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CHAPTER ONE
The Imminent Danger of War

*

THE GOVERNMENTS OF EUROPE DISAGREE ON MANY
subjects, 'but on one point they are in -perfect
harmony : they all believe that a new Great War
is imminent. Many signs, more convincing than
mere words, show that this is their expectation.
The British Government proves it by the frantjc
haste with which it is increasing the army, the
‘havy, and especially the air force. Very ominous
js the proposal, influentially supported though not
yet adopted, to finance this increase by means of a
loany; for a financially prudent nation, such as the
British have always been, will not resort to loans
except for temporary objects : if the armed forces
were not soon to find employment in war, it would
be a spendthrift policy to borrow any part of their
cost. So, in the last years before 1914, the Germans
financed their navy largely by loans, and thus
Z
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showed their expectation of an early war. Now,
every great country in Europe is piling up arma-
ments until they become a burden that must soon
be felt intolerable unless the apprehension of war
isrfcontinually heightened ; and the universal
apprehension is itself a most potent cause of war.
Fear of war is used to justify armaments ; arma-
ments increase the fear of war ; and the fear of war
increases the likelihood of war. From this vicious
circle, some governments do not wish to find an
issue, and other are unable to do so.

Another evidence of the expectations of govern-
ments is the institution of civilian air_drill in
England, France, Germany, and Tokyo. The
British Government must certainly have been very
reluctant to take this measure, since it was alarming
to ordinary citizens, and proved that prevention of
air attack on London and other centres of popula-
tion was thought impossible. In Great Britain,
whatever may be the case elsewhere, this measure
has had a powerful effgect in promoting pacifist
feeling, by showing what non-combatants have to
look forward to in the next war ; the authorities
would therefore certainly have postponed it if they
had thought it at all possible to do so.

‘The state of Europe, it must be admitted, gives
ample ground Tor pessimism. The Continent is
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divided into two camps : Germany, Italy, Austria,
Hungary, and perhaps Poland, on the one side :
France, Russia, Belgium, the Little Entente, and
probably Turkey, on the other. Great Britain is
undecided, but is expected by almost everybody to
«ake one side or the other when the clash comes.
The Nazis, whose whole philosophy is warlike,
wish to wipe out what they consider the disgrace
of Germany’s defeat in the last war, and cannot
do so, to their own satisfaction, except by a war in
which their country is victorious. They have also
very powerful economic and political reasons for
war : except by victory over foreign enemies, they
do not feel sure of being able to preserve their
dominion at home. The Italians have just had a
taste of easy and profitable war, won by flouting
all decent opinion ; immense gains are open to
them if they can defeat the British in the Medi-
terranean, and under their present ruler they are
not likely to forego the opportunity when it comes.
The Japanese are rapidly absorbing China, but
cannot feel secure while they are menaced from
Vladivostock with the danger of air attack upon
their vital centres of population .and industry.

The French, meanwhile, whose governments have
been dominated, ever since 1871, by fear and hatred
of Germany, are horrified by the monster that their
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own short-sighted oppression_has raised up ; they
are convinced, whatever Hitler may say to reassure
them, that, if he is allowed to be victorious in the
East, their turn will come next ; they observe that

erman military strength increases with almost
unbehevablc rapidity ; and they deduce that,
since a trial of strength must come, the sooner it
comes the better. They are waiting only for a
suitable issue, and the assurance (if possible) of
British support. The Soviet Government, openly
threatened by Hitler, would like to avoid war,
but does not expect to be able to do so, the more
so as Germany, in an attack on Russia, can count
on the help of :]apan. Consequently the Russians
have been compelled to divert to military prepara-
tion efforts which they can ill spare from economic
reconstruction ; and like the French, they have
motives, if there must be a contest, for wishing it
to come soon.

The Germans are restrained, at the moment, by
the fact that their strength is increasing ; the
French are egged on by the fact that their relative
strength is diminishing. As soon as both sides
see a good prospect of victory, the war will come ;
and in view of the illusions fostered by national
vanity, it is not likely that the moment can be long

postponed.
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It is impossible to guess on what issue the war
will break out. There are no Archdukes left to be
assassinated, but the British are still pledged to
defend Belgium. Perhaps some eminent Nazi, no
longer popular with his colleagues, will be mur-
dered, and will be said to have been killed by a
Soviet secret agent. Perhaps the freedom of the
Press in Danzig or Memel will be championed by
Moscow. Perhaps some Government, thinking
that the right moment has come, will cause some
important town on its own territory to be bombed
from the air on a dark night, and will loudly assert
that enemy aeroplanes have done the dastardly
deed. Or perhaps, at some moment of tension
during a Congress, one side or the other will
unexpectedly destroy the enemy’s capital, and
thus enable its diplomats to claim a .‘ moral ”
victory. The possibilities are endless, but one
thing is certain : both sides are clever and unscru-
pulous, and both are keenly alive to the importance
of the first blow. Indeed many competent authori-
ties on war consider that, if either side secures a
genuine first blow, it will thereby win the war.
The beginning, therefore, will certainly be sudden,
and probably treacherous.

I have said that the next war is conSIdcred immi-
nent by governments, and I have given the reasons
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which may be presumed to have led them to that
belief. But while war seems likely, I do not wish
to suggest that it is certain. I can imagine many
events that might prevent it. Hitler might die, or
become so mad as to be certlﬂcd and his lieutenants
might quarrel over the succession ; at the same
time France might become involved in a desperate
struggle between the Croix de Feu and the United
Front. A discovery might be made which would
enable the defence to sink attacking aeroplanes
from the ground by electricity ; this would so
alter strategy and the balance of power that every-
one would need time to think it over. Dread of
communism might lead the Western Powers to
ally themselves with Hitler ; or, alternatively,
Germany might weary of the Nazis. All these
things are possible, but none of them is probable.
If one confines oneself to the ordinary calculations
of politics, the momentum of events certainly
points to war in the very near future.

Until the last few years, this could not have been
said so definitely. It was in the power of England
and France, from the moment of the armistice
until the advent of Hitler, to direct European
development towards a genuine. peace. French
and British politicians, during that long period,
were prevented from doing so by fear, conserva-
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tism, greed, lack of imagination, and the recoil
upon themselves of claptrap that they had used in
winning elections. In the end, prolonged and
odious, injustice towards Germany produced its
natural result. Now that it is too late, there are
many who are willing to grant to Hitler what they
refused to the Weimar Republic, thereby proving
that they respect only force and providing the
Nazis with their most potent argument. I do not
mean that justice should be refused because it is
demanded with threats of force; justice should
not be refused, however demanded. But the moral
effect of yielding, which would have been admir-
able while German force was lacking, is quite
different now, and is no longer capable of pro-
ducing a peaceful atmosphere, since, if fear is
supposed to be its motive, it encourages the habit
of threatening and bullying. Like Macbeth, the
victors in the War, while they had Germany at
their mercy, taught

Bloody instructions, which, being taught, return
To plague the inventor.

And repentance now cannot undo the evil.

Are we then to accept fatalistically the conclu-
sion that war is inevitable ? I do not take this view.
Mar is not a_convulsion of nature, like an earth-
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quake ; it is a result of human volition, and
human volition can prevent it. But the time in
which to prevent it is probably short, and pacific
action, if it is to succeed, must be swift and reso-
lute ; moreover, it must be individual, not merely
governmental. In the following pages I shall
consider various policies intended to preserve
peace, either universally or for Great Britain.
There are those who say : Let us have such big
armaments that every one will respect us, and let
us then steer clear of foreign entanglements ; then
our own territory will be safe, and we can keep
out of other people’s quarrels. There are those
who advocate an alliance with France and Russia,
in the hope that it would be strong enough to check
the aggressive designs of other Powers. There are
those, on the contrary, who believe that Germany,
if her just demands are granted, will gradually
cease to be aggressive. There are still believers
in the Ledgue of Nations and collective-security.
There are those who are so impressed by the evils
of scientific warfare that they adopt a thorough-
going pacifist attitude, and hold that, at any rate
as regards conflicts between Great Powers, the
wisest policy is not to take part, either nationally
or individually. For each of these views there is
enough to be said to make it possible for a reason-
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able man to hold it; I shall therefore examine
each in turn, and (I hope) with candour, as I have
long been myself in genuine doubt as to the right
policy.

But before we can come to a rational decision,
we must endeavour to form some estimate of the
probable results of a war between Great Powers—
not the results in the way of victory or defeat, but
the results on the character of European civiliza-
tion, on political institutions, on economic resources,
and on the dispositions of individuals. Every one
is familiar with the saying of Clausewitz, that *“ war
is nothing but the continuation of policy by other
means.”” It is therefore irrational td resort to war
unless its outcome is likely to be the futherance of
some policy which it is thought impossible to
realize by peaceful means. We have to inquire
whether any of the policies at present being pur-
sued by statesmen or advocated by considerable
sections of public opinion will be feasible after a
great war, and if so which. To judge of this ques-
tion, it is necessary to consider the character of
the next war, especially in relation to the civilian
population. This is a painful subject, but until it
has been considered it is impossible to estimate the
good and bad consequences of this or that policy.



CHAPTER TWO

Th¢ Nature of the Next War

CHANGES IN THE TECHNIQUE OF WAR HAVE HAD
more influence upon the course of history than is
supposed by those whose attention is mainly
centred upon economic causation. y There has been,
since _the beginning of organized fighting, an oscil-
za.tlon between superiority of the defensive. and
superiority of the offensive. Broadly speaking,
when the defensive is strong civilization makes
progress, and when the offensive is strong men
revert towards barbarism. HAnother oscillation
has been between the | unportance of mere numbers
and- the importance of skill and elaborate equip-
ment. In theMiddle Ages, the knight in armour
was an expensive unit, and the world was aristo-
cratic ; gunpowder abolished chivalry, and led by
slow stages to citizen armies and democracy.

Since 1918, the attack has gained relatively to
16
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the defence, and numbers have lost in importance
as compared with skill and mechanization. It is
these two technical facts which make the present
outlook so gloomy. The first exposes ordinary
citizens to grave risk of death in war, and the
second makes it probable that such of them as
survive will have to submit to the government of
a military oligarchy.

Both these changes are due to the development
of air warfare. So far as fighting on land is con-
cerned, the defence is probably even more pre-
ponderant than it was on the Western front in
the Great War. It is generally thought that the
Germans will be unable, by any manceuvres on
land, to break through the line of fortifications
on the eastern frontier of France. On the sea, if
the air is left out of account, the same thing is true
so far as navies are concerned ; it is probable that
battleships will be even more inactive in the next
war than in the last, and that each side will be
able to defend its home waters from hostile fleets.
Merchant shipping, it is true, as in 1914-18, will
be subject to submarine attack, and the defence
of ocean-borne trade will be difficult even apart
from the danger of aeroplane attack ; but if sub-
marines were the only menace the difficulty could
be overcome. If aeroplanes were no more impor-
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tant now than twenty years ago we might reason-
ably expect the next war to be even more slow
and undramatic than the last.

The aeroplane, however, by the preponderance
which it has given to the attack, has altered com-
pletely the strategy and even the politics of war.
There are those, among the older Generals and
Admirals, who refuse to admit this, and who cling
desperately to traditional conceptions. Thus
General E. Réquin says : “ The general military
character of a future war would largely resemble
that which the war of 1914~18 assumed in its last
phase.’* And as regards the sea, the British
Admiralty has apparently succeeded in persuading
the Government that first-class battleships still
have a decisive part to play. The bulk of expert
opinion, however, takes a different view, and holds
that, both on land and at sea, the aeroplane will
have the initiative, and will make the traditional
forms of warfare ineffective if not impossible, A
few quotations will help to prove this point.

Major K. A. Bratt, who, being a Swede, was
able to observe the Great War in an impartial
spirit, and who, like many military men, is a
sincere friend of peace, has given the reasons for

1 What would be the character of a new war? Enquiry
organized by the Inter-parliamentary Union, p. 15 (1931).
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his expectations in an admirable book, That Next
War, of which the English edition was published
in 1930. He says: ‘

‘ What, then, is our thesis ?

“ It is that supremacy in the air will decide the
issue of a European war, and that possession of
such supremacy is the same thing as general
military supremacy. At the present moment this
is not altogether true.” '

It will become true, he thinks, within ten years,
that is, by 1940. He argues that a superior air
force can hinder the concentration of troops, and
can paralyse an army by bombing the roads and
railways that bring its supplies and munitions.
“ An army >, he says, ‘ which is really inferior in
the air is useless as an instrument of war, and the
strategy which is based on it is abortive.” He adds
that “ lost supremacy in the air may prevent the
use of the naval forces in their essential functions.”

But will there necessarily be anything that can
be called supremacy in the air? May not the
hostile air fleets operate independently of each
other? Major Bratt, in common with other
authorities, recognizes that ‘ there is much to
indicate that air strategy will in the first place
contemplate direct attack on the large fixed
objectives, especially the large centres of popula-
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tion.” Nevertheless, unlike most authorities, he
foresees a great air battle, at the very beginning of
the war, in which one side will gain a complete
victory and the other will suffer a complete defeat.
If we could believe this, the prospect would be
comparatively cheerful. A few hours or days of
fighting between professionals would decide the
issue in the air; the beaten side would feel that
further resistance could serve no purpose, and
would make peace on .the best terms obtainable.
Such a war would do comparatively little material
damage, and, though it might substitute dictator-
ship for democracy where the latter still survives,
it would not destroy ordered society or introduce
complete chaos.

*__But the aeroplane, immensely powerful in attack,
is weak in defence. Suppose, for the sake of
argument, a war between France and Germany.
The French realize that the Germans will attack
Paris by air, and of course they will wish to defend
their capital if possible. But all the available
evidence tends to show that the discovery of enemy
aeroplanes on the way cannot be made quickly
enough,! and that & belligerent .who is prepared

! Thus Brigadier-General Groves says : “ This leads to
another fundamental disadvantage of local air defence,
namely, the difficulty of insuring that the defending fighters
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to lose a considerable part of his force cannot be
prevented from reaching his objective. It will,
therefore, be more advantageous to the French to
employ their air forces in inflicting damage on
Berlin, or, more probably, on the industrial Rhine-
land, than to attempt to defend their own terri-
tory. If air battles do take place, it will be after,
not before, the aeroplanes on either side have
bombed each other’s centres of population. This
is the situation which Mr. Baldwin must have had
in mind in his well-known confession that against
air attack the only defence is offence, which
means that you have to kill women and children

more quickly than the enemy if 'you want to save
yourselves.” ¢ wéight of technical authority

is overwhelmingly in favour of this view, and I

shall be in a position to meet the raiders when they arrive.
Again to take the case of London. Here, owing to the near-
ness of the sea and the high speed of some modern aeroplanes
hostile bombers might be overhead fifteen minutes after cross-
ing the coastline. In this short time the defence pilots would
have to receive their orders, reach their machines, start and
run up their engines, climb to a height of 15,000 or 20,000
feet, and reach the locality for which the raiders were reported
to be making. Our latest interceptor fighters can climb to
20,000 feet in less than 10 minutes; but even so the time
factor will be seen to favour the raiders.”

A careful discussion by a German authority printed in the
Army, Navy, and Air Force Gazette for September 3, 1936,
reinforces this conclusion.
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am afraid it must be accepted as much more likely
to be correct than the view of Major Bratt.

We may take as one of the best expressions of
the prevailing view of modern war @I:gg__mmggl_orc
Charlton’s War from the Air (1935), which is based

Jnarlton ;

on lectures given at Trinity College, Cambridge.
On the pre-eminence of the aeroplane he is even
more emphatic than Major Bratt: It will be
all air. It is doubtful, in the future, whether
armies will be required to do more than act pas-
sively as human fencing material, with which to
rail off one country from another, and prevent
trespassing, while the bombing armadas wing their
way above : both armies strictly on the defensive.”
But he makes short work of the air battle that
Major Bratt expects, and his arguments appear
irrefutable :

‘ Certain people still fondly retain the notion that
war from the air can be a gentlemanly affair,
confined to the air forces on opposing sides. Alter-
natively, there are some who gaily imagine that
the obvious course is to seek out the hostile bombers
on their aerodromes, before they leave the ground,
and blow them sky-high ; cutting off the danger
at its source, as water is turned off at the main to
counteract the danger of a burst pipe.

“ Why should either belligerent spend time and
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energy on the problematical destruction of a
series of difficult objectives such as aerodromes,
when a hundred and fifty square miles of teeming
city lies below or an endless expanse of furness,
mill, and tool-shop, with mile upon mile of northern
roof lights? Aerodromes are not considerable
targets in this sense, and they may not be very
vulnerable when found. The aircraft which ought
to be blown sky-high may be abroad or locally
scattered. They, and everything else for service
and maintenance, may be housed underground,
safe against destruction.

“ Most excellent it would be if the game of war
could be played that way, confined entirely to the
opposing air farces ; with the strong likelihood of
that side suing for peace whose aircraft manufac-
turing capacity could no longer keep pace with
the demand for replenishments. Then, with the
armies and navies keeping the lists while the
jousts went on above, battle would become again
a polite affair, and the small and big*men of
commerce would go safely about their business,
aware only through taxation that their country
was at war, as when medieval England fought in
Europe.

“ But let the dream pass! It will not be like
that on the next occasion, nor will the game be
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played according to ¢ Cocker’. The capital of a
country, and its centres of industry, iron and steel
for choice, will be the scenes of the one-sided
conflict, of the bombing offensive.”

Commodore Charlton has no belief in the power
of navies to withstand attack from the air. As
British Air Attaché to the United States, he was
a spectator, in 1921, of an important experiment
in this connection. As part of the spoils of war,
two German vessels, the battleship Ostfriedland and
the cruiser Frankfurt, had come into the possession
of the American Government, which decided to
sink them. The champions of the air maintained
that they could be sunk from above by bombers ;
the admirals maintained the contrary.  Eye-
witnesses ’’, says Commodore Charlton, “ will never
be able to forget the dramatic intensity of those
moments in which these two great vessels were
observed, beyond all doubt, to have received
their death wounds ; to be slowly settling in the
water ; and finally, to be sinking. Even the
triumphant Air Service element amongst the on-
lookers were awed to silence, and the expression of
blank incredulity on the faces of the senior sea-
going officers of the American navy took time to
efface. When it was realized, in due course, that
it was not the hits but the near misses which had
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done the damage, causing the seams to gape under
water, surprise gave place to amazement.”

He adds that the Ostfriedland  was believed to
be unsinkable, and, indeed, she had made harbour
after Jutland in spite of having struck two mines
and been repeatedly hit by shell. Yet here she
was at the bottom of the sea, sent there by missiles
from aircraft which had not even touched her.”
Later experiments, he tells us, have all pointed the
same moral.

The effect of this discovery upon British policy
has been curious. It hasnot led to a discontinuance
of battleship construction ; on the contrary, we are
still spending far more on naval building than on
new aeroplanes. A battleship, after all, has its

. uses : it gives work to the unemployed, profits to
a number of capitalists, pleasure to admirals, and
pain only to taxpayers. But the Government is
evidently aware that it can no longer be considered
an engine of war, for only so can the yielding to
Italy on the Abyssinian question be explained.
Devotees of the League clamoured for the closing
of the Suez Canal, but the Cabinet, in view of the
strength of the Italian Air Force, apparently
doubted whether the British Navy was equal to the
task. This supposition, at any rate, makes the
course of British policy intelligible.
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In the Army, Navy and Air Force Gazette for
August 13, 1936, Mr. Norman Walton goes so
far as to suggest that England should abandon
the Mediterranean and the Red Sea. “ These
long narrow seas and the Suez Canal are very
difficult and expensive to hold. . . . With the
improvements in aerial communications and the
increased speed of ocean travel, there is a question
whether it would not pay us to hold Aden and
Gibraltar to bottle up the seas, trade Malta and
Cyprus for considerations elsewhere, set Palestine
and Egypt on their own feet, the latter renouncing
her claims on the Sudan in our favour. The time
may not have come yet to do this, but the matter
deserves consideration.”

Brigadier-General Groves takes the same view :
¢ There are only two nations bordering the Mediter-
ranean which possess considerable air forces, namely
France and Italy. Each could by a ruthless use
of these forces sever our main artery of communi-
cations with the East in that narrow sea. Each
could sink our merchant shipping, which would
necessarily pass within close aircraft range of their
territories. And each could, in my opinion, render
Malta useless as a naval base.”

Our Admiralty and our Government cannot
bring themselves to admit that the days when
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naval power was supreme are past, but this is
obvious to every impartial student of modern war.
Thus Sefior Madariaga says :

~¢ England as a whole still believes in the supre-
macy of the British Navy as the panacea for all
her international ills. That it has been a panacea
for about three centuries no one can deny. That
it played its last scene in this magnificent role
during the Great War no one can deny. But that
it was the last scene is apparent to every one out-
side England and to those clear-sighted Englishmen
who do not allow the glow of the past to interfere
with the light of the present.”s

The war from the air will be of a peculiar kind.
According to Commodore Charlton, “ The next
war, owing to lack of any effective reply to air
attack which can be at present foreseen, is bound
to develop on lines of reciprocity, the actual com-
batants being misnamed as such, for theirs will be
mainly the mechanical employment of using enemy
cities as bomb dumps. It will partake rather of
the nature of an eliminating race, somewhat on the
lines suggested by the late Field-Marshal Sir
William Robertson, who was of opinion that if two
opposed armies went on killing each other ad
libitum, the side on which there were some survivors
would naturally be victorious.”
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We may take it as agreed by the almost unani-
mous opinion of experts that the main business of
the opposing air forces will be, not to fight each
other, but to bomb the centres of population and
industry. The war will be directed primarily
against civilians. As General Groves says in his
valuable book, Behind the Smoke Screen, ¢ the aim
of each belligerent will be to bring such pressure
to bear upon the enemy people as to force them to
oblige their Government to sue for peace.” What
means will be available to this end ?

The German air raids on England during the
Great War were more effective than is generally
realized. True, the casualties were few : in 1915-
16, in Zeppelin raids, they were 500 killed and
1234 wounded. But as a result of stoppage of
work the output of munitions was diminished by
one-sixth,! and a considerable effect of demorali-
zation was produced on the civilian population.
“ For several weeks many of the London Under-
ground stations were packed nightly to suffocation.
It was estimated at the time that some 300,000
people descended to these shelters every night, and
that at least half a million more slept in cellars.
. . . Hull, after Mathey’s attack (carried out by
only one Zeppelin) was half emptied nightly of its

1 Groves, pp. 117-18.
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poor, who, after two more scares, refused to stay
in the defenceless town and sought refuge in the
fields as far away as possible. At Hythe, after the
raid on May 25th, 1917, a mob invaded a local
aerodrome, stoned the mechanics and attempted
to wreck the hangars, because the Royal Air Force
unit had not protected the town. On the 12th of
February (1916) a representative of the Ministry
of Munitions stated : ¢ Our position is that workmen
are refusing to work at night unless guaranteed that
warning will be given in sufficient time to enable
them to disperse.’ ”’1 And so on.

As for the future, Sir Samuel Hoare stated in the
House of Commons :

* Whereas in the late war ‘three hundred tons of
bombs were dropped in this country by the Ger-
mans, air forces to-day could drop almost the same
weight in the first' twenty-four hours and continue
this scale of attack indefinitely.”

Moreover, in the Great War aeroplanes carried
only high explosive bombs, whereas now they can
carry three types of bombs, all of which will prob-
ably be employed. There are high explosive
bombs, incendiary bombs, and gas bombs, each of
which will have its own part to play. High explo-
sive bombs will be used for destroying important

1 Ib., pp. 155-6.



30 - WHICH WAY TO PEACE?

structures, such as bridges, railway stations, and,
above all, power stations. In the late war, as we
have seen, when air raids became frequent, large
numbers of nervous people took refuge in the
Underground ; but if the power station could be
destroyed, the Underground would suddenly
become pitch dark and unventilated, and if crowds
had sought shelter there, they would die of suffoca-
tion. Many streets will become impassable, both
from the débris of fallen houses and from holes
caused by bombs.

Meanwhile incendiary bombs will be starting
vast conflagrations. Thermite, which they will
probably contain, is capable of generating a tem-
perature of 5000° centigrade ; it will cause rivers
of molten steel, and water will be powerless to
extinguish the fires produced by it. In all likeli-
hood the gas mains will be burst and great jets of
burning gas will shoot up. Fire brigades will be
quite incapable of coping with the situation, the
more so as the streets, in many places, will be blocked,

But undoubtedly the most formidable of the
three kinds of bomb will be the one filled with
gas. We will not suppose that any government
knows of some new and more deadly kind of gas ;
we will suppose only such gases to be employed
as are already generally known to be suitable.
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Take, for example, mustard gas, which was used
in the Great War. This has the advantage of
poisoning the ground, which remains dangerous
for days. At first, it produces no noticeable effects,
but within a few hours symptoms appear. If the
exposure has been slight, the patient usually
recovers ; if severe, after some days of intolerable
agony the patient dies—if he is fortunate. But
men who were exposed to mustard gas in 1917 or
1918 are still living, blind, ill, and suffering from
a variety of terrible diseases resulting from the
effect of the gas upon the tissues. Lewisite, which
was invented shortly before the end of the Great
War, is even more effective than mustard gas.
Both produce burns if they come in contact with
the skin, but Lewisite poisons the burns by means
of the arsenic which is one of its constituents, and
thus prevents the large proportion of recoveries
which was the defect in mustard gas ; no protec-
tion against it is adequate, therefore, unless the
whole of the skin is covered. It is so poisonous that
fifty bombers, given perfect conditions, could carry
enough of it to poison all London and its suburbs.
Fortunately perfect conditions are extremely im-
probable ; but even so it is ‘to be expected that
the loss of life caused by gas bombs in crowded
areas will be very great.
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What means of defence exist against air raids ?
Defending aeroplanes cannot do much, because
the time after the first warning is received is too
short. Anti-aircraft guns can perhaps compel
aeroplanes to keep so high that they cannot aim
at any particular building, however large ; but
in the case of an area as large as London this is
only a very partial protection. And even this is
very doubtful. Searchlights have the greatest
difficulty in locating aeroplanes, and when they
have been located their rapid flight makes them
very difficult to hit. As the Home Office Circular
on Air Raid Precautions (July g, 1935) states :

‘ Developments in the air have made it possible
for air attacks on a large scale to be delivered, and
delivered suddenly, on many parts of this country ;
and despite the steps which the Government are
taking to increase the Air Force for home defence
and the ground anti-aircraft defences, it is impos-
sible to guarantee immunity frem attack. The
increasing speed of aircraft makes the task of the
defence progressively more difficult, and their
greater weight-carrying capacity adds to the
damage which can be effected by even a single
aircraft which eludes the defenders.”

This statement—which is obviously designed to
be as little alarmist as possible—is an introduction
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to the consideration of measures which civilians
may take for their own protection, or which may
be taken by the authorities to this end. We are
first told that ‘‘ the construction on any extensive
scale of shelters which would be proof against
direct hits by bombs is impracticable. . . . Apart
from any other considerations the cost would be
prohibitive.” But  effective protection against
blast and splinters from bombs can be obtained at
comparatively small cost.”” This is consoling ; but
what percentage of the population of London or
any other large city have had such protection
provided ? Yet it is admitted that the next war
will begin suddenly, after very brief warning in
the shape of strained diplomatic relations, and that
it will begin with air raids. It will be too late then
to set about securing this * effective protection.”
‘“ Protection against gas”’, says the same Cir-
cular, “ will need separate treatment. Information
will be published as to the means by which occu-
piers of premises can make them gas-proof.” Again
we must ask : what proportion of the population
have acquired this information, and what propor-
tion are in a position to take the measures which
it recommends? The only -suggestions that I
know of are based upon the report (to the Red

€ross) of the International Committee of Experts
c
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for the Protection of the Civilian Population against
Chemical Warfare (Rome, 1929). It is proposed
that, on warning of an air raid being given, the whole
population, except those engaged in essential
services, shall descend into cellars provided with
ventilators supplied with gas filters. Those whose
cellars are'not so provided will have to close .up
every crack through which air can enter, and will
be in danger of asphyxiation. If there is any glass,
it is likely to be shattered by the explosion of
bombs in the neighbourhood, with the result that
the poison gas will pour in. It is evident that the
cellars, if they are to serve their purpose, must not
be ordinary cellars. It would be optimistic to
suppose that one per cent of the population of
London could find such refuges if war were to
break out within the next twelve months. The
Committee of Experts, in fact, recognized, in
their Report to the International Red Cross, the
hopelessness of the problem, and summed up :
“The Committee is also of the opinion that,
provided the progress in the technical development
of explosives and chemicals renders future attacks
i which they are employed considerably more
effective than in the last war and exceeds the
development in means of protection, the fatal
moment must arrive in which the question of
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defence, already extremely difficult in view of the
means already available, becomes an insoluble
problem. A large proportion of the inhabitants
of populated towns may be doomed to destruction.”

This was written in 1929 ; since that date, there
is every reason to believe that the conditions for
the gloomy conclusion have been fulfilled.

Gas masks and protective clothing—so the first
Home Office Circular told us—are to be supplied to
the essential services, firemen, policemen, etc., but
not to the general population, though subsequent
announcements have modified this. Nor is there any
certainty that gas masks and gas filters will prove
effective, since the enemy will naturally seek to
employ some gas against which those that have been
provided are useless. In any case, sneezing gas
can penetrate any mask and compel the wearer to
take it off ; and fitting masks on to young children
is hardly possible, so that the most innocent and
helpless part of the population will be unprotected.

Official pronouncements, of course, make the
best of the situation, because they must, at all
“costs, deter the population from insisting that war
shall not take place. Air-Commodore Charlton is
admirably frank on the subject : .

““On land there are certain forms of defence,
both passive and active, which, even though they
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may not do much else, will help to sustain the mass
moral, and postpone the moment when the popu-
lation will clamour for peace at any price. There
is the provision of refuges ; the issue of protective
coverings ; and, possibly, the planned evacuation
of cities ; there is also the creation of an iron-
bound censorship, which will disguise disasters
and prevent dire news spreading ; there is, further-
more, propaganda on the home front, the converse
of the last.” ‘
This author devotes a chapter to * Air-Bombing
of a Capital »*, in which, after the reassuring state-
ment that it is untrue to suppose that in London
“ not a great percentage of the population will live
to see another day ”’, he adds: ‘ But that is all
the- comfort that citizens can take to themselves,
and the stark reality is almost as bad.”” Railway
yards, docks, and market centres will be * drenched
with gas >’ ; high explosives will be used to destroy
bridges, wharves, and power stations ; the ther-
mite bomb * can be scattered over the city at large,”
causing, verylikely, a conflagration equal to the Great
Fire of 1666, which completely destroyed the City.
. There is nothing peculiar in this forecast. Thus
Major Nye says :
“ The probable tactics of a future enemy will
be the bombardment of London with high explo-
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sive bombs so as to drive the populace into under-
ground shelters. This will be follawed by a gas
attack, in which the gas cloud will be heavier than
air and will make it impossible to remain in the
cellars. It would seem unthinkable to supply seven
million persons with gas masks.”

Major-General Fuller, who takes the unusual
view that the enemy, out of humanity, will employ
gases that disable but do not usually kill, gives the
following picture of what is to be expected :

“I believe that in future warfare great cities,
such as London, will be attacked from the air—
and that a fleet of 500 aeroplanes, each carrying
500 ten-pound bombs of let us suppose mustard
gas, might cause 200,000 minor casualties and
throw the whole city into panic within half an hour
of their arrival. Picture, if you can, what the result
will be: London for several days will be one
vast raving Bedlam, the hospitals will be stormed,
traffic will cease, the homeless will shriek for help,
the city will be a pandemonium. What of the
Government at Westminster ? It will be swept
away by an avalanche of terror. Then will the
enemy dictate his terms, which will be grasped at
like a straw by a drowning man. Thus may a
war be won in forty-eight hours and the losses of
the winning side may be actually nil !
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Most writers, however, consider that the above
is an under-statement, and that the reality will be
worse. Thus Brigadier-General Groves, after
quoting this passage, comments :

“ While agreeing with Fuller that non-lethal
gases, or non-lethal concentrations of toxic gases,
might suffice to produce such results, and conse-
quently that chemical warfare could proye as com-
paratively humane in any future struggle as it was
in the last, there is reason to believe that this
would not be so. For his view implies that bel-
ligerents can be guided by logic and common
sense, and discounts the hate and fear which in
war time soon affect the contending peoples with
a sort of mass-homicidal mania.”

The vision of London as merely “ one vast raving
Bedlam » is therefore to be dismissed as the opti-
mistic day-dream of a visionary who supposcs
belligerents to be * guided by logic and common
sense.”

Two coldly scientific statements by German
authorities are worth quoting. A German manual,
The Chemical War, by two eminent gas specialists,
says : “ The next war will be an affair of wide-
spread gas attacks by aircraft squadrons and gas-
carrying tanks. The civil population will come in
for scant consideration, although the possibility of
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providing them with gas masks and protective
armour is discussed.” General von Altrock is more
explicit :

“In wars of the future the initial hostile attack
will be directed against the great nerve and com-
munication centres of the enemy’s territory, against
its large cities, factory centres, munition areas,
water, gas, and light supplies ; in fact against every
life artery of the country. Discharge of poison gases
will become the rule since great progress has been
made in the production of poison gases. Such
attacks will be carried out to great depths in the
rear of the actual fighting troops. Entire regions
inhabited by peaceful populations will be con-
tinually threatened with extinction. The war will
Srequently have the appearance of a destruction en masse
of the entire civil population rather than a combat of
armed men > (my italics).

The view of the professional soldier, if we may
judge by the Army, Navy and Air Force Gazette, is that
the Home Office, being composed of civilians, is
unintentionally misleading the population on the
subject of gas defence. An editorial on July 23,
1936, states :

‘“ There can be no doubt that the present situa-
tion of our gas defences is highly unsatisfactory.
Adverse comment from many quarters confirms in
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general the views put forward in our columns. A
disquieting feature of the present state of affairs
is the absence of critical and informed opinion.
With few exceptions, the kind of articles appearing
in our newspapers to-day—obviously emanating
from official quarters—appear to suggest that it is
quite easy to protect people by individual methods
. . . and that our civil respirators are ° perfect,’
which, .if it means anything, can only mean that
they will give 100 per cent protection to everyone.
This light-hearted dismissal of a serious problem
suggests that the charge of unreality brought against
our present anti-gas measures is only too true. . .
As for °perfect’ respirators, have we already
forgotten the lessons of 1914-18, when troops
highly disciplined, highly trained in gas, provided
with equally ¢ perfect’ respirators, managed to
incur some hundreds of thousands of casualties ?
. The truth is that the charge of unreality and
absence of military standpoint is patent and obvious
to everyone who has had practical experience of
what it means to come up against the gas weapon.”
The same journal returns to the subject on
September 3, 1936, in its “ Weekly Notcs, in which
it says : ®

The gas defence problem is admittedly one of great com-
plexjty and dxﬂiculty, but our present atutude towards it, in
all its aspects, is one which increases the seriousness of the
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menace. Service arrangements are backward, in some
respects obsolete, and in all respects inadequate. Civil
preparation is equally disquieting ; after nearly twenty years
of inaction we are launching a defence system of the civil
population which will not stand intelligent examination.
Many distinguished scientific men, and not a few experienced
soldiers with considerable chemical war knowledge, feel that
the teaching of civil instructors is thoroughly bad, both in
respect of what is said and of what is not said,. that there is
a general inability to picture chemical warfare with accuracy
or even with clarity, and that present teaching is sowing a
harvest of tares which will not only be profitless but difficult
to eradicate. .

On general grounds the policy errs in that it ignores a well
proven principle of defence. It shows us to be in the hands
of men who, possibly very humanly, wish to buy their own
experience whatever the price we may have to pay. Such
an attitude is forgivable and often admirable in cases which
affect the individual, but should not be tolerated in those
responsible for the guidance of a nation. The principle to
which I refer has come inviolate through all the ages, but I
shall quote it as it was enunciated by one who owed his success
so largely to its observance, Frederick the Great :

“ A defensive war is apt to betray us into too frequent
detachments. Those generals who have had but little
experience attempt to protect every point, while those who
are better acquainted with their profession, having only the
capital object in view, guard against a decisive blow and
acquiesce in smaller misfortunes to avoid greater.”

To endeavour to teach over forty million men, women
and children how to protect themselves against every possible
form of aerial gas attack is not mcrely doomed to failure but
is both unnecessary ‘apd unwise. To dissipate monies in
pursuance of this policy is to divert them from effective
measures. To concentrate on what is vital should be the
guiding policy at the moment:
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It is not always easy to discover what may be omitted, but
the present policy shows that this has not even been considered,
since it is concentrating on what should first be eliminated.
What use, for instance, would hundreds of thousands of gas
masks be to people who cannot detect the presence of gas
or discover a contaminated area, and of what use would a
decontaminating plan be if such areas cannot be located ?
Who is going to say where they are ? Aircraft are capable
of spraying areas silently, without discovery, and they them-
selves will only know very vaguely which areas have been
contaminated. So far as London is concerned it would be
better to devote every penny available for defence on the
creation of roads along which London can evacuate itself, on
the protection of food supplies (which will get inside gas
masks and undo their protection), on the provision of under-
ground shelters—which might coincide with roads if the neces-
sary conveniences were added, and on such measures of which
many more will occur to the reader.

As for the possibility of protecting the civilian
population by means of masks, Major Lefebure,
one of the most eminent British authorities on gas,
says :

““ Can each individual or a substantial percen-
tage, be given mask protection? The idea is
farcical. A nation might produce sufficient masks,
but what hope has it to train from twenty to fifty
million people in the efficient use of the mask ?
Anyone really aware of the measures which had
to be taken to train disciplined soldiers to meet this
menace can have no doubt on the point. You
cannot hope to train the women, the children, the
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old and infirm ; your maximum hope is a relatively
small percentage of the fit and disciplined.

“ But if the population could be trained, what
hope have you to find it protected and using its mask
before a sudden attack ? Calculate the number of
people in a great city who would be within reach
of masks in such circumstances. Get statistics of
the displacement of people from their homes at
any time. The idea of substantial mask protection
then becomes farcical.”?

As for the attempt to make cellars gas proof, Dr.
G. Woker? points out that * the attempt to make
underground refuges impervious to gas will be
nullified by the mechanical effects of the high
explosive, which will burst the walls and roofs, and
the effect of the incendiary bombs.”

We can now form 2 picture of an air raid from
the standpoint of the ordinary civilian. But we
must remember that it is likely to be the very first
act of war, not preceded by any declaration of war,
but made unexpectedly at some moment of diplo-
matic tension ; the preparations which the Govern-
ment has in mind will therefore have been only
very partially carried out.

1 Common Sense about Disarmament, p. 122.

2 What would be the Character of a New War? p. 376. Dr.
Woker is the head of the Institute of Physico-Chemical
Biology at the University of Bern.
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Even assuming that civilians have undergone
gas drill and have all been provided with gas
masks (except young children, who cannot be
taught to use them), an air raid will inevitably
cause immense numbers of casualties—some through
explosive bombs, more through fires, and probably,
in spite of masks, still more through gas. But it
is likely that the worst results will be due to panic.
In 1917, when no gas or incendiary bombs were
used, and when the carrying capacity of aeroplanes,
as well as their number, was very much less than
new, there were times (as we have seen) when large
parts of the population of London were terror-
stricken. A bombardment from the air will be a
far more appalling experience in the next war than
it was in 1917. To quote War from the Air once
more :

“ What of the people ? From the very first their
minds will be reactive to rumour, exaggeration,
and all the other means of fostering panic. . . .
There will be undisciplined flight from London,
disintegrating to the public transport facilities, and
dislocating to the food supply. . . . Large sections
of this self-evacuated population will soon be exist-
ing in a state of semi-starvation, and lawlessness
will add its quota to the upheaval. Of those who
‘remain, either by choice or constraint, some will
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have their sanity strained to the limit. Others will
cower in the assigned shelters. . . . What is the use
of elaborating at great expense methods of passive
protection for the populace in the shape of masks,
safety suits, and bomb, gas, and. fireproof shelters,
when the material and economic destruction
is going to get them anyhow ?

It must be evident that the economic life of the
community, and the manufacture of munitions of
war, will be impossible in such conditions. Owing
to destruction on roads and railways, it will be
impossible to distribute food, and many will starve.
In such circumstances only an iron military des-
potism can prevent a degree of anarchy which
would be utterly disastrous.

It may be assumed that disciplined forces, which
have active duties to perform during air raids, will
not share the demoralization of those who arc
expected to be merely passive. The army, the
police, the firemen, the medical men and the
nurses, will, no doubt, do everything possible, even
if there are many casualties among them. But
they will find it almost impossible to do anything
effective. The supply system will be disorganized
by the enemy first, and then by the civilian panic.
'‘Oil fuel will be set ablaze by incendiary bombs,
thus reducing the air force to impotence and making
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motor transport impossible. Furious mobs may
attempt to lynch Cabinet Ministers. The only
remaining centre of order will be the armed forces,
now impotent against the enemy, but still powerful
against starving civilians. It will rest with them
to make peace, and to inaugurate a new system of
government.

In all this, I am not thinking only of Great
Britain ; the same sort of thing is likely to occur
in all the densely populated countries of Western
Europe. The American Continent, North and
South, is safe for the present’; the U.S.S.R., owing
to its vast extent and,-sparse’ population, cannot
suffer complete disaster‘through air raids ; Spain
and Portugal are likely to escape owing to their
geographical position. But the sort of thing that I
have been describing is to be expected in London,
Paris, Berlin, and Milan, as well as in all the most
important industrial districts of Western Europe.
There is, however, another possibility. It may be
that, at the critical moment, one side will attack
sooner than the other ; in that case, it must infal-
libly win a complete victory. Each side knows this ;
therefore the next war is certain to be sudden.

If the war does not come very soon, it is probable
that gﬁvemments will take steps to prevent civilian
panic, as they are already doing to some extent,
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especially in Japan. They may persuade most
people that adequate methods of protection exist,
and may use force to prevent escape from shelters
during air raids. They will, no doubt, move as
much of the population as possible from the capital
to remote country districts. They will prevent all
news of disasters from being printed. They will
be compelled to establish an iron tyranny, and to
give orders to troops to shoot down all disorderly
mobs. If all this is not done at once by the civil
government, it will be done within a few days by
the military authorities ; and it will all be clearly
necessary if disastrous anarchy is to be avoided. A
war in defence of democracy would necessarily
begin with a military despotism, and there is no
reason to doubt that it would end with one.

The consequences to Europe of such warfare
against civilians are impossible to estimate. A
French authority, Professor André Meyer, at the
end of a long discussion of the subject, says :

“ The effect of a siege [to which he likens modern
war] has always been great destruction and some-
times the total wiping out of a city. When all the
vital organs of the city were localised in one single
agglomeration this might bring about the end of
an entire civilization so that it has remained no
more than a name in history. It is true that onc
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may argue that what is new about our civilisation
is not contained in a single town but spread over
a territory and would be saved even if a city dis-
appeared. Nevertheless, it is not certain that
political, juridical, -and social institutions, a certain
form of life, a certain sense given to human activi-
ties would survive the disappearance of great
capitals, of laboratories, of libraries, of the art
treasures of the past, or even of the power stations
and the means of communication. The recruiting
of the élites, their education, their organisation,
might become impossible.

“It cannot be doubted that even European
civilisation is a fragile thing. It might disappear.
It is important that the men and women of Europe
should know this. They hold in their hands now,
and will hold tomorrow, means of destruction
sufficient to shake and perhaps to destroy it.”

For the moment this is perhaps too dark a picture.
If a war occurs during the next few years, it will
not destroy civilization in America, and from
America a civilized way of life will presumably
return, in time, to Europe. Twenty or thirty
years hence the technique of war may have made
sufficient progress to put an end to American
immunity and the partial immunity of the U.S.S.R.,
but as yet that point has not been reached.
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In England, France, Germany, and Italy, unless
one side is immediately victorious, we may expect
a loss of life to which there has been nothing
comparable since the Thirty Years’ War, which is
said to have halved the population of Germany.
This will inevitably be accompanied by the virtual
destruction of all social bonds except military
discipline, which alone will have the strength to
stand against panic. The peace will be concluded
between oligarchies of soldiers, sailors and airmen,
who will form the government everywhere. There
is, it is true, another possibility. The course of
the war may lead, in one country or in several, to
mutinies, in which case the anarchy is likely to be
prolonged long after the end of the international
war ; but even in that case, though by an even
more painful process, a military government must
be the ultimate outcome, either through foreign
conquest or through the effort to prevent it. If
this forecast is correct, a desire for war on the part
of Hitler or Mussolini is logical, since, even if they
themselves perish, the kind of social organization
that they admire is likely to spread throughout
Europe. But for those who dislike their outlook
it is useless to regard war as a means of defeating it.



CHAPTER THREE

Isolationism

*

IN VIEW OF THE APPALLING DESTRUCTION, NOT
only of life and property, but of civilized traditions
and social institutions, to be expected in the next
war, all parties in Great Britain are agreed that
peace is to be preserved if possible. Differences,
however, arise on two points :')ﬁrst, as to the best
policy for preventing war ;3)and second, as to the
objects for which it is still worth while to fight.
Some think that we ought to fight in defence of
the territory of the British Empire, but for no
other purpose whatever. Others consider that the
only justifiable war is a League of Nations war.
A third group considers that some principle—
democracy, communism, or fascism—is of such
immense international.importance that it would
be ignoble not to fight for it. A fourth group con-

siders that the way to preserve peace is to form
50
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strong alliances of peace-loving powers, even if
these are not camouflaged as the League of Nations.
A fifth group—which apparently includes the
Government—relies upon a policy of expedients,
and hopes, by diplomatic finesse, to stave off each
successive crisis until the general situation grows
less tense. Finally there are those who think that
a modern war between civilized States can never
be worth while, since, whatever the question at
stake and whatever the issue, the war is likely to
do more harm than would be done by even the
worst peaceable decision.

I propose to consider each of these policies in
succession, not in a spirit of controversy, but in a
serious endeavour to arrive at a reasonable con-
clusion. I shall assume that a war is justifiable if
it promotes happiness or civilization, but not
otherwise ; it is to be judged, that is to say, by its
outcome, not by any legalistic test, nor by what is
called “ honour ”’, nor yet by any sweeping con-
demnation of all war as such. There have bgen
wars that have done good—for example, the
Américan War of Independence, and, to take &
case where no legal pretext existed, Casar’s con-
quest of Gaul. Our question is, therefore : Can
we imagine any great modern war which would do
more good than harm ?
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+ “ Isolationism ” is the doctrine that Great Britain
ought to fight in defence of the British Empire, but
not for any other reason. Put more generally, it
maintains that every State is justified in defending
its own territory, but not in engaging in war for
any other cause. ¢

As a general theory, this view is obviously unten-
able. If a large and powerful State is surrounded
by a number of small countries, and each of them
adopts the isolationist position, it is obvious that
each can easily be conquered separately, whereas
in combination they might have preserved their
independence. There can be no Justification for
self-defence which is not also a justification of
defence of another who is unwarrantably attacked.
All this is obvious, and no one would deny it in its
general form.

But when it comes to particular cases, isolationism
'may become more or less defensible. In the United
States, the doctrine has been passionately held ever
since the time of Washington, and it cannot be
denied that it has served the national interests
well.  When Wilson tried to get his country to
4bandon this policy in favour of the Covenant of
the League, he failed ; and ever since there has
been a strong determination to keep out of European
quarrels if possible. Indeed, the most drastic legis-
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lation limiting trade with belligerents has been
passed with a view to facilitating the preservation
of neutrality. It is true that grave doubts exist
among well-informed Americans as to whether this
legislation will succeed in its object, but at any
rate the wish for its success is overwhelmingly
strong, and makes pacts with European Powers
politically impossible.

Apart from the War of Independence, the United
States has only twice been involved in a European
war, and each time through insisting upon the
rights of neutrals on the sea. While not renouncing
these rights, Americans, it seems, prefer not exer-
cising them to being dragged into war in defence
of them. No doubt, from the point of view of the
national interest, they are right in this. The treaty
of Ghent, which concluded the war of 1812, settled
nothing ; the victory of America and the Allies
in the Great War did not secure * the freedom of
the seas.” Obviously in both cases neutrality
would have been more advantageous.

The policy of isolationism is possible for the
United States owing to two factors : great strength,
and geographical remoteness from other Great
Powers. There has never been any motive for a
wide coalition against America, and nothing less
would offer any chance of success. National
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interests are mainly in the Western hemisphere,
where they are safeguarded by the Monroe Doc-
trine. Far Eastern questions may, before very long,
bring about a change'in this respect, since allies
may be needed in defending American interests
against Japan. But it may well ‘be questioned
whether these interests are of sufficient importance
to be worth a serious war, and as yet there is no
evidence that America so considers them. The
defence of American territory is not difficult, and
accessions of territory are not needed. At present,
therefore, the United States can stand alone, and
avoid “ entangling alliances ” ; and this can be
done without any departure from the traditional
maxims of statecraft.

There was a period when England was in the same
position, namely, from 1815 to the end of the Boer
War in 19go2. Thiroughout that period, the British
Navy made invasion impossible, even for a
coalition of all the other Great Powers ; and even
against such a coalition, it would have been pos-
sible to defend almost all parts of the Empire.
Until 1815, we had needed allies, first against
Spain, and then against France ; after 1902, we
needed allies, or at least friends, against the menace
of the Germany Navy.

After 1918, it is true, we had no longer the
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German navy to fear. But now, owing to the pos-
sibility of air invasion, we are not protected by our
navy, and are even more vulnerable than France
or Germany, because of the density of our popula-
tion and our dependence upon sea-borne food.
In a single combat with either France or Germany,
we can hardly hope for victory. Our immense
Empire is a temptation to any predatory Power,
and can no longer be successfully defended except
with the help of allies. If, then, it is taken for
granted—as is done by isolationists—that we must
defend our Empire, it follows that we must seek
the co-operation of some other Power or Powers.
Since we cannot hope to secure this for nothing,
we must undertake reciprocal obligations: not
only will they defend us, but we shall defend them.
The defence of our Empire, therefore, involves
commitments on the Continent, and these must be
such that some one or more Great Powers will not
wish to see us defeated in war. ¢Isolationism, when
combined with imperialism, is illogical, since it
supposes that we still possess that immunity and
that preponderance that we enjoyed in the nine-
teenth century. If we are not to bind ourselves, in
certain contingencies, to take part in Continental
quarrels, we must be content to lose our Empire,
with the important exception of the self-governing
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Dominions. + I do not mean that we must lose it
at once, but that sooner or later, an irresistible com-
bination of Powers will tell us that we own more
than our share of the earth’s surface, and that it
is time we submitted to a more just distribution.
Those who are unwilling to yield to such demands,
and yet insist that we must remain neutral in
the affairs of the Continent, are blind to the dis-
tribution of power in the modern world ; they
are Rip van Winkles, dreaming that we are
still living in the comfortable days of Queen
Victoria.

Moreover, from the standpoint of ordinary power
politics, many places not in the British Empire are
more important to us than a number of our own
possessions. Belgium, for example, matters more
to us than the Falkland Islands or British Guiana.
Ceuta, in Spanish Morocco, was coveted by the
French ; but even when, in 1go5 and 1911, we
were willing to go to war with Germany to defend
the claim of France to the greater part of Morocco,
we insisted upon the retention of Ceuta by Spain,
because its possession by a first-class Power would
make Gibraltar valueless. It is said that the
Spanish rebels have promised Ceuta to Mussolini
if they win ; if so, our Government cannot wish
for their success. No Great Power, and England
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least of all, can afford to disregard events in foreign
territory if it is to play the imperialist game
successfully.

Morally, there is nothing to be said for the view
that we should fight to retain possession of regions
which we acquired and retain by force—India, for
instance—while we should not lift a finger in even
the most righteous cause in which no part of our
Empire is involved. The Spanish rebels, for
example, are a brutal military oligarchy, supported
by savage Moorish and foreign mercenaries, at-
tempting to suppress by force a legally elected
government. This, according to current maxims,
gives us no ground for opposing them ; but when,
by accident, they land a bomb on the golf course
at Gibraltar, we have a just grievance. I do not
mean that we ought, on idealistic grounds, to
intervene in Spain ; but I do mean that these
grounds, even if not adequate, .are a thousand
times stronger than any violation of territory which
is ours by right of conquest.

Isolationism combined with imperialism is igno-
rant and stupid ; divorced from imperialism, jt is
much more defensible. It may be urged, truly,
as I think, that a reason against imperialism is its
need for Continental alliances. Sir Edward Grey,
in July 1914, remarked that ““ to be dragged into
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a war for Serbia would be detestable > ; neverthe-
less we were dragged into it, because Serbia was
allied with Russia, Russia with France, and France
with England. When we concluded the Entente
Cordiale with the French in 1go4, they recognized
our position in Egypt and we recognized theirs
in Morocco. This twice brought us to the verge
of war with Germany in defence of French Im-
perialism ; and on the second of these occasions, in
1911, it was not our moderation, but that of Ger-
many, that brought the crisis to an end. Every
Great Power commits crimes, and an alliance
compels us to support the crimes of others as well
as our own. Moreover every alliance, while it may,
for a time, prevent the outbreak of war, makes the
extent of war greater when it does come. If Serbia
had not been allied with Russia, Austria and Serbia
could have settled their quarrel in a week. If
Austria had not been allied with Germany, Russia
and Serbia could have settled with Austria in a
month. If Russia had not been allied with France,
or France with England, Germany and Austria
could have defeated Russia in half a year. But
owing to the system of alliances, all Europe, almost,
had to fight for over four years. These are reasons
for isolation, but they are reasons derived from
humanity and the progress of civilization, not from
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considerations of purely national interests. And
if they are valid, they take us, as we shall see in
later chapters, to a very much more extreme
position than any that could possibly be described
as isolationism.



CHAPTER FOUR

Collective Security

*

b

‘‘ COLLECTIVE SECURITY °’ IS, AT PRESENT IN GREAT
Britain, the favourite method of preventing war.
It is professed ardently by the Labour Party, with
somewhat less ardour by a majority of Conserva-
tives, and with varying degrees of conviction by
most of the writers on war and its evils. Com-
munists, since Russia joined the League, are as
ardent as anybody in its favour ; indeed, on this
question, there is a * united front”’ from them to
the Bench of Bishops. In spite of this formidable
body of opinion, I cannot persuade myself that, in
the present state of the world, what is practicable
in the way of “ collective security * offers much
hope of peace. But before embarking on criticism,
I wish to say that I believe the ultimate cure for
war will be found through a development of the

idea which led to the creation of the League of
. 60
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Nations. At the end of this chapter I shall con-
sider what conditions a League would have to
fulfil in order to achieve the objects which its
advocates have hoped that the existing League
would fulfil. But for the moment I am concerned
with the inadequacy of the League as it is, not with
the possible merits of some future League with a
different constitution.

When President Wilson created the League of
Nations, he had a definite theory in mind. Each
State, while preserving its sovereignty intact, was
to bind itself, by the Covenant, to come to the
assistance of any other State which was the victim
of aggression. In this way, aggression would
automatically become unprofitable, and wars would
therefore cease. Often the aggressor could be
defeated by economic sanctions alone, but if
necessary military sanctions also would be employed,
and obviously with success, since (according to
the theory) they would be employed by the whole
world against only one Power.

There was nothing new in all this from a theoreti-
cal point of view. My father Lord Amberley
advocated almost exactly Wilson’s League, with
the whole apparatus of economic and military
sanctions, in an essay written in 1871 and pub-
lished by John Morley in the Fortnightly Review.
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Seeley the historian produced a similar scheme,
though for Europe only, at the same time, the
stimulus in each case being the Franco-Prussian
War. In England, first Disraeli and then Joseph
Chamberlain subsequently led the majority to
neglect such ideas in favour of the glory of con-
quest. We should not have liked a league against
aggression during the Afghan war, the Zulu war,
the war in the Sudan, or, above all, the Boer War,
which nearly brought about an alliance of France,
Germany and Russia in defence of the Boers. In-
deed the fright we got at that.time was one of the
reasons for our ententes with France and Russia :
we found that the imperialist game was becoming
risky unless we had accomplices. We therefore
lent money to the Tsar to enable him to do without
the Duma, and our Government did everything in
its power to conceal our support of his policy of
frightfulness in Persia.

But when the Great War came, many people
could not be content without some moral camou-
flage. The phrase “a war to end war” caught
on, and seems to have impressed President Wilson,
who was too high-minded to regard Pierpont
Morgan’s solvency as the main purpose of America’s
participation on the side of the Allies. The League,
in some form or other, was the method by which
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it.was hoped, in the Peace Treaty, to create a
mechanism for preventing future great wars. This
hope, however, while it existed, at that time, in
the overwhelming majority of the populations of
Europe, was not shared by the governments.
Among the holders of power, President Wilson
was alone in his aspirations, and European states-
men had little difficulty in bamboozling him and
many of his European admirers. The Treaty, it is
true, contained his League of Nations, but in a
form which, it was confidently foreseen, would prove
ineffective for the objects which he had in view.

The League, as created at Versailles, had defects
of two kinds. On the one hand, it left national
sovereignties completely intact, and provided no
machinery for compelling respect for the Covenant.
On the other hand, it was part of a vindictive
Treaty imposed upon Germany by the victors
and containing the war-guilt clause. (Connected
with this in spirit was the refusal to admit the
existence of the Soviet Government.) The refusal
of the United States to become a member of the
League was a blow not expected by those who
brought it into existence, but it greatly diminished
whatever power for good the League might still
have possessed.

We may pass by the minor functions of the
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League, in regard to the rights of minorities,
labour legislation, the white slave traffic, etc.
Some of these functions have been carried out well,
some badly, but none of them concerns our prob-
lem, which is the prevention of war. A curious
example of impotence was given in 1919 and 1920,
when the League was just coming into existence.
Not the League as such, but all its major Powers
together with the United States, made war on the
Soviet Government, but failed to shake it. The
Covenant neither justified nor condemned this
action, and yet it was such as might, in other cir-
cumstances, provoke a first-class war—for instance,
in Spain at the present moment. The whole ques-
tion of intervention in a civil war was one for
which no provision had been made. The only
thing that was made definite as a result of anti-
Soviet intervention was that all the Great Powers
in the League, with the United States to boot,
may be powerless to coerce one State, even when
it is in the throes of a civil war. Yet the possibility
of such coercion was the axiom upon which the
League, as an engine of peace, was based.

-The anti-German bias of the League was an
even graver obstacle to the fulfilment of its supposed
functions. Any infringement of the Treaty of
Versailles could be condemned as a breach of
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international law, and the League, under the
leadership of France and England, became vir-
tually an alliance of victors to preserve the status
quo. - Machinery for the revision of treaties was
provided in the Covenant, but so long as Germany
was not a member of the League no member had
any interest in invoking this machinery, and even
after Germany became a member there was no
hope of success in demanding the drastic revisions
which justice required. Experience has since shown
that these were only to be obtained by the threat
of force, without which the legal machinery would
not have been allowed to function.

The failure in regard to Germany, from the end
of the war down to the present day, was, perhaps,
the most serious of all the League’s mistakes. It
is customary in England to lay all the blame for
this upon the French, and it cannot be denied that
theirs is the hehviest responsibility. But ours is
much greater than most of us realize. We had
secured the virtual abolition of the German navy,
and the mandate for a number of German colonies.
We did not, until the rise of Hitler terrified us,
propose any modification in these respects. The
modifications that we desired were such as were
disadvantageous to the French, not to ourselves.
It is true that we favoured less drastic demands for
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reparations, but this we did as economic realists,
in our own interests as well as in those of everyone
else. On the question of security, which was, for
the French, by far the most important, we failed
completely to meet their needs, while believing
that our own were fully met. By the Treaty of
Versailles, America and England jointly were to
have guaranteed France against a German attack.
If this guarantee had come into operation, the
French would almost certainly have consented to
a considerable measure of disarmament, and Ger-
man nationalism might never have developed as
it has done. But America decided not to ratify
the Treaty, and we thereupon refused our guar-
antee, which had been made conditional upon
that of the United States. I do not say that we
were wrong in doing this ; the question is a com-
plex one, and I express no opinion on it. But
from that moment onwards our acts proved to
France that we were not willing to give such guar-
antees of security as would cause the French to
feel justified in reducing their armaments. Indu-
bitably the French policy was short-sighted and
narrow-minded, but ours was nothing like so
admirable as we are inclined to suppose. And it
must be confessed that, by refusing to interpret
the Covenant in its plain sense, as binding us to
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military support of any victim of aggression, we
did more than any other State Member to
emasculate the League.

The second really important failure of the League
was in regard to Japan. When I say  failure ”
I do not mean to assert that any other policy could
have succeeded ; I mean rather that events proved
the incapacity of the League to fulfil the purposes
for which it was created. The situation was legally
simple : one member of the League made an
unprovoked attack upon another, and the League
pronounced a condemnation. But to make the
condemnation effective might have required a
first-class war, which was not felt to be worth
while, since the interests of members other than
China were not sufficiently involved. There were
those who wished to threaten war, but they were
idealists and pacifists, who supported their argu-
ments by the contention that Japan would yield
to threats, and that actual war would be unneces-
sary ; economic sanctions at most, they thought,
would suffice. But it was clear that this could only
be the case if the threat of war was serious, and
not mere bluff ; and even then it was by no means
certain that.Japan would vyield. The British
Government, for a variety of reasons, has always
been friendly to Japan; the French had pre-
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occupations nearer home, and were not willing to
lock up their forces in a Far Eastern conflict. The
Japanese, therefore, were left as free to carry out
their aggressive plans as they would have been if
no League of Nations had existed. Nor was there
in this anything surprising ; with the present con-
stitution of the League, no other outcome was to
be expected. Nations will only go to war when
they believe their national interests to be involved ;
and the enforcement of international law is not
yet recognized as in itself a national interest. I
am not at all sure that, in the present state of the
world, it is desirable that it should be, since the
effect might only be to enlarge the area of wars
and make them all world-wide.

' The third and most recent of the League’s spec-
tacular failures was in regard to Abyssinia. Here
it came nearer to success than in the case of Japan,
because one important member of the League,
namely Great Britain, had important imperial
interests which were opposed to those of Italy and
favourable to the maintenance of the status quo,
or, failing that, to a partition of Abyssinia. Great
Britain, therefore, displayed an enthusiasm for
the coercive clauses of the Covenant which had
hitherto been shown only by France. France, on
the other hand, hoping to retain Italy as an ally
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against Germany, continually sabotaged all the
efforts made by the League, and ensured the
triumph of Italy, which, nevertheless, immediately
proceeded to make friends with Germany. In
old days, Great Britain would have acted alone
against Italy, but now the fear of what aeroplanes
can effect against battleships made this impossible.
Nothing, therefore, remained to the British except
to sabotage, in return, the attempts of France to
bring about joint action against Hitler. This is,
in practice, what results from the attempt to
practise ‘‘ collective security.”

The three great failures of the League—in regard
to Germany, Japan, and Italy—enable us to diag-
nose its essential weaknesses, and to see what a
League would have to be if these weaknesses were
to be absent.

All the defects of the League may be summed up
in the one fact that it is not a government. A
government has legislative, executive, and judicial
functions ; it does not require unanimity, but can
act by a majority. The League of Nations has no
legislative body : neither the Council nor the
Assembly can coerce dissentient members, nor can
treaties be revised without the consent of the
signatories. The League has no executive : the
only force at its disposal is that of member States,



70 WHICH WAY TO PEACE?

which is used or withheld as national governments
decide, not as the League may demand. There is,
it is true, a judicial authority, the Hague Court ;
but no one is obliged to submit to it, and if it were
asked who was the aggressor in a first-class war,
the fighting would probably be finished before it
gave a decision. Indeed, in view of the difficulty
of legally defining the term ‘‘ aggressor ”, it is to
be expected that no decision would be legally
possible. A body which is to fulfil the purposes
for which the League was founded must be a
government in the full sense of the word, and so
long as it is not a government it will inevitably
disappoint its supporters. That this must be the
case I shall now endeavour to establish.

The first difficulty that confronts the League
method of preserving peace is the immense strength
of single States, especially in their own areas. Of
the strength of Russia and Japan we have already
spoken ; the strength of the United States is even
greater. Suppose—merely by way of a theoretical
illustration—that the<United States were to attack
some South American member of the League ;
what, in such a case, could the League do? It
would be even more powerless than it was in the
case of Japan and China. It is not always the
case that a single State can be compelled to yield
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to the rest of the world in combination, especially
if, as will usually happen, many nations are only
prepared for very moderate sacrifices. Still less
can an alliance of recalcitrant States be coerced.
Imagine—to take, this time, a by no means far-
fetched illustration—an alliance of Germany, Italy,
and Japan, and suppose the leading Powers in the
League of Nations, i.e. England, France, and
Russia, wished to use the League to coerce this
alliance. Is it to be supposed that the minor
Powers would decide their action in accordance
with the Covenant ? Would Denmark hurl defiance
at Germany ? Would Uruguay drill her manhood
and send it to perish in Flanders? What would
Poland do ? It is obvious that each country would
decide in accordance with its national interest,
without the slightest regard to the League. Eng-
land, France, and Russia might loudly proclaim
that they were engaged in police action against
international criminals; but they did this very
effectively in 1914, when no League existed. Except
in their propaganda, the war would just be a war
like another, differing from the Great War only by
its greater destructiveness. * The League of Nations,
as it is now, is merely an alliance of certain Powers
against certain others ; it differs from the pre-war
triple Entente solely by being less reliablex
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Even if the League were world-wide, it would
still have to contend with the difficulty that, in
any quarrel, most nations would feel that their
interests were not involved, and would therefore
not be prepared to make great efforts. It is true
that, when once public law is established, the
punishment of a lawbreaker is obviously in the
interests of the law-abiding. Nevertheless, muni-
cipal law does not rely upon ordinary citizens in
dealing with criminals, but employs the services
of the police. In the middle ages, when the
authority of the King was being established, there
were long civil wars, changes of dynasty, assas-
sinations of kings, and so on. If kings had
depended upon the public spirit of citizens they
would still be facing the barons at Runnymede or
Evesham, or being murdered in castle dungeons.
It was by their armed forces that they won the
victory, and it was only after they had won that the
sentiment in favour of ‘ the King’s peace” acquired
its present force. The League of Nations is not in
a position to imitate the rigour of Henry VII or
of Louis XI. And in view of the horrors of modern
war, it is hardly surprising that nations hesitate to
incur them except when they believe that their
own vital interests are involved. Yet, so long as
this is the case, and so long as the League of Nations
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cannot compel its members to co-operate in com-
mon efforts, the method of joint war against an
aggressor would have little chance of success
against a first-rate Power even if every single state
throughout the world had signed the Covenant.
There is another difficulty which, so long as
national sovereignty remains intact, is inseparable
from the League-of-Nations method. Each Power
has its own imperialist aims, and often these can
easily be disguised so as to seem to be inspired by
the most idealistic motives. If we had gone to
war with Italy on the Abyssinian question, it
would not have been to preserve the independence
of a gallant little nation, but to safeguard the route
to India and the headwaters of the Blue Nile.
Yet ardent pacifists clamoured for measures against
Italy—such as the attempt to close the canal—
which must have led to war. Thus the League
becomes part of a new technique of imperialism,
and of a new propaganda which, once more, turns
idealists into war-mongers. So long as we retain
separate sovereign States and our present economic
system, so long imperialism will remain; and if
there is a powerful sentiment in favour of the League
the cleverest imperialists will find ways of enlisting
this sentiment in their support. Thus what are
nominally League wars, but really wars for the
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national interests of some dominant group +4n the
League, will receive the support of those who hate
war. The only effect of the League, in such a
case, will be to mislead the pacifists and stultify
their efforts. Of all this the attitude of sanctionists
on the Abyssinian question afforded a distressing
illustration. If, in general, you are opposed to
war, but on a particular occasion men whom you
usually distrust present you with what seem to be
good arguments for fighting just this once, it is
wise to examine the arguments very closely, and
to remember that a persuasive tongue is one of the
chief requisites for achieving political power.

But while, on the one hand, League of Nations
talk may inveigle pacifists into support of what is
really an imperialist war, there is also an exactly
opposite difficulty which is inherent in the Cove-
nant as a method of preserving the peace. The
sentiment which supports the League of Nations
is mainly a pacifist sentiment, and yet the League
cannot be effective unless it is willing, on occasion,
to make war. Pacifists who support the League
are willing to use the threat of war when they think
that will suffice, but hesitate to proceed to actual
war when the threat proves insufficient. When
their genuinely warlike opponents call their bluff,
it appears that there was no reality in their pre-
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vious bluster, which was like the bark of a nervous
dog that runs away when its noise fails to inspire
terror. Itis a difficult thing to use pacifist sentiment
as the driving force in a war. When the attempt
is made, some of the pacifists will refuse to support
the war, while others will lose their pacifism.
Less will be achieved than by an equal but warlike
population, and what is achieved is not likely to
be anything that a pacifist, in quiet times, would
recognize to be desirable..

If the method of sanctions is to be used effectively, the
sentiment behind it must be respect for law, not love of
peace. It is true that, if respect for international
law were sufficiently strong, peace would result in
the long run ; but it would result in consequence
of a series of wars from which pacifists would shrink.
Respect for law may inspire a wish to punish the
criminal, and may thus afford an incentive to war ;
but love of peace, if used as an incentive to war,
produces an inner conflict which is likely to
prevent effective action. This inner conflict shows
itself outwardly in the present policy of the Labour
Party, which opposes armaments while advocating
measures likely to bring war.

I come now to another class of difficulties, of a
more detailed kind. There is first the difficulty
of defining an * aggressor”, of which I have
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already spoken. It is enough to say that no
definition has yet been proposed which has seemed
satisfactory to authorities on international law,
and that every imaginable definition would lend
itself to deceit and trickery at the outbreak of a
war. Perhaps in time the inculcation of a warlike
spirit may come to be considered a form of aggres-
sion ; schools may be forbidden to teach excessive
nationalism, and newspapers may be prevented
from publishing incitements to national hatred.
The doctrine that war is the noblest of human
activities—which is the official teaching in totali-
tarian States—may be made illegal, or at least
deprived of all government support. But these
are distant prospects, nor do they in any degree
facilitate the definition of aggression. For the
present we must expect that, in any serious war,
each side will claim to be acting on the defensive,
and will be able to make out a plausible case in
defence of this claim.

An even more serious obstacle to the method
contemplated in the Covenant arises from the
immensity and suddenness of modern war. All
the initial moves must be planned in time of peace
—the time-table of trains and boats, the number
of men and munitions to be conveyed in each, the
exact destination of each company. In 1914, the
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British and French War Offices had concerted all
this, and in doing so had, of necessity, come to
know each other’s military secrets. Suppose we
had been uncertain whether to support the French
or the Germans, we should have had to prepare
another set of plans for the latter event. But if
such uncertainty had existed, neither the French
nor the Germans, since they would have viewed
us as possible enemies, would have allowed us to
acquire the knowledge of their military secrets
required for concerting a plan. We should have
had to wait until we had decided which to support
before beginning to make our plans, which would
have caused an extremely serious delay. A new
war will be far more rapid than the last, and
plans which only begin to be made at its outbreak
are likely to be useless. If, therefore, we mean to
have allies in a war, it is necessary to settle in
advance who they are to be, and not to wait until
the last moment. Yet unless.we wait we cannot
adopt the policy of siding against the aggressor.
Consider, for a moment, the concrete situation
if a war were to break out between France and
Germany, and we had decided in advance that
we would side against whichever was the aggressor.
Propaganda from both sides would make the facts
impossible to ascertain. Even if*the French (say)
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had"agreed to submit the dispute to arbitration,
it might be maintained that this was only a blind
to cover war 