
pattern of the balance of power, that is, when one nation opposes another.
This uncertainty is, however, immeasurably magnified when the weights in
one or the other or in both scales are composed not of single units, but of
alliances. Then it becomes necessary to compute not only one’s own and the
opponent’s national power and to correlate one with the other, but to per-
form the same operation on the national power of one’s allies and those
of the opponent. The risk of guessing is greatly aggravated when one must
assess the power of nations belonging to a different civilization from one’s
own. It is difficule enough to evaluate the power of Great Britain or of
France. It is much more difficult to make a correct assessment of the power
of China, Japan, or even the Soviet Union. The crowning uncertainty, how-
ever, lies in the fact that one cannot always be sure who are one’s own allies
and who are the opponent’s. Alignments by virtue of alliance treaties are not
always identical with the alliances which oppose each other in the actual con-
test of war.

One of the masters of the balance of power, Frederick the Great, made
wise by sad experiences, called the attention of his successor to this problem:
He said in his Political Testament of 1768: ‘

1 Cf. the extensive discussion of this problem above, Chapter VIIL.
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A frequently deceptive art of conjecture serves as foundation for most of the
great political designs. One takes as one’s point of departure the most certain
factor one knows of, combines it, as well as one can, with other factors, but im-
perfectly known, and draws therefrom the most correct conclusions possible.
In order to make that clearer, I shall give an example. Russia seeks to gain the
support of the King of Denmark. She promises him the duchy of Holstein-
Gottorp, which belongs to the Russian Grand Duke, and hopes in this way to
gain his support forever. But the King of Denmark is fickle. How can one fore- -
see all the ideas that might pass through that young head? The favorites, mis-
tresses and ministers, who will take hold of his mind and offer him advantages
from another power which appear to him to be greater than those offered by
Russia, are they not going to make him change sides as an ally? A similar un-
certainty, although every time in another form, dominates all operations of
foreign policy so that great alliances have often a result contrary to the one
planned by their members.?

These words, written when the classical period of the balance of power
was drawing to a close, lose nothing of their poignancy when tested by the
events of recent history. The composition of the alliances and counteralli-
ances which one might have foreseen in August 1938, immediately before
the denouement of the Czechoslovakian crisis, was certainly quite different
from that which came to pass a year later, at the outbreak of the Second
World War, and from that which developed more than two years later in
consequence of the attack upon Pearl Harbor. No statesman, however great
his knowledge, wisdom, and foresight, could have anticipated all these de-
velopments and based his balance-of-power policies upon them.

Immediately before the outbreak of the First World War in July 1914, it
was by no means certain whether Italy would fulfill its obligations under
the Treaty of the Triple Alliance and join Germany and Austria in a war
against France, Great Britain, and Russia, whether it would remain neu-
tral, or whether it would join the other side. Nor were the responsible
statesmen of Germany and Austria certain, as late as July 30, 1914, that
Russia would oppose Austria in order to maintain the balance of power in
the Balkans. On that day, the British Ambassador to Germany reported to
his government as the opinion held by these statesmen “that a general war
was out of the question as Russia neither could, nor wanted to, go to war.”®
According to the reports of the British Ambassador, the same belief was held
at Vienna.

Nor was it evident to everybody concerned that Great Britain would en-
ter the First World War on the side of France and Russia. As late as June 1,
1914, the British Secretary of Foreign Affairs declared in.the House of Com-
mons, confirming a declaration of the Prime Minister made the previous
year, that Great Britain was bound by no obligation, unknown to Parliament
and to the public, which might lead it into war. The British government
was convinced that the secret exchange of letters between the Secretary of
Foreign Affairs and the French Ambassador, which had taken place in
November 1912, did not affect its freedom of action in case of a continental

2 Die politischen Testamente Friedtichs des Grossen (Berlin, 1920), p. 192.
3 British Documents, loc. cit,, p. 361.
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war. The French and Russian governments relied upon British intervention
without being certain of it.* The British Ambassador reported from Berlin
on July 30, 1914, that the French Ambassador “is continuously scolding me
about England keeping her intentions so dark and says that the only way
by which a general war can be prevented is by . . . stating . . . that Eng-
land will fight on the side of France and Russia.” ® The governments of the
Central Powers were altogether ignorant of this exchange of letters until after
the First World War had actually broken out. Thus they started with the
assumption that Great Britain would remain neutral; “. . . up to the last mo-
ment,” reports the British Ambassador to Berlin, “they thought that Eng-
land would not come in.”® Therefore, they arrived at the conclusion that
the balance of power favored them. France and Russia started with the op-
posite assumption and arrived at the opposite conclusion.

The British policy of secrecy with regard to Britain’s commitments to-
ward France has been widely criticized on the ground that Germany would
never have gone to war against France and Russia if it had known in ad-
vance that Great Britain would join the latter powers, that is, if it had been
able to make its balance-of-power calculations in knowledge of the Anglo-
French agreement of November 1912. However, neither the British nor the
French and Russian governments were themselves entirely sure beforehand
what this agreement would mean for the balance of power in August 1914.
Therefore, even if the German government had known about the agreement
it could not have been certain what the actual distribution of power would
be on the eve of the First World War. It is in this condition of extreme un-
certainty inherent in any balance-of-power system composed of alliances that
one must seek the reasons for the failure of the balance of power to prevent
the First World War. The German Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs ex-
pressed spontaneously the insecurity to which the system of alliances an

4 How ambiguous the situation was which this exchange of letters created is evidenced by
the text of the letter which Sir Edward Grey, British Foreign Secretary, wrote on November 22,
1912, to Mr. Paul Cambon, the French Ambassador to Great Britain, and which is substantially
reiterated by the French Ambassador’s reply of the next day.

“From time to time in recent years the French and British paval and military experts have
consulted together. It has always been understood that such consultation does not restrict the
freedom of ecither Government to decide at any future time whether or not to assist the other
by armed force. We have agreed that consultation between experts is not, and ought not to be
regarded as, an engagement that commits either Government to action in a contingency that
has not arisen and may never arise. The disposition, for instance, of the French and British
fleets respectively at the present moment is not based upon an engagement to co-operate in war.

“You have, however, pointed out that, if either Government had grave reason to expect an
unprovoked attack by a third Power, it might become essential to know whether it could in
that event depend upon the armed assistance of the other.

“I agree that, if either Government had grave reason to expect an unprovoked attack by
a third Power, or something that threatened the general peace, it should immediately discuss
with the other whether both Governments should act together to prevent aggression and to
preserve peace, and, if so, what measures they would be prepared to take in common. If these
measures involved action, the plans of the General Staffs would at once be taken into considera-
tion, and the Governments would then decide what effect should be given to them.” Collected
Diplomatic Documenys Relating to the Ousbreak of the European War (London: His Majesty’s
Stationery Office, 1915), p. 8o. ‘

The ambiguity of the situation is also well illustrated by the Czar’s telegram quoted above,
DD. 141, 142.

5 British Documents, loc. cit., p. 361.

6 Ibid., p. 363.
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counteralliances had led when he said to the British Ambassador on Au-
gust I, 1914, tliat Germany, France, “and perhaps England” had been drawn
into the war, “none of whom wanted war in the least and . . . that it came

from ,:tflis q——d system of alliances’ which were the curse of modesn.

times.

2. THE UNREALITY OF THE BALANCE
OF POWER

This uncertainty of all power calculations not only makes the balance
pf power incapable of practical application, it leads also to its very negation
in practice. Since no nation can be sure that its calculation of the distribution
of power at any particular moment in history is correct, it must at least make
sure that, whatever errors it may commit, they will not put the nation at a

disadvantage in the contest for power. In other words, the nation must try_

it to make erroneous cal-

CMMWM%@Mﬁ ffect, all nations
active1% engaged in the struggle for power must actually aim not at a bal-
ance, that 1s, equality of power, but at superiority of power in their own be-
half. And since no nation can foresee how large its miscalculations will turn
out to be, all nations must ultimately seck the maximum of power available
to them. Only so can they hope to attain the maximum margin of safety
commensurate with the maximum of errors they might commit. The limit-
less aspiration for power, potentially always present, as we have seen,® in
the power drives of nations, finds in the balance of power a mighty incen-
tive to transform itself into an actuality.

Since the desire to attain a maximum of power is universal, all nations
must always be afraid that their own miscalculations and the power in-
creases of other nations might add up to an inferiority for themselves which
they must at all costs try to avoid. Hence, it is the tendency of all nations;
who have gained an apparent edge over their competitors to consolidate that
advantage and to use it for changing the distribution of power permanently,
in their favor. This can be done through diplomatic pressure by bringing,
the full weight of that advantage to bear upon the other nations, compelling
them to make the concessions which will consolidate the temporary ad-
vantage into a permanent superiority. It can also be done by war. Since in a
balance-of-power system all nations live in constant fear of being deprived
at the first opportune moment, of their power position by their rivals, all
nations have a vital interest in anticipating such a development and doing
unto the others what they do not want the others to do unto them.

Preventive war, however abhorred in diplomatic language and abhorrent
to democratic public opinion, is in fact a natural outgrowth of the balance
of power. Here again, the events leading to the outbreak of the First World
War are instructive; for it was on that occasion that foreign affairs were
conducted for the last time according to the classical rules of the balance of

T British Documents, loc. cit., p. 284.
8 See above, p. 36 z. 16, p. 48.
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power. Austria was resolved to change the balance of power in the Balkans
in its favor once and for all. It believed that, while Russia was not yet ready
to strike, its power was on the increase and that, therefore, postponement of
decisive action would make the distribution of power less favorable to itself.
Similar calculations were made in Berlin with respect to the distribution of
power between Germany and Russia. Russia, on the other hand, was re-
solved not to permit Austria to change the distribution of power in its favor
by crushing Serbia. Russia calculated that such an instant increase in the
power of its prospective enemy might more than outweigh any probable
future increase in its own power. It was partly in consideration of these Rus-
sian calculations that Great Britain refused until the last moment to declare
openly its support of the Franco-Russian Alliance. As the British Ambassador
to Germany put it on July 30, 1914: “A. statement to that effect at the present
stage, while it might cause Germany to hesitate, might equally urge Russia
on; and if Russia attacked Austria, Germany would have to come in whether
she feared the British fleet or not.” ®

It will forever be impossible to prove or disprove the claim that by its
stabilizing influence the balance of power has aided in avoiding many wars.
One cannot retrace the course of history, taking a hypothetical situation as
one’s point of departure. But, while nobody can tell how many wars there
would have been without the balance of power, it is not hard to see that
most of the wars which have been fought since the beginning of the modern
state system have their origin in the balance of power. Three types of wars
are intimately connected with the mechanics of the balance of power: pre-
yentive war, already referred to, where normally both sides pursue imperial-

stic aims, antizimperialistic war, and imperialistic war itself.
The opposition, under the conditions of the balance of power, between

one status quo nation or an alliance of them and one imperialistic power or
a group of them is very likely to lead to war. In most instances, from Charles
V to Hitler and Hirohito, they actually did lead to war. The status quo na-..
itons. which by definition are dedicated to peaceful pursuits and want only

] ardly be able to keep pace with the dynamic
and rapid increase in power characteristic of a nation which is bent upon im-

c expansion.

The relative increases in the power of Great Britain and France, on the
one hand, and of Germany, on the other, from 1933 to the outbreak of the
Second World War in 1939, illustrate vividly the different pace and dynamics
in the power increases of status quo and imperialistic nations. In such an
armament race the status quo nations are bound to lose, and their relative
position cannot fail to deteriorate at an accelerated pace the longer the race
lasts. Time is on the side of the imperialistic nations, and as time goes on,
their scale sinks lower and lower under the ever increasing weight ef their
power, while the scale of the status quo natiops rises ever higher. Thus it
becomes more and more difficult foz. the latter to redress the balanee; -and
they cannot fail to realize that, if the-trend is not forcibly reversed, the posi-
tion of the imperialistic nations zaust;become well-nigh unassailable, while

® British Documents, loc. cit., p. 361.
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their own chances for redressing the balance will be irretrievably lost. This
was the situation in which Great Britain and France found themselves in
September 1939. In such a situation, war with its incalculable possibilities
seems to be the only alternative to an unglorious absorption into the power
orbit of the imperialistic nation. The dynamics of international politics, as
they play between status quo and imperialistic nations, lead of necessity to
such a disturbance of the balance of power that war appears as the only pol-
icy which offers the status quo nations at least a chance to redress the balance
of power in their favor. ‘

Yet the very act of redressing the balance carries within itself the elements
of a new disturbance. The dynamics of power politics as outlined previously
make this development inevitable. Yesterday’s defender of the status quo is
transformed by victory into the imperialist of today against whom yesterday’s
vanquished will seek revenge tomorrow. The ambition of the victor who
took up arms in order to restore the balance, as well as the resentment of
the loser who could not overthrow it, tend toward making the new balance
a virtually invisible point of transition from one disturbance to the next.
Thus the balancing process has frequently led to the substitution of one pre-
dominant power disturbing the balance for another one. Charles V of Haps-
burg was thwarted in his aspirations for a universal monarchy by France,
only to be succeeded by Louis XIV of France whose similar aspirations
united all of Europe against him. Once the balance had been restored against
him, a new disturbing factor arose in Frederick the Great of Prussia. The
bid for world domination by France under Napoleon I was followed by a
similar bid on the part of the Holy Alliance under the leadership of the most
potent of Napoleon’s former enemies, Austria and Russia. The defeat of the
latter brought in its wake the rise of Prussia to dominance in Germany and
of Germany in Europe. Twenty years after its defeat in the First World War
Germany was again the predominant nation in Europe, while Japan had
risen to a similar position in Asia. The very moment these two nations
wete removed as active factors in the balance of power a new power con-
test took shape between the United States and the Soviet Union.

a) The Balance of Power as Ideology

Our discussion has thus far proceeded under the assumption that the bal-
ance 0 1573 device nation ose independence
arid existence 1s_threatened by a roportionate increase in_the power o
other W h

ther_nations. What we have said of the balance of power is true under the
assumption that the balance of power is used bona fide for its avowed pur-
poses of self-protection. Yet we have already seen how the power drives of
nations take hold of ideal principles and transform them into ideologies in
order to disguise, rationalize, and justify themselves. They have done this
with the balance of power. What we have said above about the popularity of
anti-imperialistic ideologies in general applies to the balance of power.
A nation seeking empire has often claimed that all it wanted was equilib-
rium. A nation seimg only to maintain the status quo has often tried to
give 2 change in the status quo the appearance of an attack upon the balance
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of power. When, at the outbreak of the Seven Years’ War in 1756, England
and France found themselves at war, British writers justified the policy of
their country in terms of the necessities of the European balance of power,
while French publicists claimed that France was compelled to oppose Eng-
lish supremacy on the sea and in North America in order to restore the
“balance of commerce.”

When the Allied Powers in 1813 submitted their conditions of peace to
Napoleon, they invoked the principle of the balance of power. When Napo-
leon rejected these conditions, he, too, invoked “the equilibrium of rights
and interests.” When, early in 1814, the Allies confronted the representative
of Napoleon with an ultimatum demanding that France, in the name of the
balance of power, give up all conquests made since 1792, the French repre-
sentative replied: “Did the allied sovereigns not . . . want to establish a just
equilibrium in Europe? Do they not declare that they want it still today?
To maintain the same relative power which she always has had this is also
the sole actual desire of France. But Europe is no longer what it was twenty
years ago.” And he arrived at the conclusion that in the light of geography
and strategy even the retention by France of the left bank of the Rhine
would hardly be sufficient to restore the balance of power in Europe. The
allied representatives declared in reply: “France, by retreating into the
dimensions of 1792, remains one of the strongest powers on the continent
by virtue of her central position, her population, the riches of her soil, the
nature of her frontiers, the number and distribution of her strong points.”
Thus both sides tried to apply the principle of the balance of power to the
same situation and arrived at irreconcilable results with the effect that the
efforts to bring the war to a conclusion ended in failure.

A similar situation occurred forty years later for similar reasons. At the
Conference of Vienna, which in 1855 tried to bring the Crimean War to an
end, Russia agreed with its opponents to make the maintenance of the bal-
ance of power in the Black Sea the basis of the settlement. Yet, while Russia
declared that “the preponderance of Russia in the Black Sea ... is ab-
solutely necessary for the European equilibrium,” its adversaries sought to
put an end to that preponderance and declared that the Russian Navy was
“still too strong in comparison to the Turkish fleet.” Peace was concluded in
1856 on the latter terms. .

The difficulties in assessing correctly the relative power positions of na-
tions has made the invocation ‘of the balance of power one of the favored
ideologies of international politics. Thus it has come about that the term is
being used in a very loose and unprecise manner. When a nation would like
to justify one of its steps on the international scene, it is likely to refer to it
as serving the maintenance or restoration of the balance of power. When a
nation would Lke to discredit certain policies pursued by another nation, it
is likely to condemn them as a threat to, or a disturbance of, the balance of
power. Since it is the inherent tendency of the balance of power in the proper
meaning of the term to preserve the status quo, the term has, in the vocabu-
lary of status quo nations, become a synonym for the status quo and for any
distribution of power existing at any particular moment. Any change in the
existing distribution of power is, therefore, opposed as disturbing the balance
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of power. In this way a nation interested in the preservation of a certain dis-
tribution of power tries to make its interest appear to be the outgrowth of the
fundamental, universally accepted principle of the modern state system and,
hence, to be identical with an interest common to all nations. The nation
itself, far from defending a selfish, particular concern, poses as the guardian
of that general principle, that is, as the agent of the international community.

In this sense one speaks, for instance, of the balance of power in the West-
ern Hemisphere which might be disturbed by the policies of non-American
nations, or of the balance of power in the Mediterranean which must be de-
fended against Russian intrusion. Yet what one means to defend in either
case is not the balance of power, but a particular distribution of power re-
garded as favorable to a particular nation or group of nations. The New
York Times wrote in one of its reports on the Foreign Ministers’ Conference
in Moscow in 1947 that “The new unity of France, Britain and the United
States . . . may be only temporary but it does alter the balance of power
perceptibly.” ** What it actually meant was not that the balance of power in
the proper meaning of the term had been altered, but that the distribution of
power which existed after the conference was more favorable to the Western
powers than the one that existed before.

The use of the balance of power as an ideclogy greatly increases the in-
nate difficulties which the mechanics of the balance of power present to the
impartial observer. Yet it must be noted that the ready use as an ideology to
which the balance of power lends itself is not an accident. It is a potentiality
inherent in its very essence. The contrast between pretended precision and
the actual lack of it, between the pretended aspiration for balance and the
acttial aim of predominance — this contrast which, as we have seen, is of the
very essence of the balance of power, makes the latter in a certain measure
an ideology to begin with. The balance of power thus appears as a system
ofinternational politics which assumes a reality and a function that it actt_h" )
dees not have, and which, therefore, tends to disguise, rationalize, and justify
international politics as it actually is.

3. THE INADEQUACY OF THE BALANCE
OF POWER

New light will be shed upon the nature of the balance of power by a con-
sideration of the actual contribution which the balance of power, during the
period of its flowering in the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth cen:
turies, has made to the stability of the modern state system and to the preser-
vation of the independence of its members. Was it the balance of power alone-
which attained these beneficial results, or was, during that period of history,
another factor in operation without which the balance of power could not
have attained these results?

10 April 27, 1947, p. E3.
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2) Restraining Influence of a Moral Consensus

Gibbon pointed to such a factor in 1781 at a moment when his country
was fighting a losing war with its American colonies, France, Spain, and

Holland. He then proposed:

. .. to consider Europe as one great republic, whose various inhabitants
have attained almost the same level of politeness and cultivation. The balance
of power will continue to fluctuate, and the prosperity of our own or the neigh-
boring kingdoms may be alternately exalted or depressed; but these events can-
not essentially injure our general state of happiness, the system of arts, and laws,
and manners, which so advantageously distinguish, above the rest of mankind,
the Europeans and their colonies. . . . The abuses of tyranny are restrained by
the mutual influence of fear and shame; republics have acquired order and sta-
bility; monarchies have imbibed the principles of freedom, or, at least, of mod-
eration; and some sense of honour and justice is introduced into the most
defective constitutions by the general manners of the times. In peace, the
progress of knowledge and industry is accelerated by the emulation of so many
active rivals: in war, the European forces are exercised by temperate and unde-
cisive contests.**--

The awareness of an intellectual and moral unity upon whose founda-
tions the balance of power reposes and which makes its beneficial operations
possible was the common possession of the great writers of that age. We shall

meption only three of them, Fénelon, Rousseau, and Vattel.
= _Féaclon, the great philosopher of the reign of Louis XIV and mentor of

the latter’s grandson, wrote in the Supplement to the Examination of Con-
scigpecubont-the Duties of Rayalty:

This attention for the maintenance of a kind of equality and of equilibrium
among neighboring nations assures tranquillity for all. In this respect, all nations
which are neighbors and have commercial relations form a great body and a
kind of community. For instance, christendom forms a kind of general republic
which has its common interests, fears, and precautions. All members which com-
pose this great body owe it to each other for the common good, and owe it also
to themselves, in the interest of national security, to forestall any step on the part
of any member which might overturn the equilibrium and bring about the

1t The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (The Modern Library Edition), II, 93—5.
A similarly brilliant account of the beneficial results of the balance of power is found in an
anonymous contribution to the Edinburgh Review, Vol. 1, January 1803, p. 348: “But had it
not been for that wholesome jealousy of rival neighbours, which modern politicians have
learned to cherish, how many conquests and changes of dominion would have taken place,
instead of wars, in which a few useless lives were lost, and some superfluous millions were
squandered? How many fair portions of the globe might have been deluged in blood, instead
of some hundreds of sailors fighting harmlessly on the barren plains of the ocean, and som
thousands of soldiers carrying on a scientific, and regular, and quiet, system of warfare, i
countries set apart for the purpose, and resorted to as the arena where the disputes of natios
may be determined? We may indeed look o the history of the last century as the proudest ar
in the annals of the species; the period most distinguished for learning, and skill, and indus
for the milder virtues, and for common sense; for refinement in government, and an eq
diffusion of liberty; above all, for that perfect knowledge of the arts of administration,
has established certain general rules of conduct among pations; has prevented the overthrow]of
empires, and the absorption of weak states into the bodies of devouring neighbours; has fset
bounds to the march of conquest, and rendered the unsheathing of the sword a2 measure of /the
last adoption; whereas, in other times, it was always resorted to in the first instance,” |
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inevitable ruin of all the other members of the same body. Whatever changes or

impairs this general system of Europe is too dangerous and brings in its train
infinite evils.?

Rousseau took up the same theme by stating that “The nations of Eu-
rope form among themselves an invisible nation. . . . The actual system of
Europe has exactly that degree of solidity which maintains it in a state of
perpetual agitation without overturning it.” ** And, according to Vattel, the
most influential of the eighteenth-century writers on international law:

Europe forms a political system, a body where the whole is connected by the
relations and different interests of nations inhabiting this part of the world. It is
not as anciently a confused heap of detached pieces, each of which thought itself
very little concerned in the fate of others, and seldom regarded things which did
not immediately relate to it. The confined attention of sovereigns . . . makes
Europe a kind of republic, the members of which, though independent, unite,
through the ties of common interest, for the maintenance of order and liberty.

Hence arose that famous scheme of the political equilibrium or balance of
power; by which is understood such a disposition of things as no power is able
absolutely to predominate, or to prescribe laws to others.1¢

The statements of the writers are echoed in the declarations of the states-
men. From 1648 to the French Revolution of 189, the princes and their ad-
visers took the moral and political unity of Europe for granted and referred
only in passing to the “republic of Europe,” “the community of Christian
princes,” or “the political system of Europe.” But the challenge of the Napo-
leonic Empire compelled them to make explicit the moral and intellectual
foundations upon which the old balance of power had reposed. The Holy
Alliance and the Concert of Europe, both of which shall be dealt with later,*®
are attempts at giving institutionalized direction to these moral and intellec-
tual forces which had been the lifeblood of the balance of power.

The Treaty of the Holy Alliance of September 26, 1815, obligated its
signatories — all the sovereigns of Europe except three —to nothing more
than to act in relation to each other and to their subjects in accordance with
Christian principles. Yet the other treaties, which tried to reconstitute the
European political system and which are popularly known by the name of
the Holy Alliance, were directed against the recurrence of revolution any-
where, especially, of course, in France. Since the French Revolution had been
the great dynamic force which had destroyed the balance of power, it was
believed that any revolution would carry with it a similar threat. Thus the
principle of legitimacy and the inviolability of the frontiers of 1815 became
the foundation stones upon which at least Austria, Prussia, and Russia tried
to re-erect the political structure of Europe.

As late as 1860, when France obtained the cession of Savoy and Nice as
compensation for the increase of territory obtained by Sardinia in Italy,
England intervened by invoking one of the principles of 1815. “Her Majesty’s

12 (Euyres (Paris, 1870), I, 349, 350.
18 (Euvres complétes, 1X, 469.
% The Law of Nations (Philadelphia, 1829), Book I, Chapter I, pp. 377-8-
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Government,” Earl Russell, the British Foreign Secretary, wrote to the Brit-
ish Ambassador to France, “must be allowed to remark that a demand for
cession of a neighbor’s territory, made by a State so powerful as France, and
whose former and not very remote policy of territorial aggrandizement
brought countless calamities upon Europe, cannot well fail to give umbrage
to every State interested in the Balance of Power and in the maintenance of
the general peace.”

-The Concert of Europe— diplomacy by conferences among the great
powers which would meet all threats to the political system by concerted ac-
tion — became the instrument by which first the principles of the Holy Al-
liance and then, after the latter’s disintegration culminating in the liberal
revolutions of 1848, the common interests of Europe were to be realized. The
Concert of Europe functioned on many occasions during the century from
its inception in 1814 to the outbreak of the First World War in 1914. The
conception underlying it, that is, the political unity of Europe, or, in the
words of Castlereagh, “the general system of Europe,” was referred to in
many official declarations. Thus the allied powers declared toward the end
of 1813 that they “shall not lay down their arms . . . before the political
status of Europe has been anew reaffirmed and before immutable principles
have taken their rights over vain pretentions in order to assure Europe a
real peace.” In the declaration of February 5, 1814, from which the Concert
of Europe is generally dated, the representatives of-Austria, Great Britain,
Prussia; and-Russiz stated-that they-did-not-speak solely in the name of their_

P ~ - —~ - . - ~ - -3 e A -
respective countries; “but in the name of Europe which forms but a single

1 ]‘” e

The same nations, which were joined by France, established in Protocol
19 of the Conference of London of 1831 the independence of Belgium and, in
the interest of the balance of power, put its neutrality under their joint
guaranty. In justification, they declared: “Every nation has its laws, but Eu-
rope, too, has her law; the social order has given it to her.” During the
Franco-Prussian War of 1870, French Minister Thiers, searching in vain for
aid from the other European nations in order to prevent the overthrow
of the balance of power by Germany, complained that “Europe was not to
be found.” In that phrase he paid his respects to the same principle of Euro-
pean unity which since 1648 has been the lifeblood of the balance of power.
It was to the same principle that British Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey
appealed in vain when on the eve of the First World War he invited the
nations of Europe to a conference in order to settle their differences. One
might even say that British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain, when in
1938 he forced Czechoslovakia to cede the Sudetenland to Nazi Germany,
acted under the mistaken assumption that the moral, intellectual, and politi-
cal unity of Europe did still exist and that Nazi Germany formed an in-

tegral part of it.
b) Moral Consensus of the Modern State System

The confidence in the stability of the modern state system that emanates
from all these declarations and actions derives, it will be noted, not from the
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balance of power, but from a number of elements, intellectual and moral in
nature, upon which both the balance of power and the stability of the mod-
ern state system repose. “In politics as in mechanics,” as John Stuart Mill
put it, “the power which is to keep the engine going must be sought for
outside the machinery; and if it is not forthcoming, or is insufficient to sur-
mount the obstacles which may reasonably be expected, the contrivance will
fail.” ** What, for instance, Gibbon has pointed to with particular eloquence
and insight as the fuel which keeps the motor of the balance of power mav-
ing are_the_intellectual and moral foundations of Western civilizations, the

intellectual and moral climate within which the protagonists of eighteenth-
century squﬁQ&M-mw and actions.
These men knew Europe as “one great republic” with common standards of

e

[ e,

16 Considerations on Representative Government (New York: Henry Holt and Company,
1882), p. 21. Cf. also the penetrating remarks on pp. 235-6 on the importance of the moral
factor for the maintenance of the balance of power in domestic politics: “When it is said.that
the question is only one of political morality, this does not extenuate its importance. Questions
of constitutional morality are of no less practical moment than those relating to the constitution
itself. The very existence of some governments, and all that renders others endurable, rests on
the practical observance of doctrines of constitutional morality; traditional notions in the minds
of the several constituted authorites, which modify the use that might otherwise be made of
their powers. In unbalanced governments — pure monarchy, pure aristocracy, pure democracy —
such maxims are the only barrier which restrains the government from the utmost excesses in
the direction of its characteristic tendency. In imperfectly balanced governments, where some
attempt is made to set constitutional limits to the impulses of the strongest power, but where
that power is strong enough to overstep them with at least temporary impunity, it is only by
doctrines of constitutional morality, recognized and sustained by opinion, that any regard at all
is preserved for the checks and limitations of the constitution. In well-balanced governments, in
which the supreme power is divided, and each sharer is protected against the usurpations of th
others in the only manner possible, namely, by being armed for defense with weapons as stron
as the others can wield for attack, the government can only be carried on by forbearance on a
sides to exercise those extreme powers, unless provoked by conduct equally extreme on the pd
of some other sharer of power; and in this case we may say that only by the regard paid
maxims of constitutional morality is the constitution kept in existence.” '

Cf. on this point also the analagy between industrial warfare and the international balance
of power in R. H. Tawney, The Acquisitive Society (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company,
1920), PP 40, 41: “That motive produces industrial warfare, not as a regrettable incident, but
as an inevitable result. It produces industrial war, because its teaching is that each individual or
group has a right to what they can get, and denies that there is any principle, other than the
mechanism of the market, which determines what they ought to get. For, since the income
available for distribution is limited, and since, therefore, when certain limits have been passed,
what one group gains another group must lose, it is evident that if the relative incomes of
different groups are not to be determined by their functions, there is no method other than
mutual self-assertion which is left to determine them. Self-interest, indeed, may cause them to
refrain from using their full strength to enforce their claims, and, in so far as this happens, peace
is secured in industry, as men have attempted to secure it in international affairs, by a balance
of power. But the maintenance of such a peace is contingent upon the estimate of the parties
to it that they have more to lose than to gain by an overt struggle, and is not the result of their
acceptance of any standard of remuneration as an equitable settlement of their claims. Hence it
is precarious, insincere and short. It is without finality, because there can be no finality in the
mere additon of increments of income, any more than in the gratification of any other desire
for material goods. When demands are conceded the old struggle recommences upon a new level,
and will always recommence as long as men seek to end it merely by increasing remuneration,
not by finding a principle upon which all remuneration, whether large or small, should be
based.”

See also p. 50: “But the balance, whether in international politics or in industry, is un-
stable, because it reposes not on the common recognition of a principle by which the claims of
nations and individuals are limited, but on an attempt to find an equipoise which may avoid a
conflict without adjuring the assertion of unlimited claims. No such equ.ipoise can be fopnd, be-
cause, in a world where the possibilities of increasing military or industrial power are illimitable,
no such equipoise can exist.”” (Reprinted by permission of the publisher.) .
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“politeness and cultivation” and a common “system of arts, and laws, and
manners.” The common awareness of these common standards restrained
their ambitions “by the mutual influence of fear and shame,” imposed “mod-
eration” upon their actions, and instilled in all of them “some sense of honour
and justice.” In consequence, the struggle for power on the international
scene was in the nature of “temperate and undecisive contests.”

Of the temperateness and undecisiveness of the political contests, from
1648 to the Napoleonic Wars and then again from 1815 to 1914, the balance
of power is not so much the cause as the metaphorical and symbolic expres-
sion or, at best, the technique of realization. Before the balance of power
could impose its restraints upon the power aspirations of nations through the
mechanical interplay of opposing forces, the competing nations had first to
restrain themselves by accepting the system of the balance of power as the
common framework of their endeavors. However much they desired to alter
the distribution of the weight in the two scales, they had to agree in a silent
compact, as it were, that, whatever the outcome of the contest, the two scales
would still be there at the end of it. They had to agree that, however high
one might have risen and however low the other might have sunk, the scales
would still be joined together as a pair, hanging from the same beam and,
hence, able to rise and fall again as the future constellation of weights would
determine. Whatever changes in the status quo nations might seek, they all
had at least to recognize as unchangeable one factor, the existence of a pair
of scales, the “status quo™ of the balance of power itself. And whenever a
nation might tend to forget that indispensable precondition of independence
and stability, as Austria did in 1756 with regard to Prussia, or France from
191923 with regard to Germany, the consensus of all the other nations
would not allow it to forget that precondition for long.

This consensus grew in the intellectual and moral climate of the age and
drew its strength from the actual power relations which under normal con-
ditions made an attempt at overthrowing the system of the balance of power
itself a hopeless undertaking. This consensus, in turn, as an intellectual and
moral force, reacted upon the intellectual and moral climate and upon the
power relations, strengthening the tendencies toward moderation and equi-
librium. As Professor Quincy Wright has put it:

The States were so bounded and organized that aggression could not succeed
unless it was so moderated and so directed that the prevailing opinion of the
Powers approved it. Such approval was generally given to the Balkan revolts
which gradually disintegrated the Ottoman Empire, to the Belgian revolt which
separated that country from the Netherlands, to Prussian and Sardinian aggres-
sions which united medern Germany and Italy, and to numerous aggressions in
Africa, Asia and the Pacific which increased European empires, and extended
European civilization to these areas??

It is this consensus, both child and father, as it were, of common moral
standards and a common civilization as well as of common interests, which
kept in check the limitless desire for power, potentially inherent, as we know,

27 “The Balance of Power,” in Weigert and Sesfassson, Compass of the World (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1944), pPp. 534 - S T '

( 164 )



Evaluation of the Balance of Power

in all imperialisms, and prevented it from becoming a political actuality.
Where such a consensus no longer exists or has become weak and is no
longer sure of itself, as in the period starting with the partitions of Poland
and ending with the Napoleonic Wars, the balance of power is incapable
of fulfilling its functions for international stability and national independ-
ence.

Such a consensus prevailed from 1648 to 1772 and from 1815 to 1933. In
the former period, the state system resembled nothing so much as a competi-
tive society of princes, each of whom accepted the reason of state, that is,
the rational pursuit, within certain moral limitations, of the power objectives
of the individual state, as the ultimate standard of international behavior.
Each expected, and was justified in expecting, everybody else to share this
standard. The passions of the religious wars yielded to the rationalism and
the skeptical moderation of the Enlightenment. In that tolerant atmosphere,
national hatreds and collective enmities, nourished by principles of any kind,
could hardly flourish. Everybody took it for granted that the egotistical mo-
tives which animated his own actions drove all others to similar actions. It
was then a matter of skill and luck who would come out on top. Interna-
tional politics became indeed an aristocratic pastime, a sport for princes, all
recognizing the same rules of the game and playing for the same limited
stakes.

After the interlude of the Napoleonic Wars, the dual fear of revolution
and of a renewal of French imperialism called-into-being the morality of the
Holy Alliance with its blend of Christian, monarchical, and European prin..
ciples. The Concert of Furope 1n the Tatter part of the nineteenth century, and
ik i i d to this heritage the
idea of i This idea became, as principle of national self-
determination, one of the cornerstones upon which successive generations,
from the liberal revolutions of 1848 to the outbreak of the Second World War,
tried to erect a stable political structure. What the French Foreign Minister
De la Valette wrote in 1866 to a French diplomatic representative became one
of the basic convictions of this period of history — proclaimed again by Wood-
row Wilson and made one of the standards of the Peace Treaties of 1919— :
“The emperor . . . sees a real equilibrium only in the satisfied wishes of the
nations of Europe.”** ™ ST

18 The importance of the moral factor for the preservation of the independence of small
nations is well pointed out by Alfred Cobban, National Self-Determination (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1948) pp. 170, 171: “But even the policies of great empires are influenced
by the climate of opinion, and there has for long been a prejudice in favour of the rights of
small independent states. With the sources of this prejudice we need not concern ourselves, but
its existence is a fact which the student of international affairs cannot ignore. The various factors
we have mentioned all undoubtedly have their importance, but in our opinion it was not the
strength of national feeling in the smaller states, or even the effects of the balance of power,
so much as the general recognition that the destruction of an independent sovereignty was an
exceptional, and normally an unjustifiable, act which ultimately protected many of the small
states of Europe, some no larger than a single city, from absorption by the greater powers.
Even in the eighteenth century, when the power of the larger states was increasing rapidly, con-
temporary opinion, influenced by the classical city-state ideal, held up the smaller states for ad-
miration and believed in their independence. During the ninetcenth century the growth of the
natiopalist ideal did much to undermine this view, but in 1919, as we have seen, it still exercised
considerable influence.”

(165 )



Politics among Nations

What is left of this heritage today? What kind of consensus unites the
nations of the world in the period following the Second World War? Upon
the examination of the component elements of this consensus will depend
the estimate of the role which the balance of power can be expected to play
today for the freedom and stability of the community of nations.
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CHAPTER XIII

Ethics, Mores, and Law as

Restraints on Power

We have seen in the preceding chapter that power is 2 crude and unreliable
method of limiting the aspirations for power on the international scene. If
the motivations behind the struggle for power and the mechanisms through
which it operates were all that needs to be known about international poli-
tics, the international scene would indeed resemble the state of nature de-
scribed by Hobbes as a “war of every man against every man.” * International
politics would be governed exclusively by those considerations of political
expediency of which Machiavelli has given the most acute and candid ac-
count. In such a world the weak would be at the mercy of the strong. Might
would indeed make right.

Actually, however, the very threat of such a world where power reigns not
only supreme, but without rival, engenders that revolt against power, which
is as universal as the aspiration for power itself. To stave off this revolt, to
pacify the resentment and opposition that arise when the drive for power is
recognized for what it is, those who seek power employ, as we have seen,
ideologies for the concealment of their aims. What is actually aspiration for
power, then, appears to be something different, something that is in harmony
with the demands of reason, morality, and justice. The substance, of which
the ideologies of international politics are but the reflection, is to be found in
the normative orders of ethics, mores, and law. .

From the Bible to the ethics and constitutional arrangements of modern
democracy, the main function of these normative systems has been to
keep aspirations for power within socially tolerable bounds. All ethics,
mores, and legal systems dominant in Western civilization recognize the
ubiquity of power drives and condemn them. Conversely, political philoso-
phies, such as Machiavelli’s and Hobbes’s, which regard the ubiquity of power
drives as an ultimate fact of social life to be accepted rather than condemned
and restrained, have met with the disapproval of prevailing opinion. They
bave lacked the intellectual and practical influence which has made political
PRAIN AN A AT . -k

. 1 Leviathan, Chapter XHI.
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philosophies, such as St. Augustine’s and Locke’s, potent forces in Western
civilization.

On the other hand, that very tradition of Western civilization which at-
tempts to restrain the power of the strong for the sake of the weak has been
opposed as effeminate, sentimental, and decadent. The opponents have been
those who, like Nietzsche, Mussolini, and Hitler, not only accept the will to
power and the struggle for power as elemental social facts, but glorify their
unrestrained manifestations and postulate this absence of restraint as an ideal
of society and a rule of conduct for the individual. But in the long run philoso-
phies and political systems which have made the lust and the struggle for
power their mainstay have proved impotent and self-destructive. Their weak-
ness demonstrates the strength of the Western tradition which seeks, if not
to eliminate, at least to regulate and restrain the power drives which otherwise
would either tear society apart or else deliver the life and happiness of the
weak to the arbitrary will of those in power.

It is at these two points that ethics, mores, and law intervene in order to
protect society against disruption and the individual against enslavement and
extinction. When a society or certain of its members are unable to protect
themselves with their own strength against the power drives of others, when,
in other words, the mechanics of power politics are found wanting, as sooner
or later they must, the normative systems try to supplement power politics
with their own rules of conduct. This is the message the normative systems
give to strong and weak alike: Superior power gives no right, either moral or
legal, to do with that power all that it is physically capable of doing. Power
is subject to limitations, in the interest of society as a whole and in the interest
of its individual members, which are not the result of the mechanics of the
struggle for power, but are superimposed upon that struggle in the form of
norms or rules of conduct by the will of the members of society themselves.

Three types of norms or rules of conduct operate in all higher societies:
ethics, mores, and law. Their distinctive characteristics have been much de-
bated in the literature of philosophy and jurisprudence. For the purpose of
this study it is sufficient to point out that every rule of conduct has two ele-
ments: the command and the sanction. No particular command is peculiar to
any particular type of norm — “thou shalt not kill” can be a command of
ethics, mores, or law. It is the sanction that differentiates these three different
types of rules of conduct.

“Thou shalt not kill” is a command of ethics, mores, or law according to
whether, in case of its violation, a sanction peculiar to ethics or to mores or to
law is applied to punish the violator and prevent further violations. If A kills
B and afterward feels pangs of conscience or of remorse, we are in the presence
of a sanction peculiar to ethics and, hence, of an ethical norm. If A kills B and
unorganized society reacts with spontaneous demonstrations of disapproval,
such as business boycott, social ostracism, and the like, we have to do with a
sanction peculiar to the mores, and, hence, to a norm of the mores. If, finally,
A kills B and organized society reacts in the form of a rational procedure
with predetermined police action, indictment, trial, verdict, and punishment,
the sanction is of a legal nature and the norm, therefore, belongs in the
category of law. :
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All domestic societies are regulated by an intricate maze of rules of con-
duct of this kind, supporting or contradicting each other or operating inde-
pendently. The more important society considers those interests and values
which it tries to safeguard by rules of conduct, the stronger are the sanctions
with which it threatens an infraction of its rules. Society exerts its greatest
pressure and, therefore, has the best chance of enforcing its rules of conduct
against its recalcitrant members when it brings all the different kinds of sanc-
tions at its disposal simultaneously to bear upon the infractor of its rules.
It is weakest and, therefore, its sanctions are most likely to be ineffective
when only one type of sanction supports its interests and values. When one
rule of conduct requires an action which another rule of conduct condemns,
the fate of the interest or value concerned depends upon the relative strength
of the sanctions supporting the contradictory commands.

Against a threat to its own existence by treason or by revolution, or a threat
to the existence of its individual members by murder, society marshals all
three types of sanction. Thus ethics, mores, and law, reinforcing each other,
give threefold protection to the life of society and to the lives of the individuals
who compose it. The would-be traitor or killer faces the pangs of his con-
science, the spontaneous reactions of society in the form, for instance, of
ostracism, and the punishment of the law. The same situation prevails where
not the existence of society or of its individual members, but their property is
to be protected. Property, too, is surrounded by the triple wall of ethics, mores,
and law. Between the would-be thief and cheat and the property he covets,
society interposes all the sanctions it is able to employ.

Where less highly priced interests and values are at stake, society may call
upon only one type of sanction. Thus certain kinds of competitive practices
in business and politics, such as lying, are opposed only by ethics. The mores
will come into play only under extreme conditions, if, for instance, the
amount and degree of lying exceed the measure which society regards as
tolerable. The law will remain silent in the case of ordinary lying, if for no
other reason than that no law prohibiting it can be enforced. It will speak only
in cases of qualified lying, such as perjury and cheating, where the lie threatens
interests and values beyond mere truth. The rules of fashion, on the other
hand, are enforced exclusively by the mores, for the issues involved are not
important enough for ethics and law to be concerned about them. It is, finally,
the law alone which takes cognizance of violations of traffic regulations.
Ethics and mores do not participate in their enforcement; for to establish some
kind of mechanical order in the field of traffic the sanctions of the law are
generally sufficient.

The problem of the relative strength of different injunctions becomes acute
when there is conflict between different rules of conduct. The classic example,
much discussed in the literature of jurisprudence, of a conflict between two
rules of the same legal system is the prohibition of dueling in the criminal
codes of certain European countries, while the military codes of the same
countries require officers to settle certain disputes by way of duels. A system
of ethics which commands us to obey God rather than man and at the same
time to give unto Caesar what is Caesar’s presents a similar conflict when a’
law of the state contradicts one of God’s commandments. Conflicts of this kind
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are particularly frequent in the political sphere. Rival governments —a revo-
lutionary government and a legitimate government, a government in exile
and a “Quisling” government — demand obedience from the same group of
people. The rules of conduct with which a politician is expected to comply are
often at odds with the norms which address themselves to all members of
society. The ethics and mores of politics are generally considered to permit
greater leeway than the general ethics and mores of society in certain actions,
such as “campaign oratory” and promises in general.

Conflicts between different rules of conduct are decided by the relative
pressure which the sanctions of the conflicting rules are able to exert upon the
will of the individual. Unable to comply with all the norms addressed to him
at the same time, he must choose the one to obey and violate the others. The
relative strength of these pressures is, in turn, the expression of the relative
strength of the social forces which support one set of values and interests
against another. Thus the normative order of society whose purpose it is to
keep the power aspirations of its individual members within socially tolerable
bounds is itself in a certain measure the result of social forces contending with
each other for the domination of society.

Social life consists to an overwhelming extent in continuous reactions,
which have become largely automatic, to the pressures which society exerts
upon its members through its rules of conduct. These rules of conduct watch
over the individual from morning dll night, molding his actions into con-
formity with the standards of society. One might even say that society as a
dynamic force is nothing but the sum total of its rules of conduct imposing
patterns of action upon its members. What we call civilization is in a sense
nothing but the automatic reactions of the members of a society to the rules
of conduct by which that society endeavors to make its members conform to
certain objective standards, to restrain their aspirations for power, and to
domesticate and pacify them in all socially important respects. The civilization
with which we are here of course mainly concerned — Western civilization —
has been to a large extent successful in this endeavor. Western civiliza-
tion has not, however, as many nineteenth- and twentieth-century writers
believed, altogether banished the struggle for power from the domestic scene
and replaced it with something different and better, such as co-operation,
harmony, permanent peace, nor is it on its way to do so. This misconception
of the role which the aspirations and the struggle for power play in politics
has been treated in the first chapter of this book.

The best that Western civilization has been able to achieve — which is, as
far as we can see, the best that any civilization can achieve —has been to
mitigate the struggle for power on the domestic scene, to civilize its means,
and to direct it toward objectives, which, if atttained, minimize the extent to
which life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness of the individual members
of society are involved in the struggle for power. More particularly, the crude
methods of personal combat have been replaced by the refined instruments of
social, commercial, and professional compefition. The struggle for power is
being fought, rather than with deadly weapons, with competitive examina-

Ltions, with competition for social distinctions, with periodical elections for
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public and private offices, and, above all, with competition for the possession
of money and of things measurable in money.

In the domestic societies of Western civilization the possession of money has
become the outstanding symbol of the possession of power. Through the com-
petition for the acquisition of money the power aspirations of the individual
find a civilized outlet in harmony with the rules of conduct laid down by
society. The different normative injunctions against homicide and against
individual and collective violence of any kind aim at creating the normative
preconditions for such a civilized redirection of the struggle for power. All
the social instrumentalities and institutions relevant to the different competi-
tive devices of society serve the purpose, not of eliminating the struggle for
power, but of creating civilized substitutes for the brutality and crudeness of
an unlimited and unregulated struggle for power.

Such is, in brief and sketchy outline, the way in which ethics, mores, and
law limit the struggle for power in the domestic societies of Western civiliza-
tion. What can we say in this respect of international society? What rules of
ethics, mores, and law are effective on the international scene? What functions
do they fulfill for international society? What kind of international ethics, in-
ternational mores in the form of world public opinion, and international law
is there which would delimit, regulate, and civilize the struggle for power
among nations in the same way as the domestic normative orders fulfill this
function for the struggle for power among individuals belonging to the same
domestic society?
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CHAPTER XIV

International Morality

A discussion of international morality must guard against the two extremes
either of overrating the influence of ethics upon international politics or else
of denying that statesmen and diplomats are moved by anything else but
considerations of material power. ‘

On the one hand, there is the dual error of confounding the moral rules
which people actually observe with those they pretend to observe as well as
with those which writers declare they ought to observe. “On no subject of
human interest, except theology,” said Professor John Chipman Gray, “has
there been so much loose writing and nebulous speculation as on international
law.” * ‘The same must be said of international morality. Writers have put for-
ward moral precepts which statesmen and diplomats ought to take to heart in
order to make relations between nations more peaceful and less anarchic, such
as the keeping of promises, trust in the other’s word, fair dealing, respect for
international law, protection of minorities, repudiation of war as an instru-
ment of national policy. But they have rarely asked themselves whether and
to what extent such precepts, however desirable in themselves, actually de-
termine the actions of men. Furthermore, since statesmen and diplomats are
wont to justify their actions and objectives in moral terms, regardless of their
actual motives, it would be equally erroneous to take those protestations of
selfless and peaceful intentions, of humanitarian purposes, and international
ideals at their face value. It is pertinent to ask whether they are mere ideol-
ogies concealing the true motives of action or whether they express a genuine
concern for the compliance of international policies with ethical standards.

On the other hand, there is the misconception, usually associated with the
general depreciation and moral condemnation of power politics, discussed
above,? that international politics is so thoroughly evil that it is no use look-
ing for ethical limitations of the aspirations for power on the international
scene. Yet, if we ask ourselves what statesmen and diplomats are capable of
doing to further the power objectives of their respective nations and what
they actually do, we realize that they do less than they probably could and
less than they actually did in other periods of history. They refuse to consider
certain ends and to use certain means, either altogether or under certain con-

L Natare and Sources of the Law (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1927), p. 127.
2 See pp. 1511
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ditions, not because in the light of expediency they appear impractical or
unwise, but because certain moral rules interpose an absolute barrier. Moral
rules do not permit certain policies to be considered at all from the point of
view of expediency. Such ethical inhibitions operate in our time on different
levels with different effectiveness. Their restraining function is most obvious
and most effective in affirming the sacredness of human life in times of
peace.

I. THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN LIFE

a) Protection of Human Life in Peace

International politics can be defined, as we have seen, as a continuing effort
to maintain and to increase the power of one’s own nation and to keep in
check or reduce the power of other nations. The relative power of nations
depends, however, as we have also pointed out,® upon the quantity and quality
of human beings in terms of size and quality of population, size and quality
of military establishment, quality of government, and, more particularly, of
diplomacy. Viewed as a series of technical tasks into which ethical considera-
tions do not enter, international politics would have to consider as one of its
legitimate tasks the drastic reduction or even the elimination of the population
of a rival nation, of its most prominent military and political leaders, and of
its ablest diplomats. And when international politics was considered exclu-
sively as a technique, without ethical significance, for the purpose of main-
taining and gaining power, such methods were used without moral scruples
and as a matter of course.

According to its official records, the Republic of Venice, from 1415 to 1525,
planned or attempted about two hundred assassinations for purposes of inter-
national politics. Among the prospective victims were two emperors, two
kings of France, and three sultans. The documents record virtually no offer
of assassination to have been rejected by the Venetian government. From
1456 to 1472, it accepted twenty offers to kill the Sultan Mahomet II, the main
antagonist of Venice during that period. In 1514, John of Ragusa offered to
poison anybody selected by the government of Venice for an annual salary
of fifteen hundred ducats. The Venetian government hired the man “on
trial,” as we would say today, and asked him to show what he could do with
Emperor Maximilian. In the same period the cardinals brought their own
butlers and wine to a papal coronation dinner for fear they might otherwise
be poisoned. This custom is reported to have been general in Rome without
the host’s taking offense at it.

Obviously, such methods to attain political ends are no longer practiced
today. Yet the political motives for employing them exist today as they did
when practices of this kind actually prevailed. It is not a matter of indifference
for the nations engaged in the competition for power whether or not their
competitor can avail itself of the services of outstanding military and political
leaders. Thus they may hope that an outstanding leader or governing group

3 See above, pp. 88 .
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will be compelled to give up the reins of power, either through a political
upheaval or through infirmity and death. We know now that during the Sec-
ond World War speculations as to how long Hitler and Mussolini would
stay alive or at least in power formed an important part of the power calcula-
tions of the United Nations, and that the news of President Roosevelt’s death
revived Hitler’s hopes in victory. While these lines are being written, one of
the major factors in American policy toward the Soviet Union seems to be the
expectation that the group governing the Soviet Union will be unable to keep
itself in power. The technical difficulties of engineering such removals from
power by violent means are not greater today than they were in previous
periods of history. Rather the contrary is likely to be the case. Such removals
are still as desirable and feasible as they always were. What has changed is
the influence of civilization which makes some policies that are desirable and
feasible ethically reprehensible and, hence, normally impossible of execution.

Ethical limitations of the same kind protect in times of peace the lives not
only of outstanding individuals, but also of large groups, even of whole na-
tions whose destruction would be both politically desirable and feasible. In
the problem of Germany, as seen both by the Germans and by the rest of the
world, modern history provides a striking illustration of the influence of
ethics upon international politics. The fundamental fact of international poli-
tics from the German point of view has been from Bismarck to Hitler the
“encirclement” of Germany by powerful nations in the East and in the West.
Bismarck, however ruthless and immoral his particular moves on the chess-
board of international politics may have been, rarely deviated from the basic
rules of the game which had prevailed in the society of Christian princes of
the eighteenth century. It was a fraudulent and treacherous game, but there
were a few things which no member of that aristocratic society would stoop
to do. Thus, confronted with the fundamental fact of Germany’s political
existence — the proximity of Russia and France — Bismarck accepted the in-
evitability of that fact and tried to turn it to Germany’s advantage by main-
taining close relations with Russia and by isolating France.

Hitler, on the other hand, did not recognize the social framework within
whose limitations international politics had operated from the end of the
Thirty Years’ War virtually to his own ascent to power. He was free of the
moral scruples which had compelled Bismarck to accept the existence of
France and Russia as the inescapable fact upon which to build 2 German
foreign policy. Hitler undertook to change that fact by destroying physically
Germany’s eastern and western neighbors. Considered as a mere problem of
political technique devoid of ethical significance, Hitler’s solution was much
more thorough and politically expedient than Bismarck’s; for it promised to
solve the problem of Germany’s international position once and for all as far
as the eastern and western neighbors of Germany were concerned. Further-
more, in itself, Hitler’s solution proved to be as feasible as it would have been
in Bismarck’s time. It might have succeeded had it not been for certain errors
in over-all judgment, errors which the political genius of Bismarck might well
have avoided. ‘

The German problem, as it presents itself to the non-German world and
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especially to the nations threatened with German hegemony, was formulated
with brutal frankness by Clemenceau when he declared that there were
twenty million Germans too many. This statement points to the inescapable
fact, which has confronted Europe and the world since the Franco-German
War of 1870, that Germany is by virtue of size and quality of population the
most powerful nation of Europe. To reconcile this fact with the security of
the other European nations and of the rest of the world is the task of political
reconstruction which faced the world after the First World War and which
confronts it again after the Second. That, since Clemenceau, the German
problem has always been posed in terms which take the existence of “twenty
million Germans too many” for granted reveals the same ethical limitations
on the pursuit of power which we found in Bismarck’s foreign policy and
which we did not find in Hitler’s. For there are two ways of dealing with a
problem of international politics, such as the German.

One is the method by which the Romans irrevocably solved the Cartha-
ginian problem. It is the method of solving a technical political problem by
the appropriate means without regard for any transcendent ethical consider-
ations. Since there were too many Carthaginians from the point of view of
the power aspirations of Rome, Cato would end his every speech by proclaim-
ing: “Ceterum censeo Carthaginem esse delendam” (“As for the rest, I am of
the opinion that Carthage must be destroyed”). With its destruction the
Carthaginian problem, as secen by Rome, was solved forever. No threat to
Rome’s security and ambition was ever again to rise from that desolate place
that once was Carthage. Similarly, if the Germans had been successful in their
over-all plans and if their concentration camps and extermination camps
could have finished their tasks, the “nightmare of coalitions” would have been
forever banished from the minds of German statesmen.

A foreign policy which does not admit mass extermination as a means to
its end does not impose this limitation upon itself because of considerations of
political expediency. On the contrary, expediency would counsel such a thor-
ough and effective operation. The limitation derives from an absolute moral
principle, the violation of which no consideration of national advantage can
justify. A foreign policy of this kind, therefore, actually sacrifices the na-
tional interest where its consistent pursuit would necessitate the violation of
an ethical principle, such as the prohibition of mass killing in times of peace.
This point cannot be too strongly made; for frequently the opinion is ad-
vanced that this respect for human life is the outgrowth of “the obligation not
to inflict unnecessary death or suffering on other human beings, ie., death
or suffering not necessary for the attainment of some higher purpose which is
held, rightly or wrongly, to justify a derogation from the general obligation.” *
On the contrary, the fact of the matter is that nations recognize a moral obli-
gation to refrain from the infliction of death and suffering under certain
conditions despite the possibility of justifying such conduct in the light of a
higher purpose, such as the national interest.

4 E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years’ Crisis, 1919-39 (London: Macmillan and Company,
1939), p. 196.
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b) Protection of Human Life in War

Similar ethical limitations are placed upon international policies in times
of war. They concern civilians and combatants unable or unwilling to fight.
From the beginning of history through the better part of the Middle Ages,
belligerents were held to be free, according to ethics as well as law, to kill all
enemies whether or not they were members of the armed forces, or else to
treat them in any way they saw fit. Men, women, and children were often
put to the sword or sold into slavery by the victor without any adverse moral
reactions taking place. In chapter iv of Book III of On the Law of War and
Peace under the heading “On the Right of Killing Enemies in a Public War
and on Other Violence against the Person,” Hugo Grotius presents an im-
pressive catalogue of acts of violence committed in ancient history against
enemy persons without discrimination. Grotius himself, writing in the third
decade of the seventeenth century, still regarded most of them as justified in
law and ethics, provided the war was waged for a just cause.’

This absence of moral restraints upon killing in war resulted from the
nature of war itself. In those times war was considered a contest between all
the inhabitants of the territories of the belligerent states. The enemy was less
a state in the modern sense of a legal abstraction than all the individuals
owing allegiance to a certain lord or living within a certain territory. Thus
every individual citizen of the enemy state became an enemy of every indi-
vidual citizen of the other side.

Since the end of the Thirty Years’ War, the conception has become preva-
lent that war is not a contest between whole populations, but only between
the armies of the belligerent states. In consequence, the distinction between
combatants and noncombatants has become one of the fundamental legal and
moral principles governing the actions of belligerents. War is considered to
be a contest between the armed forces of the belligerent states, and, since the
civilian populations do not participate actively in the armed contest, they are
not to be made its object. Consequently, it is considered to be a moral and
legal duty not to attack, wound, or kill noncombatant civilians purposely.
Injuries and death suffered by them as incidents of military operations, such
as the bombardment of a town or a battle taking place in an inhabited area,
are regretted as sometimes unavoidable concomitants of war. However, to
avoid them to the utmost is again considered a moral and legal duty. The
Hague Conventions with respect to the Laws and Customs of War on Land
of 1899 and 1907 gave express and virtually universal legal sanction to that
principle.

A corresponding development has taken place with regard to members of
the armed forces unwilling or unable to fight. It follows from the conception
of war prevailing in antiquity and in the better part of the Middle Ages that
no exception to the moral and legal right to kill all enemies could be made for
certain categories of disabled combatants. Thus Grotius could still state as the
prevailing moral and legal conviction of his time: “The right to inflict injury
extends even over captives, and without limitation of time. . . . The right

& See especially § III.
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to inflict injury extends even over those who wish to surrender, but whose
surrender is not accepted.” ®

Yet, as the logical outgrowth of the conception of war as a contest between
armed forces, the idea developed that only those who are actually able and
willing to participate actively in warfare ought to be the object of deliberate
armed action. Those who were no longer engaged in actual warfare because
of sickness, wounds, or because they had been made prisoners or were willing
to be made prisoners ought not to be harmed. This tendency toward the
humanization of warfare started in the sixteenth century and culminated in
the great multilateral treaties of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
Practically all civilized nations have adhered to these treaties. Between 1581
and 1864, 291 international agreements were concluded for the purpose of
protecting the lives of the wounded and sick. The Geneva Convention of
1864, superseded by those of 1906 and 1929, translated into concrete and de-
tailed legal obligations the moral convictions of the age as to the treatment
to be accorded to the wounded, the sick, and the medical persons in charge
of them. The International Red Cross is both the symbol and the outstanding
institutional realization of those moral convictions. ~

As concerns prisoners of war, their lot was still miserable even in th
eighteenth century, although they were as a rule no longer killed, but were
treated as criminals and used as objects of exploitation by being released
only for ransom. Article 24 of the Treaty of Friendship, concluded in 1785
between the United States and Prussia, for the first time clearly indicated a
change in the moral convictions on that matter. It prohibited the confinement
of prisoners of war in convict prisons as well as the use of irons and stipulated
their treatment as military personnel. The Hague Conventions of 1899
and 1907 as well as the Geneva Convention of 1929 laid down a detailed
system of legal rules intended to assure humane treatment of prisoners of
war.

From the same humanitarian concern with the life and sufferings of
human beings exposed to the destructiveness of war emanate all the inter-
national treaties concluded since the mid-nineteenth century for the purpose
of humanizing warfare. They prohibit the use of certain weapons, limit the
use of others, define the rights and duties of neutrals —in short, they try to
infuse into warfare a spirit of decency and of respect for the common human-
ity of all its prospective victims and to restrict violence to the minimum com-
patible with the goal of war, that is, breaking the enemy’s will to resist. The
Declaration of Paris of 1856 limited maritime warfare. The Declaration of
St. Petersburg of 1868 prohibited the use of lightweight projectiles charged
with explosives or inflammable substances. The Hague Declaration of 1899
prohibited the use of expanding (dumdum) bullets. A number of interna-
tional conventions prohibited gas, chemical, and bacteriological warfare. The
Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907 codified the laws of war on land and sea
and the rights and duties of neutrals. The London Protocol of 1936 limited
the use of submarines against merchant vessels. And, in our times, attempts
are being made to outlaw atomic warfare. All these efforts bear witness to the

¢ Loc, cit, § X, XI.
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virtually universal growth of a moral reluctance to use violence without limi-
tation as an instrument of international politics.

There may be legal arguments against the validity or effectiveness of these
international treaties, derived from the wholesale disregard or violations of
their prohibitions. Yet this is no argument against the existence of a moral
conscience which feels ill at ease in the presence of violence or, at least, certain
kinds of violence on the international scene. The existence of such a conscience
is attested to, on the one hand, by the attempts to bring the practice of states
into harmony with moral principles through international agreements. On
the other hand, it reveals itself in the general justifications and excuses de-
fending alleged violations of these agreements in moral terms. Legal agree-
ments of this kind are universally adhered to and nations try to live up to
them, at least in a certain measure. Therefore, the protestations of innocence
or of moral justification by which accusations in such matters are uniformly
met are more than mere ideologies. They are the indirect recognition of cer-
tain moral limitations which most nations frequently violate while feeling
they ought not to violate them.

¢) Moral Condemnation of War

Finally, there is the attitude toward war itself which, since the turn of the
century, has reflected an ever increasing awareness on the part of most states-
men of certain ethical limitations restricting the use of war as an instrument
of international politics. Statesmen have decried the ravages of war and have
justified their own participation in them in terms of self-defense or religious
duty since the beginning of history. The avoidance of war itself, that is, of
any war, has become an aim of statecraft only in the last halfcentury. The
two Hague peace conferences of 1899 and 1907, the League of Nations of
1919, the Briand-Kellogg Pact of 1928 outlawing aggressive war, and the
United Nations in our day — all have the avoidance of war as such as their
ultimate objective.

At the foundation of these and other legal instruments and organizations,
of which Part Six of this book will treat in detail, there is the conviction that
war, and especially modern war, is not only a terrible thing to be avoided for
reasons of expediency, but also an evil thing to be shunned on moral grounds.
The student of the different collections of diplomatic documents concerning
the origins of the First World War is struck by the hesitancy on the part of
almost all responsible statesmen, with the exception perhaps of those of
Vienna and St. Petersburg, to take steps which might irrevocably lead to war.
This hesitancy and the almost general dismay among the statesmen when war
finally proved to be inevitable contrasts sharply with the deliberate care with
which, as late as the nineteenth century, wars were planned and incidents
fabricated for the purpose of making war inevitable and placing the blame
for starting it on the other side.

In the years preceding the Second World War the policies of the Western
powers were animated, to their great political and military disadvantage, by
the desire to avoid war at any price. This desire overrode all other considera-
tions of national policy. It is especially in the refusal to consider seriously the
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possibility of preventive war, regardless of its expediency from the point of
view of the national interest, that the ethical condemnation of war as such has
manifested itself in recent times in the Western world. When war comes, it
must come as a natural catastrophe or as the evil deed of another nation, not
as a foreseen and planned culmination of one’s own foreign policy. Only thus
might the moral scruples, rising from the violated ethical norm which holds
that there ought to be no war at all, be stilled, if they can be stilled at all.

d) International Morality and Total War

Thus in contrast to antiquity and the better part of the Middle Ages, the
modern age places moral limitations upon the conduct of foreign affairs in so
far as they might affect the lives of individuals or groups of individuals.
There are, however, factors in the present condition of mankind which point
toward a definite weakening of those moral limitations. Let us remember that
the absence of moral limitations with regard to the destruction of life was
concomitant with the total character of warfare in which whole populations
faced each other as personal enemies. Let us remember, too, that the gradual
limitation of killing in war to certain groups and its subjection to certain
conditions coincided with the gradual development of limited war in which
only armies faced each other as active opponents. With war taking on in
recent times, to an ever greater degree and in different respects, a total char-
acter, the moral limitations upon killing are observed to an ever lessening
degree. Indeed, their very existence in the consciences of political and military
leaders as well as of the common people becomes ever more precarious and is
threatened with extinction.

War in our time has become total in four different respects: (1) with re-
gard to the fraction of the population engaged in activities essential for the
conduct of the war, (2) with regard to the fraction of the population affected
by the conduct of the war, (3) with respect to the fraction of the population
completely identified in its convictions and emotions with the conduct of the
war, and (4) with respect to the objective of the war.

Mass armies supported by the productive effort of the majority of the
civilian population have replaced the relatively small armies of previous cen-
turies which consumed only a small portion of the national product. The
success of the civilian population in keeping the armed forces supplied may
be as important for the outcome of the war as the military effort itself.
Therefore, the defeat of the civilian population — the breaking of its ability
and will to produce — may be as important as the defeat of the armed forces
— the breaking of their ability and will to resist. Thus the character of mod-
ern war, drawing its weapons from a vast industrial machine, blurs the dis-
tinction between soldier and civilian. The industrial worker, the farmer, the
railroad engineer, and the scientist are not innocent bystanders cheering on
the armed forces from the sidelines. They are as intrinsic and indispensable
a part of the military organization.as the soldiers, sailors, and airmen. Thus a
modern pation at war must wish to disrupt and destroy the productive
processes of its enemy, and the modern technology of war provides the means
for the realization - of that desire. The importance of civilian production for
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modern war and the interest in injuring enemy production were already gen-
erally recognized in the First World War. Then, however, the technological
means of affecting the civilian productive processes directly were only in their
infancy. The belligerents had to resort to indirect means, such as blockades
and submarine warfare. They attempted to interfere directly with civilian
life through air attacks and long-range bombardment only sporadically and
with indifferent results.

The Second World War has made the latter methods of direct interference
the most effective instrument for the destruction of a nation’s productive
capacity. The interest in the mass destruction of civilian life and property
coincided with the ability to carry such mass destruction through, and this
combination has been too strong for the moral convictions of the modern
world to resist, Voicing the moral convictions of the first decades of the cen-
tury, Secretary of State Cordell Hull declared on June 11, 1938, with reference
to the bombardment of Canton by Japan, that the administration disapproved
of the sale of aircraft and aircraft armaments to countries which had engaged
in the bombing of civilian populations. In his speech of December 2, 1939,
President Roosevelt declared a similar moral embargo against the Soviet
Union in view of its military operations against Finnish civilians. Only a few
years later all belligerents engaged in practices of this kind on a scale dwarfing
those which American statesmen had condemned on moral grounds. Warsaw
and Rotterdam, London and Coventry, Cologne and Nuremberg, Hiroshima
and Nagasaki are stepping-stones, not only in the development of the modern
technology of war, but also in the development of the modern morality of
warfare.

The national interest, as created by the character of modern war, and the
possibility of satisfying that interest, as presented by the modern technology
of warfare, have had a deteriorating effect upon the moral limitations of in-
ternational policies. This deterioration is further accentuated by the emo-
tional involvement of the great masses of the warring populations in modern
war. As the religious wars of the latter sixteenth and of the first half of the
seventeenth centuries were followed by the dynastic wars of the latter seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries, and as the latter yielded to the national wars
of the nineteenth and the early twentieth centuries, so war in our time tends
to revert to the religious type by becoming ideological in character. The citi-
zen of a modern warring nation, in contrast to his ancestors of the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, does not fight for the glory of his prince or the unity
and greatness of his nation, but for an “ideal,” a set of “principles,” a “way of
life,” for which he claims a monopoly of truth and virtue. In consequence, he
fights to the death or to “unconditional surrender” all those who adhere to an-
other, a false and evil, “ideal” and “way of life.” Since it is the latter which he
fights in whatever persons they manifest themselves, the distinctions between
fighting and disabled soldiers, combatants and civilians —if they are not
eliminated altogether — are subordinated to the one distinction which really
matters: the distinction between the representatives of the right and the wrong
philosophy and way of life. The moral duty to spare the wounded, the sick,
the surrendering and unarmed enemy, and to respect him as a human being
who was an enemy only by virtue of being found on the other side of the
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fence, is superseded by the moral duty to punish and to wipe off the face of
the earth the professors and practitioners of evil.

Under the impact of this fundamental change in the conception of war-
fare, not only were the moral limitations upon killing in war, to which we
have referred above, extensively violated during the Second World War, but
there has developed a tendency to justify on moral grounds the refusal to
take prisoners, the killing of prisoners, and the indiscriminate killing of mem-
bers of the armed forces and of civilians, and thus to assuage one’s moral
scruples, if not to shake them off altogether. Thus, while the moral limita-
tions upon killing in times of peace in support of international policies remain
intact today, the moral limitations upon killing in war have proved to be
largely ineffective in our time. What is more important for the purposes of
our present discussion, they have shown a tendency under the impact of a
fundamentally altered conception of war to weaken and disappear altogether
as rules of conduct.

More than half a century ago, in an era of general optimism, a great
scholar clearly foresaw the possibility of this development and analyzed its
elements. John Westlake, Whewell Professor of International Law at the
University of Cambridge, wrote in 1894:

It is almost a truism to say that the mitigation of war must depend on the
parties to it feeling that they belong to a larger whole than their respective
tribes or states, a whole in which the enemy too is comprised, so that duties
arising out of that larger citizenship are owed even to him. This sentiment has
never been wholly wanting in Europe since the commencement of historical
times, but there have been great variations in the nature and extent of the whole
to which the wider attachment was felt. . . . In our own time there is a cosmo-
politan sentiment, a belief in a commonwealth of mankind similar to that of the
Stoics, but stronger because the soil has been prepared by Christianity, and by
the mutiial respect which great states tolerably equal in power and similar in
civilization cannot help feeling for one another. . . . There have been periods
during which the level has fallen, and one such period it belongs to our subject
to notice. The wars of religion which followed the Reformation were among
the most terrible in which the beast in man ever broke loose, and yet they oc-
curred in an age of comparative enlightenment. Zeal for a cause, however worthy
the cause may be, is one of the strongest and most dangerous irritants to which
human passion is subject; and the tie of Protestant to Protestant and of
Catholic to Catholic, cutting across the state tie instead of embracing it un-
weakened in a more comprehensive one, enfeebled the ordinary checks to pas-
sion when they were most wanted. Such a degradation of war would tend to
recur if socialism attained to the consistency and power of a militant creed, and
met the present idea of the state on the field of battle. It is possible that we might
then see in war a license equal to that which anarchism shows us in peace!?

T Chapters on the Principles of International Law (Cambridge: At the University Press,
1894), pp. 267 £
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2, UNIVERSAL MORALITY VS. NATIONALISTIC
UNIVERSALISM

The deterioration of moral limitations in international politics which has
occurred in recent years with regard to the protection of life is only a special
instance of a general and, for the purposes of this discussion, much more far-
reaching dissolution of an ethical system which in the past imposed its re-
straints upon the day-by-day operations of the foreign office, but does so no
longer. Two factors have brought about this dissolution: the substitution of
democratic for aristocratic responsibility in foreign affairs and the substitu-
tion of nationalistic standards of action for universal ones.

a) Personal Ethics of the Aristocratic International

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and to a lessening degree up
to the First World War, international morality was the concern of a personal
sovereign, that is, an individually determined prince and his successors, and
of a relatively small, cohesive, and homogeneous group of aristocratic rulers.
The prince and the aristocratic rulers of a particular nation were in constant
intimate contact with the princes and aristocratic rulers of other nations.
They were joined together by family ties, a common language (which was
French), common cultural values, 2 common style of life, and common moral
convictions about what a gentleman was and was not allowed to do in his
relations with another gentleman, whether of his own or of a foreign nation.
The princes competing for power considered themselves to be competitors in
a game whose rules were accepted by all the other competitors. The members
of their diplomatic and military services looked upon themselves as em-
ployees who served their employer either by virtue of the accident of birth,
reinforced often, but by no means always, by a sense of personal loyalty to the
monarch, or because of the promise of pay, influence, and glory which he
held out to them.

The desire for material gain especially provided for the members of this

aristocratic society a common bond which was stronger than the ties of
dynastic or national loyalty. Thus it was proper and common for a govern-
ment to pay the foreign minister or diplomat of another country a pension.
Lord Robert Cecil, the Minister of Elizabeth, received one from Spain. Sir
Henry Wotton, British Ambassador to Venice in the seventeenth century,
accepted one from Savoy while applying for one from Spain. The documents
which the French revolutionary government published in 1793 show that
France subsidized Austrian statesmen between 1757 and 1769 to the tune of
82,652,479 livres, with the Austrian Chancellor Kaunitz receiving 100,000. Nor
was it regarded any less proper or less usual for a government to compensate
foreign statesmen for their co-operation in the conclusion of treaties. In 1716,
French Cardinal Dubois offered British Minister Stanhope 600,000 livres for
an alliance with France. He reported that, while not accepting the proposition
at that time, Stanhope “listened graciously without being displeased.”
After the conclusion of the Treaty of Basel of 1795, by which Prussia with-
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drew from the war against France, Prussian Minister Hardenberg received
from the French government valuables worth 30,000 francs and complained
of the insignificance of the gift. In 1801, the Margrave of Baden spent 500,000
francs in the form of “diplomatic presents,” of which French Foreign Min-
ister Talleyrand received 150,000. It was originally intended to give him only
100,000, but the amount was increased after it had become known that he had
.rcceinId from Prussia a snuffbox worth 66,000 francs as well as 100,000 francs
in cash.

The Prussian Ambassador in Paris summed up well the main rule of this
game when he reported to his government in 1802: “Experience has taught
everybody who is here on diplomatic business that one ought never to give
anything before the deal is definitely closed, but it has also proved that the
allurement of gain will often work wonders.”

However much transactions of this kind were lacking in nobility, those
participating in them could not be passionately devoted to the cause of the
countries whose interests were in their care. Obviously they had loyalties be-
sides and above the one to the country which employed them. Furthermore,
the expectation of material gain at the conclusion of a treaty could not fail to
act as a powerful incentive for coming speedily to an understanding with the
other side. Stalemates, adjournments sine die, and long-drawn-out wars were
not likely to find favor with statesmen who had a very personal stake in the
conclusion of treaties. In these two respects the commercialization of state-
craft in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was bound to blunt the edge
of international controversies and confine the aspirations for power of indi-
vidual nations within relatively narrow limits.

In that period of history the Austrian Ambassador to France felt more at
home at the court of Versailles than among his own nonaristocratic com-
patriots. He had closer social and moral ties with the members of the French
aristocracy and the other aristocratic members of the diplomatic corps than
with the Austrians of humble origin. Consequently, the diplomatic and mili-
tary personnel fluctuated to a not inconsiderable degree from one monarchical
employer to another. It was not rare that a French diplomat or officer, for
some reason of self-interest, would enter the services of the King of Prussia
and would further the international objectives of Prussia, or fight in the Prus-
sian Army, against France. During the eighteenth century there was, for
instance, an enormous influx of Germans into all branches of the Russian
government, many of whom were dismissed in a kind of purge and returned
to their countries of origin.

In 1756, shortly before the outbreak of the Seven Years’ War, Frederick
the Great sent the Scottish Earl Marischall as his Ambassador to Spain in
order to get information about the Spanish intentions. The Scottish Ambas-
sador of Prussia had a friend in Spain, an Irishman by the name of Wall, who
happened to bé Spanish Foreign Minister and who told him what he wanted
to know. The Scot transmitted this information to the British Prime Minister
who, in turn, passed it on to the King of Prussia. As late as 1792, shortly be-
fore the outbreak of the War of the First Coalition against France, the French
government offered the supreme command of the French forces to the Duke
of Brunswick who, however, decided to accept an offer from the King of
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Prussia to lead the Prussian Army against France. As late as 1815, at the
Congress of Vienna, Alexander I of Russia had as ministers and advisers in
foreign affairs two Germans, one Greek, one Corsican, one Swiss, one Pole —
and one Russian.

Bismarck’s experience in 1862, on the occasion of his recall as Prussian
Ambassador to Russia is significant for the persistence of this international
cohesion of the aristocracy. When he expressed to the Czar his regret at the
necessity of leaving St. Petersburg, the Czar, misunderstanding this remark,
asked Bismarck whether he was inclined to enter the Russian diplomatic
service. Bismarck reported in his memoirs that he declined the offer “courte-
ously.” ® What is important and significant for the purposes of our discussion
is not that Bismarck declined the offer —many such offers have certainly
been declined before and perhaps a few even after — but that he did so “courte-
ously,” and that even his report, written more than thirty years after the
event, showed no trace of moral indignation. Only half a century ago the offer
to an ambassador, who had just been appointed prime minister, to transfer his
loyalties from one country to another was considered by the recipient as a sort
of business proposition which did not at all insinuate the violation of moral
standards.

Let us imagine that a similar offer were being made in our time by Mr.
Stalin to the American Ambassador or by the American President to any
diplomat accredited in Washington, and let us visualize the private embar-
rassment of the individual concerned and the public indignation following the
incident, and we have the measure of the profundity of the change which has
transformed the ethics of international politics in recent times. Today such
an offer would be regarded as an invitation to treason, that is, the violation of
the most fundamental of all moral obligations in international affairs: loyalty
to one’s own country. When it was made and even when it was reported
shortly before the close of the nineteenth century, it was a proposition to be
accepted or rejected on its merits without any lack of moral propriety attach-
ing to it.

gThe moral standards of conduct with which the international aristocracy
complied were of necessity of a supranational character. They applied not to
all Prussians, Austrians, or Frenchmen, but to all men who by virtue of their
birth and education were able to comprehend them and to act in accordance
with them. It was in the concept and the rules of natural law that this cosmo-
politan society found the source of its precepts of morality. The individual
members of this society, therefore, felt themselves to be personally responsible
for compliance with those moral rules of conduct; for it was to them as
rational human beings, as individuals, that this moral code was addressed.
When it was suggested to Louis XV that he counterfeit the bills of the Bank
of England, the King rejected such a proposition which “could be considered
here only with all the indignation and all the horror which it deserves.”
When a similar proposition was made in 1792 with respect to the French cur-
rency in order to save Louis XVI, the Austrian Emperor Francis IT declared
that “such an infamous project is not to_be accepted.”

8 Loc. cit., I, 341.

(186 )



International Morality

This sense of a highly personal moral obligation to be met by those in
charge of foreign affairs with regard to their colleagues in other countries
explains the emphasis with which the writers of the seventeenth and eight-
eenth centuries counseled the monarch to safeguard his “honor” and his
“reputation” as his most precious possessions. Any action which Louis XV
undertook on the international scene was his personal act in which his
personal sense of moral obligation revealed itself and in which, therefore,
his personal honor was engaged. A violation of his moral obligations, as
they were recognized by his fellow-monarchs for themselves, would call
into action not only his conscience, but also the spontaneous reac-
tions of the supranational aristocratic society which would make him
pay for the violation of its mores with a loss of prestige, that is, a loss of
power.

b) Destruction of International Morality

When in the course of the nineteenth century democratic selection and
responsibility of government officials replaced government by the aristocracy,
the structure of international society and, with it, of international morality
underwent a fundamental change. Until virtually the end of the nineteenth
century, aristocratic rulers were responsible for the conduct of foreign af-
fairs in most countries. In the new age their place has been taken by officials
elected or appointed regardless of class distinctions. ‘These officials are legally
and morally responsible for their official acts not to a monarch, that is, a
specific individual, but to a collectivity, that is, a parliamentary majority, or
the people as a whole. An important shift in public opinion may easily ¢
for a change in the personnel making foreign policy. They will be replaced
by another group of individuals taken from whatever group of the population
prevails at the moment.

Government officials are no longer exclusively recruited from aristocratic
groups, but from virtually the whole population. The present American Sec-
retary of State is a former general. The French Foreign Minister is a former
college professor. The former General Secretary of the Transport and Gen-
eral Workers Union has taken the place of the British Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs. A former professional revolutionary is responsible for Rus-
sian foreign policy.

In countries such as Great Britain, France, or Italy, where the government
needs the support of a majority of parliament for its continuation in office,
any change in the parliamentary majority necessitates a change in the com-
position of the government. Even in a country such as the United States,
where not Congress, but only general elections can put an administration into
office or remove it, the turnover of the policy-makers in the State Department
is considerably enough. Within eighteen months, from July 1945, to January
1947, the United States has had three secretaries of state. Of all the policy-
making officials of the State Department, that is, the under-secretary and
the assistant secretaries, who held office in October 1945, none was still in office
two years later. The fluctuation of the policy-makers in international affairs
and their responsibility to an indefinite collective entity has far-reaching con-
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sequences for the effectiveness, nay, for the very existence of an international
mora] order.

This transformation within the individual nations changed international
morality as a system of moral restraints from a reality into a mere figure of
speech. When we say that George I1I of England was subject to certain moral
restraints in his dealings with Louis XVI of France or Catharine the Great
of Russia, we are referring to something real, something which can be identi-
fied with the conscience and the actions of certain specific individuals. When
we say that the British Commonwealth of Nations or even Great Britain
alone has moral obligations toward the United States or France, we are mak-
ing use of a fiction. By virtue of this fiction international law deals with na-
tions as though they were individual persons, but nothing in the sphere
of moral obligations corresponds to this legal concept. Whatever the con-
science of George V1 as the constitutional head of the British Commonwealth
and of Great Britain demands of the conduct of the foreign affairs of Great
Britain and of the Commonwealth is irrelevant for the actual conduct of those
affairs; for George VI is not responsible for those affairs and has no actual
influence upon them. What of the Prime Ministers, and the Secretaries of State
for Foreign Affairs of Great Britain and of the Dominions? They are but
members of the cabinet, which as a collective body determines foreign policy,
as any other policy, by majority decision. The cabinet as a whole is politically
responsible to the majority party whose political preferences it is supposed to
translate into political action. It is legally responsible to Parliament of which
it is, constitutionally speaking, only a committee. Parliament, however, is re-
sponsible to the electorate from which it has received the mandate to govern
and from which its individual members hope to receive another mandate at
the next general election.

The individual members of the electorate, finally, may have no moral con-
victions of a supranational character at all which determine their actions on
election day and in between, or, if they have such convictions, they will be
most heterogeneous in content. In other words, there will be those who act
according to the moral maxim, “Right or wrong — my country.” There will
be those who apply to their own actions with regard to international affairs
as well as to the actions of the government the standard of Christian ethics.
There will be those who apply the standard of the United Nations or of world
government or of humanitarian ethics. The fluctuating members of the policy-
making group or of the permanent bureaucracy of the Foreign Office may or
may not reflect these and similar divisions of opinion. In any case, the refer-
ence to 2 moral rule of conduct requires an individual conscience from which
it emanates, and there is no individual conscience from which what we call
the international morality of Great Britain or of any other nation could
emanate. T »

An individual statesman may follow the dictates of his own conscience
with regard to international affairs: If he does, it is to him as an individual
that these moral convictions are atributed and not to the nation to which he
belongs and in whose name he may even dgtally speak. Thus, when Lord
Morley and John Burns felt that thepas n of Great Britain in the First
World War was incompatible with gheéi¥ woral convictions, they-fesigned
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from the British cabinet. This was their personal act and those were their
personal convictions. When at the same moment the German Chancellor ad-
mitted as head of the German government the illegality and immorality of
the violation of Belgium’s neutrality, justified only by a state of necessity, he
spoke for himself only. The voice of his conscience could not be and was not
identified with the conscience of the collectivity called Germany. The moral
principles which guided Laval as French Minister of Foreign Affairs and
Prime Minister were his, not those of France, and nobody pretended the latter
to be the case.

Moral rules have their seat in the consciences of individual men. Govern-
ment by clearly identifiable men, who can be held personally accountable for
their acts, is, therefore, the precondition for the existence of an effective sys-
tem of international ethics. Where responsibility for government is widely dis-
tributed among a great number of individuals with different conceptions as
to what is morally required in international affairs, or with no such concep-
tions at all, international morality as an effective system of restraints upon
international policy becomes impossible. It is for this reason that Dean Roscoe
Pound could say as far back as 1923: “It might be maintained plausibly, that
a moral . . . order among states, was nearer attainment in the middle of the
eighteenth century than it is today.” ®

¢) Destruction of International Society

While the democratic selection and responsibility of government officials
destroyed international morality as an effective system of restraints, national.
ism destroyed the international society itself within which that morality had
operated. The French Revolution of 1789 marks the beginning of the new
epoch of history which witnesses the gradual decline of the cosmopolitan
aristocratic society and of the restraining influence of its morality upon inter-
national politics. Says Professor G. P. Gooch:

While patriotism is as old as the instinct of human association, nationalism
as an articulate creed issued from the volcanic fires of the French Revolution.
The tide of battle turned at Valmy; and on the evening after the skirmish Goethe
. . . replied to a request for his opinion in the historic words, “From to-day be-
gins a new era, and you will be able to say that you were present at its birth.” 1

It was a slow process of corrosion with the old order resisting valiantly, as
illustrated by the Holy Alliance and incidents such as the one discussed above
when as late as 1862 the Russian Czar invited Bismarck to enter the Russian
diplomatic service.!* Yet the decline of the international society and its moral-
ity, which had united the monarchs and the nobility of Christendom, is
unmistakable toward the end of the nineteenth century. It has nowhere be-
come more painfully patent than in the theatrical hollowness of William II’s

® Philosophical Theory and International Law, Bibliotheca Visseriana (Leyden, 1923), 1, 74.

10 Swudies in Diplomacy and Statecraft (London, New York, Toronto: Longmans, Green
atid Company, 1922}, pp- 300, 301
.. 11 See above, p. ¥86c -
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verbal attempts at reviving it. He wrote to the Russian Czar in 13¢5, with
regard to the French:

The Republicans are revolutionists de natura. The blood of Their Majesties is
still on that country. Has it since then ever been happy or quiet again? Has it not
staggered from bloodshed to bloodshed? Nicky, take my word on it, the
curse of God has stricken that people forever. We Christian Kings and Em-
perors have one holy duty imposed on us by Heaven, that is to uphold the
principle of By the Grace of God.

And the anachronism of William II’s still-born plan, conceived on the eve of
the Spanish-American War, to unite the European powers in support of the
Spanish monarchy against the American republic, dismayed his advisers.

But even in 1914, on the eve of the First World War, there is in many of
the statements and dispatches of statesmen and diplomats a melancholy
undertone of regret that individuals who had so much in common should
now be compelled to separate and identify themselves with the warring
groups on the different sides of the frontiers. This, however, was only a feeble
reminiscence which no longer had the power to influence the actions of men.
By then, these men had naturally less in common with each other than they
had with the respective peoples from which they had risen to the heights of
power and whose will and interests they represented in their relations with
other nations. What separated the French Foreign Minister from his opposite
number in Berlin was much more important than what united them. Con-
versely, what united the French Foreign Minister with the French nation was
much more important than anything which might set him apart from it.
The place of the one international society to which all members of the dif-
ferent governing groups belonged and which provided a common framework
for the different national societies had been taken by the national societies
themselves. The national societies now gave to their representatives on the
international scene the standards of conduct which the international society
had formerly supplied.

When, in the course of the nineteenth century, this fragmentation of the
aristocratic international society into its national segments was well on its
way to consummation, the protagonists of nationalism were convinced that
this development would strengthen the bonds of international morality
rather than weaken them. For they believed that, once the national aspira-
tions of the liberated peoples were satisfied and aristocratic rule replaced by
popular government, nothing could divide the nations of the earth. Con-
scious of being members of the same humanity and inspired by the same
ideals of freedom, tolerance, and peace, they would pursue their national
destinies in harmony. Actually the spirit of nationalism, once it had material-
ized in national states, proved to be not universalistic and hurmranitarian, but
particularistic and exclusive. When the international society of the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries was destroyed, it became obvious that there
was nothing to take the place of that unifying and restraining element which
had been a real society superimposed upon the particular national societies.
The international solidarity of the working class under the banner of social-
ism proved to be an illusion. Organized religion tended to identify itself with
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the national state rather than to transcend it. Thus the nation became the
ultimate point of reference for the allegiance of the individual, and the mem-
bers of the different nations all had their own particular object of allegiance.

We have in Lord Keynes’s portrait of Clemenceau a vivid sketch of this
new morality of nationalism:

He felt about France what Pericles felt of Athens— unique value in her,
nothing else mattering. . . . He had one illusion — France; and one disillu-
sion — mankind, including Frenchmen, and his colleages not least. . . . Na-
tions are real things, of whom you love one and feel for the rest indifference —
or hatred. The glory of the nation you love is a desirable end — but generally
to be obtained at your neighbor’s expense. Prudence required some measure of
lip-service to the “ideals” of foolish Americans and hypocritical Englishmen,
but it would be stupid to believe that there is much room in the world, as it
really is, for such affairs as the League of Nations, or any sense in the principle
of self-determination except as an ingenious formula for rearranging the bal-
ance of power in one’s own interests.*

This fragmentation of a formerly cohesive international society into a
multiplicity of morally self-sufficient national communities, which have ceased
to operate within a common framework of moral precepts, is but the outward
symptom of the profound change which in recent times has transformed the
relations between universal moral precepts and the particular systems of
national ethics. The transformation has proceeded in two different ways. It
has weakened, to the point of ineffectiveness, the universal, supranational
moral rules of conduct, which before the age of nationalism had imposed a
system — however precarious and wide-meshed —of limitations upon the
international policies of individual nations, and it has finally endowed, in the
minds and aspirations of individual nations, their particular national systems
of ethics with universal validity.

d) Victory of Nationalism over Internationalism

The crucial test of the vitality of a moral system occurs when its control
of the consciences and actions of men is challenged by another system of mo-
rality. Thus the relative strength of the ethics of humility and self-denial of
the Sermon on the Mount and of the ethics of self-advancement and power of
modern Western society is determined by the extent to which either system
of morality is able to mold the actions or at least the consciences of men in
accordance with its precepts. Every human being, in so far as he is responsive
to ethical appeals at all, is from time to time confronted with such a conflict
of conscience, which tests the relative strength of conflicting moral commands.
A similar test must determine the respective strength, with regard to the con-
duct of foreign affairs, of the supranational ethics and the ethics of national-
ism. To the supranational ethics, composed of Christian, cosmopolitan, and
humanitarian elements, the diplomatic language of the time pays its tribute
and many individual writers postulate it. But the ethics of nationalism have
been on the ascendancy throughout the world for the last century and a half.

12 The Economic Consequences of the Peace (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company,
£920), PP, 32, 33. ‘
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Now it is indeed true that national ethics, as formulated in the philosophy
of reason of state of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries or in the concept
of the national interest of the nineteenth and twentieth, has in most conflict
situations proved itself to be superior to universal moral rules of conduct. This
is obvious from a consideration of the most elemental and also the most im-
portant conflict situation of this kind, the one between the universal ethical
precept, “Thou shalt not kill,” and the command of a particular national
ethics. “Thou shalt kill under certain conditions the enemies of thy country.”
The individual to whom these two moral rules of conduct are addressed is
confronted with a conflict between his allegiance to humanity as a whole,
manifesting itself in the respect for human life as such, irrespective of nation-
ality or any other particular characteristic, and his loyalty to a particular
nation whose interests he is called upon to promote at the price of the lives
of the members of another nation. Most individuals today and during all of
modern history have resolved this conflict in favor of loyalty to the nation.
In this respect, however, three factors distinguish the present age from pre-
vious ones.

First, there is the enormously increased ability of the nation-state to exert
moral compulsion upon its members. This ability is the result partly of the
almost divine prestige which the nation enjoys in our time, partly of the con-
trol over the instruments molding public opinion which economic and tech-
nological developments have put at the disposal of the state.

Second, there is the extent to which loyalty to the nation requires the in-
dividual to disregard universal moral rules of conduct. The modern tech-
nology of war has given the individual opportunities for mass destruction
unknown to previous ages. Today a nation may ask one single individual to
destroy the lives of hundreds of thousands of people by dropping one atomic
bomb. The compliance with a demand of such enormous consequences dem-
onstrates the weakness of supranational ethics more impressively than the
limited violations of universal standards, committed in pre-atomic times, were
able to.

Finally, there is today, in consequence of the two other factors, much
less chance for the individual to be loyal to supranational ethics when they
are in conflict with the moral demands of the nation. The individual, faced
with the enormity of the deeds which he is asked to commit in the name of
the nation, and with the overwhelming weight of moral pressure which the
nation exerts upon him, would require almost superhuman moral strength to
resist those demands. The magnitude of the infractions of universal ethics
committed on behalf of the nation and of the moral compulsion exerted in
favor of them affects the qualitative relationship of the two systems of ethics.
It puts in bold relief the desperate weakness of universal ethics in its conflict
with the morality of the nation and decides the conflict in favor of the nation
before it has really started.

¢) Transformation of Nationalism

It is at this point that this hopeless impotence of universal ethics becomes
an important factor in bringing about a significant and far-reaching-change in
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the relations between supranational and national systems of morality. It is one
of the factors which lead to the identification of both.?* The individual comes
to realize that the flouting of universal standards of morality is not the handi-
work of a few wicked men, but the inevitable outgrowth of the conditions
under which nations exist and pursue their aims. He experiences in his own
conscience the feebleness of universal standards and the preponderance of
national ethics as forces motivating the actions of men on the international
scene, and his consicence does not cease being ill at ease.

Although the continuous discomfort of a perpetually uneasy conscience is
too much for him to bear, he is too strongly attached to the concept of uni-
versal ethics to give it up altogether. Thus he identifies the morality of his
own nation with the commands of supranational ethics. He pours, as it were,
the contents of his national morality into the now almost empty bottle of
universal ethics. So each nation comes to know again a universal morality,
that is, its own national morality, which is taken to be the one which all the
other nations ought to accept as their own. Instead of the universality of an
ethics to which all nations adhere, we end up with the particularity of
national ethics which claims the right to, and aspires toward, universal recog-
nition. There are then as many ethical codes claiming universality as there
are politically active nations. -

Nations no longer oppose each other, as they did from the Treaty of West-
phalia to the Napoleonic Wars and then again from the end of the latter to
the First World War, within a framework of shared beliefs and common
values, which imposes effective limitations upon the ends and means of their
struggle for power. They oppose each other now as the standard-bearers of
ethical systems, each of them of national origin and each of them claiming
and aspiring to provide a supranational framework of moral standards which
all the other nations ought to accept and within which their international
policies ought to operate. The moral code of one nation flings the challenge
of its universal claim into the face of another which reciprocates in kind.
Compromise, the virtue of the old diplomacy, becomes the treason of the new;
for the mutual accommodation of conflicting claims, possible or legitimate
within a common framework of moral standards, amounts to surrender when
the moral standards themselves are the stakes of the conflict. Thus the stage
is set for a contest among nations whose stakes are no longer their relative
positions within a political and moral system accepted by all, but the ability to
impose upon the other contestants a new universal political and moral sys-
tem recreated in the image of the victorious nation’s political ‘and moral
convictions.

The first inkling of this development from one genuinely universal to a
multiplicity of particular moral systems claiming, and competing for, uni-
versality can be detected in the contest between Napoleon and the nations
allied against him. On both sides the contest was fought in the name of par-
ticular principles claiming universal validity: here the principles of the French
Revolution, there the principle of legitimacy. However, with the defeat of
Napoleon and the failure of the Holy Alliance to uphold its principles in

/38 For other factors, se¢ belaw, pp. 304, 305.
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competition with the rising movement of nationalism, this attempt at erecting
a particular code of ethics into a universal one came to an end and thus re-
mained a mere historic interlude.

The present period of history in which generally and, as it seems, per-
manently universal moral rules of conduct are replaced by particular ones
claiming universality was ushered in by Woodrow Wilson’s war “to make
the world safe for democracy.” It is not by accident and it has deep signifi-
cance that those who shared Wilson’s philosophy called that war also a
“crusade” for democracy. The First World War, as seen from Wilson’s per-
spective, has indeed this in common with the Crusades of the Middle Ages:
it was waged for the purpose of making one moral system, held by one group,
prevail in the rest of the world. A few months after the democratic crusade
had gotten under way, in October 1917, the foundations were laid in Russia
for another moral and political structure which on its part, while accepted
only by a fraction of humanity, was claimed to provide the common roof
under which all humankind would eventually live together in justice and in
peace. While, in the twenties, this latter claim was supported by insufficient
power and, hence, was little more than a theoretical postulate, democratic
universalism retired from the scene of active politics and isolationism took
its place. It was only in the theoretical challenge which the priests of the new
Marxian universalism flung in the face of the democratic world and in the
moral, political, and economic ostracism with which the latter met the chal-
lenge that the conflict between the two universalisms made itself felt at that
time in the field of international politics.

In the thirties the philosophy of nazism, grown in the soil of a particular
nation, proclaimed itself the new moral code which would replace the vicious
creed of bolshevism and the decadent morality of democracy and would im-
pose itself upon mankind. The Second World War, viewed in the light of
our present discussion, tested in the form of an armed conflict the validity of
this claim of nazism to universality, and nazism lost the test. Yet, in the minds
of many on the side of the United Nations, the principles of the Atlantic
Charter and of the Declaration of Yalta made the Second World War also
a contest for universal democracy, and democracy, too, lost the test. With the
termination of the Second World War the two remaining moral and political
systzms claiming wniversal validity, democracy and communism, entered into
sxive competition for the dominion of the world, and that is the situation
in which we find ourselves todsy.

Tt world be the most dangerous of illusions to overlook or even to belittle
the of the difference which exists between that situation and the condi-
tion of the modarn state syseem from the end of the religious wars to the
cutrance of the United States into the First World War. One needs only to
pick at random any condlic which occurred in that latter period, with the
exception of the Napoleonic Wars, and compare it with the conflicts which
have torn the world spart in the last three decades in order to realize the
importance of that difference,

Let us compare with the international issues of our time the issues which
bmt_.lgh_t France and the Hapsburgs into almost continual conflict from the
beginning of the sixteenth to the middle of the eighteenth century, or which
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pitted Great Britain and Prussia against France in the eighteenth century.
These issues were territorial aggrandizement and dynastic competition. What
was then at stake was an increase or decrease of glory, wealth, and power.
Neither the Austrian nor the British nor the French nor the Prussian “way
of life,” that is, their system of beliefs and ethical convictions, was at stake.
This is exactly what is at stake today. In the seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies, none of the contestants on the international scene aspired to impose its
own particular system of ethics, provided it had one, upon the others. The
very possibility of such an aspiration never occurred to them, since they were
aware only of one universal moral code to which they all gave unquestioning
allegiance.

That common “system of arts, and laws, and manners,” “the same level
of politeness and cultivation,” and the “sense of honour and justice,” which
Gibbon had detected in “the general manners of the times” and which for
Fénelon, Rousseau, and Vattel were a lived and living reality,** have today
in the main become a historic reminiscence, lingering on in learned treatises,
utopian tracts, and diplomatic documents, but no longer capable of moving
men to action. Only shreds and fragments survive of this system of suprana-
tional ethics which exerts its restraining influence upon international politics,
as we have seen, only in isolated instances, such as killing in peacetime and
preventive war. As for the influence of that system of supranational ethics
upon the conscience of the actors on the international scene, it is rather like
the feeble rays, barely visible above the horizon of consciousness, of a sun
which has already set. Since the First World War, with ever increasing inten-
sity and generality, each of the contestants in the international arena claims in
its “way of life” to possess the whole truth of morality and politics which the
others may reject only at their peril. With fierce exclusiveness all contestants
equate their national conceptions of morality with what all mankind must
and will ultimat