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PART I
THE ANALYSIS OF WAR
A. METHOD OF ANALYSIS






CHAPTER XVI

SCIENTIFIC METHOD AND THE
STUDY OF WAR

4 I \HE analysis of war attempted in this section is not intended
for aesthetic realization or for moral guidance but for scien-
tific understanding. History develops generalizations true

of a particular time and place of the past. Practice assumes general-

izations true as guides to particular ends of the future. Science
strives for generalizations which accord not only with the observa-
tions upon which they were based but also with all future and past
observations unknown at the time the generalization was made.”
It has often been assumed that war is something which happens
with little possibility of prediction. The circumstances of a war, its
antecedents and consequences, can be recorded, but according to this

opinion each war is unique. The record of wars thus constitutes a

history but cannot be made into a science. There are, it is true,

principles and rules of war which purport either to regulate the initi-
ation and conduct of war or to guide generals to victory. These, how-
ever, are jural or practical laws establishing norms which may or
may not be observed according to the efficiency of international
sanctions or the intelligence of general officers. Are there also laws
which may enable the student to predict the incidence and mani-
festations of war because of the characteristics and relationships of
the populations, nations, states, and armies?

The difference between historic laws, normative laws, and scien-
tific laws ought not to be exaggerated. In fact, the term “natural
law’ has at times been applied to all.? The biological nature of man

1 See above, Vol. I, chap. ii, secs. 4 and 5; below, chap. xix, sec. 2.
2 For numerous meanings of the term “natural law” see Arthur A. Lovejoy, Gilbert
. Chinard, George Boas, and Ronald S. Crane (eds.), A Documentary History of Primitiv-
“tsm and Related Ideas, I (Baltimore, 1035), 12, 447—56. While conventional law is often
distinguished from natural law (James Bryce, Studies in History and Jurisprudence, 11
[New York, 1go1], 567), jurists have recognized that conventions if general and enduring
must have a foundation in “nature” (ibid., pp. 578 and 583; Grotius, De jure belli ac
pacis, Proleg., secs. 15 and 16).
681



682 A STUDY OF WAR

which functioned in past historic epochs differs little from that which
functions today or will function tomorrow. The sanctions behind
jural law and the reason behind technical and strategic principles are
characteristics of human sacieties which may be no less “natural”
than any other of their characteristics.! Happenings of human his-
tory and norms of human law and practice can be taken as evidence
of the nature or law of human society no less applicable in the future
than in the past. “The rule to which future events have a tendency
to conform,” wrote Charles S. Peirce, “is an important thing, an im-
portant element in the happening of those events,” and as much a
mode of being as are “actual facts” and “positive, qualitative possi-
bilities.””¢ It seems, therefore, premature to deny the possibility of
valid generalizations to which the future of war will tend to con-
form.s

To ascertain such generalizations involves the application of sci-
entific method.® Scientific method applied to social activity, which

3 Vet nature is made better by no meane,
But nature makes that meane.”—Shakespeare, The Winter's Tale, Act IV, scene 4.
4 Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce, ed. Charles Hartshorne and Paul Weiss,
Vol. I (Cambridge, Mass., 1931), pars. 23 and 26.

s These three modes of the “‘being” of war constitute the subject matter of the suc-
cessive parts of this study. Part II deals with the “‘actual facts of war,” Part III with
“the law that will govern facts in the future,” and Part IV with “positive, qualitative
possibilities.”

6 Scientific method is any method which simplifies the complex. Analysis of a com-
plex problem into parts, stages, or elements, each of which is much simpler and can be
treated separately, is the essence of scientific method, but what is simple and what is
complex depends upon the point of view. For many purposes a completed house may
seem simpler than the architect’s drawings and specifications of materials which consti-
tute its analysis for the builder. A human being may seem simpler than the volumes on
anatomy, physiology, and psychology which for the physician constitute its analysis.
The builder and the physician may by their activity “simplify” to the layman what the
draftsman and physiologist had made complex. Thus synthesis is also a part of scien-
tific method. Abstractly considered, “analysis is the resolution of a whole into its com-
ponent elements, opposed to synthesis, the combining of separate elements or minor
wholes into an inclusive unity”’ (““Analysis,” Encyclopaedia Britannica [14th ed.], I, 865;
cf. A. J. Bahm, “What Is Philosophy?” Scientific Monthly, LII [June, 1941, 554). But
while mathematical and logical analyses deduce the concrete meaning (denotation) of
abstract terms and ideas by demonstration of relationship between definitions, observa-
tional and experimental analyses infer the abstract meaning (connotation) of concrete
things and events by the naming of classes which exhibit resemblances and differences.
Analysis and synthesis, therefore, although formally contradictory, are practically sup-
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is typically a problem-solving activity, differs, in some respects, from
that method applied to physical phenomena and yields results which
are much less precise. In dealing with social activity, historic time
can never be entirely eliminated as an unmeasurable factor, cause-
and-effect relations cannot be entirely separated from means and end
rélations, constants cannot be clearly distinguished from variables,
and the subject matter cannot easily be divided into disciplines
within which specialized methods may be emphasized. The presence
of contingency, of purpose, of universal change, and of universal in-
terrelatedness, flowing from the number, subjectivity, instability,
complexity, and problematic character of the factors involved, ren-
ders the application of scientific method to human and social prob-
lems exceptionally difficult and frequently unproductive.”

The isolation of problems and disciplines, the establishment of
standards of measurement and frames of reference, the elimination
of personal biases, must be accomplished by art in all sciences, but
in the physical sciences the art is closely guided by the observation
of nature.® Fictions, while necessary in the natural sciences, are the
essence of the social sciences. The social scientist must create a
structure of assumptions and use a language which is at the same
time symbolic and emotive. Unless he can establish his assumptions
by successful propaganda, it is hardly worth while to make hypothe-
ses or to investigate their validity.?

For the problem of war this means that the scientific investigator
must employ his own conviction of what the future of war ought to
be as one of the assumptions for predicting what it will be. He must,
however, recognize that others will similarly employ their own con-

plementary. To break down or to analyze an idea is to build up or to synthesize con-
crete reality, while to break down or to analyze concrete facts is to synthesize or to
build up ideas. To analyze the connotation of a term is to synthesize its denotation, and
vice versa.

7 See Appen. XXV below.

# Decreasingly with the progress of science. * ‘Fortunate Newton,’ says Einstein,
‘happy childhood of science! . . . . The conceptions which he used to reduce the mate-
rial of experience to order seemed to flow spontaneously from experience itself’ ”’ (quoted
in George de Santillana and Edgar Zilsel, The Development of Rationalism and Empiricism
[“International Encyclopedia of Unified Science,” Vol. I, No. 8 (Chicago, 1g941)], p. 2).

9 See below, Appen. XXV, sec. 3; above, Vol. I, chap. ii, sec. 2.
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victions. Wishful thinking about war constitutes a major element in
scientific thinking about war. An evaluation of faiths is an indis-
pensable key to the future. The student of war must recognize that
wishes, opinions, and beliefs, including his own, are among the phe-
nomena with which he deals. He cannot exclude them from his pre-
dictive formulations as may the physicist. With all their intangibil-
ity, imponderability, and changeability, he must do his best to re-
duce them to order. He cannot do this unless he combines persuasion
with analysis. He must try to perpetuate in the society the beliefs
which constitute the postulates of his study, or his analyses will be
undermined.



CHAPTER XVII

THE MEANING OF WAR

N ADEQUATE definition of war is not easy to construct.
After comparing numerous formal definitions which appear
in the literature of the subject, war was defined in the sec-

ond chapter as a legal condition which equally permits two or more
hostile groups to carry on a conflict by armed force. A more scien-
tific method of constructing a definition would begin, not with an
analysis of the literature, but with an analysis of wars. The histori-
cal events which have been called wars have been characterized by
(1) military activity, (2) high tension level, (3) abnormal law, and
(4) intense political integration.

I. MILITARY ACTIVITY

The most obvious manifestation of war is the accelerated move-
ment and activity of armies and navies. While modern states are at
all times engaged in moving naval and military forces around, in
constructing battleships, guns, and munitions, in organizing and
training armies, and in making military appropriations, war is
marked by a great acceleration in the speed of such activities. Such
phenomena as mobilization, conscription, blockade, siege, organized
fighting, invasion, and occupation may all occur without war; but
they occur more frequently and on a larger scale during war. Each of
the terms “battle,” “campaign,” ““war,”” “arms race,’” and “normal
military activity” designates a certain intensity of military ac-
tivity. The type of events or conditions designated by each succes-
sive term manifests a lesser intensity of military activity but a wider
space and a longer period of time in which such activity is occurring.
The characteristics of each of these types of activity deserve atten-
tion.®

a) Batile—The most concentrated type of military activity is the
battle. It may be taken as a generic term to cover a period of con-
tinuous direct contact of armed forces in which at least one side is

* Their temporal characteristics have been considered in Vol 1, chap. ix, sec. 2.
. 685
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engaged in a tactical offensive. There may be a battle of land forces,
of naval forces, or of air forces. There may be a single battle com-
bining all of these forces, as, for instance, in the siege of a port or a
landing operation. In wars of past centuries battles have usually
been identifiable events, seldom lasting, except in the case of sieges,
over a day, seldom covering over a score of square miles of territory,
and seldom involving over a hundred thousand men. This is no
longer true. The progress of invention with respect to instruments of
communication, transportation, defense, and attack has made it
possible for centralized military direction to be maintained over
vastly greater numbers of men, operating through greater areas, for
longer periods of time. Some of the episodes designated as battles
in World War I lasted for several weeks, extended over tens of
thousands of square miles, and involved millions of men. Because
of the immobility of trench warfare, they resembled sieges of the
past rather than pitched battles. In World War II new techniques
restored mobility, and battles covered even larger areas. While
earlier battles were named by towns (Saratoga, Waterloo, Gettys-
burg, Port Arthur), World War I battles were named by rivers or
areas (the Marne, the Somme, Flanders) and World War II battles
were named by countries or oceans (Norway, Belgium, France,
Greece, Russia, the Atlantic). Furthermore, battles in recent wars
have not been separated from one another by definite periods of
time or areas of space. The selection of what is to be designated a
battle is in such circumstances extremely arbitrary, but even in the
past battles have not always been clearly defined. All have been
composed of lesser engagements of artillery, infantry, cavalry, aerial
or naval units, or even of individual men. The designation of a bat-
tle thus involves a judgment as to the continuity of contact, of at-
tack, and of central direction of the opposing forces.

Within modern civilization there appear to have been some 2,700
battles which involved casualties (killed, wounded, and prisoners)
of at least 1,000 men in land battles or 500 in naval battles.? While
most of these battles took place in wars, some of them did not,? and

2 See Vol. I, Table 22, Appen. XIX.

3 As, for example, the Battle of New Orleans, January 8, 1815, which occurred fifteen
days after the War of 1812 had been ended by signature of the Treaty of Ghent.
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there were many wars during the period without a single battle of
this magnitude.* If a lower casualty limit had been adopted, the
number of battles would have been much greater. Of these 2,700
battles and sieges, 94 were participated in by the United States, and,
of that number, the United States Navy participated in only 10. Yet
from 1775 to 1goo United States army units engaged in over g,c00
distinct battles and skirmishes.® United States naval units engaged
against hostile naval or land forces in 1,131 distinct episodes and, in
addition, captured some 4,000 merchant vessels.® It seems likely
that the number of distinct hostile encounters between public armed
forces has been more than a hundred times as great as the list of
battles. There have probably been over a quarter of a million such
hostile encounters in the civilized world since 1500, an average of
over 500 a year.

b) Campaign.—A less concentrated type of military activity than
the battle is the campaign. This term is used to designate a group of
military operations within a limited period of time connected by a
strategic plan under the control of a single command. Several bat-
tles may be fought during a campaign, but a campaign may be con-
ducted without any actual contact with the enemy. A campaign
does, however, involve movements of actual armies, navies, or air
forces, of which at least one side is engaged in a strategic offensive,
such as an effort to occupy hostile territory, to acquire resources
from the enemy, to destroy hostile forces, to blockade hostile terri-
tory, to break civilian morale by military attacks, or to accomplish
other military objectives. A campaign is more likely than a battle to
combine both the army and the navy, but ordinarily it includes only
one. In the past, campaigns have usually been identifiable events,
seldom lasting over six or eight months (the “campaigning season”
in European latitudes has often been terminated by winter weather)
and involving only two or three armies of from 50,000 to 100,000

4 See Vol. I, Appen. XX.

s Newton A. Strait, Alphabeticol List of Baittles, 17541900 (Washington, 1goc). See
also Francis B. Heitman, Historical Register and Dictionary of the United States Army
(Washington, 1903), which states that the army had been involved in 3,292 engage-
ments.

; % Robert W. Neeser, Statisiical and Chronological History of the Uniied States Navy,
1775~1907 (New York, 1909).
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men each. Naval campaigns sometimes covered very large areas and
continued over longer periods but usually involved fewer men. The
conditions which have increased the duration, area, and number of
participants in battles have done the same for campaigns. In recent
major wars it has been as difficult to distinguish and identify cam-
paigns as it has been to distinguish and identify battles. In minor
hostilities—colonial wars, interventions, and insurrections—the
campaign is the normal unit of military activity. Thus many cam-
paigns occur outside of recognized wars.

While in the twentieth century (19oo—1941) there have been only
24 wars,’ there have been over 600 campaigns, of which more than
500 were outside of these wars.® During this period there were over
goo battles of 1,000-casualty magnitude. It is probable that cam-
paigns have been about as numerous as battles of this magnitude
during the entire modern period, although many included no battles
at all and others a large number of battles.

¢) War—From the military point of view it is more difficult to
identify wars than either battles or campaigns. The unity of a war
derives more from legal or political than from military activities.
The list of wars of modern history included in this study? is based
primarily upon the fact of legal recognition manifested by the appli-
cation of the laws of war in the relations of the participants and of
the laws of neutrality in the relations of participants to nonpartici-
pants. As evidence of the beginning and end of this legal status,
declarations, recognitions, and treaties were the usual criteria. Hos-
tilities involving over 100,000 troops were, however, included even
if not recognized as war, and even lesser hostilities were included if
they led to important legal results such as the creation or extinction
of states or territorial transfers.

Periods of war have been characterized by military movements of
abnormal size and frequency. The battles and campaigns of a war
are usually united through the continuity of the political direction
of each of the belligerents and the persistence of a grand strategical

7Vol. 1, Table 41, Appen., XX.

8 See Vol. I, Appen. XX. Table 48, Appen. XXI, sets forth the number of months of
campaigning by each of the powers but not the number of campaigns.

?Vol. I, Appen. XX.
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objective of at least one of the participating states. These unifying
conditions, however, are not always present. From the military
point of view a war does not usually have such clear time and space
limitations as does a battle or a campaign.™ From the legal point
of view its time limitations and its space limitations, at least with re-
spect to land, are usually precise. The military activity of a war
has seldom been continuous for over five years, but there has been a
Hundred Years’ War, a Thirty Years’ War, a Seven Years’ War, and
a number of other wars, such as the French Revolutionary and Na-
poleonic Wars, in which some military activity continued for more
than five years. Usually, however, these periods were broken by
long truces. Some of these wars continued through revolutionary
changes in the political control of all or some of the belligerents,
through a disappearance of old belligerents and entry of new ones,
and through radical changes in the war aims or grand strategic
objectives of most of the participants. Thus the time-space con-
tinuum, which in a legal sense is designated a war, has not necessarily
been accompanied by a unity or uniformity of intense military ac-
tivity. While in international legal theory a state of war between
two states begins and ends at definite moments of time, these mo-
ments have frequently been difficult to establish in practice.

At least 248 wars occurred from 1480 to 1941.* These events
ranged in size from minor episodes, involving only two small coun-
tries and lasting a {few months, to such events as the Thirty Years’
War, involving most of the European continent; the Seven Years’
War, involving most of the European powers and hostilities in
America, India, and the high seas; and World War I, lasting, in the
case of certain belligerents, for ten years, involving at times half of
the countries of the world and including hostilities in Europe, Asia,
Africa, and the high seas. World War II spread even wider. In the
twentieth century, before 1942, there were 24 wars, and nearly every
state of the world participated in at least one.

0 Guerrilla war, such as that carried on in China since 1937, has no definite front

(R. E, Dupuy, “The Nature of Guerrilla Warfare,” Pacific 4 fairs, XII [June, 1939),
138 fi.).

11 Vol. 1, Appen. XX.
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d) Armament race—An even less precise type of military activity
is the armament race. This is characterized less by military move-
ments and hostile clashes, though such events may occur, than by
acceleration in all countries involved of the rate of armament
growth. Military and naval budgets, standing armies, and naval,
air, and tank fleets become steadily larger. A larger proportion
of the productive energy of states is devoted to military affairs.
Armament races have usually lasted for thirty or forty years. They
have been characterized by increasing frequency of small wars, im-
perial wars, and interventions, generally terminating in a balance-
of-power war, during which military building reaches a maximum.
For ten or twenty years after such a war there has usually been a
period of demobilization and decline of military building, sometimes
stabilized by disarmament agreements. Armament races have re-
sulted primarily from the political relations of states involved in a
balance-of-power system, though the exigencies of arms-traders and
of national economies may also have played a part. A knowledge of
political relations may disclose that armament races, proceeding
simultaneously within groups of states in different parts of the
world, are distinct and unrelated phenomena. The growth of world
communication and economic interdependence has, however, tended
to bring all states into the world balance of power and to synchronize
accelerated armament programs everywhere into a single race.

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries distinct armament
races sometimes occurred without precise simultaneity in western
Europe, northern Europe, and southeastern Europe. During the
nineteenth century Europe was a unity with respect to armament
races, though North America, Central America, the La Plata area,
the Andean area, and the Far East had distinct armament races.
A European armament race began about 1787 and lasted until
1815. Another began about 1840 and laster until 1871. In the
twentieth century armament races have tended to be synchronous
and simultaneous throughout the world. There was a general arma-
ment race lasting from about 1886 to 1919. Another began about
1932 and continues through 1941. Probably a study of army and
navy building coupled with a study of the balance of power would

2 See Vol. I, Table 58, Appen. XXTJ, for statistics for 1850-1937.
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disclose some twenty-five distinct armament races in modern his-
tory, though the boundaries either in time or in space could not be
very clearly defined. These armament races are clearly related to the
tendency toward a fifty-year periodicity in the frequency of battles
alluded to in an earlier chapter of this study.*3

e) Normal military activity—This is a conception which can be
ascertained only by studying the military history of a civilization
over centuries to ascertain the size of military and naval budgets, the
size of standing army, the proportion of national effort directed to-
ward military affairs, and the frequency of minor and major uses of
military force usual among the states of that civilization. Because of
the dynamic character of Western culture and of the operation of
armament races, it is difficult to compare conditions separated by
centuries. Because of the wide variations in the role of military af-
fairs in different states, it is difficult to compare different areas at the
same time. The conception of normal military activity is, therefore,
difficult to apply to modern civilization. Theoretically, however, it
constitutes a standard of comparison by which the more accelerated
activity during armament races, wars, campaigns, and battles can
be judged. Ii it is realized that the great powers of modern history
have been formally at war nearly half of the time and have been en-
gaged in minor military campaigns or armament races a good share of
the remaining time, it will be perceived that in modern civilization
normal military activity would be quite remote from an ideal con-
ception of peace.™

2. HIGH TENSION LEVEL

Another manifestation of war is the high tension level of public
opinion within the belligerent states. Attention is concentrated upon
symbols of the nation and of the enemy. Only favorable attitudes
toward the former and unfavorable attitudes toward the latter are
expressed. Graphs constructed from statistical analyses of numerous

13 Vol. I, chap. ix, sec. 2d.

*4 Many writers have commented on the difficulty of distinguishing war in the tech-
nical sense from the military activity which continues in “normal” times (see Brevet
Lieut.-Col. J. F. Maurice, Hostilities without Declaration of War, from 1700 to 1870
[London, 1883], p. 66; H. M. Kallen, ““On War and Peace,” Social Researck, September,
1939, pp- 373 f1.).
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attitude statements taken from newspapers indicate that on the ap-
proach of war the opinions of the population of each country about
the other become more hostile and more homogeneous. During war
itself these opinions reach levels of extraordinary hostility.*s

Such graphs present the best picture of the changing direction, in-
tensity, homogeneity, and continuity of the attitudes of one people
toward another, but easily observable phenomena make possible a
rough classification of the intensity of such attitudes. Five states
of tension level may be expressed by the words “symbolic attack,”
“threats of violence,” “discrimination,” ‘“‘disapproval,”’ and ‘“normal
relations.”

a) Symbolic atlack—In time of war the press, public addresses,
sermons, moving pictures, the radio, and other instruments of pub-
licity frequently contain direct attacks upon the enemy, emphasizing
his satanism and urging his destruction. Such sentiments may ap-
pear not only in unofficial but in official utterances. The latter were
formerly rare except in time of war, but with the development of the
radio, breaking down the distinction between domestic and foreign
communication, they have become more common.*

b) Threats of violence against another state may be publicized in
times of strained relations short of war, but if they proceed directly
from high officials of the government they are likely to lead to a
breach of relations or to war itself. Overt threats, especially if ac-
companijed by naval and military movements, have been considered
much more serious than formal diplomatic protests, though the lat-
ter may carry an implication of eventual resort to force. The United
States resented the prediction of “grave consequences” in the Japa-
nese ambassador’s note on the immigration crisis in 1923, interpret-
ing it as a threat of war. The abusive comments of Hitler toward
President Bene§ of Czechoslovakia in his address of September 12,
1938, indicated that hostilities might be near at hand. “Incidents”
concerning nationals, vessels, or officials of one country for which
another country is considered responsible, but which might be of
little political importance in normal times, are often interpreted as

15 See Appen. XLI below.

* H. D. Lasswell, Propeganda Technigue in the World War (London, 1927), chap. iii:
“Satanism.” See below, n. 19.



THE MEANING OF WAR 693

threats in times of high tension and may result in a breach of diplo-
matic relations.*?

¢) Discrimination—Private boycotts and official discriminations
in tariff rates, export, import, and navigation embargoes, and pro-
hibitions against loans and concessions are an evidence of strained
relations; but they frequently occur without war and are usually
considered less serious than threats and displays of force. Such eco-
nomic discriminations are always intensified between enemies in
time of war.™

d) Disapproval—Official expressions of disapproval of the policy
or behavior of a foreign state manifest a serious strain in relations if
they concern the internal policy of that state or its relations with
third states. References to the policy of another government are
not, however, deemed as serious as utterances disrespectful or con-
temptuous of the personality of high officials or of the state itself.
The attitudes of governments toward such criticism have varied
with respect to the degree of resentment which should be felt and
with respect to the responsibility of states for hostile utterances
made by private individuals or in private publications.”® Autocracies
are likely to be much more sensitive on such matters than democ-
racies.?

17 Diplomacy under the balance of power has always concealed a mailed fist under
the velvet glove, but if the glove was cast off war was usually near. For instances of
““displays of force" see J. B. Moore, A Digest of International Law (Washington, 1go6),
VII, 107~9. Recall of the chief of mission indicates less serious tension than complete
breach of diplomatic relations (ibid., pp. 103—5; cf. Ellery C. Stowell, Iniernational Law
[New York, 1931], p. 453)-

18 Tanice C. Simpson, “The Position in International Law of Economic Measures of
Coercion Carried On within a State’s Territory” (manuscript thesis, University of Chi-
cago, December, 1935). Methods of “peaceful” pressure and coercion available to the -
president of the United States under the Constitution are discussed in Q. Wright, The
Conltrol of American Foreign Relations (New York, 1922), pp. 293—310.

19 See Stowell, 0p. cit., pp. 78-80; Q. Wright, “The Denunciation of Treaty Vio-
lators,” American Journal of International Law, XXXII (July, 1938), 526-35. The
United States was remarkably free in its expression of disapproval of the behavior of the
Axis governments after the spring of 1940 (see Q. Wright, “The Transfer of Destroyers
to Great Britain,” ébid., XXXIV [October, 1940}, 688).

20 Because governments in democratic countries are accustomed to hearing political
criticism. See Vernon Van Dyke, “The Responsibility of States for International
Propaganda,” American Journal of International Law, XXXIV (January, 1940), 58 ff.;
H. Lauterpacht, “Revolutionary Activities of Private Persons against Foreign States,”
American Journal of International Law, XXII (January, 1928), 108.
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€) Normal relations—In the normal relations of states formal
protests are usually confined to cases where the state, its govern-
ment, or its nationals have been injured because of a breach of
international obligations by another state. Objections to the policy
of another state are not formally protested, although they may be
made the subject of representations. Even in normal times the pri-
vate press sometimes abuses other states, but, unless excessive or
unless the press is controlled by the government, such license does
not indicate a strain in relations. The normal level of respect mani-
fested by the government of one state for another varies greatly
among different states and at different times.>

3. ABNORMAL LAW

A third manifestation of war is the entry into force of new rules
of law, domestic and international. Contracts with alien enemies are
suspended. Resident alien enemies are interned or placed under
supervision.” Trading with the enemy is prohibited. Many treaties
with the enemy are terminated or suspended. Military forces are
free to invade the enemy territory and to attack its armed forces,
limited only by the rules of war. Neutrals are obliged to prevent the
use of their territory or vessels for military purposes by belligerents.
Neutral vessels at sea are liable to visit and search and to capture if
they assist the enemy.?s

In the case of war, recognized as such in the legal sense, all these
rules come into force. There are other situations in which a modified
form of abnormal law prevails. The legal situation consequent upon
an outbreak of hostilities differs accordingly as the violence occurs in
a state’s home territory, in a colonial area of different culture, or in

2 Stowell, 0p. ¢dt., pp. 425 ff. It has been suggested that abusive diplomacy, instead
of provoking hostilities, may act as a cathartic and eliminate it (“Diplomacy, Bad Man-
ners as a Substitute for War,” Atlantic Monthly, CLX [December, 1937], 750-61).

Diplomatic etiquette, however, has not accepted this opinion and has required formal
courtesy (Stowell, op. cit., pp. 432 and 446).

2 During World War II the treatment of enemy persons was determined by consid-
erations of the individual's “spiritual loyalty” rather than of his legal nationality
(Robert M. W. Kempner, “The Enemy Alien Problem in the Present War,” American
Journal of International Law, XXXIV [July, 1940], 443—58).

# L. Oppenheim, International Low (6th ed. [Lauterpacht]; London, 1040), Secs. 97—
102b, 313~104.
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the relations of two recognized states. It may also differ accordingly
as the two parties are equal or are moderately or greatly disparate in
status.** The following nine categories may, therefore, be distin-
guished with respect to the abnormal legal situation which results.

Relative Status of Com- International Colonial Civil
batants Strife Strife Strife
Equality in status International | Imperial war | Civil war
war
Moderate disparity in|| Aggression— | Colonial revolt| Insurrection—
status defense —punitive military sup-
expedition pression
Great disparity in sta-{| Disorder—in- | Native unrest | Mob viclence
tus tervention —pacifica- | , —police
tion

a) Civil war, imperial war, and iniernational war, if recognized as
such, imply that both sides are to be treated as equals by other states
designated neutrals. Both are entitled to the rights and powers of
belligerents as long as the war lasts. In civil war and often in im-
perial war the revolt is in violation of the municipal constitution and
laws of the state, and, if the legal government is successful, it may,
of course, apply its own law to punish treason after hostilities are
over. In international war one of the parties may be acting in viola-
tion of its obligations under international law, and this fact may in-
fluence the settlement, even though the states have generally recog-
nized the situation as ‘“war’’ by proclaiming neutrality.?s

b) Insurrection, colonial revolt, and aggression not recognized as
legal war do not imply a duty of third states to treat the two parties
as equal. In the case of insurrection or native uprising the recog-
nized government has usually been favored by third states. The

24 While status refers to the degree in which legal powers are possessed, legal powers
are not entirely unrelated to material powers. See James Lorimer, Tustitutes of the Law
of Nations (Edinburgh, 1883), I, 170; T. J. Lawrence, Essays on Some Disputed Ques-
tions in Modern Infernational Law (Cambridge, 1885), p. 232; E. D. Dickinson, The
Eguality of States in International Law (Cambridge, Mass., 1920), p. 151; Q. Wright,
Mandates under the League of Nations (Chicago, 1930), pp. 292-94.

5 Q. Wright, “The Present Status of Neutrality,” American Journal of International
Law, XXXIV (July, 1940), 401-7.
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treatment of the Spanish Loyalists on a parity with the insurgents
under the nonintervention agreement of 1936 was an exception in
this respect. If a state engaged in international hostilities has been
found by appropriate international procedures to be an aggressor, in
the sense that it resorted to force in violation of its international ob-
ligations, third states may discriminate in favor of its innocent vic-
tim engaged in defense. Such discrimination was required by the
League of Nations Covenant and is permissible for parties to other
anti-war treaties such as the Pact of Paris.”” The position of an ag-
gressor, therefore, has some resemblance in law to that of an insur-
gent government. Japan, Italy, Russia, and Germany were general-
ly recognized to be aggressors in their respective hostilities against
China (1931, 1937), Ethiopia (1935), Finland (1939), and Poland
(1939) **

¢) Mob violence and native unrest within the state’s domain and
inlervention in a dependent state do not usually involve international
law or the rights of third states. Municipal law may recognize a
state of siege or martial law in such situations. The case of a great
power intervening to deal with disorders or international delinquen-
cies in a much smaller independent state has often been treated in a
similar manner. In law, however, the justifiability of the interven-
tion is properly an international question to be decided by interna-

#N. J. Padeliord, I'nternational Law and Diplomacy in the Spanish Civil Strife (New
York, 1939).

31 Q. Wright, “Neutrality Following the Pact of Paris,” Proceedings of the American
Sociely of Iniernational Law, 1930, pp. 79 fi.; “The Concept of Aggression in Interna-
tional Law,” American Journal of International Law, XXIX (July, 1035), 374 ff.; Har-
vard Research in International Law, “Rights and Duties of States in Case of Aggres-
sion,” American Journal of International Law (suppl., 1939), pp. 823 fi.; International
Law Association, “Budapest Articles of Interpretation of the Pact of Paris,” Regori
of Thirty-eighth Conference (London, 1935), pp. 66 ff.

# Q. Wright, “The Test of Aggression in the Italo-Ethiopian War,” ibid., XXX
(January, 1936), 45 ff.; “The Present Status of Neutrality,” ibid., XXXIV (July, 1940),
401; “The Transfer of Destroyers to Great Britain,” jbid., October, 1940, pp. 680 ff.;
#The Lend-Lease Act and International Law,” ibid., XXXV (April, 1941), 305 f.;
Attorney-General Robert H. Jackson, “Address to the Inter-American Bar Association,
Havana, Cuba, March 27, 1941, American Journal of International Law, XXXV
(April, 1941), 348 fi.
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tional procedures according to international law.*® As treaties now
generally prohibit forceful intervention except for defense, there is a
presumption against the legitimacy of such action unless expressly
permitted by a protectorate, mandate, or other treaty relation with
the state in whose territory the action is taken or unless that state
has been found guilty of an aggression which withdraws it from the
benefits of anti-war treaties and permits military sanctions against
it.3°
4. INTENSE POLITICAL INTEGRATION

A further manifestation of war consists in legal, social, and politi-
cal changes within the belligerent community, tending toward more
intensive integration. Legislation regulates industry and directs it
toward war production. Censorship comes into effect, and important
instruments of communication are taken over by the government.
Consumption may be rationed in many directions. Loyalties to
church, party, or profession are subordinated to loyalty to the state.

The normal degree of government control of the activities of in-
dividuals varies greatly among states; but, however intense or loose
the normal control, it becomes more intense in time of war.

In time of war or threat of war the armament industry and the
production of raw materials for its manufacture are usually the first
economic activity to be regulated or taken over by the government.
This is soon followed by the taking-over of agencies of transporta-
tion and communication, education, and propaganda. A more gen-
eral control of business and consumption may follow. The last step
has usually been the control of religion.

The intensive preparedness required by modern war tends to bring
about many of these changes long before war begins. Totalitarian

29 Dickinson, op. cil., p. 261. The term “punitive expedition” has been applied to
military action in foreign territory, such as the international expedition to suppress the
“Boxers” in China in 1goo and the American expedition in pursuit of Villa in Mexico in
1916. Properly speaking, these should be called “interventions,” although that term is
not free from ambiguity. See Charles G. Bream, “Intervention Short of Armed Force
in Latin America” (manuscript, University of Chicago Library, 1941); Ellery C. Stowell,
Intervention in International Law (Washington, 1921).

30 Q. Wright, “The Outlawry of War,” American Journal of International Law, XIX

(January, 1925), 04.
31 Hans Speier and Alfred Kihler, War in Our Time (New York, 1939).
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states exhibit this intensive political integration as a permanent
characteristic.®

S. A DEFINITION OF WAR

"This analysis of the military, psychological, legal, and sociological
manifestations of war suggests that all may be regarded as variables
which reach a certain threshold of intensity in actual war. War may
therefore be regarded from the standpoint of each belligerent as an
extreme intensification of military activity, psychological tension,
legal power, and social integration—an intensification which is not
likely to result unless the enemy is approximately equal in material
power. From the standpoint of all belligerents war may be consid-
ered a simultaneous conflict of armed forces, popular feelings, jural
dogmas, and national cultures so nearly equal as to lead to an ex-
treme intensification of each.

This definition, developed from a consideration of the manifesta-
tions of war, may be compared with that developed earlier from a
consideration of the definitions of war appearing in the literature.
War is a legal condition which equally permits two or more hostile
groups to carry on a conflict by armed force.3

There is clearly a resemblance. Conflict of armed force figures in
both definitions. The conflict of popular feeling is hostility. The
conflict of jural dogmas is a legal condition characterized by equal-
ity of the parties. The conflict of national cultures is a conflict of
human groups.

To say that war implies a legal condition means that law or cus-
tom recognizes that when war exists particular types of behavior or
attitudes are appropriate. War does not imply a sporadic or capri-
cious or accidental situation but a recognized condition. The think-
ing in any culture recognizes many different conditions, each with
its appropriate behavior pattern. War implies one of many such
recognized conditions characterized by the equality of the belliger-
ents in law and their freedom to resort to violence.

To say that this condition pertains to hostile groups implies that

# Vol. I, chap. xii, sec. 1d. See also A. T. Lauterbach, “Roots and Implication of
the German Idea of Military Society,” Mililary Affairs, V (spring, 1941), 1, 13 ff.
33 Vol. I, chap. ii, sec. 1.
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the-attitudes involved are social rather than individual and at the
same time hostile rather than friendly. This expression therefore im-
plies a differentiation between the in-group and the out-group. The
individual loves his own group and hates the enemy group.3* This
definition excludes from the conception of war duels or other fights
‘between individuals and also excludes friendly armed contentions,
as in a tournament or a fencing match.

To say that the groups are carrying on a conflict means that the
pattern of behavior is an instance of the type of group interrelation-
ship which sociologists have termed ““conflict.” This pattern includes
competitive games, forensic litigation, political elections, family
brawls, feuds, sectarian strife, and other situations in which opposing
but similar entities aware of and in contact with each other are domi-
nated by sentiments of rivalry and expectation of victory through
the use of mutually recognized procedures. The pattern therefore
involves a combination of separation and unity: separation in the
fact of antagonism and hostility between entities, union in the fact of
recognition by all entities concerned of a common objective (victory)
and the procedure by which it is to be obtained (armed force). War
does not, therefore, exist where the participants are so self-centered
that each fails to recognize the other as a participant but treats it
merely as an environmental obstacle to policy, as men treat wild ani-
mals or geographical barriers. War is, therefore, distinguished from
armed activities such as the chase among primitive peoples or coloni-
al development among modern nations. As a conflict, war implies
that attitudes and actions within each participating group are influ-
enced by intergroup or international standards.

To say that the conflict is by armed force excludes forms of con-
tentious procedure.which permit only persuasive argument, intel-
lectual skill, or friendly physical encounter, as in judicial trials, par-
liamentary debates, and athletic games. The technique of arms
implies the use of weapons to kill, wound, or capture individuals of
the opposing side. War is thus a type of violence. The word “vio-

34 Among some primitive groups, as among the Barbary States in the eighteenth
century, friendship within and hostility without was considered the normal situation.
These groups were continuously in a state of war with neighboring groups except during
temporary truces.
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lence,” however, includes also activities which are not war, such as
assassination and robbery, riot and lynching, police action and exe-
cution, reprisals and interventions.3

War, on the other hand, may involve activities other than vio-
lence. In modern war the propaganda, economic, and diplomatic
fronts may be more important than the military front; but, if the
technique of armed violence is not used or threatened, the situation
is not war. .

War is thus at the same time an exceptional legal condition, a
phenomenon of intergroup social psychology, a species of conflict,
and a species of violence. While each of these aspects of war sug-
gests an approach to its study, war must not be identified with any
one of them. Light may be thrown on war by studying other excep-
tional legal conditions like civil litigation, criminal trials, martial
law, aggression, and reprisals; but they must not be identified with
war, as is done by those who characterize all legal coercion as war.
So also it must not be assumed that all relations between sovereign
groups are war or that all conflicts or all resorts to violence are war.
Such assumptions, frequently made, render the control of war hope-
less. The anarchists, striving to eliminate all legal coercion; the iso-
lationists, striving to eliminate all intergroup relations; the idealists,
striving to eliminate all conflicts; and the extreme pacifists, trying
to eliminate all violence, are engaged in a hopeless task. On the
other hand, it is possible that appropriate modifications of interna-
tional law and procedure, of national attitudes and ideals, of social
and economic conditions, and of the methods by which governments
keep themselves in power may prevent the recurrence of war.

35 For legal analysis of types of violence see Appen. XXX belows



CHAPTER XVIII
THE SOCIAL DISCIPLINES AND WAR

HILE something has been written on war by scholars in
\ ; ‘/ each of the social disciplines, it does not appear that any
of these disciplines has developed a logical analysis of the
subject generally acceptable to the scholars in that discipline, much
less to those in related disciplines. Careful distinction must be made
between the writings of acknowledged specialists in each of these dis-
ciplines and the writings of nonspecialists. Much of the writing on
the economic, psychological, biological, and political causes of war
has been by publicists who were not respectively economists, psy-
chologists, biologists, or political scientists. The social disciplines
may be roughly classified as disciplines related to social science, pure
social sciences, practical social disciplines, applied social sciences,
and emerging social disciplines.

I. DISCIPLINES RELATED TO SOCIAL SCIENCE

@) History—Historians have dealt with the course of interna-
tional relations and with the origin and circumstances of particular
wars.” While some have attempted to detect fluctuations in the fre-
quency of war® and others have indulged in broad generalizations
about the relation of social change to war,3 historians have usually
hesitated to generalize. They have tended to confine themselves toa
description of the personalities, controversies, policies, propagandas,
and diplomatic discussions involved in the origin and conduct of par-
ticular wars. They have treated war as a genetic process but have
left it to the sociologists to typify this process.

1 C. K. Webster, The Foreign Policy of Castlereagh (London, 1925); H. W. Temperley,
The Foreign Policy of Canning (London, 1925); Bernadotte E. Schmitt, The Coming of
the War, 1914 (New York, 1930); Sydney B. Fay, Origins of the World War (New York,
1028).

2 F. A. Woods and A. Baltzly, Is War Diminishing? (Boston, 19135).

3 James T. Shotwell, War as an Insirument of National Policy (New York, 1929);
Arnold J. Toynbee, A Study of History (New York, 1934).
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b) Geography—Geographers have usually been equally cautious
in making generalizations,* though some geographers, like some his-
torians, have exhibited an opposite tendency and have emphasized
the relationship to war of differential land utilization,® differential
and changing climatic conditions,S differential distribution of natural
resources,’ differential racial and sociological types,® and differential
opportunities for development within the established national do-
mains.? This rather radical bifurcation between the factualists and
the philosophers, the anti-generalizers, and the pro-generalizers,
seems o have been more notable among historians and geographers
than among writers in the other social disciplines.

¢) Biology—Biologists have usually emphasized the impropriety
of analogies between animal and human warfare, the dissimilarity be
tween interspecific animal predation and intraspecific human war-
fare, the deteriorating effect of the latter upon racial development,
and the interplay of numerous factors of fertility, aggregation,
carniverousness, and migration in maintaining the balance of organic
species.’® But while biologists have been more cautious than many

4 Isaiah Bowman, The New World (New York, 1921); articles by Isaiah Bowman,
Pierre Denis, Derwent Whittlesey, and Robert S. Platt in C. C. Colby (ed.), Geograph-
ical Aspects of Inlernational Relations (Chicago, 1938), esp. pp. 274 ff.

§ Preston E. James, “The Distribution of People in South America,” in Colby, 0p.
cil., pp. 230-32. Herbert I. Priestley considers the differential in efficiency of land utili-
zation the cause of much of the difficulty in the relations of Mexico and the United
States (Moises Saenz and Herbert I. Priestley, Some Mexican Problems [Chicago, 1926],
pp. 154 ff.).

§ Ellsworth Huntington, World Power and Evolidion (New Haven, 1919).

7 Brooks Emeny, The Strategy of Raw Malerials: A Study of America in Peace and
War (New York, 1934); C. K. Leith, World Minerals and World Politics (New York,
1931); “Remarks,” in International Studies Conference, Peaceful Change (Paris: Inter-
national Institute of Intellectual Cooperation, 1938), pp. 323 .

8 Griffith Taylor, Environment and Race (London, 1927); Environment and Nation
(Chicago, 1936).

9 This is the emphasis of the Geopolitik and Lebensraum school of geographers, in-
cluding Friedrich Ratzel, Rudolph Kjellen, Karl Haushofer, and others. See Johannes
Mattern, “From Geopolitic to Political Relativism,” Essays in Honor of W. W. Wil-
loughby (Baltimore, 1937), pp. 125 ff.; Derwent Whittlesey, Tke Earth and the State (New
York, 1939), pp. 8 ff.; Charles Kruszewski, “Germany’s Lebensraum,” American Politi-
cal Science Review, XXXIV (October, 1940), 964 ff.

™ Samuel J. Holmes, The Trend of the Race (New York, 1921), pp. 213 ff.; W. C.
Allee, The Social Life of Animals (New York, 1938); Julian Huxley, “Biology and Our
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military writers, philosophers, and sociologists in assuming an anal-
ogy between the organic struggle for existence and the political
struggle of nations, some of them have emphasized an identity of
principles of organization as exhibited in the multicellular animal,
animal societies and aggregations, and human society.*™ Applying
this analogy, they have tended to hold that war may be functional
or pathological, depending upon the type of human society or the
stage of human progress under consideration.™

d) Psychology—Psychologists are divided into many schools,
introspective, experimental, statistical, and analytic, ranging all the
way from philosophy to neurophysiology. Of all these the analytic
or Freudian school and the statistical or attitude-measurement
school have made the most contributions to the prqoblem of war.
Freudians have emphasized the balance of aggressive and sociable
impulses in human nature and, under certain conditions, the impor-
tance for preserving domestic peace of displacing the former upon an
external enemy.’3 They have also, in emphasizing the complexity of
human motives, criticized the assumptions of some political and eco-

Future World,” Harper's Magasine, CLXIII (September, 1931), 403 ff.; J. B. S. Hal-
dane, “Future of Man,” Harper's Magazine, CLXIV (March, 1032), 441 ff.; A. M.
Carr-Saunders, “Biology and War,” Foreign A ffairs, VII (April, 1929), 427. David
Star Jordan (War and the Breed {Boston, 1915]), H. R. Hunt (Sote Biological Aspects of
War [New York, 1930]), and Vernon Kellogg (Bevond War: A Chapter in the Natural
History of Man [New York, 1912]) emphasize the disgenic effect of war, while Raymond
Pear} (“Biclogical Considerations about War,” American Jowrnal of Sociology, XLVI
[January, 1041}, 406 ff.) minimizes this effect.

n William M. Wheeler, Social Life among the Insecis (New York, 1923); Foibles of
Insects and Men (New York, 1928); C. M. Child, Physiological Foundaiions of Behavior
{New York, 1924); Alfred E. Emerson, “Sodal Coordination and Superorganism,”
American Midlond Naturalist, XXI (January, 1030), 182 fl.; R. W. Gerard, “Organism,
Sodiety and Science,” Scientific Monthly, L (1940), 340 fi., 403 1., 530 ff.

12 Pear], op. cil., pp. 501 fi.; “Biclogy and War®” in Siudies in Human Biology (Balti-
more, 1924), chap. xxii; Gerard, op. ¢il., p. 534. “Pathic events at one level of organiza-
tion are involved in the healthy or physiologically normal development and functioning
of another higher level” (George K. K. Link, “The Role of Genetics in Etiological
Pathology,” Quarierly Review of Biology, VIII [June, 1932, 137 ff.). See also above,
Vol. I, chap. vi, nn. 62 and 174.

13 E. F. M. Durbin and J. Bowlby, Personal Aggressiveness and War (New York,
1939); R. Waelder, Psyvchological Aspects of War and Peace {Geneva Research Center),
Vol. X, No. 2 {May, 1930); H. D. Lasswell, Psvchopathology and Politics (Chicago,
1930); Ross Stagner (ed.), “The Psychology of War and Peace” {manuscript prepared
for Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues, 1940).
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nomic writers.** The statistical school, contributing to the measure-
ment of public opinion, has emphasized the variability and hetero-
geneity of group attitudes and has attempted to distinguish the
factors upon which these attitudes are based.’s All psychological
schools are overwhelmingly convinced that no ineradicable instinc-
tive factors of human nature make war inevitable.”® They tend to
emphasize the controllability of pugnacity by education, law, and
social and ethical standards. They therefore consider war a func-
tion not of human nature but of social customs and institutions.*?

2. PURE SOCIAL SCIENCES

a) Anthropology—Anthropologists, drawing from detailed knowl-
edge of a great variety of human groups and social behaviors, have
tended to emphasize the customary and conventional character of
war. Finding that warfare is not known to all people, many consider
it an invention, widely diffused. Some have sought to analyze its
sociological functions,’® others its psychological foundations,*® and
others its technological conditions.?®

1 Vol.‘I, Appen. VIII, above.

5L. L. Thurstone and E. J. Chave, Measurement of Attitudes (Chicago, 1929); F. H.
Allport, “Toward a Science of Public Opinion,” Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. I, No. 1
(January, 1937); James T. Russell and Quincy Wright, “National Attitudes in the Far
Eastern Controversy,” American Political Science Review, XX VII (August, 1933), 555
ff.; Charles K. A. Wang, “A Study of Attitudes on Patriotism and toward War” (manu-
script for Causes of War Study, University of Chicago, 1932).

1€ J. M. Fletcher, “The Verdict of Psychologists on War Instincts,” Scientific Month-
ly, XXXV (August, 1932), 142.

" E. L. Thorndike, The Psychology of Wanis, Interests and Attitudes (New York,
1935); William James, “The Moral Equivalent of War,” International Conciliation,
No. 27 (New York, February, 1910); Franz Alexander, “The Psychiatric Aspect of War
and Peace,” American Journal of Sociclogy, XLVI (January, 1941), 504 f. ; Harold D.
Lasswell, “The Garrison State,” American Journal of Seciology, XLVI (January, 1941),
455 fi.; below, Appen. XXVIII.

8 B. Malinowski, “Culture as a Determinant of Behavior,” in Faclors Determining
Human Behavior (“Harvard Tercentenary Publications” [Cambridge, Mass., 1937]),
pp. 133 ff.; “An Anthropological Analysis of War,” Admerican Journal of Sociology,
XLVI (January, rg41), szt ff.; Camilla Wedgewood, “Some Aspects of Warfare in
Melanesia,” Oceania, I (April, 1930), 5-33; W. Lloyd Warner, “Murngin Warfare,”
Oceania, 1 (January, 1931), 457 ff.

** R. R. Marret, Sacraments of Simple Folk (Oxford, 1933).

2 B. Malinowski, “War and Weapons among the Natives of the Trobriand Islands,”
Ma.n), XX (January, 1920), 10 ff.; M. R. Davie, The Evolution of War (New Haven,
1929).
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b) Socivlogy—Sociologists at one time attempted to utilize an as-
sumed analogy between international conflict and the biological
struggle for existence, asserting that the former is necessary for hu-
man progress.®® More recent sociologists, sophisticated in biology,
psychology, and anthropology, have emphasized the feebleness of
this analogy and have tended to see war as a species of the genus
conflict, applicable to class, industrial, family, and civil strife as well
as to international hostilities.??

The tendency of the sociologists as well as of the biologists, psy-
chologists, and anthropologists has been to doubt the determining
influence upon war of “human nature” or of any other one factor—
climatic, economic, political, or ideological. They have tended to in-
sist that the factors causing war in a particular epoch are extremely
complex but inherently controllable.

Modern sociologists have considered war a form of social inter-
action and collective behavior, with the specific function of perpetu-
ating and integrating group life. They have also typified the course
and character of wars and other forms of violence such as revolution.
In making generalizations, however, they have been careful to re-
late the manifestations of war not only to functions, types, and stages
of the process but also to the particular institutions, customs, and
ideologies of the groups participating in itz

¢) Philosophy and ethics—Philosophers have written on the prob-
lem of war, seeking to state the ultimate assumptions of the various
points of view on the subject. They have manifested a tendency to
divide into militarist and pacifist schools, according as the particular
philosopher has regarded passion or reason as the dominant human
characteristic, change or order as the dominant cosmic character-
istic, observation or reflection as the dominant philosophical meth-

= L. Gumplowicz, Der Rassenkampf (Innsbruck, 1gog). See below, Appen. XXVIII.

= Georg Simmel, “The Sociology of Conflict,” American Journal of Sociology, IX
(1904), 490 fi., 627 fI., 798 fi.

23 Karl Mannheim, “The Psychological Aspect,” in C. A. W. Manning (ed.), Peaceful
Change: An International Problem (London, 1937), pp. 102 ff.; H. Speier and A. Kihler,
War in Our Time (New York, 1039); P. Sorokin, Social and Cultural Dynamics (New
York, 1937); Simmel, op. cit.; R. E. Park, “The Social Functions of War,” 4American
Journal of Sociology, XLVI (January, 1941), 551 ff.; Hans Speier, “The Social Types of
War,"” American Journal of Sociology, XLVI (January, 1041), 445 ff. For typology of

revolutions see Lyford P. Edwards, Tkhe Nalural History of Revolution (Chicago, 1927),
and G. S. Pettee, The Process of Revolution (New Vork, 1939).



706 A STUDY OF WAR

od,* and group or human welfare as the basis of ethical values.
Philosophers, like sociologists, have tended to become sophisticated
in the various social disciplines and progressively to be more cau-
tious in offering simple explanations of war.?

3. PRACTICAL SOCIAL DISCIPLINES

a) Theology and religion—Theologians have written on the com-
patibility or incompatibility of war with Christianity and on the
distinction between just and unjust war, utilizing biblical exegesis,
the history of Christian thought, and philosophic principles as mate-
rials.? They have often emphasized the individual’s practical prob-
lem of reconciling apparent conflicts between civic and religious
duties. While they have tended to divide into pro- and anti-war
schools, as have the philosophers, their position has in general been
more moderate. From an early time many theologians have reached
compromise conclusions, like those of Aquinas and Grotius, that,
while religion and reason create a presumption against war, resort
to war may be justified by particular circumstances. Theologians,
like philosophers, have been interested in ultimates, but they have
found their ultimates in the destiny of man and of the universe as
disclosed by revelation and realized by effort rather than in the na-
ture of man and of the universe as disclosed by history and realized
by reflection. Theologians more often than philosophers -have at-
tempted to deal practically with the problem of war, though, in do-
ing so, they have emphasized longer-run aspects of the problem than
have military men, diplomatists, and jurists.?”

* Heraclitus, Hegel, Schopenhauer, and Nietzsche considered conflict and war in-
evitable or even desirable. Aquinas, Kant, Bentham, Spencer, and Bertrand Russell

considered it preventable and undesirable. See Frank M. Russell, Theories of Interna-
tional Relations (New York, 1936), and above, Vol. I, Appen. III, sec. 5.

* See, e.g., John Dewey, “Theory of Valuation,” I'nternational Encyclopedia of Unified
Science, Vol. I1, No. 4, sec. 8; Characlers and Events (New York, 1929), Vol. I, Book IV.

% C. J. Cadoux, The Early Christian Attitude to War {London, 19x9); Robert Regout,
La Doctrine de la guerre juste de Saint Augustin @ nos jours (Paris, 1935); Desiderius
Erasmus, Antipolemus or the Plea of Reason, Religion and Humanily against War (Lon-
don, 1794); John Eppstein, Catholic Pronouncements on International Peace (New York,
1934); J. Dymond, An Inquiry inio the Accordance of War with the Principles of Chris-
lianity (Philadelphia, 1834); Charles Plater, 4 Primer of Peace and War (New York,
1915); Alfred Vanderpol, La Doctrine scolastigue du droit de guerre (Paris, 1919).

#1 See, e.g., Luigi Sturzo, The I'nlernational C ommunity and the Right of War (New
York, 1930;}.
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b) Jurisprudence—Jurists have usually been content to state the
rules of war and peace and the procedures developed to mitigate the
frequency and severity of war.?® Since World War I more attention
has been given to the progressive and preventive potentialities of in-
ternational law, and writers have interested themselves in procedures
of peaceful change and collective security, often based on the anal-
ogy of war to the duel or to crime.®® Such studies have tended to
broaden the sources of international law so as to include general
principles of justice and international legislation, and to direct more
attention to the problem of sanctions.”

c) Military science—Military writers have usually dealt with
generally accepted principles of tactics and strategy, with the appli-
cation of these principles in battles and campaigns of the past, with
the activities of great generals, and with the relation of military in-
vention, geography, foreign policy, and national morale to the art of
war.5® While military writers have usually insisted upon the im-
mutability of basic principles of war,3* some have insisted upon the
variability of these principles according to the course of military in-
vention and of social and political conditions.’* While military men,
like the earlier sociologists, have often cmphasized the inevitability
of war and the utility of war both to advance national interests and
to promote human progress,** some, impressed by the variability of

2 Hugo Grotius, De jure belli ac pacis (**Classics of International Law” [London,
1925)); L. Oppenheim, Inilernational Law (oth ed. |Lauterpacht ed.]; London, 1940).

2 Sir John Fischer Williams, Some Aspects of the Covenant of the League of Nations
(Oxford, 1934); Nicolas Politis, The New Aspects of Inicrnational Law (Washington,
1928); Clyde Eagleton, Analvsis of the Problem of War (New York, 1037); H. Lauter-
pacht, The Furnction of Law in the International Community (London, 1933); Q. Wright
“The OQutlawry of War,” dmerican Journal of International Lasw, XIX (January,
1925), 76 fI.; “The Present Status of Neutrality,” sdid., XXXIV (Tuly, 1040), 391 fi.

30 See Hans Kelsen, “International Peace—by Court or Government,” American
Journal of Sociology, XLVI (January, 1041), 571 i.; Q. Wright, Research in Internalion-
al Law since the Waor (Washington, 1930).

3t General Carl von Clausewitz, On War (London, 1911)}; Major General Sir Fred-
erick Maurice, Principles of Strategy (New York, 1g30}; O. L. Spaulding, 11. Nickerson,
and J. W. Wright, Warfare (London, 1924); R. E. Dupuy and G. F. Eliot, If WWar Contes
(New York, 1937).

32 See Maurice, op. cif.

33 Captain B. H. Liddell Hart, The Remaking of Modern Armies (London, 1927).

34 General Friedrich Bernhardi, On 1War of Today (London, 1g12); Lieutenant Gen-
eral Colmer Freiherr Von der Goltz, I'he Condutct of War (London, 1908); Colonel J. F.
C. Fuller, The Reformation of War (New York, 1923).
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the incidence of war in history, have believed that it might be con-
trolled by an international policess or by the regulation of military
technique.36

d) Diplomacy—Diplomatic writers have combined the points of
view of the historians, jurists, and military men, in treatises dealing
with the forms and practice of diplomatic intercourse, the history
and principles of the foreign policy of particular states and particular
statesmen, and the history and principles of such general policies as
the balance of power and the concert of Europe.’” They have been
interested in the handling of immediate problems, and they have
been cautious in generalization. When they have generalized, they
have usually accepted the inevitability of the struggle for power
among sovereigns. They have, however, often shared the interna-
tional lawyer’s confidence in the capacity of the society of nations to
mitigate the severity of this struggle.®

4. APPLIED SOCIAL SCIENCES

a) Economics—Economists have not discussed war very much,
although mercantilists, who instituted scientific economics in the
seventeenth century, noted the growing cost of war and its demand
for ready money as a major reason for their investigations.?* Most
of the writing on economic causes of war has been by historians or
publicists,*® not by economists. The latter have usually assumed
that the causes of war lay outside their field of specialized knowl-
edge.

Adam Smith comments on the motives of soldiers and more at

35 B. H. Liddell Hart, “Military and Strategic Advantages of Collective Security in
Europe,” New Commonwealth Quarterly, IV (1938), 144 ff.

3 Hofiman Nickerson, Can We Limit War? (London, 1933); Fuller, op. cif.

3 D. P. Healley, Diplomacy and the Study of International Relations (Oxford, 1919);
Montague Bernard, Four Lectures on Subjects Connected with Diplomacy (London, 1868);
Dewitt C. Poole, The Conduct of Foreign Relations (New Haven, 1924); Sir Ernest Sa-
tow, A Guide to Diplomatic Practice (London, 1917).

38 See Paul S. Reinsch, Secret Diplomacy (New York, 1922), Introd.
39 See Lewis H. Haney, History of Economic Thought (New York, 1913), pp. go ff.

4 Such as Charles A. Beard, The Idea of National Interest (New York, 1934); John
Bakeless, The Economic Causes of Modern War (New York, 1921).

4 R. G. Hawtrey, Economic Aspects of Sovereignty (London, 1930); Lionel Robbins,
The Economic Causes of War (London, 1939); below, Appen. XXVI.
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length on the relative economies of various defense methods.# Ri-
cardo refers to the disturbing influence of the transition from war to
peace, and vice versa, upon investments and upon the incidence of
war costs.* Alfred Marshall contrasts the religious, artistic, and
military spirit with the economic.** Economists, especially since
World War I, have written books on the economic and financial con-
duct of war, on the influence of war upon economic life,* on the di-
rect and indirect costs of war,*” and upon the economic balance
sheet of imperialism.#* Economic historians and statisticians have
attempted to relate business cycles, population movements, inter-
national commercial policies, and widely held economic theories to
war. 49

2 Wealth of Nations, Book I, chap. x, Part I; Book V, chap. i, Part I (London,
1838), pp- 40 and 319.

43 David Ricardo, The Principles of Political Economy and Taxation (“Everyman’s”
ed.), chap. xix, p. 176.

44 Principles of Economics (London, 1891), p. 1.

45 J. M. Clark, Walton Hamilton, and H. G. Moulton, Readings in the Economics of
War (Chicago, 1918).

46 Ibid.; A. C. Pigou, The Political Economy of War (New York, 1921); Francis
Hirst, The Political Economy of War (London, 1915); James T. Shotwell (ed.), Economic
and Social History of the World War (134 vols.; New Haven, 1921-34).

47 Ernest L. Bogart, Direct and Indirect Cosls of the Great World War (New York,
1919); John Maurice Clark, The Costs of the World War to the American People (“Eco-
nomic and Social History of the World War” [New York, 1931]); Francis Hirst, The
Consequences of the War lo Great Brilain (“Economics and Social History of the World
War” [London, 1934]).

4 Grover Clark, A Place in the Sun (New York, 1936); The Balance Sheeis of Im-
perialism (New York, 1936); J. H. Jones, The Economics of War and Conguest (London,
1915); Emanuel Moresco, Colonial Questions and Peace (“International Studies Con-
ference on Peaceful Change,” Vol. III [Paris: International Institute of- Intellectual
Cooperation, 1939); The Colonial Problem: A Report of a Study Group of Members of the
Royal Institute of International Affairs (Oxford, 1937).

4 Alvin Hansen, Economic Stabilization in an Unbalanced World (New York, 1932);
Slavka Secerov, Economic Phenomena before and after War (London, 1919); Warren S.
Thompson, Danger Spots in World Population (New York, 1930); E. F. Penrose, Popula-
tion Theories and Their Application with Special Reference to Japan (Stanford, 1934);
J. M. Jones, Tariff Retaliation (Philadelphia, 1934); Frank Lorimer, “Population Fac-
tors Relating to the Organization of Peace,” International Conciliation, No. 369 (April,
1041), pp. 440 ff.; Report of the Commission of Inquiry into National Policy in Inter-
national Economic Relations, R. M. Hutchins, chairman, I'nfernational Economic Rela-
#ions (Minneapolis, 1934); Melchior Palyi, “Economic Foundations of the German
Totalitarian State,” American Journal of Sociology, XLVI (January, 1941), 400 ff.
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In the standard texts on economics, however, war figures almost
not at all. Economists, with the exception of the Marxists, have
generally considered the causation of war as outside their field. Be-
lieving that wars arise mainly from noneconomic factors, they have
been stimulated to investigate the contrary opinions of historians,
publicists, and Marxists. Among the “economic forces” often said
by these writers to cause war are “capitalism,” “imperialism,” “the
international arms trade,” and “international finance.” Most econo-
mists have found that economic theory and historical evidence give
little support to these assertions.s®

Most schools of economic thought have developed from assump-
tions as to the nature of man and of society. Theories of war are
often implicit in these assumptions, even though they are not ex-
plicitly developed by the economists themselves.s* Some assume
that men support war because of the push of economic necessity or
the pull of superior economic opportunity,* because of the domi-
nance of noneconomic motives,’* or because of the persuasions of
dominant economic classes or special interests benefiting by the
war economy.® Others assume that war comes because of disequilib-
rium in economic factors, because of business cycles, or because of
the transition to a different type of economy.’* None of these the-

5° Jacob Viner, “Political Aspects of International Finance,” University of Chicago
Journal of Business, April and July, 1928, Southwestern Political and Social Science
Quarterly, March, 1929; Eugene Staley, War and the Private Investor (New York, 1935);
Robbins, 0p. cit. Thorstein Veblen, in relating war to capitalism, is an exception among
the non-Marxist economists (An Inguiry into the Nature of Peace [New York, 1917], p.
366).

5t See Appen. XX VI below.

52 Adam Smith, 0p. ¢it.; Thompson, op. cit.; Norman Angell, The Great Illusion (New
York, 1913); J. H. Jones, op. cif.

53 Though starting with the opposite assumption, the classical and neoclassical
schools have tended toward this position. See n. 50 above and Appen. XX VT below.

54 'Fhis position is common among Marxists and has been especially developed in the
_Sta].imst theory of imperialism and in “liberal” attacks upon the arms trade and foreign
investors. .See M. Pavlovitch, The Foundations of Imperialist Policy (London, 1922);
Scott Nearing, War (New York, 1931); H. C. Engelbrecht, One Hell of o Business (New
York, 1934). The arguments are analyzed by Robbins, 0p. cit.

s The institutional, historical, and mathematical schools have tended to this posi-
tion. See Secerov, op. cit.; Hansen, op. cit.; Max Handman, “War, Economic Motives,
and Economic Symbols,” Americon Journal of Sociology, XXXIV (March, 1939), 620 f.
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ories can, however, be considered characteristic of economists as a
whole.

b) Political science—DPolitical scientists have usually recognized
that war has played an important role in the origin, expansion,
maintenance, and destruction of states.s® They have also recognized
war and preparation for war as of major importance in explaining
the structure, the functions, and the policies of states.s? In spite of
this they have not often elaborated theories of the cause of war.
They have taken war for granted as a fact which conditions and ex-
plains the state but need not itself be explained.

Aristotle considered the state a natural phenomenon because man
is a political animal. War also he considered natural.s® Machiavelli
urged the Prince to give major attention to war because it was the
most important instrument by which he could gain and keep power.s*
Grotius, while deploring war, admitted that it might be both just
and necessary for defense, for remedying injuries, and for punishing
wrongdoings.®® Hobbes identified the state of war with the state of
nature in which man originally existed and from which men escaped
by organizing political societies.®* Locke thought the state of nature
was conceivable without war; nevertheless, war was likely where
each man judged in his own case.* Hume expanded on the virtues
of the balance of power as a condition of international stability and
an object of wise policy.% Treitschke considered wars necessary to
manifest the continuing and ideal personality of the state, superior

56 Machiavelli, The Prince; H. von Treitschke, Politics (New York, 1916). See below,
Appen. XXVII.

57 James Bryce, International Relations (New York, 1922); Paul S. Reinsch, World
Politics (New York, 190z); Frederick L. Schuman, War and Diplomacy in the French
Republic (New York, 1931); Tatsuji Takeuchi, War and Diplomacy in the Japanese
Empire (New York, 1935).

st Politics 1. 8; iii. 6 (“Everyman’s” ed., pp. 14 and 76). Cf. below, Appen. XXVII,
sec. I; see also Plato Lows 625.

59 Machiavelli, op. cit., chap. 14; cf. below, Appen. XXVII, sec. 2.

6 0p. cit., II, chap. i, sec. 2, par. 2. Cf. Appen. XXVTI, sec. 3.

¢ Thomas Hobbes, Levigthan, chap. xiii (“Everyman’s” ed., p. 64). Cf. Appen.
XXVII, sec. 4.

% John Locke, Of Civil Governmend, chaps. ii and iii.

6 David Hume, “Of the Balance of Power,” Pkilosophical Works (Boston, 1854),
III, 364 fi.
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to the individual whom it sacrifices. He denied that wars were
fought for material advantage. “No one,” he said, “who does not
recognize the continued action of the past upon the present can ever
understand the nature and necessity of war.”’6

Nineteenth-century political scientists generally considered war a
necessary implication of the sovereignty of the state and the capacity
of each to judge in its own case.®s They, however, dealt very little
with war, touching only on the organization of the warmaking power
in the state’s constitution, the role of war in the state’s origin and
policy, and the regulation of war by international law. Post-World
War I political scientists have given more attention to the subject.
They have considered the influence upon belligerency of the form and
spirit of governments, especially of democracy and dictatorship;%
the utility of force as an instrument for acquiring and maintaining
power, for effecting policy, and for maintaining international sta-
bility ;5" the relation of the system of international law and organiza-
tion to the occurrence and spread of war;% the relation of systems of
civic education and nation-building to war;® the influence of the
various systems of politico-economic relationships—Iliberal and
totalitarian—upon the occurrence of war; the relationship of tem-
poral and geographical fluctuations of attitudes, opinions, and ten-

540p. cit., I, 14-15.

6 James Bryce, 0p. ¢it., p. 4 ff. See also The Federalist, ed. Ford, No. 4 (Jay), Ne. 34
{Hamilton) (New York, 1898), pp. 18 and 209. The influence of democracy on war and
of war on democracy is discussed by Alexis de Tocqueville, The Republic of the United
States of America (New York, 1862), II, chap. xxvi, 298 fi., and James Bryce, Modern
Democracies (New York, 1g21), II, chap. Ixxx, 6or ff.

6 Schuman, 0. ¢it.; Takeuchi, op. cit.; Poole, op. cit.; Reinsch, Secret Diplomacy; n.
65 above.

61 C. E. Merriam, Political Powers (New York, 1934); The New Democracy and the
New Despotism (New York, 1930); Prologue to Politics (Chicago, 1930).

¢ Bryce, International Relations; P. B. Potter, An Introduction lo the Study of Inter-
national Organizations (New York, 1935); Clyde Eagleton, International Government
(New York, 1932); W. E. Rappard, The Quest for Peace (Cambridge, Mass., 1940).

b C. E. Merriam, The Making of Citizens (Chicago, 1931).

7 Speler and Kihler, 0p. cit.; W. H. C. Laves (ed.), Infernational Security (Chicago,
1939); The Foundations of a More Stable World Order (Chicago, 1941).
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sion levels to peace and war and the factors responsible for these
fluctunations.™

Political scientists have explored the subject of war from many
angles and have generally acknowledged that the problem of causes
of war lies within their province. They have not, however, agreed
on any particular analysis of the subject or on any formulation of the
causes of war.

5. EMERGING SOCIAL DISCIPLINES™

Rigid classification of the social disciplines is impossible. Because
of the occasional emergence of a new practical interest, of a new
method, or of a new idea, new social disciplines are continually de-
veloping through segregation of particular aspects of an established
discipline or through synthesis of related elements of two or more
established disciplines. Economics, political science, geography, so-
ciology, anthropology, and psychology, though with roots in a dis-
tant past, were not segregated as distinct disciplines until the late
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. All of them drew from the older
disciplines of philosophy, history, jurisprudence, and biology. In the
twentieth century statistics, population, technology, social psychol-
ogy, and international relations have been gaining recognition as
scholarly disciplines.”s All of them have contributed to the study of
war. ,
a) Statistics—Methods of statistical analysis have been applied
to indices of prices, production, trade, resources, population, mental

 H. D. Lasswell, World Politics and Personal Insecurity (New York, 1935); Russell
and Wright, op. cit.

2 In addition to theology, jurisprudence, military science, and diplomacy other
practical disciplines, such as agriculture, medicine, engineering, business, education,
public administration, and colonial government have military aspects, as do certain of
the natural sciences, especially physics and chemistry. These studies, however, con-
tribute less to an understanding of the causes of war than to the successful waging of
war. They assist in increasing its efficiency, minimizing its costs, calculating its reper-

cussions, and adapting social activity and production to its exigencies. In the military
state the military aspects of these disciplines become dominant,

13 These statements refer only to the general developments in modern civilization.
Politics and economics may be considered the oldest of the social disciplines if classical
and modern civilization are considered continuous (see E. R. A, Seligman, “What Are
the Social Sciences?” Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences, 1, 3 f£.). There has been con-
siderable variation in the recognition of the social disciplines among the modern nations
(see “The Social Sciences as Disciplines,” in #id., pp. 231 ff.).
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capacity, social attitude, public opinion, armament, and military
activity, in order to determine the relation between these series and
of each to sporadic or recurrent events.”

b) Population—The concepts of population optima and over-
population have been analyzed; the relation of population changes
and migrations to social and political conditions have been studied;
and, from this material, theories of war have been developed.”

¢) Technology—Studies of the influence of technology and inven-
tion on economy and politics have also thrown important light on the
nature, causes, and consequences of war.”®

d) 'Social psychology, utilizing concepts of personality and culture,
and combining the data of psychology, sociology, and anthropology,
has perhaps contributed most of all the social disciplines to an under-
standing of the efficient causes of war, in a manner to suggest
cures.””

e) International relations, the most recent of the social disciplines,
has developed from the interest in organizing peace since World War
I and has attempted, without complete success, to combine materials
from all the social disciplines in a common viewpoint on the prob-
lems of international politics, international trade, international gov-
ernment, and international war.”

# L. F. Richardson, Generalized Foreign Politics (“British Journal of Psychology:
Monograph Supplements,” Vol. XXTII [London, 1939]); Secerov, op. cif.

s Fergus Chalmers Wright, Population and Peace: A Survey of Inlernaiional Opin-
ions on Claims for Relief from Population Pressure (“International Studies Conference
on Peaceful Change,” Vol. IT [Paris: International Institute of Intellectual Coopera-
tion, 1939]); Corrado Gini et al., Pepulation (Chicago, 1930); Thompson, op. cit.; Pen-
rose, op. cit.; Lorimer, op. cit.

16 Waldemar Kaempffert, “War and Technology,” American Journal of Sociclogy,
XLVI (January, 1941), 431 fi.; Lewis Mumford, Tecknics and Civilisation (New York,
1934); Bernard Brodie, Sea Power in the Machine Age (Princeton, 1941); S. C. Gilfillan,
The Sociology of Invention (Chicago, 1935).

7 5. H. Britt, Social Psychology of Modern Life (New York, 1941); Knight Dunlap,
*“The Causes and the Prevention of War,” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psycholagy,
XXXV (October, 1949), 479-97; Durbin and Bowlby, 0. cit.; below, Appen. XXVIIL.

1 Sir Alfred Zimmem, The Study of International Relations (Oxford, 1931); S. H.
Bailey, Inicrnational Studies in Modern Education (Oxford, 1938); Edith E. Ware, The
Study of Inlernationol Relations in the United States (New York, 1930); Sir Alfred Zim-
mern (ed.), University Teacking of International Relations (“International Studies Con-
ference,” 11th sess. [Paris: International Institute of Intellectual Cooperation, 1938]);
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The conclusion may be drawn from this brief examination of the
position of the various social disciplines on war that none of them has
taken a definite position. While all of them have dealt with war,
most of them have dealt with it incidentally. The historians, the an-
thropologists, the jurists, the military writers, the political scientists,
the social psychologists, and the internationalists have dealt with it
most extensively. Economists consider the causes of war on the
periphery of their field. Political scientists are usually more con-
cerned with the utility than with the causes of war. While the genet-
ic approach of the historians throws light on the causes of particular
wars, it contributes little to the understanding of the causes of war
in general. The international jurists are more concerned with the
justifiability of the initiation and methods of war than with its
causes. Social psychologists have delved the deepest into the psychic
and human causes of war; internationalists into the institutional and
environmental causes.

Generalizations about the point of view characteristic of any so-
cial discipline are subject to numerous exceptions. It appears, how-
ever, that military, diplomatic, and technological writers have tend-
ed to approach the study of war from the concrete-objective or tech-
nological point of view characteristic of Machiavelli.” They have
been interested in the technique of war and, though hesitating to
generalize about its causes, have usually considered it necessary and
occasionally useful. Biologists and psychologists have tended to ap-
proach the study of war from the concrete-subjective or psychologi-
cal point of view characteristic of Erasmus.?* They have been inter-
ested in the participating individuals and have doubted whether war
is necessary. Philosophers and jurists have tended to approach the
study of war from the abstract-objective or ideological point of view
characteristic of Grotius.** They have been interested in its methods,
causes, and justifications and, while hopeful of discovering substi-

Frank M. Russell, Theories of International Relations (New York, 1936); George Young,
“International Relations,” Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciemces; Pitman B. Potter,
“International Organization,” Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences; Parker T. Moon,
Syllabus on International Relations (New York, 1925); above, n. 68.

7 Above, Vol. I, Appen. III, sec. 2.

%o Ibid., sec. 1. 8 Ibid., sec. 3.
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tute methods, have been inclined to consider it both expedient and
just in special circumstances. The sociologists, anthropologists, and
internationalists have tended to approach war from the abstract-
subjective or sociological point of view characteristic of Crucé.®
They have been interested in its social functions and in the attitude
from which it develops and which it engenders. They have, how-
ever, also emphasized the relativity of war to the social environ-
ment. Both its frequency and its character, they insist, vary with
changes in customs, ideologies, technologies, and institutions. Thus
they do not neglect the objective point of view of the technologists
and jurists.

82 I'hid., sec. 4.



CHAPTER XIX
ANALYSIS OF THE CAUSES OF WAR

CIENTIFIC method is a process involving definition of a
problem through formulation of hypotheses, analysis of the
problem through defining the constant and variable factors

suggested by the hypotheses, solution of the problem through testing
the various hypotheses and selecting the best, and formulation of the
solution so that deductions can be drawn from it for application to
actual conditions.”

It is difficult o apply this method in the social sciences because of
the problems of contingency, purpose, universal change, and uni-
versal interrelatedness, all stemming {from the important role of
man’s expanding knowledge and increasing control of the conditions
of hislife.> This makes it necessary to consider not only variations in
the phenomena meant (denoted) by a word but also variations in
the meaning (connotation) of the word.s It has, therefore, been nec-
essary to consider carefully the definition of war.4

¥ Scientific method as a logical activity may be distinguished from scientific tech-
nique, 2 manipulative activity. The latter consists of procedures of observation, meas-
urement, and manipulation of the material phenomena involved in a problem in order
to test hypotheses (see Abraham Wolf, “Scientific Mecthod,” Encyclopaedia Britannica
[x4th ed), XX, 127).

2 See chap. xvi above; Appen. XXV below.

3 The relationship between phenomena, concepts, and words in applying scientific
method in the social sciences may be illustrated by the word “liberty,”” which is defined
in the Standord Diclionary as “‘the state of being exempt from the domination of others.”
Applying this conception, one can characterize different classes of people (slaves, serfs,
freemen) as having increasing degrees of liberty, because they are in decreasing degree
subject to the direction of people vested with authority over them by law. One can do
this, however, only if the words in the definition are assumed to have a constant mean-
ing. Suppose a society is so completely co-ordinated by propaganda that people, insiead
of resenting direction of their lives by authority, welcome such direction because they
believe that they can be assured security and livelihood only by the general acceptance
of such direction. They resent failures of their neighbors to accept the orders of author-
ity because they believe such failure will tend to deprive them of security and livelihood.

{F 3 continued on ing page}

4 See chap. xvii above.
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War has been defined as the legal condition which equally per-
mits two or more hostile groups to carry on a conflict by armed force.
This definition suggests that the existence of a war at any time and
place depends upon the social comprehension of certain concepts as
well as upon their factual realization. War implies that both the
participating and the nonparticipating members of the inclusive
group within which war takes place understand the concepts “legal
equality,” “intergroup hostility,” “‘conflict,” and “armed force.”
Concepts are a social invention. Consequently, war in this senseis a
social invention. People who do not utilize these concepts may have
violent conflicts, but they do not have war.’ The meaning of these
concepts, however, has not been constant in history. International
law has modified its criteria of “war’’ with changing political condi-
tions.S Public opinion, with the development of new means of com-
munication, has interpreted intergroup hostility by new signs. Gov-
ernments, with the progress of social change, have altered their no-
tions of the circumstances which imply an intergroup contention or
conflict.” Few would agree with Bismarck today that economic

Thus to them the words ‘“domination by others’ come to mean, not comprehensive di-
rection of the individual’s life by legal authority, but interference in his life without au-
thority. People in such a society, reading the history of a society in which the law dis-
tinguishes slaves, serfs, and freemen, might decide that the freemen had the least liberty
because their activities were continually interfered with by other freemen, who, without
any explicit legal authority but because of free competition, deprived them of opportuni-
ties to sell and buy and make profits, while, on the other hand, the slaves might be con-
sidered to have the most liberty because their lives were entirely protected from outside
interference by the masters vested with legal authority to direct them. See Pitirim
Sorokin’s distinction between ‘“ideational” and “secular” freedom (Social and Cultural
Dynamics [New York, 1937], III, 168); A. F. Pollard’s discussion of the changing mean-
ing of political terms (Factors in Modern History [3d ed.; London, 1932]); C. K. Ogden’s
distinction between words, thoughts, and things (Bentham’s Theory of Fictions [New
York, 1932}, p. xii); and above, Vol. I, chap. viii, n. 38.

$ Margaret Mead, “Warfare Is Only an Invention, Not a Biological Necessity,”
Asie, XL (August, 1940), 402 ff.

¢ William Bailis, The Legal Position of War: Changes in Its Practice and Theory from
Plato to Vailel (The Hague, 1937); Luigi Sturzo, The International Community and the
Right of War (New York, 1930); Quincy Wright, ““Changes in the Conception of War,”
American Journal of International Law, XVIII (October, 1924), 755 ff.

7 See, e.g., the varying attitudes taken by different governments as to utterances
from foreign officials and writers which should be regarded as offensive: Vernon Van
Dyke, “The Responsibility of States for International Propaganda,” American Journal



ANALYSIS OF THE CAUSES OF WAR 719

strife is entirely compatible with diplomatic harmony.? The military
profession has altered its conception of armed force with the progress
of technical and social invention. Admiral Hussey recognized ‘“‘the
interdependence of the armed and the unarmed forces,” suggesting
that war today is a struggle of propagandas as well as of military
forces.®

While it would be difficult enough to predict the future occurrence
of war if the criteria for deciding what war is were constant, the solu-
tion becomes indeterminate when these criteria are changing. When
the concepts, constituting the frame of reference of a problem, re-
semble rubber dollars or expanding yardsticks, they must be treated
as parameters yielding indeterminate equations in any scientific for-
mulation of the problem. This very changeability of the criteria,
however, makes war even more controilable. The problem can be
attacked from two sides: by changing the facts which have been
called war and by changing the concepts which required that certain
facts be called war. The latter process may appear analogous to the
alleged practice of the ostrich in burying its head in the sand, but,
because of the influence of ideas upon human behavior, this analogy
is inaccurate. A formally arranged combat between two persons
with fatal consequences was at one time recognized in many systems
of law as a legitimate procedure of dueling. It is said that two thou-
sand men of noble birth died from this form of activity in France be-
tween 1601 and 1609. The substitution of “murder” as the legal
term applicable to this behavior has had important consequences.
Events which in fact, if not in law, are duels still occur, but the cas-
ualties are less considerable.” The change in the legal designation of
international hostilities found to have been undertaken contrary to

of Internationol Law, XXXIV (January, 1940), 58 fi.; H. Lauterpacht, “Revolutionary
Activities by Private Persons against Foreign States,” American Journal of Infernational
Law, XXII (2928), 105 ff.; Sidney Hyman, “State Responsibility for the Hostile Utter-
ances of Its Officers” (manuscript thesis, University of Chicago Library, 1938).

¢ W. B. Harvey, ‘“Tariffs and International Relations in Europe, 1860-1914” (manu-
script thesis, University of Chicago Library, 1938), pp. 20 ff.

» C. R. Fish, N. Angell, and C. L. Hussey, American Policies Abroad: The United
States and Great Britoin (Chicago, 1932), p. 208.

1o See below, chap. xxiii, sec. §.
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legal obligation from “war” to “aggression”” may also in time have
important practical results.””

To determine the causes of war it is, therefore, necessary to in-
vestigate possible changes in the meaning of the concepts by which

war has been defined™ and also to investigate probable changes in the
circumstances denoted at the present time by these concepts.

The latter investigation, to be undertaken in this part of the
study, will be facilitated by formulating hypotheses. Numerous
hypotheses have been made on the subject by the various social dis-
ciplines, but none has been generally accepted by any of them.’s
What hypotheses are worth examination?

The most probable hypotheses on the causes of war may be ascer-
tained by comparing propositions which appear in the literature with
propositions resulting from an analysis of the history of actual wars.*
The latter will be considered first. Six major conflicts in the West
since the fall of Rome have been selected for study: the conquests
of Islam (622-732), the Crusades (1095-1270), the Hundred Years’
War (1330-1453), the Thirty Years’ War (1618—48), the French
Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars (1793-1815), and World War I
(1914—20).

I. CAUSES OF SIX MAJOR WARS

The historians of each of these wars have usually distinguished
idealistic, psychological, political, and juridical elements in their
causation.’s They have frequently referred to changes in climate,

1 Such a change has been attributed to the Pact of Paris. One practical result has
been the acknowledgment of the freedom of parties to the pact who are nonparticipants
in a war to discriminate against the aggressor. See Q. Wright, ‘““The Lend-Lease Bill
and International Law,” American Journal of International Law, XXXV (April, 1941),
305 fi.; Robert H. Jackson, attorney-general of the United States, ““Address to Inter-
American Bar Association, Havana, Cuba, March 27, 1941,”” American Journal of Inter-
national Law, XXXV (April, 1941), 348 fi.

12 Below, chaps. xxxiv and xxxviii. 13 Above, chap. xviii.

*4 This process may be compared to that utilized in framing a definition of war. The
definitions of war in the literature were compared with those suggested by a study of the
actual phenomena of war (see above, chap. xvii).

*s The historian Bishop William Stubbs thought social ideas, political forces, and
legal rights had, respectively, accounted for recent, post-Renaissance, and medieval
wars, but he admitted that all played a part in all wars. He wrote before historians had
joined the cult of economic and psychological determinism (Lectures on the Study of
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resources, economy, technology, and other material conditions, but
they have usually assumed that such changes can cause war only in
so far as they influence one or more of these socio-psychological pat-
terns.

a) Moslem conquesis—Islam carried on wars of conquest in the
seventh century. The new religion, by fixing attention upon com-
mon symbols, had inspired many of the Arabs with a missionary
zeal. .

Mohammed’s preaching would probably not have been successful
if the Arabs had been a contented people. They were harassed by
pressures upon their frontiers from Persia to the east, Abyssinia and
Yemen to the south, and the Eastern Empire to the west, by inter-
tribal hostilities arising from traditional feuds, and by the increasing
difficulties of making a living, perhaps due to a drying-up of the cli-
mate and to overpopulation.

A new ideal, falling upon a soil fertilized by unrest and discontent,
provided the opportunity for political leaders to create a state.
Mohammed, Abu Bekr, Omar, and Othman, from A.D. 622 to 656,
saw that internal strife could be stilled and political unity pre-
served by directing aggressive and acquisitive impulses externally.
Their military ability, utilizing the technique of light cavalry, made
it possible to use war as an instrument of political power until the
area of the conquest became too large and the burdens of adminis-
tration too great.

But with all their military ability they would not have succeeded
had not the traditional thinking of the Arabs regarded war as a nat-
ural procedure, had not the doctrine of the jihad justifying wars for

Medieval and Modern History [Oxford, 1886], p. 209). Historians have seldom used these
words with much precision. Apparently “idealistic” includes social, religious, and other
values springing from the group culture. “Psychological” includes economic, adventur-
ous, and other motives springing from the individual’s personality. ‘‘Political” includes
defensive, aggrandizing, and other purposes springing from actual or potential govern-
ing authority. ‘“Juridical” includes remedial, preventive, acquisitive, reformatory, and
other claims springing from the prevailing ideas of law and justice (see below, n. 24).
This classification of historic causes of war differs from the classification of individual
motives for war (religious, political, cultural, and economic) discussed in Vol. I, chap.
xi, n. 17, though the two are related. Historic causes result from the relatively perma-
nent social patterning of certain individual motives in a given society.
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the spread of Islam been accepted, and had not adequate casus belli
been sufficiently established by the refusal of the surrounding tribes,
kingdoms, and empires to accept formal offers to become Moslem.*¢

b) The Crusades—Historians of the Crusades have similarly em-
phasized the renewed enthusiasm for Christianity due to the preach-
ing of Pope Gregory VII and Pope Urban II. These orators dwelt
upon the indignities to which the Seljuk Turks were subjecting the
holy places and the pilgrims after the capture of Jerusalem in 1071
and upon the appeals for help from the Eastern Empire.

Historians have also referred to the attitudes, receptive to distant
adventure, provided by the widespread misery in the West caused
by Norse invasions, depredations by feudal barons, and the serious
pestilences of 1094 and 1095.

The political ambitions of the pope to unify Christendom, of
princes to gain prestige and territory, and of Italian towns tore-estab-
lish profitable trade routes were another factor.

Back of these lay the ideology of just war developed by theo-
logians and legists since Augustine. This ideology recognized the
justice of war undertaken to promote justice and came to consider
the bellum Romanum, or war against the infidels, as a type of just
war. To this juridical ideology, as well as to the idealism of Christian
faith and the hope of political union of Christendom, Pope Urban
successfully appealed at Clermont on November 26, 1095. ‘“Let the
truce of God be observed at home and let the arms of Christians
be directed to conquering the infidels in an expedition which should
count for full and complete penance.”’”” These factors—religious
idealism, social unrest, political ambition, and accepted legal theory
—which began the First Crusade in 1095 can be traced in the suc-
cessive stages of these expeditions.*®

¢) The Hundred Years’ War between Great Britain and France
can be similarly analyzed. Here it was not religion but incipient na-
tional enthusiasm which inspired the British invaders of France.

;‘Majid Khadduri, The Low of War and Peace in Islam (London, 1940), pp. 19 ff.,
23 ff. :

7D, C. Munro, “Speech of Pope Urban I1,”’ Americgn Hislorical Review, X1 (1906),
239. !

'8 Stubbs, 0. cit., p. 221; see above, Vol. I, chap. vii, n. 8¢.
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Until the later stages of the war, however, this idealistic element was
less important than in the two instances already mentioned. In the
latter part of the war French nationalism, stimulated by the leader-
ship of Joan of Arc, inspired a people who had long endured the
miseries of invasion to turn upon and drive out the English.

English economy, affected by the increasingly monopolistic tend-
ency of the guilds and large landholders, did not distribute its bene-
fits as equally in the fourteenth as it had in the thirteenth century.
The Scotch wars added to the burdens of the people and the spirit of
the army, thus creating a sentiment hospitable to adventure among
many. The retaliations between Edward and Philip over the Flemish
trade had injured economic interests both in England and in Flan-
ders. The miseries of the Black Death, which began in 1348 soon
after the Battle of Crécy, assisted in keeping the war alive.

Edward’s political ambition to achieve glory, to unite his coun-
try, to prevent rebellion such as had forced the abdication of his
father, to retain his feudal titles in France, and to add to his domain
was doubtless the major factor originating the war. The successes of
the technique of archery in the Scotch wars convinced him that the
enterprise was practicable.

It was important, however, for Edward to find a casus belli which
would justify war according to the legal conceptions of the time.
This he did in 1338 by the discovery that Philip of France was help-
ing his Scottish enemies and by the revival of ancient claims to the
French crown. Defense against hostile acts and recovery of feudal
titles were just causes of war according to the Christian doctrine as
expounded three-quarters of a century earlier by Thomas Aquinas.*®

d) The Thirty Years’ War found its idealistic basis in the religious
revival stemming from the Reformation and dividing Europe into
Catholic and Protestant camps, though Bohemian nationalism was
a factor at its beginning, as were Dutch, Swiss, Danish, Swedish, and
French nationalisms in later stages.

9 David Hume (History of England, chap. xv) emphasizes the legal claims and politi-
cal ambitions, G. B. Adams (Civilization during the Middle Ages [New York, 1903}, pp-
332 and 335) emphasizes the nationalistic ideals, and E. P. Cheyney (4 Short History of
England [Boston, 1go4], p. 231) emphasizes the economic and psychological motives be-
hind this war.
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Tts social background lay in the economic changes which had been
deteriorating the relative position of agriculture and expanding trade
and industry since the discoveries. These changes were manifested
by a great increase in the use of coal in the sixteenth century. Many
of the rich were getting poor and some of the formerly poor were
becoming rich.

The political ambition of rising monarchs, rendered confident by
their new type of disciplined armies, especially in France, Sweden,
and Prussia, was a major factor in the later stages of the war. Be-
ginning as a religious war, it ended as a war for territorial sover-
eignty.

International law had been changing since the secularism of the
Renaissance had led to the rise of sovereign princes, substituting
Machiavelli for Aquinas as their practical Bible. Reason of state
was sufficient ground for intervention by France, England, Den-
mark, and Sweden in the later stages of the war, in a manner sug-
gestive of the interventions in the Spanish civil war of 1937—38 by
Italy, Germany, and Russia. In its origins, however, good medieval
grounds for war were found in the contentions by the utraquists that
the emperor’s ecclesiastical interventions violated the Bohemian
constitution and by the emperor Ferdinand that the Protestant re-
volt in Bohemia in 1618 impugned his authority and that Frederick
of Austria was usurping the Bohemian throne. As in so many other
wars, the increasing miseries brought on by the war provided human
attitudes ready to believe that any fire would be better than the
frying pan in which they found themselves—attitudes from which
armies could be recruited and the war continued.*®

¢) The French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars were inspired
by the idealism of the rights of man and the new religion of demo-
cratic nationalism with a missionary zeal to spread its benefits to
mankind.

The miseries in France stemming from royal extravagance and
debt which had led to dissatisfaction by provincial magnates and to
inequitable taxation of the peasants and the city proletariat has been
emphasized in literature such as Dickens’ Tale of Two Cities. While

20 Stubbs, op. cit., P- 230; C. V. Wedgwood, The Thirty Years’ War (New Haven,
1939).
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this misery may not have been so great in France as in Germany, the
people were more conscious of it because they had known better
times.™

The leaders of the Revolution saw the need to defend their newly
acquired political power from the conservative, émigré-stimulated
interventions from abroad. In later stages of the conflict the value
of war as an instrument of international prestige, of internal solidar-
ity, and of conquest was appreciated by Napoleon, whose military
ability generally assured victory. For the governments of other
states, from a political necessity to defend their institutions from the
infection of revolutionary ideas, the war became an essential instru-
ment to preserve the balance of power against Napoleon, who, utiliz-
ing new techniques to maintain morale and increase mobility,
threatened their very existence.

In the international law of the time reason of state was now an
adequate casus belli. The French declaration of war against Austria
on April 20, 1792, signed by Louis XVI under pressure from a Gi-
rondist cabinet, was ostensibly based upon the refusal of the emperor
Francis II to disavow the Declaration of Pilnitz (August 27, 1791),
which had asserted the restoration of order and the maintenance of
the monarchy in France to be a common interest of all sovereigns.
The French thus justified war as a necessary resistance to foreign
intervention in the internal affairs of France.”

f) World War I developed from nationalistic movements in the
Balkans. The Allies fought to defend small nationalities such as
Serbia and Belgium. The self-determination of nationalities, to-
gether with the organization of the world to prevent war and to
make the world safe for democracy, was elaborated in the later
stages after the entry of America. The idealism of democracy and
nationalism had achieved general acceptance during the nineteenth
century through the writings of Mazzini and the exploits of Bis-
marck, Cavour, and Lincoln.

= See Guy Stanton Ford, Stein and the Era of Reform in Prussia (Princeton, 1922),
chap. i.

2 Ferdinand Schevill, 4 Political History of Modern Europe (New York, 1907), pp.
349 ff., 365 f.; F. M. Anderson, The Constitutions and Other Select Documents Illustrative
of the History of France, 1889—-1901 (Minneapolis, 1904), p. 103.
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There were economic difficulties and unrest in the Balkans
brought on by two years of Balkan wars; the armament race which
had been proceeding among the great powers for a decade had been
generally augmenting taxes, and rising tariff barriers and more in-
tense economic rivalries in backward areas were developing concern
for the future in certain commercial circles. There was not, how-
ever, sufficient misery or fear to provide soil for widespread accept-
ance of radical doctrines until war itself had produced them. After
three years of war, Wilsonian self-determination and Leninist com-
munism gained widespread acceptance.

The primary causes for the war were political: the Austrian
anxiety to preserve itself in the face of Yugoslav propaganda, the
Russian fear of declining prestige in the other Slavic countries, the
French hope to recover Alsace-Lorraine, and the German and British
fear for the balance of power. Prussian military efficiency displayed
in the Bismarckian wars and cultivated since, loss of prestige by the
central alliance in the Moroccan crises, and political disorders in
France and the British Empire encouraged Germany to support the
Austrian initiative.

The legal grounds in the early declarations of war emphasized de-
fense against acts of aggression and assistance to enemies, violations
of guaranties, and reasons of state. The later declarations referred
to principles of justice, humanity, democracy, and international law.
International law, except in the case of neutralized Belgium, im-
posed at this time no legal limits on the competence of states to ini-
tiate war, but the Hague Convention of 1go7 required a statement of
reason, and those given indicated the popular notion of just war pre-
vailing at the time.?

Different as were many of the circumstances, each of these six
great wars, scattered over thirteen hundred years, exhibit idealistic,
psychological, political, and juridical causes. It appears that in
these varying conditions of civilization individuals and masses have
been moved to war (1) because of enthusiasm for ideals expressed in

3 Bernadotte Schmitt, The Coming of the War: 1014 (New York, 1930); Sidney B.
Fay, The Origins of the World War (New York, 1928). For texts of declarations of war
see United States Naval War College, International Law Documents, 1917 (Washington,
1918). .
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the impersonal symbols of a religion, a nation, an empire, a civiliza-
tion, or humanity, the blessings of which it is thought may be se-
cured or spread by coercion of the recalcitrant; or (2) because of the
hope to escape from conditions which they find unsatisfactory, in-
convenient, perplexing, unprofitable, intolerable, dangerous, or
merely boring. Conditions of this kind have produced unrest and
have facilitated the acceptance of ideals and violent methods for
achieving them. Governments and organized factions have initiated
war (3) because in a particular situation war appeared to them a
necessary or convenient means to carry out a foreign policy; to estab-
lish, maintain, or expand the power of a government, party, or class
within the state; to maintain or expand the power of the state in
relation to other states; or to reorganize the community of nations;
or (4) because incidents ‘have occurred or circumstances have arisen
which they thought violated law and impaired rights and for which
war was the normal or expected remedy according to the jural
standards of the time.* .

2. OPINIONS ON THE CAUSES OF WAR

The phrase “causes of war’’ has been used in many senses. Writ-
ers have declared the cause of World War I to have been the Russian
or the German mobilization; the Austrian ultimatum; the Sarajevo
assassination; the aims and ambitions of the Kaiser, Poincaré, Izvol-
sky, Berchtold, or someone else; the desire of France to recover
Alsace-Lorraine or of Austria to dominate the Balkans; the European
system of alliances; the activities of the munition-makers, the inter-
national bankers, or the diplomats; the lack of an adequate European
political order; armament rivalries; colonial rivalries; commercial
policies; the sentiment of nationality; the concept of sovereignty; the
struggle for existence; the tendency of nations to expand; the un-

24 These four types of causes of war may be classified according to their relative ob-
jectivity, concreteness, and historicity. Political and juridical causes are more objective
than ideal and psychological causes because they develop from more completely insti-
tutionalized social patterns. Psychological and political causes are more concrete than
ideal and juridical causes because they emphasize circumstances of the immediate time,
place, and leadership rather than propositions deemed to have a wide validity. Psy-
chological and juridical causes emphasize circumstances and conditions developed from

the past while idealistic and political causes emphasize purposes and objectives of the
future. See above, n. 15.
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equal distribution of population, of resources, or of planes of living;
the law of diminishing returns; the value of war as an instrument of
national solidarity or as an instrument of national policy; ethnocen-
trism or group egotism; the failure of the human spirit; and many
others.”

To some a cause of war is an event, condition, act, or personality
involved only in a particular war; to others it is a general proposi-
tion applicable to many wars. To some it is a class of human mo-
tives, ideals, or values; to others it is a class of impersonal forces,
conditions, processes, patterns, or relations. To some it is the en-
trance or injection of a disturbing factor into a stable situation; to
others it is the lack of essential conditions of stability in the situa-
tion itself or the human failure to realize potentialities. These dif-
ferences of opinion reflect different meanings of the word “cause.”
The three sentences, respectively, contrast causes of war in the his-
toric and scientific senses, in the practical and scientific senses, and
in the historic and practical senses.?

In the scientific sense the cause of the changes in any variable is a
change in any other variable in a proposition stating the relations of

2 Most of the concrete causes are discussed in a series of articles on “‘Assessing
Blame for the World War” (New York Times Current History, May and June, 1924, re-
printed in H. E. Barnes, In Quest of Truth and Justice [Chicago, 1928], pp. 84 1.); see
alson, 23 above. Most of the abstract causes are referred to in Conference on the Cause
and Cure of War, Findings (Washington, 1925), pp. 1~2, and other articles reprinted in
Julia E. Johnson (ed.), Selecied Articles on War—Cause and Cure (New York, 1926), pp.
117 ff., 130 ff.

a6 See above, Vol. I, chap. i, sec. 3. The term ‘‘causes of war” refers in this study to
“‘efficient causes” which precede the outbreak of war. Confusion often arises because of
the failure to distinguish such causes from “final causes” or purposes which may de-
velop during the course of war. The efficient causes of a war are sometimes erroneously
supposed to determine the purposes or war aims of the belligerents, and the purposes
of the belligerents are sometimes erroneously supposed to have been the efficient causes
of the war. The purposes of a belligerent, if formulated as an ideal, policy, or grievance
before the war begins, may be an efficient cause of the war. It may happen, however,
that the purposes of the belligerents have not been so formulated and exercise very little
influence on the outbreak of war. Furthermore, the purposes of belligerents may change
greatly during the course of the war. The purposes of the belligerents, particularly of
the victor, are, however, of importance in understanding the peace after the war. A war
usually gives the victor the opportunity to determine the shape of international relations
for a time after the war; for how long a time depends on the wisdom with which this op-
portunity is utilized.
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all the factors in a process or equilibrium.?” Sometimes the state-
ment itself is elliptically spoken of as the cause of variations in any
of its factors. Thus it is sometimes said that heavenly bodies and
falling apples behave as they do because of the law of gravitation
or that rent is paid because of the law of diminishing returns.?® A
scientific statement usually asserts that if all factors can be ignored,
except those observable, controllable, and presumptively measurable
factors which it deals with as variables, parameters, or constants, a
specified degree of change in any variable tends to be followed im-
mediately or in a specified time by a specified degree of change in the
other variables.

In the historic sense a cause is any event or condition figuring in
the description of the relevant antecedents of an effect. Such a de-
scription is usually called a history and is confined to events within
a time or space sufficiently near to the effect to be presumably re-
lated to it. Proximity in time or space thus establishes a presump-
tion of causal relation, though this presumption ought to be con-
firmed by other evidence to avoid the pos? hoc fallacy. Evidence may
indicate that proximate events were unrelated, and it may also indi-
cate the transmission of influence from remote times and distant
places.?

In the practical sense a cause is any controllable element in the
statement of the origin, treatment, solution, or meaning of a problem
or situation. Such statements in medicine are called diagnoses,
prognoses, prophylaxes, or treatments, and in social affairs, reports,

27 See above, Vol. I, chap. ii, secs. 4 and 5; chap. xvi; below, Appen. XXV.

28 More accurate statements of these two propositions might be worded: “because
motion has a relation to the masses of and the distance between bodies” and ““because
rent has a relation to the demand for land which arises because successive applications
of capital and labor to a given piece of land yield a diminishing return.”

19 See Vol. I, chap. iii. The Jaw considers direct and not remote causes in attributing
responsibility, but “it is not merely distance of place or of causation that renders a
cause remote. The cause nearest in order of causation, which is adequate without any
efficient concurring cause to produce the result, may be considered the direct cause”
(J. Bouvier, “Causa Proxima,” 4 Law Dictionary [Philadelphia, 1872], I, 247, citing
Thomas, J., 4 Gray, Mass. 412; Bacon, Max. Reg. 1; Story, J., 14 Pet. g9). The legal
sense of causation resembles the practical rather than the historical sense of the term
because causes are selected in legal proceedings to impute responsibility rather than
to explain happenings (see below, nn. 50 and 52).
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interpretations, programs, policies, or plans. Such statements of
social problems usually emphasize the human actions responsible for
the situation and the human actions deemed to be the most effective
for realizing desired ends in the circumstances of the time and place
where the statement is made.°

It will be observed that in none of these cases is the word “cause”
used as something which exists in phenomena but as something
which exists in statements or propositions about phenomena. If one
is convinced that a proposition is true,** he means that he is con-

30 See below, chap. xxxviii. Practical causation assumes evaluation, that is, a dis-
tinction between events or conditions which are pathological, undesirable, illegal, or
immoral and those which are healthy, satisfactory, legal, or righteous. See G. K. K.
Link, “The Role of Genetics in Etiological Pathology,” Quarterly Review of Biology,
VIII (June, 1932), 127 ff.; above, Vol. T, Appen. IV, n. 4. Stephen Taylor, a Voice in
the Wilderness (*Grains and Scruples,” Lancet, CCXXXV [1938], gog fi.), treats war as
a pathological condition of society. He presents the clinical picture, etiology, prognosis,
prophylaxis, and treatment of this condition.

31 Conviction of the truth of a proposition should arise from consideration of the
cogency of the evidence supporting the proposition, the clarity of the definition of its
terms, the reliability of its sources, and the persuasiveness of its assumptions. The words
“‘evidence,” ‘“definition,” ‘‘source,” and ‘‘assumption” have been confused with the
word “cause,’”’ partly because of Aristotle’s association of material, formal, first, and
final causes with efficient causes. The latter is the sense in which the word is used here.
“Evidence” refers to experiences or the records or testimony concerning experiences
(observations, feelings, experiments) of the past which induce the belief that a proposi-
tion is true. ‘“Definition” refers to the meaning of a word in a particular connection,
that is, to the precise delimitation of a term. “Source’ refers to the writing or document
which first established the truth of a proposition to the satisfaction of a given society or
discipline. Darwin’s Origin of Species is in this sense the source of the doctrine of evolu-
tion and Newton’s Principia of the law of gravitation. Inlaw the word “source” usually
refers to a class of written materials considered by the profession as credentials to the
validity of a legal proposition, such as statutes, judicial precedents, treaties, custom,
juristic writing, etc. ‘‘Assumption,” or basis, refers to the axioms or postulates which
persuade 2 given mind or society that the evidence demonstrates the truth of a proposi-
tion. In this sense the continuity of nature is the basis for most scientific laws, common
sense is the basis for most historical laws, and general consent is today the basis of most
practical and jural laws. In a broad sense the basis of a proposition is the sanction of its
validity. As the sanction of geometry is the self-evident character of its axioms and
postulates resting on the continuity of nature, so the sanction of jural law is the general
belief that its basis—whether general consent, divine right, or natural law—gives assur-
ance that the institutions of the society will have power to enforce the rules and orders
legally promuigated. The fact that general consent is the basis for many propositions
about society, and that this may be affected by the form in which the evidence and
sources of the proposition and the definition of its terms are presented to the public,
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vinced that the proposition accurately describes the phenomena.
Consequently, if the truth of a proposition has been established, then
the word ““cause” can be considered either a term of the proposition
or a phenomenon-designated by the term. While superficially the
scientific, historic, and practical senses of the word “cause’ appear
to be very different, fundamentally they are merely different ap-
proaches to the same concept. A cause of an entity, an event, ora
condition is a term of a true proposition capable of explaining, pre-
dicting, or controlling its existence or changes.*

a) Scientific causes of war—Scientists, in searching for the causes
of phenomena, assume that the universal and the particular are
aspects of one reality. They attempt to classify, combine, or analyze
particular events into general concepts or ideas which represent
measurable, controllable, repeatable, and observable phenomena
capable of being treated as variables or constants in a formula.s?

While scientists realize that there are events in any field of study
which have not yet been included in classes which can be precisely
defined or measured, they are reluctant to believe that any factors
are permanently “vague’” and “imponderable”’—a belief frequently
held by practical men, historians, and poets.** In dealing with war, {
scientists prefer concepts such as military forces, public opinion, at-

means that the truth of propositions in the social field may be influenced by propaganda.
The distinction between the definition, the basis, the sources, the evidences, and the
causes of international law are often discussed by writers on that subject. See L. Oppen-
heim, International Law (5th ed.; London, 1937), Vol. I, secs. 1, 5, 11, 15; A. S. Hershey,
The Essentials of International Public Lew and Organization (New York, 1927), chap. ii.

32 In saying that *“‘the cause of a certain effect is the totality of conditions that is
sufficient to produce it,”” Abraham Wolf (“Causality,” Encyclopaedia Britannica [14th
ed.], V, 63) uses the term *‘cause” as equivalent to ‘‘total cause.” Usage permits partial
causes, conditions, or factors contributing to an effect to be referred to as causes of the
effect, or even as the cause of the effect under circumstances which permit other factors
in the total causation to be ignored. Strictly speaking, a factor contributing to or ac-
counting for an effect is not its cause. The cause is the factor in relation to others, in-
cluding the effect. Since relations are manifested in language rather than in phenomena,
a cause should be thought of as a term in a proposition rather than as a factor in a situa-
tion, although, if the proposition is true, the two are equivalent.

33 See Appen. XXV below.

34 Bismarck spoke of the importance of imponderables in politics. Historians recog-
nize the important role of contingency in human affairs (Vol. I, Appen. IV, n. 8, above).
Poets emphasize the significance of potentialities (chap. xxxviii, sec. 1, below).
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titudes, population, and international trade, which have been meas-
ured, even though crudely, or concepts such as jurisdiction, arbitra-
tion, war, aggression, and right, which have a precise meaning in
a body of law, rather than such concepts as personal influence,
civilizing mission, imperialism, accidental events, and social poten-
tialities, which have neither of these characteristics. They prefer
concepts which denote things which can be manipulated and experi-
mented with, though this is often difficult in the social sciences.
They prefer concepts which represent series of events that appear
continuously or in regular cycles or oscillations in history, so that
interpolation or extrapolation is possible where data are lacking.
They prefer concepts which represent classes of facts that are abun-
dant in the records or in the contemporary world, so that the proper-
ties of these classes can be verified by the use of historical sources or
observation.3

The scientifically minded have attempted to describe the normal
functioning of the forces, interests, controls, and motives involved in
international relations and to formulate abstract propositions relat-
ing, respectively, to the balance of power, to international law, to
international organization, and to public opinion.3$ While they have
sometimes included war as a periodic recurrence in such normal
functioning, they have usually attributed war to the high degree of
ummeasurability, uncontrollability, incompleteness, or uncertainty

35 “Tf language is taken into account, then we van distinguish science from other
phases of human activity by agreeing that science shall deal only with events that are
accessible in their time and place to any and all observers (strict bekgviorism) or only
with events that are placed in co-ordinates of time and space (meckanism), or that science
shall employ only such initial statements and predictions as lead to definite handling
operations {operationalism), or only terms such as are derivable by rigid definition from
a set of everyday terms concerning physical happenings (physicalism). These several
formulations, independently reached by different scientists, all lead to the same delimi-
tation, and this delimitation does not restrict the subject matter of science but rather
characterizes its method” (Leonard Bloomfield, Linguistic Aspects of Science [*‘Inter-
national Encyclopedia of Unified Science,” Vol. I, No. 4], p. 13). See also above, Vol. I,
chap. ii, n. 2o.

3 See, e.g., David Hume, “Of the Balance of Yower” (1st ed., 1751), in Philosophical
Works (Boston, 1854), 11, 364 ff.; Christian Wolff, Jus genium methoda scientifica per-
tractotum (1st ed., 1749; Oxford, 1934); Immanuel Kant, Efernal Peace (1st ed., 1795;
Boston, 1914); L. F. Richardson, Generalized Foreign Politics (“‘British Journal of Psy-
chology: Monograph Series,” Vol. XXTII [Cambridge, 1934]).
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of the factors which they have studied. Thus they have attributed
war (1) to the difficulty of maintaining stable equilibrium among the
" uncertain and fluctuating political and military forces within the
state system;%” (2) to the inadequacy of its sources and sanctions
continually to keep international law an effective analysis of the
changing interests of states and the changing values of humanity;*
(3) to the difficulty of so organizing political power that it can main-
tain internal order in a society not in relation to other societies ex-
ternal to itself;3°and (4) to the difficulty of making peace a more im-
portant symbol in world public opinion than particular symbols
which may locally, temporarily, or generally favor war.4° In short,
scientific investigators, giving due consideration to both the historic
inertia and the inventive genius of mankind, have tended to attrib-
ute war to immaturities in social knowledge and control, as one
might attribute epidemics to insufficient medical knowledge or to in-
adequate public health services.*

31 C. J. Friedrich, Foreign Policy in the Making (New York, 1938), pp. 130 fi.; H. D.
Lasswell, World Politics and Personal Insecurity (New York, 1935), pp- 57 ff. See below,
chap. xx.

3 Sir J. F. Williams, International Change and International Peace (Oxford, 1932);
H. Lauterpacht, The Function of Law in the International Community (Oxford, 1933);
J- F. Dulles, War, Peace and Change (New York, 1939), pp. 29 ff.; Sterling E. Edmunds,
The Lawless Law of Nations (Washington, 1925), pp. 3 ff.; Q. Wright, “International
Law and the World Order,” in W. H. C. Laves (ed.), The Foundations of a More Stable
World Order (Chicago, 1941), pp. 107 fi. See below, chap. xxiii.

39 Lasswell, 0p. cil., p. 239; A. Maurois, The Next Chapter: The War against the
Moon (London, 1927). See below, chap. xxvi.

40 Norman Angell, The Unseen 4ssassins (London, 1937). See below, chap. xxx.

4 J. J. Rousseau was convinced that the application of reason could produce peace
(“Extrait du projet de paix perpetuelile,” in W. E. Darby [ed.], International Tribunals
[London, 1go4), pp. 104 ff.; see above, Vol. I, Appen. III, n. 42). Kant believed that
political improvement was only possible by the application of reason (op. ¢it., p. 7) and
that reason could only be applied to world-politics if statesmen followed the maxim,
which to save their dignity they should keep secret, that ‘“the maxims of the philoso-
phers regarding the conditions of the possibility of a public peace shall be taken into
consideration by the States that are armed for war” (ébid., p. 100). See also W. E. Rap-
pard, The Quest for Peace (Cambridge, Mass., 1940), pp. 497 ff.; I. W. Howerth, “Causes
of War,” Scientific Monthly, II (February, 1926), 118 fi.; Knight Dunlap, ‘“The Causes
and the Prevention of War,” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, XXXV
(October, 1940), 479 fi. Scientific investigations of war have usually recognized the
complexity of its causes and have seldom attributed war to a single cause as medical
science sometimes attributes an illness to a specific germ. See below, n. 53.
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b) Historical causes of war—Historians assume that the future is
a development of the past which includes, however, forward-looking
intentions and aspirations. They attempt to classify events into
ideas which represent commonly observed processes of change and
development.# Because of the common experience of small inci-
dents releasing stored forces—the match and the fuse—they fre-
quently distinguish the occasion from the causes of war.4 Because
people ordinarily think they are familiar with biological evolution,
with psychological and sociological processes, with economic, politi-
cal, and religious interests, historians have customarily classified the
causes of war under such headings.44

This method may be illustrated by the causes of the Franco-
Prussian War set forth in Ploetz’s Manual of Universal History.*
These are divided into “immediate causes,” ‘““special causes,” and
“general causes.” The first were said to be certain events which
shortly preceded the war, including the election of the prince of
Hohenzollern to the throne of Spain, the French demand that the
Prussian king should never again permit the candidacy of the prince
for the Spanish crown, and the Ems telegram from Bismarck an-
nouncing the king’s refusal. The special causes were said to be the
internal troubles of the French government, the controversy con-
cerning French compensation for the Prussian aggrandizement of
1866, and the news of new German infantry weapons threatening the
superiority of the French chassepot. The general causes were stated
to be the French idea of natural frontiers as including the left bank
of the Rhine and the long struggle of the German nation for unifica-
tion, together with the French anxiety over it.

Historians have thus sought to demonstrate causes by drawing

+ Above, Vol. I, Appen. IV, sec. 3.

¥ W. E. H. Lecky, A Hislory of the Rise and Influence of the Spirit of Rationalism in
Europe (London, 1870), II, 227; John Bakeless, The Origin of the Nexi War (New York,
1926), pp. 20 ff. They also distinguish the causes from the purposes of war (see above,
n. 26).

#H. E. Barnes, The Genesis of the World War (New York, 1926), chap. i; Lecky,
0p. cit.; Conference on the Cause and Cure of War, op. cil.

4 Karl Ploetz, Mianual of Universal History (Boston, 1915), p. 513.
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from a detailed knowledge of the antecedents of a particular war
events, circumstances, and conditions which can be related to the
war by practical, political, and juristic commonplaces about human
motives, impulses, and intentions. When they have written of the
causes of war in a more general way, they have meant simply a
classification of the causes of the particular wars in a given period of
history.+# Thus certain of the causes of the Franco-Prussian War
have been described by such words as “aggressive policies,” “changes
in military techniques,” ‘“domestic difficulties,” ‘“‘unsettled con-
troversies,” ‘“dynastic claims,” ‘‘aspirations for national unifica-
tion,” “‘historic rivalries,” and “insulting communications.” Even
broader generalizations have been made classifying the causes of war
in the Western world as political, juristic, idealistic, and psycho-
logical.#

When generalization has reached this stage, the result is not un-
like the scientific approach, for such words as “an ideal,” “‘a psycho-
logical attitude,” “a policy,” or “a law” represent concepts which,
though limited by the historian to a historic epoch, are universals
which may be manifested in varying degrees in all times and places.
They are, in fact, variables susceptible, in theory, to mathematical
treatment, however difficult it may be practically to measure their
variations.

¢) Practical causes of war—Practical politicians, publicists, and
jurists assume that changes result from free wills operating in an en-
vironment. They attempt to classify events according to the mo-

46 Above, Vol. I, Appen. IV; below, Vol. II, chap. xviii, sec. 1.

47 Above, nn, 15 and 24. This classification of the causes of war may be compared to
the classification of the influence upon the frequency and magnitude of war of the de-
velopment of civilization, discussed in Vol. I, chap. xv. The fluctuationsin the character
of war were there related (1) to the development by the states in 2 balance-of-power sys-
tem, of political, economic, social, and other contacts with outside communities (sec. 2);
(2) to the failure of legal and political centralization or decentralization among a group
of states to keep pace with increases or decreases in their economic, social, or other con-
tacts (sec. 2a); (3) to the tendency with the advance of a civilization for ideals, indicated
by the pretexts for war, to become inconsistent with the actual motives or reasons for
war (sec. 2d); and (4) to the variations in the intensity, homogeneity, and localization
of pacifism and militarism in response to changes in the destructiveness of war (sec.
2¢).
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tives and purposes from which they seem to proceed.** Their as-
sumptions have thus resembled those of the historians, though they
have formulated their problems toward practical ends and have often
excluded events and impersonal forces which the historian frequent-
ly considers. Because men like to rationalize their actions, publicists
have often distinguished the pretexts from the causes of war.4 Be-
cause they recognize that no free will ever really acts without ante-
cedents, and therefore the origin of a series of causal events has to be
determined arbitrarily, they have distinguished proximate from re-
mote causes.®® While they have sometimes attributed wars to the
failure of society to adopt particular reforms or to modify certain
conditions,” they have usually distinguished causes attributable to
a responsible person from impersonal conditions and potential re-
forms.s* In the same way physicians more frequently attribute an
illness to a germ rather than to the susceptibility of the patient be-
cause of a run-down condition or to his failure to take preventive or
remedial precautions.s

Practical men have, then, usually thought of war as a manifesta-
tion of human nature with its complex of ambitions, desires, pur-
poses, animosities, aspirations, and irrationalities.>* They have in-
sisted that the degree of consciousness or responsibility to be at-
tributed to such manifestations is an important factor in devising
measures for dealing with the problem. Classification of human

4 The poets and idealists have had a similar point of view but have emphasized the
potentialities rather than the actualities of human nature (see above, n. 34, and Vol. I,
chap. iii, sec. 1).

4 See E. de Vatlel, The Law of Nations (Washington, 1916), Vol. ITI, chap. iii, sec.
32, who also distinguishes “justifying grounds” from “motives” for war (ibid., sec. 2 5).
See also H. W. Halleck, Inlernational Law (4th ed.; London, 1908), chap. xv.

50 Above, n. 29.

$1 Q. Wright, “The Outlawry of War,” American Journal of International Law, XIX
(January, 1925), 76 ff.

52Tn mathematical terms a cause is a variable, a condition a constant, and a reform
a parameter.

5 This tendency has existed only since Pasteur; Claude Bernard took a more general
view of the cause of disease; see also Link, 0. cit.

54In legal pleading the word “cause” means the motives or reasons for an act
(Bouvier, op. cit.).
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motives from this point of view is familiar in lawss and economics.s
Publicists have often distinguished necessary, customary, rational,
and capricious acts in the causation of war.5” They suggest that
wars arise in the following situations: (1) Men and governments find
themselves in situations where they must fight or cease to exist, and
so they fight from necessity.s® (2) Men and governments have a cus-
tom of fighting in the presence of certain stimulae, and so in appro-
priate situations they fight.* (3) Men or governments want some-
thing—wealth, power, social solidarity—and, if the device of war is®
known to them and other means have failed, they use war as a means

55 See J. W, Salmond, Jurisprudence (London, 1902), chap. xviii, for legal distinction
of intention, motive, malice, negligence, etc.

56 See ““Economic Incentives,” Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences. Z, Clark Dickin-
son (“The Relation of Recent Psychological Developments to Economic Theory,”
Quarterly Journal of Economics, XXXIII [May, 1929], 304 ff.) criticizes the familiar
pleasure-pain classification of economic motives.

s7 See Vattel, 0p. cit., chap. iii; Oppenheim, op. ¢it., Vol. IT, sec. 62. Necessary and
customary causes of war are usually considered just, while capricious or emotional causes
are considered unjust. Rational causes may be just or unjust, according to the title to
the interest served. War to reacquire a state’s own territory may be just, while war to
acquire another state’s territory may be unjust.

s8 Military and sociological writers who emphasize the international struggle for ex-
istence and economists who emphasize overpopulation and the scarcity of resources as
a cause of war take this position. See Friedrich Bernhardi, On War of Teday (London,
1912); L. Gumplowicz, Der Rassenkampf (Innsbruck, 19og); F. C. Wright, Population
and Peace (Paris: International Institute of Intellectual Cooperation, 1939); E. Van
Dyke Robinson, “War and Economics,” Political Science Quarlerly, XV (December,
1900), 582 ff.

59 This point of view is less characteristic of practical writers than of anthropologists,
who find the causes of primitive warfare to be determined by the customs of the par-
ticular tribe (Mead, op. cit.; W. Lloyd Warner, *Murngin Warfare,” Oceania, I (Janu-
ary, 1931, 417 fi.; cf. above, Vol. I, chap. vi, n. 18). Practical writers, however, while
believing that war ought to be fought for rational objectives, sometimes consider that
among average men both its initiation and its methods are often guided only by cus-
tom (Colonel J, F, C. Fuller, The Reformation of War [New York, 1923], Prologue).
A. M. Carr-Saunders believes that war is neither a biological nor an economic necessity
but arose from the instinct of pugnacity and developed into a custom. Among civilized
peoples it is a mode of political action to achieve customary political ends (The Popula-
tion Problem [Oxford, 1922], pp. 302-5). The Outlawry of War Movement was based
on the assumption that war is an institution supported by custom (C. C. Morrison,
The Outlawry of War [Chicago, 1927]). !
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to get what they want.% (4) Men and governments feel like fighting
because they are pugnacious, bored, the victims of frustrations or
complexes, and accordingly they fight spontaneously for relief or re-
laxation.

Thus among each class of writers, whether the effort has been to
construct a formula relating measurable factors, to narrate a com-
prehensible process of change, or to describe the reactions by which
the generally recognized human motives affect the environment, the
process of generalizing from concrete events has developed similar
categories. The historian, however, has usually kept closest to the
events, and the scientists have been most bold in generalization,
often resting to a considerable extent on the shoulders of the his-
torian and the publicist. (1) Scientists, historians, and publicists
have each generalized about material forces in the state system,
though they have referred to them, respectively, as the balance of
power, political factors, and necessity. (2) So also each has general-
ized about ideological influences under the names of international
law, juristic factors, and custom. (3) They have generalized con-
cerning sociological structures, respectively, under the heads of in-
ternational organization, idealism, and reason. (4) The reactions of
personality have, finally, been generalized by the three classes of
writers under the names of public opinion, psychological or economic
factors, and caprice or emotion.

Whether evidence is sought in the study of wars themselves or in

6 Tt is the usual assumption among military writers and publicists that war is an
instrument of national policy. General Carl von Clausewitz (On War [1st ed., 1832; Lon-
don, 1911], I, 121; 111, 121) called war “a continuation of political intercourse with a
mixture of other means.” G. Lowes Dickinson (War: Its Nature, Cause and Cure [New
York, 1923}, p. 50) writes: “Al states, in all their wars, have always had a double ob-
ject: on the one hand, to keep what they have got; on the other, to take more. This,
and this only, is the cause of all wars, other than civil wars.”” “Between two groups that
want to make inconsistent kinds of worlds, I see no remedy except force” (Justice
Oliver Wendell Holmes [February 1, 1920}, in N. D. Howe [ed.], Holmes-Pollock Let-
ters, 11 [Cambridge, Mass., 1941}, 36). See above, Vol. I, chap. x, sec. 1.

§1 The opinion that pugnacity is a human trait is widespread, though opinions differ
as to how easily it mey be stimulated. See John Carter, Man I's War (New York, 1926);
Bertrand Russell, Why Men Fight (New York, 1930), pp. 5 ff.; G Lowes chkmson, op.
cit., p. 57; above, Vol. I, chap. xi. .
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the study of competent generalizations about war, the same classifi-
cation of the causes of war is suggested. War has politico-techno-
logical, juro-ideological, socio-religious, and psycho-economic causes.
The following sections of this part of the study conform to this classi-
fication. They assume, respectively, that the belligerents are powers
which become involved in war in the process of organizing political
and material forces in ever larger areas, that they are states which
became involved in war in the attempt to realize more complete
legal and ideological unity, that they are nations which became in-
volved in war in the effort to augment the influence of particular
political, social,and religious symbols,and that they are peoples which
become involved in war through behaving according to prevailing
psychological and economic patterns. These four points of view em-
phasize, respectively, the technique, the law, the functions, and the
drives of war.®

62 Above, Vol. I, chap. ii, sec. s.
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CHAPTER XX

THE BALANCE OF POWER
I. MEANING OF THE BALANCE OF POWER

MONG the hypotheses suggested to explain the recurrence
of war is the difficulty of maintaining a stable equilibrium
among the uncertain and fluctuating political and military

forces within the system of states.” The phrase “balance of power”
has sometimes designated the achievement and sometimes the effort
to achieve that difficult task. In the static sense a balance of power
is the condition which accounts for the continued coexistence of in-
dependent governments in contact with one another. In the dynam-
ic sense balance of power characterizes the policies adopted by gov-
ernments to maintain that condition.?

The term ‘‘balance of power” implies that changes in relative po-
litical power can be observed and measured. In the rough calcula-
tions of world-politics transfer of territory has been the most impor-
tant evidence of changes in political power, just as in business
changes in wealth have been the important evidence of changes in
economic power. This is partly because territory with its potential-
ities in relation to population, taxation, resources, and strategy
usually adds to military power, but even more because the value of
territory has been accepted in the international mores and conse-
quently the fact of acquisition gives evidence of the power to acquire
not only territory but anything else, while the fact of cession gives
evidence to the contrary.?

t See above, chap. xix, sec. 2a.

2 “Balance of power . . . . means such a ‘just equilibrium’ in power among the mem-
bers of the Family of Nations as will prevent any one of them from becoming sufficiently
strong to enforce its will upon the others” (Sidney B. Fay, “Balance of Power,” Ency-
clopaedia of the Social Sciences). See also Carl J. Friedrich, Foreign Policy in the Making
(New York, 1938), pp. 117 fl.; Frederick L. Schuman, International Politics (2d ed.;
New York, 1937), pp. 44 fi.; A. F. Kovacs, *“The Development of the Principle of the
Balance of Power” (manuscript for Causes of War Study, University of Chicago, 1932);
see above, Vol. I, chap. xiv, sec, 1b.

3 Friedrich (o#. cit., p. 120) presents a simple diagram of the conception. Fay (op.
¢it.) discusses territory, armaments, population, economic expansion, colonies, and gov-
erning personalities as the important elements in the equilibrium.

743
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The term is based on the assumption that governments have a
tendency to struggle both for increase of power and for self-preserva-
tion. Only if the latter tendency checks the first will all the govern-
ments continue to be independent. Whenever one increases its rela-
tive power, its capacity to increase it further will be enhanced. Asa
consequence, any departure from equilibrium tends to initiate an ac-
celerating process of conquest.*

4 This has been long known but not always acted upon. Demosthenes said in his
FirstOlynthiac: *‘I wonder if any one of you in this audience watches and notes the steps
by which Philip, weak at first, has grown so powerful. First he seized Amphipolis, next
Pydna, then Potidaea, after that Methone, lastly he invaded Thessaly. Then having
settled Pherae, Pagasae, Magnesia, and the rest of that country to suit his purposes, off
he went to Thrace, and there, after evicting some of the chiefs and installing others, he
fell sick. On his recovery, he did not relapse into inactivity, but instantly assailed
Olynthos. . . .. If he takes Olynthos, who is to prevent his marching hither? . . . . ‘But,
my friend,’ cries someone, ‘he will not wish to attack us.” Nay, it would be a crowning
absurdity if, having the power, he should lack the will to carry out the threat which to-
day he utters at the risk of his reputation for sanity. It is the duty of all of you to grasp
the significance of these facts, and to send out an expedition that shall thrust back the
war into Macedon” (quoted by Frederick }. Cramer, ‘‘Demosthenes Redivivus,” For-
eign Affairs, XIX [April, 1941], 536-38). Seealso E. A, Freeman, Hislory of Federal Gov-
ernment (London, 1893), p. 149. Polybius wrote: “Now Hiero, of Syracuse, had during
this war been all along exceedingly anxious to do everything which the Carthaginians
asked him; and at this point of it was more forward to do so than ever, from a conviction
that it was for his interest, with a view alike to his own sovereignty and to his friendship
with Rome, that Carthage should not perish, and so leave the superior power to work its
own will without resistance. And his reasoning was entirely sound and prudent. Itis
never right to permit such a state of things; nor to help anyone to build up so preponder-
ating a power as to make resistance to it impossible, however just the cause” (Hislories
i. 83). Lord Halifax, British foreign minister, said on January 21, 1940: “The instinct
of our people has always throughout their history driven them to resist attempts by any
one nation to make itself master of Europe; they have always seen in any such attempt
a threat both to their own existence and to the general cause of liberty in Europe. . . . .
If the British people have been right, as they have before, in resisting domination by
any one Power in Europe, they are doubly so right today” (Geneva Research Centre,
Official Statemenis of War and Peace Aims, 1 [December, 1940], 18). Frederick S. Dunn
considers this attitude inevitable under conditions of world anarchy: *‘All proposals for
changes in the status quo, regardless of the grounds on which they are based, are bound
to be assessed first and foremost in terms of their effect upon the power relationships of
the pations concerned. Any proposed change which would noticeably alter the existing
power ratio to the disadvantage of any state is fairly certain to be resisted tenacious-
ly, regardless of the justice of the claim or of its bearing upon the general welfare of the
community. This point cannot be emphasized too strongly. So long as the notion of
self-help persists, no nation will willingly agree to a change which will impair its ability
to defend its position in a clash with other states” (Peaceful Change [New York, 1937],
p. 12). See below, chap. xxvii, n. 16.
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Evidence that a static balance of power has ceased to exist is at
hand when certain governments begin to disappear or to lose terri-
tory and others to increase in territory, a process which may con-
tinue until only one government survives with the others inside it,
as illustrated by the Macedonian and Roman empires of the ancient
world. Using the term in this sense, Oppenheim writes:

A law of nations can exist only if there be an equilibrium, a balance of power,
between the members of the family of nations. If the powers cannot keep one
another in check, no rules of law will have any force, since an over-powerful
state will naturally try to act according to discretion and disobey the law. As
there is not, and never can be, a central political authority above the sovereign
states that could enforce the rules of the law of nations, a balance of power must
prevent any member of the family of nations from becoming omnipotent. The
history of the time of Louis XIV and Napoleon I shows clearly the soundness of
this principle. And this principle is particularly of importance in time of war.
As long as only minor powers, or a few of the great powers, are at war, the fear of
the belligerents that neutral states might intervene can, and to a great extent
does, prevent them from violating fundamental rules of international law con-
cerning warfare and the relations between belligerents and neutrals. But
when, as during the World War, the great powers are divided into two camps
which are at war, and the neutral states represent only a negligible body, there
is no force which could restrain the belligerents, and compel them to conduct
their warfare within the boundary lines of international law. The existence of
the League of Nations makes a balance of power not less, but all the more neces-
sary, because an omnipotent state could disregard the League of Nations.s

Oppenheim assumed that the power of international law and or-
ganization must always be less than the military power of sovereign
states, and consequently only if national military forces are in stable
equilibrium can the other two exist. On this assumption discussions
of the balance of power have usually ignored considerations of law,

5 L. Oppenheim, International Law, R. F. Roxburgh (ed.) (3d ed.; London, 1920),
Vol. I, sec. s1; see also ibid., sec. 136, and The Future of International Law (London,
1921), p. 21. Before his death in 1919, Oppenheim had somewhat modified the opinion
expressed in the third sentence of the quoted passage. He favored a universal League
of Nations, from which states could not withdraw, “to organize the hitherto unorganized
community of nations”; “to coerce by force” a recalcitrant member *‘to submit to the
decisions of the League and to fulfil its duties” (3bid., secs. 167¢, s; above, chap. xxvi,
n. 40); and “‘to provide a sanction for the enforcement” of rules preventing the outbreak
of war (The League of Nations and Iis Problems [London, 1919], p. 23). The editor of
the fifth edition (H. Lauterpacht) omitted the quoted passage. See H. Lauterpacht,
“Oppenheim, Lassa,” Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences, and J. B. Scott, “Introduc-
tory Note” to Oppenheim, The Future of International Law.
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social solidarity, and public opinion except as they bore upon the
military power, immediate or potential, of the states involved in the

system.’
Recent analyses of the concept of political power, however, cast
doubt upon this assumption. Charles E. Merriam writes:

The power does pot lie in the guns, or the ships, or the walls of stone, or the
lines of steel. Important as these are, the real political power lies in a definite
common pattern of impulse. If the soldiers choose to disobey or even shoot
their officers, if the guns are turned against the government, if the citizenry con-
nives at disobedience of the law, and makes of it even a virtue, then authority is
impotent and may drag its bearer down to doom.”

To similar effect, Frank H. Knight, criticizing the application of
physical analogies by Lord Russell, writes:

In one aspect power is 2 phenomenon of a choosing mind acting in a physical
world. But the meaningful effects of choice, or the exercise of power, are not
physical. And what the choosing subject “does” in a literal sense—which is al-
ways to rearrange matter in space (using the energy of his own body)—is a very
different thing from what he achieves or accomplishes (or intends!). The two
exist in different universes of discourse. The achievement (or intention) is a
realization of value [and consequently] the problem of power is an ethical prob-
lem 8

Whether direction of military forces gives an individual or institu-
tion more “power” than does title to legal prerogatives or control of
social symbols or influence upon public opinion depends upon his-
torical circumstances and upon the time interval considered.* While

§ Above, n. 3.

7 Political Power (New York, 1934), pp. 7-8. See also Salvador de Mada.riaga, The
World's Design (London, 1938), pp. 73 ff.

8 “Bertrand Russell on Power,” Ethics: An Inlernational Journal of Social, Political,
and Legal Philosophy, XLIX (April, 1939), 255, 258, reviewing Bertrand Russell, Power:
A New Analysis (New York, 1938).

% David Hume wrote: ‘‘As force is always on the side of the governed, the governors
have nothing to support them but opinion.” Alexander Hamilton said: “Opinion,
whether well or ill founded is the governing principle of human affairs.” Abraham Lin-
colnsaid: “He who moulds public sentiment goes deeper than he who enacts statutes or
pronounces decisions.” H. D. Lasswell writes to similar effect: ‘“The ascendancy of the
ruling few, the political élite, depends upon the acceptance by the masses of a common
bod.y.of syn.:bols and practices” (quoted in Q. Wright {ed.], Public Opinion and World
Politics [Chicago, 1933], pp- 3, 4, and 18g). “I repeat,” wrote Machiavelli, “it is neces-
sary for a prince to have the people friendly, otherwise he has no security” (The Prince,

chap. ix). See also A. V. Dicey, Leciures on the Relation between Law and Public Opinion
in Englond during the Nineleenth Century (New York, 19og).
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in some historical periods international stability has depended upon
a balance of military forces, at other times factors of a wholly
different type may have been more important. While it may be
true that military unbalance has in all historic epochs constituted
an immediate threat to international stability, at certain periods,
perhaps in most, other factors have been more important in the long
run.®

Any conception of stability, whether in civics, biology, sociology,
or psychology, rests on some kind of equilibrium, but the nature of
the factors in equilibrium may vary greatly.” Instead of an equilib-
rium among armed forces measured in terms of military personnel,
material, morale, and potential, there may be an equilibrium of legal
‘“‘checks and balances’” among states, governments, departments,
and officials. Legally defined powers, responsibilities, rights, and
duties of any one of these entities may be used to prevent usurpa-
tions by the others. There may also be an equilibrium among na-
tions viewed as cultures, each realizing a unique complex of values
expressed in creeds, codes, and customs. The social symbols and
rituals which manifest the culture are maintained through the ac-
tivities of numerous institutions interacting upon one another in in-
tricate patterns. Finally, there may be an equilibrium of peoples,
each a complex of conflicting, co-operating, or co-ordinated im-
pulses, attitudes, opinions, and parties, the form of which depends
eventually upon the normal balance in the drives of the individual
personalities constituting the population. The most familiar exam-

10 Lasswell (in Wright [ed.}, 0. cit., p. 189) argues that “‘the rise of new symbols to

eminence in the vocabulary of the masses” leading to “new bases of deference” and
‘“‘new methods of recruiting the élite” were ‘‘the turning-points in the history of politics.”

1z Alfred E. Emerson (‘‘Social Coordination and Superorganism,”* American Midland
Naturalist, XXI [January, 1930], 182) defines a biological individual in the broadest
sense as ‘‘a living entity exhibiting a certain dynamic equilibrium and maintaining a
relation of stability in time and space.” S. Wright (““Statistical Theory of Evolution,”
Proceedings of the American Stalistical Association, 1932, p. 208) writes: “The conditions
favorable to progressive evolution . . . . are a certain balance between conditions that
make for genetic homogeneity and genetic heterogeneity.” Alfred Marshall (Principles
of Economics [London, 1891], p. 383) writes: ‘‘Nearly all the chief problems of economics
agree in this that they have a kernel of the same kind. This kernel is an inquiry as to
the balancing of two opposed classes of motives, the forces of demand and supply.”
See also J. M. Clark, “Statics and Dynamics,” Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences; see
above, Vol. I, chap. xv, sec. 3.
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ple of this type of equilibrium is that of international trade among
peoples separated from one another by moderate commercial bar-
riers and each unified by a domestic economic equilibrium arising
from individual calculations of marginal utilities in a moderately free
market. In subsequent chapters of this book the relation of war to
such legal, social, and psychological equilibriums will be considered,
but in this section the usual analogy between political power and
physical power (force moving at a certain speed) will be tentatively
accepted. The term “balance of power’”” will imply an equilibrium
among the great and small “powers” of the world, each power meas-
ured primarily by armaments and military potential.

When the term ““balance of power” is used in the dynamic sense,
some qualification to this method of measurement has usually been
assumed. In this sense the term refers not to a condition of blind
forces—as, for instance, the balance of inertia and gravitation which
keeps members of the solar universe revolving in fixed relation to
one another—but to a policy actively pursued by the member-gov-
ernments of a political system to preserve equilibrium. The balance
of power is not something that just happens but something that is
actively willed and maintained.” Thus policies of rearmament and
disarmament, annexation and cession of territory, alliance and
counter-alliance, intervention and nonintervention, are frequently
said to be intended to preserve the balance of power. Canning said
he called the new world into existence to redress the balance of the
old.”? Several treaties of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
declared in their preambles that they were made to preserve the
balance of power.** The British Army General Act authorized forces
to be raised by the Crown to preserve the balance of power.*

Balance-of-power policies are sometimes pursued by single states,

* Friedrich (op. ¢it., p. 126) insists that there cannot be a balance of power without a
balancer.

*2 Speech in Parliament, December 12, 1826; A. B. Hart, The Monroe Docirine (Bos-
ton, 1916), p. 86.

*4 Treaty of Utrecht (Great Britain and Spain, July 13, 1713), Preamble; Treaty of
Paris (May 30, 1814), Separate and Secret Article; Treaty of Constantinople (Great
Britain, France, Turkey, March 12, 1854), Preamble; G. G. Wilson and G. F. Tucker,
International Law (gth ed.; New York, 1935), pp. 86 ff.; Travers Twiss, The Low of No-
tions (London, 1861), pp- 152 ff.

*s See Richard Cobden, Political Writings (London, 1867), I, 257.
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sometimes by groups of states, and sometimes by all the states in
concert or in combination. Some states have been said to make the
balance of power the goal of their policy more than others. In some
periods of history states have been influenced by the balance of pow-
er more than in others.

It is important to emphasize, however, that, whenever main-
tenance of the balance of power becomes a guide to the policy of a
government, that government is on the threshold of conceding that
the stability of the community of states is an interest superior to its
domestic interests. Doubtless it concedes this only because it be-
lieves that stability is a sine gua non of its own survival.*® The con-
cession is, however, an enlightenment of self-interest which ap-
proaches altruism or submergence of the self in a larger whole. In
the dynamic usage of the term ‘“‘balance of power” there are already
rudiments of a situation in which law, organization, and opinion may
become more important than military power.””

Balance of power in the static sense, that of the physical analogy,
can apply literally only when states struggle for self-preservation
and aggrandizement directly and immediately without conscious
effort to maintain the balance of power. The moment a government
consciously frames its policies in view of the stability of the larger
whole, it has ceased to behave like “power’’ in the physical sense.™®

16 Grotius considered that the maintenance of international law was the bulwark of
every state’s security (De jure belli ac pacis, Proleg., sec. 18). In the absence of law the
maintenance of equilibrium is the only basis of security (John Hosack, On the Rise end
Growth of the Law of Nations [London, 1882], pp. 12-15, 319). See above, nn. 4and 5.

17 Cobden considered that ‘‘a pact or federation of the States of Europe” was “im-
plied by the phrase Balance of Power” (0. ¢it., II, 205). W. Alison Phillips writes: “The
problem of preserving peace then remains . . . . the old one of holding the balance be-

_ tween these groups; and the problem of international organization is that of creating
and keeping in order a mechanism by which this balance shall be kept steady” (The
Confederation of Europe [London, 1920], p. 16). Jurists have often regarded the balance
of power and international organization, not as alternatives, but as supplementary

(see Oppenheim [above, n. 5] and Vattel [below, n. 1g]). For contrary view see n. 47 be-
low.

B L. H. Richardson’s effort to treat world-politics mathematically was necessarily
“‘merely a description of what people would do if they did not stop to think” based on
the assumption that nations “follow their traditions which are fixtures and their in-
stincts which are mechanical” and do not make “sufficiently strenuous intellectual and
moral effort to control the situation’ (Generalized Foreign Politics [*‘British Journal of
Psychology: Monograph Supplements,” Vol. XXIII (Cambridge, 1930)], p. 1).
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These considerations suggest that there may be many shades of
meaning of the term “balance of power,” from the conception of a
“natural law,” stating the behavior pattern of independent govern-
ments with reference to one another in ‘‘a state of nature,” to the
conception of a policy manifesting an emerging consciousness of the
dependence of each member of a group upon the observance of some
common principles. General recognition of the expediency of main-
taining a balance of power is, in the phraseology of seventeenth-
century political scientists, the first step in formulating the social
contract among nations.™

Balance-of-power policies have been recognized in the historical
and political writings of all civilizations, notably in the writings of
Thucydides, Demosthenes, and Polybius and in writings of ancient
India and China.*® The formulation of the balance of power into a sys-
tem, however, is hardly to be found until the time of the Renais-
sance.” Asa policy the balance of power was especially practiced by
British statesmen, who used it to wreck the political ambitions of
Philip IT, Louis XIV, Napoleon, Alexander II, the Kaiser, and Hit-
ler. Its merits were expounded by Sir William Temple, David
Hume, the younger Pitt, Canning, Lord Halifax, and many others.*
Continental European statesmen have usually been less conscious of
balance-of-power policies,?* and many of them have criticized it, as

19 Vattel so considered it. “Europe forms a political system in which the nations in-
habiting this part of the world are bound together by their relations and various inter-
ests into a single body. It is no longer, as in former times, a confused heap of detached
parts, each of which had but little concern for the lot of the others, and rarely troubled
itself over what did not immediately affect it. The constant attention of sovereigns to all
that goes on, the custom of resident ministers, the continual negotiations that take place,
make of modern Furope a sort of Republic, whose members—each independent, but all
bound together bya common interest—unite for the maintenance of order and the preser-
vation of liberty. This is what has given rise to the well-known principle of the balance
of power, by which is meant an arrangement of affairs so that no state shall be in a posi-

tion to have absolute mastery and dominate over the others” (The Law of Nalions
[Washington, 1916}, Book III, chap. iii, sec. 47).

 Frank Russell, Theories of International Relations (New York, 1936), pp. 30, 42,
61, 79; above, n. 4.

= Friedrich (op. cil., p. 123) says the first explicit statement of the doctrine in mod-
ern times was by Bernardo Ruscellis (1449-1514), brother-in-law of Lorenzo de’ Medici.
See also E. Nys, Les Origines du droit international (Brussels, 1894), pp. 163 ff.

22 Above, nn. 2 and 4.

# Although Lisola, Fénelon, Vattel, Gentz, and Dupuis expounded it effectively.
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have most Americans and some Englishmen.>* It has, however,
figured in a number of general treaties and bas undoubtedly ranked
as an accepted principle of the European states system for the past
few centuries. Historians, jurists, philosophers, economists, and
political scientists as well as statesmen have so recognized it and
have often considered it distinctive of the post-Renaissance period.*
It has been recognized that the operation of the principle was ob-
scured in the Middle Ages by the idea of universal law, universal em-
pire, and universal church.® Some have suggested that the ideas of
public law and the concert of Europe, nationalism and self-deter-
mination, and humanism and internationalism since Napoleon have
impaired the operation of the balance of power.”” Other writers,
however, have considered the nineteenth century the classic period
of the balance of power.*®

The emphasis when the term ‘“‘balance of power” is used is always
upon the static sense of the word. Governments insist that the state
isindependent, that it acts only in self-interest, and that self-interest
concerns only survival and augmentation of power. The balance of
power is a form of thought which grew out of the post-Renaissance
interest in physics and astronomy and may be contrasted to the ways
of thinking on politics later inaugurated by Benthamite jurispru-
dence, Darwinian biology, and Freudian psychoanalysis. While bal-
ance-of-power politics may lead to group consciousness, internation-
al society, and international law and while a stable balance of power
may have been an essential condition for international law during the

4 See, e.g., Fay and Cobden, above.

35 See David Hume, *“Of the Balance of Power,” Pkilosophical Works (Boston, 1854),
III, 364 ff.; Vattel, 0p. cit.; William Stubbs, Lectures on the Study of Medieval and Modern
History (Oxford, 1886), p. 225; Oppenheim, 0p. ¢it.; Schuman, 0p. cit.

16 Friedrich, op. cit., p. 122; Schuman, o0p. cil., p. 45.

27 Stubbs (05. cit., pp. 225 and 236) wrote: ‘“The foremost idea of the three centuries
that intervene between the year 1500 and the year 1800 . . . . was the idea of the balance
of power. . . .. The history of the last hundred years . . . . differs from that of the two
preceding divisions, by the prominence and real importance of ideas, as compared with
the earlier reigns of right and force.” Criticism of the balance of power has been common
in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (below, n. 47).

28 #The period dating from the collapse of the Holy Alliance till the outbreak of the
World War has been the classical period of the balance of power in Europe’” (Hans J.
Morgenthau, “The Problem of Neutrality,” University of Kansas City Lew Review,
1939, p. 116).
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past centuries, yet, in the future, effective International organization
may prove to be an essential condition for either a stable balance of
power or international law.?? In this section, however, an effort will
be made to abstract the conception of balance of power from these
other factors in international relations and to consider the conditions
and the policies which tend toward the realization of that conception.

2., CONDITIONS AFFECTING THE STABILITY OF THE BALANCE

From the point of view of the balance of power, the probability of
peace or war at a given moment depends upon the degree of stability
of that balance. An investigation of the conditions of such an equi-
librium depends upon certain assumptions concerning the motives
and capacities of states, the measurability of their power and separa-
tion, and the intelligence of statesmen.

First, balance-of-power diplomacy assumes that every sovereign
state tends to impose its will on every other, choosing first that one
least capable of resisting; that every state tends to resist the imposi-
tion upon itself, or upon any other state in the system, of another
will; and that war is likely whenever the pressure of imposition ex-
ceeds capacity to resist at any point. This assumption implies that
states are not affected by considerations of law, morality, or social
solidarity; that they are affected only by the impulses of aggrandize-
ment and self-preservation; and that they are sufficiently enlightened
to realize that their own preservation may require assistance to a
menaced power in order to prevent the dangerous aggrandizement of
one of the others. Obviously it is only on this latter assumption that
any stability can exist among states of unequal power in close prox-
imity to one another. Clearly these assumptions are very imperfectly
realized in the modern system of states. Some states, because of tra-
ditional policies or because of the form or spirit of their constitutions,
are not intent upon aggrandizement; are influenced by considerations
of law and morality; and prefer neutrality and isolation to assisting a
menaced power. The effect of such failures to realize this assump-
tion of a balance-of-power system will be considered in the next two
chapters.

Second, balance-of-power diplomacy assumes that the capacity of
a state to resist or to attack, at any moment and at any point on its

29 Above, Vol. I, chap. xiv.
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frontier, are functions of the relative power of the two states sepa-
rated by the frontier and of the degree of their separation. This as-
sumption implies a complete mobility of the state’s military power
within its territory, making possible a rapid mobilization on any
frontier and a continual alertness to the dangers of attack. The ac-
tual influence of other factors—constitutional, cultural, and politi-
cal—will be discussed later.

The third assumption, very difficult to realize in practice, asserts
that the power of each sovereign and the degree of its separation
from every other sovereign can be measured. While “political pow-
er” in a broad sense includes legal, cultural, and psychological fac-
tors, from the point of view of the balance of power it has usually
been confined to actual and potential military power. Actual mili-
tary power includes land, naval, and air armament. This includes
personnel, matériel, organization, and morale of the armed forces.
It also includes railroads, motor vehicles, civil aircraft, and other
means of communication and conveyance which, though used in
normal times for civilian purposes, are immediately available for
military purposes. Potential military power consists of available
population, raw materials, industrial skill, and industrial plant capa-
ble of producing military power. With the wide variety of factors
involved, obviously the task of representing the relative ‘“power”
of all sovereigns by single figures is very great. It is difficult to com-
pare forces primarily useful for defense, such as fortifications and
militia, with forces useful for distant attack, such as airplanes, air-
plane carriers, and capital ships. It is difficult to compare actual
forces with potential forces requiring various intervals of time for de-
velopment and mobilization. These problems have been faced but
not solved in numerous disarmament conferences. In spite of the dif-
ficulty, rough estimates are continually made. For instance, the
great powers are compared to the secondary powers and to the small
states, and the relative power of the seven great powers has some-
times been estimated. In 1922 the Washington Arms Conference
rated the principal naval powers, Great Britain, the United States,
Japan, France, and Italy, respectively, at 5:5:3:1.75:1.75.3°

It is no less difficult to measure the degree of military separation

30 Defense budgets have sometimes been utilized, but they provide a very rough
measure of military power (see Richardson, op. cit., pp. 27 ff.). _
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of two states from each other. This conception involves estimates of
the importance of distance in miles, of the character of the barriers
occupying this space, such as seas, lakes, rivers, deserts, mountains,
and the length of the frontiers which are in proximity or adjacency
to each other. Two countries on opposite sides of the world would
usually be more separated than two with adjacent frontiers, but
with the development of instruments of sea and air transportation
countries separated only by wide oceans may be militarily nearer
than adjacent countries with very high mountains on the frontier.
Two pairs of countries each with adjacent frontiers would clearly
have different degrees of separation if the frontier is occupied in one
case by high mountains, in another case by deserts, in another by a
river, and in another case by no natural obstacles whatever. Fur-
thermore, of two pairs of countries in the latter situation, clearly the
pair with the shorter unobstructed frontier would be more separated
than the pair with the longer unobstructed frontier. The conception
of military separation does not consider artificial barriers such as for-
tifications or trench systems. These are included in the conception of
power. On the other hand, the influence of natural barriers may
change greatly through the tunneling of mountains, the develop-
ment of new instruments of fransportation, the bridging of rivers,
etc.

Finally, it is assumed that statesmen in pursuing a balance-of-
power policy do so intelligently—that they measure the factors in-
volved in the balance of power accurately and guide their behavior
by these calculations. This assumption is particularly difficult to
realize in democracies because public opinion is likely to be more in-
terested in domestic than in foreign affairs and to be influenced in
the latter by considerations, such as nationality, justice, or tradi-
tional friendships and enmities, which may be inconsistent with
maintenance of the balance of power. The latter often requires
shifts in political relationships, threatening gestures, or even war,
which public opinion is likely to regard as perfidious.3*

Analysis of the relationships between the variable factors in the
balance of power seems to warrant the following conclusions, pro-
vided all states act in accord with the assumptions of that system.*

31 See Friedrich, op. cét. 32 See Appen. XXTX.
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1. Stability will increase and the probability of war will decrease
in proportion as the number of states in the system increases.3* Ob-
viously a tendency to localize relations would be equivalent to re-
ducing the system, in any particular instance, to a small number of
states, and so would make against stability. So also the grouping
of states in permanent alliances which are committed to act together
would tend to reduce the number of independent entities in the sys-
tem and so would decrease stability. As a consequence, on the as-
sumptions of the balance of power, policies of rigid neutrahty and of
permanent alliance both make for instability.

2. Stability will increase as the parity in the power of states in-
creases.3 If there were only two states, there would be great in-
stability unless they were very nearly equal in power or their fron-
tiers were widely separated or difficult to pass. The same would be
true if all the states had become polarized in two rival alliances.
Even with a large number of states acting independently, compara-
tive equality of power would tend to augment the capacity of each
to defend itself and so to increase stability.

3. Stability will be promoted by a moderate separation of states
from one another. If every state were separated from every other by
impassable barriers, there would be complete interstate stability but
there would not be an international system. States would have no
more relations with one another than does the earth with Mars. If,
on the other hand, states of different power faced each other on cer-
tain frontiers, then great separation of states would make for insta-
bility because other states would be unable immediately to help the
weaker state if attacked. If, however, states were so little separated
that they had to rely primarily on the assistance of others for secu-
rity, their independence would be curtailed, and the first assumption
of the balance-of-power system would no longer prevail. That sys-
tem would give way either to empire or to collective security. Thus

33 This is an instance of the statistical law of the stability of large numbers. If in-
crease in numbers results in greater disparity in the power of neighboring states, as

was true of the Balkanization of southeastern Europe after World War I, the effect of
this tendency may be counteracted. Below, n. 34.

34 This resembles the second law of thermodynamics, which asserts that entropy
tends to a maximum, i.e., that the tendency of a system toward stability is promoted
by a uniform distribution of its energy.
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stability under a balance of power is promoted by artificial devices,
such as disarmed zones or strong fortifications, which increase the
separation of especially vulnerable frontiers. Without a separation
of all frontiers sufficient to prevent sudden attack and continuous
anxiety, a stable balance-of-power system is impossible.35

4. Stability will be promoted by certainty as to the states which
enter into the equilibrium. Only with such certainty is accurate cal-
culation possible. If there is a possibility of outside states interven-
ing sporadically on one side or the other with motives other than
those assumed in balance-of-power politics, the situation becomes
unstable. Thus the entry of such states as France, Spain, and Aus-
tria into the Italian balance of power during the Rennaissance cre-
ated instability in that equilibrium. In the same way the entry dur-
ing the last fifty years of the United States and Japan into the Euro-
pean equilibrium has rendered it less stable. In the long run, how-
ever, as an increase in the number of states renders an equilibrium
more stable, so the complete incorporation of non-European states
into the system, creating a world-equilibrium, should in itself even-
tually make for stability.3

3. BALANCE-OF-POWER POLICIES

The assumptions and conditions favoring a stable balance of
power have been considered in the abstract. Attention may now be
given to the historical circumstances which have influenced govern-
ments to envisage international relations as a balance of power and
to act according to the assumptions of that system.

While other factors have had an influence, the concept of the bal-
ance of power provides the most general explanation for the oscilla-
tions of peace and war in Europe since the Thirty Years’ War. Most
European wars during that period and all serious ones have become
balance-of-power wars if they did not begin as such.3” Frederick the
Great wrote:

35 The possibility of conquest of small states in a few days by a powerful neighbor
with a great superiority of airplanes and tanks makes it impossible for the assistance of

other great neighbors to come in time; this in itself eliminates the possibility of security
for European states under the balance of power.

3 Above, Vol. I, chap. xv, sec. 2b.
37 Above, nn. 22 and 25; Vol. I, Appen, XX.
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Foreign politics embraces all the system of Europe, labors to consolidate the
safety of the state and to extend as much as is possible by customary and per-
mitted means the number of its possessions, the power and consideration of the
Prince. . ... Christian Europe is like a republic of sovereigns which is divided
into two great parties. England and France have for a century given the im-
pulse to all movements. When a warlike Prince wishes to undertake anything, if
both powers are in agreement to keep the peace, they will offer their mediation to
him and compel him to accept it. Once it is established, the political system pre-
vents all great robberies and makes war unfruitful, unless it be urged with
greater resources and extraordinary luck.38

Not only has this conception been explanatory but its wide ac-
ceptance by statesmen has tended toward its continued realization
in practice. Statesmen have in general directed foreign policy toward
preserving or augmenting the relative power of the state. Asameans
to the first all have recognized the expediency of joining forces to
prevent the aggrandizement of others, and as a means to the second
all have recognized the expediency of taking advantage of the quar-
rels of others to aggrandize themselves.3® “Curb the strongest” and
““divide and rule’”—these have been the two incompatible shibbo-
leths of the game of world-politics.

It is partly because of this inherent contradiction in the assump-
tions of the balance of power that it has not given permanent sta-
bility. If states were interested only in self-preservation and in the
maintenance by each of its relative power, stability might be pre-
served for long periods, although under such conditions general
changes in technologies, ideas, laws, economies, and policies would
eventually shatter it. Each of the powers, however, especially the
great powers, has been interested not only in preserving but also in
augmenting its relative power; consequently, there has never been
wholehearted devotion to the balance-of-power principle among
them. Each statesman considers the balance of power good for
others but not for himself. Each tries to get out of the system in
order to “hold the balance” and to establish a hegemony, perhaps

38 Die politischen Testamente der Hohenzollern, I1, 33, 54, quoted by Schuman, 0. cit.,
pp. 54 and 55.

39 J. F. Rippy (America and the Strife of Europe [Chicago, 1938]) has pointed out
that the United States, though avoiding co-operation with Europe, has utilized the
strife of Europe to its own advantage. A more detailed consideration of policies with
this objective is presented in chap. xxi below.
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eventually an empire, over all the others. This effort might not be
successful if the conditions necessary for maintaining a stable bal-
ance were perfectly understood by all the other statesmen, and they
applied procedures for diagnosing and remedying departures from
equilibrium with efficiency. Statesmen of satisfied countries have,
however, occasionally manifested a disposition to delay and to ap-
pease, encouraging aggressive statesmen to believe they can relieve
themselves of the equilibrating tendency. Although during the mod-
ern period none has succeeded in doing so permanently, the attempt
has continually been made. Charles V and Philip II hoped to do it
with the wealth of Mexico and Peru. Louis XIV hoped to do it with
the national integration, monarchical centralization, and industrial
strength of France. Napoleon hoped to do it with military genius,
the revolutionary fervor of the masses, and national conscription.
Germany of the Kaiser and of Hitler hoped to do it with efficient
military and industrial organization, a martial spirit, and a central-
ized political leadership. Up to the present, however, the system has
worked in the long run. Eventually the overgreat power has found
itself encircled but has not given up without war.+

England alone among the European states has been able to “hold”
the balance for a long time, but only because of its relative invul-
nerability to attack and its persistent recollection of the Hundred
Years’ War. Because the navy was sufficient for defense, Britain
did not require a large land army which would have menaced others,
and, because of the failure of the long effort to conquer France, it
did not attempt to aggrandize itself on the Continent. The fact that
overseas enterprise in commerce and colonies offered abundant op-
portunity made it easier for Britain to pursue a peaceful policy in
regard to Europe. To-a limited extent since the Armada and to a
large extent during the century after Waterloo, England dominated
the extra-European world with naval and commercial power and
held the balance in Europe.

While there were great changes in navies during the century after
Trafalgar, it happened that all of them—steam navigation, screw
propeller, iron hull, armor plate, rifled naval guns—at first added to

4o When a state complains that it is being encircled, it is usually attempting to break
the balance of power. ’



THE BALANCE OF POWER 759

British predominance, although at times British opinion was seized
by panic before realizing the effect of these inventions.# The long-
run influence of these inventions was, however, to weaken sea power
operating far from its base. These inventions, together with the
relative decline of British commerce and finance, weakened British
power overseas. The invention of the airplane greatly increased the
vulnerability of the British Isles themselves. As a result Britain
could no longer hold the balance of power. It was forced to join one
of the great Continental alliances in 1go3 and has not since been able
to create such an equilibrium in Europe that it could safely remain
outside. )

The predominance of the balance of power in the practice of
statesmen for three centuries, however, should not obscure the fact
that throughout world-history periods dominated by balance-of-
power policies have not been the rule. The balance of power scarcely
existed anywhere as a conscious principle of international politics
before 1500, and even its unformulated functioning can hardly be
studied except among the Italian states of the two centuries pre-
ceding, among the Hellenistic states of the Mediterranean in the
first three centuries B.C., among the Greek city-states for three cen-
turies before that, among the Chinese city-states of the Ch’un Chiu
period (700480 B.C.), and perhaps in the “times of trouble” of In-
dian, Babylonian, and Egyptian civilizations.*

In the long periods of the Roman Empire and the medieval
church, factors other than the balance of power were of major im-
portance in controlling the action of statesmen and in giving political
form to the civilization. Even in the nineteenth and twentieth cen-
turies, though balance-of-power politics have undoubtedly been im-
portant, many historians consider that other factors, ideological and
economic, have assumed a greater importance. The deterioration
during the nineteenth century in the conditions and assumptions
theoretically favorable to a balance of power has been noted. The
conditions responsible for such changes in the past may now be con-
sidered.

4 See Bernard Brodie, Sea Power and the Machine Age (Princeton, 1g41); Cobden,
““The Three Panics: An Historical Episode,” 9. ¢it., II, 209 fI.

42 Above, n. 20.
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4. WHY BALANCES OF POWER HAVE COLLAPSED

Periods of balance of power have been transitional. Their con-
tinuance has always been threatened, on the one hand, by the re-
surgence of the dynamic movements characteristics of the heroic age
which has usually preceded and, on the other hand, by the trend
toward political organization characteristic of the universal state
which has usually followed.*

Dynamic movements challenging the equilibrium have included
(1) the rise of conquerors and the establishment of tyrannies, (2) the
invention of aggressive weapons, (3) the propaganda of new reli-
gions, and (4) the sporadic interventions of outside states. Efforts to
organize stability have grown out of the balance-of-power system it-
self and have tended toward (5) the disappearance of small states,
(6) the polarization of the balance, (7) the rise of constitutionalism
and democracy, and (8) the reliance on law and organization for se-
curity and the evaluation of welfare above power.

1. The appearance of a conquering genius is perhaps unpredict-
able, although the rise of such individuals, threatening the balance of
power, has usually been attributable as much to the opportunity pre-
sented by military inventions and political conditjons as to the per-
sonality himself. A more permanent threat to the equilibrium is in-
herent in the despotic form of government which the temporary suc-
cess of such a genius originates. The balance of power flourishes un-
der authoritarian government resting on tradition. Tyranny and
democracy are equally unfavorable toit: tyranny because it must be
aggressive, democracy because it must be deliberate. The one cre-
ates a high-pressure area, the other a low-pressure area, each danger-
ous to equilibrium. Tyranny is a technique of power which involves
increasing centralization of government, suppression of free opinion,
and devotion of resources to military preparation, internally. Ex-
ternally, it requires high tension, dangerous enemies, continuous
diplomatic or military achievements, and occasional wars. Thus the
internal and external policy of tyranny inevitably attempts to eman-
cipate the state from the balance of power.4

43 Above, Vol. I, chap. vii, sec. 2b.

4 For discussion of ideologies and policies characteristic of “tyrants,” “new princes,”
and “despots” see Aristotle Politics v. 10; Machiavelli, 02. cit., chaps, vi-viii; C. E.
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2. The invention of new military instruments of uncertain, but
possibly great, offensive value has often led to attempts to shatter
the balance of power. A superior type of phalanx encouraged ag-
gression by Philip of Macedon and Alexander; the development of
improved legionary tactics encouraged conquests by Caesar; British
skill in archery developed in the Scottish wars encouraged the hun-
dred years’ invasion of France; improvements in the use of firearms
encouraged aggressions by Charles V in Europe and America; the
development of industrial equipment for the manufacture of fire-
arms contributed to the conquests of Louis XIV; the perfection of
firearm tactics encouraged Frederick the Great in a career of aggres-
sion; the inventions of mass mobility, conscript armies, and revo-
lutionary enthusiasm were the allies of Napoleon. Bismarck’s vic-
tories were due to Moltke’s perception of the value of railroads in
war. The American conquests of 1898 owed much to the recently in-
vented armor plate and rifled naval guns. The development of air-
craft since World War I as instruments of civilian terrorization, of
destruction of enemy bases, and of invasion contributed greatly to
the instability of the balance of power and to the hope of general
conquest by Mussolini, Hitler, and the Japanese military leaders.*

3. Religious and quasi-religious movements sweeping over partic-
ular countries have sometimes created a crusading spirit resulting in
efforts to break the balance of power, not for the sake of power, but
for the sake of ideals. Such movements have been illustrated in the
Moslem conquests of the seventh century, the Crusades of the
twelfth century, the nineteenth-century wars of nationalism, and the
twentieth-century wars of fascism, naziism, and communism. Fre-
quently such movements have originated in particular classes rather
than in particular states and have cut across state lines, giving rise
to civil wars illustrated by the religious wars of France in the six-
teenth century and of England and Germany in the seventeenth

Merriam, The New Democracy and the New Despotism (New York, 1939), Part II; be-
low, chap. xxii, sec. 4.

45 Above, Vol. I, chap. xii. There is a tendency to emphasize the conservatism of
the military in adopting new inventions. See E. L. Woodward, War and Peace in
Europe, 1815-1870 (New York, 1931), pp. 18 fi.; E. A. Pratt, The Rise of Rail Power in
War and Conguest, 1853-19014 (London, 1915); J. P. Baxter, The Introduction of the Iron-
clad Warship (Cambridge, Mass., 1933); Brodie, 0p. cit.
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century, by the American and French liberal revolutions in the
eighteenth century, and by the struggles of communism, national-
ism, and fascism in Russia, China, Spain, and elsewhere in the
twentieth century.4

4. The impact of powerful states on the periphery of a balance-of-
power system has been one of the most important influences destroy-
ing such systems. Macedonia destroyed the Greek balance of power.
Rome destroyed the Hellenistic balance of power after conquering
Carthage. France and Spain destroyed the Italian balance of power
of the Renaissance. The United States, Russia, and Japan have con-
tributed to the collapse of the European balance-of-power system in
the twentieth century.

Sporadic challenges to a balance-of-power system are unlikely to
succeed permanently unless general conditions within the civiliza-
tion are unfavorable to that system. Caesar, unlike the military
geniuses of modern history, was successful in wrecking the Mediter-
ranean balance of power and in initiating a universal empire which
lasted for centuries. His success, however, was merely the culmina-
tion of the long history of the integration of classic civilization. In-
deed, if conditions are favorable, it may be that the method of reli-
gious propaganda employed by Asoka and Gregory VII or the meth-
od of voluntary federation attempted by Alexander I and Woodrow
Wilson may be equally effective in unifying a civilization.#? Itis to
be noted, however, that the antecedent conquests of Chandragupta
had shattered the balance of power in India, paving the way for
Asoka. Charlemagne’s conquests had similarly paved the way for
Gregory, as Napoleon’s wreckage of the old order in Europe had
provided the opportunity for Alexander and Wilson.

5. Among the inherent tendencies of a balance-of-power system,
sapping its own vitality, has been the cumulative elimination of

16 See H. D. Lasswell, *“The Strategy of Revolutionary and War Propaganda,” in
Q. Wright, ep. cit., pp. 189 fl.

47 There is evidence that both Alexander I and Woodrow Wilson thought of their
plans as opposed to the balance of power. See Phillips, 0p. ¢it., pp. 45 f., 143 ff.; W. E.
Rappard, The Quest for Peace (Cambridge, Mass., 1040), p. 28; Friedrich, 0p. ¢il., p. 133;
Ellery Stowell, Intervention in International Law (Washington, 1921), pp. 414 ff. Others

have considered international organization and the balance of power suppliernentary
to each other (above, nn. 3, 17, 19).
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small states. The balance of power has never functioned sufficiently
effectively to avoid this tendency. After the practical disintegration
of the Chow empire in the seventh century B.c. there were over a
hundred virtually independent states in North China, but three cen-
turies of balance-of-power politics reduced their number to seven.+®
The practical disintegration of the Holy Roman Empire in the six-
teenth century left Europe with over five hundred states, but four
centuries’ operation of the balance of power had reduced their num-
ber to twenty-five. Similar was the reducing influence of the bal-
ance of power among the Greek, the Hellenistic, and the medieval
Italian states. This tendency has been accompanied by an increasing
disparity of size of the states which remain. Consequently, the bal-
ance has tended to become less stable. Conquest of all by one of the
states within, or by a powerful outside state, has become more prac-
ticable, particulasly as the tradition of power politics has made it
difficult for the member-states within the system to combine for mu-
tual defense even in an obvious emergency. The Phillipics of every
Demosthenes, under such conditions, has usually been unsuccess-
ful.#

6. A balance of power tends to polarize about the two most power-
ful states in the system. The Greek balance polarized about Athens
and Sparta. The modern European balance has polarized about
France and Germany. The process of polarization can be studied in
the development of the European alliance system from 18go to 1914
and again from 1933 to 1939, although in the latter case Hitler struck
before the process was complete. Such a polarization renders the
balance unstable because, after all states in the system have aligned
themselves, there are in effect only two participants in the equilib-
rium. If one combination is materially more powerful, it may be ex-
pected to attack and eliminate its rival. If they are about equal, the
one against whom time appears to be running will attack, under the
presumption that war is inevitable and that the opportunity will
never be better. The war which results from such a situation will be

4 C. C. Shih, “International Law during the Ch'un Chiu Period, 677-437 B.C.”
(manuscript for Causes of War Study, University of Chicago, 1941). Roswell S. Britton
(‘‘Chinese Interstate Intercourse before 700 B.C.,” dmerican Journal of International
Low, XXIX [October, 1935], 617) says some two hundred states existed ca. 700 B.C.

49 Cramer, op. cit.; Freeman, op. cit., p. 148.
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universal and may so weaken some of the participants that equilib-
rium cannot be re-established.s

7. The moderate stability which an effective balance-of-power
system establishes in contrast to the anarchy which precedes it is
favorable to the rise of constitutionalism and democracy, but these
forms of government militate against the successful operation of the
balance of power. Constitutionalism and democracy tend toward de-
centralization of authority, liberty of the individual, deliberation in
reaching decisions, control of policy by public opinion (often oblivi-
ous to the injury inflicted on others), and dominance of domestic
over foreign policy.5 In foreign policy, though willing to fight when
interests regarded as vital are obstructed, democracies hesitate to in-
tervene in foreign quarrels, neglect military preparations until faced
by a crisis, and anticipate respect for law by others. All these tend-
encies make it difficult for the governments of such states to take the
steps required for an efficient operation of power politics sufficiently
promptly. The very incapacity of democracy in this regard encour-
ages dictatorship, in proportion as democracies become numerous, to
attempt to break the balance. As the proportion of sheep increases,
and the illusion of their wolf’s clothing becomes dissipated, the
wolves that remain devote their energies to preying upon the sheep
rather than to circumventing one another, and the equilibrium is
destroyed.

8. The progress of democracy and the progress of communication,
transportation, and military invention, rendering frontiers more vul-
nerable, tend to weaken confidence in the balance of power as a
means of security and to induce states to rely on guaranties and sys-
tems of collective security. Ideasof justice borrowed from domestic
law are imported into international relations. The balance of power
requires that strength as such be opposed and weakened, a require-

5° The polarizing tendency accounts for the two-party system in advanced democ-
racies like Great Britain and the United States and for the dualism usual in the organiza-
tion of primitive peoples (W. C. McLeod, The Origin and History of Politics [New York,
1931]). Within a state such a system may be more stable than 2 multiparty system
which tends to exaggerate the influence of extremists (F. A. Hermens, Democracy and
Proportional Representation [“Public Policy Pamphlet,” No. 31 (Chicago, 1940)]). In
a balance-of-power system, on the other hand, polarization tends to augment the in-

fluence of the most aggressive state which usually predominates in each alliance.
st Friedrich, op. cit.
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ment which is difficult to reconcile with any conception of justice.
Justice permits opposition to the aggressor or treaty violator but
hardly permits intervention against the state which has increased its
power by legitimate methods of trade or industrialization. Thus in-
ternational jurists and political moralists, while often conceding that
the balance of power is the basis of international law, find it difficult
to justify intervention whenever the balance of power calls for it.5?

International law, therefore, tends to convert the system of bal-
ance of power into a system of collective security.’® The idea of law
and organization promotes efforts at disarmament and discourages
military invention, thus accelerating the natural tendency toward
increase of the relative power of the defensive in war. These develop-
ments tend to shift political interest away from power politics. This
tendency can be observed during the pax Romana of classical civiliza-
tion, the pax ecclesia of the Middle Ages, and the pax Britannica of
modern history.

A stable balance of power creates conditions favorable to constitu-
tionalism, democracy, international law, and international organiza-
tion. These conditions stimulate the increase of international com-
munication, of international trade, and of cultural diffusion. Such
a progress, unifying the civilization, creates a general preference for
welfare over power and further weakens the disposition of govern-
ments to give primary attention to power politics.

These attitudes, however, may not be universal. Their prevalence
offers an opportunity to the few who prefer power to welfare, adven-
ture to security. Law without effective force cannot curb that minor-
ity. International law and organization, ceasing to be supported by
an effective balance of power, if not yet supported by organized col-
lective power, may be destroyed by conquest. As efforts to federalize
the states of a civilization have usually failed, universal empire or
anarchy has usually followed balance-of-power periods.

Many of the circumstances and conditions which in the past have
militated against a stable balance of power exist today. The decline
in the number of European states through the integration of Ger-

2 John Westlake, Inlernational Law, I (Cambridge, 1910), 311, 316; Oppenheim, op.
¢it., Vol I, sec. 51; Cobden, op. cit., I, 257.

53 Above, n. 17.
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many and Italy; the sudden decrease in the parity of power through
the centralization of these states and the fragmentation of the Haps-
burg empire, the decrease in the separation of states because of com-
munication and transportation inventions, especially the airplane,
and the uncertain entry into world-politics of extra-European states
have greatly decreased the stability of the balance of power in the
twentieth century.

While a breaking-up of the large states would by increasing the
number and parity of states tend to promote stability, it would de-
crease the separation of states and perhaps also would make it less
certain what states are in the system. Both of these influences, ad-
verse to stability, as well as the practical difficulty of breaking up
large states cemented by nationalism, make it unlikely that this
remedy will be applied.

A grouping of small states into regional federations so as to maxi-
mize the separation and parity of states and to increase the certainty
as to what states are in the system would tend to stabilize the bal-
ance of power even though it diminished the total number of states.
While this remedy is more practical, it is doubtful whether under
present conditions it can maintain a stable equilibrium among inde-
pendent military states.

The rise of industrialism, of nationalism, of constitutionalism, of
democracy, and of international organization in the nineteenth cen-
tury has seriously impaired the assumptions upon which the balance
of power rests. Furthermore, changes in military technique have in-
creased the vulnerability of all states to sudden invasion. Great
Britain’s capacity to act as balancer has been seriously impaired.
The United States, which alone has a geographical position suitable
for that role, is unlikely to accept it because of an anti-balance-of-
power tradition and a constitution ill adapted to the rapid and secret
diplomacy necessary for successful balancing.5 It seems doubtful

whether stability can be restored on the basis of a military balance of
power.5s

54 For discussion of suggestion that the United States might succeed to the British
role of balancer see Livingston Hartley, Is America Afraid? (New York, 1937); Fried-
rich, op. cil., p. 131.

55 Above, nn. 27, 35, and 47.



CHAPTER XXI
FOREIGN POLICY AND ARMAMENT

HE foreign policy which a given state pursues at a given
time depends upon many factors. These include the per-

sonality and temperament of those controlling the govern-
ment; the national constitution determining who shall control the
government and how; the fluctuations of the opinion of the public,
upon whose support the government relies; the historic traditions
sanctioned by long practice and sanctified by the words of national
heroes; the precepts of national and international law; and the im-
pact of external events, of changing conditions, and of new tech-
niques upon the national interests. These factors are all interrelated.
Traditions, laws, and interests are but public opinion crystallized,
and, reciprocally, historic traditions, legal claims, and national inter-
ests as interpreted and publicized by leaders of the moment influence
public opinion.*

It is the assumption of a balahce-of-power system that the preser-
vation of the relative power position of the state and, if possible, the
improvement of that position constitute the major interests of the
state, to which its interests in the economic welfare and cultural ad-
vancement of its population are subordinate. A state’s interestsare
what the politically influential are interested in. Consequently, this
assumption is justified only if the opinion of the politically important
public generally demands security first, aggrandizement second, and
other advantages, economic and cultural, in lesser degree; if national
traditions have developed from the experience of the foreign office in
meeting these major demands in the light of the state’s peculiar
geographic, cultural, economic, and pelitical conditions; and if law
will be respected only in so far as it serves these primary interests.?

If states are to pursue balance-of-power policies, statesmen must
have in mind the evidences of disequilibrium and the procedures for
restoring balance. Evidences of disequilibrium have been found, on

t Above, Vol. I, chap. x, sec. 4; chap. xi. 2 Above, chap. xx, sec. 2.
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the one hand, in the movements of the indices of political power and,
on the other, in manifestations of aggressive intentions. The latter
include declarations of policy looking toward expansion and in-
creased armament and legislative or executive acts, annexing terri-
tory, consummating alliances, enlarging military programs, making
threats or ultimatums, and initiating hostilities.?

Different indices of power have been deemed significant at differ-
ent periods of history. During the seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies territorial change in Europe was the main index. Population
was mainly agricultural and illiterate. Any European area annexed
by a state added approximately equal increments of recruits and
taxes per acre. It was thought equilibrium would be adversely af-
fected by every territorial acquisition in proportion to its size with
adjustments for great differences in population density.* Rising
power was measured by territorial expansion, diminishing power by
territorial cession. It was difficult to estimate the power value of
colonial acquisitions overseas, and such acquisitions entered into
balance-of-power calculations surprisingly little.s

3 Such manifestations do not usually occur until the equilibrium has been seriously
disturbed. Consequently, if this evidence alone is relied upon, remedy by peaceful
means is often impossible.

4 The main problem of peace treaties has therefore been territorial changes. The
Congress of Vienna (1815) was dominated by the principle of balance of power (C. K.
Webster, The Congress of Vienna [“Handbooks Prepared under the Direction of the
Historical Section of the Foreign Office,” No. 152 (London, 1920)], pp. 99 and 146),
especially in the allocation of the occupied territories of Poland and Saxony (ibid., pp.
33 and ¢8). The solution of these problems was assisted by the “statistical commis-
sion,” whose task was to ascertain the population of these and other territories, without,
however, evaluating the quality or wealth of the different populations (ibid., pp. go,
112, I1%).

5J. R. Seeley’s remark that “we [Britain] seem as it were to have conquered and
peopled half the world in a fit of absence of mind” suggests that the rest of the world
was even more absent-minded on the value of colonies. Seeley, who regarded colonies
as a major factor in the balance of power, was anxious to show that their value was not
entirely disregarded in the eighteenth century (The Expansion of England [London,
1883], pp- 8 and 13; see also William L. Langer, The Diplomacy of Imperialism, 1890~
1902 [New York, 193s], I, 69). Mercantilist economists usually regarded colonies as
adding to the state’s power, but this was not universally true. Adam Smith, laissez
faire economists, and especially the “Manchester School” considered colonies a political
disadvantage (Klaus E. Knorr, “British Colonial Theories, 1570-1850" [manuscript,
University of Chicago Library, 1941]).



FOREIGN POLICY AND ARMAMENT 769

With the rise of industrialism and nationalism, however, eco-
nomic resources, industrial plant, and manufactured armament be-
came more important. After the population, first of western and
then of eastern Europe, and finally of Asia and Africa, had become
infected with the virus of nationalism, acquisition of a territory with
a considerable minority population might weaken rather than
strengthen the state. Thus in the latter nineteenth century terri-
torial acquisitions became a less important index for the measure-
ment of disturbances to the balance of power. Instead, armament
budgets, changes in military and naval legislation, and accumula-
tions of military and naval materials, size of standing armies, and
trained reserves tended to be the measure of power. The develop-
ment of a new military invention, the proposal of an enlarged mili-
tary or naval budget, or a military reorganization law by one of the
great powers would usually start a flurry in all the others. In the
period from 1870 to World War I high politics consisted mainly in
the reaction of the European great powers to such events. Equilib-
rium was maintained with increasing difficulty. Contentions arose
during the era of colonial expansion after 1880, naval and military
armaments of each country piled up in response to increases of the
others, and the powers became organized into two great rival alli-
ances.’ ,

The procedure followed in order to rectify departures from equi-
librium has usually had a relation to the disturbing phenomenon.
The answer to enlarged armament programs has usually been in-
creased armament by others.” The answer to an alliance has usually
been a counteralliance.® To territorial aggrandizement the answer
has sometimes been preventive war to compel renunciation of the
annexed territory,’ sometimes agreement upon compensatory an-

6A. F. Kovacs, “Military Legislation of Germany and France” (manuscript for
Causes of War Study, University of Chicago, 1934); F. L. Schuman, Infernational
Politics (2d ed.; New York, 1937), pp. 64 fi.; Sidney B. Fay, Origin of the World War
(New York, 1928); W. L. Langer, European Alliances and Alignments, 1871-1890 (New
York, 1931); The Diplomacy of Imperialism, 1890~1g02.

7 Sometimes leading to an armament race (see above, chap. xvii, sec. 1d, and Vol. I,
Appen. XXII).

8 Tending to a polarization of the balance of power (above, chap. xx, sec. 4).

9 As in the wars against Louis XIV, Napoleon, and Hitler.
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nexations.” For aggression the answer has been resistance by the
victim and assistance, benevolent neutrality, or collective interven-
tion by others.”* Sometimes, however, international arrangements
designed to effect a general stabilization of the balance have been at-
tempted, such as guaranties of the territory and independence of cer-
tain states, armament limitations, commitments to periodic con-
sultation and conference, and collective security systems to assure
orderly procedures for settlement and change. The tendency of such
arrangements in the direction of international organization will be
dealt with in a later chapter.”* Attention will be given here to their
effect, sometimes unexpected, upon the balance of power.

What has been the influence either in disturbing or in restoring
the balance of power (1) of territorial changes, (2) of alliances and
guaranties, (3) of neutrality and the localization of war, and (4) of
rearmament and disarmament?

I. TERRITORIAL CHANGES

Changes in the political map have always been disturbing to the
balance of power. Such changes in the map of Europe have been the
main problem with which power politics has dealt during the last
four centuries. The problem has also been faced in the partition of
the American continents during the sixteenth, seventeenth, and
eighteenth centuries, in the partition of Africa and the Pacific
Islands in the nineteenth century, in the influence of the western
territories upon the rivalry of the American North and South before
the Civil War, and in the general concern of the Latin-American

- states over the struggles concerning undetermined boundaries in
Tacna and Arica, the Gran Chaco, Leticia, and elsewhere.®s
0 As in the partition of Poland in the eighteenth century and in 1939. See also

Castlereagh’s proposal for solution of the Polish and Saxon questions at the Conference
of Vienna (Webster, 5. cit., pp. 33 and g8).

1 Usually resulting in all great powers becoming involved in the war if it is not rapid-
ly terminated (above, Vol. I, Appen. XX, Table 43).

2 See below, chap. xxv, sec. 1/.

13 The United States Department of State has published a volume with maps indicat-
ing I'nternational Transfers of Terrilory in Europe (Washington, 1937) resulting from the
Balkan Wars and World War I. For earlier transfers see Ramsay Muir, Hammond’s
New Historical Allas (New York, n.d.), and Rogers Churchill, “Transfers of European

Terri)tory since 1815" (manuscript for Causes of War Study, University of Chicago,
1928). '
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Because territorial acquisition is usually thought to increase the
acquiring state’s position in the balance-of-power system, states very
rarely cede territory voluntarily.’* Whatever the apparent justice.
of demands for change based on economic, racial, cultural, linguistic,
geographic, or other circumstances, statesmen usually argue that
preservation of the state’s integrity is a superior obligation to justice
for others. Any act which strengthens another at our expense will
make us vulnerable to even more severe demands in the future.’
It is for this reason, according to Hitler, that an intelligent victor
prefers to present his demands in “instalments.”” He can be sure
that ‘““a nation which has become characterless—and such is every
one which voluntarily submits—will no longer find any sufficient
reason in each of these detailed oppressions to take to arms once
more.”””® Governments, therefore, are reluctant to yield even in ap-
parently small matters, especially when territory is involved.

Efforts to compel an acquiring state to renounce its gains, as in
the case of Louis XIV's claim to the Spanish succession, or to provide
compensatory territory for that state’s principal rival in the balance
of power, as in the gradual dissolution of the Ottoman Empire dur-
ing the nineteenth century, have usually involved hostilities.'” Rus-
sian renunciation of its gains from Turkey in 1878 by the General
Conference at Berlin, the partition of Africa in the late nineteenth
century, and the partition of Poland in the late eighteenth century
were nominally peaceful.”®

14 The few apparent exceptions resulted from purchase, military pressure, or political
bargain, as in the cession of Louisiana (1803), Florida (1810), and Alaska (1867) to the
United States by France, Spain, and Russia, respectively, and from colonial adjustments
between Germany and Great Britain (1890), France and Great Britain (1904), and

France and Germany (1011). See C. R. M. F. Cruttwell, A History of Peaceful Change
in the Modern World (London, 1937), chap. iii.

13 F. S. Dunn, Peaceful Change (New York, 1937), p. 12; Bryce Wood, Peaceful
Change and the Colonial Problem (New York, 1040), p. 41.

6 Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf (New York, 1939), chap. xv, p. 468.

17 John Hosack, On the Rise and Growth of the Law of Nations (London, 1882), pp.
276 ff.; W. W. White, The Process of Change in the Ottoman Empire (Chicago, 1937).

18 Pressures and compensations of dubious equity were often involved (Cruttwell,
op. cit., pp. 56 ff., 70 ff., 125 f1.). Such aspects were so prominent in the cession of terri-
tory by Czechoslovakia to Germany in the Munich settlement of 1938 that it cannot
properly be called an instance of peaceful change (see Q. Wright, “The Munich Settle-
ment and International Law,” American Journal of International Law, XXXIII [Janu-
ary, 1939, 20).
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Tt is to be expected that territory will continue as an important
index of power and that the balance of power will continue to be dis-
turbed by claims for territorial change. Since there is no single prin-
ciple, whether it be ‘“nationality,” “economic necessities,” or “nat-
ural frontiers,” application of which will fully satisfy the sentiment
of justice in all territorial controversies,™ since historical claims long
dormant may rapidly rise to importance if political conditions seem
favorable,® and since new conditions precipitate new demands,”
it is unlikely that the problem of a just territorial distribution can
ever be solved permanently or be assured a peaceful solution in the
future under a balance-of-power system.?3 Such a distribution can

1 Maurice Bourquin, “Introductory Report,” in International Studies Conference,
Peaceful Change (Paris: International Institute of Intellectual Cooperation, 1938), pp.
30 ff. Among practices which have been suggested to assure justice in territorial trans-
fers have been insistence that primary consideration be given to the interests of the
population of the territory and to the interests of the world as a whole (see Q. Wright,
in International Studies Conference, op. cil., p. 477); insistence that a frontier be estab-
lished *“that is a barrier and that the position of that barrier should be selected with due
reference to the will of the people chiefly concerned” (Sir Thomas Holdich, Political
Frontiers and Boundary Making [London, 1916), p. 286); and insistence that the settle-
ment be in accord with self-determination (W. E. Rappard, The Quest for Peace [Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1940}, p. 499; see also Woodrow Wilson, Address, February 11 and July 4,
1918, in J. B. Scott [ed.], Official Statement of War Aims and Peace Proposals [Washing-
ton, 1921], pp. 269 and 351; Sarah Wambaugh, Plebiscites since the World War [Wash-
ington, 1933), I, 491). Most writers have recognized that justice is to be tested by the
procedure employed rather than by the principle applied and that adequate procedures
must give weight to many considerations. See Q. Wright, “Munich Settlement,” 0p. cit.,
p. 31; ““Article 19 of the League of Nations Covenant,” Proceedings of the American
Society of International Law, 1936, p. 72; International Studies Conference, 0p. cil., p.
533; Cruttwell, op. ¢il., p. 214; Wood, 0. cit., p. 158; Dunn, 0. ¢it., p. 149; Bourquin, op.
cil., pp. 48 fi.

20 As the French claim to Alsace-Lorraine during World War I and the Argentine
claim to the Falklands, the Guatemalan claim to Belize, and the Tranian claim to Bah-
rein Islands during the early stages of World War II.

= As the American demand for a protective zone far out to sea and for a contingent
right to occupy European colonies in the American hemisphere during World War IT,

22 It must be emphasized, however, that the durability of a territorial status quo may
be greatly increased by diminution of the economic and cultural importance of bound-
aries. The frontiers of the federated states of the United States have been much more
enduring than the frontiers of the sovereign states of Europe (see P. G. Wright, “Tariff
Legijlation and International Relations,” American Economic Review, XXIII [March,
1933], 26).

23 This is the contention of Dunn (0p cit., pp. 12 and 126), Wood (0p. cif., p. 41), and
Rappard (op. cit., p. 499).
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only be effected through invoking ‘““the organized opinion of man-
kind” for the authoritative settlement of such issues as they arise,
and such invocation is possible only through procedures functioning
within an international organization which has superseded the bal-
ance of power as the basic guaranty of state security.*

2. ALLIANCES AND GUARANTIES

Alliances and regional coalitions among the weak to defend them-
selves from the strong have been the typical method for preserving
the balance of power. Such a combination may take the form (&) of
an ad hoc alliance to meet a particular crisis or to wage a particular .
war; (b) of a permanent guaranty to a particular state or territory
in a strategic position, often as a buffer between two powerful states;
(¢) of a permanent regional bloc, coalition, confederation, or federa-
tion co-ordinating the foreign policy of several states; or (d) of a
general system of collective security.

a) Alliances—The first of these devices, the ad koc alliance, is-
probably most favorable to the perpetuation of a balance-of-power
system. Such alliances do not reduce the number of independent
participants in the system but leave each state free to add its weight
against the state threatening to destroy the balance at any time.
They have been the usual devices employed in modern European
history. Alliances have usually been concluded for two or three years
or for the duration of a war, and when they have been for longer they
have often not been honored. Expediency, as dictated by balance-of-
power politics, has, in fact, usually outweighed respect for alliance
obligations.?

b) Guaranties—Guaranties of the status guo in buffer areas have
been common and are intended to stabilize the balance of power by
increasing the separation of overpowerful states from their neighbors.

24 Address of President Wilson, July 4, 1918, in Scott (ed.), 0. cit., p. 351; above,
n. 19.

25 ¢‘Political treaties are nothing but the temporary expression of change and transi-
tory relationships between the various national forces. These treaties restrict the free-
dom of action of the parties so long as the political conditions under which they were
produced are unchanged’ (Russian explanation to Hague Conference of 1899 of reasons
for not submitting political treaties to international arbitration, in J. B. Scott [ed.], Tke
Reports of the Hague Conferences of 1899 and 1907 [London, 1917], p. 97; see also Hans

J. Morgenthau, “Positivism, Functionalism and International Law,” American Journal
of International Law, XXXTV [April, 1940], 271 and 279).
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The cases of Switzerland (1815), Belgium (1839), Luxembourg
(1867), the Aland Islands (1921), and the Pacific Islands under the
Washington Treaty of 1922 are illustrations. The danger of such
guaranties lies in the uncertainty of their observance. The guaran-
tors are often the only states that would be likely to violate the terri-
tory, and, when a guarantor becomes itself an aggressor, the others
are likely to act in accord with the dictates of power politics of the
moment rather than to observe the obligation of the guaranty. It
is, in fact, doubtful in law just what the obligation is of a minority of
guarantors favorable to the obligation.?® Thus such guaranties have
frequently been expressly renewed as crises arise, and under condi-
tions of balance-of-power politics such renewals seem expedient.??

Alliances and confederations intended to be permanent have sel-
dom proved reliable unless carried to the point of federation, trans-
ferring much of legal sovereignty and the conduct of external affairs
to the central organs. Such a development has seldom been possible
unless geographic and cultural factors have conspired to unite the
group. Alliances purely for defense have broken up if the state
against which they are directed ceases to be menacing. Otherwise
they have usually been utilized by one of the parties as an oppor-
tunity for aggression against an outside state and have led to war.?®
Even if not so utilized, they have tended toward a polarization of the
balance-of-power system, and this has usually eventuated in general
war.”?

It appears, therefore, that a balance-of-power system is more sta-
ble if permanent alliances are avoided, if all states remain free to de-
termine their action until a crisis actually approaches, and if in a
crisis the states not directly menaced by aggression attempt to break
up dangerous combinations rather than to make counteralliances.3°

3 L. Oppenheim, Inlernational Low (5th ed.; London, 1g07), Vol. I, sec. 576; W. E.
Hall, 4 Treatise on International Law (8th ed.; Oxford, 1924), sec. r13.

17 The guaranty of Belgian neutralization was renewed in 1870 but failed of renewal
in 1914.

8 The Anglo-Japanese alliance of 1goz contributed to the Japanese war on Russia in
1904. In 1921 Great Britain abandoned the alliance in view of the Washington Con-
ference agreements.

* Bernadotte Schmitt, The Coming of the War: 1914 (New York, 1930), chap. i.

3¢ See above, chap. xx, sec. 2.
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These precepts arc, however, difficult to follow. The British govern-
ment, with the experience of the pre~World War I alliances in mind,
sought to apply this insight to the crisis precipitated by Hitler’s oc-
cupation of the Rhineland in 1936. It attempted to break up the
Axis by appeasing Mussolini at the expense of Ethiopia and Spain.
But so long as threats and démarche based on threats succeeded, the
partners in aggression were not inclined to separate. Peace was
temporarily maintained, but confidence in the League was destroyed,
and appeasement had encouraged new demands. .Again appease-
ment was tried, this time for the benefit of Hitler at the expense of
Czechoslovakia. Again it failed, and in 1939 Great Britain turned to
the policy of counteralliance, and general war soon followed.*

This experience, like that before 1914, suggests that under modern
conditions balance-of-power policies are more likely to universalize
war than to preserve the security of states. Great Britain, it may be
said, should have attempted to break up the aggressive Axis by
threats rather than by appeasement.* Continued pressure against
Italy might have made Mussolini useless to Hitler, but, on the other
hand, it would have made Hitler more necessary to Mussolini.
Hitler, instead of abandoning Mussolini, might have given him a
blank check. The Kaiser had done so for his weaker partner when
threatened in 1914. In proportion as unsatisfied powers consider
political changes more important than peace, threats tend to unite
them.3?

It therefore appears that satisfied states, in applying balance-of-
power policies, are likely to be confronted by the alternatives of ap-
peasing or threatening the unsatisfied states. Appeasement will en-
courage aggression until it reaches a point threatening the independ-
ence of all, but threats against the unsatisfied may unite them and
leave no alternative but counteralliance and augmentation of the
tendency toward polarization of the balance of power. Either will
lead to general war, which will imperil the security of all. Thus, un-

31 Bernadotte E. Schmitt, From Versailles to Munich, 1918~1938 (“‘Public Policy
Pamphlet,” No. 28 [Chicago, 1938]); Q. Wright, “The Rhineland Occupation and the

Enforcement of Treaties,” American Journal of International Law, XXX (July, 1936),
486 fI.; “The Munich Settlement,” op. cit.

32 Demands for “justice” are often more influential on public opinion than demands
for “peace” (see Wood, op. cil., pp. 21 and 155).
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der modern conditions, balance-of-power policies defeat their own
ends. They operate not only against peace but also against the se-
curity of states.

A general conviction that this proposition is true led statesmen
in 1920 to subordinate balance-of-power alliances to a general union
which in principle put international peace and justice ahead of the
territorial integrity and independence of states.?* Policies of perma-
nent alliance may in the long run encourage this change in objective
from the balance of power to collective security.

¢) Regional arrangements—Leagues, confederations, and “re-
gional understandings like the Monroe Doctrine” envisage collective
security within limited areas. They have been unstable and unreli-
able arrangements in which the members, because of defensive emer-
gency or because of geographic, historic, or cultural bonds, have ac-
cepted the leadership of one or have united their policies by agree-
ment with full reservation of sovereignty.** They have usually
moved toward closer imperial or federal union or have dissolved
through internal controversy.3s

33 See Woodrow Wilson, Address, January 4, 1918 (in Scott [ed.], Official Statement of °
War Aims, p. 269), in which he insisted that the settlement of the war be based upon
“justice" likely to bring ‘‘a peace that will be permanent,” that the balance of power be
discredited, and that the ‘“‘benefit of populations” and *“national aspirations” be con-
sidered in territorial settlements.

34 The distinction between hegemonic and synallagmatic arrangements is not al-
ways easy to draw, because a particular arrangement may be equal in form and unequal
in fact. The predominant positions of Athens, Sparta, and Thebes in the leagues which
they respectively formed; of Austria in the later periods of the Holy Roman Empire;
and of Prussia in the North German Confederation and the German Empire were recog-
nized in law, while the predominant positions of the United States in the Pan-American
system and of Great Britain in the British Commonwealth of Nations (since the Statute
of Westminster, 1931) were not. Such arrangements as Japan’s “new order” in the Far
East and Hitler's ‘‘new order” in Europe rest entirely on force and can hardly be called
regional arrangements. On the other hand, political arrangements such as the States
under the Articles of Confederation, the Little Entente, the Washington Treaty powers,
the Locarno powers, and the Oslo powers had no aspect of hegemony in either law or
fact. Attempts have been made to distinguish various degrees of departure from equal-
ity in such arrangements by such words as “influence,” ‘“hegemony,” and “dominance.”
See Heinrich Triepel, Die Hegemonie, ein Buck von fiikrenden Staate (Stuttgart, 1938);
see also Edward A. Freeman, Hislory of Federal Government in Greece and Italy (London,
1893), pp. 18 fI.

35 Freeman defined “federal government” in a wide sense as “any union of compo-
nent members, where the degree of union between the members surpasses that of an
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Regional arrangements have sometimes bound together poten-
tially hostile states in a common regional guaranty as at Locarno;
sometimes they have consolidated a geographical group like the
American countries, through acceptance of common policies toward
the outside world; sometimes they have united states for defense
against a particular danger as in the case of the Little Entente. Such
arrangements have sometimes resulted in a union in which the con-
duct of foreign relations has been vested in a single body, such as the
United States of America, the Swiss Confederation, the Dominion of
Canada, and the German Empire. Often, as in the cases of the Little
Entente, the Scandinavian, and the Baltic States, the spirit of na-
tional independence has so retarded union that the members could
be invaded one at a time. Again, as in the cases of Locarno and the
Nine-Power Treaty, the members have failed to meet their responsi-
bilities in an emergency, and the arrangement has become obsoles-
cent. Finally, as in the Germanic confederation of 1815, internal
controversy has sometimes resulted in formal dissolution.

alliance, however intimate, and where the degree of independence possessed by each
member surpasses anything which can fairly come under the head of merely municipal
freedom” (0p. cit., p. 2). Among these he distinguished as ‘“‘good’ those in which the
central authority operated on individuals and as “bad” those in which the central au-
thority operated only on states (¢47d., p. 10). Recent writers usually exclude the latter
form (confederation, Staatendund) from the term “federation” (union, Bundestaai).
While some of the arrangements here discussed might come under Freeman’s loose defi-
nition, in general, they would be forms of alliance or lcague looser than even the loosest
federation. Freeman, writing in 1862, considered {ederations transitory forms of gov-
ernment, highly artificial creatures of circumstance, normally destined to move toward
a consolidated state or toward separated states (ib/d., pp. Gg, 70, 83, 88). With the
United States of America possessing the oldest unrevolutionized constitution in the
world and with the number of successful federations greatly increased, this judgment
seems today more applicable to looser regional arrangements. The term “federation”
has in fact tended to be confined to those unions so well organized as to transfer sover-
eignty to the whole (see J. W. Garner, Political Science and Government [New York,
1928], pp. 282 ff.), though the difficulty of drawing rigid lines between differences, which
are really differences of degree, is recognized. Sce “Iederalism” and “Federations,”
Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences; George C. S. Benson and Mabel G. Benson, “Un-
explored Problems of Federalism,” New Commonwealth Quarierly, V (December, 1939),
216 ff.; Q. Wright, “Fundamental Problems of International Organization,” Iaterna-
tional Conciliation, No. 369, April, 1041, pp. 468 and 485.

36 There is a literature about each of these arrangements. See, for instance, James
Bryce, The Holy Roman Empire (London, 1873); Samuel Guy Inman, ‘“The Pan Ameri-
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Regional groupings not protected by geographical isolation have
sometimes attempted to compensate for their weakness and avoid
the need for federation by laboring for world-organization. The Lo-
carno, Scandinavian, Baltic, Balkan, and Little Entente groupings
and, in the opinion of some, the British Commonwealth of Nations
were juridically dependent upon the League of Nations, whose func-
tioning they sought to strengthen during the 1920’s.3” With the col-
lapse of the League, these groupings tended to disintegrate, each
state holding itself free to take positions in crises as the exigencies of
balance-of-power politics required, with the result that most of them
were occupied.s?

In so far as regional groupings have developed into stable con-
federations, they have tended to reduce the number of states in the
balance-of-power system and so to make that system less stable.
There has, however, been a counterinfluence in that such regional
blocs have often been geographically separated from all neighbors.
Thus their establishment has increased the average degree of separa-
tion of frontiers among the actual participants in world-politics. In
this respect their influence has resembled that of guaranteed buffer
states designed to keep the European great powers at arm’s length.?

can System,” International Conciliction, No. 369, April, 1941, pp. 348 fl.; Q. Wright,
The Existing Legal Situation in the Far Eost (New York, 1941), pp. 101 fi. (Nine-Power
Treaty, 1922); A. Lawrence Lowell and H. Duncan Hall, The Britisk Commonwealth of
Nations (Boston: World Peace Foundation, 1927), X, 573, 618; Sir Cecil J. B. Hurst
et al., Greal Brilain and the Dominions (Chicago, 1928), pp. 86, 116, 217 (Australia and
New Zealand were less inclined to rely on the League of Nations for security than were
other members of the Commonwealth [ibid., pp. 217 and 377]); Norman Mackenzie,
“British Commonwealth Relations Conference,” American Journal of International
Low, XXXIII (April, 1939), 352; R. R. Wilson, “The Neutrality of Eire,” American
Journal of International Law, XXXIV (January, 1940), 125; Ernest Boyd, “Ireland be-
tween Two Stools,” Foreign A ffairs, XIX (January, 1941), 426; John O. Crane, The
Little Entente (New York, 1931); S. Shepard Jones, The Scandinavian Stales and the
League of Nations (Princeton, 1939); Rappard, 0. cit., pp. 261 ff. (Locarno); Q. Wright,
““The Rhineland Occupation,” 0. cit.

37 See Crane, Jones, Rappard, Lowell and Hall, Hurst, and Mackenzie, above, n. 36;
Boris Stein, “Regional and Continental Organization of the League of Nations,”” August
17, 1937; ]. Paul-Boncour, “Report on Regional Pacts of Mutual Assistance,” August s,
1937, in League of Nations, Report of the Special Committee Set Up To Study the A pplica-
tion of the Principles of the Covenont (Political, 1938, VIL. 1), pp. 87 ff., 118 ff.

8 See above, n. 36. 3 Above, sec. 2b; chap. xx, sec. 2.
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Regional federation, carried to the point advocated by Count
Coudenhove-Kalergi,* who contemplated four great continental
blocs (America, Far East, Soviet Union, and Europe and a dependent
West Africa) in addition to the British Empire (centering around the
Indian Ocean), would, according to this analysis, create greater
world-stability only if the influence of geographical separation
counterbalanced the adverse influence of smaller numbers. The
British Empire has doubtless gained stability by organizing certain
of the colonies as federal dominions separated by oceans from one
another and from the mother-country. This action, however, cou-
pled with the increasingly regional dependence of sea power because
of technical changes, has paved the way toward decentralization and
reduction of the unity of the Empire in foreign affairs. The domin-
ions, in fact, became states which themselves entered into the bal-
ance of power, and the unity of the Commonwealth as a whole be-
came dependent upon the maintenance of moderate world-order
through the League of Nations.#

In the present state of economic interdependence, narrowing
transoceanic time distances, differential standards of living, and un-
equal development of the continents, it seems likely that continental
blocs would, if independently confederated, arm against one an-
other.#* Each continental bloc, several of which are not widely sepa-
rated, might seek to expand into the domain of others. Further-
more, the creation of a continental federation among traditionally
hostile nationalities might prove impossible unless a general senti-
ment was created that the continent was in danger of attack from
outside. The Pan-American system showed little political unity un-
til the fascist threat was publicized during the Lima Conference
(1938). Its solidarity increased as the need for defense against this
threat became more clear at Panama (193g) and at Havana (1940).
The Far East has been most united when the West was united
against it; Western Europe achieved its greatest unity in the Locarno

4o Richard N. Coudenhove-Kalergi, Pan Europe (New York, 1926); see also Archi-
bald C. Coolidge, Ten Years of War and Peace (Cambridge, Mass., 1927), pp. 179 fI.;
Frank M. Russell, Theories of International Relations (New York, 1936), pp. 450 fi.;

Q. Wright, “Fundamental Problems of International Organization,” op. cil., pp. 42 fl.
4 Above, n. 37.

« Eugene Staley, *“The Myth of the Continents,”” Foreign A flairs, April, 1941.
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period when there was a common fear of the Soviet Union. Region-
alization, if the regions depend solely upon the balance of power,
might therefore tend to make the world balance of power less sta-
ble.#s On the other hand, and perhaps because of this fact, such re-
gions might succeed in reducing their dependence upon the balance-
of-power system by organizing a world-confederation.44

d) Collective security—Universal alliances or systems of collective
security were vaguely envisaged in the diplomacy of Wolsey*s and
Henry IV,* were hesitatingly initiated in the treaties of Westphalia
and Utrecht,” were actually attempted in the post-Napoleonic “con-
federation of Europe,”* the nineteenth-century “concert of Eu-
rope,”’# and the “confederation of the Hague Conferences,”’s* and
were provided with permanent institutions in the League of Na-
tions.s* These political unions have, in fact, been dependent upon a

13 Russell, 0p. cif., pp. 468 f.; J. A. Salter, The United States of Europe (London,
1933), P- 116; J. T. Shotwell, On the Rim of the Abyss (New York, 1936), pp. 203 ff.;
Alfred Zimmern, The League of Nations and the Rule of Law, 1918—19 35 (London, 1936),
pp- 407 and 415.

44 M. Briand always insisted that the European Union should be within the frame-
work of the League of Nations. See “Memorandum on the Organization of a Regime of
European Federal Union,” International Conciliation (spec. bull,, June, 1936), pp. 327~
53; Mirkine-Guetzevitch and George Scelle, L'Union européen (Paris, 1931); Russell,
0p. cit., pp. 467 and 613.

a5 Garrett Mattingly, “An Early Non-aggression Pact,” Journal of Modern History,
X (March, 1930), 1; Edwin D. Mead, “An Early Scheme To Organize the World,”
The Independent, August 29, 1907.

46 Edwin D, Mead, The Great Design of Henry IV (Boston, 1909).

47 See Arts. 123 and 124, Treaty of Miinster (France-Empire), October 24, 1648, and
guaranties of Treaty of Utrecht in British treaty with France, March 31, 1713, Art. 24,
printed in F. B. Sayre, Experiments in International Administration (New York, 1919),
PP. 1-3, 173-78.

4 W. Allison Phillips, The Confederation of Eurape (London, 1920); C. K. Webster,
The Foreign Policy of Castlereagh, 1815-1822 (London, 1925).

# T. E. Holland, The European Concert in the Eastern Question (Oxford, 1885); R. B.
Mowat, The Concert of Europe (London, 1930); Sidney B. Fay, “‘Concert of Powers,”
Encyclopaedia of Social Sciences.

5o Walther Schiicking, The International Union of the Hague Confermces (Oxford,
1918).

st C. K. Webster, The League of Nations in Theory and Practice (New York, 1933);

Felix Morley, The Society of Nations (Washington, 1932); Russell, “The Balance of
Power and the League of Nations System,” in 0p. cit., pp. 314 fi.
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stable balance of power. None of them succeeded in subordinating
the balance of power to their juridical and ideological postulates.
Consequently, they were not able to survive serious disturbances of
the balance of power.®® Only when the balance has been so stable
that attention has been diverted from it, because emancipation from
its operation has been for the moment deemed impossible, has col-
lective security worked. On the other hand, an adequate League of
Nations with provisions for pcaceful change might, in itself, tend to
develop conditions of stability on its own foundations which could
dispense with the need for the balance of power.»

The relations of the balance of power to collective security have,
therefore, been at the same time complementary and antagonistic.
They have been complementary in that collective sccurity has been
able to develop only during periods of a stable balance of power and
that a stable balance of power has not been able to exist without at
least the modicum of international organization implied by general
acceptance by states of the policy of preferring the requirements of
stable equilibrium to more immediate interests. They have been
antagonistic in that the policies necessary to restore the balance of
power when seriously threatened have often been inconsistent with
the obligations of collective security.®

The fundamental assumptions of the two systems are different.
A government cannot at the same time behave according to the
Machiavellian assumptions of the balance of power and the Wilson-
ian assumptions of international organization. As a system of inter-
national organization has developed during times of stable cquilib-
rium, the conflict between its assumptions and those of the balance
of power has become more evident, and the time has arrived when
one or the other has triumphed. During the modern period, while
the balance-of-power system has on the whole dominated, therc have
been periods of increasing length, particularly during the nineteenth

s2 Canning gave the conp de grice to the Confederation of 1815. Bismarck temporari-
ly eliminated the Concert of Europe. The Kaiser ignored the Hague System. Japan,
Hitler, and Mussalini wrecked the League of Nations.

53 Some sort of equilibrium would, of course, be necessary (see above, chap. xx,
sec. 1).

54 Above, n. 33.
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and twentieth centuries, when that system has been eclipsed by the
functioning of international organization.®

These oscillations have, at the same time, had a relation to the
rise and fall of democracy as a system of internal government.s® Au-
thoritarian government tends to be perpetuated by a balance-of-
power system of world-politics, and democracy tends to flourish
under the protection of international organization.’” Democracy in
domestic affairs has developed under the strong arm of authoritative
control of foreign affairs, but the assumptions of the two systems are
inconsistent; and eventually democracy has sought to control for-
eign affairs also, usually with disastrous consequences if security de-
pended on the balance of power.®® In the same way international or-
ganization or the application of democracy in the international field
has developed only when effective balancing of material forces has
been able to preserve the peace for considerable periods. Interna-
tional organization, however, resting on assumptions incompatible
with a system of power politics, has sought to supersede that system
with disastrous consequences when its strength was insufficient to
control the “power states” that remained. Eventually international
organization can probably persist only if substantially all the govern-
ments have become democratic in the handling of both domestic and
foreign affairs.s® But insistence upon a democratic control of foreign
affairs in a world of power politics, and reliance upon an inadequate
League of Nations for security, may destroy democracy both intern-

55'The two systems are contrasted by Russell, 0. cit., pp. 314 ff., and Sidney B.
Fay, ‘‘Balance of Power” and ““Concert of Power,” Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences.

s6 Below, chap. xxii, sec, 2i.

57 Freeman points out that while federalism is not theoretically inconsistent with
absolutism in the member-states, practically it is (0. cit., pp. 74—75). New absolutisms
tend to break down the balance of power (above, chap. xx, n. 44).

58 Above, chap. xxi, sec. 4.

5 In the sense that policy is determined with the consent of and for the good of the
governed and that the opinions of the governed are free of government control. See
Kant, Eternal Peace (1795) (Boston, 1914), p. 76; Woodrow Wilson, Address, April 2,
1917, in Scott (ed.), Official Statement of War Aims, pp. 89 and ¢1; Eduard Bene§
Democracy Toduy and Tomorrow (London, 1939), pp. 115-18; Clarence Streit, Union
18Vo-w (Ne6w York, 1939); W. E. Rappard, Tke Crisis of Democracy (Chicago, 1938) pP-

0 99, 205.
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ally and externally. In the modern world the survival of democracy
internally probably depends upon a democratic organization of the
world able to supersede the balance of power as the basis of secu-
rity.5

3. NEUTRALITY

The idea of neutrality has been exemplified (¢) in ad hoc policies
of nonparticipation in war, (5) in the guaranteed neutralization of
states or areas, (¢) in general rules or principles tending toward the
localization of war, and (d) in collective organizations to enforce
rights of neutrals and to prevent wars from spreading.

a) The policy of neutrality emphasized particularly by the United
States® and to a lesser degree by Great Britain® among the great
powers, but characteristic also of many lesser powers, especially
Switzerland, the Netherlands, and the Scandinavian powers in
Europe,’s has not always been hostile to the balance of power. Neu-
trality is, in fact, the policy which all states, particularly those with
maritime commercial interests, have tried to achieve in the balance-
of-power system.® To be able to remain neutral is to hold the bal-
ance of power. Whether taking the characteristic American form of
profiting by other people’s wars,’ the characteristic British form of

e Rappard, The Quest for Peace, p. 499; Q. Wright, ‘“Domestic Control of Foreign
Relations,” in C. P. Howland (ed.), Survey of American Foreign Relations, 1928 (New
Haven, 1928), pp. 83-91.

6 Edwin Borchard and W. P. Lage, Neutrality for the United States (New Haven,
1937), pp- 21 ff.; Q. Wright, “Future of Neutrality,” International Conciliation, No.
242, September, 1928, pp. 357 ff.; The United States and Neutralily (*‘Public Policy
Pamphlet,” No. 17 [Chicago, 1935]), pp. 14 ff.

62 Canning (H. W. V. Temperley, Foreign Policy of Canning [London, 1925]), Cob-
den (Political Writings {London, 1867, 1, 41, 351), and Harcourt (Letters of Hisloricus on
Some Questions of International Law [London, 1863], pp. 41 ff.) advocated policies of
peutrality.

3 Georg Cohn, Neo-neutrality (New York, 1930), Part I.

64 Britain has generally avoided intervention on the Continent unless the balance of
power has been seriously threatened. This policy differs from that recommended to the
Prince by Machiavelli—*“to declare himself in favor of one party against the other”
rather than to “stand neuter.”” The latter he thought would forfeit the respect of both
sidés (The Prince, chap. xxi).

8 J. F. Rippy, America and the Sirife of Europe (Chicago, 1938), p. 21; Philip Jessup
(ed.), Neutrality, Its History, Economics and Law (New York, 1935), IV, 28.
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divide (the continent of Europe) and rule (elsewhere),” or the char-
acteristic Scandinavian form of peace at almost any price,’” neutral-
ity has assumed a balance of power, and the neutral has shaped its
policy accordingly 68

Small states near the scene of strife -could not greatly influence
the results by getting into the fray, so have best served equilibrium
and their interests by staying out and by conserving their existence
and resources. This they have been able to do so long as it has been
mutually beneficial to their great belligerent neighbors that they re-
main neutral. Great powers have usually been ready to enter wars
when it appeared that the balance might be permanently disturbed
by the victory of one side.

A neutral government is usually torn between urgings to follow
the easy course of avoiding the hardships of war and isolating itself
from the conflict; the prudent course of jumping onto the band-
wagon and currying favor with the probable victor; the juristic
course of helping the side with a just cause, thereby giving its weight
to law which may prove a useful defense in the future; and the
course, both sentimental and sophisticated, of helping the underdog
so as to maintain the balance of power. Any one of these may pro-
mote the balance of power, even the bandwagon policy, in case the
stronger in a given war is a relatively weak state whose strengthen-
ing is necessary to hold a more powerful neighbor in check. When,
however, the great powers have been involved, the underdog policy
has generally been thought to conform to balance-of-power politics
and has generally been followed by uncommitted great powers. The
juristic policy would usually have a similar result on the assumption

% Lord Lothian, “The United States and Europe,” International Affairs, XVIII

(May, 1939), 331 fi.; Q. Wright, ‘‘Present Status of Neutrality,”” American Journal of
International Law, XXXIV, July, 1940, 410 fi.

%7 Jones, 0p. ¢it.; Cohn, 0p. cit. British Foreign Minister Anthony Eden stated this
to be British policy on June 25, 1937 (Parl. Deb., Commons, Vol. CCCXXV, col. 1614);
see also*Wood, 0p. cil., p. 22.

68 Neutrality is in principle inconsistent with collective security and probably with
international law (see Q. Wright, ‘“Present Status of Neutrality,” o2. cit., p. 399; “Fu-
ture of Neutrality,” 0. cit., p. 361; “The Lend-Lease Bill and International Law,”
American Journal of Internationel Law, XXXV [April, 1941}, 313; Russell, 0p. ci., pp.
337 and 445). Rigid policies of neutrality impair the stability of the balance of power
(above, chap. xx, sec. 2 {1], and below, n. 74).
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that the weaker state will seldom have initiated an illegal attack
upon a powerful neighbor. Nations have usually assumed that the
underdog has justice on its side. In principle, however, there is a
vast dMference between these policies. The underdog policy tends
toward the perpetuation of the balance of power, the juristic policy
tends toward international organization under law, the bandwagon
policy tends toward absorption of all in a universal empire, and the
isolationist policy- tends toward encouragement of aggression, pre-
vention of stability through either international organization, bal-
ance of power, or empire and perpetuation of international anarchy.

The United States and the Latin-Amperican countries because of
their geographical position have been particularly prone to develop
policies of neutrality into a shibboleth of isolation. In the case of the
United States, however, particularly since it became a great power,
isolation, as an implication of neutrality, has been more marked in
word than in deed. The United States has, in fact, manifested in-
terest in the course of world-events and has usually entered Euro-
pean wars when balance-of-power considerations called for such ac-
tion, although usually without complete consciousness of the reasons
foritsaction. The growth of war-mindedness because of popular dis-
content with passivity in the face of humiliations and belligerent
propaganda has been a factor, added to concern over disturbance to
the balance of power and legal claims, tending to draw the United
States into general European wars. The increasing integration of
world opinion, economy, and politics is likely to make such action
more rapid in the future.”

b) Guaranteed neutralization, as in the cases of Switzerland (1815),
Belgium (1830), Luxembourg (1867), the Aland Islands (1921), and
the Rhineland (1926), may create buffer states or areas stabilizing

69 Q. Wright and Carl J. Nelson, ““American Attitudes toward Japan and China,
1937-38,"" Public Opinion Quarterly, II1 (January, 1939), 49 ff. These policies may be
denominated, respectively, “balance of power,” “law and order,” “profiteering,” and
“storm cellar” neutrality (see Eugene Staley, Row Materials in Peace and War [New
York, 1937, p. 40). See below, chap. xxxv, sec. 5b.

72 Bernadotte E. Schmitt, ‘‘American Neutrality, 1914-1917,” Journal of Modern
History, VIII (June, 1930), 200 ff.; Q. Wright, “Future of Neutrality,” op. cit., pp. 364~
65; The United States and Neulrality, pp. 3 ff. The United States entered World War IL
sooner than World War I.
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the balance of power. Such arrangements, however, have proved un-
reliable, unless the guaranteed states were prepared adequately to
defend their frontiers and unless the guarantors renewed the pledge
in each crisis.”™

¢) Status of neutrality —General rules of international law estab-
lishing neutrality as a status that prescribes rights and obligations
has been a phase in the transition from the balance-of-power to inter-
national organization in most civilizations.” This development
tends toward collective neutrality and international organization.”
Immediately it may make the balance of power less stable by encour-
aging aggression. If it can be anticipated that any war will remain
localized, powerful states will not hesitate, guided by balance-of-
power principles, to attack their small neighbors. Small states have
continued to exist only because of the expectation, according to the
balance-of-power principle, that they would be helped by great
neighbors if attacked. In so far as international law by formalizing
neutrality has created an expectation against such help, the balance
of power has become less stable.?

The legal institution of neutrality has not, in fact, had much in-
fluence upon the operation of the balance of power among the great
European states. All of them have usually entered wars in which at
least one great power was a belligerent on each side, and which
therefore threatened the balance of power, if the war lasted as long
as two years.”s The status of neutrality may have assisted the small-
er states, which have been the beneficiaries rather than the actorsin
the balance of power, to keep out of war because the rules of neutral-
ity increased the assurance of the great belligerents that they would
lose more than they would gain by encroaching on that status. On
the other hand, it may have sometimes lulled them into a false sense
of security, causing them to neglect more substantial defenses.
Since the smaller states could in any case contribute little of mili-

7 Above, sec. 2b.

Q. Wright, Future of Neuirality, p. 362; The United States and Neuirality, p. 8;
above, Vol. I, chap. vii, sec. 7d.

73 Below, sec. d.

74 This may be largely counteracted by the influence of neutrality in promoting col-

lective action, especially among the larger States to keep war between smaller states
localized. See above, n. 68; below, n. 83.

s Above, Vol. I, Appen. XX, Table 43.
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tary force beyond that necessary for their own defense, their absten-
tion from war has not greatly affected the stability of the balance.

The status of neutrality reached its climax in the nineteenth cen-
tury with the especial support of Great Britain and the United
States, both of which, because of geographic invulnerability, were
indifferent to the world-community, and because of commercial and
shipping interests favored the localization of war and freedom of the
seas.” Its roots, however, are to be found in the writings of eight-
eenth-century publicists and in practices which reach back to the
later Middle Ages. The rules of this status were to a considerable
extent codified in the American Neutrality Act (1794), the British
Foreign Enlistment Act (1819), the Declaration of Paris (1856), the
rules of the Treaty of Washington (1871), the Hague Conventions
(1907), and the Declaration of London (1gog). The experience of
World War I and the development of international organization
tended to undermine their foundations in the 1g20’s. In the 1930’s
interests in the dynamic states dependent upon aggression, interests
in the United States committed to isolation, and the failures of col-
lective security tended temporarily to revive the idea of neutrality.

A movement arose in the United States to make of neutrality a
more positive policy of isolation by departing from the earlier doc-
trine of freedom of the seas. This followed unsuccessful attempts to
implement the Pact of Paris and to assist League of Nations sanc-
tions by providing for discriminatory embargoes against aggressors.
Acts of 1935 and 1936, inspired by an elaborate investigation of the
influence on war of arms-traders and financiers, embargoed the ex-
port of arms, ammunition, and instruments of war and prohibited
the extension of loans and credits to all belligerents.”” During World
War I the United States had taken the position that such an em-
bargo by a neutral would tend to assist aggression because it would
deprive the unprepared victim of the opportunity to acquire arms for

7 Great Britain took the lead in developing prize courts which gave judicial protec-
tion to neutral merchants, and the United States has been even more insistent that such
courts observe international rules of procedure (Philip Jessup and Francis Deak, “Neu-
trality, the Origins,” in Jessup [ed.], 0. cil., I, 201 ff.). The United States made the
first extensive code of neutral obligations (1794) and was followed by Great Britain
(2819) (see Hall, op. cit., sec. 213; Pitman B. Potter, The Freedom of the Seas [London,
1924], pp. 194-207). .

77 Borchard and Lage, op. cit.; Q. Wright, ‘Lend-Lease Bill,” op. cit., pp. 311-13.
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defense, while the aggressor, if warned of such embargoes in advance,
would always be able to make preparation before the aggression be-
gan. During the debate it was also urged that a policy of isolationist
neutrality might be injurious to American trade in time of peace by
inducing countries in danger of war to seek more secure sources of
supply. If extended to all materials used in war manufacturing such
a policy might, in a war involving important commercial countries,
be so damaging to domestic prosperity that it would soon suffer the
fate of Jefferson’s embargo of 1807.78

These considerations induced adoption in 1937 of the policy of
permitting belligerent trade on the cash-and-carry basis. After war
in Europe had begun in 1939, the arms embargo was repealed.”
This constituted an obvious discrimination in favor of powers con-
trolling the seas. In the European war it favored Great Britain, and
it was not applied in the far eastern war, where it would have fa-
vored Japan. Further discrimination favorable to Great Britain was
manifest in the exchange of destroyers for naval bases in the summer
of 1940 and in the passage of the Lend-Lease Act in March, 1941,
permitting the President to manufacture and transfer war materials
“to the government of any country whose defense the President
deems vital to the defense of the United States.” This act was justi-
fied by Congress and the attorney-general on the theory that Ger-
many was engaging in hostilities in breach of the Pact of Paris and
so was not entitled to the benefits of neutrality. In November, 1941,
the Act of 1939 was in large measure repealed, indicating a general
opinion that isolationist neutrality had failed. Soon after the Axis
powers declared war on the United States.?

7 George Finch, ‘“The United States and Europe, 1939,”” American Journal of Inter-
national Law, XXXIII (April, 1939), 332 ff.; letter of Secretary of State Hull to Senator
Pittman and Representative Bloom, May 27, 1939, in U.S. Department of State, Press

Releases, XX (June 3, 1039), 475; Francis Deak, “The Pitfalls of the New American
Neutrality,” I'nfernational Conciliation, No. 340, May, 1938.

™ Act of November 4, 1939 (see Deak, “The United States Neutrality Acts, Theory
and Practice,” International Conciliation, No. 358, March, 1940).

% Address of Attorney-General Jackson, March 27, 1941, in American Journal of
International Law, XXXV (April, 1941), 348 ff.; Q. Wright, “TheTransfer of Destroyers
to Great Britain,” American Journal of International Law, XXXIV (October, 1940),
680 fi.; ““The Lend-Lease Bill,” ibid., XXXV (April, 1941), 305 ff.; ““The Repeal of the

Neutrality Act,” ibid., XXXVI (January, 1942), 8 .
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Traditional “freedom of the seas” neutrality, permitting general
trade by private individuals from neutral territory, subject to bel-
ligerent rights of visit, search, capture, and condemnation, also
favors sea powers but less positively than does the cash-and-carry
plan. Freedom of the seas is doubtless more favorable to a balance-
of-power system than the other neutrality policies referred to, al-
though its defense may have hastened American entry into war in
1798, 1812, and 1917. Neutral rights were, however, the ostensible
rather than the real reason for these wars. The American govern-
ment, like other governments under the balance-of-power system,
was influenced more by the desire to preserve and, if possible, aug-
ment its relative power than by consideration of legal right, though
it could not ignore other considerations, sentimental and economic,
strongly supported by public opinion.®

In spite of the growth of the legal status of neutrality during the
nineteenth century, the policy of nonbelligerent states was deter-
mined less by rules of international law than by expediency and pub-
lic opinion. Within great powers public opinion, affected by inter-
ested propaganda, sentimental preferences, juridical ideas, and bal-
ance-of-power considerations, usually rapidly became unneutral and
help short of war was given to the favored belligerent, often eventu-
ating in war itself. So long as freedom of speech, of the press, of
radio, and of opinion is tolerated and the balance of power is the
basis of state security, it seems unlikely that great powers will long
remain neutral when confronted by general wars in a rapidly shrink-
ing world.

d} Collective neutrality was envisaged in the armed neutralities of
1780 and 1800, in various proposals for a league of neutrals during
World War I, in provisions of the Argentine anti-war treaty, and in
proposals emerging from conferences of the American powers and of
the Oslo powers since 1936.% This system tends toward international

& Julius W. Pratt, Expansionisis of 1812 (New York, 1g25); Borchard and Lage, 0p.
cit., pp. 30 ff.; above, n. 70.

82 See Karl Kulsrud, “Armed Neutralities to 1780,” American Journal of Interna-
tional Law, XXIX (1935), 423 fI.; Jessup (ed.), op. cit., Vol. II, chap. iv; IV, 160 ff.;
“The Argentine Anti-war Pact,” American Journal of International Law, XXVIIL

(July, 1934), 538; Venezuelan Memorandum, October, 1914, United States Naval War
College, International Law Documenis, 1916 (Washington, 1917), p. 125; Georg Cohn,
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organization. Neutrals are bound to be adversely affected by war,
so a league of neutrals tends to be a league against war, though its
immediate object may be to assure the profits while avoiding the
risks of neutral trade with belligerents, to keep hostilities out of
specified regions, or to prevent or frustrate aggression.® If, however,

0p. cit., pp. 19 ff., 55 ff., 171 ff., 281 f., 306 ff.; International Studies Conference, Collec-
tive Security, ed. M. Bourquin (Paris: International Institute of intellectual Coopera-
tion, 1936), pp. 12, 150 ff.,, 287 ff., 402 fI., 469 ff.; Q. Wright, “Rights and Duties under
International Law as Affected by the United States Neutrality Act and the Resolutions
of Panama,” American Journal of International Law, XXXIV (April, 1940), 245. The
Harvard Research in International Law, “Draft Code on Neutrality,”” in providing
(Art. 114) “a violation by a belligerent of & neutral right of one neutral state constitutes
a violation of a neutral right of all neutral states,” asserted the juridical basis for collec-
tive neutrality (American Journal of International Law, XXXIII [supp., 1939], 780 fi.).
The documents concerning neutrality and collective action in the Ethiopian dispute are
collected in Q. Wright (ed.), Nextrality and Collective Security (Chicago, 1936), pp. 185 ff.

8 These four objectives have been, respectively, associated with the words “neo-neu-
trality,” “‘armed neutrality,” ‘‘neutralization,” and “collective security.” All of them
imply activity on the part of neutrals and are to be distinguished from ‘‘traditional neu-
trality,” which implies passivity and impartiality by neutrals (Cohn, 0. cit.,.pp. 319
fi.). There has been much difference of opinion as to whether any or all of these policies
of “collective neutrality” can properly be called neutrality. Borchard and Lage (0.
cit., p. 267) consider all of them unneutral because they are “‘coercitive.” The neutral
to these writers must be passive. Jessup (Neutrality, IV, 177, 213; ‘“The Argentine
Anti-war Pact,” op. cil., p. 540) appears to consider all except “armed neutrality” as
unneutral because they permit of partiality, though he thinks that collective neutrality
policy need not be antagonistic, but may be supplemental, to a system of collective se-
curity. Cohn (op. cit., pp. 319 ff.), the main advocate of ‘neo-neutrality,” considers it
a basically neutral policy, even though it may involve discrimination among the belliger-
ents. It must not do so, however, on the basis of a juridical definition of aggression. He
points out that other bases of discrimination had been commonly accepted in theory and
practice, at least until the middle of the nineteenth century (p. 302). Neo-neutrality
apparently has the same relation to collective security that criminology has to criminal
justice. It looks upon war as the consequence of essentially irrational psychological,
sociological and pathological conditions, therefore outside states should base their pol-
icy, not on legal rules or principles attributing responsibility for initiating war, but on
principles derived from a study of these conditions designed to stop the war and keep
it from spreading. He therefore assumes that neo-neutrality and collective security
are incompatible (p. 330). This conclusion seems to rest on an incomplete analysis.
While criminologists believe that crime can usually be traced to economic, sociological,
psychological, or even biological conditions and urge social reforms and psychiatric
treatments to prevent and remedy these conditions, they do not usually urge an aban-
donment of criminal law. One has to assume either that all state action is irrational, in
which case international law as a whole should be discarded, or that the law itself is able
to distinguish irresponsible from responsible state action. Aggression means responsible
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a league is confined to neutrals, it can have no influence in prevent-
ing hostilities, and its influence in stopping them is limited. If di-
rected toward the protection of neutral trading rights only, such a
league is not likely to be effective unless the neutrals are prepared to
enter the war to defend their rights. If directed toward keeping war
out of a region, its effectiveness will depend upon the geographical
situation as well as the willingness of the neutrals to use force.

The solidarity manifested by the American countries in meetings
at Panama, Havana, and Rio de Janeiro from 1939 to 1942 was re-
markable. It seems likely that if there is sufficient solidarity among
peace-minded states to create a league of neutrals, they will hardly
stop at this ineffective step but will move on toward a league of na-
tions not only to limit but to prevent war.®

action taken by a state in breach of its antiforce obligations (Q. Wright, ““The Concept
of Aggression in International Law,” 4merican Journal of International Law, XXIX
{July, 1935], 375; Harvard Research in International Law, “Draft Convention on Ag-
gression,” Art. 1[c), American Journal of International Law, XXXIII [supp. 1939], 847
fi.). Therefore, Cohn’s program of treating belligerents as irresponsible implies (unless
international law is to be abandoned entirely) a preliminary decision as to whether one
or both of the belligerents is in law irresponsible. Some states have considered that col-
lective sanctions against aggression, implying a use of force as police to prevent or stop
lawbreaking, is so different in character from ‘“war,” which implies the use of force asan
instrument of national policy, that it is compatible with neutrality. (Some states took
this position in applying sanctions against Italy in the Ethiopian case [see Cohn, 0p. cit.,
pp. 48 ff., 244 f., 303 f£.].) The more common view, however, holds that ncutrality as-
sumes the permissibility of war (Q. Wright, ‘‘Present Status of Neutrality,” 0p. cit.,
“International Law and the World Order,” in W. H. C. Laves [ed.], The Foundations of
a More Stable World Order [Chicago, 1941], pp. 107 f.). Collective security, on the other
hand, is applicable only in so far as violent self-help is illegal. In such circumstances the
words ‘““war” and ‘‘neutrality” are unsuitable (Harvard Research in International Law,
“Draft Convention on Aggression,” 0p. ¢it., p. 823). The same view has usually been
taken of action in defense of neutralization, whether by the neutralized state or by its
guarantors. Belgium and the countries which assisted in its defense in 1914 were not
regarded as neutral. Belgium was not, strictly speaking, a belligerent but rather a vic-
tim of aggression. The Treaty of Versailles imposed heavier responsibility upon Ger-
many for losses by Belgium than by others of its enemies (Q. Wright, “The Outlawry
of War,” American Journal of International Law, XIX [January, 1925}, 86).

84 This was manifest in the attitude of the American countries, which progressively
approached a collective security position as Germany’s aggressions developed in 1g940.
See joint declaration by the American republics, May 19, 1940, Department of State,
Budletin, IL (May 25, 1940), 568; Q. Wright, ““The Transfer of Destroyers to Great
Britain,” American Journal of International Law, XXXIV (October, 1940), 687, and
above, n. 8o.
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The northern European ‘“neutrals” tried to develop a compromise
between collective security and collective neutrality after the failure
of sanctions in the Ethiopian case. This “neo-neutrality’’ proposed
to abandon impartiality and passivity as the essence of neutrality
and to emphasize the determination to remain out of the “collective
psychosis” of war. As means to this end, neutrality was to require
active efforts against war, perhaps including commercial embargoes
against one or both belligerents. Branding of one as the aggressor
was to be avoided as likely to exacerbate the hostilities, though dis-
criminations against the belligerent unreasonably continuing war
was suggested. The difference between neo-neutrality and collective
security seemed to be in large measure terminological, but the re-
version of the Oslo powers to the terminology of neutrality weakened
collective security, and neither conception saved them from invasion
in 1940.%

4. ARMAMENT AND DISARMAMENT

In the nineteenth century, with the industrialization and capi-
talization of war, armaments became the normal measure of state
power. Consequently, rearmament and disarmament assumed a role
of major importance in the balance of power. Armament increases in
one state have usually been motivated primarily by anxiety as to
actual or prospective armament increases or manifestation of ag-
gressive policies in neighboring states. Thus the history of the bal-
ance of power, always influenced by the history of the art of war,
has become peculiarly dependent upon it during the nineteenth cen-
tury .8

a) The influence of military invention.—The history of the art of
war has been dominated by the effort of the strategists to devise new
weapons, new maneuvers, and new organizations with which to win
a rapid victory. This effort is opposed by the tendency of war to

!s Statement of foreign ministers of Denmark, Finland, Netherlands, Norway, Spain,
Sweden, and Switzerland, July 1, 1936 (League of Nations, Official Journal, Special
Supplement, No. 154, p. 19), and statement by M. Unden of Sweden, January 31, 1938
(League of Nations, Report of Special Committee on A pplication of the Principles of the
Covenant, p. 9). See also above, n. 83.

% Above, Vol. I, chap. xii, sec. 1¢, d; chap. xx, sec. 1.
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reach a stalemate in which victory can be won only by years of
mutual attrition, so expensive to the victor that war ceases to be an
efficient instrument of policy.?” The race has been continuous be-
tween improvements in offensive and defensive weapons, formations,
and tactical combinations. On a tactical level the offensive or de-
fensive quality of a unit may be estimated by considering its utility
in an attack upon an enemy unit like itself or in an attack upon some
other concrete enemy objective, such as territory, commerce, or
morale.

The offensive power of surface naval vessels against other such
vessels has increased in the modern period. The range and penetra-
bility of naval artillery and torpedoes have increased more rapidly
than the resisting power of ships’ armor, until today a naval battle
usually results in elimination of the inferior force.®® The use of the
submarine and airplane in naval engagements has further increased
the power of the tactical offensive. The success of Japanese air
attacks on the outbreak of hostilities with the United States and
Great Britain in December, 1941, indicated that even the largest
battleships were extremely vulnerable.

The prime object of naval war is, however, the control of com-
merce. The offensive against the enemy fleet is for the purpose of
defending our commerce and rendering his vulnerable. With respect
to war on commerce the tactical offensive has probably also 'gained.
Before the nineteenth century an armed merchant vessel had a good
chance of escaping or successfully defending itself against an enemy
privateer or frigate. The offensive gained during the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, but effective blockade of a long coast line
continued impossible. Resistance by a merchant vessel to a cruiser,
however, became hopeless in the late nineteenth century. The state
with superior surface force could destroy convoys and control all
maritime commerce of the enemy. Nevertheless, the new steam and
steel navies were more dependent upon bases than were the wooden

87 Above, Vol. I, chap. xii, sec. 35.

88 After the Battle of Coronel in November, 1914, the British Admiralty changed the
general orders, which had required commanders to seek battle even against a superior
force of the enemy (Bernard Brodie, Sea Power in the Mackine Age [Princeton, 1941],

P. 244).
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sailing ships, so a generally inferior navy might more easily maintain
local superiority.®
The utilization of submarines, mines, and airplanes in commercial
war has further increased tactical offensive power against commerce.
Even the state with the inferior surface navy can destroy much com-
merce in waters near its bases. Defenses by surface control of the
sea against these instruments (listening and finding devices, depth
bombs, mine-sweepers, pursuit planes, convoys, antiaircraft guns)
increased during World War I and defeated the German effort to
blockade England by submarines. Whether defenses against the
more formidable co-ordinated attack on commerce of these instru-
ments in World War IT will be successful remains to be seen. In any
case it seems certain that, as compared with the Napoleonic period,
the hazards to the maritime commerce of both belligerents and of
neutrals have become much greater.®® The belligerent weaker in sur-
face war vessels can be entirely blockaded, but even the belligerent
stronger in surface navy is in grave danger of that fate. Superiority
of the tactical offensive in sea war tends to reduce warfare to attri-
tion. The belligerent with the greater economic resources and civil-
ian morale will win, though only after both have been ruined. In
naval war progress in the relative power of the tactical offensive in-
creases the rate of mutual attrition.
" Air war as an independent service has the objective of destroying
enemy naval forces, shipping, bases, troop concentrations, munition
depots, transportation centers, and war factories. The air attack
upon the enemy air force is to give us freedom of the air, as the naval
attack upon the enemy naval force is to give us freedom of the seas.
The invention of aviation gave an immediate advantage to the tacti-
cal offensive, but during World War I the defensive, by development
of pursuit planes and antiaircraft guns, gained against the offensive

% Ibid., p. 122.

% Hector Bywater’s optimistic assertion (““The War at Sea,” Foreign A | ffairs, XVIII
[April, 1940l, 547) that German raiding was less destructive to British commerce in 1939
than had been American raiding in 1812 seems not to be borne out by subsequent history
or by past statistics. R. W. Neeser (Stafistical and Chronological History of the United
States Navy, 1775~1907 [New York, 1g902], 1T, 294-308) lists 50 merchantmen captured
by the United States during the first seven months of the War of 1812 and less than zs0
during the entire war, instead of 500 during the first;seven months as stated by Bywater.
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bomber and attack plane. In World War I1, however, it appears that
the aviation offensive has gained such an advantage over the de-
fensive that the major defense has become the fear of reprisals.” In
spite of this deterrent mutual destruction from the air of both land
and sea objectives has become more serious, but the toll of invading
planes taken by the defenders is still very great. In air war, as in
sea war, superiority of the tactical offensive tends to reduce war as a
whole to-attrition. But in air war the rate of mutual attrition is far
more rapid.”

The prime object of land war is the occupation of enemy territory.
Capture or destruction of his armies and fortifications is a means to
this end. If the infantry, which has always been considered the
backbone of land forces, is considered alone, the power of the de-
fense has, on the whole, gained since the fifteenth century. A smaller
force with rifles, machine guns, and intrenchment spades can today
effectively resist a much larger force similarly equipped. There have,
however, been breaks in this trend. The offensive gained when
Fredrickian tactics were introduced in the eighteenth century, when
Napoleon increased mobility by forced marches and co-ordination of
cavalry with infantry, when Moltke used railroads to move troops,
and when Oyama used trench mortars at Port Arthur.

With respect to attack on prepared positions on land, it is diffi-
cult to detect a trend. Medieval castles were almost invulnerable to
direct attack until gunpowder was invented. The advantage which
artillery gave the offensive in siege operations in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries was, however, lost by the superior methods of
fortification invented in the eighteenth century. The offensive
gained an advantage with new forms of heavy mobile artillery in the
nineteenth century, but the stalemate of World War I created the
impression that the defense again had an advantage. The Maginot
and Siegfried lines, facing each other after 1936, were considered in-
vulnerable to direct attack. Whether the operations of 1940 showed
this to have been an illusion is not clear. The German invasion was
successful at points in Belgium beyond the Maginot Line.

st Above, Vol. I, chap. xii, sec. 3b.
92 See J. M. Spaight, “The War in the Air, Second Phase,” Foreign A ffairs, XIX
(January, 1941), 402.
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The German invasion, however, indicated the offensive superior-
ity of highly mechanized armies in the field. The thoroughly inte-
grated force, combining planes, tanks, motorcycle contingents, in-
fantry, and light artillery, had a tremendous advantage over all field
defenses and minor fortifications.®* In land warfare, differing from
sea and air warfare, increase in the relative power of the tactical of-
fensive tends to avoid the war of attrition and to terminate hostilities
by rapid occupation of the territory of the state with inferior land
forces.

It is clear that no study of the relative defensive or offensive pow-
er of particular weapons, of particular tactical movements, or of par-
ticular branches of the service can indicate the relative advantage
of the offensive or the defensive in war as a whole at a given stage of
technology. A tremendous tactical advantage of the offensive may
not compensate for less obvious strategic, political, and economic
advantages of the defensive, such as capacity to resist blockade by
organization of industry, agriculture, and the use of substitutes; the
lesser human and material costs of defensive as compared with offen-
sive operations; and the capacity for passive resistance and guerrilla
tactics even in occupied territories.?

In the broadest sense it is difficult to judge the relative power of
the offensive and defensive except by a historical audit to determine
whether on the whole, in a given state of military technology, mili-
tary violence had or had not proved a useful instrument of legal and
political change. Satisfied powers favor the status guo. They do not
resort to arms except in defense. During periods when dissatisfied
powers have, on the whole, gained their ends by a resort to arms, it
may be assumed, on the level of grand strategy, that the power of the
offensive has been greater. During periods when they have not been

% Henry J. Reilly, “Blitzkrieg,” Foreign Affairs, January, 1940; M. W. Fodor,
““Blitzkrieg in the Low Countries,” Foreign A flairs, XIX (October, 1040), 197; Marion
W. Boggs, Attempts to Define and Limit Aggressive Armament in Diplomacy and Strategy
(“University of Missouri Studies,” Vol. XVI [Columbia, Mo., 1941], pp. go ff.). These
developments may have reduced the importance of the infantry in war, though infantry,
whether transported by ship, lorry, or plane, is still the only organization that can occu-
py 2 territory for a long time.

94 China successfully resisted Japan in the war which began in 1937 because of these
advantages (see above, Vol. I, chap. xii, n. 61).
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able to do so, it may be assumed that the power of the grand strategic
defensive has been greater.’

A general superiority of the defensive in war may result in stabil-
ity or in destruction of the civilization according as this superiority
is or is not known in advance and acted upon. Superiority of the of-
fensive, on the other hand, will result in changes desired by those dis-
satisfied powers best prepared for war. Since by assumption those
powers place a premium on the use of arms, it is clear that superior-
ity of the grand strategic offensive tends to augment the warlikeness
of a civilization.%

The continuous factors which have tended to increase the strategic
and political power of the defensive during the course of a civiliza-
tion have been indicated in an earlier chapter.?” The progress of so-
cial organization and of culture has combined with progress in the
art of war to make successful aggression more difficult. This progress,
however, has rendered the civilization more vulnerable to destruc-
tion through internal or external use of a wholly new military tech-
nique by the advocates of change. This development has contrib-
uted to the eventual destruction of most civilizations.*®

b) Political aspects of disarmament.—The natural tendency during
the rise of a civilization has been in the direction of a stable balance
of power. The policy of disarmament has been intended to reinforce
this tendency, but it has been confronted by the policy of national
strategists whose object is to break the deadlock and to acquire for
their own country temporary monopoly of a new strategy or tech-
nique with which to dominate. There has, therefore, been a conflict
of aim between disarmament conferences, on the one hand, and na-
tional military departments, on the other. One has sought to stabil-
ize the balance of power and to assure that any resort to arms will

s Boggs, 0p. cil., p. 66; see below, n. 124. In general, a trend toward fewer and larger
political units results from superiority of the grand strategic offensive (see above, Vol. I,
chap. xii).

96 Resort to war when the defense is superior on both sides tends toward a war of
attrition which may if frequently repeated undermine the civilization. Great superior-
ity of the offensive may eventually unify the civilization under a universal state within
which warlikeness will decline.

7 Above, Vol. I, chap. xii, sec. 3b.

8 Above, Vol. I, chap. vii, sec. 3¢; chap. xv, sec. 1.
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result in at least a temporary stalemate. The other has sought to
break the balance of power and to assure speedy victory to its own
arms or at least to create the conviction among others that the risk
is too great to justify resistance to an aggressive policy.?

It is, of course, true that financial as well as political considera-
tions have often constituted an important motivation in disarma-
ment efforts. Disarmament movements have been common after
great wars when countries were nearly bankrupt and wished to save
money. After the Napoleonic Wars such a movement was led by
Czar Alexander of Russia.”*® When armament rivalry was becoming
very intense, toward the end of the nineteenth century, another
czar of Russia was advised by his minister of finance that his ex-
chequer could not stand the strain of maintaining competition with
Germany in making rapid-fire field artillery. Consequently, Czar
Nicholas II called the first Hague Conference in 189g.r* After
World War I the same motivation was evident. Although financial
considerations have been important, it has generally been assumed
that important political results might be achieved from disarma-
ment.** -

It has been said that disarmament cannot affect the frequency of
war, because people will fight with fists or with clubs if they are de-
nied superior weapons. Itis true that wars may develop between dis-
armed people, but that does not prove that they might not be less
frequent or less destructive. Mark Twain reports that, as a second
in a French duel, he was to suggest the weapons to be used. His

9 To minimize this conflict, democracies ordinarily place civilians at the head of their
military departments (see D. P. Myers, World Disarmament [{Boston, 1932], pp. 36 ff.;
Lieut.-Col. J. S. Omond, Parliament and the Army, 1642—1904 [London, 1933]). The
League of Nations found it could make no progress on disarmament while working
through a committee composed entirely of military, naval, and air officers. “It was as
foolish to expect a disarmament convention from such a commission, as a declaration
for atheism from a commission of clergymen” (Salvador de Madariaga, Disarmament

[New York, 1929], p. 92). See also Benjamin Williams, The Uniled States and Disarma-
ment (New York, 1931), p. 242.

100 Hans Wehberg, The Limitation of Armament (Washington, 1921), p. 7; Q. Wright,
Limitation of Armament (New York: Institute of International Education, November,
1921), p. I0.

1ot Langer, The Diplomacy of Imperialism, II, 582 fi.

2 Myers, o0p. cél., pp. 32—35.
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first suggestion was axes. The opposing second thought these might
cause bloodshed and, anyway, were barred by the French code. He
then suggested, successively, gatling guns, rifles, shotguns, and re-
volvers. All were objected to, and he proposed brickbats at three-
quarters of a mile. This was satisfactory except for the danger to
passers-by. Finally they agreed on comparatively small pistols at a
comparatively great distance, and the duel went on to the mutual
satisfaction of the duelists.’®> The story indicates that the type of
weapons may affect the probability of hostilities. If armaments are
of such a character that both countries are sure to destroy each other,
there is less likely to be war than if they are of such a character that
each country feels it has a chance to win.with comparatively slight
expense.’

It has also been suggested that disarmament arrangements are of
no value because they will be violated. Nations at war, it is as-
sumed, will pay little attention to bits of paper. Doubtless if two
countries go to war they will start to build armaments as rapidly as
they can without attention to any treaties which may exist. How-
ever, ‘“production lags” may prevent such activity from changing
the military position for a considerable time. A battleship takes
several years to build. If the disarmament treaty is lived up to until
the war begins, it will be years before the relative strength in battle-
ships can be greatly altered. This “production lag” varies greatly
among different types of armament, but the increasing mechaniza-
tion of war fends to increase it.»°s

If the treaty merely makes rules of war, declaring that armaments
must be used in a certain way, there is no ‘“production lag.” The
minute war begins the soldiers can be ordered to use the armaments
some other way. If, on the other hand, the treaty prohibits states
from having certain types of armament in stock, this lag may be
very important—more important, of course, for such materials as
battleships, that take a long time to build, than for hand arms, am-
munition, or poison gases, which, if the factories exist, can be manu-

103 Tramp Abroad, chap. viii.
14 See above, Vol. I, chap. xii, sec. 1.

15 Victor Lefebure, Scientific Disarmament (New York, 1931); above, Vol. I, chap.
xii, sec. 2a.
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factured without great delay. Even such articles have a consider-
able lag for quantity production. Although the United States had
been preparing for a year prior to entry into World War I in April,
1917, and although after that date it stepped up all military produc-
tion processes to the utmost, it was not until the spring of 1918 that
American military equipment other than explosives began to get to
the front in France.’*® The disarmament treaty might even strike
at the means of producing armaments. Instead of limiting the quan-
tity of rifles or guns, it might limit the number and size of factories
for the production of these instruments. Such a treaty would make
the “production lag’’ even longer but would present the insuperable
difficulty that factories for production of nonmilitary articles can
also produce war equipment. There is also a lag in developing the
personnel of armies. It takes a considerable time to train effective
soldiers. If the treaty does not allow military organizations to func-
tion or reserves to be trained in time of peace, months must elapse
after the war breaks out before adequate military organizations can
be put in the field.

The sanctioning value of “production lag” depends upon the effi-
ciency of the peacetime international inspection. The treaty must
provide for an impartial body to visit periodically all the countries
bound and thus to assure that any violation will immediately be-
come known.™?

It has also been said that states will not reduce armaments unless
they are given an equivalent in political guaranties of security. Un-
der the pressure of taxpayers, governments, it is supposed, maintain
armaments at no greater level than they consider necessary for se-
curity, or, if they are dissatisfied with the status quo, at no greater
level than they consider necessary to effect the changes desired.
They will not, therefore, agree to disarm until assured of a substitute
method of security or of change. There is certainly evidence to sup-
port this contention. Successful disarmament treaties have always
been accompanied by political arrangements which were believed by
the parties to augment their political security or to settle their out-
standing political problems. The two have gone hand in hand, and,

196 Newton D. Baker, Why We Went to War (New York, 1936), pp. 119 ff.

107 Myers, op. cil., pp. 227 fi.; Williams, op. cit., p. 277.
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considering the conditions of successful negotiation, it is unlikely
that agreement will ever be reached on the technical problems of dis-
armament unless the parties have lessened tensions by political set-
tlements or by general acceptance of international procedures creat-
ing confidence that such settlements can be effected peacefully.™®

It is, however, clear that the armament required by one country
for security is a function of the armament of others, though states-
men have more easily perceived the influence of foreign increases
upon their own needs than the influence of their own measures upon
foreign needs.*® Theoretically, therefore, it is possible to conceive a
self-executing treaty which would stabilize the balance of power and
reduce the probability of war, although it dealt with nothing but the
armament programs of the states and a system of inspection.

Assuming that it is possible by an appropriate modification of the
military technique and armament of the various states to affect the
character and frequency of wars, what would be the probable effect
of the various efforts in this direction? These efforts may be classified
as armament-building holidays, quantitative disarmament, qualita-
tive disarmament, rules of war, and moral disarmament.

c) Armament-building holidays have been of value in diminishing
tensions. This is the easiest type of disarmament treaty to negotiate
and 1is illustrated in the Argentine-Chilean Treaty of 1goz, the
Washington Treaty of 1921, and the London Treaty of 1g30."* The

o8 Myers, 0. cit., pp. 69 fI., 106 fi.; R. A. MacKay, “The Politics of Disarmament,”
Dalhousie Review, 1932, pp. 474 fI. According to Salvador de Madariaga (0. cit., p. 56),
“‘the problem of disarmament is not the problem of disarmament. It really is the prob-
lem of the organization of the world community.”

19 Because of this, disarmament races are common (see Lewis F. Richardson, Gen-
eralized Foreign Politics [“British Journal o