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THEY (the U.S.A. and U.K.) respect the right of all peoples
to choose the form of government under which they will live,
and they wish to see sovereign rights and self-government
restored to those who have been forcibly deprived of them.

Atlantic Charter, Article I1lI.

THEY recognize the necessity of establishing as soon as
possible a general international organization, based on the
principle of the sovereign equality of all peace-loving States
and open to the membership of all such States, great or
small, for the maintenance of peace and security.

The Moscow Declaration, Article 4.

T H E Organizationis based on the principle of the sovereign
equality of all peace-loving States.
Dumbarton Oaks Tentative Proposals, Chapter I, Article (1).
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FOREWORD*
By SSR WILLIAM BEVERIDGE

THEAtI antic Charter defines the peace for whose establish-
ment its signatories fight as a' peace which will afford to
all nations the means of dwelling in safety within their own
boundaries and which will afford assurance that all menin all
lands may live out their lives in freedom from fear and want*.
These are noble and simple words. They have been
accepted by the leaders of all the United Nations as repre-
senting the common aspirations of their peoples. Thereisno
doubt that they do so. How can realization of these aspira-
tions be made secure? How can these leading wor,ds of the
Atlantic Charter be turned into deeds? Mr. Lionel Curtis's
pamphlet on Faith and Works, following its predecessors
entitled Decision and Action, sets out to answer this question.
Before discussing the answer, it iswell to examine alittle
more closely what is implied in the question, that is to say,
in the words of the Atlantic Charter. Those words provide
for continuance of separate nations with their own Govern-
ments; they contemplate a world of nations of many sizes,
largé and small, all of whom are to be able to dwell in safety
within their own boundaries. At the end of the last war the
amm of the victors was phrased by some of them as making
the world safe for democracy. But democracy is a means,
not an end. The aim for the next peace can be put better: we
should decide to make the world safe for small nations.

Freedom from Fear
That phrase implies all that is essential. If the world is
safe for small nations, it will be safe for all nations. |f the
world is safe for small nations, it will be an ordered world
in which the rights of each nation are determined by justice
and not by relative strength, as in an ordered community the
unarmed citizen is safe beneath the protection of the law. If

! These introductory pages were published as a review of Faith and
Worksin the Observer on the 2nd May 1943. | haveto thank Sir William
Beveridge and the Observer for their kind permission to reprint them here.
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theworld issafefor small nations, it will beaworld in which
the human spirit can blossom in all its infinite variety of
national cultures and not be beaten flat into a totalitarian
mould.

How can the world be made safe for small nations? Not
by their dependence on a larger neighbour, for that destroys
nationhood. Not by their own arms, and not by grouping
themsdves with other small nations; not even the largest
single nation in theworId to-day can be safe by its own arms,
for safety does not mean living always on the brink of war,
even if one survives war. It means security—being without
the fact or the constant fear of war. Security for all nations,
small and great, can come only through the enthronement
of impartial justice between nationsand the arming of justice
with decisve force for her decrees 'The sales of justice,
as M r. Winston Churchill once said, 'are vain without her
sword." Who is to supply international justice with her
sword and wield it for her ?

Theanswer tothat question isgiven by M r. Curtisin two
propositions. First, force adequate to maintain justice and
peace and prevent war s cannot be supplied by any one nation.
The British Commonwealth, on whose control of the ssasin
the nineteenth century the Pax Britannica was based, 'has
twicein this century failed of itsmajor purpose’. Second, the
force on which international justicerests must itself beinter-
national. It cannot be composed of men owing their whole
personal allegiance to one particular nation. They must owe
allegianceto a Gover nment which itself isdirectly responsible
to the citizens of many nations. There must, in other words,
.beboth national Governmentsand an inter national Govern-
ment.

Thisdoublethemeisdeveloped by M r . Curtiswith acom-
bination of eoquence, practicality, and historical illustration
which make, between them, an argument of compelling force.

Liberty at Home
In contrast to some advocates of federation across national
boundaries, M r. Curtis does not suggest removing from the
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sphere of national Government any functions other than
those which are essential to external security. Hisproposal is
'that the powers of the international Gover nment should be
limited to defence, foreign policy, colonies, civil aviation, and
effective means of making the cost of these services a first
charge on the nations united, leaving all internal and social
affairs, including the incidence of taxation between one tax-
payer and another, to the national Governments where they
now res*. Mr. Curtis keeps the sphere of national Gover n-
ment large; it would be the only Gover nment of which most
ordinary citizens in their daily lives would be aware. This
proposal has three advantages over more ambitious schemes
of federation.

First, it keegps down to the indispensable minimum the
sacrifice of national powers and thus makes more likely the
acceptance of this sacrifice.

Second, it givesthe best practical guaranteethat the armed
force developed by the nations that combine will not be used
for any purely national purpose. For everything except the
common good of external security each nation will preserve
its individuality. The international Government will not
itself have any national purpose.

Third, it makesit possble to give equal opportunity to all
men in all lands to live out their individual livesin freedom
from fear and want, while not leaving it freeto all nationsto
develop armed force of their own or to take an equal sharein
arming international justice. When the present conflict ends
in the destruction of Nazi tyranny and its satellites and apes,
the hope of lasting peace will depend on the extent to which
it ispossibleto establish and enforce the principlethat armed
force for usein war againg other nations is not an appanage
of nationhood. This principle can and no doubt will be
enforced againg the defeated tyrannies, by disarmament,
adequate inspection, and instant action to stop rear mament.
It will need to be applied also to all other nations, so far as
the power of the United Nations extends. It can be applied,
most convincingly and most effectively, to themsdlves by the
United Nations or some of them.
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Mr. Curtis, of course, does not assume establishment of
aworld-wide international Government at once, if ever. He
assumes only that a sufficient number of separate nations,
knowingthat war between themselvesisunthinkable, decide,
while keeping independence for all other purposes, to pool
their strength for armed conflict formally and finally, as the
best means of achieving external security for themselves and
as the support of international justice between all nations.
A aufficient number for this purpose means more—much
mor e—than the States of the British Commonwealth; that is
the lesson of two wars and of the L eague of Nations. It does
not mean of necessity all the United Nations; a close, per-
manent union of some of these nations for external security
would not imply any difficulty intheir co-operatingin alooser
bond with all otherswho were like-minded.

Can such a union of nations for peace arise out of the
present war? The answer is 'yes, for it heeds no more than
the recognition of plain facts. There is infinitely less poss-
bility of future war to-day between any of the great English-
gpeaking nations of the world than there was between the
States which came together in the American Confederation,
and later in the American Union. There is none of these
nations which for all practical purposes of communication
is not closer to all the rest than were those early American
States.

These things shall be

Can such a union of nationsfor peace arise from thiswar ?
The answer isthat it must. To deride as Utopian plans for
international Government and abolition of war is the idled]
form of bad dreaming. The shadow of total war has lain
over theworld long enough to let all men sse what it means.
The choice is no longer between Utopia and the world our
fathers knew. If lasting peace be Utopian, the choice is
between Utopiaand Hell.

To win warsis not enough. We.must prevent -them. We
must make the'world safe for small nations, and so for all
nations. We cannot do so by having no force at a!l in the
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world, for that makes it a paradise for criminals. We cannot
do so by any combination of forces which owe their first
allegiance to any single nation; in the wordsforming the title
of a famous lecture by Lord Lothlan 'Pacifism is not enough,
nor Patriotism either.'" We can do so by placing inter national
security in the hands of an international authority, by setting
the Government of each nation free for its national tasks,
free to build for all its citizens, in accord with their national
ways of life, an ordered opportunlty for service and freedom
from fear and want.

! Burge Memorial Lecture, 1935. Republished by Oxford University
Press, 1941. is.

a3



PREFACE

AT the Conference of Paris in 1919 American and British

delegates agreed to create laboratories for the scientific
study of international questions, that is to say of questions
which determine the issues of peace and war. For this pur-
pose our American colleagues organized the Council on
Foreign Relationsin New York. The British delegates estab-
lished the Royal Institute of International Affairs, which is
now commonly known as Chatham House. When this war
was pending the Foreign Office asked Chatham House to
detail some of its experts to assg it by doing long-distance
research. Arrangements were made to send these experts,
when war broke out, to do their work in Balliol College. |
was asked, as a member of the Council of Chatham House
resident in Oxford, to act as liaison officer between the Coun-
cil and its group of experts serving the Foreign Office, who
were afterwards known as the Foreign Research and Press
Service. These experts were under agreement to abstain
from publishing any opinion on political questions whilst
serving the F.R.P.S. | felt myself bound by the same re-
striction.

At the dose of 1940 Lord Lothian suddenly died in the
British Embassy at Washington. Ever snce he and | had
wor ked together in South Africa on the movement which led
to the Union, we had been the cosest of friends. In 1935
he delivered the Burge L ecture, under thetitle Pacifismisnot
enough nor Patriotism either. In this lecture he propounded
the doctrine that intenational..gangsterslike M usaolini and
Hilter are not the real cause of world warsbut only a symp-
tom of that cause. He dwelt on the fact that mechanization
has knit the widely scattered families of mankind into one
society. so far as important social material needs are con-
cerned. Politically theworld remains divided into more than
sixty sovereign dates. Within each of those dates is estab-
lished (more or less) the rule of law, a system that seeks to
make right, and not thewill of the stronger, the determining
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factor. The people in each of these sates are controlled by
government in the real sense of that word. Between these
sovereign dates there is anarchy, a Greek word which means
the negation of government. And where thereisanarchy (no
government) there no rule of law can exist, and the will of
the stronger remains the decisive factor. He saw in this state
of anarchy whicliexists between sovereign dates the real
cause of world wars. He predicted that world wars would
continue until national satesbegan to mergetheir sovereign-
ties into one international sovereignty.

The day after Lothian died Lord Astor, the Chairman of
Chatham House, asked me to arrange for publication by the
Oxford University Press of the speeches that Lord L othian
had made as British Ambassader to the untited States.| had
thus to read his speeches from beginning to end and was
startled to find that though he was then speaking in an official
capacity, he had none the less reasserted the doctrine set
forth when he gave his Burge Lecturein 1935. Speaking to
the alumni of Swarthmore College on the nth November
1939 he had said: 'Neither pacifism nor militarism will end
war. The unity of the nations under a single constitution,
with a representative governmental authority possessad of
the powers necessary to enforce that constitution and pro-
hibit and prevent resort to violence, will do this.'

Had Lothian lived, hewould, | believe, havetried to show
the successve geps required to give effect to this doctrine,
so | felt that, now hewas gone, | must do whatever an obscure
survivor could to keep alight the flame he had kindled.To
do this | must try to show what practical steps would have
to be taken to apply his doctrine to the world-crisis with
which we are faced. | must try to say, in the light of his
teaching, what changes would have to be made after this
second war to save the world from moving towards a third
and even greater catastrophe. In my spare time | worked
out the answer to this question in a pamphlet entitled Deci-
sion. My friend the University Printer agreed to get it into
type whenever compositors were available between the im-
portant jobs which the Press was doing. In my position |
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was not at liberty to publish such a pamphlet; but | meant
to have it in print, ready to publish the moment the end of
hostilities had set me free to do so. | happened to show the
proofs, however, to one whose experience and judgement |
trusted, because | wanted his comments on what | had said
before revising the proofs. On reading them he remarked
that this was the first attempt he had seen to work out a co-
herent policy of post-war settlement. 'But’, he added, 'public
opinion is by no means prepared for the changes which you
think are necessary to save us from a third catastrophe in the
next generation. To give public opinion time to mature, you
must publish at once." In the end he convinced me that |
ought to resign my post in the F.R.P.S., and so become free
to say what | thought must be done, if we were not again to
lose the peace after winning the war.

Decision was published in the summer of 1941. From re-
views in the Press and from private letters | received valuable
comments, to which | saw that effect should be given in de-
veloping the policy outlined. So | presently published a
second pamphlet entitled Action. This second pamphlet was
the subject of further constructive comment, in the light of
which | decided to state my case in a more comprehensive
andfinal form. | therefore drafted athird pamphlet entitled
Faith and Works and circulated the proofs to some 150 friends.
From these | received more than sixty replies. After soaking
my mind in their comments and criticism, | redrafted the
proofs. The pamphlet so revised was published in the spring
of 1943-

In 1942 arrangements were made by the University of
Oxford, and approved by the War Office, for men and women
serving in the forces of all the United Nations to spend a
week's leave in Oxford and go through a course of lectures.
Expenses were met by the Westminster Fund. Every week
a fresh group arrived to go through the course. At one of
them, in September 1943, | was asked to outline the policy
for giving effect to our pledges under the Atlantic Charter
which | had worked out in my pamphlets.
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| found myself talking to some eighty people in uniform,

mostly men with a few women. The men were of alt ranks

from generalsto privates. They were drawn from the Allied

forces, the majority from those of this country, the Domi-
nions, India, and the U.S.A.

Theinterest taken by the group in the subject of post-war
settlement was such that | was asked to repeat the talk to
others who came week after week to spend their leave in
Balliol. This interest was clearly due to a sate of mind
natural to people who had fought in battle or were now in
training to carry thisfight to a finish. "How are our children
to be saved from facing the horrors of war, which we are now
facing and our parents faced in the last war?' is the question
uppermost in the minds of the combatant forces. From
week to week one could read that question in all their faces.
It lay in the background of the questions they put. Thetime
allotted for these talks and the questions which followed
them was 11.30 to 1 p.m. on Fridays. Demands were made
for further discusson, and these the management met by
asking me to attend the final meeting at 9.30 a.m. on Satur-
day mornings, held for a general discusson of the lectures
delivered during the week. To me these further discussons
have been of the utmost value, for at them | was .able to see
what the attitude of men and women in uniform was after
thinking over the talk of the previous day and reading the
pamphlets.

The fact must be held in mind that every week | was
meeting another and different audience. People who choose
to spend their leave attending lectures in an Oxford college
are drawn no doubt from a high educational level of the
millions in uniform. But no one group | addressed could
have had contact with any other. Yet in certain respects all
were alike. The question foremost in all thgir minds was, as
noted above, whether measures could really be taken, when
victory waswon, to prevent the recurrence of warslike these,
and to secure social reform.

How widely their feeling on questions like these differed
from that which their own political leaders were expressing
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was apparent. This difference was specially marked among
American soldiers, the largest national factor in some of the
audiences. L et megivetwo examples. Thethess| advanced
in these talks was this, that no single democracy, not even the
U.S.A., could now hope to protect its freedom and prevent
attacks on it, as Britain had done in the nineteenth century.
Democracies could now establish security for themselves
only by combining their plans and powers of defence in one
common authority or union. Such a common authority or
union would only secure complete and final immunity from
war when it had grown to include the people of the American
Commonwealth with those of smaller democracies. | added the
caution that 1 myself had no expectation of living to s an
international union of defence which included the people of
the U.S.A. | believed that would only happen if and when,
as a preliminary, an international union had been made to
include the democracies of western Europe as well as the
British democracies. | further argued that such a union
could only include nations which were democratic, i.e. those
whose governments were based on elections and a constitu-
tional sysem. My view was that no international union
which wasorganic could ever includedictator shipswith demo-
cracies.

To my utter astonishment both those postions were
sharply criticized by the American officers. They took the
strongest exception to my view that the U.S.A. would not
enter such an international union at the outset or until the
American people had time to see how it worked. All | could
say was that | hoped and prayed they might prove right in
actual practice. My own opinion had been based on inss
tence by both American parties that the U.S.A. must never
enter into any international arrangement which would in any
degree impair its own external autonomy.

More curious still was their strong insstence that Russa
should beincluded from the outset in the international union
| proposed; for just at that time American dispatches in the
Press wer € showing a strong reserve with regard to post-war
commitments with Russa. The view | had taken was that,
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if and when an international union had come to include the
people of America with other democracies, it would then be
strong enough to include countries like Russa and China,
and even Ger many and Japan provided that their own govern-
ments had then become answerable to their peoples on an
electoral bass. But so great was the enthusasm of these
American soldiers for Russa, and their insstence that she
should be included in the union from the outset, that | felt
that my argument had failed to convince them.

This impresson that a gap divides public opinion in
America from the views expressed by the politicians is con-
firmed by a broadcast called 'The grassroots and the ele-
phant' by Raymond Gram Swing, which was printed in the
Listener of the 7th November 1943. These meetings have
given me the impression that a similar gap exigsin the Allied
countriesand especially in Canadaand in theUnited Kingdom.
While politicans continue to insist that all constructive pro-
posalsmust beframed to preservenational sovereigntiesintact,
even in their external relations, members of the forces are
prepared to consder and discuss any change which may be
required to ensure that their children will not be called upon
to face another and perhaps more terrible holocaust.

To these discussons | should owe a great deal had they
only raised the difficulties in the way of the policy | proposed.
But that was not so; for they often produced constructive
suggestions.  To take one instance—an American sergeant,
in civil life a lawyer, who had studied the history of his own
constitution, drew my attention to the fact that the federal
government in America had taken over the war-debts of the
gates which entered the Union. He suggested that Allied
democracies might be readier tojoin an international union
for defence, if the union Government assumed their war-
debts. A merger of war-debts in the hands of one govern-
ment might also provide a solution to the tangled problems
of Allied debtswhich will haveto be faced after thewar. My
answer was that | know too little of finance to say how far
this might be possible; but | pointed out that such a con-
stitution as | was suggesting could only be framed by an
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International Congress like the Congress of Philadelphia, or
those which framed the Australian and South African Con-
stitutions. A proposal to consolidate war-debts could pro-
perly be tackled by such a Congress.

| learned so much from these discussons with men and
women in the forces that | decided to bring my case up to
date in another pamphlet, The Way to Peace, which was
published in 1944. The opening chapter was the outline of
the policy | gave in these talks. The chapters which followed
this outline were based on impressons left by the questions
put by my listeners after the talk, and also by the comments
they made at their closng meetings held on the following
day. Some observations | made at various times when | was
'saying good-bye to successve leave courses at their final
meetings are thrown together in the last chapter.

In the view of my publisher, Sir Humphrey Milford, the
time has arrived for the writer to digest the matter worked
out in these four pamphlets into one book, under a title
which correctly describes its contents, World War, its Cause
and Cure. When writing the second, third, and fourth pam-
phlets | could not assume that readers had seen the previous
papers. | had therefore to restate some of the facts and
arguments, though in different language. These unavoidable
repetitions would have made the four papers insufferably
tediousif merely printed together in the same cover. | had
therefore to reconstruct my case, to present the argument in
itsproper order, and to avoid repetition.

To this, however, | have made one exception. Several
readers of The Way to Peace have told me that they found
the policy | am trying to outline more clearly expressed in
the record of my talks to the Leave Groups than esewhere.
Thisisnatural, asthistalk was repeated, a number of times
before it was written and printed. | am, therefore, leaving
most of this talk to stand as it appeared in print. In this
book it appears as Chapter XXXVII. Readers too busy to
go through the book and study the data on which these
proposals are based, by reading this one chapter and those
which follow in which | am trying to answer the questions
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put to me after the talk, will find the proposals explained in
the smplest words | can find.

A good deal of the matter which appeared in The Way to
Peace has now been transferred to the Preface and the earlier
chapters. A certain amount of new matter on the history of
national sovereignty has been introduced into these chapters.
Thisnew matter | owetomy friend M r . Bowie, who allowed
me to read the typescript of hiswork on the growth of poli-
tical thought, an invaluable book which will, | hope, be
published as Soon as possible.

I must in concluson acknowledge the debt | owe to
readers to whom | was quite unknown—staff officers, tIftn
of experience in public administration, finance, commerce,
and industry who have sought me out to give me their help
and advice. The development of this policy to its present
form from thefirst crude outline presented in 1941 islargely
due to these experienced and informed collaborators. With
one exception, the pogs they now fill forbid me to thank
them by name. The debt which this book owes to the
knowledge, experience, and intuitive wisdom of Sir Malcolm
Stewart is beyond measure, as also to the Clarendon Press
and its incompar able gaff.

LIONEL CURTIS
ALL SOLS OOLLEGE,
OXFORD
| December 1944
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CHAPTER |
PREVENTION OF WAR

HE South African War was on both sdes fought with

greater humanity than the warswhich spread tothewor ld
at large in the present century. It none the less left in my
mind a lasting impression of how evil a thing war always is.
When it ended in 1902 | remained in the Transvaal with
sorhe friends of a like ageto serve Lord M |Iner in the work
of restoring order.

In 1906 Sir Henry Campbell-Banner man came into power
and announced his intention of granting responsible govern-
ment to the conquered republics. We officials who haridled
the conflicting interests of the inland and coast colonies had
no doubt in our minds that, if this and no further step were
taken, we should all in a few years be shooting each other
again. Lord Selborne, who had now succeeded Milner, com-
missioned me privately to visit the governments of the three
neighbouring colonies and frame a report on the situation.

| was thus brought into close personal touch with the
members of all four governments. They impressed me as
able, upright, and public-spirited men. On the other hand,
| was shocked to find that the members of each gover nment
serioudy questioned the public spirit and indeed the good
faith of all thethree others. There must, | felt, be something
wrong with a sysem which had led perfectly decent men to
think so meanly one of another. This youthful experience
accounts for the strong conviction that runs through these
pages that political thinkers who attribute wars to the short-
coming of statesmen, and sse no remedy except to provide
an unbroken successon of heaven-born rulers, are declaring
their own intellectual bankruptcy. Warscan be stopped from
breaking out if we s the defects in political sysems and
cure them in time, but not if we wait for faultless men to
direct them. Itisin our power to change what iswrongin a
system. It isnot in our power to ensure an unbroken succes-
sion of statesmen great enough to work any system however
defective. Though political sysems cannot be perfect, they
may be fool-proof.

B .
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Thereport to L ord Selbornewas on these lines. The'way
to prevent a conflict between the four colonies was to merge
their governments and eectorates into one. Lord Selborne
agreed and published that view on his own authority. It was
backed by Generals Botha and Smutsin the Transvaal, and
by FrancisM alan and Dr . Jameson in the Cape. By 1909the
Union of South Africa was an accomplished fact. My own
conviction isthat had it not been accomplished by 1914, we
should have had on our hands a second South African war,
which might well have turned the scale in the great struggle
with Germany which began in that year.

In 1909 that coming struggle was visibly casting its
shadow before it. The German Empire was demanding 'a
place in the sun', and was building a fleet to challenge the
sea power by which alone the widely scattered communities
of the British Empire could be held together. We werethus
impelled to ask oursdves what the nature and purpose of this
so-called Empire are. So in 1909 | undertook to give my
wholetimeto the study of thisquestion, in collaboration with
friends prepared to devote what time they could spare from
their ordinary duties.

Except when | had to devote some years to the M ontagu-
Chelmsford reformsin I ndia, and to the establishment of the
Irish Free State, my life has been given to political research
detached from party affiliations. After many yearstheresults
weregiven in a book too long for all but afewtoread.® | am
now trying to see how conclusons reached in the course of
long years apply to the present crisisin world affairs. What
practical answer do they suggest to the questions raised by
the Atlantic Charter? How when this second war is ended
arewetoprevent athird breakingout in thenext generation ?
I will try to state my answer to this question in clear and
unmistakable terms, and also in a space short enough for
busy people to read. Before doing so, however, | think |
should say what kind of answer awriter with my limitations
18entitled to make.

! Civitas Dei. Macmillan.
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CHAPTER 11
POLITICAL EXPERTS AND THEIR FUNCTION

EMOCRACIES are, from their nature, ruled by people who
have to sek re-election. They are therefore disposed to
tell their eectors what they like to hear and to promise them
what they want to get. But the problems of life cannot in fact
be solved by action based upon wishful thinking. They can
only be solved in so far- as those concerned are prepared to
face unpleasant facts and distasteful exertion. If democracy
is to work, there must be people, like Walter Lippman and
Dorothy Thompson in America, who study political prob-
lems on their merits, without seeking election. Such thinkers,
standing somewhat apart from political machinery, are at
least as essential to its working as the paliticians themselves.
In the course of long years | have come to think that politi-
cal experts fall into two schools. One school, and by far the
larger, refuse to wagte time on 'Utopian* discussons They
are chary of projects which the politicians decline to consider.
I know one distinguished professor who declines to discuss
the idea of an international state, because he believes that
no democracy will ever consent to relinquish its national
sovereignty. He will not waste time and thought on a project
which, as he bdlieves, can never be realized. That attitude
will, | suspect, appeal to most of my fellow-countrymen as
the practical view, the essentially British view. | must, there-
fore, try to explain the attitude of that very small number of
political thinkers to which I belong.

The duty of a political thinker is, as | see it, closdy ana-
logous to that of a consulting physician. Suppose that a
lady calls on a specialist in Harley Street, tells him that her
husband is ill and describes his symptoms, but adds 'Doctor,
| must ak you not to advise a surgical operation, for my
husband will not hear of it." There are some consultants who
would answer the lady as follows: 'l should guess, from what
you have told me, that your husband is suffering from in-
cipient cancer. |f on examining him | think that is s, it will
then be my duty to tell him that a surgical operation alone
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will relieve his pain and prolong hislife. If you forbid mein
advance to give him that opinion in clear unmistakable terms,
| must then decline to sse him. | must ask you to find some
other consultant.’

That ismy own position. After years of study | have come
to the same conclusion that Lothlan had reached in the Burge
Lecture he gave in 1935. * He there propounded the view
that the cause of world wars is not dictators on the one hand,
nor Baldwins, Chamberlains, Smons, Hoares, or Lavals on
the other. The essential cause is the fragmentation of human
society, now integrated by mechanization, into more than
sixty sovereign states. The relation between those sates is
anar chy, which leads to periodicwars. That was hisdiagnoss,
and if it iscorrect, as | mysdf believe it is, we can only remove
the recurring threat of world wars if we are prepared to face
a political reconstruction, which corresponds to a surgical
operation. If | am then told that thisview is Utopian because
democracies will not consent to this operation, then | can
only reply that, if 0, democracies can never avert the threat,
of war, and that freedom, the principle of their life, is
doomed The promise of a better wor|d Jield out by Roosevelt
and Churchill in their Atlantic Charter would, in that casg,
be a sheer illusion. If Leviathan is the idol democracies
wor ship, they are Rooming their children to pass through the
fires of war. They are dooming themselves. That is my own
opinion, basad on a lifetime of study. | can no other,

Thisopinion meansthat the promise of the Atlantic Charter
cannot be realized without some constitutional change, which
amounts to a surgical operation. A consultant who advises
an operation must be prepared to tell his patient what, in his
view, is the most limited operation that is required to save
his life. No trustworthy specialis would seize the oppor-
tunity of having his patient on the operating-table to attempt
such a reconstruction of his organs as might, in theory, im-
prove his health, should he surviveit. He would limit the
operation to what isrequired to save his life. That iswhat |
am trying to do in these pages Having said that some con-

! Oxford University Press. Price it.
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stitutional change is needed to stop the recurrence of world
wars, | try to show how that change can be confined to the
narrowest possible limits.

I have now modified and developed the proposals outlined
in a series of pamphlets in the light of the useful comment
they evoked. These comments have also convinced me that
| must restatein the fewest and simplest words | can find the
principles upon which these proposals are based. |f readers
should think that the following chapters are out of place in
awork on political construction, | will ak them to reflect
on some words addressed by Sir Stafford Cripps on the
25th July 1942 to a Conference on Mineral Resources and
the Atlantic Charter arranged by the British Association,

'Wearefighting for amoral and not merdy for amaterial issue
Though our plans must be scientifically prepared, there must be
behind them the inspiration of our most deeply religious con-
victions!'

So before discussing plans let me state the convictions that
inspire them and say how and why they werereached. *
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CHAPTER |11

ULTIMATE VERITIES AND HOW WE
KNOW THEM

HE question | was asked to examine in 1910 was 'What
is the purpose and justification of the so-called British
Empire? | began the inquiry by noting the primary facts.
This Empire aready included nearly one-fourth of mankind,
and Sections of all its leading races, religions, and levels of
civilization. One could not say what was the nature and pur-
pose of this cross-section of human society without saying
what was the purpose of life on this earth. | found myself
forced to consider what the essential truths which lie at the
roots of our life are, and aso what kind of answer we can
hope to giveto such questions. Do our livesendwith physical
death, or do they persist beyond time and space? To such
questions the Church replies that the answers can only be
known through supernatural means; and that God has re-
vealed them to man in Scriptures divinely inspired. From
the time of Saint Paul onwards the Church has said that if
Christ did not rise from His grave, then is our hope vain.
Just before | had started this work of research a writer,
who called himself Guy Thome, had published anovel called
When it was Dark, which commanded widespread attention
and ran through many editions. In this story a malignant
Jew bribes a great archaeologist to go out to Palestine and
there forge in a rock tomb an inscription in which Joseph
of Arimatheais made to say that he himself removed the body
of our Lord before the women came to the tomb. The Jew
then arranges for another and innocent archaeologist to dis-
cover and publish the inscription. The instant result is that
morality, government, and order everywhere collapse, and
thewholecivilizedworldisplungedinto chaos. But thefraud
Is exposed, and at once moral standards, government, and
order are everywhere restored. Now was this ridiculous
novel right? .
The essential truths which our Lord propounded were
belief in God, a God of the living and not of the dead, and
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that men have an infinite duty to Him and to their brethren.
Would faith in these doctrines really be shattered if some
archaeologist found unanswerable proof that the body of
Jesus was removed from the tomb and had not returned to
life? Did not Lessing utter an evident truth when he said:

'The ultimate verities can nether be proved nor digoroved by
anything which happens in the world of phenomena* ?

If one who had died appeared and spoke to us it might
prove that his personality continued to exist after physical
death. But would it provethat his personality and ourswould
exig beyond time and space when this planet has reverted
to gas and flame? It would certainly prove no such thing.
The answer to quedtions like this, whether our souls are
indestructible, cannot be a matter of proof. It must be a
matter of faith. For if immortality could be proved by any-
thing which happens in the world of phenomena, there
would be no room for faith in the proper sense of that word.

| was thus led to conclude that when we come to ultimate
verities, to ak what they are, the best we can do is tordecide
on an answer, and then act on it. From its nature a genuine
faith cannot be proved. Theimportant thingisto act on our
ansver when we have made it. Thetest of faith isin works. 1

Some knowledge we have; enough to discern the alter-
native faiths, and to guide us in choosng between them. We
all know we exist and are conscious of our own per sonalities.
From our sensss, sight, hearing, and touch, we each infer that
in the bodies of others are personalities akin to our own.
Each is aware of a moral sensg, of some instinct which tells
him that whether he doesright or wrongisa matter of infinite
importance. While each dedres to please himsdf, he con-
stantly fedsthat heought todo something dsein theinterests
of others. And this, in fact, is the supreme question, the
answer to which is the ultimate verity. Is thisinstinct valid
or not? Or isit an illuson? The materialist answers that
this distinction between right and wrong has no validity and
that matter, desre, our own snse of pleasure, are the final
realities. The idea of virtue is a figment. To this Aristotle
replied that 'without virtue man is merely the most dangerous
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of the animals. It is not intelligence so much as this moral
sense that distinguishes men from the brutes. The ethical
man assertsitsvalidity: the materialist deniesit; but neither
can prove his assertion or denial; yet each must sooner or
later decide upon which of thesetwo possible faithshewill act.

This test of action does not leave us at the mercy of guess-
work. If the instinct which tells us to regard the good of
others as indispensableto our own isillusion, and were felt to
be such by all, then the stronger must dominate the weaker,
till, in theend, all men have perished fromtheearth. Onthe
materialist bass no human society is possible.

On the other hand, in so far as each can identify the good
of others with his own, an ordered society develops in which
men enjoy happiness to an ever-increasing degree.

The materialist creed was aptly stated in the words 'eat
and drink, for to-morrow we die’, and then cease to exist.
Should | so lead my life, and then find that this view is
wrong, | have made the greatest of all mistakes. Should |
live and die in the faith that to seek the good of othersis to
attain my own, and should this prove to be wrong, then my
mistake has no lasting result and is not serious. When | have
ceased to exist, the pleasures | have missed will have ceased
to matter. We now know that a time will come when this
planet will no longer support any form of life. Then nothing
will matter, if the materialist faith is right.

| am saying this at the outset as shortly and plainly as |
can to save the reader's time. For those who honestly hold
the materialist creed, the rest of these pages have neither
sense nor value. They are based on a postulate that cannot
be proved, afaith that our sense of duty isvalid, and that for
each to put the good of others before his own is a matter
of infinite importance.

This postulate leads me to further conclusons. Whether
we act rightly or wrongly to-day is not of infinite importance
unless we continue to exist beyond physical death, and
indeed, when this planet has reverted to gas and flame. But
if those personalities of ours are eternal, indestructible, and
independent of our corporal frames, what then is the final
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reality behind the universe? It cannot be matter. It must be
of the nature of personality—spirit. By spirit | mean that
invisible intangible essence, our personalities. To talk of
'impersonal immortality’ does not make sense The reality
behind the visible universe must be a supreme personality,
freed from all limitations, the Holy Spirit of God. To talk
of an 'impersonal god' does not make sense. He must be a
God infinitely more of a person than you or 1.

Personality, in the highest form that we know it, is de-
scribed as genius, the quality in men like Plato, Shakespeare,
Washington, or Lenin, a quality we only attribute to minds
which have brought into being things which did not exist
before. 1, therefore, think of God as a being so creative that
He must create other creators, endow them with free-will
like His own, and call them to create in partnership with
Himself. He has given us a definite task to create what our
L ord described as the Kinjgdom of God upon earth. By that
He meant a sysem of society based on the law of God,
which is the duty of men to Himself and each other. Such
a system must be a commonwealth, by which | mean the
Sermon on the Mount trandated into political terms. The
British, American, Swiss, Dutch, Scandinavian, and other
self-gover ning nations are political expressons of the Sermon
on the Mount, though imperfect expressons.

Aristotle said that the State exists 'for the sake of good-
nes*—in plain words, to make better men of its citizens.
The Greek mind had realized that schools, teaching, and
preaching are not the only means by which character is
shaped. More decisive, indeed, is the structure of society in
which we grow up. A British or American reader will se
this, if he thinks how different his character and outlook on
lifewould have been had he been bred in Germany gr Russia,
in India or Japan. The social and political structures in
which we grow up are moulds into which our plastic natures
arerun. Iftheend and object of life isto make men better,
an essential means to that end is to see that the moulds into
which their naturesarerun are properly shaped. What men
in the mass become will mainly depend on the kind of polity
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in which they are bred. The structure of the State is there-
fore of cardinal importance, as the Greeks had seen.

In the view of our Lord,! the end and object of life is to
perfect the nature of men. 'Beye perfect, asyour Father also
is perfect. Hewas bred at Nazareth, a day's walk from the
Greek settlements which bordered the Lake of Gennesareth.
As one of His own race has said, 'A greater than Aristotle
was there'! One cannot believe that a Jew 'greater than
Aristotle’ could have lived within one day's walk of these
Greek communities, without getting some grasp of the central
idea for which their civilization stood. Can we doubt that a
mind so profound had seen that to perfect men you must
perfect the social structure which shapes their characters?
This cannot be done merely by teaching and preaching, by
calling on men to be better. The political structure in which
they grow up must be also improved, must be made to con-
form with realities—that isto say with the laws of God. To
our Lord the final reality in human nature was not sdf-
interest, but a faculty in men, however imperfect, of putting
the interests of others before their own—the virtue that dis-
tinguishes men from beasts. To develop this faculty is to
perfect mankind. But a faculty, like a muscle, is developed
by exercise. The right kind of polity is one which depends
for its working on the sense of duty in men to each other, and
so develops that sense by its operation. The essential idea
which Jesus taught is st forth in his prayer, 'Thg Kingdom
come, Thy will be done, asin Heaven so on earth”. Thetask
which He left to His followers was to create on earth a polity
ordered in accordance with the will of God, a polity based,
that is, on theinfinite duty of each to God and hisfellow men.

It is this sense of duty which alone enables men to unite
in an ordered and civilized polity, as that force of mutual
attraction called gravity serves to unite innumerable particles
and hold them together in the planet we live on. The idea
that self-interest can bind men together, which inspired the
teaching of the Manchester School, absurd from the outset, has

' Vladimir G. Simkhovitch, Toward the Understanding of Jesus. New
York: The Macmillan Co., 1923.
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now been disproved by its failure in practice. The mysteries,
in which philosophers have clouded political theory, dissolve
when the obvious truth is admitted that the only force that
unites men in a state is conscience, a varying capacity in most
of them to put the interests of other people before their own.

The philosophies of this age set out to exhibit 'wishful
thinking* as the cardinal error of the human mind. In a
broadcast Mr. A. P. Herbert remarked: '"We are all warned
againgt wishful thinking, but told to have faith. For myself
| find it hard to decide where wishful thinking ends and faith
begins' Another word for falth is 'vison'. 'Where there
is no vision the people perish'! is one of the best-known and
most quoted texts in the Bible. The reader who turns up
thistext in the Revised Version will find that what the author
of Proverbs really wrote was something incomparably truer
and more profound. '"Where there is no vision, the people
cag off restraint. | have now been given an even better
translation: "Where there is no vision the people become a
mob." The verse continues, 'but he that keepeth the law,
happy is he'. The rule of law only results from a vision of
spirit, of personality, 'of things unseen' as the final reality.
The conditions in which we are now living exactly illustrate
thetruth recorded in this proverb. In thetwentieth century,
philosophies that deny all moral and spiritual values, and
also the lack of any sort of philosophy, have plunged the
world into anarchy. It isfor that reason that | find it neces-
sary to asst the faith that inspires these pages as expressed
in the words: "We look not at the things which are seen, but
at the things which are not seen: for the things which are
seen aretemporal but the things which are not seen are
eternal'>—words which contrast in the smplesi terms the
materialist and spiritual answersto the question ‘What is the
final reality?'

! Prov. xxix. 18. 22 Cor. iv. 18.
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CHAPTER IV

FORCE AS A NECESSARY INSTRUMENT
OF CONSCIENCE

MY thessisthat the practical problems of life can only be

solved in thelight of afaith; but that faithsareworthless
except in so far as those who hold them express them in
works, and test them in practice. Theimmediate task before
us when hostilities cease has now been expressed in outline
in the Atlantic Charter, which has met with acceptance by
the United Nations. So, in view of current philosophies, |
find it necessary to note at the outset that all that | have to
say on practical palitics is based on faith that our sense of
duty isvalid, that for each to put theinterest of others before
his own is of infinite importance. Those who confess the
opposite faith, that the pleasure of each isand can bethe only
real motive of human conduct, must show how any system
of society based on that creed can enable men to obtain
pleasure, or indeed continue to exist. For me, the state isthe
organization without which it is not possble for men to obey
and also to develop their moral sense. It alone enables the
general conscience of its members to restrain the power of the
strong to override the interests of the weak. Such restraint
is expressed in laws which are not effective unless, in the last
resort, force in the shape of the prison and gallows can be
used to exact obedience. But force is an instrument only.
The essential power behind it is something spiritual, the
general conscience of those who compose the state. The rule
of law can exist within the state and nowhere dse. Outside
the state there is anarchy, a condition in which, not con-
stience, but the power of the strong, is decisive.

For the 2,000,000,000 people who now inhabit this planet
there is no common state, no gover nment through which the
general conscience of mankind can be made effective. They
are grouped into upwards of sixty sovereign sates. Within
the limits of each state the rule of law prevails, more or less,
according to the quality of each. Therelation between these
dates is exactly expressed in the word 'anarchy', a condition
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in which the power of the stronger state must be in the final
outcome decisive.

It istimeto consider how far thisview of relations between
Separate states sguares with the facts.

In his able book The Twenty Years Crisis, Professor E. H.
Carr, who was trained in our Foreign Office, has closely
examined what happens in practice. The facts as he cites
them point to the conclusion that the relations of sovereign
states are in the long run determined by their relative power.
T o some extent, so he thinks, the factor of power will, in the
cae of democracies, be modified by a sense of right and
wrong initsuse. 'Belief', he says, 'in the uses of conciliation
even in dealing with those against whom it would have been
easy to use force has in the past played alarger part in Brltlsh
and American than in German and Japanese foreign policy.'*
But even so his conclusion is that the position in which
sovereign states, even commonwealths, are to stand to each
other will in the end be settled by their relative power.

My own view is, that as between the citizens of acommon-
wealth, where the rule of law prevails, force is an instrument
only. The general conscience is the decisive factor, the rule
of right over might, to an ever-increasing degree. The rela-
tions between sovereign states is afield of anarchy, where the
will of the stronger must in the end prevail. And this must
always be so until nations have ceased to be sovereign, and
have brought themselves under the rule of one international
state. That day will come and with it unbroken peace upon
earth, butnotinthisera Menwill seit, but notnow. They
shall behold it, but not nigh.

The final decision which each of us must take, in public
as well as in private matters, must rest with his own con-
science. That follows from the faith upon which these pages
are based, the faith that each man's good consists in his
putting the good of others before his own. To do good to our
fellow men we must in a wide range of matters act in com-
mon; we must all do the same thing together, and this we
cannot do if we are each to act on our own judgement

! The Twenty Years Crisis, p. 303.
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Honest opinions will often differ, because our human minds
arelimited. We must therefore accept the direction of some
common authority and obey it until we are convinced that
this authority has become 'the negation of God\ It isthen
our duty to destroy it. Rebellion is never aright until it is
also a duty. But unlesswe are ready to accept under normal
conditions the direction of some common authority, we can-
not in fact discharge our duty of creating a better life for our
fellow men. Asthere must be somerule of law, there must be
some paramount authority to make the law and tell us what
it means.

But that isnot all. Asthe knowledge of men isimperfect,
so istheir sense of duty. In all societies are people too idle
or «Hfish to obey the law of their own accord. Unless the
authority which makes and declares the law is also able to
impose it, by physical force if necessary, it presently becomes,
not a living law, but a dead letter. Where undutiful people
cannot be made to pay their taxes, and criminals cannot be
arrested or punished, a state of chaos or anarchy supervenes,
which makes it impossible for dutiful people to promote
a better life for their fellow citizens. They could not, for
instance, provide the social services that poorer citizens need
unless taxes were enforced. The authority which makes the
law must therefore claim an unlimited right to call upon all
dutiful citizens to enforce it, even at the cost of their own
lives and property. In the British and American Common-
wealths this is 0, not only in theory, but even in positive
law. That a public officer hastheright to call upon ordinary
men inthestreet toaid him by usingforcetoarrest acriminal
or quell adisturbanceisarulefirmly established by decisons
in the Courts. Whether the law isto run, and an ordered
society is to exist, thus depends upon whether there are
citizens enough with sufficient sense of duty to obey the
common authority and enforce the law. If our sense of right
and wrong isvalid it follows that the use of force to compel
obedienceto law, so far from beingwrong, isa positive duty.

The opposite doctrine that to use force is always wrong,
even to stop wickedness, is of ancient lineage, expressed in
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the Sanscrit formula Ahirhsa paramo dharma.! The saintly
character of some who have spread it abroad in our own time
has given it all the prestige of a higher morality. Let us
borrow the words which Cromwell addressed to the Ulster
divines. 'l beseech you, in the bowels of Christ, think it
possbleyou may bemistaken/ For should they bewrongthe
doctrine they teach is immoral—by one degree only less
immoral than the doctrine that might isright, which is the
negation of aH morality. These are times when false coin
should be nailed to the counter.

In Aylmer Maude's lifeof Tolstoy | was startled to find
how much the conclusons | reached in Chapter | | | havein
common with those that Tolstoy reached in his Confession.
Ontheother hand, hisargument invol. ii, chap. | | , that it
is always wrong to use force, even to restrain wickedness,
reasoned with all thevigour of that power ful mind, leaves me
unconvinced. | would urge pacifissto read thischapter, and
indeed thewhole of thisgreat biography conveniently printed
in 'TheWorld's Classics by the Oxford University Press.

Theclaim which a Commonwealth makesto exercise force
is exclusve. It cannot allow any of its members to use force
except at its own command. The community as a whole
claimsan unlimited right to dispose of the lives and property
of its members in the general interest. Commonwealths
struggling to exist are at this moment making and also en-
forcing this claim. No greater or more exclusve right could
beclaimed over individual men than thiscountry claimswhen
under its laws it sends millions of its citizens to face death in
all theterrible formswhich modern mechanized war presents.
It caimsaright without limit to take the property of usall,
so far as that may be found necessary to save the existence or
even promote the well-being of all. That iswhat sovereignty
means, the exclusve claim of the State, of its citizens as a
whole, to over-ride the authority of Churches, corporations,
professons, trade-unions or any other form of association.
Of itsnaturethis paramount claim isexclusive.

Sovereignty vestsin the citizensasawhole, and not in their

! Never to use force is the highest morality.
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government, to which they ddegate powers to express their
soveregnty in laws and aso to enforce them. A soveregn
people can ddegate powers to several governments. Powers
can be shared by a number of governmentswithin one com-
monwealth asintheU.S.A ., but not sovereignty. That isthe
truth which Lincoln realized. The right which dates like
Maineor Virginiahaveto enforcetheir lawsdoesnot proceed
from their own sovereignty, but from the sovereignty of the
whole American Commonwesalth as expressed in its con-
stitution. And the sameistrue of the federal government at
Washington. Sovereignty isfrom itsnatureindivisible, and
can be shared by two or more commonwesalths only when they
have ceased to be two or more and have merged themsdves
into one commonwealth. They may kegp the machinery of
their several national governments, but the powers of those
governments then derive from the larger community into
which those two or more commonwesalths have merged and
in which one indivisble soveregnty veds

In a commonweelth, at any rate, thereisno such thing as
a overeign gover nment for the plain reason that the govern-
ment derivesitsauthority from the people. The loose habit
of gpeaking of soveragn governments has dangerous results
in practice

That the peace of thewor ld cannot be kept unlessnational
governments surrender 'some part of their sovereignty to an
international body', has become almogt a common form in
ghames for pod-war settlement. With rare exogptions the
people who use thisformula mean that theinter national body
Istorepresent and be created by the national gover nmentsor
legidatures. They oppose any suggestion that an inter national
body should be made answerable to the peoples themsdves
and deriveitsauthority from their votes They condemn the
necessary meansto theend they propose | go sofar asto sy
that no trander of soveragnty to an international body by
two or more national commonwesalths can be effected un-
lessthe international body is directly dected by the peoples
of these commonwealths
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CHAPTER V
BIRTH OF THE COMMONWEALTH

THE history of civilization begins with a war between
freedom and despotism: we are now fighting its latest
campaign, and our task is to make it the last.

The issue behind this secular conflict, as | s it, isthat st
out in the previous chapters, the issue whether our sense
that right differs from wrong isvalid, or whether the will of
the stronger must be the decisive factor in human affairs.
Are men to dwell on this planet as daves of a despot or as
beings able to shape their lives for themsdaves and therefore
responsible one to another for shaping them rightly ?

The system whereby all questions at issue are to be decided
by one master, whom all his subjects are to obey, and may not
remove, is smpleand thereforeeasy towork. How anumber
of people, however small, are to decide questions for them-
sves, including the supreme question who is to rule them,
is difficult from the outset. The vital issue at every sage
in the history of free institutions, has been how an ever-
increasing number of people can succeed in making effective
decisions.

For aeons before recorded history men were living in caves,
on the flesh of wild animals, and the fruits, foliage, or roots
of natural plants. In course of time they learned to tame and
breed animalslike shegp and cattle, and to livein the main on
their flesh and their milk. A tribe, possesing their flocksand
herds in common, would wander about over large areas in
search of grazing. The next stage was reached when people
in regions favoured by soil and climate began to discover how
to cultivate plants which yielded edible seed, leaves, or roots,
trees which yielded fruit, and how to increase the natural
yield. Cultivators were obliged to lead a more settled life
than pastoralists, and tended to gather in villages for mutual
protection. It was in such villages that a manner of life,
deserving the name of civilization, began to take root.

In village communities tillers of the soil formed the habit
of gatheringto discuss questions at issue between themselves

c
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and interests common to the village as a whole. In all parts
of the world these village communities for long ages assumed
that nothing could be settled until all the members of the
village assembly were agreed. Thiswastruein Europe, Asia,
Africa, and America. Weall know by experience how difficult
it is for a dozen or more people to reach decision by unani-
mous consent. T heresult was that village communities were
seldom able to reach decisons in time to resst attacks by
nomadic pastoral tribes led by a chief, who was free to make
his own decisons and to make them quickly. Such leaders
wer e able to conquer and tax the helpless village communi-
ties, and include them as subjects in kingdoms and empires.

In the epics of Homer we have a contemporary picture of
village communities which had not as yet suffered this fate.
As we se from the Odyssey, the people of Ithaca, some
1,000 years B.C., had their village assembly, which their head
man Odysseus was bound to consult. But all the evidence
goes to show that these village assemblies in Greece were still
observing the practice followed by other village assemblies
throughout the world, that no decison could be reached
until all the members saw eye to eye. Their independence,
however, was still secured against foreign conquest by the
mountains which guarded their valleys and the seas which
surrounded the Greek peninsula.

Some five centuries later we find in Herodotus a widely
different picture. Some village communities had grown to
be citieslike Athens. The citizens are now able to pass laws,
to elect officers to carry them out, generals and admirals
to command their armies and fleets, to vote the supplies to
create and maintain these forces, and to tax themsaves to
meet the expense. And all this was possible because, some-
how or other, the assemblies had acquired the power to reach
decisons. They nolonger waited to secureunanimity. After
ample discusson the talk was stopped and decisons were
reached by the simple expedient of counting heads and allow-
ing the majority to settle the issue at stake. At times, of
course, the expedient failed, and decisons were voted which
minoritiesrefused to accept and resisted by force, Theresult
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was a 'dagst or revolution. But in general the syssem worked,
because, in debate, majorities learned how minorities felt,
and did not press their decisons beyond the point which
minorities could bear. It worked in cities where enough
citizens had learned to regard their own desres and interests
as of less importance than the interests of the city as a whole.
It was this which led them to obey laws againg which they
had voted, rather than resist them by force, and even to force
others where necessary to obey the law. This feding of
devotion to the city, this habit of obedience to its laws, made
them ready to suffer and die that the city they loved might
continue to flourish. Such cities, however small, as com-
pared with modern communities, had learned how to reach
decisons, and therefore to govern themselves. They began
to produce not only statesmen and merchants but poets,
artists, thinkers, and men of science. Their weapons, their
ships, and the tactics by which they used them were all better
than those of the subjects of great empiresin Asia. They had
laid the foundations of the freedom for which we are fighting
to-day.

Two concepts which sprung from their manner of life
must be noted. As one of their greatest philosophers said,
'Without virtue, man is merely the most dangerous of the
animals.' Inthe Greek view it was not intellect but the moral
sne which digtinguished man from the brutes. The end
and object of life was to perfect this manhood, which men
might achieve in so far as they learned to put the interests of
others before their own. But how was thisto be done? They
observed that the major factor in moulding the characters of
men was not teaching or preaching, important as they saw
those to be, but the social framework in which a man lives.

This point is of such importance and yet so often ignored
that a modern illustration may help the reader to grasp it.
A future historian might well sdect the late Mr. Wendell
Willkie and General Eisenhower as types of the character
which American civilization produces. Both these Americans
are German by race. Let the reader compare these men as
he knows them from their deeds and words with what they
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would have become had their forebearsremained in Ger many
and had they themselves grown up in the social framework
of the German Reich. He will thus realize how much more
potent social environment isin shaping the characters of men,
than race.

The Greeks saw that it followed from this fact that to
perfect men you must perfect the polity in which they grow
up. This led to their other great concept that 'The State
exists for the sake of goodness’ For them their city-state
was not an end in itself, but a mould in which to shape the
most excellent type of citizen.
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CHAPTER VI

RISE AND FALL OF THE GREEK
COMMONWEALTH

N thesixth century B.C. Cyrus, a chief of nomadic tribes,

had created by conquest an empirewhich centred in Persia.
His successor Darius extended those conquests to the shores
of Asia opposite the Greek peninsula. To conquer the Greeks
he and his son Xerxes prepared the largest armies and fleets
that the world had yet seen. These Persian forces were de-
feated by the better weapons, armour, ships, tactics, and
leader ship of the Greeks. It was Athensfor the most part that
met the brunt of the Persian invasion. Their victories were
the greatest example of how quality can defeat quantity. For
the time being they saved for Greece and the world their
essential manner of life, the practice wher eby in some measure
numbers of people can reach decisons and so govern them-
sves

One merit of this system lay in its power of developingin
men a supreme devotion to the good of others. Its defect
lay in thefact that this supreme devotion waslimited to those
others who dwelt in the same city. In Athens, the greatest
of these cities, the number of citizens was somewhere about
10,000. That wasthe largest number who could meet in one
place, listen to debates, and reach decisons by majority vote.
That a commonwealth larger than that could ever exist was
to them inconceivable. With their common language and
culturethey felt themsalves superior to the rest of the world,
apeopleapart. Nonethelessthe supreme devotion of a Greek
citizen was to his city, and not to Greece as a whole. The
laws he obeyed were those of his city, and she alone was
entitled to ak him to give his life for her sake. For Greek
civilization, for Hellas, asthey called it, no gover nment came
into being which could bring the citizens of her numerous
cities under one general law. Between these cities was
anarchy, and anarchy leads to war. Despite their common
language and culture the cities of Greece wer e always at war
with each other, thereby weakening Greece asawhole.
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M eanwhile a power ful king, Philip of Macedon, was care-
fully studying the strength and weakness of Greece to the
south of him. Unlike the Persians he adopted and improved
on their weapons, armour, and tactics. For the free institu-
tions from which the material progress of Greece had sprung
he had no sympathy, and indeed feared them as tending by
example to undermine the loyalty of his own subjects to his
rule. Had the Greek cities been able to unite they could have
preserved their liberties; but Philip kept them divided by
using exactly those tactics which Hitler has used in dividing
the nations of Europe. By threats and cajolery he hypnotized
most of the cities, each of them hoping to remain neutral, and
S0 to preserve their freedom. Athens and Thebes were thus
isolated, and in 338 B.C. he destroyed their forcesat Chaer onea.
Thereafter the cities throughout Greece lay at his mercy,
obedient satellites of the Macedonian Empire.

In 197 B.C. the Macedonian Empire, including Greece,
was conquered at Cynoscephale by the Roman Republic,
which was fast becoming a military empire. The brilliant
but transitory freedom realized in the Greek Commonwealth
was thus quenched for more than a thousand years.
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CHAPTER VII

IMPACT OF ISRAEL ON GREECE
AND ROME

REECE was but one of the roots from which our civilization
"has grown, and by no means the oldest. In Palestine was
a small people wedged in between the great monarchies of
Egypt, Syria, Assyria, and Babylon. Their tribal god was
called Yahwe. Amongst them appeared prophets who taught
that Yahwe or Jehovah (as our version spels his name) isthe
onetrue God, -and that the gods wor shipped by neighbouring
peoples were no gods at all. Some of these prophets like
Ezechiel taught that Israel was Jehovah's chosen race; but
otherslike Jeremiah taught that all nations and kindreds and
tongues who recognized Jehovah as the one true God were
alike his subjects and children. Jehovah's favour was not to
be sought by the sacrifice of victims, the burning of incense
and pagan rites, but rather by the righteous dealing of
men one with another. But the Hebrews themseves were
constantly falling away from this teaching. They adopted
pagan rites from the Gentiles around them, rites performed
by professonal priests, to whom they became a vested inter-
es. These naturally looked on the prophets as enemies to be
destroyed when possble. The first chapter of the prophet
Isaiah might have been issued as a Protestant manifesto by
Wycliffe, Huss, Luther, Knox, or the English Puritans.
When Philip had mastered Greece his son Alexander st
out to subdue the Persian Empire. On his march to Babylon
he conquered Palestine and Egypt and founded a number of
Greek cities, some round the lake of Galilee, othersin Egypt,
the largest of which was Alexandria, where he settled a
number of Greeks and Jews. The Empire founded by
Alexander was presently conquered and-annexed by Rome.
It thus fell out that Jesus of Nazareth was born, lived, and
died under Roman rule.
At the age of 30 He began to preach that Jehovah was the
God of the whole earth, the God of the living and not of the
dead. In Hismind God wasthe loving Father of all men, to
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whom they owed an infinite duty, and also as brethren, one
to another. The will of God could not be performed by the
sacrifice of beasts and such pagan rites, but only by service
rendered by men one to another. 'Be ye perfect, as your
Father alsois perfect.’” For men to perfect their sense of duty
was the end and object of human life, which was inde-
structible.

His home in Nazar eth was only a day's walk from some of
the Greek colonies on the shores of Galilee. This contact
with Greek civilization explains why all His teaching centres
round what He called the 'Kingdom of God'. He had
grasped the idea that men to perfect themseves must per-
fect the framework of society in which they grow up. Their
sense of duty could best be developed by exercise. The social
system must thus be made to depend for its operation on the
principle that those who worked it must learn to put the
interests of others before their own. Such a system would not
be a 'kingdom* but a 'commonwealth’. He used the word
kingdom because in the Aramaic language He spokethere was
no other word than malkutha, or kingdom, to denote a
polity. When His followers came to record His teaching in
Greek they trandated malkutha into the Greek for kingdom
which is basileila. To express what Jesus meant by the
Kingdom of God, they should rather have used the word
polis which the Greeks had applied to their city common-
wealths. |f we analyse what land- of society Jesus meant by
the Kingdom of God, as defined in the Gospels and especi-
ally in the parables, we shall s that the polity He describes
could not be a monarchy. A commonwealth is, in fine, the
Sermon on the Mount trandated into political terms. The
task which He left to His followers was step by step to realize
for the whole of human society a world polity based on the
infinite duty of men to their Father and brethren. The
Divine Polity, as concelved by Christ, was a human common-
wealth, not a catholic church.

This vast conception was in mortal antagonism with the
Roman Empire, and also with the semi-pagan system of ritual
administered to their own advantage by the Jewish priests.
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The civil combined with the ecclesagtical power to destroy
Jesus, after a mission which covered less than three years.

His Jewish disciples, simple fishermen, had in that time
been unable to grasp the full content of His teaching or of
the task which He left them. They saw that to serve their
Father they must serve each other, and not by performing
rites. But even 0, the pagan idea of sacrifice began to creep
back in asubtleform. Theideagrew up that Christ had once
for all superseded the sacrifice of beags in the temple by the
sacrifice of His own death on the cross On the eve of His
crucifixion He had broken bread and passed round the cup
of wine and had bade His disciples 'Do thisin memory of
me* They obeyed Him from thefirst; but in agesto come
'The Lord's Supper* came to be regarded as a sacrament
which superseded the sacrifice of bulls and goats. The per-
formance of this sacrament was essential to the worship and
service of God. These rites became the necessary means for
the saving of souls. As with all rites, its performance re-
quired a priesthood to administer it. In the course of cen-
turiesthat priesthood acquired a power and authority in the
Christian Church greater than was ever achieved by the
priesthood of the Jewish temple.

A few years after the Crucifixion the Conversion of St.
Paul gave a sudden impetusto the spread of doctrineswhich
Christ had preached. A Pharisee of the Pharisees, Paul had
grown to manhood in Tarsusin touch with Graeco-Roman
civilization. He at once arrested the dangerous tendency of
some apogtles to narrow Christianity to a sect of Judaism.
He established the principle that a gentile need not become
a circumcised Jew to become a follower of Christ. He then
St out on a mission to convert the whole Roman Empireto
thenew religion.

The Roman Empire, like that of Japan, was based on
belief that the Emper or wasa god, towhom hissubjectswere
bound to do sacrifice. When Christians refused, they were
thrown to the beasts. Their doctrine continued to spread in
spite of, or rather because of, their persecution by the state.
M eanwhilethe Empir e was decaying asall autocracies must.
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and was threatened with" destruction by barbarians from the
north.

In A.D. 313 Constantine, to heal the internal schism, pro-
claimed the principle of religious liberty and legalized the
Church. To defend the north-eastern frontier of the Empire
he moved its capital from Rome to Constantinople. From
that moment onwards the Jewish idea that the Church is
something separate from the state combined with the model
of the Roman Empire to transform the character of the
Church. The Bishop of Rome'rapidly acquired the prestige
and authority which had clothed the Emperor in Rome.
The Church and its priesthood acquired an authoritarian
character, which rivalled the Empire itself, now centred in
Constantinople.

Asthe Empire waned, so the Church waxed, extending its
influence over the barbarians who were fast destroying the
Empire, and reducing Europe to chaos. |slam was threaten-
ing the very exisence of Christendom till in 717 Leo the
Isaurian broke their attack on Constantinople by land and
s and in 732 Charles Martel destroyed their armies at
Tours. When Charles Martel died in 741 the Pope sanc-
tioned the coronation of his son Pepin as king of the Franks.
Pepin's son Charlesthe Great established the temporal power
of the Pope in Italy, and extended the Frankish Empire to
the Ebro and the Elbe.

The Church had now realized that it lacked the power of
the sword to enforce its spiritual authority on the barbarians.
So the Pope concelved the idea of exerting that authority to
reconstitute the Empire of Rome, and of vesting Charleswith
the office of Emperor. When Charles entered the Baslica of
St. Peter on Christmas Day A.D. 800, and knelt on the altar
deps, the Pope unexpectedly placed the imperial crown on
his head and proclaimed him as Emperor of the Romans.
This act was tantamount to assertion that the Pope had the
right to confer sovereignty on the Emperor. Charles, how-
ever, asserted his right to rule the Church. The conflict of
Emperor and Pope was thus inherent in Western Christen-
dom from A.D. 800.
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In the long struggle which followed, the Emperor's power
was fatally weakened by his having to bargain with German
princes for the forces he needed to asst his authority in
[taly. I'nA.D. 1279 Boniface V|11 received the envoys of the
Emperor, Albert |, seated on a throne, crowned with the
diadem of Constantine, holding a sceptre and girt with a
sword. '"Am | not', he said to them, 'the supreme Pontiff?
Is not this the throne of Peter ? |s it not mine to guard the
laws of the Empire? |, | am the Emperor/

In the upshot neither Pope nor Emperor had the physical
power to maintain the Pax Romana. Throughout the Middle
Ages Christendom wastor n by inter necine warswhich neither
Emperor nor Pope was able to control.
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CHAPTER VIII

THE COMMONWEALTH RAISED TO THE
NATIONAL SCALE

A wesaw at theend of Chapter V |, thebrilliant but transi-
Story freedom of the Greek commonwealthswas quenched
by subjection to Macedon and Rome. In the Middle Ages
the principle of the Commonwealth began to emerge in
England 'without observation' and on the national scale.

In 1066 the Norman Conquest united the people of
England under a monarch with few restraints to his power,
until in 1215 King John was forced by his barons to sign a
charter defining their privileges. In terms of Magna Carta
the King undertook to discuss and settle with the barons and
bishops the revenues they should pay him. His grandson
Edward |, who cameto thethronein 1272, had the wisdom
to extend this practice to merchants and owners of land. At
once he was faced with a practical difficulty. Thebaronsand
bishops, in number short of two hundred, could be gathered
tomeet theKingat Westminster. Themerchantsand sguires
wer e too many to meet in one place, to bargain with Edward
and to settle a bargain. So Edward issued writs instructing
the county courts and borough councils to elect representa-
tives few enough to meet him at Westminster. But in these
writs he was careful to specify that the settlements made with
him by these elected squires and burghers were to be final
and binding. They were not to be subject to further con-
firmation by the county courts and borough councils which
had sent them to bargain on their behalf. The elected squires
and burghers must have power to decide. For thisreason the
assembly gathered by Edward | hasbeen known asthe M odel
Parliament. By the representative principle a whole nation,
including all its cities and counties, achieved a machinery for
controlling their own taxation. In course of time this power
of decison was extended to govern all other public questions
at issue.

By the dose of the Middle Ages Parliament had asserted
its right to decide which branch of the Royal House was
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entitled toinherit the Crown. Sovereignty in fact had passed
to the people, and England emerged as a sovereign nation.
Parliament, however, had always supported the Crown in
contesting the claim of the Pope to temporal power over the
realm, includingtheright to exact atribute. In 1366 Parlia-
ment commissioned Wycliffe, an Oxford scholar and after-
wards Master of Balliol, to draft a paper asserting its right
to tax the Church itself in case of need. Wycliffe went on to
challenge the spiritual as well as the temporal claims of the
Church. As the teaching of Moses and the prophets had
been overlaid in Palestine by paganism and its rites, so now
the teaching of Christ had been overlaid by pagan beliefs
in Europe. Wycliffe saw that the power of the Church was
founded in belief that priests could change bread and wine
into the body and blood of Christ and that by giving or with-
holding the sacraments they could determine the eternal
future of laymen for weal or woe. He denied that these
claims to supernatural powers had any authority in Scrip-
ture. Hisdoctrines spread by the L ollards made headway in
England. Czech scholarswho cameto Oxford returned with
the writings of Wycliffe. They were read by John Huss, a
teacher in Prague, who started a revolt againg Rome in
Bohemia. A later result of the Hussite movement was the
Reformation started by Luther which led part of Germany
and later England to renounce their obedience to Rome.

W ith the Reformation two other movements, the one cul-
tural, the other economic, combined to end the Middle Ages
and to open the era of modern history.
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~ CHAPTER IX
NATIONAL SOVEREIGNTY

HE fall of Constantinopletothe Turksin 1453 had spread

Greek scholars and their books to teach their language
throughout Europe. These classcal writers were eagerly
read, and their works multiplied by the art of printing on
paper which Jesuif missonaries had brought to Europe from
China in the course of the fifteenth century.

Thefall of Constantinople had aso cut the routes by which
silk from China and spices from the Indies had reached
Europe. In 1492 Christopher Columbus seeking a route to
China by s discovered America. In 1498 Vasco da Gama
rounded the Cape and opened a s route to India.

The Reformation led to a Counter-reformation which
revived the spiritual zeal of the Church. The Papacy still
claimed authority to divide between Spain and Portugal the
western and eastern hemispheres they had opened. Protes
tant countrieslikeEngland and Holland denied that authority.
But even the kings of a Catholic country like France claimed
to derive their sovereignty direct from God. The era of
national sovereignties rapidly superseded the medieval idea
of Christendom as a single state. The idea, never reached in
practice, that the spiritual authority of the Pope or the sword
of the Holy Roman Emperor could restrain nations from war
vanished like the dream that it was. War was accepted as
part of the natural order of things.

In 1625 Huigvan Groot, better known as Grotius, aDutch
lawyer and civil servant, published his great book Dejure
belli et pads. He sought to found the relations of sovereign
gates on natural law, which in his view was as unchangeable,
even by God, asthe laws of geometry. In thiswork sovereign
dates and the outbreak of wars between them were accepted
as part of the order of nature, and inevitable as such.

The modern conception of international law derives from
thework of Grotius. Theword 'law' liketheword 'right' sands
for different ideas. Itisused to denote the cusoms observed
by a people, asin Iceland, where in the Middle Ages there
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wer e courtsto inter pret the customaryjaw, but no executiveto
enforcetheir decisons, and nolegidaturetoalter thecustomary
law. In astricter seneit isused todenotelaw in Sateswhere
agover nment exissto enfor cethedecisonsof courts. In such
dates it can truly be said that a rule of law is established.

International law, as propounded by Grotius, islaw only in
the sense that was recognized in Iceland. In theinternational
field there areinternational courts, but no executive to enforce
their decisons and no legisature to change the law as de-
clared by the courts. None the less international jurists are
wont to speak of the rule of law as existing under a system
where sovereign governments jealously guard their right to
accept or reject the findings of international courts. We have
here a typical case of the abuse of political terms, upon which
theories are based which lead to disaser when reduced ,to
practice. In his Use and Abuse of Palitical Terms, Sir George
Cornwall Lewis has shown by quotations from the speeches
of Cabinet Ministers and from leadersin The Times how the
geakers and writers have passed from one meaning of words
Itke'right' or 'law* to atotally different meaning, in the process
misleading themsdlves as well as their hearers and readers.

The conception of sovereign dates as propounded by
Grotius was accentuated by the English philosopher Thomas
Hobbes. As a royalist refugee in France he accepted the
position of tutor tothefuture Charles| | . Hisbook was pub-
lished in 1651, under the title of Leviathan, or the Matter,
Form and Power of a Commonwealth, ecclesiastical and civil
'with a frontispiece depicting a newly planned town with a
background of open country. Towering above the scene
there stands the crowned figure of a huge man shown from
the. waist upwards, with the arms outstretched protectively,
grasping in his right hand a great sword and in his left a
crozier. The body of the figure is made up of a swarm of
little people, with their backs to the reader and their eyes
fixed on the figure's expressionless face/*

! Bowie's History of Western Political Theory, chapter xvii. In this
chapter | am deeply indebted to M r. Bowie, who has allowed meto read
his work in typescript. 1t will, | hope, be publlshed as oon as possible
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'The state, according to Hobbes, 'irfight be regarded as a
great artificial man or monster (L eviathan) composed of men.'
Men, he conceived, in a gate of nature had lived a life no
better than that of the beads, a life in which the strongest
did as he pleased. Hobbes had trandated Thucydides,
and had doubtless taken to heart words that historian im-
putes to Athenian envoys when demanding a tribute from
the people of Melos: 'You know as well as we do that right,
astheworld goes, is only a question between equals in power,
while the strong do what they can and the weak suffer what
they must.'

Theresult is 'a condition which is called Warre' . . .

'‘whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of warre where
every man is enemy to every man; the same is consequent to the
timewherein men livewithout other security than what their own
grength and their own invention shall furnish them withall. In
such condition there is no place for Industry; because the fruit
thereof is uncertain: and consequently no Culture of the Earth;
no Navigation, nor use of the commaodities that may be imported
by sea; no Commodius Building; no instruments of moving and
removing such things as require much force; no knowledge of
the Face of the Earth; no account of Time; no Arts, no Letters,
no Society; and which isworg of all, Continual Feare, and danger
of glglqent death; and thelife of man solitary, poore, nagy, brutish
and short.'

In the theory of Hobbes, men to escape from this bestial
anarchy bound themsdves by an indissoluble compact to
obey one sovereign authority, whether a monarch or an
assembly. He lived in an age when Protestants read in the
Hebrew Scriptures how Jehovah had made a covenant with
the chosen people of Israel. The current belief that the
Hebrew polity was based on a covenant prepared the public
mind to swallow the idea that the state was based on social
contract, which has no support in historical fact. Hobbeswas
one of a few in that age who did not accept the Hebrew
Scriptures as literal truth; but he did not scruple to avail

! BovwésH|story of Western Polltlcal Theory, chapter xvii.
2 Thucydides, v. 85-116. ®Leviathan, Part |, chap. 13.
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himself of current beliefs, tointroduce and support histheory
that sovereignty is based on social contract.

Hobbes anticipates several ideasfinally realized in Nazism
—a subordinate Church, control of the press, a doctrinaire
education of youth, and the transfer of populations. In the
view of Hobbes the rule of law could only exist within the
limits of a sovereign state. That between such sates no rule
existed, but a gate of anarchy which was always liable to
lead to war, was a consequence of his view which Hobbes
accepted. :

A different view was taken by Baruch Spinoza, a Jewish
philosopher born in Amsterdam in 1632. Spinoza saw that
war's between sovereign stateswer e inevitable, and that inter -
national law could not be law in any real sense of that word
s0 long as no rule existed competent to enforce it on states
and their subjects. In his great work The Palitical Treatise
he agreeswith Hobbesto thisextent that hejustifies sovereign
power as the price of order, but, unlike Hobbes, regards
government as an expresson of the impulse to mutual aid
instinctiveto mankind.

'The ultimate aim of government is not to rule by fear, not to
exact obedience, but to free men from fear, that they may livein
all possble security. No, the object of government isnot to chan
men from rational bengs into beads or puppets, but to enable
them to deveop their minds and bodiesin security and to employ
;[_h_gir tre@;zon unshackled. In fact the true aim of government is

iberty.

'It follows, says Bowie? 'that the aim of men is, in the
wor dsof Jesus, "to havelife, and to haveit moreabundantly”,
and the state must be directed to this end/

Spinoza's view met with little attention from political
thinkers, and none whatever from practical statesmen, till
the nineteenth century. In 1926 L owes Dickinson published
The International Anarchy 1904-1914, in which he argued
that war was the inevitable result of the sovereignty claimed
by national states. At that timeanumber of secret documents
and treaties had been published by Governmentsin Berlin

! Bowie, chapter xx. 21 bid., chap. xxi.
D
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and Moscow. The British Government had not as yet
published the documents which Dr. Gooch and Professor
"Temperley were commissioned to edit. German propaganda
to prove that Germany had not been responsible for the war
was in full flood. One has only to read the pages of Mr.
Lowes Dickinson, who did not wait till he could read the
British documents, to see how effective the German propa-
ganda was. The German and Russan documents had con-
vinced him that of all the governments involved in the war,
the German Government was the least to blame for its
outbreak. He failed to see how in seeking to whitewash
German policy he weakened his case that war was the product
of national sovereignties, of international anarchy, a point
cogently argued in his preface and closng pages. After his
death a popular edition was republished in 1937 with a
foreword by Sir Arthur Salter, closng with the words:
* | nternational anarchy isthe cause of war; and international
government, therefore, the indispensable condition of pre-
venting it. That is Lowes Dickinson's theme, the truth of
which is confirmed not only by the events which he narrates,
but by all that has happened since!

In 1935 the M ar quis of L othian gave the Burge Memorial
Lecture, which was published by the Oxford University
Press under the title: Pacifism is not enough nor Patriotism
either. On pp. 55-6 his concluson was summarized in the
following words:

'TheLeague, the Kelogg Pact, and all the expedients of pacifism
cannot end war or the evils which spring from the anarchy of
datehoods It is quite right that we should use the League and
the Pact for what they areworth, for they arethe crude beginnihgs
of the new world order, and because the nations are not likely to
take the next and vital gep until they have subgtituted co-opera-
tion for unredricted sdt-centredness and have discovered in
practice that co-operation is not enough. But none of these
methods can end war or create the conditions in which it is pos
sblefor mankind to live a free and civilized life. These will only
be edablished when enough citizens of national dates, while
retaining their full autonomy in national affairs are willing to
form themsdves into a world nation for common purposss to
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enter into that organic and indissoluble bond which is the founda-
tion not of a League but of a Commonwealth of Nations.'

After his death the lecture was reprinted with a preface by
Sir William Beveridge, in which he said:

'The fundamental cause of war is neither unjust treaties, nor
racial or religious or cultural differences, nor maltreatment of
minorities, nor need of raw materials and markets, nor imperialist
ambition, nor strategic considerations, nor those broad-shouldered
scape-goats, capitalism or nationalism. The cause of war is the
anarchy of sovereign states. The end of war throughout the
world can only come through world federation. That is the theme
of this remarkable lecture: "Pacifism is not Enough, Nor Patriot-
ism, Either". Thereis only one way of ending wars and of estab-
lishing peace in the political sense of the word, and that is by
introducing into the international sphere the principle of the
state, that is, by creating a federation of nations with a govern-
ment which can wield the taxing, executive, legislative and judicial
power, and command the exclusive allegiance of the individual in
the super-national sphere. Pacifism is not enough, becausejustice
in the international sphere, as elsewhere, is futile without force
to back it. Patriotism is not enough, because selfish force, force
except as the servant of justice, is self-destructive in the inter-
national sphere, as elsewhere.

'That is the theme expounded in this lecture with a force and
reasonableness and economy of words, making it better worth
reading than almost anything else that has been said about inter-
national problems.’

In 1939 Lothian was appointed British Ambassador at
Washington, where he died of overwork in December 1940.
In the speeches he made in his public capacity he did not
hesitate to repeat the warning he had given at length in his
Burge Lecture. Addressing the House of Delegates and
Senate of Virginiain February 1940 he said:

'AsMr. Elihu Root said afew years ago, mankind is confronted
with almost the same fundamental problems as confronted the
fathers of the American Constitution. If they are to be solved they
must be diagnosed and answered as convincingly as were the
problems of 1776 in the Federalist papers and the American Con-
stitution. To-day as then an anarchy of sovereign' States cannot
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exape chronic war or preserve individual liberty or create the
conditions of progperity and employment within their own
boundaries unless, In some way, they can bring themsdves col-
lectively under the reign of a sngle congtitutional law/

Since the time of Washington, Lincoln, Root, Lothian,
Beveridge, and Salter are tHe only men in public life who
have not bowed the knee to L eviathan, and have warned the
wor ld that warswill continueto destroy freedom and civiliza-
tion till national sates begin to mergetheir sovereigntiesinto
one international sovereignty. Apart from these exceptions,
political leaders continue to worship Leviathan, regardless of
the claim which their idol makes, that the sons and daughters
of men must be passed by millions through the fire in his
honour.
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CHAPTER X

THE COMMONWEALTH RAISED TO THE
CONTINENTAL SCALE

I N Chapter VIII we traced the steps whereby Parliament
cameto control supply, the making of laws, and even to
decidewhowasentitled to inherit the Crown. But what was
to happen when Kingand Parliament failed to agree, asthey
so often did ? This question was finally settled at the end of
the eighteenth century by transferring the substance of the
King's power to the Prime Minister who could for the time
being command a majority in Parliament, or, failing that, a
majority of theeectorswillingtoreturn anew Parliament to
support him. Since then the power of 'the Crown in Parlia-
ment' to decide everything has become absolute. When the
King declaresthat hewishesit so (Le Roy le veult) heisreally
declaring that Parliament has reached a decision.

Thediscovery and colonization of Americahad erethisbeen
raising a further problem. By the middle of the eighteenth
century there had come into being some thirteen colonies
in North America, each with a parliament of itsown, if only
for the reason that representatives could not then be sent
acrossthe Atlantic to st at Westminster. The colonists were
thusrepresented in their own assembliesbut not in the British
Parliament, which none the less essayed to tax them for the
common defence. The thirteen colonies proceeded to assert
their independence of Great Britain. As so many sovereign
dates they made a compact with each other to supply the
men and money necessary for the struggle. In spite of re-
peated and conspicuous failures to discharge the compact,
their independencewaswon, partly through theincompetence
of Georgel | | and hisministers, partly by the aid of foreign
powers hostile to Britain, but first and foremost by the
greatness of Washington.

In 1783 their independence was recognized by Great
Britain. In order to fight the mother country the colonies
had established a Congress of delegates sent from their
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thirteen assemblies. It was given no power to tax the colonists,
except by virtue of laws to be passed by the assemblies.
Funds needed to meet the cost of the war had been raised by
loans, and when peace was declared Congress was liable for
the interest and sinking fund on 42,000,000 dollars. In
response to four requisitions made by Congressfor 15,870,987
dollars no more than 2,450,803 dollars were remitted by the
State assemblies. By 1786 Congresswas in open and acknow-
ledged default. Moreover, when Congress requested the
States to execute the treaties it had made with Britain and
Spain, a number neglected to take the necessary action. In
New England the spirit of anarchy spread to the taxpayers,
who began to refuse to pay taxes due to the States. The
Situation became so alarming that the state governments
agreed to appoint delegates to revise the articles of confedera-
tion. They met at Philadelphiain 1787, under the leader ship
of Washington. Experiencein war and peace had taught him
that no real sysem of government could be based on com-
pacts between sovereign governments, and that Congress was
powerless so long asitsauthority was derived from a number
of states which, because they were sovereign, could always
ignore the compact, and frequently did so. Congress could
only make decisons if it derived its authority from the
citizens themselves, and was able to enforce those decisons
on every citizen. Congress must therefore be able to raise
the money required to meet the duties imposed on it by
taxing the individual citizens, without waiting for thirteen
legidatures to impose the taxation. The principle at stake
was the same as that which inspired the writs issued by
Edward | when he summoned the M odel Parliament.

Thisprinciplewas embodied in a new constitution framed
by the Congress of Philadelphia. Under itsterms all duties
and powers not specifically given to the central government
were reserved to the state legidatures which remained in
being. By virtue of this constitution the Government of the
United Stateswas henceforward able to make effective deci-
sions. Since 1788, when it was adopted, there has comeinto
being a commonwealth large in area as the whole of Europe
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west of Russa, which maintains its diverse communities in
a date of peace.

This peace has, none the less, been attained at the cost of
acivil war. The Southern States were alarmed by a move-
ment in the North to abolish the system of davery upon
which their social structure was based. Desiring to part
from the North they argued that the Union ratified in 1788
was based on a compact between sovereign Sates, which,
because they were sovereign, their governments were free to
cancd at wilL This doctrine was challenged by President
Lincoln, who denied that the Union was based on compact
at all. The constitution, he held, had itsroot in the 'dedica-
tion' of each American citizen to the welfare of all. The
Government of the United States was entitled to call on every
citizen to give his property, and if necessary hislife, to compel
every other citizen to obey the law of the United States as
enacted under the constitution. The Southerners resisted
this claim by arms, and Lincoln, supported by Congress,
called on every citizen of the United States qualified to bear
arms to force the Southerners to obey the law. Enough of
them responded to secure this result, though a million men
logt their lives in the struggle. Since this decison no threat
of war has serioudy menaced the internal peace of the United
States. Had Lincoln failed, and had the Union dissolved into
anumber of sovereign dates, itsterritory would have become
the scene of wars, perhaps as.frequent as those which have
ravaged Europe and South America.
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CHAPTER XI
NAPOLEON TO HITLER

E must now return to the eighteenth century, to see how

the creation of a commonwealth in Americareacted on
Europe. In France the monarchy was utterly destroyed, and
replaced by republican institutions. But unlikethe American
colonists the French were inexperienced in the practice of
trandlating public opinion into effective decisons. The
country swiftly lapsed into anarchy. Faced with starvation,
the expedient was tried of massacring everyone charged with
the crime of thwarting the government, till order was re-
stored and effective government established by a general
whose soldiers had found that he always led them to victory.
Napoleon displayed a supreme capacity for those effective
decisons which for the moment hungry, distracted France
needed. He quickly perverted her passon for liberty into his
own passion for power, till under his leadership the French
had conquered Europe and were hoping to conquer the
world. These hopes were frustrated by British sea power,
which alone prevented Napoleon from bringing the world
beyond Europe under his despotism.

Till the end of the nineteenth century the unquestioned
control of the ocean routes by British sea power gave the
human race such a snse of security from world wars as they
had not known since Columbus and Vasco da Gama opened
those routes. If you wish to charge that vague and over-
worked term 'security’ with definite meaning, it is well to
recall the compar ative freedom from constant anxiety which
prevailed in thelatter half of the nineteenth century, and then
contrast it with the growing fear of impending disaster which
descended upon us with the twentieth century.

From 1815 to the dose of that century the menace of war
on a world-wide scale was banished-by British sea power.
Behind a shield outstretched on the arm of the parent com-
monwealth self-government flourished and deepened its roots
in North America, whilst south of the Line in the African
and Australasian continents, younger commonwealths sprang
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into being. The system appeared as so firmly established in
English-speaking communities that its rapid extension in
western Europe and even in Russia was assumed to be merely
a question of time. The system of freedom will extend its
influence in the world so long as its strength is too great for
governments opposed to it to think of destroying it, and no
longer than that. The safety of free systems is always
to look to their own strength and not to measures for
weakening their enemies.

How was it that Britain, a mere speck on the map of the
globe, was able to keep so long an unchallenged control of
the oceans that cover the greater part of its surface? The
answer is that British inventors like James Watt had given
these islands a flying start in the art of harnessing physical
power. For several generations Great Britain was able to beat
all her competitors in producing goods. It was this flying
start which enabled her taxpayers to sustain a burden of
world power out of all proportion to the relative size of her
people and area.

A further question remains to be answered. How came it
that nations in Europe, Asia, and Americawere in the nine-
teenth century willing to tolerate control of the seas by British
seapower ? |twill here suffice to mention the most important
and least noticed of several reasons. The traditionsand habits
of the British people were such that any attempt to create or
maintain conscript armies like France, Germany, or Russia
was out of the question. For thisreason, if for no other, there
was no serious danger that England would use her sea power
to embark on Napoleonic conquests. Theworld was content
to s.e England forbidding the Grand Alliance to conquer
South American states, because England herself was devoid
of the armies necessary for such conquests. For lack of such
land forces, if for no other reason, England never attempted
to challenge the hegemony of Europewhich Bismarck achieved
by merging the German states into one empire all-powerful
on land.

The German people, or at least their rulers, were not con-
tent with a European hegemony. Political union quickly
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enabled a disciplined, intelligent, and highly industrious
people to exploit to the full the arts of harnessng physcal
power which Britain had first developed and applied. The
British were rapidly losing their flying start in the field of
production. When trouble began to brew in South Africa,
the German Emperor was disposed to exercise the same kind
of decisive voice in world affairs that his government was
now used to exercise in European affairs, by virtue of his
paramount army. He found himself powerless to transport
that army across the ssas But a time was already in sight
when the rapidly growing resources of German industry
would enable the German Empire to build and maintain
fleets strong enough to challenge the power of Britain to
control the sea routes. If once those fleets could escort
German armies across the ssas the German Empire would
then be able to speak with the same decisve voice in world
affairs as in European affairs, snce Austria and France had
been humbled to the dust.

For the moment the arrogance and impatience of the
German rulers themselves frustrated those schemes. In 1914
they blundered into a premature war, which presently united
the maritime powers throughout the world, including the
U.S.A., to support the British. In the spring of 1918 a last
desperate effort to sweep the Allies from Europe almost suc-
ceeded. Then hunger began to sap the morale of the German
people. By November the military power of Germany had
utterly collapsed. The victorious Allies dictated an armistice;,
and then assembled in Paris to construct the framework of a
new order.

The problem they had to solve had been st by the I n-
dustrial Revolution, which, starting in England, spread to
theworld at large. A rapid increase in power to produce the
means of living was quickly followed by an increase in the
number of human beingsto live on them. Whilethe growing
power to control the forces of nature increased the size of
human society, it was rendering its structure far more com-
plex, and fresh complexities were developed by each new
discovery or invention. The growth of trade cycles is a cae
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in point. There were gluts of goods which could not be sold,
and millions of people were unemployed, unable to purchase
the goods, and wasting their bodies and souls in idleness.

The political mechanism required to trandate the needs
and desres of ordinary men into action, that is to say, to
reach decisons, failed to keep pace with the march of inven-
tion. Decisons could not be taken in time to cope with-
the growth of social evils. Inside the national ates social
reform wasin gravearrears, and the feeling began to develop,
postered by thinkers like Marx, that the growing evils could
only be met by entrusting all powers to one dictator, on the
pattern of Napoleon, to a superman armed with the force to
cut Gordian knots by rapid decisons.

The evil was not confined to social affairs. The relations
of dates one to another were also complicated by the march
of invention; for greatly improved sysems of transport by
sa and land had made every growing community closey
dependent on other and often distant communities for their
means of life. While every year was laying an increasing
burden of social and international questions on every national
government, there was, and could be, no increase in the time
available to statesmen for solving them, nor in the fund of
nervous energy required to grasp the issues at stake and reach
the decisons required.

All this reinforced a willingness to accept* the rule of
dictators. At the same time, the progress of physical in-
vention was providing dictators with means for controlling
the bodies and souls of men. Machine-guns, war-planes,
high explosive, and especially broadcasting would have made
the mouth of Napoleon water, had he foreseen them.

Freedom is the food which nourishes the growth of men
and society. Power hasthe properties of astrong drink. The
taste for it grows upon men the more that they take of it.
Dictators are sddom content with the mastery of their own
people. They presently aspireto useit for conquering others.
In a world bedevilled by despots, commonwealths must
always live under threats of impending war. They must
always divert a great part of their national wealth, which
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might have been used for social reform, to paying for arma-
ments, beating their ploughshares into swords. More im-
portant still, the time and thought of their rulers, which
might have been givento social reform, is absorbed in cease-
less efforts to avert war, or else to win it when those efforts
havefailed. The power of governmentsto effect social reform
will always remain dangerously shackled in a world over-
shadowed by the constant menace of war. In this age of
mechanization we have reached a stage when human welfare
cannot increase until we have found how to restore that
degree of security from world wars which was felt to exist
in the century which followed the Battle of Waterloo.

The problem to be solved is this: how rulers can be
given the power to make the decisions required to effect
this object, and still remain answerable, in fact as well
asin theory, to the people they rule.



45

CHAPTER XII
WARTO END WAR

N thewar of 1914-18, asnow, we gave out totheworld that

thiswas 'awar to end war, and to make the world safe for
democracy'. In 1916 | published a book called The Problem
of the Commonwealth in which | pointed out that in the
nineteenth century we, the people of the British Ides, had
maintained a navy so strong that no foreign aggressor had
attempted to attack the British Commonwealth which in-
cluded nearly a quarter of mankind, scattered all over the
globe. | argued that the outbreak of war in 1914 had proved
that the Government of the United Kingdom no longer com-
manded resources sufficient to prevent any attack on the
Commonwealth. In this age of mechanization no Imperial
Government could hope to maintain forces too strong for any
aggressor to attack so long as it commanded resources limited
to the British Isles. To prevent further attempts to destroy
the Commonwealth there must be a government empower ed
to command the resources of the Commonwealth as a whole.

This book passed through several editions, but no one in
authority appeared to support my thess that a second world
war would take place unless we made oursglves too strong to
prevent it. | never expected, indeed, to live as | have done,
to see my forecast verified as it now is.

At the close of 1918 came the sudden and unexpected
collapse of Germany. In January 1919 the victorious Allies
assembled in Paris to frame the peace: but the object for
which the war had been fought and won—to prevent further
wars and make the world safe for democracy—was at once
treated as secondary to another, which President Woodrow
Wilson propounded in hisformula 'self-determination'. The
concept of personal sovereignty, which prevailed in the
previous centuries, was foremost in the minds of the sates
men who met at the Congress of Vienna, and we know the
result. In the course of the nineteenth century the work of
that Congress was torn to pieces by another concept, by the
idea that sovereign peoples enjoyed an unlimited right to
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settle their own affairs each for themselves. The idea of
freedom and democracy was identified with the concept of
national sovereignty, and this concept was foremost in the
minds of the statesmen who met in Paris in 1919. Their
busness, as they concelved it, was not merely to safeguard
national sovereignties, but also to increase their number.
Several states were created to take the place of the Austrian
Empire and others along the Baltic coadt.

So much had been said, however, of the war as a war to
end war and to make the world safe for democracy that some
provision for that end had to be made. The sovereign dates
old and new were to sign a covenant pledging them all to
unite their forces to restrain any aggressor who might try to
challenge their sovereignty. We know the result. When
China was threatened by Japan, when Abyssinia was
threatened by Italy, and Czechodovakia by Germany, the
States M ember s of the L eague thought first and foremost how
tokeep out of war. When Germany attacked Poland the only
gates which drew the sword to prevent her were the British
democracies and France. They declared war as the allies
of Poland. Except by the British Dominions, no semblance
of collective action was attempted by" States as Members of
the League to offer security to Czechodovakia and Poland
when threatened with destruction. The Covenant was, in
effect, no more than a paper pledge, with no organic backing
of a common authority planning for defence.



47

CHAPTER XI11
THE STATUTE OF WESTMINSTER

W | THthesingleexceptionof Eire,theDominionsinboth
these wars sprang to arms when the British Government
declared war. Neither then nor at any time have they ever
been asked by the British Government to commit themselves
to action of thiskind in advance.” Such proposals, when made
by writers of books or in the Press, have found no support
from Dominion Governments. No British Government
would ever have thought of asking an Imperial Conference
to adopt such commitments as those assumed by the govern-
ments that signed the Covenant of the League. The reason
why Dominion Governments signed the Covenant so readily
was because membership of the League would give them an
international recognition of their status as sovereign and
independent states. Their minds, with those of the other
governments assembled in Paris, were preoccupied with the
question of national sovereignty.

In 1923 the Imperial Conference met to consider the prob-
lem of defence. Its decisions were as follows (Cmd. 1987,
p. 16):

(1) The Conference affirms that it is necessary to provide for
the adeguate defence of the territories and trade of the severa
countries comprising the British Empire.

(2) In this connexion the Conference expressly recognizes that
it is for the Parliaments of the several parts of the Empire, upon
the recommendations of their respective governments, to decide
the nature and extent of any action which should betaken by them.

(3) Subject to this provision, the Conference suggests the
following as guiding principles:

(@) The primary responsibility of each portion of the Empire

represented at the Conference for its own local defence.

(b) Adequate provision for safeguarding the maritime com-

munications of the several parts of the Empire and the
routes and waterways along and through which their armed
forces and trade pass.

(¢) The provision of Naval bases and facilities for repair and

fuel so as to ensure the mobility of the fleets.
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(d) Thedesirability of the maintenance of aminimum standard
of Naval strength, namely, equality with the Naval strength
of any foreign power, in accordance with the provisions of
the Washington Treaty on Limitation of Armaments as ap-
proved by Great Britain, all'the self-governing Dominions,
and India.

(¢) Thedesirability of the development of the Air Forcesin the
several countries of the Empire upon such lines as will
make it possible, by means of the adoption, as far as
practicable, of acommon system of organization and train-
ing and the use of uniform manuals, patterns of arms,
equipment, and stores (with the exception of the type of
aircraft), for each part of the Empire as it may determine
to co-operate with other parts with the least possible delay
and the greatest efficiency.

(4) In the application of these principles to the severa parts of

the Empite concerned the Conference takes note of:

(8 The deep interest of the Commonwealth of Australia, the
Dominion of New Zealand, and India, in the provision of
a Naval Base at Singapore, as essential for ensuring the
mobility necessary to provide for the security of the terri-
tories and trade of the Empire in Eastern waters.

(b) The necessity for the maintenance of safe passage along the
great route to the East through the Mediterranean and the
Red Sea.

(¢) The necessity for the maintenance by Great Britain of a
Home Defence Air Force of sufficient strength to give
adequate protection against air attack by the strongest air
force within striking distance of her shores.

(5) The Conference, while deeply concerned for the paramount
importance of providing for the safety and integrity of all parts
of the Empire, earnestly desires, so far as it is consistent with this
consideration, the further limitation of armaments, and trusts
that no opportunity may be lost to promote this object.

By resolution (3) (a) the Imperial Conference recognized
that each part of the Commonwealth bears the primary re-
sponsibility for defending its own shores from invasion. By
those that follow it is made clear that any such defence will
be futile unless adequate provision is made for controlling
the maritime routes which connect these widely separated
countries, the most vital of which is the route through the
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Suez Canal and past Singapore. It was recognized that
defence of the various parts of the Commonwealth must
depend on provision for defence of the Commonwealth as a
whole. That was the vital responsibility; but why was the
Conference silent on the question asto what authority wasto
beheld responsiblefor makingthat all-important provision ?
The only possble answer is that in 1923 every member of
the Imperial Conference assumed that this vital respons-
bility would continue to rest, where it had always rested,
with the gover nment and people of the United Kingdom.

When these governments reassembled in 1926 the minds
of all were centred on the task of affirming and completing
theindependent sovereignty of the self-governing Dominions.
Its resolutions were crystallized in the famous words of the
Balfour Report defining the status of the United Kingdom
and of the Dominions as 'autonomous communities within
the British Empire, equal in status, in no way subordinate
one to another in any respect of their domestic and external
affairs, though united by a common allegiance to the crown,
and fredly associated as members of the British Common-
wealth of Nations' (Cmd. 2768, p. 14).

On the question of Defence, ' The Resolutions on Defence
adopted at the last ssson of the Conference were re-
affirmed (Cmd. 2768, p. 25) and alsoreprinted (1 bid., pp. 35
and 36).

When recordingtheir official recognition of the Dominions
as separate sovereignties, and interpreting that sovereignty
to mean that each Dominion was entitled to a separate and
final control of itsforeign relations, the question whether any
authority wasstill responsiblefor thevital function of defend-
ingthe Commonwealth asa whole could no longer be evaded.
Thisembarrassing question was briefly dealt with asfollows
in the Balfour Report.

1We went on to examinethe possibility of applying the prin-
cples underlying the Treaty Resolution of the 1923 Conference
to matters arising in the conduct of foreign affairs generally. It
was frankly recognized that in this sphere as in the sphere of -
defence, the major share of responsbility rests now, and must for

E
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ome time continue to rest, with His Majesty's Government in
Great Britain (Cmd. p. 25).

" Equality of datus, so0 far as Britain and the Dominions are
concerned, isthustheroot principlegoverningour Inter-Imperial
Reations. But the principlesof equality and smilarity appropriate
to status, do not universally extend to function. Herewerequire
something mor e than immutable dogmas (Cmd. p. 14).

The reader must hold in mind that the words 'foreign
affairs are constantly used to cover such matters as the
Halibut Treaty which Canada negotiated with theU.S.A. as
well asthe issue of peace and war, which is, to use the words
of the report, 'the major share of responsibility covered by
thewords " foreign affairs’ '. Thismajor responsibility is, as
the report records, insgparable from the function of defence.
The Imperial Conference of 1926 thus recorded that whilst
the self-governing gates of the Commonwealth recognize
each other as separate and independent sovereignties, each
responsible for their own local defence, the major respons-
bility for the defence of the Commonwealth as a whole still
rests where it has always rested—on the gover nment respon-
sibleonly to thevotersand taxpayers of the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. The Government
of the United Kingdom accepted that position, which meant
that it accepted in advance an obligation to gotowar with any
agogressor who attacks any self-governing Dominion. The
Dominions also accepted that position, subject to this, that
a Dcfminion is in no way committed to war if the United
Kingdom isattacked, until it hasseen fit to declarewar. And
thisis what happened in the case of Eire. Incapable of any
local defence and dependent on British sea power to prevent
any landing of enemy forces on her shores, the Gover nment
of Eire maintained a position of neutrality, which gravely
imperilled the whole Commonwealth and the Allied cause,
helped toprolongthewar, and cost theBritish Commonwealth
and her alliesthe lives of thousands of seamen and numbers
of ships with their cargoes.

These resolutions, recorded by the Imperial Conference
of 1926, imposeon theUnited Kingdom of Great Britain and
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Northern Ireland a responsibility for defending a quarter of
mankind scattered all over the globe. They alo in terms
restrict the resources that its government commands for that
purpose to the human and material resources of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland. « They remain on its minutes
and govern the situation to-day. Industrious students will
find the subject treated at length in Chap. V of Prof. Han-
cock's Survey of Britisn Commonwealth Affairs. The only
reference | have seen in any popular book to the fact that
the British Government accepted responsibility for defend-
ing the Commonwealth as a whole is'on p. 27 of The British
Commonwealth by Sir Edward Grigg. Can anyone point to
any reference in the Parliament or the Press of the British
Commonwealth to this resolution ? The slence of publicists
on the fact which governs the security of the Commonwealth,
and therefore the future peace of the world, is another
ominous fact.

The upshot is that Dominion Governments have never
sgned or been asked by the British Government to sign any
pledge to go to war when the United Kingdom is attacked.
The Government of the United Kingdom has signed a
written agreement to defend the Commonwealth as a whole
and therefore to go to war with any Power which attacks any
self-governing Dominion. The inevitable conseguence is
that, whatever the Statute of Westminster may say, the
issues of peace and war are controlled as before by the British
Government. | can recall only one case in which a political
leader has mentioned this obvious fact. In the summer of
1939 the Foreign Secretary, Lord Halifax, made an impor-
tant speech on foreign policy at theannual dinner of the Royal
Institute of International Affairs. He was followed by Mir.
Menzies, a member oftheAustrallan Cabinet, who madethe
following observation:

" In gpite of the theorigs—and there are many theorigs in the
world—the foreign policy of the British Commonwealth isto a
large extent in the hands of the Foreign Secretary of this country.
Wemay, asindeed some of our predecessarsdid, claim that weare
equal in all things in point of foreign policy, but the fact will
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remain that the great issues of peace and war will be much more
determined by the gentleman who sits in a room looking across
the Horse Guards Parade than it will by my colleagues in Can-
berra or one of our colleagues in Ottawa or Pretoria. The nations
of iheworld will not be prepared to sit down for a few weeks or
months while the members of the Commonwealth have an
intimate chat as to what they are to do.’

The fact which governs this whole situation is that political
responsibility cannot bedivorced fromfinancial responsibility.

Our rulers combine to present this Commonwealth to our
Allies as the model of a system whereby the United Nations
can accomplish the aims they are pledged to accomplish
under the Atlantic Charter.

Addressing the Pilgrims' Club in New Y ork on the 25th
March 1941 L ord Halifax said:

"I n the British Commonwesalth of Nations our experience has
taught us that nations differing greatly in numbers and wealth,
in race and socid structure, can yet freely associate together.
What has been possble for them is not impossible for others, and
the British Commonwealth which, by the quality of itsresolution,
is the bastion of the world defence to-day, may well by its geo-
graphical dispersion become the bridge of greater world unity
to-morrow. In many respects the world must be treated in
future as asingle whole.'

So our leaders always repeat with emphasis that twice
in this century the Dominions have rallied their forces in
defence of the Commonwealth when attacked. Thank God
they did, and unless they had done so in time, we must all
have gone down to destruction. But Lord Halifax alone' has
mentioned the obvious fact that the British Commonwealth
failed to prevent these two attempts to destroy it—attempts
which involved, as they must always involve, the world in
war; and he was taken to task for doing so. The fact is
ignored that the object for which we have fought these wars,
towhichall Alliesare pledged intermsby the Atlantic Charter,
is to prevent such wars happening again. The system our

! I'n his spesch at Toronto.
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Allies are asked to copy has twice failed to achieve that
object.

Thethesis advanced in 1919, and now again, may be stated
as follows:

'The voluntary co-operation of the British Democracies as
equal and sovereign states enabled the war to be won in 1918.
In 1941 it has so far prevented a decision in favour of Ger-
many and will, we believe, again be effective in winning this
war. As victors our peace-aim will then be to create such a
world order as will once for all render the recurrence of wars
like these impossible. The example of the British Common-
wealth points to the principle upon which this new world
order should be based.’

This thesis, however, ignores two shattering facts. In
1914 the British Commonwealth had failed to prevent
the outbreak of world war. In 1919 a League was con-
structed on the model of the British Commonwealth,
into which that Commonwealth was incorporated. By
1939 the two together had completely failed to prevent
the outbreak of an even more terrible world war.
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CHAPTER XIV
BRITISH HEGEMONY

HE League of Nations has fallen in ruins, whilst the

British Commonwealth still stands, and this no doubt is
the reason why statesmen are once more pointing to the
Commonwealth asthe model upon which to construct inter -
national relations after the war. It is worth considering,
therefore, why the Commonwealth remains in being whilst
the League, supposed to be based on its principles, is in
ruins. Thereason, as | see it, was stated in some remarks
which | made to the Conference on British Commonwealth
Relations, which met in Australiaon the 3rd September 1938,
exactly oneyear beforethewar weare now fighting broke out.

'The official theory is that the foreign policy which may in-
volve all of usin war is controlled by the governments of Great
Britain, Ireland, Canada, Audtralia, New Zealand, and South
Africa, in co-operation. | ak the Conference to examine this
theory, and especially those ddegates who come from countries
which, unlike Great Britain, have practical experience of the
working of federal ingtitutions.

'Professor Scott, in his book submitted by Canada, explains
that the Privy Council has ruled that the Federal Government
and Parliament cannot implement Canadian treatiesdealing with
industrial conditions, except in co-operation with the govern-
ments and legidatures of all the provinces. This, he argues with
unanswer able force, means that Ottawa can only negotiate such
treaties in co-operation with the nine provincial governments,
which isimpossble. He does not pause to argue that thisisim-
possble, because he, and all his readers who have lived tinder
federal ingtitutions, know that any attempt to negotiate a treaty
where ten governmentsin Canada are parties to the negotiation,
is, and mug be, abortive. How, then, can anyone with federal
experience arguethat the policy required to preserve the peace of
theworld can, in fact, be conducted in co-operation between six
governments answerable to sx legidatures and dectorates,
Separ ated by all thewidth of theworld?

"The peace of the Commonwesalth has so far been preserved
because the British Government has snce 1926 from hour to
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hour and day to day made decisons which it could not have made
had it waited to secure the assnt of five Dominion Governments
to the geps proposed. Such an attempt would have meant
paralyss would have ended in no foreign policy at all; and would
quickly have plunged the world into war.

"My conduson, is that the offidal and universally accepted
doctrine that the Balfour Declaration and the Statute of West-
minger have, in fact as well asin law, given Dominion govern-
ments, legidatures, and dectorates control of the isaues of peace
and war, is a dangerous illusion.

'One word as to what | mean by responsbility for peace and
iwar. | have no doubt that if the British Commonwedlth is
_attacked, all the Dominions will rush to aams asin 1914. But a
"prior respongbility to making war is a continuous responsibility
’ In peace for averting war.'

In plain words, the British Commonwealth had continued
to function snce 1919 by virtue of a British hegemony. The
Government answerable to the eectorate of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland continued, and still continues, to make
the decisons on peace and war, which unless they are made
in time must involve any political sysem in the fate which has
overtaken the League of Nations.

A system of hegemony is always exposed to two opposite
dangers, of becoming too strong, or becoming too weak. One
or other of these tendencies will sooner or later compass its
downfall. Thefirst of these dangers can be seen in the case
of Athens in the Delian League, in the active or latent
hegemony of the German Reich from 1870 till the present
hour, and in the transient hegemony of France after 1918 till
1933. There is not now the dightest risk that the British
Government will ever attempt to reduce the self-governing
Dominions to the kind of servitude which Athens imposed
on her allies in the fifth century B.a, which France imposed
on Germany when she occupied the Ruhr, or which Germany

in 1940 succeeded in - on most of the nations of
Europe, _ on the other hand, is a
ty hich may undermine such

a tic from British aswell as
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Dominion ministers, extolling the Statute of Westminster,
and from constitutional writers, has obscured the realities
from the eyes of their peoples.

Theprimary task of civilized governmentsis the mainten-
ance of peace. It is only when they have failed in this task
and war is upon them that the task of winning the war for
the moment becomes primary. And even 0, as Thucydides
said, it is only to attain a higher state of peace that govern-
ments go to war) In spite of all that Imperial Conferences,
statesmen, lawyers, and statutes may say, no government is
sovereign in fact which isnot treating prevention of war asits
primary task. The United Kingdom has always regarded
that task as primary, not merely for the British Ides, but for
the Commonwealth as a whole. The Dominions which at-
tained self-gover nment within that Commonwealth naturally
came to regard that position as part of a natural order, and
their own domestic affairs as their primary task. The Cove-
nant of the L eague, the Imperial Conference of 1926, and the
Statute of Westminster made no substantial change in this
ingrained habit of mind. Thetask of maintaining peace not
merely for its own people but for those of all the Dominions
continued torest on the Gover nment of theUnited Kingdom.
In one solitary ingtance the truth was blurted out by one
responsible minister, Mr. Menzies.

In exactly a year from the Sydney Conference the sdf-
governing Dominions, except Eire, were at war with Ger-
many, aresult directly duetotheweaknessinherent in British
hegemony. For reasons already explained Great Britain in
the nineteenth century was able to maintain for the whole
Commonwealth forces too strong for its enemies to think of
challenging. With thedose of the century that day had passed,
never to return. The German Empire had come to think
that British control of the high seas was no longer beyond
her power to challenge. By 1914 a war had begun which
quickly involved the greater part of theworld. When British
and French financial resources were exhausted, the tide was
turned, just in time, by the entry of America, whose great
potential force the German Government had underrated.
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Then, as now, the cry went up for 'a peace which would
maketheworld safefor democracy*. Ther e weretwo waysof
securing this end. One was to keep Germany too weak to
think once more of destroying the democracies. The other
was to make the democracies so strong that Ger many would
never try to attack them. The victorsrelied on thefirst of
these policies rather than the second; and this was their
cardinal error, if only because when the time came they had
not the power to enforce the provisons they had made for
keeping Germany weak. So far as democracies look for
security to measures for keeping their enemies weak, instead
of to measures for making democracy strong, they will fail,
and will alwaysfail. So long as a system of democracy istoo
strong to be attacked, its examplewill influence its potential
enemies, the peoples who accept despotic rule, to demand for
themsalves responsible government. It will owly but surely
transmute potential enemies into friends. In the nineteenth
century this process was at work in countries like Germany
and even in Russa and Japan. It ceased to operate as soon
as the power which sheltered the growth of democracy was
felt to be open to challenge.

TheU.S.A.aswell astheDominionshavegrown to nation-
hood under conditions which have led them to regard the
task of their own domestic development as primary, and the
task of preventing world wars as one which by nature rested
on Great Britain. That attitude perssts even in the light of
our present catastrophes. In an able and thoughtful article
dated January 1941, and printed in the M ar ch issue of The
Round Table, its Canadian correspondent writes:

" Canadas continuance in the British connection may therefore
depend on the capadity of British satesmen to build anew Europe
with a reasonable chance of peace ahead of it. The burden ress
squarely on British statesmen, for victory will mean a sufficient
renewal of isolationist sentiment in the United Satesto postpone
the day of vigorous American leadership throughout the world,
and the Dominions will aso be inclined to retreat to their own
regions Moreover, they are politically too immature and in-
experienced to help in amajor way. European recongtruction will
be Great Britain'stask/
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Behind this doctrine lies the fallacy that problems of
European construction are local to Europe. It isfor Europe,
and for England as part of Europe, to decide between free-
dom or davery for countries like Serbia, Czechodovakia, or
Poland. But problems like these are only the occason and
not the essential cause of the vital issue at stake. The vital
issue behind the murder at Serajevo, the rape of Czecho-
dovakia, or the conquest of Poland is whether a similar fate
is to overtake the United Kingdom itself—and this is an
issue which involves the fate of the whole British Common-
wealth, and, indeed, the whole overssas world.! From the
moment that happens, or shortly after, the whole resources
of Europe, Asia, and Africa will be available to the cause
of despotism, for attacking the lagt outposts of freedom in
America, South Africa, Australia, and New Zealand. They
will presently find themsdves learning to black out their
cities and to excavate bomb-proof shelters. In the.three
‘older continents the cities will blaze once more with light,
and their people no longer deep in cdlars. For the field
of battle will have left the Old World and passed to the
New.

To be fair it must be admitted that the view quoted above
is by no means confined to American and Dominion writers
and thinkers. The majority of men in public life, and
especially officials, speak, write, or think as though Great
Britain could for ever sustain the burden of world peace as
she sustained it in thelast century. T he most cogent answer
to this view is a glance at the map of the world. Will any
realist with his eye on this map argue that Great Britain and
afragment of Ireland can, in this century or ever again, sustain
the cogt of armaments, by sea and air, to give the sense of

1 At a private gathering on the 7th April 1941 the project of a
Balkan Federation was discussed by M. Tilea, the former Minister of
Rumania. M. Tilea used these words, which | have his written per-
mission to quote: 'Peace is indivisible. We must realize that the real aim
of any aggresson in the Balkans or elsewhere is the British Empire; an
attack on small provinces like Bessarabia or Thrace really means an attack
on Cyprus, Gibraltar, or Africa. Similarly, war between Japan and
Australia would affect the Balkan Federation/
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security which her navy gave to the free communities from
1815 to the close of that century?

The redist, forced to face this question, takes shelter
behind the formula that in future the burden will be borne
by England 'in co-operation’ with the Dominions and dso
with the United States. He will ask us to put our trust in
methods which have aways failed to prevent the recurrence
of war—methods, the weskness of which the despots have
grasped and exploited to the full.
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CHAPTER XV
STABILITY

N thecourseof thiswar Hitler hasproclaimed thenew order

heintended to impose on thisworld. Itisin effect arever-
son to despotism enlarged to a world-wide scale, enforced
by the German race in their own interests, with himsalf, or
aman like himsdf, asthe despot. In the countries struggling
to prevent this despotisn a demand has been raised for-a
counter -statement of the peaceaimsfor which wearefighting.
Asto this Churchill has said that in England a detailed state-
ment would at once impair that union of parties, Conserva-
tive, Labour, and Liberal, which must be maintained for
winning the war. His decison has met with widespread
approval. As a matter of fact the essential objective has
already been stated in unequivocal termsnot only by Chur chill
himself and his colleagues to the Right and L eft, but also by
the President of the U.S.A. In hisfinal address before the
election, given at Cleveland on the 2nd November 1940,
M r . Roosevelt had said:

"1 f thehuman raceasawholeisto survive, theworld mus find
away by which men and nations can live together in peace We
» Cannot acoept the doctrine that war must be for ever a part of
man's degtiny
. In his speech to the Pilgrims Club at New York on the
"+ 25thMarch 1941 L ord Halifax quoted Chur chill assaying:

"Will our children bleed and gagp again in devastated lands?

On the 14th January 1941 The Times had published a
letter by Mr. Ernest Bevin to the Transport and General
Workers' Union, saying:

'l dncerdy trust that thisyear will bring usvictory, the oppor-
tunity to begin the great work of recongruction, and the building
of a peace of uch a character that this time we shall be able to
fed that future generations will never have to face a holocaugt
such as this' .

Onthe27th January 1941 L ord Halifax himself had said in
Washington:

"Our firgt war aim istowin thewar, and our main peaceaim is,
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with others, to recongruct the world so as not to have another
war.'

His opposite number, M r. Winant, closed hisfirst speech
asAmerican ambassador to Great Britain, onthe 18th M arch
1941, with the following words:

'Those who now suffer and die in this effort do so for the
common good of the free peoples of the earth who shall follow
after them, and who with the help of God shall build from these
srifices a citade of freedom so strong that force may never again
s its degtruction.

Such quotations from the lips of statesmen reflect the
profoundest desire of the peoples for whom they speak. Now,
asin 1919, it is clearly recognized by statesmen and people
alike that hopes for secure employment and social better ment
in general can only be realizedlri a world order freed from
th& constant menace of recurring wars.

" From statements like these it is clear that when hogtilities
ceae the British and American Governments are committed
to the task of trying to establish some world order designed
to prevent the recurrence of war,Stability, so far as the
maintenance of peace is concerned, is thekey-note of these
declarations. Itistime, therefore, to consder what minimum
conditfors have to be realized before a political system can
begin to acquire stability. What political sysems have been
found to be stable in actual experience?

Political sysems are of two kinds, organic and inorganic.
The organic g/aems™ are sovereign dtates -such as Great
Britain, France, the U.S.A., Germany, ltaly, Russa, and
Japan. Examples of inorganic gysems are the Holy Roman
Empire, the American Confederation, the Grand Alliance,
the German Confederation, the Austrian Empire, Scandinavia
before the partition, the Alliances which lost and won the
World War, and the League of Nations.

That these inorganic unions are unstable sysems is the
lesson of history, that is to say, of practical experience. On
the latest and most carefully planned of these sysems we
now have therecorded verdict of HisMajesty's Gover nment.
On the 7th September 1939 Sir Alexander Cadogan, dating
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his letter from the Foreign Office, wrote to the Secretary-
General of the L eague a note containing the following wor ds:

'The position to-day shows dearly that the Covenant has in
the present ingance, completely broken down in practice, that
the whole machinery for the preservation of peace has collapsed.’
(Cmd. 3452) '

That all these composite sysems are highly unstable as
compared with sovereign dates is a fact. This fact is ex-
plained by the nature of the bond which unites people in a
sovereign state, as distinguished from the bond which
attempts to unite sovereign gates in a composite structure.

A date exists wherever the people living in a definite area
are organized under a government which claims a right to
demand an unlimited sacrifice from each individual in the
interests of all the others in that area, and when also that
claim is sufficiently recognized and obeyed by enough indi-
viduals to enable it to be enforced againg all in the area.
When the Southern States seceded, Lincoln, by virtue of
laws enacted by Congress, called on American citizens to give
their lives to preserve the Union. And the Union was pre-
served because enough were found to obey that call and make
othersobey it. Thebond which held the Union together was
described by Lincoln as 'dedication’. This readiness of the
more public-spirited citizens to obey a claim to unlimited
sef-sacrifice, and also to make less public-spirited citizens
also obey it, is the root of sovereignty in a commonwealth.
It enables one authority in the gate to override all other
authoritiesin the last resort, which iswhat sovereignty means
by its derivation. It enablesthat authority to make decisons,
and make them in time. Contrast decisons by a British
Cabinet, or by votesin the House of Commons, with attempts
to reach decisons at Geneva, and you se the difference.

Thefact that men have acquired an ever-increasing control
of physical forces, without acquiring a corresponding control
over themselves, that is to say, over spiritual forced, is the
prime cause of the chaos and anarchy which now disorders
the world. Sovereignty is, in-fact, the essential means
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We are constantly told that national states must now be
prepared to abandon their claim to sovereignty. Plans to do
this which do not aso provide for merging these sovereign-
ties in one international organ lead to paralysis and merely
increase the condition of anarchy.

The doctrine that the state can be based on compact in
any shape or form is the master fallacy of political thought.
It is of all illusions that which has brought most suffering on
civilized'man. Compact is based on a balance of interests. It
isbilateral or multilateral. The interests on which it isbased
shift and change like a bed of sand under moving water.
What Lincoln called 'dedication’ is unilateral, and because
the claim to unlimited loyalty of each to all is not subject to
change by changing events, it creates a stable system. It is
bed-rock compared with the shifting sand of balanced sdf-
interests. Attempts to create stable political sysems by comn
pacts between sovereign sates must from their nature fail.

We can thus see that inorganic political systems are un
stable, but also why they are 0. By an inorganic sysem is
meant a system based on compact between sovereign states.
Asystem becomes organic when its authority is based on the
loyalty of the individuals of which it is composed, and when
it exercises that authority directly on those individuals.

So long as allied gates are fighting for their very existence,
alliances are relatively stable, though history, when it comes
to be written, always shows how the inorganic bond of
alliance hastened defeat or delayed victory. This war has
now given us the example of the Franco-British alliance.
But a greater difficulty_comes in peace when the allied states
try to stand together so as to render hopeless a renewed
attack from their enemies, that is to say, to maintain per-
manent peace. And this is for two reasons. The decisons
required to meet changing conditions, which will lead to re-
currence of war, can seldom be made in time, because such
decisons require agreement between separate sovereignties.
The second reason is that”as interests change, so the basis
of the compact changes. Estrangement developsfirst between
governments and then between the peoples behind them.
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Speaking at Birmingham on the 24th February 1940, M r .
Chamberlain said:

'‘During these sx months of war our alliance with France has
degpened into a friendship and an understanding 0 dose that, as
M. Daladier remarked at a recent meeting of the Supreme War
Council, the two Governments to-day think and act as one.

'As with the Government, so with the peoples . . Every
Frenchman with whom | talked laid dress on this friendship
with pride and pleasure. There could be no more hopeful assu-
rance for our common victory, and no more fruitful bads of a
lagting peace because this intimate understanding which has
grown up between us mug not be allowed to come to an end
when thewar is over. It mugt remain to help usto work out the
problems of new Europe which must come after the war in an
assoa_;jaéglon in which we shall gladly welcome others who share
our ideals.

"We and France are determined to do what we can for security
by the continuance of that complete identity of purpose and
policy which now unites us, and which will srve after the war
for the firm foundation on which the international reations be-
tween our two countries are built. Only so can we egablish the
authority and stability which are necessary for the security of
Europe during the period of reconsruction and fresh endeavour
towhich we look forward after thewar. But France and Britain,
powerful as they are, cannot and do not want to stle the new
Europe alone. Others mugt come in and help us, in particular,
to bring about that disansanoent which is an absolutely esential
feature of any lagting peace’

How far the principles stated in these pages were present
to Mr. Chamberlain's mind when he spoke on the 24th
February we do not know. He was then considering the
post-war reations of England and France in the first in-
gance. No Franco-British Union could have availed to
prevent the recrudescence of German aggresson unless the
French and British peoples could have been put into a posi-
tion to pursue one foreign policy, not merely for years but for
generations. They could not have achieved one Franco-
British policy unless it was to be backed by one Franco-
British Army, Navy, and Air Force. Thequestion of dividing
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the cos between the two peoples would have had to be
settled on some principle. The Supreme War Council, an
executive body composed of French and British Cabinet
Ministers, was, at the time when M r. Chamberlain spoke,
attempting these tasks To what extent they succeeded its
members alone could say. But could such an executive body
hope to succeed when peace had restored political life to
normal conditions? Assuming that French and British
ministers had been able to agree on policy, as they sldom
agreed in the early twenties, and also on the scale of arma-
ments required to support that policy, they would then have
had to obtain the necessary votes from the French Chamber
and House of Commons. It ishard to believe that an execu-"
tive body which had to obtain its supplies from two legida-
tures elected by different nations, and therefore largely on
their own domestic issues, could long have survived.

T he executive body would also have had to obtain sanction
for military service by the citizens of both countries. The
members of the executive body themselves would have been
subject to frequent changes, as governments rose and fell in
Paris and London. In Paris governments had been changed
on the average twice a year. Such a structure becomes
fantagtic if extended to more nations than two.

The conclusion is that no Franco-British executive body
recruited from French and British Cabinets, and responsble
to the French Chamber and House of Commons, could have
long survived. In order to do its work thejoint executive
body must have drawn its authority from, and have been
answer ableto, oneFranco-British representativebody distinct
from the French Chamber and House of Commons. Nor could
that representative body be composad of delegates from the
French and British legidatures, for delegates would be ex-
pected to obey instructions from the national legidatures
which appointed them. The decisve discussons would then
take place in two national legidatures.

For such a system to work at all there must have been a
Franco-British representativebody directly elected by French
and British voters. The executive body responsible for

F
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security must have been drawn from and responsible to that
representative body. It must have had power to raise from
French and British taxpayers all the money required for
security as a first charge on their common resources. Then,
and then only, would it have been organic, and therefore
stable. An inorganic structure is like a reed, which will
always break when you lean on it; but is yet strong enough
to pierceyour sdewith thebroken end. So China, Abyssinia,
Czechodovakia, Albania, and Finland found when they
leaned on collective security. And so we aso have found, in
the Franco-British alliance. Vichy is an experience we shall
not forget.

On the 16th June 1940 HisM aj esty's Gover nment offered to
France in the hour of her agony a union which was obviously
meant to become organic. The announcement which ap-
peared in The Times was as follows:

"I't was announced lagt night that, with the object of assging
France and supporting her to the utmost in the_hours of gsress
through which she was passing, as aso in the hope of encouraging
the French Government to continue their ressance, the British
Government had offered to concdude a solemn Act of Union be-
tween the two countries. The following draft declaration was
accordingly communicated to the French Government by His
Majesty's Ambassador on June 16:—

THE DECLARATION OF UNION

'At this mogt fateful moment in the history of the modern
world the Governments of the United Kingdom and the
French Republic make this declaration of indissoluble union
and unyielding resolution in their common defence of justice
and freedom, againg subjection to a sysem which reduces
mankind to a life of robots and daves

“The two Governments dedare that France and Great Britain
shall no longer betwo nations but one Franco-British Union.
The congtitution of the Union will provide for joint organs
of defence foreign, financial and economic policies. Every
citizen of France will enjoy immediately citizenship of Great
Britain, every British subject will become a citizen of France,

'‘Both countries will share responsbility for the repair of the
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devastation of war, wherever it occurs in their territories,
and the resources of both shall be equally, and as one, applied
to that purpose.

'During the war there shall be a single war Cabinet, and all
the forces of Britain and France, whether on land, sea, or
in the air, will be placed under its direction. It will govern
from wherever it best can. The two Parliaments will be
formally associated.

'The nations of the British Empire are already forming new
armies. France will kegp her available forces in the field, on
the sea, and in the air.

'The Union appeals to the United States to fortify the economic
resources of the Allies and to bring her powerful material aid
to the common cause. )

"The Union will concentrate its whole energy against the power
of the enemy no matter where the battle may be. And thus
we shall conquer.'

By a narrow majority of 13 to 10 the French Cabinet
'rejected this offer. A new Government was formed, to make
submission to Germany. Its leading members were generals
and admirals, men whose religion combined with their naval
and military training to dispose them in favour of authori-
tarian systems. They accepted Hitler's new order, and
showed that much as they hated their German masters they
hated still more the republican institutions which could place
in office a front populaire. Short of actual war on their former
allies, they did everything to oppose their efforts and those of
the French soldiers and sailors led by de Gaulle who were
struggling to save France and the world from a German
despotism.

In the offer which Churchill made at Bordeaux the second
clause is all-important. The French, in this clause, were
offered a citizenship common with that of Great Britain.
Within limits the meaning of this was made clear. The
French would enjoy free access to Great Britain, and British
subjects free access to France, The two countries were to
have 'joint organs through which to control 'defence, foreign,
financial and economic policies. Did Churchill realize that
this could only be done, in peace at any rate, through a
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Franco-British assembly, directly responsible to French and
British voters alike? He only could answer this question.

We British have a habit of speaking as though all British
subjects enjoyed a common citizenship in all the highly
various countries embraced by the British Commonwealth.
In foreign countries Englishmen, Canadians, Australians,
New Zealanders, South Africans, and Indians enjoy the status
of British subjects alike. Itisworth remembering, therefore,
that this common citizenship of ours implies scarcely any of
the things specifically offered to France as the content of a
common citizenship. Any British subject has right of free
access to Great Britain under its laws. But no British subject
domiciled outside aself-governing Dominion hasright of free
access to that Dominion under itslaws. Great Britain accepts
responsibility for the defence and foreign policy of the Com-
monwealth as a whole, and because she accepts the financial
burden involved thereby, her hegemony is accepted by the
Dominions. Over their financial and industrial policies she
has claimed and exercised no control.

This unique and historic offer to France of organic union
with Great Britain which the British Government made in
June 1940 is a fact to remember; but here let me state more
clearly aviewimplicitinthischapter thatthe British Demo-
cracies cannot wisely discuss organic relations with
free European states until they have first discussed
organic relations between themselves.
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CHAPTER XVI
WHY CO-OPERATION BETWEEN NATIONAL
COMMONWEALTHS FAILS TO PREVENT WAR

AS Jesus of Nazar eth saw, the divine capacity in men to put
Ixthe interests of others before their own is the ultimate
treasure, the pearl beyond price. To perfect this most im-
perfect capacity isthe end and object of all rightly directed
endeavour. Aswe increase that capacity, so will it bring in
itstrain all secondary goods such as pleasure and happiness.
'Seek yefirst the Kingdom of God, and all things dse shall
be added unto you." Asthelaw of gravity holds the physical
univer se together, so this sense of duty is the essential factor
which makes an ordered society possible. The object of all
human endeavour should beto strengthen thisfactor. Belief
in itspermanent valueisthe essence of faith. When thisvision.
fails 'the people cagt off restraint’, the rule of law begins to
lapse, and society at large falls into chaos What the author;
of Proverbs wrote nearly 3,000 years ago is a true diagnosis,
of the vast disorder into which the world has fallen in oun
time. The people who still hold this essential faith, that the:
sense of duty in men is the thing which matters above all’
others, are 'the salt of the earth*—the hope of the world.
Without them human society must decomposg, to perish in.
corruption. But no faith is a genuine faith, except in so far \
as those who hold it exert themsdves to express it in action.'
No vision is a true vision unless we believe that it must and
can berealized in practice. T hat isthe meaning of the prayer
'Thy Kingdom come, Thy will bedone; asin Heaven, so on
earth.' Theparamount question for thosewho hold thisfaith
iswhat they can do to develop the sense of duty in others as
well asin themsalves. First and foremost, each must look to
his own duty, to seeing that he doesit to othersfrom hour to
hour. Each must fearlesdy teach thisfaith and organize its
teaching. To thisend the churches, universities, and schools
are appropriate agencies. But as shoemakers think thereis
nothinglikeleather, so clergy and teachersarepronetothink
of instruction asthemost important meansfor improvingthe
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characters of men. They are apt to forget that the social
framework in which they grow up imposesits shape on their
minds and souls as decisively as a mould imposes its shape
upon melted wax. |If we really hope to transform men into
the likeness of God, we must seg, first and foremost, that the
moulds into which they are run are shaped in accordance
with His mind. We must see that our social mechanism is
such as, by itsworking, will develop the sense of duty in men
to each other by exercise. It isonly by exercise that our sense
of duty becomes spontaneous, a second nature that moves us
to do theright thing as a matter of course.

That love, devotion, loyalty, or whatever we choose to call
our sense of duty to othersis developed by demands made on
it rather than by rewards offered, is one of the most neglected
of psychological facts. The degpest and most enduring of all
human affectionsisthat for a child from the mother who has
suffered in bearing it the utmost anguish that human flesh
can endure. It isto the leaders who offer nothing but sweat,
tears, and blood that the utmost devotion is rendered by
followers. The supreme example is the Master who offered
His disciples a crossto carry as their only reward on earth.
The unbounded devotion of Jesuits to their order shows how
well their founder Ignatius Loyola had read the innermost
secret of human nature: and soitiswith thestate. Thesense
of loyalty which binds men together in a sate and makes it
operativeisthe dow but sure result of the cl#m made by the
gate on itscitizens. By the state | mean simply all the citizens
who compose the state. By loyalty to the state | mean a sense
in each citizen that the best interests of all the other citizens
must be put before his own desres. This sense of devotion,
this instinct of duty, the state develops in its members by
exercise in things small, as well asin things great, in paying
taxesand in voting at eections, as well asin dying for their
country when need calls. The stupendous growth of nation-
alism in our own time is due to the ever-increasing demands
on the loyalty of its members which a state must make in this
mechanized age. The state cannot develop the whole nature
of man merely by asking for blind obedience. It must seek
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to develop by exercise hisreason as well as his character. He
must be made to feel that the ordershereceivesare framed in
the interests of thecitizens as awhole. Thishewill only feel
in so far asultimate decisonsrest with the citizensasawhole,
including himself. They must decide from time to time who
are the people to frame the orders and hold the power for
the time being. In so far as citizens feel that they themselves
are the government, so will the system serve to develop the
better dde of their nature.

| have shown in the opening chapters of this book how the
Commonwealth, the State in which the citizens themselves
are the government, had its beginning in Ancient Greece, in
city-states like Athens; how in the Middle Agesthe principle
was applied on the national scale by the English device of
representation; and how in the eighteenth-century America,
a commonwealth was founded on the federal principle which
now embraces forty-eight states, most of them larger than
England. Since then our mastery of physical forces has put
all nations throughout the world in touch with and made
them depend for their daily needs on each other more closey
than did thethirteen gatesthat founded the American Union.
Y et human society, so united for its innumerable needs, re-
mains split up into more than sixty sovereign states. Some
of these gates are genuine though still imperfect common-
wealths; othersthe very negation of that principle. Between
them is anarchy. While our power of controlling the forces
of nature was increasing by leaps and bounds our power to
control human forces has scarcely advanced. Our own physi-
cal inventions are crushing us to powder. As | write the
seppes of Russia, the frontiers of Egypt and the Caribbean
are strewn with the dead and the dying. These, perhaps,
are a fraction of those that have yet to suffer and die.

So great were the sufferings wrought by the last war, even
on victors, that their leaders believed that national dates
could henceforth betrusted to act together in timeto prevent
such awar if it threatened again. The procedure to be fol-
lowed was set out and agreed upon in the Covenant of the
League. Within twenty years peace was again,in jeopardy.
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Each of the national commonwealths, small and great, shut
its eyes to the fact that war, if once begun, would engulf them
all. Each thought first how to keep out of thewar, with results
as we e them to-day. And still, once more, we are now
being told that sovereign commonwealths can be trusted to
e that this will never happen again.

Why did this happen? How came it to pass that nations
liketheBritish, American, French, Belgian, Dutch, and Nor -
wegian democracies each failed to sse what steps were needed
to avert this second world-wide calamity, and to take them
in time? How was it that each in the hour of crisis thought
only of how to keep out of the struggle itself, and not how to
prevent a war which has now engulfed the whole of mankind ?

My answer to this question isimplied in what | have said in
the previous pages. A commonwealth does, by its operation,
evoke and develop by exercise a sense of duty in each citizen
to the whole body of citizens, that is, to the dsate. It trains
him to put the interests of that body before his own, and to
treat that interest as paramount. But so long as the principle
of the commonwealth is limited to sections of mankind, to
particular nations, the sense of devotion it engendersin the
citizen will be rendered to his own nation, his own section
of mankind. In a cridgs his loyalty will be limited to that
nation, and will come before loyalty to other nations to which
he does not belong. His very conception of the real good of
his own nation will be narrowed and obscured by the fact
that the sysem concentrates his mind on that nation alone,
and not on the good of mankind as a whole. In common-
wealths discusson is free. Teachers and preachers can do
their work. Some of their citizenswill hold and expresswider
views than is possble in authoritarian states which suppress
public discussion. Yet, even so, the fact remains that snce
the last war in each criss the commonwealths failed to take
in time the action needed to forestall the impending world-
calamity. When events had made it plain to England and
France that their own exisence was threatened, they inter-
vened in the cause of Poland, too late to save her from the
direst fate that has ever befallen one great people.
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In the previous pages | have urged that, important as
teaching and preaching are, the structure of the state under
which men live is more decisive in shaping their minds and
characters. The experience of the last twenty years has en-
dorsed this view. The national sovereignty of the dates,
members of the League, wasjealoudly preserved. The claim
of each government to command the obedience of its own
citizens was unquestioned. So the founders of the League
were wisely concerned to establish organizations to create a
public opinion in each member state strong enough to compel
its gover nment to observe and implement the Covenant. This
country of ours has seldom seen a mor e active and widespr ead
propaganda than that which was organized by the L eague of
Nations Union. Y et the structure of each democratic nation,
which was moulding the citizen to think of his loyalty as due
first to hisfellow citizens, and to put their immediate interests,
asheread or misread them, before those of theworld at large,
and ignore the Covenant in the letter as well as its spirit
whenever acrissarose, wasmor e potent than all the or ganized
teaching and preaching. The net results arerecorded in the
letter addressed by the British Government to the Secretary-
General of the League | quoted above in chapter X V :

'"The postion to-day shows dearly that the Covenant has, in
the present ingance, completely broken down in practice, that the
whole machinery for the preservation of peace has collapsed.’

The national commonwealth is the most powerful agency
for developing a snse of duty in its own members. That is
its quality. Its effect in limiting the supreme devotion of its
membersto itself, to a mere minority of their fellow men, is
the defect of that quality. Becauseit includesonly aminority
of human beings, it trains that minority to exalt their own
interest, or rather what they misread as their own interest,
above that of the rest of mankind. This defect in common-
wealths cannot be finally cured until the whole of human
society has been organized as one commonwealth.

That day will come, and till it comes the inevitable and
temporary defect of the national commonwealth must not be
allowed to obscure its essential virtue. The national com-



74 WHY CO-OPERATION BETWEEN NATIONAL

., monwealth which England created was a notable advance
on the city commonwealths of Ancient Greece. T he common-
wealth that Washington created on the continental scalewasa
clear advance on the national commonwealth created by the
English.

The next and most difficult step is to merge the national
and continental commonwealth in a genuine international
commonwealth, which must, to begin with, be incomplete.
Thistransition from national sovereigntiesto an inter national
sovereignty is the most important, as it is the most difficult,
task that the world has to face. It will, | believe, in agesto
come, rank asthe Rubicon of human history. For when once
an international government has been realized, the successve
inclusion of nations outside it will be merely a question of
time, and may reach its completion more quickly than we in
this age of confusion can picture. The hope of theworld rests
with those who address themselves to the task of creating an
international government, however limited and modest in
scope to begin with. One example realized in practice will
work miracles, and until that miracle is worked we must do
our best by precept to bringit to pass.

But in setting out to effect the necessary change in public
opinion let us have no illusions as to the formidable nature
of our task. By those whose voices can reach the multitude,
or whose practical experience or thought weighs with public
opinion, legidators, journalists, officials, and professors of
political science and law, the fragmentation of human society
into national dates is too often regarded as the last word in
political development, as a sage beyond which mankind is
never to advance.

And just asfar asever from theend !

Nought in the digtance but the evening, nought

To point my footsteps further ! At the thought

A great black bird, Apallyon's bosom-friend

Salled pagt, nor beat his wide wing dragon-penned
That brushed my cap—perchance the guide | sought.

At the dose of The Commonwealth of Nations, published in
1916,1 quoted these lines from Browning's Childe Roland to
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the dark tower came. And now | have lived to see all Europe
writhing in the talons of Apollyon's friend, with his wings
spread out to darken every ocean and continent beyond. In
truth the guide we need.

Appendix to Chapter XVI

In hisimportant broadcast of the23rd July 1942 M r . Cordell Hull
used the following words:

'To make full use of this opportunity, we must be resolved
not alone to proclaim the blessings and benefits which we all
alike desrefor humanity, but to find the mechanisms by which
they may be most fully and most speedily attained and be most
effectively safe-guarded.'

In a previous passage of this broadcast M r. Hull had said:

"I n the creation of such mechanisms there would be a prac-
tical and purposeful application of sovereign powers through
measures of international co-operation for purposes of safe-
guarding the peace. Participation by all nations in such
measures would be for each its contribution toward its own
future security and safety from outside attack.'

On the 5th August L ord Simon made the following comment
on Mr . Hull's speech in the House of L ords:

"Mr. Cordell Hull in that speech pointed out that the At-
lantic Charter does not propose to substitute international
Authorlty for sovereign rights and self-government. The con-
ception s that sovereign rights and self- -government will be
preserved and made, as far as self-government is concerned,
more authoritative and complete’

The Lord Chancellor, speaking from the Woolsack, was thus
careful to pledge his Government and also, so far as he Could,
that of theUnited States, that in carryingout the Atlantic Charter
nothing should be done to interfere with national sovereignty.
Their policy would be to emphasize it.

Lord Simon said that he had read and re-read Mr. Hull's
speech and | have done the same with both speeches. The im-
pression they give meisthat in M r. Hull's mind the prevention’
of future wars is the paramount object, and he thinks that the
maintenance of national sovereignty is not inconsistent therewith.
In Lord Simon's mind the maintenance of national sovereignty
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isthe paramount object, and he thinksthat the prevention of war
is not inconggent therewith.

The reader mug judge for himsdf whether Lord Smon was
judtified in telling the House of Lordsthat in M r. Cordel Hull's
view: 'Sovereign rights and sdlf-government will be preserved

and made, asfar assdlf-government isconcerned, moreauthorita-
tiveand complete”.
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CHAPTER XVII
LIMITS OF INTERNATIONAL GOVERNMENT

much for the past. But how does this all apply to the

ask to which we have set our hands, in 1914 and in 1939
and after this war when it is over—the task set out for us by
our leaders in such telling words, 'to make the world safe for
democracy', to see 'that our children do not again gasp and
bleed in devastated lands', 'to reconstruct the world so as not
to have another war', 'the building of a peace of such a
character that this time we shall be able to feel that future
generations will never have to face a holocaust such as this' ?

When the war is over our leaders will doubtless tell us
what changes have to be made and what sacrifices have to be
faced by us, the peoples for whom they speak, if we really
hope to reach the goal to which they have pointed us. When-
ever that time comes it may help them if those who have no
such burdens as rest on leaders whilst war is in progress set
out what they think they see in unmistakable terms. Itisaso
important that we should be told what changes in our system
have got to be faced, in order to solve the one outstanding
problem, to which we are now committed, how to prevent
recurrence of war. | am bound to say this because the pro-
posals | have seen which strike me as going to the root of the
matter demand changes which are not in my judgement re-
quired to secure the paramount object we have in view. | say
this with the utmost diffidence, for amongst the proposals
| have in mind are those of Mr. Streit, Dr. Jennings, Mr.
Mackay, and Sir William Beveridge, all personal friends, and
writers of incomparably greater knowledge in constitutional
matters than | can claim. The ground upon which | agree
with them may be stated as follows:

Human society is now fragmented into about sixty
sovereign states. Each of these sovereignties is so consti-
tuted that itsconduct will be determined by aview of itsown
interests, and not by a view of the interests of human society
asawhole. Inthe course of two centuries mechanization has
made every part of human society dependent on every other.
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This growing interdependence is subject to no common con-
trol. Between these sixty sovereignties a state of anarchy
exists resulting inworld wars, an evil which cannot be cured
by any system based on compacts between the sovereign
states. Stability can now be introduced into this chaotic
structure little by little, and only, at the outset, by bringing
two or more states into organic union, and including others
as they come to see that organic union is the only basis of
international stability and peace.

So far we agree; but | part company with these authorities
when | urge that organic union should be limited as closely
as possible to security. | believe that the power to control
migration and tariffs can and should be left to the national
governments of the component states.

In the view taken by these four writers, who follow more
or less closely the classic model of the U.S.A., the day of
national states is over. | myself take the contrary view, that
national states must continue to discharge a permanent and
necessary function in human affairs. What | mean can be
understood by a glance at the self-governing states which
grew up beyond the sess in the high degree of security
ensured till the twentieth century by British sea-power—
the U.S.A. and the self-governing Dominions. These states
asserted the right to control and assumed the function of con-
trollingtheir own composition and social structure. To these
ends they control migration, including that of British subjects,
.both on economic and racial grounds. They enact tariffs
against the mother country as well as against the rest of the
world, because a people cannot control their own social
structureunlessthey control the distribution of taxation,
and of course the development of industries.

Man, as science has now convinced us, has aeons before
him on this planet.” We can surely foresee a world govern-
ment and stabilized peace in course of time, without assuming
a human society in which all the racial elements have been
mixed' into one conglomerate, following one standardized
way of life. Such a human society would have acquired the
uniformity of ajelly-fish, a one-celled organism, the lowest
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form of physical life. The highest form of physical lifeis the
human body. Its component organs—heart, lungs, liver,
brain, &c.—are all of different chemical composition, and
highly different structure, all harmonized in one supreme
unit. The highest form of organism is made up of highly
differentiated organs, fitly joined together in one supreme
unity. And so the supreme unity which human society
should attain is one in which its component nations are highly
differentiated in. composition as well as in structure. It has
been the function of national sates to accomplish this. To
preserve and develop this differentiation will still be their
function. But the chief impediment to the discharge of this
function is now the insecurity caused by the gate of anarchy
between them. The real clog on social reform is the cost of
armaments, but still more the tax on time and attention in-
volved by the constant menace of war. |f once this material
burden and spiritual menace areremoved, social reformin the
national states will advance by leaps and bounds. They will
find themselves born to a new freedom.

Another important point is that no international govern-
ment could have either the detailed knowledge or time to
control conditions which determine national compositions
and structures. One s& of ministers cannot have the know-
ledge and time to deal with social questions in the component
nations, and also with the question of their common security.
At present, the cabinet of each nation is dangeroudy over-
burdened by having to deal with security (including foreign
policy) and domestic questions as well. In any international
structure it isvital that there should be two s#ts of ministers,
one dealing with the general security and the other handling
internal and domestic questions. If, in the U.S.A., the state
governments were abolished, and all their functions trans-
ferred to the federal authority in Washington, it would break
down from the outset. No one cabinet and legidature in
Washington could transact the necessary burden of business,
merely as a question of time. Constitutional authorities, who
write about government without having practised it, are apt
to forget the basic fact that there are only 24 hours in a day,
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and 365 daysinayear. The handling of public business must
keep sufficient time with the march of events.

A guiding principle is therefore suggested to be treated as
basic, at any rate at the outset of any experiment in inter-
national construction which is to succeed.

The control of social affairsin their widest aspect must
be left to national governments, yet cannot be so left
unless they continue to control the distribution of taxa-
tion and therefore tariffs within their several jurisdic-
tions. Theinternational government must be restricted
to security and matters which are quite inseparable
therefrom, for which purpose it must have effective
power to make security a first charge on all theresour ces
of the nations included.

The crux of the whole question is, then, whether the inter-
national government can be clothed with effective powers to
make security afirst charge on the resources of all the nations
it represents, while leaving the distribution of the burden
amongst individual taxpayers to the national governments. |
believe that this can be done. | am therefore bound to sug-
gest how | think we can doit.

I'n 1896 the ChildersCommission, whichincludedfinancial
experts like Lord Farrer, Lord Welby, and Sir David Bar-
bour, agreed that the relative taxable capacities of Great
Britain and Ireland were as 20 to 1, and that taxation should
be readjusted on that basis. Though the economic structure
of national states is now far more complicated than it was in
1896, this can still be done with sufficient accuracy for the
purpose of practical government. ‘Government is a rough
business, said Cornwall Lewis. It cannot hope to attain
perfect justice, but only such measure of justice asour limited
human intelligence and knowledge of facts allow.

The suggestion, then, is that:

1.. A standing commission of financial experts, equipped
with adequate staff, should every five years declare the
taxable capacity of the various countries in the union.

a. The revenue required for general security, as voted by
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the joint representative body, should be assessed upon
these various nations in the ratio so declared.

. The quota due from each nation should constitute a
first charge on its national consolidated fund, which,
like the charge to meet the national debt in England,
would not be required to be voted each year by the
national legislature. Thejoint executive body would be
entitled to this first charge under the constitution, the
cash to become payable from the national banks into
the federal bank, on a warrant signed by the treasurer
of thejoint executive body.

. If the fund in a national bank were insufficient to meet
the warrant, the executive body would then apply to the
Federal Supreme Court (for such there must be) to
transfer the control of the customs, excise, or any other
revenue department, to the executive body With power
to collect those revenues from the taxpayers themselves
until the quota was satisfied, returning to the national
exchequer any funds collected over and above that
amount. [If the national government still found means
of avoiding a remedy so drastic, the Court should in
the last resort be-able to declare the joint representa-
tive body to be entitled by statute to take whatever
steps were necessary. The point would then have been
reached beyond which it lies not in the power of human
lawsto go. A constitution can make it clear, beyond the
region of dispute, that the government it creates is not
to be paralysed by means of the law, but only by a
conscious and evident breach of it. It cannot do more;
but a constitution which does less is an instrument of
government which invitesrevolution.

. The budget for security framed by the executive body
should be for athree-year period, but should be revised
every year by the representative body for thethird year,
so that national governments would always know what
amounts would be needed to meet the quotas three
years ahead. Their scheme of taxation could thus be
framed in advance to enable their budgets to meet the
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guotas, and yet leave a sufficient balance to financetheir
own domestic and national requirements.

There are those who hold that the high tariff walls which
nations have raised againgt each other snce the last war are
the greatest menace to peace. The writersto whom | refer
clearly think that this menace cannot be removed unless the
power of fixing tariffs is taken away from the gates and
transferred to a federal government. T he supreme function
of such a government is to provide a common system of
defence for all the component democracies, too strong for
any of its enemies to think of challenging; in other words, to
create a sense of security for them all. In my view, one strong
reason why these tariffs have been raised to their present
height isfear of war. My own conviction isthat, asand when
this fear is removed, a federal government will be able to
influence its component sates to reduce their tariffs to a
lower and safer level. In so far as a greater sense of security
pervadestheworld, M r. Cordell Hull'spolicy of encouraging
nationsto reducetheir tariffswill become increasingly oper a-
tive. A guess like this can only be verified by trial. Ifin
experienceit provesto bewrong, then it isstill possble to ak
federated statesto renouncetheir control of tariffsasthe only
alternativeto a syssem which will end in plunging society into
anew era of world wars. | suggest that this moderate course
would be more likely to lead to practical results than if we
assume from the outset that no inter national gover nment can
provide security, unless it has also the power to regulate the
tariffs of all its component states.
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ABRITISHINITIATIVE PROPOSED

0 found a system after this war, which will, as it grows,

prevent the recurrence of these murderous catastrophes
is the task to which we are long and expressly committed.
In the light of experience it is now sufficiently clear that this
can only be done little by little. The question for us, the
Britishwho are fighting this'war, ishow to beginit. | propose
to say as briefly and clearly as | can how | think this start
can be made by us in the light of what has been said in the
previous pages.

We must, to begin with, drop our inveterate habit of
shutting our eyes to basic truths, and cease to regard their
explicit statement as an indiscretion. Let us face the fact that
the British Commonwealth is injeopardy (and so is the peace
of the world) until it is armed so strongly that no one thinks
of attacking it. At present the task of providing-such arms is
afirst charge on the resources of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, and on no one else. For that reason the direction of
foreign policy which determines the issues of peace or war is,
in fact, vested in the Government responsible to none but the
taxpayers of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. No govern-
ment after this war can begin to provide adequate security for
the Commonwealth as a whole until. the cost has become a
first charge on all the resources of the self-governing Domi -
nions, no less than on those of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland. It follows as surely as day follows the night that
responsibility for defence and foreign policy must rest on
British citizens in the Dominions as well asin Britain, and
must ceese to rest, as it now rests, on the voters and tax-
payers of Britain alone.

The change required to effect this object has already been
outlined in the previous pages. There must be one executive
body responsible for framing the estimates necessary to secure
the Commonwealth as a whole from attack. That executive
body must be able to secure the cash required to meet those
estimates. But this it cannot do unless it is able to meet one
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legidative body with which to discuss foreign policy, the
world situation and its dangers, and from which to obtain a
decison. For it is in the light of those dangers that the
estimates of the executive body must be framed. The para-
mount issue before this legidature would always be the
amount of thefirst charge on all their assts which their con-
stituents must meet in order to avert the menace of war from
the Commonwealth as a whole.

Such a legislative body means that general elections would
have to be held from time to time in all the self-governing
countries concerned. The issue before the eectors would be
just that which the legidature itself was created to decide,
what charge on their assets voters and taxpayers would have
to facein order to avert the horrors of war. At these general
elections the world situation would come under discussion;
for therewould, indeed, be nothingdseto discuss. Dominion
electors would quickly become as well-qualified judges of
these issues as those of Great Britain.

If the system of finance suggested in the last chapter should
prove in experience to be workable, the issues discussed at
general eections and in the legidative body would not be
complicated by issues domestic and local to any of the con-
stituent nations. The most comprehensive of all these domes-
tic issues which controls most directly their social structure
is the distribution of taxes as between one taxpayer and
another. Under the sysem here suggested that great domestic
issue would rest where it now rests with the existing national
government, so long as that government was observing the
constitution. In so far as the syssem succeeded in removing
the fear of war, the national governments would find them-
sves freed as never before to proceed with the work of in-
ternal development and social reform.

In the previous pages | have touched on the evergrowing
difficulty which national governments and legidaturesfind in
transacting the volume of busness imposed upon them in a
mechanized age. The system here proposed would meet that
difficulty. One set of ministers and legidators would handle
defence and matters inseparable therefrom. In all the com-
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ponent nations another st of ministers and legidators would
find themselves free to handle their own domestic and social
affairs.

The constitution required to effect this change would, |
think, be a shorter and simpler document than those drafted
by writerslike Streit and Jennings. | do not here propose to
enter into details, beyond one comment on the main objection
to all proposals for organic union of the British Common-
wealth, which is always advanced. That objection isthat all
the Dominionstogether would be outvoted by Great Britain.
That objection assumes that British members of Parliament
would vote as a block. When issues had to be decided in the
Commonwealth Parliament, | cannot concelve English Labour
members combining to vote with Conservative members
againg the combined vote of Labour and Capital in New
Zealand and Australia. In one legidative chamber the fol-
lowersof M r . Attleeand M r. Curtin would find themselves
nearer to each other than to the followers of an English
Conservative leader and those of Mr. Menzies. The most
formidable argument we had to meet in the movement for
South Africa Union wasthat the Cape would be able to out-
vote the Transvaal, Free State, and Natal. In practice that
situation has never arisen. The voting splitsin varying pro-
portions across each of the four provinces.

Personally | think there are reasons why the Dominions
should be given a more generous representation than they
would have on a strict bass of population. | am also assuming
an upper house in which, as in the American Senate, each
nation would have equal representation. | would make it
advisory, except on proposals to alter the constitution.

In the last war the situation was only saved by the timely
arrival of Dominion troops, by the valour with which they
fought, and the sacrifices made by the peoples behind them,
till at last the U.S.A. came in and turned the scale. The
Dominions supplied the mar gin without which the war would
have been logt by 1917. And the same is obvioudly true in
thiswar. My own conviction is that if the cost of defending
the Commonwealth as a whole from 1919 onwards had been
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recognized as a first charge on Dominion resources no less
than on those of Great Britain, the margin of strength sup-
plied would have sufficed to prevent the outbreak of a second
war twenty years later. The system might in time have been
broadened to include European democracies and at length
the U.S.A., and whenever the U.S.A. joins such a system the
era of world wars will be finally over. The all-important
thing for us who are now again fighting this desperate battle
for freedom—freedom from fear—is to make a beginning,'to
make some increase in the peacetime strength behind the
democracies by a margin however narrow. If this were done
after thewar by aunion of Great Britain with some, or all, of
theDominionson thelinessuggested in these pages, | believe
such aunion for a decade, at any rate, would be strong enough
to arrest the descent of the world to a third and even more
disastrous war. There would then be one government which
could speak for people in the Dominions, no less than for
those in the British Ides.

But what of countrieslike France, Belgium, Holland, Den-
mark, and Norway, countries whose safety has been shown
by events to be closdy bound up with our own? They will
sk our protection, and in doing so point to the fact that in
these days of air power they are all, in the hands of our
enemies, pistols pointed at England, the heart of freedom in
theworld, nolessthan Belgium sincethedaysof M arIbor ough.
Now are we to offer the same guarantee that we gave to
Belgium? Shall we promise again to go to war to protect
them, and accept the Belgian condition that until \ an out-
break of war no conference should be held with us as to the
disposition of forces required to meet war when it happens ?
| think our attitude should be never again to accept such
conditions. | sugges that our answer should be that we offer
protection on the same condition asthat on which Britain and
the Dominions should protect each other. Their citizens
must accept the cost of defence as a first charge on all their
resour ces, and also assume the same control of the common
defence, that citizens of the Dominions have assumed. In
plain words, let us offer them the chance of entering the
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union on the same terms that Britain and the Dominions
should establish between themselves.

Does anyone doubt the ambition of Japan to conquer and
colonize Australia and New Zealand? She has not as yet
attempted to do 20! because she has known that such an
invason would mean instant war with the whole British
Commonwealth, without doubt and without parley. The
Scandinavian and Low Countries, if they joined for their
common defence with a really united Commonwealth, would
thereafter be in the same position as Australia. The German
Government would then know that if one of their tanks or
planes crossed the frontier of these countries to invade them,
therewould then be instant war with the whole Union, with-
out doubt and without parley.. The Union Government
would know that also, and so long as the German menace
existed would be bound to maintain forces in the Scandi-
navian and Low Countries strong enough to deal with any
attack. In the light of mechanization as revealed in this war,
that does not mean that the Union would have to maintain
great standing armies in the free countries of western Europe.
Success in war is no longer primarily a question of numbers
of infantry, but of mechanized forces, tanks, armoured cars,
and war-planes, and their bases properly equipped. The
Union would have ready on the soil of Europe forces strong
enough not merely to repel a German attack, but, having
done o, to carry thewar into German territory. Thesecurity
of England, the heart of freedom, would be incomparably
greater if once she were part of a union which held as a glacis
the western coast of Europe, from which her very existence
is now threatened. The British Commonwealth, by ceasing
to be merely British, would be immeasurably strengthened
as a power for preventing world war. The dose contact in
peace of a sysem of democracy too strong to challenge
would begin to react on the Ger man peoplethemselves. Their
movement towards responsible government, which started
so hopefully in the nineteenth century, would be resumed.
When Germany had really developed a system of gover nment

! These words are left asthey werewritten in- 1941.
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responsible to Germans at large, the time would be ripe to
include her people in the Union. An immense step would
then have been taken to remove still further the fear of
impending war.

All this, | believe, might happen far sooner than men now
dream if once the British democracies had shown how to
construct an organic union for common defence which left
to each of them their present control of their own composi-
tion and national structure. The suggestion | makeis, in fact,
a league of nations rendered organic for the purpose of its
common defence, a league established step by step, beginning
with nations already free, and broadened as its strength is
proved to others less free, until it comes in course of time to
include the entire world. The most difficult step to take is
always the first. It is for us, the authors of freedom, to take
that step, and take it in time; bracing our courage ourselves
to discharge in practice and fact that prophetic resolve which
the greatest of living Americans has now declared for his
people. 'We will accept only a world consecrated to freedom
of speech and expression, and the freedom of every person to
worship God in his own way, freedom from want, and free-
dom from terrorism.

'I's such aworld impossible of attainment ? Magna Carta,
the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution of the
United States, the Emancipation Proclamation, and every
other milestone of human progress—all were ideas WhICh
seemed impossible of attainment, yet they were attained.'*

1 The Times, 29th M ay 1941, report of President Roosevelt's broadcast
proclaiming a national emergency.
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CHAPTER XIX
ACTION

'The United Satesand Great Britain do not now assume that
there will never be any more war again. On the contrary, we
intend to take ample precautions to prevent its renewal in any
period we can foresee by effectively disarming the guilty nations
while remaining suitably protected oursdves'

I N these words the balance of power as the bass of world
order isfinally renounced by Winston Churchill. Never
in history have a people been more completely committed
to a policy by the words of a leader.

That this policy cannot be implemented by a gover nment
which commands resources no wider than those of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland isthe case submitted in these
pages. They have traced the constitutional changes required
to widen this command of resources. The question how to
effect those changes remains to be faced.

As said in a previous chapter such changes will meet
opposition from those most closaly identified with the work-
ing and study of thingsasthey are. A letter which hasreached
me from an experienced friend who has spent most of his life
in practical politics and held responsible office, illustrates
the point.

"Your suggegtion is that there should be separate legidatures
for Defence and Foreign Policy, and for Social and Domestic
guegions  As the question of the" purse" will come into both |
do not believe the House of Commons would agree to this,
however sngble it may ssem, and | think you would find the
same opposition in the Dominions and the U.S.A.'

To my friend the attitude of the House of Commons is
final. He ignores the fact that the purse, which the House
jealoudly controls, islimited to the resources of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland, resources now utterly inadequate for
the task of defendingthe Commonwealth asawhole. He also
ignores the fact that Dominion executives and legidatures
are so constituted asto think first and foremost of their own
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national and domestic interests, except when war is actually
upon them. In peace they have no such responsibility laid
uponthemaswill lead them to make the prevention of future
wars a first charge on their national resources.

Asthings now are the question what sacrifice it is necessary
to make in order to prevent a recurrence of war can never be
put squarely before the electorates, not even in Great Britain,
where electoral issues are aways complicated by social and
domestic questions. Under the system suggested in these
pages this paramount question of adequate insurance against
war would be faced by the electorate of the union at least once
in every fiveyears. The taxpayers themselves would have to
decide, and would also be able to decide, what sacrifice to
make in order to obviate the catastrophes of war. They
would have before them the estimate framed by the union
government with all the knowledge at their disposal, know-
ledge of the foreign situation and otherwise. The argument of
opponents who questioned that estimate would be tempered
by the knowledge that if they prevailed with the electorate,
they themselves would then be in office. They themselves
would have to assume the tremendous responsibility of pre-
venting a future war at a lower cost.

| submit that a system under which the taxpayers
themselves are enabled to decide what first charge on
all their resources must be made in order to avert the
calamities of war, must serve as the best preventive of
war that human wit can devise. But thisyou canonly do
by a system which divides external from domestic affairs,
which putsthem under different governments, and which also
provides that issues of peace and war are dealt with at one
election, while national and domestic issues are settled at
other elections.

This brings us back to the question how a change can be
made, which must reckon with opposition from existing
cabinets and legislatures. How, in fact, can the peoples,
through their electorates, be enabled to make the great
decision for themselves?

The fact must be faced that members elected to a legis-
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lature tend to develop interests of their own, and points of
view not quite the same as those of their electors. To take
an extreme instance: the French Constitution created for
members of the legislature an interest, which certainly was
not the interest of France, and more than anything led toiler
ruin. Under that Constitution an appea could not be made
to the electorate without the consent of the legislature. A
prime minister like Briand could never appeal over the head
of the Chamber to the electorate and obtain a decision. The
legislature was able to block all attempts to remove this fatal
and undemocraticrestriction. The result wasthat from 1919
to 1939 the French were facing a cabinet crisis and a change
of government twice a year on the average.

In one respect most politicians become more conservative
than their electors. They get so used to the system they work,
that, like permanent officials, they cannot see when the
system itself is breaking down. Things as they are become
to them sacred. They are subject to the same kind of influence
which has made it so difficult for any war office to submit to
reform. Inplainwordsrepresentative systems, like all things
in human life, are imperfect, because, from the moment a
man is elected, he tends to develop a point of view somewhat
different from that of those who elect him.

How, then, is it possible for the people themselves, the
electorate, ever to pronounce on an overdue change, if most
of the people they elect unconsciously combineto prevent the
need for such change being put to the electorate? The
answer isthat from time to time there do appear in democra-
cies men who rise superior to the influences of their position,
and who risk that position to insist that some great question
at issue must be put to the electorate itself. Parkes in
Australia was a case in point. It was men like Washington
and Lincoln in the U.S.A., and Sir John Macdonald in
Canada, who made it possible for their peoples to take those
great steps they made on their march to a higher freedom.

In these pages | am trying to estimate the situation which
will have to be faced whenever the totalitarian threat to the:
peace and freedom of the world has been broken. If that
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estimate is sound, then the question whether the peace is
again to be lost will depend less on the conference which
frames the terms of peace than on the first Imperial Con-
ference after thewar. May it not be assumed that the heads
of theBritish democracieswill need to discusstheir own future
relations, before they meet to discuss the future relations
of the British Commonwealth with foreign gover nments,
whether friends or foes? No gathering in history will ever
have borne such responsbilities as will rest on the Prime
Ministersof the United Kingdom and of the self-governing
Dominions when they meet round one tadle in Whitehall.
We cannot foretell who they will be; but, whoever they are,
the blessings or curses of future generations upon them will
depend upon how far they can shake themsdves free from the
long-established technique in Imperial Conferences of devis-
ing formulas to conceal distasteful facts and evade the real
issues of peace and war which underlie them.

The first responsibility will rest on the one government
which undertakes to safeguard the Commonwealth as a
whole. Will the head of that government face the question
clearly and boldly, whether it can keep the British Common-
wealth suitably protected, so long as it commands resour ces
nowider than thoseof Great Britainand Northernlireland ?
Will the fact befaced that in future British forces competent
to deal with mechanized divisonstrained in Central Europe
cannot betrained in the British Ides, but must betrained in
the Dominions, in Canada especially ?

When the British Prime Minister has stated and answer ed
these questions plainly, the responsibility of Dominion Prime
Ministers will begin. Their temptation will be to dwell on
theindispensable part played by Dominion forcesin winning
thiswar aswell asthe last one. Will they face the facts that
the British Commonwealth was not strong enough to prevent
an outbreak of war in 1914, that the Commonwealth and the
League of Nations together were too weak to prevent a
second outbreak of war in 1939 ? Will they tell their electorates
plainly whether, in their opinion, and in the light of all that
happened from 1919 to 1939, the future peace of the world
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can be safely based on compacts between sovereign states,
whether written or unwritten ?

The supreme question before that Imperial Conference
will be to answer the question which Mr. Churchill has now
put: how are we to remain suitably protected, not this year
or next, but for generations to come? The people of each
British Democracy is, | submit, entitled to aclear and definite
answer to that question from its own recognized leader and
spokesman at the conference. | go farther and suggest that
each of those electorates is entitled to give its own answer
to that question, disentangled from all subsidiary questions.
This in practice cannot happen unless or until the question
IS put to his electorate, and put with guidance, by their
Prime Minister who happens to be in power at the moment.
It is useless to burke the fact that whether the electorates
of the British Commonwealth can pronounce on the
question which will settle whether the Atlantic Charter
is valid or not, will rest with the half-dozen men who
happen to be in power when hostilities cease.

Time is important. If this change is required to prevent
a recurrence of war, the great difficulties which stand in its
way will never be s0 easy to overcome as on the morrow of
war. 'There is atide in the affairs of men, which, taken at
the flood, leads on to fortune." Two thousand years before
Shakespeare wrote these words the truth they express had
inspired the myth of the Sibylline books; but never was it
couched with a force so awful as in those words spoken to
Peter:

‘Verily, verily, | say unto thee, When thou wast young, thou
girdedst thyself, and walkedst whither thou wouldest: but when
thou shalt be old, thou shdt stretch forth thy hands, and another
shall gird thee, and carry thee whither thou wouldest not."'

If an overdue change like this is not made on the morrow
of peace, it may not be made till the world has again been
taught the need for it in a third welter of blood.

| amtold over and over again that the British and Domi-
nion electorates will never agree to abandon their separate
sovereignties. | refuse to accept this verdict for the reason
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that the issue has never been put to them, in the only way
in which it can be put, by their recognized leaders. In no
kind-of society is the call for leadership so great as in free
nations, though too rarely forthcoming. By leaders | mean
not men who lie with their ears to the ground, endeavouring
to read a public opinion which does not always exist, in order
to stay in office, but those who at critical junctures can take
their political lives in their hands by telling their peoples
who listen to them, if to no one else, what sacrifice they must
make in order to preserve the freedom they have; which can
never be done except by raising it to a higher plane.

Suppose for a moment that the next Imperial Conference
after the war were to say with one voice that we cannot
remain suitably protected ourselves, unless the sovereign
states of the British Commonwealth begin to merge their
sovereignties into one for the purpose of the common defence.
| have myself no shadow of doubt as to what the effect on
the British and Dominion electorates would be. | believe
that the needed change would be made in a very few years.
| go farther than this. If only one of those six leaders found
courage to proclaim these truths, he would force them to an
issue with electorates, with others aswell as his own, perhaps
in time to forestall the calamities which await future genera-
tions or even this one. If so, the responsibility which will
rest upon each of those six men, severally as well as together,
is great beyond measure.

Thus, in my view, the future peace of the world will, |
think, depend in the main upon how far the half-dozen
statesmen who gather at the first Imperial Conference after
this war are able to face the facts of the situation. They have
little leisure to digest and consider these facts while the
struggle continues. Till victory iswon they must be mainly
absorbed in executive measures necessary to win it. But in
this country, at any rate, the Government has already ap-
pointed expert advisers to concentrate their minds on the
task of working out the measures required to implement the
policy set forth in the Atlantic Charter. Dominion Govern-
ments have presumably set experts of their own to work on
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these questions. T he efficiency with which these experts are
now doing their work behind the scenes will go far to deter-
mine the attitude taken by the statesmen who meet at the
next Imperial Conference. The future peace of the world
very largely depends upon how far these experts are now
facing up to their task. But even so the final responsibility
must rest with the half-dozen men who meet at the Imperial
Conference after the war. Future historians will note their
names, and will, | believe, say that the peace and happiness of
all mankind was made or marred by what they said—or left
unsaid, by what they did—or left undone, at that table in
Whitehall.
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CHAPTER XX

AMERICAN AND BRITISH EXPERIENCE
COMBINED

N January 1939 | happened to meet Streit in New York.

He gave me an advance copy of Union Now which was not
published till some months later. On reading it | saw that he
proposed an immediate union of the U.S.A., the United
Kingdom, Eire, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South
Africa, France, Switzerland, Belgium, Holland, Denmark,
Norway, Sweden, and Finland as the one possible means
of arresting the drift towards world war. Lord Lothian on
reading the book said to me:

'Thisworld crigs will go down in higory as a conflict between
the idea st out by Hitler in Mein Kampf, and the idea which
Streit has proposed in Union Now. The essential cause of world
wars isnational sovereignties. World warswill continueto threaten
until we begin to merge national sovereignties in one international
overegnty. The only remedy is some such union as Streit pro-
posss Streit has had the courage to say that the time for men to
congder it is Now, and not to-morrow or the day after to-morrow.
The grestest thing in this great book is the title, Union Now.’

Realists who find no valid answer to the reasoning advanced
in this book have resorted to satire and naked appeals to
national pregudice. Men who assume the pose of realism
always betray their own blindness to major realities. This
movement which Streit has started is more vital a step in
human progress than the abolition of davery. When realists
tried to suppress William Lloyd Garrison he answered them,
‘I am in earnest—I| will not equivocate—| will not excuse—
I will not retreat a single inch—and | will be heard." And
heard hewas* Streit will be heard and remembered when the
names of the realists who advised the world to ignore him
are as utterly forgotten as those who wer e seeking to slence
Garrison. His initiative will lead to a new birth of freedom
as surely as Garrison's. Of such was it written:

Thou hag great allies”
Thy friends are exultations, agonies
And love, and Man's unconquerable mind.
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'Realists' can never defeat movements for freedom when once
they are started. But they can delay their progress, and in-
crease immeasurably the blood and tears that human beings
must shed before they find and follow the road to a goal that
must and will be reached.

Union Now appeared too late to stop the headlong drift
towards war. | had written much of these pages when Streit
published a sequel under the title of Union Now With Britain
in which he urges an immediate union of the U.S.A. with
Great Britain and the Dominions as the only means of ending
this war quickly. For obvious reasons the European demo-
cracies are omitted for the moment. He urges his country-
men, warned by the fate of the Franco-British Alliance, to
make at once to Great Britain and the Dominions the same
offer of acommon citizenship as Churchill made to France in
her hour of anguish. While he limits this offer to countries
embraced by the British Commonwealth, he does not narrow
the meaning he gave to common citizenship in his first book
Union Now. He gives it the same meaning which Churchill
gave to 'Common Citizenship' in his offer to France, control
of defence, foreign, financial, and economic policies.

Streit writes this book as an American speaking to Ameri-
cans, and | have written these pages as a British citizen
speaking to my own fellow citizens. Streit sees in American
experience the key to world problems as no one else has seen
it before him. Hisview that democracies cannot be saved and
preserved until they begin to merge their national sovereign-
tiesinto oneinternational sovereignty istheroot of the matter.
That supreme lesson he draws from American experience, and
assumes, quite naturally, that an international union should
cover much the samefield as the union covered by thethirteen
states which first established that union. At the time they
referred to themselves as 'these thirteen nations', a grandilo-
guence which now raises a smile. They were not nations in
the sense of that word aswe now use it, but rather contiguous
provinces, inoneterritory, with acommon language, institu-
tions, and manner of life.

So much for the great lesson which Americalearned from

H
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the Revolution and the facts that followed it. The British
Commonwealth had also lessonsto learn from the Revolution
and the facts that followed. They were different lessons, but
none the less important for that. On opposite sides of the
world, in Canada, South Africa, Australia, and New Zealand,
there grew into being new British colonies which could not
be represented in London for reasons of distance. From the
war of American Independence the British had learned a
lesson they never forgot. No attempt was made to tax them
by Parliament. When they claimed the right to erect tariffs
against the United Kingdom, or to control the entry of mi-
grants, including the subjects of Great Britain, that claim was
conceded. They rapidly acquired to the full the rights of
autonomy enjoyed by Americans. Canada, Australia, and
South Africa followed the American example by merging
their colonies in unions; the counterpart, on a smaller scae,
of the U.S.A., and not the counterpart of American states
like Virginiaor New York. Likethe U.S.A. they emerged
as separate nations with absolute self-control of their own
composition and social structure. When | use the word
‘nation’ or 'national state’, | mean a community equipped to
exercise such control. In Chapter X V I | | have argued that
human welfare in the long run has more to gain than to lose
by thisfreedom for separate nationsto develop theirindividual
characters.

We are thus confronted with a new and larger problem
than that which the thirteen American states were facing in
1786. Thenationsfreeto fashiontheir ownindividual charac-
ters for themselves are in imminent danger of losing that
freedom to a highly mechanized despotism, which divides
them and conquers them one by one. They canonly savetheir
freedom by standing together in peace no less than in war.
But they cannot, in fact, hold together unless the persons of
whom these free nations consist accept one citizenship which
iscommon to all alike. That common status must mean that
their common safety is recognized as a first charge on the
moral and material resources of each individual. And this
principle must be expressed in institutions common to al
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They must have one government to organize defences too
strong for aggressorsto challenge. That government must be
responsible to all those persons, to all those citizens. That,
as | read it, is the essential lesson of American experience.
It becomes not less, but even more true, when the various
nations exposed to attack are separated by oceans and the
width of theworld. But doesit follow that nations so widely
sundered, in order to securetheir freedom inviolate by union
for that purpose, must also renounce their present power to
control their own composition and structure, because the
American gates, not nations but contiguous provinces, in fact
found it wise to do so—a wisdom justified by results? The
U.S.A. isa commonwealth of provinces. The project under
discusson is a commonwealth of nations in the real sense of
theterm. TheBritish Commonwealth of Nations hasa com-
mon citizenship but no common government. It is thus
imperfect, and itsimperfection threatensit with destruction.
But it has a common citizenship which has so far preserved
it intact. Undoubtedly the fact that each of its nations has
power to control its own composition and social structure has
helped to keep it intact. The Dominions have poured out
their blood to preserve a citizenship common to all.

Theanswer tothis, | know, will bethat a citizenship which
doesnot convey theright of acitizen tolivein all the countries
to which it applies, and does not imply freedom of trade
between all those countries, is worthless. | do not accept
that answer. If it only avails to lift from all those countries
the congstant menace of war, it is precious indeed. But so far
as domicile is concerned the argument will not hold water in
principle. In national commonwealthsthe citizen hasno right
of entry and domicile in the households of his fellows. The
reason for this mutual exclusion is cogent. Commonwealths
have for their end and object the development of individual
character, and experience has shown that this can only be
done by protecting and fostering the privacy of family life.
The greatest nations are not those which breed uniform types
but those which produce 'distinguished’ citizens. The same,
| submit, will apply to human society as awhole. It ought to
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consist of 'distinguished' nations. No attempt should be made
to assimilate one to another. The utmost scope should be
given to each to develop its own individual character.

This | believe is the great contribution which British ex-
perience has to offer the world in this crisis. My case in this
book is that it can be combined with the great contribution
of American experience, which Streit has interpreted to this
generation.

| am sure that this war would come to an end quickly, and
the fear of all world wars would be ended, if by some miracle
the American people could be moved to follow at once the
lead which Streit has given them in hislast book. But I think
that thismiracle would belessunlikely to happen if Americans
were told that the step they are asked to take to stop thiswar
and prevent its recurrence for all time would still preserve
their control of their own immigration laws, their own tariffs,
and the incidence of taxes between one American and another.
Of that an American only canjudge. | have no doubt how
the same point would strike British citizensin the Dominions.
| believe that after this war, with all its desperate hazards,
they will see that no security is possible for our freedom or
theirs until they decide to assume in peace the same respon-
sibility for preventing war as that now borne by Great Britain,
if once the case is presented to them with proper authority,
as | said in the last chapter. | believe they will do this if they
e that this can really be done without disturbing the power
they now have to control their own composition and social
structure.

'The British Empire', said Adam Smith, 'is not an empire,
but only the project of an empire." We now call it the British
Commonwealth. But it is not acommonwealth, but only the
project of acommonwealth. It has failed to make the preven-
tion of war a first charge on all its resources. To cure this
defect it must do what all Canadians, Australians, and South
Africans have done for themselves, and apply American ex-
perience to its structure. My idea is that this application
should be tried first in its most moderate and conservative
form. | should not say this if 1 did not believe that the
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method which | have suggested in these pageswould succeed.
Writers of greater authority than mine believe with no less
sincerity that a commonwealth of nations must control not
only defence but also migration and tariffs. To attempt so
much would, | fear, fail at the outset, and also be wrong in
itself. No amount of argument can finally settle the point,
but only trial. It is easer to try the moderate change first,
for then, should it fail, it is always possible to take the further
geps should experience have shown that an international
government cannot prevent war unless it also controls migra-
tion and tariffs. We have reached a sage when a drop of
experience is worth more than oceans of further argument.
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CHAPTER XXI

TRUTHS FOR WANT OF WHICH WHOLE
NATIONS FARE THE WORSE

T is not given us to know how or when this war will be

ended. The same is true of most future events, though
hereand therearethingswhich can beforetold with practical
certainty. Wecan, | believe, be sure that theworld will not
be ruled on Nazi principles for a thousand years! If Hitler
destroyed the last free commonwealth, hisworld order would
presently sink in the quicksands of fraud, cruelty, and greed
uponwhichhehadraised it. Thegreater thehousesofounded,
the surer and heavier its fall.

We can also have faith that in time a world society will be
founded on truth and theinfiniteduty of each toall. Freedom
will flourish again and grow asmen areled by great tribulation
brought on themsdves to discern and obey what Milton has
called those 'truths for want of which whole nations fare the
worse'.2

In Pacificism Is Not Enough, Nor Patriotism Either, the
Burge Memorial Lecture which Lothian gave in 1935, he
ended as follows:

'"The virtues which make a good citizen of a parliamentary
democracy are different from those which make a good citizen
of agate which isfighting for justice asagaing might astheruler

! The Times, 5th M ay 1941, reports Hitler as saying, ' The National-
Socialist state will not onIy survive this war, but will survive for a
thousand years to come.’

2 These forecasts were written some few hours before the following

words wer e broadcast by M r. Stimson from Washington:

'H|tIer'sregﬂmeof brutal lawlessnessis mer ely one of those temporary
reactionswhich have occurred at intervals during all man'slong history
of progress upward. Since his origin millions of years ago, ambitious
men have many times attempted worldwide conquest over the liberties
of their fellow men. But they have never permanently succeeded and
they never will.

'. . .As has always happened before, the progress of man along the
path tofreedom will betaken up again and carried forward with anew
spirit, and with fresh knowledge acquired by the unhappy experience
of the past.'
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of mankind. Brotherhood, tolerance, public spirit, acapacity for
intelligent discussion are essentia in the one, as self-sacrifice,
discipline, dedication, a capacity to lay down one's life for one's
friends are essential in the other. The peace movement of the
futurewill consst of those who combine both these sets of virtues.
Its memberswi |l see all men and nations as one brotherhood, and
recognize that the troubles of the world are due not to the malig-
nity of their neighbours but to the anarchy which perverts the
policies of all nations. And they will have to be prepared, not
only to pool their national sovereignties in order that atrue reign
of law—the only ending of war, and the only true peace—may
be established on earth, but, if necessary, to use force—even war
itself—to vindicatejustice and the triumph of right over wrong—
the road of death—until the time is ripe for peace and unity to
come by the road of organic federation—the road of liberty and
life. When there are enough "elect" men and women of thiskind
in the world, and not before, there will arise that city, fore-
shadowed in Revelation, in which there is no more war because
the Glory of the Lord is the light thereof, and the former things
have pased away.'

This greatest of all Lothian's papers passed almost unnoticed
at thetime." Yet here, if ever, was 'truth for want of which
whole nations fare the worse'. In politics as in medicine a
sound diagnosis will often suggest the appropriate cure. To
aworldinanguish Lothian revealed the cause of its suffering.
Dictatorsare only the symptoms, painful and visible products
of a septic condition, which cannot be cured merely by
plastering the sores it creates, nor even by cutting them out.
Mechanical science has made the nations depend on each
other for their means of living, asthough they were members
of one society, without creating the means to control their
integral life. Our control of nature has changed our relations
oneto another; butwe havenot learnedto control that change.

The future historian will see in this lecture a profound
diagnosisof thereal causewhy millionsof menin each genera-
tion are now impelled to destroy one another in a welter of
fire and blood. To those who believe that here is the real

! The Oxford University Press have reprinted it with a preface by Sir

Wfi(ldlliam Beveridge, Master of University College, of which Burge was
a fellow,
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diagnosis it remains to think out the practical treatment to
which it points, atask towhich | am trying to make my own
contribution in these pages. With Lothian | do not believe
that therule of law, which isfreedom, can long prevail unless
it is backed by an adequate power organized to enforce and
defend it, a power so visibly strong that all who are minded
tobreak thelaw and destroy freedom will find it too danger ous
to challenge. Like him | think that the real situation in the
last century was temporarily masked by British sea-power.
Nor do | béievethat the sovereign power of Great Britain,
nor even of theUnited States, can ever again avail to createthat
sense of security which free nations enjoyed in the nineteenth
century. It can only be done by making the forces required
to safeguard freedom afirst charge on all the people resolved
to enjoy that freedom. It follows, as surely as day follows
night, that control over those forces must be equally shared
by all those people. But practical experience no less than
theory has shown that such control cannot be based on com-
pacts between sovereign sates. The government responsible
for controllingthe forcesmust draw itsauthority direct from
the people themselves, and exert that authority over those
people direct.

| think that Streit has conclusively proved so much. In his
latest book he pointsto the dause in the American Constitu-
tionwhich dealswith itsratification asthemost vital of all its
provisons. Under that clause the people themselves in each
state wer e asked to decide whether or no they wouldjoin the
Union, and all of them decided tojoin. It isscarcely rashto
conjecture that had the decison been left to the paliticians,
not one of the thirteen states would havejoined. A century
later Australia showed how in great matters the politicians
may bethinkingin oneway, whilst the peoplewho elect them
think in another way. For years national conventions ap-
pointed by colonial legidatures met and always came to a
deadlock. Noreal progresswas madetill Sir Henry Parkesat
last demanded a national congress elected by the people
themselves. That congress created the Australian Common-
wealth,
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The adoption of the American Constitution by the peoples
of the thirteen sovereign dates was, perhaps, the greatest
miracle in history. How came it about that people who num-
bered some millions were moved to a change so fraught with
blessing to those who came after them ? Convincing reasons
justified by events were given in the papers known as The
Federalist. But the number of Americans who had read The
Federalist before they voted was insignificant. What moved
them to vote for this radical change was their faith in Wash-
ington who had led them to victory through years of suffering."’
When their recognized leader told them that the freedom won
by the thirteen states was illusory unless their sovereignties
were merged into one, they believed him and voted accord-
ingly. Of a lesser miracle, the South African Union-within
eight years of a racial war, | can speak with some first-hand
knowledge. The caze for Union was explained in a memo-
randum which argued that unless the peoples of the Transvaal
and Free State, of the Cape Colony and Natal united to form
one government, responsible to a single electorate, they would
soon be at war with each other again. This paper issued on
the bare authority of those who had written it would have
pased as a nine days wonder and have then been forgotten.
Thegreat majority of British and Dutch supported theUnion
only because their recognized leaders actively led them at
the critical moment. T he five who worked this miracle were
Selborne, Botha, and Smuts in the Transvaal, and Jameson
and Francis Malan in the Cape.

Even so the first international Union will not be accom-
plished by books and pamphlets. It will come when some
accredited leader has told his followers that no lasting peace
can dawn on this earth until two or more national states have
merged their sovereignty in one international commonwealth.
A vesHd 0 great, so fraught with hope for mankind, can only
be launched from its berth of constructive thought into prac-
tical politics when some recognized statesman has dared to
movein advance of public opinion. T hen, asEmer son shrewd-
ly said, ' The people will applaud a bold and just action even
though they condemn it in advance. A tide of opinion will
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gather behind him asrapidly asit did in the thirteen Sates of
America or the four South African colonies. Such athing
may not happen for years. The suffering endured in those
years will bring it about sooner or later. |If it happened
to-morrow, mankind would be saved from most of that suffer-
ing. Thefuture'worldwill remember that leader as Ameri-
cans now remember Washington.

For the moment our utmost efforts are needed for saving
the last stronghold of freedom, atask to which men, women,
and children are giving their lives, the humblest most freely.
Who, indeed, would wish to have lived in the days of Agin-
court or the Armada, of Trafalgar or Waterloo rather than
herein England to-day with her ruined hearths and her broken
shrines? Where before have a whole people so followed a
leader who promised them nothing but 'blood, tears, toil, and
sweast—mistakes, shortcomings, and disappointments ?Night
after night they defy the blast | et loose by the powers of Hell,
and thereefter gather to lay their dead in one common and
glorious grave. Here, surely, free institutions are levelling
society by ennobling the people. Here at least millions have
realized that no great matter is ever achieved without infinite
sacrifice. Inthiswar, asin the last, victory isbut astep in
that greater enterprise to which free nations are committed
by their nature and past, an enterprise which goes unfinished
until we have brought it to pass that ‘our children shall not
again bleed and gasp in devadtated lands.- The prayer that
Sir Francis Drake wrote down for his men as he led them
forth on a great adventure might well be repeated by usin
thiswar; but, most of all, by thosewho outliveit:

'O Lord God, when thou givest to Thy servants to
endeavour any great matter, grant us also to know
that it is not the beginning, but the continuing of the
same until it be thoroughly finished, which yieldeth
thetrue glory.'

That prayer will beanswered in God'sowntime.
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Appendix to Chapter XXI

AN experienced official in Whitehall told me that he had read
Decision supposing it to be an essaay on federalism, but found
in it to his astonishment a frank treatment of the problem of
defence. 'l have to confess, he added, 'that you have largely
convinced me. On the other hand | do not feel that you have
made your proposal clear.'

| then explained to him that in Decision | was trying to give my
readers something short enough to read, and therefore confined
myself to sketching my proposals in the barest outline. | foresaw
that my critics would point to a number of difficulties with which
| had failed to deal. My intention, therefore, had been to await
these criticisms and then deal with them in a further pamphlet.

My friend then advised me to begin this second pamphlet with
a summary of the proposal | had tried to set out in the first. |
agreed, but said it would greatly help me if he himself would give
me his draft of the summary, so far as he understood my proposals.
He most kindly consented to do so, and when | received his draft
found that he had perfectly stated the proposals which | had tried
to convey in Decision. | am, therefore, printing his summary as
a brief but accurate statement of the argument and scheme con-
tained in the first pamphlet.

ARGUMENT
OF THE PREVIOUS PAMPHLET DECISION

The argument in Decision is directed towar ds the practical ways
and means of securing world peace in future years, i.e. how to
restore that degree of security from world wars which followed
the Battle of Waterloo.

This can no longer be effected solely by the influence of Great
Britain and her sea power, asit was during the nineteenth century.

The attempt to organize 'collective security' after the last war
failed mainly for two reasons. (1) because the League of Nations
could reach no binding decision without the consent of all its
members, and (Z) because ‘of the increasing- strain imposed by
the ever-growing complexity of life on the time and nervous
energy of national governments.

The British Commonwealth of Nations, however, still stands,
whereas the League has fallen in ruins; and it is the voluntary
co-operation of the British Democracies which enabled the war



108 APPENDIX TO CHAPTER XXI

to bewon in 1918, and in 1941 has so far prevented a decison in
favour of Germany,

But this 'co-operation’ of free and equal nations did not pre-
vent war from breaking out in 1914 and 1939. If, therefore, we
have to rely Upon the srength of the United Klngdom acting 'in
co-operation’ with the Dominions (and even with the United
States), we shall be relying on methods which have failed to pre-
vent the recurrence of wars in the pad.

'Co-operation’ therefore is not enough. But the relative sucoes
of the British Commonwealth sysem contains an indication; it is
due to the fact that—in foreign policy and in defence matters—
it has continued to function snce 1919 by virtue of a United
Kingdom hegemony.

The sysem adumbrated by the present Commonwealth
arrangements mus be made o srong that its enemies will not
dare to attack it and that its example will influence potential
enemies themsdves to demand respongble gover nment.

The problem, therefore, is one of defence and security (and the
ood thereof) for a group or union of democratic ates againg the
danger of attack from Central Europe or in the Far Eas. For
this group or union, a sngle central authority—in defence and
security quetions—has to be created. Sate unity cannot be
bassd on compadt, for the interests on which the compact is basd
'shift and change like a bed of sand under moving water'.

Supposing France and the British Empire had 'won' the war,
no Franco-British Union could have prevailed to prevent the
recrudescence of German aggresson unless the French and
British peoples could have been put in a postion to pursue one
foreign policy, not merely for years but for generations. They
could not have achieved one Franco-British policy unless it was
to be backed by one Franco-British Army, Navy, and Air Force.
And the quegtion of dividing the cos between the two peoples
would have had to be settled on some principle.

This was implicit in the offer of Unibn made by the United
Kingdom Government to France on the 16th June 1940 and re-
jected by a majority of 13 to 10 in the French Cabinet.

The offer ds included financial and economic union; but
this, it is here argued, is not essential and indeed not desrable,
gnce it would involve the joint super-national government in
matters of local national particularistic concern such as control
of tariffs, industrial development, migration, and social legidation.
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Hereds 'Decision parts company very definitely from the

'Federal Union proposalsof Mr . Streit, Dr. Jennings, M r . Mackay,
and Sir W. Beveridge

In Decision the measure of union islimited to the problems of
defenceand security.

PROPOSAL

The proposal therefore is that one—or more—independent
countriesshould unitewith Great Britain for purposesof defence
and that thisunion should involve something mor e than the usual
military alliance; and should be congtituted on thefollowing lines:
. Ajoint foregn policy.

A joint defence palicy.

A common budget for defence purposes

Onejoint legidative body for defence questions only which
would discuss the foreign Stuation, the danger of war, the
necessary meadures of defence; and would determine not
individual taxes but the proportion of individual State
revenues to be devoted to joint defence

5. Onejoint executive body for defence questionsonly, respon-

sblefor framingthe estimates necessary to securethe Union as
awholefrom attack, and tolay them beforethelegidative body.

Thejoint legidative and executive bodies of the Union mugt
be given by therr national States sufficient authority to make de-
fenceand security afirg chargeon theindividual States revenues,
while leaving to the national governmentsthe distribution of the
burden amongd individual taxpayers.

Theproportion of the share of total defence expenditureshould
beallocated to theindividual Stateson the bassof their respective
taxable capacity, on the analogy of the work of the Childers Com-
misson (1896) in estimating the respective taxable capadties of
Great Britain and Ireland.

A danding commisson of financial experts should every five
years declare the figures of the respective taxable capadities

Therevenuerequired for general security asvoted by thejoint
representative body should be assessd in ratlo according to the
figures declared as above.

Thequota due from each State should congtitute a first charge
on itsnational consolidated fund, and would not be required to
bevoted each year by the national legidature. Thejoint executive
body would beentitled to thisfirst chargeon thenational revenues,
with spedfic allocation of security in casss of default.

INTRINTS
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The budget for security formed by the joint executive body
should be for a three-year period but should be revissd every
year by the joint representative body, so that national govern-
ments would always know what amounts would be needed to
meset the quotas three years ahead.

Elections to the legidative body would be held from time to
timein all the Sates thus united. Thereis an inevitable objection
that United Kingdom representation would thereby be made
preponderant; but this asumes that United Kingdom members
would vote as a bloc, wheress it is much more likely that they
would vote on party rather than on State lines.

TheDominionsmight well be given amor e generousr epresenta-
tion than they would have on a strict bads of population.

There might also be an upper house in the legidative body in
which, as in the American Senate, each Sate would have equal
representation; this upper house would be advisory, except on
proposals to alter the conditution.

One st of minigers and legidators would thus handle defence
and matters insgparable therefrom; while in each component
Sate ancther st of minigers and legidators would be free to
handle their own domegtic and sodal affairs

Thisjoint defence sysem should be initiated immediately after
the war by the United Kingdom and such of theé* Dominions as
fed that they are ready forthwith to comply with the obligations
which it implies.

The sygem might in time be broadened to include European
democradies, eg. Belgium, Netherlands, Denmark, Norway—
countries whose safety has been shown by events to be dosdy
bound up with our own. If once the Western democrages had
united with the British Commonwealth for their common defence,
it should become possble to extend the same sysgem, with the
same obligations and respongbilities, to our allies in Eastern
Europe—Poland, Czechodovakia, Jugodavia, and Greece.

If and when the United Sates of America were to join such
a sysem, the era of world wars will be finally over.

All thi9 might happen far sooner than men now dream if once
the British democrades had shown how to congruct an organic
union for common defence which left to each of them their
present control of the compodtion of their population and of
their soda Sructure.



CHAPTER XXI1
REPRESENTATION: CONSTITUENCIES:
INDIA: COLONIES: FRANCE

Representation

I N Chapter X V I | | proposed that the cost of defence should
bedivided amongst theassociated Statesin proportiontothe
taxable capacity of each. | wastold at once by a friend, more
qgualified than | am to judge of such matters, that taxable
capacity cannot in practice be assessed. | therefore submitted
the proposal to a trained economist, whose reply is appended
to this chapter. One expert economist, as the reader will
se thinks that the scheme could be worked. He suggests
further that it might be as well if the first assessment were
settled on expert advice between the States agreeing to com-
bine for their common defence. | heartily accept that con-
structive suggestion.

Assuming then that taxable capacity can be made the bass
on which to distribute the charge for common defence, |
now go on to suggest that it might also be made the funda-
mental bass of representation.

This plan would have certain advantages. The average
income of a citizen in Canada, Australia, and New Zealand
is, | believe, higher than the average income of a citizen in
the United Kingdom. If it is not so now, it certainly will
be after this war. A startling statement is made by a well-
informed writer in the September 1942 number of the Round
Tableon page637: 'lIt isknown that to theend of thefinancial
year 1941-42 thetotal war expenditure of the United King-
dom was estimated at £7,300 millions, and that of Canada,
Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and India together
at £1,230 millions' Now if that position continues, the
average income in the Dominions will be far higher than in
the United Kingdom. The taxable capacity of each will
thereforebehigher than it would beif theburden of common
defence were to be charged on the bass of population. The
proposal to base representation on taxable capacity would
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mean that each Dominion got ahigher proportion of members
inthe Union legidature, than if population weretaken asthe
bass My suggestion that the nations smaller in population
should be granted a certain weightage in voting power, is
compatible with the plan of using taxable capacity as the
fundamental bass of representation.

A second advantage would be that if the States discussing
Union agreed to distribute the cost of defence on the bass of
taxable capacity, they would also have gone most of the way
towar ds deciding the bass of representation.

Thereis also a third advantage. In presenting its case to
the assessment commission, each national government would
naturally seek to prove that its relative taxable capacity
should be reduced. Thismotivewould be wholesomely tem-
pered if each national government were conscious that in so
far astheir financial argument proved convincing, it would also
have the political effect of reducing the number of members
sent by their people to the Union legidature.

Constituencies

The question how the electorate of each constituent nation
should dect their quota of membersto the Union legidature
is also important. Into what constituencies if any should
each of these countries be divided? Or need they be so
divided?

In seeking an answer to this question it is well to hold in
mindtherestricted but all-important purposefor which these
members would be elected, the issue, that is to say, upon
which dectors would be called on to decide. Under the
scheme of international defence we are here considering, all
domestic quegtions, including the incidence of taxation as
between one taxpayer and another, would rest with each
national legidature. TheUnion legisaturewould havemer ely
to decide what total sum must be spent, in order to ensure
the Union as a whole againg the danger of future wars, and
thus to give all the constituent nations that sense of security
without which they cannot order their own social affairs.
Thetotal sum, when voted by the Union legidature, would
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then be divided automatically in proportion to the taxable
capacity of each congtituent nation. Under the plan we are
here considering the decision how this burden would be dis-
tributed between one taxpayer and another, between one
dass and another, or between one locality and another, would
remain with each national legidature, asat present. For this
purposeeach nation isdivided intoanumber of constituencies,
some urban, some rural, some poorer, some richer. The
different localities and dasses are thus able to elect members
to champion their rival interests. The Union legidature and
the eections held for it would have nothing to do with these
questions at issue between various localitiesand dases To
divide each national territory into local congtituencies would
have no meaning. At dections for the Union legidature the
electors and the members they elected would merely have to
consider the dangers threatening the peace of the world and
then decide the kind of sum required to ensure the common
defence, a definite proportion of which would fall as a first
charge on their national resources. The best plan might
then be for each nation to eect their members as a body in
one constituency on one ticket, by some system of propor-
tional representation. This plan would eliminate canvassng
by candidates, and give the greatest advantage to experienced
candidateswho had already proved their meritsby their work
in the national legidatures. The .tendency would be for the
Union legidature and executive to be drawn from persons
trained in the work of the national legidatures, and known
as such to the electorate as a whole. As local authorities are
lar gely the training grounds for careersin the national legisa-
tures, so those national legidatures would in turn become the
training grounds for the Union legidature. This plan would
aso have the merit of simplicity.

India
By the same path we are brought to the baffling problem
of India. Its population is 390,000,090. The rest of the
British Commonwealth contains some 110,000,000. The
population of the British Commonwealth as aWwhole is thus
1
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500,000,000. It will thus be seen that India contains over’
three-fourths of the people included in the British Com-
monwealth.

Self-government has now been recognized as the goal to
which India is moving. Important seps have already been
taken in that direction; but those seps have already shown
how difficult it is for a people who have always lived under
various forms of autocracy, and are also divided by religion
and caste, to acquire the habits which make responsible
government possble They will certainly acquire those
habits with practice; but the process is necessarily sow.
No serious thinker would propose to entrust the safety of the
British Commonwealth, and indeed the peace of the world,
to any electorate of which over three-fourths would be people
who have still to acquire the art of governing themselves.
For that is what would happen if India were included in a
Union on the bass of population. This populous country,
however, is one of the poorest in the world, and if taxable
capacity were accepted as the bass of representation, the
problem of including India in a sef-governing Union for
defence becomes less difficult to solve. It suffices for the
moment to say that the time when it could be solved would
be brought nearer*

Colonies
In the light of all that has happened in this war it is need-
less to argue that control of the colonies is insegparable from
the function of defending the commonwealth as a whole.
But this does not mean that a Union Government need
assume that control at once. |f the German power is crushed
again asit wasin 1918 the Union Government can consult its
own convenience and that of its member nations in assuming
control. Theremay be cases of colonies that have no strategic
importance, and these might be left indefinitely to the care of
the national government which now controls them, just as
the Government of India found it convenient to leave the
care of some minor Indian gates to the provincial govern-
ments of Bombay, Bengal, and Madras. The more eastic
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the system the better, so long as the Union Government has
undivided control of defence. And greater elasticity is pos-
sible as the nations included in the commonwealth come to
feel themselves safe from attack.

For the colonies too it must be accepted that the goal,of
their future development must be some government respon-
sible to the people themselves, however distant itsfinal attain-
ment may befor primitivetribeslikethose of Africaor Papua,

France

When suggesting the early inclusion in the Union of the
Netherlands and the Scandinavian countries | said nothing
of France. The obvious reason was that we do not as yet
know what kind of France would emerge from the present
war. We may now hope for a France restored to her liberties
and purged of Quislings by our gallant allies the Free French.

To any approach from a France so restored, a British
Union for defence could scarcely listen less readily than it
would to the Netherlands and Scandinavian democracies.
The unique and historic offer o* organic Union with Great
Britain which we made to her in June 1940 is a fact to
remember; but it may be as well to state once more a view
implicitinall that wassaid inthe previouspages. Thatview is
that the British Democracies cannot wisely discuss or -
ganicrelationswith free European states until they have
first established organic relations between themselves.

Appendix to Chapter XXII

THE DISTRIBUTION OF TAXATION BY
A SUPER-NATIONAL AUTHORITY

THE distribution of the taxation which has to be raised for
super-national Federal purposes between the states members of
the Federation is not a simple matter, especidly as the amounts
re(wi red would be far bigger than any which have been raised
hitherto for any comparable purpose, such as the budget of the
League of Nations. This difficulty, like others, however, will
certainly be overcome if agreement is felt to be vitally necessary,
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while, if this is not the general feeling, it will be only one of very
many rocks upon which shipwreck is probable. Indeed, the dis-
tribution of taxation is not a difficulty which is of its nature likely
to prove insurmountable, given a moderate amount of goodwill.
The imposition of taxation by a super-national authority does not
in itself greatly restrict the power of national governments to con-
trol the destinies of their own peoples, and since the liability to
super-national taxation would replace some of the former liability
to national taxation, it would not necessarily involve any increase
in the burden upon the ordinary citizen.

What is really important about the bass of division of the
burden between nations is that it should be agreed. Hence, it is
desirable that the broad bass of division should be sketched in
advance, and should be incorporated in the Federal Constitution.
Nations are much more likely to accept federation if they know,
roughly, what it is likely to cost them. It will probably be neces
sary, however, to have some body of expertsto review the working
of the system of division adopted either continuously or periodi-
cally with a view to detecting anomalies and recommending
measures for their removal. The bass of division would have to
take the form, not of the assignment of a fixed liability to each
state member (since the size of the Federal budget would naturally
vary), but of a set of 'taxable capacities (or a formula for assessing
taxable capacities) determining the proportions in which the states
memberswould contribute to whatever total the Federal Treasurer
required.

The problem of allotting equitable taxable capacities, or an
equitable formula for assesing them, is essentially the same as
that of formulating an equitable scale of rates and allowances for
the levying of income-tax. It is therefore a problem to which a
great deal of thought has been given, and it would probably be
possible to secure a fair degree of agreement among experts upon
the broad outline of ajust solution, though in detail a considerable
element of arbitrariness would be inevitable. If the countries
among which the taxation had to be divided all had fairly similar
standards of living, the division would be easy. There would
probably be general agreement that the tax burden ought to be
apportioned among them in proportion totheir national incomes—
i.e. to the values of the goods and services produced within them
in a year. For nearly all fairly advanced countries adequate
statistical sources now exist for the determination of the national
income, and, still provided that standards of living are not too
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dissimilar, the problem of converting the different incomes into
terms of one common currency is easly solved. |f, however,
countries with very different standards of living are included
(e.g. India, where the average income per head was estimated
before the war at about £10, and Britain where it was estimated
at about £110), the problem would be far harder. It would be
generally agreed that the poor countries ought to be let off more
lightly in relation to their national incomes than the rich ones,
but how much more lightly they ought to escape would clearly
be a matter of controversy. Moreover, an element of arbitrariness
is introduced by the fact that it is not possible to reduce the
national income of a poor country to currency units similar to
those used to measure the income of a rich country without a big
margin of error.

When all allowance is made for the necessary arbitrariness of
any solution, however, it remains true that it should be possble
to agree upon some formula which taxes countries with similar
standards of living in proportion to their national incomes and
lets the poorer countries off relatively lightly. There are, of
course, many formulae which fulfil these conditions. A very
simple one is:

Taxable Capacity is proportional to Population
X (Average Income per Head)*
where a is bigger than one but probably less than two. Numerous
alternative distributions could be secured by varying a or by
subtracting from average income per head some figure taken to
represent the absolute minimum necessary for subsistence.

It would be best if the formula adopted could be used each
year for a reasssssment of taxable capacity on the bass of the
previous year's national income. In this way, the distribution
of the burden of super-national taxation would be continuously
adjusted, not only to long-term trends in the relative wealth of
nations, but to relative variations in their fortunes in the course
of the trade-cycle, and a slight smoothing influence would thereby
be exerted. Theimprovement in existing statistical sources which
would be necessary to render this possible, and to render evasion
very difficult, is not so great as to rule out the early introduction
of such a system.

A matter which would have to receive very serious attention
is the effect of a system of super-national taxation upon balances
of international payments. |f these were not to be disturbed, the
Federal Authority would have to buy goods and services from



118 APPENDIX TO CHAPTER XXII

the member states to the exact amounts of their respective contri-
butions to its revenue. In practice, strict adherence to this prin-
ciple might not be thought necessary, and it would, indeed, be
possible to go a long way towards relieving, with great benefit to
the whole world, countries which for any reason were especially
depressed, by departing from it in their favour. There might,
however, be great difficulty in fulfilling the needs of the Federal
Authority without buying from some countries goods and services
worth far more than their contribution to Federal taxation, and
from others far less. In this case there would be a strong
tendency to create unemployment in the latter countries, while
inducing high prosperity in the former. It might be practicable
to adjust the matter by allowing appropriate variations in the
exchange rates of the currencies of the countries concerned, and,
if the amount of such adjustment required proved to be greater
than was acceptable, the tax liabilities of the countries could
always be modified.
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To-day we are faced with the grestes organized challenge to
Chrigtianity and civilization that the world has ever seen, and |
count mysdf lucky and honoured to be the right age and fully
trained to throw my full weight into the scale  For this | have to
thank you. Yet thereismorework for you to do. Thehomefront
will still have to stand united for years after the war iswon. For
all that can be said againg it, | still maintain that thiswar isavery
goad thing; every individual is having the chance to give and dare
al for his principle like the martyrs of old. However long the
time may be, one thing can never be altered—I shall have lived
and died an Englishman. Nothing ese matters onejot nor can
anything ever change it.

You mug not grieve for me, for if you really beieve in religion
and all that it entails that would be hypocrisy. | have no fear of
death; only a queer dation. ... | would have it no other way.
The universe is 0 vag and 0 agdess that the life of one man
can only bejugtified by the measure of his sacrifice We are sent
to thisworld to acquire a personality and a character to take with
usthat can never be taken from us Those who just eat and desp,
progper and procreate, are no better than animals if all their lives
they are at peace

| firmly and absolutdy believe that evil things are snt into
the world to try us; they are sent ddiberately by our Creator to
test our metal because He knows what is good for us  The Bible
is full of cases where the easy way out has been discarded for
moral principles.

| count mysdf fortunate in that | have ssen the whole country
and known men of every calling. But with the final tes of war
| condder my character fully developed. Thus at my early age
my earthly misson is already fulfilled and | am prepared to die
with just one regret, and one only—that | could not devote mysdif
to making your dedlining years more happy by being with you;
but you will live in peace and freedom and | shall have directly
contributed to that, so here agam my life will not have been in

vain.
Your loring Son

These words of an unknown airman deserve to remain on
record so long as the English tongue survives. Can anyone
who reads them doubt that in him we lost one who would
have been a spiritual leader in his generation ? Those whose
business it isto deal with young men know how terrible isthe
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toll that air-war takes of our best. Can anyone doubt that the
loss of such men inthelast war goesfar to explain themoral
decline which followed it in Germany, France, and also this
country ? War s, mechanized and totalitarian, must impoverish
the material of human society to an ever increasing degree,
and as never beforein previous ages.

It is not the quality only of human society but its very
exisence which is now threatened by discovery in physical

- science.

The development in our own lifetime of internal-com-
bustion engines has shown how physical discoveries, until
they are controlled by an organized human conscience, can
work far greater ill than good for mankind. Unless they are
followed in time by adequate national and international
control, they will threaten the very exisgence of man on this
earth. Thisrecallsto my mind an occason when an able and
representative group of Australians were deriding the idea
that their country would ever abate one jot of national
sovereignty. At length a professor of physics quietly re-
marked, '1fyou gentlemen worked in a physical laboratory,
| think you would quickly revise your views.'

In aword, thetimeis at hand when not merely our welfare
but our very exisence will depend upon how far we can make
control of human beings keep pace with control of natural
forcess. That in a word is the problem with which the
Atlantic Charter ‘confronts us in terms. Our very existence
as well as our future happiness now depends, not only on
creating some international control of a really effective kind,
but also on discovering how to give existing national govern-
ments a more efficient control of social conditions than they
now have.

| believe that war can be stopped if the eyes of men are
opened to %e the true end of life on this earth. | believe that
that object isto develop and perfect in each of us the sense
of duty which moves us to see the interests of others as our
own. It isthat, and that only, which makes it possble for
men to combine in a gate to establish the rule of law. To
develop by exercise this sense of duty in men is the object
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for which the gtate exists, the final aim of all public policy.!
The prevention of war is not thefinal object of policy. When
governments treat the avoidance of war as their ultimate aim
their policy fails and ends in war. Having said this, | must
add that prevention of war is the next and most necessary
means to the final end. That, as proposed in the Atlantic
Charter, isthefirst and next practical sep that hastobetaken.

To approve this charter has become a convention, but how
many of those who render it lip-service believe in their hearts
that its promise of peace on this earth will berealized ? Inthe
course of the lagt year | have noticed dgns of a growing
doubt on the subject. L et me give one of many examples. In
a letter to The Times dated the 23 rd May 1944, M r . Robert
Boothby, M .P., writes: 'The president and secretary of the
Economic Reform Club are quite right when they say that
trade will only flow freely in the absence of fear. A durable
peace is another essential condition of any international
currency agreement which is going to work. And who can
say that we are in sight of that ?* That similar doubts prevail
in America is shown by a report dated December 1943 by
the National Opinion Research Centre of the University of
Denver. To the question 'Are wars inevitable?' the report
shows that 62 per cent, replied that 'There will always be
wars. Captain Grey, speaking in the House of Commons on
the 24th May 1944, remarked: 'A large number of the ideas
produced to-day seem to be based on the theds that another
war, if not inevitable, islikely. | believe that if we approach
the problems of peace in that atmosphere, not only will
another war be likely, but it will become inevitable/?

If 50, then | think that civilization is dobomed. By civiliza-
tion | do not mean letters, art, music, culture. The trée on
which such flowers and fruits grow is a sysem of society

! Readers are advised to get and study Rohan Butler's The Roots of
National Socialism, published by Faber, a masterly study of the philosophy
which has led the German people to treat power as the final object of

alicy.
P i%esewordsareavqicefr,om thegrave Beforethey had been printed
here Capt.. Grey was killed in action with his regiment In Normandy.
So dosswar confinuetorob theworld of men it most neadsfor its peace
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based upon moral values. The sap which enables that tree
to live and to grow is conscience, the still, small voice that is
always telling us that the interests of others are our own, and
that final reality is of the nature of our own personalities,
which exist and will always exist beyond time and space. |If
our consciences are liars, the concept of 'right' has no mean-
ing. The only thing which counts is the will of the stronger,
and anything worth calling civilization is an idle dream.
That civilization, a system of society based upon moral and
spiritual values, isin danger of destruction, is no mere phrase.
| will go so far as to say that civilization has now been de-
stroyed in its cradle, Europe, except in Switzerland, Swedeni
and Portugal. If you think | exaggerate, read a letter
which came by underground channels from Europe and was
printed in the Christian News-Letter of the 29th December
1943. This letter depicts a condition more savage than
existed even in thetimeof Augustine, when Ger man bar barians
were overwhelming the Roman Empire and opening the
epoch we call the Dark Ages. When the Nazi ganggers
‘have been scotched it will take generations for Europe to
recover from the chaos they have wrought. This second
world war has been more destructive of life, property, moral
values, and human welfare than thefirst. That athird world
war in the next generation may destroy civilized life in the
other four continents as the second has now destroyed it in
Europe, isno idlé guess
To return to the question, my answer is that | do believe

that wars can and must be prevented. For | aso believe

M en at sometimeare magersof their fate.

The fault, dear Brutus, isnot in our gars

But in oursdves that we are underlings.

! Reprinted by courtesy of Dr. J. H. Oldham from the Christian News-
Letter, 29th DeC. 1943, as an appendix to this Chapter.
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Appendix to Chapter XXIII
THE EUROPEAN SITUATION

We have received from a continental source the following grave
account of the European situation. Thewriter of the |etter, which
was written in September, though it reached us only this month,
is exceptionally well informed and has contacts with many differ-
ent countries.

'‘There are few intelligent persons left in Europe who are not
convinced that the end of totalitarianism is only a question of.
time. This applies just as much to Germany as it does to the
occupied and neutral countries. National socialism is no longer
considered as a force which shapes the future, it has ceased to
count as an ideological factor or as a spiritual menace.

'But it remains atremendous reality as a purely physical menace.
The burning questions are: what the last stage of the war holds
in store in the way of destruction and violence, and who and what
will survive that most critical of all periods of the war. |t seems
already quite clear that just because national socialism knows that
itis condemned, it will yet reveal its most demonic aspects. The
coming months may well become months of even greater horrors
in all territories controlled by the Nazis.

'So it is comprehensible that the general sense of relief that the
end of tyranny is approaching, is tempered by the fear that those
men and those groups which have shown most courage in resisting
and who are most needed for future reconstruction will to a large
extent be "liquidated" before the day of liberation. A poet in an
occupied country has written a remarkable poem in which he
describes the sentiments of a patriot who knows that the great
moment of freedom is near, but that he himself will be shot before
that hour arrives. Thisistypical of the mood of many in Europe
to-day. There is no uncertainty about the outcome, but thereis
uncertainty asto who and what will survive the crucial moment.

‘Nothing is more important for the understanding of the
Europe of to-day and of to-morrow than the right appraisal of
the effects of totalitarian rule upon the peoples. These effects
are extremely difficult to ascertain, for the very nature of totali-
tarianism implies that the real life of the peoples becomes almost
wholly invisible. Propaganda and terrorism produce a thick
layer of official conformity which covers up the true currents of
conviction and opinion. No one, not even the secret police, and

K
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perhaps those leag of all, can have more than a vague and in-
adequate impression of all that lives behind the facade On the
other hand, the future depends on our conception of these under-
lying realities. We mug have at leas a working hypathesis on the
bads of the indications which are available.

*What arethese indications ? Totalitarianism appearsfirs of all
asagreat destructive force. It desroys not only the forces which
ress openly, but also those which, though not ressting openly,
continue to lead their own life. Thus it has not merey attempted
to break the resgance of political parties, of intellectual forces of

, the confessing Churches, but it has tried to do away with any
autonomous life outsde its own orbit, eg. universties and pro-
fessonal groups. |tspurposein doing so isto make any alternative
s;oldutfi.or‘;I Impassbleand thusto makeitsown sysem indispensable
and final.

'I'n doing thistotalitarianism (which pretended tofill a political,
ocia and spiritual vacuum) has in fact created a vacuum such as
has never been s=en before  Individuals o to think and to
react in a personal manner; sdf-governing responsble groups
oseto function; living traditionsdie; thereisno other life except
the artificial life impased from above All the inner conditions
are fulfilled of masslife, that is of irresponsble, impersonal, up-
rooted exigence without crestiveness and respongbility.

'There is then a vacuum of frightening proportions. It isin
the lag resort a rdigious vacuum. The masses despair for lack
of a real subgtantial faith which holds on to the invisble redlities.
But thereisonehopeful thing about a vacuum, namely, that it
demandsto befilled.!

'Thefull eftedts of totalitarianism have only now come to make
themsdlves felt, ance total warfare cregtes a Stuation in which the
whole prooess of degtruction and uprooting is accderated in an
extraordinary degree Total war means that the outward con-
ditions of life become such that mog of the last remaining strong-
holds of free, healthy life, which exig in their own right and not
merdy as a product of the will of the date, are also destroyed.
Totalitarianism had aready made an ondaught on the family,
but it is only through the process of masssmobilization for the
army and the labour front, through evacuation and deportation
that the menace to family life becomes truly mortal. Similarly,
through the merdless liquidation for the ske of the total war-

11 have ventured to italicize this sgnificant challenge.
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effort of all professions, in which men retained a certain amount
of autonomy, practically all classes become proletarian.

"I't must be added that the wholesale bombardments which in-
volve the complete blotting out of whole cities have the same
effect. M en and women who had still a home and a job to defend,
have suddenly become people who have nothing to lose and are
thus thrown into the mass of uprooted creatures who are merely
the passive playthings of forces which they do not comprehend.
At the same time these bombar dments create the impression that
the whole world has gone totalitarian. It is believed that no
country recognizes any longer the limits of consideration for
human life and of moral standards. It seemsthat thereisnothing
left except the war of all againg all.

'Thus total warfare achieves the work of destruction begun
by totalitarianism. The result is a general deadening of the sense
of responsibility and of purpose. Life becomesjust a matter of
survival. Everything ese becomes indifferent. Any system of
government will do aslong asit gives bread and security. Moral
standards belong to the past world of tranquillity and organic
relationships. Human lifeisvery cheap, and if one finds that the
disappearance of this or that person is necessary for one's safety
or prosperity, that person will have to disappear.'
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CHAPTER XXIV
A CLINICAL THERMOMETER TO

TEST SECURITY

As my readers will see, | am using this vague and over-
worked word initsliteral sense of sine cura, without care,
such freedom from anxiety as free peoples enjoyed under the
protection of the British sea power in the lagt century. It was
just this freedom from anxiety in the minds of ordinary men
that the League of Nations failed to create, except at the
moment of victory. It soon began to decline, and fell with a
rush when the economic collapse st in. So let us beware of
illusions. The re-creation of this sense of security must be a
dow and gradual process. That it should be growing and not
decreasing as it did between 1919 and 1939 is the really
important matter, and that growth or decrease will test the
efficacy of any arrangements made for stabilizing peace after
thiswar.

In one respect a marked change will be seen. Not many
years ago the London County Council s its face againgt any
form of military training in schools. The question of security
did not come home to local authorities as of course it did to
national governments. In future all this will be changed by
the fact that local authorities now know better than anyone
ese what war from the air means.

The local authorities have to provide public services,
water, drainage, gas, electricity, schools, and so on for new
residential areas. They instruct their officers, engineers, and
architects to prepare the necessary plans and estimates. In
future those experts will have to advise a definite increase in
their estimates, in order to provide greater security againgt
the effect of air-raids. The mains will have to be buried
deeper. Special storage tanks* for water must be created and
maintained. Therewill doubtless be provision for permanent
air-raid sheters. The by-laws governing building will be
drastically revised to ensure additional security against in-
cendiary bombs. All this must result in a heavy increase in
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local expenditure. Nor will this increase in cods be limited
to local authorities. It will also affect industrial and business
undertakings. The banks and insurance companies, and in-
deed the business world generally will realize the necessity of
duplicating all their records, and of depositing the duplicates
in buildings farther removed from destruction than the cities
in which they congregate. Directors will find it necessary to
maintain alternative offices to which they can go on the out-
break of war. All thiswill involve an additional burden on the
cost of production in countries exposed to air-raids, and will
tend to weaken still further the financial capacity of Great
Britain to bear the cog 0$ providing defence for the Com-
monwealth as a whole.

This new factor in war which enables an enemy to destroy
the lives of civilians and all their equipment, will in future
provide governments with a clinical thermometer whereby
to regiser the temperature of security. The percentage of
additional costs which local authorities and directors of
busness and builders think it right to incur as insurance
againg the risk of air-raids will show for itself how far the
arrangements which governments have made are providing
security in the real sense of that word. When civilians have
ceased on their own initiative to incur these additional cogs,
then, and then only, will the object announced in the recent
Atlantic Charter have been attained. | will here make bold
to record a prediction that this thermometer will never
register normal, so long as provision againg the outbreak of
future wars ress on foundations no firmer than compacts,
written or unwritten, between onesovereign ssateand another .
The temperature of insecurity will only begin to fall when
two or more dates, including Great Britain, have co-ordinated
their defence policy under a single control.
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CHAPTER XXV
THE MILITARY FACTOR

THE TIMES, in reviewing Decision on the 23 rd August 1941,
raised the following, query:

'The essnce of his proposals is that the federal government
shall control, all issues relating to peace and war, that is to sy,
the entire fidd of foreign policy, including the maintenance of
the armed forces of the federation, while the member-gates have
equally exdusive control of their own sodal structure.!

The reviewer goes on to describe with accuracy the means
suggested to produce this result, and adds,

"It is quegtionable whether this device really draws the line of
demar cation exactly where M r . Curtis desres what, for ingance,
if the federal government thinks it necessary to invade the sodal
sphere by demanding compulsory military service?

| must say, without hesitation, that the Union Government
must have power to impose conscription in all the member
States, whenever it deems such a step necessary for the
adequate protection of the Commonwealth as a whole.
Whether in actual practice it would be found necessary to
impose conscription in peaceful times, on the continental
pattern, | very much doubt. In time of peace military
strength now depends less on numbers of men with rifles
than on tanks, armoured cars, and planes manned by crews
who know how to operate them. At timesin thiswar Govern-
ment has had to consder whether a number of men in the
forces should not be transferred to factories and mines. |If
all the tanks and guns required to ensure victory in the event
of war are in being, there should be no difficulty in finding
the crews required to man them without resorting to con-
scription in times of peace.

Therewill always be some role for Infantry, that isto say,
men serving in ranks and carrying arms in their hands will
always be essential to victory, as they now are on the western
front. Clearly the government, responsble for the safety of
the Commonwealth as a whole, must have power to command
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as well asto invite the service of any number of men it re-
quires, astheBritish Government did in Great Britain when
this war was impending. And this power must extend not
only to men of an age to fight, but to those older and also to
women whose services are needed, whether as adjunctsto the
forcesor in thefactories. The bagc principle of this proposal
isthat in order to prevent the recurrence of war the govern-
ment responsible for that task must be able to make it a first
charge on all the resources, human as well as financial, of the
countriesit has to defend.

On the 26th September 1941 | listened to a broadcast from
Colonel GeorgeDr ew, a Canadian officer with adistinguished
record inthelast war. From conversation with young officers
in mechanized corps, | had begun to sugpect that thereisin
these idands no area in which mechanized divisons can be
properly trained. This doubt was confirmed as | listened
to Colonel Drew, from whose broadcast | now give the fol-
Iowmg extracts.

'The events of the pagt two years have |mposed the needs of a
spedial type of hitting force. It musgt be divided into fast, compact,
har d-hitting units which can be transported easly by ships

". .. Such a force should be made up of extremey powerful
and fag land units working in the doses co-operation with air-
craft, parachute troops, and airbornetroops. Thiswould not do
away with the exiging land forces They are necessary for the
defence of Britain, and for the ssoond phase of any offensve. But
a dear diginction should be drawn between the existing mass
formationsand the shock troopsor primary hittingforce. It must
beremembered that lessthan 140,000 Germanswerein the forces
which brokethe French Army of five millions. Their largeforces
only entered the some in the sscond phase as mopping-up and
holding troops. Our task isto create a hitting force so much more
powerful than anything Germany has yet produced that it will
be able to overrun a superior number of Panzer Divisons and
leave the way open for the larger holding forces It can and must
be done.

'‘But the very factorswhich make it necessary to maintain large
forcesin Great Britain for defence also make it extremey difficult
to give combined training to the highly specialized hitting forces
which will be needed for the type of offensve we must undertake



136 THE MILITARY FACTOR

on the Continent of Europe. The dense population of Great
Britain; the numbers of men already in training; the weapons and
vehicles massed for defence; the topography of the country itself;
the necessity of avoiding the destruction of food crops which are
so urgently needed; all make it impossible to train fast heavy-
hitting landforcesin close co-operation with aircraft and airborne
troops over areas sufficiently large to give the necessary experience
in the problems of manoeuvre and supply at high speed.

'Canada, on the other hand, offers the space and freedom from
air attack which would make it possible to give the right type of
training to such an offensive force. The largest training area in
Britain is Salisbury Plains. They can be crossed by some fast
vehicles in about twenty minutes. In Canada, however, training
areas are available which would make it possible to train troops
under conditions similar to those to be found anywhere from the
ArctictoNorth Africa. Areas of onethousand square milesor more
could be set aside where dummy towns and strong points could
be erected. Attacks could be launched by parachute troops, air-
borne troops, and the fast land forces under very much the same
conditions as would be met on active service and straight across
country without regard to highways or fences. Embarkations and
landings could aso be practised at many points along the thousands
of miles of shore line which border our large rivers and lakes.

'Another reason why Canada seems to be the only logical place
to carry out thistraining is that it has been chosen for the Empire
Air Training programme which | assure you is coming along
splendidly and will soon be meeting all requirements for air
personnel from some eighty training centres scattered over the
three thousand miles that lie between the Atlantic and the Pacific.
If the Attack Force is to be properly trained it must be in close
co-operation with aircraft and airborne troops. As nearly all air
fields in Great Britain will soon be needed for actual operations
it is hard to see how this combined training can be given in the
British Isles.

'This force should be an Empire Force under the direction of
experienced men from the whole Empire. It is not suggested that
tanks and other vehicles be moved from Britain. They will be
available very soon from the factories of the United States and
Canada. The man-power for this force could be drawn very
largely from Canada at the outset where there are a large number
at present training in other formations. One great advantage of
training in Canada is the fact that almost unlimited quantities of
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motor fuel and lubricants are available. It would aso result in a
great saving of shipping space, which would otherwise berequired
to ship fuel and supplies to the same men and machines if they
were In Britain. When the force was ready for active service it
could then be tranderred to Britain as the assambly base
€| beieve that such a force should be free from the shackles of
exiging text-books and army conventions and that we should
draw upon the inventive genius and scientific knowledge of the
great industrial producers of the United Sates to provide such
destructive hitting power as has not yet been imagined. | am sure
that within the British Empirewe havethe brainsand theinitiative
to create the mog powerful land army the world has ever known.
When we have donethat, then wewill be ableto reap thefruits of
the magnificent accomplishments and sacrifices of our navy and
air force. Then, and then only, will blockade and bombing bring
victory.

'We Canadians are your partnersin war and in victory. We
should make full use of all the advantages which that partnership
offers We have the space to train the force which is so urgently
needed. | am surethat Canadians would welcome a decison that
such aforce should betrained in Canada. Apart from itsmilitary
conseguences it would be one more practical expresson of the
ever-grengthening bonds of affection within the British Empire.’

Next day | wired an invitation to Colonel Drew to meet
and discuss his thess with General Swinton, whose know-
ledge of tanks from their first inception is a matter of history.
The meeting took place on the 1¢ October, and during the
interval both officers had been following the manoeuvres in
cars. At the end of their technical discussons, to which | was
privileged to listen for several hours, | found myself feeling
that whilst we might turn out the finest tanks and armoured
cars in the world, it is, and always would be, impossible
properly to train divisons to use them in the sace available
for practice in these idands. T he mechanized divisons which
in 1940 swept the Allied forces from the Netherlands and
France in a few weeks were trained in the ample saces of
Central Europe, largely in Poland. Their efficiency was due
to the close co-operation of tanks and aircraft, made possble
only by long and intensive practice in paces where tanks
could be turned at any moment in any direction, to attack
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enemy formations visible only from the air. Such trainingis
out of the question in a country where armoured vehicles are
tied to theroads. It is asthough some town which possessed
no football ground tried to win matches by training its team
in its own streets.

Colonel Drew was concerned with the question of winning
thiswar, a question outside the scope of these pages. Weare
here solely concerned with the question how, when this
second war has been won, to prevent a third. But this we
shall only do, if Winston Churchill isright, as | think heis,
by remaining 'suitably protected oursdves. In plain words
we must in peace posess mechanized forces strong enough
to defy challenge by aggressors who have ample spaces in
Central Europe in which to train such forces. The Govern-
ment responsible for the safety of Great Britain and the
British Commonwealth must have an effective army. If
Colonel Drew's reasoning is sound, the situation "has now
to be faced, that no British army competent to cope with
mechanized divisonstrained in Central Europecanin future
betrained at Aldershot, Salisbury Plain, or indeed anywhere
in Great Britain. They can only betrained in Canada.

A consideration not mentioned by Colone Drew may
here be added. Troops trained to operate on ski are now an
important factor on snow-bound fronts. Such British troops
could only be trained in Canhada or New Zealand.

In 1943 wide spaces of rural England had to be cleared to
make room for the training of mechanized divisons from the
U.S.A. How those divisons swept from Normandy to the
Loire and west to Paris we know. General Eisenhower has
told us that we owe General Patton's brilliant achievement
to the patience of English peasants who had left their farms
to be laid waste by American tanks. Some of these peasants
who had listened to Colonel Dr ew may have thought wistfully
how their homes and fields might have been spared had some
of the higher authorities happened to hear what he was saying
two years before.

The problem is not an entirely new one. It must be re-
member ed that beforethewar the British Government found
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that it could not properly organizethe Royal Air Forcewithout
the use of Canadian air fields. The proposal at once raised
acuteconstitutional questions, thediscusson of which serioudy
delayed the progress of the scheme. 1f it is true that, even in
peace, the British Government will need to send its mechan-
ized divisonsto betrained in Canada, it iswell to realize that
technical aspects of military problems inexorably raise con-
stitutional problems. With these we must deal in a later
chapter. | may seem to have strayed away into purely military
congderations; “but my point is that it is these consderations
which bring us straight to the issue of Empire defence as a
whole, and therefore to the necessty for accepting the prin-
ciple of co-operation in advance on a field which transcends
the limitations of national boundaries.
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CHAPTER XXVI
THE UNION CAPITAL

ou ask mewher e best should an inter national gover nment

charged with the task of maintaining the peace of the
world be seated ? T hat isthe one question to which is given
no answer in the pamphlets | have published so far. | had
better confess that, though | have thought of that question,
| approach it with fear and trembling. One reason is that
the Union of South Africa was almost wrecked in its final
gage by the question where the capital should be. In the
end it was only saved by a compromise like thejudgement of
Solomon. They even went farther than Solomon proposed;
for instead of dividing the child between two mothers they
cut it up to satify three. The union was only saved by
deciding that Cape Town should be the legidative capital,
Pretoria the executive capital, and Bloemfontein thejudicial
capital. Another reason for my hesitation has been the effect
on public opinion in this country of the answer that | must
honestly give. Australian airmen say to me here: "You will
have less difficulty in carrying your proposal in Australia
than you will have in England." For more than one reason
| believe they are right. So far | have shrunk from giving
my answer, because | believe that London is the worst pos-
sible place in which to centrean international union designed
to secure the. nations who enter it from war. Strategic and
political objections combine to exclude any place in the
British Ides.

I n approaching this all-important question, let me hold in
mind that theultimateobject | am keepingin view isa govern-
ment responsible to men and women throughout the world
for maintaining its peace. That, in agesto come, isthe final
obj ect to be sought and found if civilization isto be saved and
also lifted to higher planes. .1 also believe that such a govern-
ment can only be realized step by step. Of all these seps the
hardest and most important totakeisthefirst; but if oncethe
world can be shown that some international government of
nations divided by oceans can function in practice, provide
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their common security, and also increase the power of national
governments to control their domestic affairs, democracies
outsideit will bereadier tojoin it than they now are. Difficult
as it is to get any national gates to merge their sovereignty
into one union, the difficulty will be leagt in the case of the
British democracies, with their common language and insti-
tutions. But | do not pretend that such a union can of itself
preserve the peace of the world. A further sep would be
taken towards increasing the general security, if and when it
were joined by the Netherland and Scandinavian democracies
of western Europe and by France. It would then become an
international union in afuller ssnsethan it ever can be so long
as it includes only the democracies embraced by the British
Commonwealth. My faith isthat, if and when such an inter-
national union had demonstrated the greater security and
national freedom of those who had entered it, in course of
timethemost power ful democracy, the peopleof the American
commonwealth, would throw in their lot with it. | believe
that whenever that happens the fear of world wars will be
finally ended—security in the real sense of the word will be
achieved. In those conditions | believe that nations outside
it in Europe, Asia, and Africa will acquire the habits and
practice of responsble government, and so qualify for in-
cluson in a union the central government of which must
draw its authority from and be answerable to the citizens of
the world and not to their national governments.

You now face me with the question what capital would be
best if the British democracies attempt thefirst and most diffi-
cult step, by creating a government responsbleto their people
for their common security.

T he st of the government now responsiblefor thistask is
where it has always been, in Britain. Thefleet, army, andair
force it controls through the Admiralty, War Office, and Air
Ministry are centred there. The events of history decided
this fact and, so long as war was confined to sea and to land,
this was alo the best strategic point from which to direct the
defence of an empire scattered all over the globe. But this
drategic position is now changed by the fact ‘that at any
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moment an enemy in Europe can strike from the air and
strikewithout warning. In 1940 the future of freedomwasin
greater peril than it ever was since the ships of Athens and
Persia were facing each other in the straits of Salamis. The
chamber ir|1 which the Mother of Parliaments sat is lying in
ruins. . . .

But this was not all. Experience has aso proved that
neither on land nor yet in the air can mechanized forces be
trained on an adequate scale in the British Isles. Provision
had to be made for training a considerable part of the air
forcein Canadac Had similar provision been made for train-
ing mechanized troops in Canada, the devastation of the
English country by tanks woul d have been saved. The space
now usedto trainthemillionsof Alliedtroopsinthiscountry
may gravely reduce its capacity to grow the food which is
needed to win the war ailmost as much as are guns and shells.
That space is wholly inadequate for the purpose of training.
Thereisin this small island no space in which the land and
air forces needed to ensure our freedom against attack can be
trained. Thatisoneinexorable fact that cannot beignoredin
time of peace if we are really facing the problem how to make
the free system under which we live too strong for any
aggressor to attack.

Our object is to create for the British Commonwealth a
system which will so far as is possible ensure it against attack.
The brain and heart of that system should not in the future
centre in an island so vulnerable to attack from the air.

The political objection to London is aso important. For
the present the United Kingdom contains more people than
all the Dominions added together. With the Government of
aunionlocated in Englandthe Dominionswoul dfeel, asthey
do now, overshadowed by its numbers, its power, prestige,
and traditions. That 'complex' known as 'Downing Street'
has not been allayed by 'equality of status as enunciated in

e reg of this paragraph has been omltt rom t e proofs, as
1 Th of thi h has b edf h oof
orlgmally printed, in deference to the censor sﬁ hen the war is over

censorship redrictions no longer apply, | shall hope to print what |
wrotein afutureedmon
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the pages of the Balfour Report and the Statute of West-
minster. One has only to spend an evening with politicians
and public officials in Ottawa or Canberra to realize that.

For political as well as for strategic reasons | am forced to
exclude these idands as the future centre of the Common-
wealth. | have long felt that the first critical step might be
taken by Australia and New Zealand. Yet no one from those
regions has ever suggested to me that the capital of a world
commonwealth could ever be fixed in the southern hemi-
sphere. Thereason can be seen by one glance at the map of
the world; and the same applies to South Africa.

Thisfirst sep in creating an international union would lose
most of its value unless its structure could be widened to
include more than the British Commonwealth. | am always
thinking of how it can include the democracies of western
Europe. Even s, the peace of the world will not be secured
till the great American people have entered a union for the
common defence of democracy. Whatever step is taken
should keep that goal in view, however remote it may seem.
For drategic reasons a world commonwealth for defence
might well be centred in the U.S.A. which is and will be the
most powerful national state in the world. But less powerful
nations would feel that the international authority would be
overshadowed and dominated by a nation so powerful as the
U.S.A. The difficulty we are now facing in the fear of
'‘Downing Street' would be met in a different and wider
form.

This method of excluson has led me to think that the place
on the map best fitted by nature as the capital of an inter-
national Commonwealth is Quebec, both at the outset and in
the later dages of its growth. There, beyond the Atlantic,
its qaval, military, and air establishments, its executive,
ministries, and legidature would lie outsde the range of
sudden and imminent attack by air from Europe or Asia.
There, and in neighbouring harbours like Halifax and others
along the Atlantic coad, its ships and their bases on shore
couldliein security. Inthoseharboursshipscould befuelled
at the lowest possible cost with oil piped from Canadian and
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American oilfields. The need to carry this fuel in tankers
across the Atlantic would be greatly reduced.

Experience has shown that behind Quebec is that ample
gace, utterly wanting in the British Ides and also in the
western democracies of Europe, for the trailing of mechan-
ized forceswhether on land or intheair. Theworld has come
to realize that the power of aggressors to make war, and also
of the democracies to prevent their making it, must in future
rest with those countries equipped with factories in which
such weapons as tanks and planes can be made. The world
has yet to realize that space in which to train the crews to
operate tanks and planes isjust as important as factories in
which to build them. In Britain no such space is available,
nor is it in countries like Belgium, Holland, Denmark, or
Norway. Mechanized forces and air fleets cannot be trained
and made ready for battle in these small and thickly populated
countries as they can in the wider spaces of central Europe.
It istime that this vital fact should be faced by those who say
0 glibly that these lesser democracies are to supply their
quotas of military force to the collective security of a League
of Nations. It isonly as gates of an international union that
their mechanized forces can be trained in some sate of that
union provided with ample space for the purpose. In a
country like Canada, which extends into Arctic regions, such
gace will always exist. There will always be space for
training mechanized forces in Australia and South Africa.
In so far as an international union maintains mechanized
forces, trained and ready for instant battle in defence of
any of its states threatened with attack, those forces are less
likely to be called into use. And as in course of time, the
danger of attack was reduced, so also would the scale of
those forces be reduced, subject to the condition that; they
wer e always kept on a scale sufficient to ensure the safety of
the union and the peace of the world if any attack were made
on them.

In these days, when statesmen travel by air, Quebec is as
easy to reach as London from New Zealand, Australia, and
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South Africa. As a second step in the policy proposed, we
are hoping that the French, Scandinavian, and Netherland
democracies would join the union. It would then cease to be
British and become international in the fullest sense of that
word. London isnearer to them than Quebec; but for them
political consderations would more than outweigh this physi-
cal fact. Aninternational union, British perhaps at the outset,
will only secure the peace of the world in so far asit ceasesto
be British and becomes international in the fullest sense of
theword. That vital transition would be greatly impeded if
its capital were still located in Britain. At Quebec two races,
languages, religions, and civilizations meet. The Begians
and French would find themsdves more at home in Quebec
than in London. The government of the union would be
working in a country which has long shown how to conduct
government by discusson in more than one language. Nor -
wegians would meet therea large number of Canadian citizens
born in Norway and still speaking its language.

The third and decisve sage in this policy would be
rendered more easy and probably quickened if the capital of
the union were centred from the outset on theNorth American
continent. That such a union would give the various nations
united not less but much more control of their own national
affairs will never be proved or disproved by arguments on
paper. The question whether national sovereignty must really
remain the las word in the growth of democracy can never
be answered until an international union has been tried, 2nd
has failed or succeeded in actual practice. The American
people will be able to answer these questions for themselves
more eadly if the first experiment is conducted at their doors
and under their eyes. Until theyjoin such a union the peace
of the world can only be maintained in so far as its govern-
ment is able to co-operate with the United States. The co-
operation of Washington would clearly be easer with an
international government located at Quebec than if that
government centred in England.

A proposal to move the government which controls their
defence and their foreign policy from the British Isles will

L
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come as a shock to most Englishmen. So did Durham's pro-
posal to creategover nmentsin Canadaresponsibleto Canadian
parliamentsand electorates, and not tothe I mperial Govern-
ment in London. Yet in course of time the practical minds
of Englishmen came to recognize that this was a necessary
change, if the bonds which united the younger communities
with them were not to be broken, as they had been broken
with the older American colonies. To recognize facts as they
change is a matter which needs time and reflection. The
inexorable lesson of this second war is that these idands
cannot in the long run be defended by forces trained and
centred in the idands themselves. The land and air forces
must be trained in regions more spacious, and the naval
forces as well must have bases in some country less exposed
toattack fromtheair. Aboveall, theauthority which controls
these forces must be located in some place less exposed to
sudden destruction than it ever can bein Westminster. But
the real key to defending the British Ides can only be found
by creating a sysem of defence so strong that no aggressor
in Europe will ever try to attack it. That can only be done
by creating a syssem which in course of time will bring into
being an authority backed by the American as well as the
British and French peoples and also by other democracies
on the continent of Europe. If and when that is achieved,
the peace of thewor|d will at last be assured, and the ultimate
creation of aworld commonwealth will then bein sight. The
essential defence of the British I1des will only be found in a
system which ensures freedom from world wars. From 1815
till the end of the nineteenth century we had such a system,
till the progress of mechanization rendered it obsolete. By
1914 the security that system created had vanished and can-
not now be restored until we rebuild it on foundations far
wider than those of the British Isles. To create such a sysem
we must learn to look the changing factsin theface. I1n doing
so Englishmen will come to se that no system of defence
which is centred in these idands can in future hope to pro-
tect them from attack. No system of defence will protect the
British Commonwealth from attack unless it is centred in
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some placelessvulner ablethan idandsexposed tothe sudden
impact of blows from Europe.

As | sy this, flying bombs are dealing death and destruc-
tion in London sreets, and the Prime Minister has warned
us to be ready for the even more devastating rocket bombs
which the Germans hope to shower upon us. When one
thinks what has followed the first invention of submarines,
aeroplanes, and tanks, one can see to what lengths the future
developments of this latest weapon will go. If another world
war should break out, fire and brimstone will rain on every
city in these idands. The public men who are telling us to
trust our security from war to a League of Nationswill then
be seen to have led us down the primrose path to the ever-
lasting bonfire.

To reach security these idands must also face some reduc-
tion in population and the industries which support them.
Any sysem under which the forces defending the Common-
wealth are trained in the continents of America, Africa, and
Australia will lead to a transfer of population from the
British Ides to the Dominions. Factories to produce the
weapons these forces wield must be maintained in con-
siderable strength in the countries where those forces are
trained. Young people from the British Ides whojoin those
forceswill to a certain extent elect to make their homesin the
countries where they aretrained. When their time of service
expires they will find employment in the factories and farms
needed to supply the forces trained in these countries. Such
a sysem will in fact be a more effective scheme of migration
from the Mother Country to the Dominions than any which
has yet been devised. The United Kingdom can only afford
such a transfer under a sysem which gives these idands a
greater measure of security than they can hope to enjoy under
the existing sysem. The same would of course apply to
youths enlisted in the union forces from western democracies
in Europe. Many soldiers and airmen from Belgium, Hol-
Jland, and Norway, after training in Canada, Australia, or
South Africa, would ask to stay there.

To secure the peace of the world and discharge our com-
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mitments under the Atlantic Charter we must have a short-
term programmewhich leadson to along-term programme.
In any such programme the centre from which the forces
required toensurethe peace areto be controlled isa question
of vital importance. My own conclusion isthat Quebecisnot
only the best place from which to provide security for all the
British democracies, but would. also be best for a system
developed to maintain the security of free nationsthroughout
the world.

The writer himself is responsible for every proposal in
these pages, and no one else. They have all been made after
full and often protracted discussion with people selected for
their judgement and experience and knowledge of public
affairs. The post-war policy worked out in these chapters
was obviously incomplete until some answer had been sug-
gested to the question where an international government
should be centred. National sovereignties are not the last
word inthegrowth of freedom and, whatever publicists may
say, human society will sooner or later achieve control of
itself through an international government. Such a govern-
ment must be located at some spot on the face of the globe,
and tofix on that spot will be easier if men havethought long
in advance where it should be. When | came to think that
an international gover nment of the British democraciescould
best be placed at Quebec, | submitted my reasons to the
criticism of three men whose judgement, knowledge, and
experience of public affairs | had learned to respect. After
long discussion one of them remarked, 'Had we not better
realize that the question we are discussing is the future
capital of the world?' This remark convinced me that the
answer to thiscritical question here suggested hasthis merit,
that it meets the need of the long-term policy no less than
the need of the short-term policy.
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CHAPTER XXVII
A FROWARD RETENTION OF CUSTOM

I N discussingtheAtlantic Charter withahighly intelligent

A lady, | was trying to explain the view | have stated in
Chapter XVIIl. 'l do so agree with you', she said. 'What
you mean is that after this war we must break Germany up
into anumber of smaller states." 'Y our answer', | said, 'exactly
illustrates the very danger | am trying to explain. You say
that we are to prevent a further war by breaking Germany up.
Personally | don't agree with your policy; but that is neither
here nor there. Suppose, for the moment, that you are right,
and that the way to prevent a future war is to keep Germany
broken up. Now the question | have to ask you is this: sup-
pose that in twenty or thirty years the Germans begin to
reunite, how are we then to be strong enough to stop them
from reuniting? She was silent for a little, and then said,
'Now | begin to see your point.'

On a previous page | have said:

'The safety of free systems is always to look to their
own strength and not to measures for weakening their
enemies.’
| offer that statement here as the cardinal principle which
must govern the future prevention of world wars, a principle
by the observance or neglect of which the Atlantic Charter
will stand or fall. It isfor that reason that | so welcome the
five pregnant words which Churchill used when explaining
that charter—'whileremaining suitably protected ourselves
—especially theword remaining. On the morrow of victory
in 1919 we were suitably protected, until we began to liquidate
our navy and air force as well as our army. On the morrow
of victory in thiswar we shall again be suitably protected. The
vital question is how we are to remain suitably protected for
generations to come. That is primarily afinancial question.
Can weremain suitably protected, solongasthe Govern-
ment responsible for the safety of the Commonwealth as
a whole can make its defence a first charge on resources
no wider than-those of Great Britain and Northern
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Ireland ? Can those who have failed to see, as Lothian saw,
that that isthe question on which the future peace of theworld
anditshopesof freedom depend, lay claimtoagenuinerealism?
Politicians, civil servants, international lawyers, and professors
of political science are prone to think themselves realists,
because they cannot conceive any radical change in the system
they have always practised and studied. | think that realists
will agree with the view | share with Lord Cecil and Sir
Rowland Evans, that the only way to prevent another world
war—to realize the aims of the Atlantic Charter—is 'to build
up the forces of peace sufficiently to make aggression by Ger-
many or any other Power a hopeless proposition*. But until
they have faced this crude financial question they are in fact
unconscious visionaries.

Realistsalwaysbrand asvisionary any suggestionfor aradical
change in the system to which they are used, and, in doing so,
appeal to that deep-seated factor in human nature—inertia.
They dwell on the dangers they s in the change proposed,
ignoring the actual and moreimminent danger which aradical
change alone will remove. |t was so with realists when Priest-
ley in England, and again when Garrison in America, were
urging that the time had come to abolish slavery. | have
before me a letter from a leading banker in London who
writes:

*1 very much agree with the importance of the question you
rase. Twenty-five years is a short time in the life of a nation,
and unless we work out something immediately after this war,
something which effectively dedls with that problem, our descen-
dants will certainly face another war before o very long.'

That is the real danger inherent in leaving things as they are.
My critics suggest all sorts of dangers in the constitutional
change | propose. The worst of the dangers they suggest is
that one of the nations, having entered the Union, might
afterwards feel that its contribution to the common defence
was too heavy a burden, or for some other reason, might wish
to secede. The Union would then be threatened with civil
war as happened in the U.S.A. Are all these hypothetical
dangers, including acivil war, when taken together, so great,
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or so fatal to human welfare if realized, asanother world war,
the danger of which must remain actual and imminent in the
system of national sovereignty under which we are living ?
Aswith dangers so with difficulties. All sorts of difficulties
in the way of a change are suggested as insuperable.
Thefact isignored that things as they are present insoluble
problems. From Australia has come a demand for the repre-
sentation of Dominion Governmentsin the War Cabinet. Now
if the doctrine of equal sovereign status which inspired the
report of ‘the Imperial Conference of 1926 and the Statute of
Westminster corresponds to the facts, the Australian demand
for aWar Cabinet in which Dominion Prime Ministers sit, is
unanswerable. But Prime Ministers like those of Canada and
South Africa cannot and will not sit in the War Cabinet, be-
cause they know that they cannot afford to be absent from
Ottawa, Cape Town, and Pretoria. The difficulty is, in fact,
insuperable, though no one has yet ventured to say 0, because
by saying it they would admit that the issues of war, like the
issues of peace, must rest in practice with the government
answerable to British éectors, and not with the governments
answerable to Dominion electorates. The alliance of the
whole British Commonwealth with Russa was decided by
the British Cabinet, and rightly decided, within twenty-four
hours of Hitler's attack on Russia. In the time available
Dominion Governments could scarcey do otherwise than
give their assent. Was there any consultation at all with
Dominion Governmentswhen M r . Chur chill offered to France
an organic Union with Great Britain, or when hewas meeting
President Roosevelt to frame the Atlantic Charter? The
answer is, there was none, because none was possible*

* Advice to leave things as they are can always parade as a
counsd of safety, and realists brand as dangerous men and as
revolutionaries those who call for an overdue change. The
men of the ancien rigime, who could learn nothing and for get

' On p. 335 of International Affairs, Review Supplement, Sept. 1941,
Graham Spry, a Canadian, writes 'the Atlantic meeting of the two great
Powers is the measure of the significance of relatlvely small Powers.
There was no Canadian, no Dominions, representative.'
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nothing, were the real authors of revolutions whether in
Franceor in Russa. Alcibiadeswith all histreachery did less
to compass the ruin of Athens than Nicias, so upright, so
pious, so cautious, so safe that he cancelled the order he had
given for the fleet to escape from the harbour of Syracuse—

'... because an edipse of the moon . . . took place Nicias...
refused from that moment even to take the question of departure
into condder ation, until thei/ had waited the thrice nine days pre-
scribed by the soothsayers!

Themorning paper before me repeatsthe verdict of history.

'What ssams not to have been redlized by the British and
French was that the tank of 1939 differed from the tank of 1918
almog as much asthat from the armoured carsof 1914. . . . The
Germans did realize that. They saw that it could be used, not
merey-for pounding at the enemy in conjunction with infantry,
but independently to sever his vital reserves. . . . But the impll-
cation was forgotten, or, one might even say, ruthlesdy thrust
asde Some day the whole story of the opposition of the higher
ranks of the Army to mechanization may be told. It will be a
depressing narrative of preudice and folly."

These words recalled to my mind a conversation to which
| had listened years before between Lawrence, who was at
thetime a private in the Tank Corps, and General Swinton,
to whose genius and technical knowledge, as we now know,
the invention of tanks was largely due. My heart sank as |
realized how little the authorities were doing to develop the
new weapon which had gone so far to secure the defeat of the
German armiesin 1918. | then understood the craving which
Lawrence had to escape from the stagnant atmosphere which
deadened the Tank Corps, back tothe Air Force, in which the
vital importance of technical improvement was realized.

Itisfair to add that General Swinton has sncetold methat
failure to develop the tanks was mainly due to refusal by the
British Treasury to provide funds necessary for the purpose.
That fact should be noted for the light it throws on thein-

, Thucydides, chapter xxiii. o

Edward Shanks, Sunday Times, 28th September 1941, reviewing War
on Wheelsby C. R. Kutz.
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ability of a gover nment to discharge thetask of defending the
whole British Commonwealth from attack so long as it com-
mands resources no wider than those of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland.

Wemust, however, return to the point of this chapter, that
world wars and great revolutions are less due to our wrong-
doings than to our failure to get things done. The order in
which these two kinds of sin are ranked in the General Con-
fesson is profoundly significant.

'Wehaveleft undonethose thingswhich we ought to have done;
And we have done those things which we ought not to have done!

Sins of commission have brought less evil on men than sins
of omission. As Bacon wrote in his pregnant phrase:

'A froward retention of cusom is as turbulent a thing as an
innovation; and ther that reverence too much old times are but
a scorn to the new.!

! Essays, xxiv: 'Of Innovations.
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CHAPTER XXVIII
THE PATH TO BRITISH-AMERICAN UNION

M E noticesin the pressconstrued my proposalsasaplea

for organic union between the British and American Com-

monwealths. Letters have reached me from readers who are

clearly under the same impression. Such proof of my failure

to convey what | mean to others impels me to make a further
attempt.

Thedanger of world warswill not, in my view, becompletely
removed, except by an international government, which in-
cludes the United States of America. Whenever the U.S.A.
combines with other free satesto maketheir common defence
afirst charge on all their resources, the era of world wars will
be, | believe, at an end. | thought | had shown plainly enough
that | did not expect that the U.S.A. would be ready tojoin
such aunion within one generation after thiswar. In Decision
| wastryingto arguethat the only way to prevent arecurrence
of war within one generation was for the sovereign States of
the British Commonwealth and of Western Europe to merge
their sovereignties into one international union for the pur-
pose of common defence. | believe that this of itself would
auffice to avert war for one generation. But | also believe that
such an example is necessary to prepare public opinion in
America for eventually joining the union.

Let usfirst deal with the question how to prevent the re-
newal of war within one generation. Think for one moment
what would have happened if in 1919, or soon after, the
British Dominions had formed such a union as | had sug-
gested and again suggest in these pages There would then
have come to exist a legidative body to which Canada, Aus-
tralia, New Zealand, and South Africa would have sent their
members. A large proportion of these members would have
had totravel acrosstheworld. Inevitably these distant mem-
berswould have called on the Union Government to provide
them with facilities for travelling by air. The early creation
of a frequent commonwealth air service, to save the time of
members and union officers in travelling, would have been
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certain. On the morrow of the war we had plenty of pilots
already trained to man such a service.

It isworth considering why no such Imperial service was
brought into being till years later and then on the most in-
adeguate scale. In Central Europe Germany lost no timein
developing civil aviation. Inthe U.S.A., Canada, Australia,
and South Africa such services went ahead by leaps and
bounds, because they had all to deal with disance on the
continental scale. In Great Britain it languished, and anum-
ber of pilots trained in the war went unemployed, for the
simple reason that the idand was not large enough to make
travel by air a practical necessty. If you wanted to travel
from London to Glasgow or Edinburgh it was more conve-
nient to go by the Scotch express. The railway was still an
effective competitor with aircraft. 1t was only after years of
agitation by private individuals that the Government was
driven to establish Imperial Airways, and then on a most
inadequate scale. There was too little in the -congtitutional
situation to convince the I mperial authorities of the need for
effective air service, not on the insular or even continental
scale, but to serve a commonwealth spread over the world.
The force which had conquered the air in the war, and was
now needed to guard and maintain freedom of the air, was
reduced for reasons of economy to the narrowest limits.
Within two decades command of the air had passed to
Germany.

If from 1919 onwards members from distant parts of the
world had had to travel to one centre to attend the meetings
of a Union Parliament we may be sure that they would have
insisted on the establishment of an Imperial Airwaysregard-
less of cost. But that isnot all. Accustomed to travel by air
they would have inssted that the British Commonwealth
must always maintain the safety of its airways, that it mugt
of necessity maintain the mastery of the air asit always main-
tained the mastery of the ssa. Why, for centuries, had we
maintained our mastery of the ssa? Because for centuries we
had created avast mer cantilemarine, and Parliament wasfull
of members who knew that our very existence as a free people
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depended on its adequate protection. So the members of a
real commonwealth legislature, accustomed to travel by air,
would never have allowed our Air Force to be reduced, as it
was, after the last war. They would have insisted that it must
be maintained on a scale strong enough to defeat the air power
of Germany or of any aggressve nation. The cost could have
been met if Dominion resources, as well as those of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland, had been available for the
general defence. As it was, the British Treasury felt that it
could not be met by the British taxpayer alone. Within two
decades German air-power had become a dominating factor,
as it proved at the time of Munich.

Behind all this is a point of profound importance. The
most valuable aspect of the democratic principle is its ten-
dency to bring the largest possble number of people face to
face with the facts of life. As noted above, the British Par-
liament was so constituted that a large number of members
could s that our freedom depended on control of the sea
After the last war the House of Commons was not so consti-
tuted that enough of its members could see that our freedom
and the peace of the world must now depend on our power
to control the air, as well as the sea.

Thisdiversion on the subject of air-power ismerely another
approach to the question why organic union of the British
Commonwealth is a necessary step to organic union between
theBritish and American Commonwealths. In my own judge-
ment the time is scarcdy in sight when my friend Streit
and his followers will succeed in persuading a majority of
Americans to accept such a Union. | doubt their power to
convince their electorate, merely by the spoken and written
word, that thisis the only way to obtain a new birth of free-
dom. My pessmism may be falsified (I hope that it will be)
if Americans should be found to possess a leader of the cour-
age and calibre of Washington or Lincoln. God alone, in His
wisdom, can see to that; but otherwise | fear that in spite of
all reason a number of Americans will continue to regard an
organic union of the British and American Commonwealths
as a loss of the freedom they now have—enough at any rate
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to prevent a change so difficult under their constitution. |
think that this adverse condition will only be remedied when
Americans have seen an international union in actual being,
and at their doors.

My own unquenchable faith is that a Union, as outlined
in these pages, would in time yield certain good results, and
make their benefit obvious. The visble demonstration of
those good results would go farther to convince an American
electorate, than any mere spoken or written persuason
can do.

The first of these good results would be greater security.
It is surely clear that a government responsible for the safety
of the British Commonwealth as a whole, and able for that
purpose to command all its resources and not, as at present,
only those of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, would
greatly increase the general security. Americans, as they
compared the British Commonwealth before and after the
change, would begin to s that war is rendered less likely
only in so far as sovereign nations merge their sovereignty for
the purpose of defence into one international sovereignty.

Thetroublein the U.S.A., as dsawhere, is the widespread
fear that an international union would diminish the power of
national governments to control their own' domestic affairs.
I am one who thinks that control of domestic affairs can be
divided from control of defence and placed under separate
governments; but whether thisis so or not can only be proved
by an actual experiment. If once that experiment were tried
in the British Commonwealth, and proved successful, then |
am sure that each nation would find that its power to control
its own domestic affairs had in fact increased—and this for
several reasons. As the Union Government diminished the
menace of war and increased the general sense of security, the
national governments would obvioudy find it easer to tackle
questions of social reform. Whenever security reached a
point which made it sofe to reduce armaments, then larger
funds would become available for social reform.

Thequestion of timeisof no lessimportance. T he execu-
tive and legidature of a modern government really tasked
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with control of defence will never have time to meet the
demands of social reform. An extreme caxe in point is, of
course, the Government of the United Kingdom.1 Thereare
not enough days in the year for the Cabinet and Parliament
to digest the reforms which are needed. The failure of demo-
cracies to keep pace with the changes required by mechani-
zation is mainly responsble for the swing which Europe has
taken back to the methods of despotism. A Cabinet and
Parliament which has to devote so much of its time and
nervous energy to defence and external affairs will never be
able to overtake the arrears of social reform. The first essen-
tial step to the social reforms we are promised is to relieve
the Cabinet in Whitehall and Parliament of thetimethey now
have to devote to external affairs. And this appliesin varying
degrees to the other responsible Governments of the British
Commonwealth. At the opposite end of the scale is New
Zealand, which has frankly left the control of external affairs,
except asto minor details, to the British Government. | was
in New Zealand at the time of a general eection, on the
morrow of Munich, when the clouds of war were visibly
gathering. Yet scarcdy a reference was made in electoral
gpeechestd theinternational situation. Theissuesturned on
domestic questions of butter and cheese. One could not fail
to observe how much higher the general condition of social
welfare was than in England. No people have ever been able
to devote so much of their time and attention to their own
social affairs asthose of New Zealand. If all the Gover nments
of the Commonwealth were relieved from the burden of de-
fence and external affairs, they would soon find their capacity
for controlling domegtic affairs greatly increased. The fact
would in time be plain to social reformersin the U.S.A. In
spite of the federal system the gate of congestion in Washing-
ton is fast approaching the state of congestion in Westminster.
With actual examples before their eyes atime may comewhen
Americans will se that Washington cannot really grapple

! In an article published in The Sunday Timeson the 2nd Oct. 1941
Lord Vansttart ssams to confirm thisview. He has lifdong experience
of over-congestion in Whitehall.
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with domestic reforms until it is relieved from the pressure
of attending to defence and external affairs.

| had just written this last paragraph, when | opened The
Times of the nth October 1941, and on page 4, column 6,
read a statement by President Roosevet that
‘roughly 1,000,000 young men—about half of those examined*—
have been rgected as unfit for service in the U.S. Army on
account of physical, mental, or educational defects

'For yearsthe American Government have been facing the fact
that the distribution of servicss in the health fidd has |
behind the production of services in the laboratories of the world
and that, asthelate William Welch said:" Weknow howtodoalot
of things which we do not do or do on awretchedly small scale”

The case which would doubtless affect American opinion
most strongly would be Canada. The trouble of Canada has
been throughout that she has never quite known what she
isor where sheis. | gathered this from listening to the con-
versation of politicians and officials at Ottawa in 1909, and
on many subsequent visits. The last of these visits was after
the Statute of Westminster had been passed, which on paper
gave Canada a datus exactly the same as that of Great
Britain. The conversations to which | listened were, none
theless exactly thesameasin 1909. In spite of all that was
written in the Statute of Westminster, experienced and
thoughtful Canadians still felt that they did not know what
their nation was or where she was. Personally | felt that
when war came the Canadian Parliament would go through
the motions prescribed by the Statute of Westminster, and
Canada would find hersdf at war; but whether the war
broke out or not would be really determined by things which
wer e done, or left undone, at Westminster and not at Ottawa
AsMr . Menzies afterwards said:

'The fact will remain that the great issues of peace and war
will be much more determined by the gentleman who dtsin a
room looking across the Horse Guards Parade than it will be by
my oollglagueﬁin Canberra or one of our cdleagues in Ottawa or
Pretori

And so it fell out in September 1939. The gentleman in
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the Horse Guards Parade held office by virtue of votes cast
in Great Britain, including my own, but not by virtue of
votes cag by Canadians. Canada was a satellite state, under
a British hegemony committed to war by a Government of
the U.K . too weak to have taken the measures required to
obviate the outbreak of war. If the change suggested in
these pages were made, the Government which held in its
handstheissues of peace or war would bejust asresponsible
to a Canadian as to an Englishman. It would also command
resources strong enough to prevent a recurrence of war.
T he status of Canada would then in fact, as well as on paper,
be that of Great Britain. At last she would really know what
her gatus was, and that knowledge, that certainty, would
react on her own internal position. Her Government would
be able to cope with the dresses which gravely menace her
unity, her racial dreses, and those which threaten to divide
the East from the West. Relieved from concern for external
affairs her Government could grapple with her own domestic
reform. Itscontrol of national affairswould not be diminished

but greatly increased.

' | am asking the reader to consder the effect of this, if it
happened in Canada, on public opinion in the U.S.A. In-
creasing complexity of civilization is imposing ever increasing
tasks on Washington in foreign as well as in social affairs.
Social reform in America will fall into ever graver arrears.
Her people will find themsdves losing control of their own
domestic affairs by reason of over-congestion at the centre.
The object lesson of a Government in Canada gaining con-
trol of national affairs, when relieved of international prob-
lems, would help to convince Americans that that is the
necessary path to a new birth of freedom.

The federal union of Canada led to the growth of the
British Commonwealth as it now is. This far-reaching con-
structive act achieved by Canadian statesmen in 1867 was
only made possible by the example of the U.S.A., before
their eyes and at their doors® There is thus ground in ex-

! Sec The Commonwealth of God, by the present writer, 536-7.
For thesake of brevity thehistorical detailsarenot restated in tHis chapter.
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perience for thinking that if Canada were to open a new path
to a higher freedom, the example set before American eyes
and at their doors would in time have decisive effects on
American opinion.

Whenever the citizens of the British and American
Commonwealths unite to preserve the peace of the world,
the era of world wars will be closed once and for all. With
such a Union, the cost of the armaments, before needed to
prevent the recurrence of war, will rapidly fall, releasing
vast material resources to aid the progress of social reform.
| think that the British Commonwealth, united as | suggest,
can prevent the recurrence of war for a generation at least,
by maintaining armaments strong enough for the purpose.
If other nations joined the Union, the risk of war and the
burden of armaments would be rapidly decreased.

Any union which included the citizens of the British and
American Commonwealths, of French, Netherland, and
Scandinavian democracies would be strong in the qualities
and experience required for self-government. Then, and
not till then, would the time have arrived to consider the
inclusion of nations which have purged their souls from
gangster rule and have shown themselves able to establish
and work governments responsible to themselves. That will
happen when Germans have seen with their own eyes that
despotism fails and that popular government succeeds. |
regard as chimerical any proposal to include the Germans
in an international commonwealth which has not already
included the American as well as the British Commonwealth;
and that will not be within one generation after this war.

At the close of the last war public opinion was possessed
by the one idea, the League of Nations, by the belief that
the peace of the world could be based on compacts between
most or all of its sovereign states. In this second war public
opinion is again possessed by one idea, that in future the
peace of the world can be based on unwritten compacts
between the sovereign states of the British and American
Commonwealths. The principle is the same, and its second
applicationwill, | believe, lead on to calamities great as the

M
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first, and perhapsin one generation. American and British
democracies can, | believe, put an end to war, but only in
so far asthey mergetheir sovereigntiesinto oneinternational
sover eignty. Whenever thecitizensof the British and Ameri-
can democracies have merged their sovereignties, the peace
of the world will be finally secured—then and then only.
But | do not believe this can happen till the British demo-
cracies, now fighting for life, have first shown for them-
selves how separate national sovereignties can be merged.
| am urging the Union of the British democracies as a
necessary step to an Anglo-American Union, which men of
my age will not liveto see Holding such views, | fee bound
to place them on record, though but a voice crying in the
wilder ness.
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CHAPTER XXIX
THE PATH TO SECURITY

HE question now before us is how to realize the prospect

offered by President Roosevelt and Winston Churchill of
aworld freed from the fear of war and of unemployment,
a world in which the nations can hope to secure a more
decent standard of living. In these pages | have noted
certain conditions which will, |1 suggest, have to be recog-
nized and dealt with before we can set our feet on a path
which will really lead to this land of promise.

|. There are two closely connected factors which together
frustrate progress in social reform. Oneis fear of impending
war; the other is the incapacity of governments, which have
to attend to foreign as well as domestic affairs, to keep pace
with both.

I'I. The fear of impending war can never be removed from
the British Commonwealth by a government .which com-
mands resources no wider than those of Great Britain and
Northernlreland.

I'1'l. The mechanized forces required to remove this fear
must be trained not in Great Britain but in the Dominions,
and especialy in Canada. They must have behind them in
those countries the industries necessary to supply their
equipment. The exigencies of air strategy are empire wide
and cannot adequately be provided for on alocal scale.

The system outlined in these pages would satisfy these
conditions. It would make the defence of the Commonwealth
asawhole afirst charge on all its resources. It would bring
into being a government of men able to devote their whole
time and attention to the problems of defence. It would
leave the existing governments of Great Britain and of the
Dominions free to devote their whole time and attention to
problems of social reform.

In an earlier chapter it was argued that the ultimate
problem of free systems is not to secure adequate discussion
of public questions, essential as that is, but to enable deci-
sions to be reached, and reached in time. It isthis failure
to reach decisions which has aways led systems based on
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compacts between sovereign datesto disaster. Thedoctrine
of unanimity reduces progress to the pace of the dowest, or
more often to a standstill, because the dowest member so
often prefers to gay where he is. The doctrine that any one
nation of the British Commonwealth may loosen its relations
with, or indeed go out of, the Commonwealth is now almost
unquestioned. On the other hand, it is widely assumed that
no two members of the British Commonwealth should agree
to enter on closer organic relations until all its members are
ready to do the same. My own view isthat if two or three of
the British democracies were to unite for their common de-
fence on the morrow of war, the rest would follow their
example in time to prevent that competition of armaments
which must lead on to a third catastrophe.

Thethess advanced in these pages isthat no gover nment
which commands resources limited to those of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland can now undertake to preserve the
British Commonwealth from attack, and prevent the re-
currence of world wars. If a British Government voicing
the views of all parties, as it might on the morrow of war,
were to date this clearly, and invite the Dominions to share
the burden and control, | believe that their eectorates, some
of them at any rate, would respond, when the question was
put to them by their own governments. The benefits of the
new system to those who had joined it would | think ere long
become clear to those who remained outside it. They would
come to se that the nations insde the union had acquired
a firmer grip of their own domestic affairs. They would
also =e that the need for training mechanized forces in the
Dominions was fostering the growth of their national indus-
tries and populations.

If Colonel Drew is right that effective mechanized forces
cannot betrained in Great Britain, the same difficulty, | ima-
gine, applies to the small democracies of Western Europe.
They may build tanks and armoured cars, but they cannot
in their restricted areas hope to train men to operate them
as Germany can in Central Europe. If they entered the.
Union their nationals would have to train with the Union
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forces in the Dominions. Many of them, like the British,
would elect to remain there. Again, the migration problem
would be solved on lines welcome to all parties concerned.

| think South Africa would be slow to enter the Union,
and fear that she may not do so without some internal con-
vulsion. Still, | believe she will enter it at last, and for this
compelling reason. The war is teaching her people, as
nothing else could, that their national future is inseparable
from Africa to the north of them. If the Union we are
picturing is established, the control of the British Colonies
must pass from the British Government to the Union Govern-
ment. Such a Government will come to include Canadians,
Australians, and New Zealanders, and also Belgians, Dutch-
men, Scandinavians, and Frenchmen. South Africawill then
find the control of the continent to which she belongsin the
hands of a Government in which she aone has no representa-
tion. | cannot believe that the people of South Africawould be
willingto accept that positionindefinitely, more especialy if
they saw, as| think they would, that the peoples who had entered
the Union had increased instead of losing their control of their
own domestic affairs. Whenever she joined, shewith her wide
spaces would take her share in the training of mechanized
forces. She would share in the social and economic results.

To tell people the things they like to hear is fatally easy.
True leadership begins when a statesman like Winston
Churchill has the nerve to dwell on distasteful facts. The
future of freedom depends upon how far recognized leaders
continue this practice when hostilities with all their horrors
have ceased. | believe it is true that the freedom of the
British Isles, of the Commonwealth as a whole, and the
future peace of the world, can now be preserved only by
realizing to the full the policy stated in Canning's resounding
phrase: 'l called in the new world to redress the balance of
the old." This master-truth, with its practical implications,
will convince the people of these islands when it is uttered
by a statesman whose guidance the people have learned to
trust. But if and when such a truth is uttered by a leader
the people of these islands should aso be told with equal
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frankness of the sacrifices needed to apply it. They ought to
be warned in clear unmistakable termsthat the days are gone
when the peace and safety of this Commonwealth can be
preserved by a weak British hegemony. Nay more; these
changes are likely to mean a certain transfer of population
from the British Ides to the British Dominions. Ere many
generations have lived and died, the United Kingdom will
have come to stand on a footing of real equality with the
Dominions, not only in status but even in population. Canada
at any rate is, | predict, destined to contain a number of
people larger than the British Ides can properly support.
Such, | believe, are the probable effects on the future of
England which the changes required to trandate the Atlantic
Charter from promise into fact will produce. There arein
this country large numbers of men and women in whose
marrow and blood the long-standing traditions of British
hegemony are deeply inbred. They are often the people who
in any great national criss arethefirst to devotetheir strength,
their substance, their lives in the public interest. There are
many such who, | know, will view with distress and alarm
the change in our future satus described in these pages. |
ak them to believe that proposals which seem to them
revolutionary, are the fruit of long years devoted to the study
of what measures are needed to save the mother of freedom
and her children from the dangers which threaten them with
destruction in a mechanized age. It is my profound con-
viction that nothing short of the change outlined in these
pages can avail to secure these beloved idands, and all that
they stand for throughout the world, from the fate which has
overtaken Norway. Denmark, Holland, Belgium, and France,
before the dose of the present century, that is to say in the
lives of children already born. | ask them to believe that my
love of this dear, dear land and her greatness isno other than
theirs. And | think she may keep the place she haswon in the
eyesof the world for all futuretime; but only if she can show,
as | pray to God that she may, that it was not England that
spread upon the world, but it was the world that spread upon
England; and that was the sure way of greatness.
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CHAPTER XXX

.THE LINE OF DIVISION BETWEEN NATIONAL
- AND INTERNATIONAL FUNCTIONS

HE Atlantic Charter implies the need of strengthening

national governments for the tasks of social reform
which they alone can discharge, no less than the need for
an international government strong enough to remove the
fear of impending war. The creation of an international
government means that a line has to be drawn between the
powers that are given it and those reserved to existing
national governments. That line, however drawn, will raise
some difficulties and create some dangers. But it has to be
drawn. The beg that constructive satesmen can hope to
do isto draw it where it will cause the leagt difficulties and
dangers. My own suggestion is that the powers of the inter-
national government should be limited to defence, foreign
policy, colonies, civil aviation, and effective means of making
the cogt of these services a first charge on the nations united,
leaving all internal and social affairs, including the incidence
of taxation between one tax-payer and another, to the
national governments where they now rest.

No change like this is worth making unless the inter-
national government is given powers sufficient for its para-
mount task of preventing therecurrence of wars. But powers
are insgparable from duties. Every fresh power you give to
a government adds to its burden, a fact ignored in the
common assumption that to strengthen a government you
must add to its legal powers. | learned this truth from the
lips of one who had been the most brilliant head of the
Treasury in Whitehall, aptly described in Punch as 'The
mute but not inglorious Lord Welby', L et me here record
what he said on this matter, if only because | have never seen
it mentioned in any book on political science.

" A fundamental difficulty isto securefor acentral Gover nment
the time and knowledge necessary for the men who adminiger it
to do the work that a central government alone can do. Itisa
great migake to asume that the srength of a government is
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increased by adding to its powers, because additional powers
always impose additional duties. There are tasks which only a
central government can perform. To enable it to discharge those
taks it Is wise to devolve on local authorities all the functions
you can, not only those that local authorities can perform aswell,
but even those that they cannot perform quite so well, but some-
how or other. The onus probandi should always res with the
centralizer.'

Throughout his long career Lord Welby was an ardent
social reformer. Through the second half of the nineteenth
century he had watched an ever-increasing failure of govern-
ment in Whitehall to cope with the need of social reform. In
the twentieth century an overtaxed cabinet and parliament
have, despite the most strenuous efforts, failed to keep pace
with thegrowing need. In The Timesof the 13th January 1943
Mr. R. D. Denman writes from the House of Commons:

'There is enough valuable matter in the Barlow, Uthwatt,
Scott, and Beveridge Reports to kegp us busy for years, and the
oone the Government let us get to work on them the better ... .
In egpecial the Education Bill should be presented with all possble
peed. It would not have the ghogt of a chance of breathing in
the after-war Parliamentary scrum.’

This failure to use accumulating knowledge to rectify
wrong social conditionsis not peculiar to our British demo-
cracy. In Chapter XXV II1I quoted the alarming statement
which President Roosevelt made in Oct. 1941 of the numbers
rejected for active service on account of physical, mental, or
educational defects.

General Lewis Hershey, Director of Selective Service in
the U.S.A., has since 'disclosed that about one-third of the
men called up were being rejected' .

Social reform is at least as important as the stoppage of
war. One cannot imagine unbroken peace in a world that
continues to suffer from ignorance, want, ill-health, unem-
ployment, and all the manifold ills to which it has long been
heir. A friend to whom | was saying this remarked: 'We
must look to the churches and schoolsrather than to Gover n-

' The Times, 15th Sept. 1942.
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ment to giveussocial reform.’ Tothisl replied that churches
and schools must do their part, but no one can produce
proper conditions of human welfare in this or in any other
country without enacting more drastic legisative measures
more rapidly than any democratic system has yet been able
to do. In answer tothis| am told: 'We have too many laws
and too many of them wrong." But how are we to simplify
the existing tangles of statutes and get them straight without
drafting and passng amending and consolidating acts ? Take
the Beveridge report or any plan of social reform you like,
and then examine how far you can give effect to it without
legidative action. To reduce these evils and to bring their
people a better life, governments must reform obsolete laws
and the means whereby they administer them. Promise of
social reform is a sheer illusion until governments have at
their disposal the time necessary to draft and enact the neces-
sary measures. It cannot be done by making speeches or
wishful thinking. Orators and the listeners who punctuate
their eloquent phrases with applause too often drift into
thinking that when a thing has been said it has also been
done. The reason why social reform has fallen into such
grave arrearsis that national governments have to attend to
too many things to keep pace with their work. They cannot
adapt their laws and sysems in time to meet the changes
imposed by mechanization at an ever-increasing rate. This
explains the astounding ease with which dictators have con-
vinced whole peoples that the principle of a government
responsible to themselves must now be renounced, and to
accept the only alternative, governments based on closely
organized force. Wor ld warsarethecertain result of govern-
ments based on thisprinciplein large and power ful national
gates. Thedogmathat such warshavetheir rootsin economic
conditionsislessthan half-way tothetruth. Their final cause
is failure to develop a system of government responsble to
ordinary men which is also competent to effect in time the
changes they need.

This analyss brings us straight back to the fundamental
truthwhich thisAtlantic Charter gragpsand proclaims. We
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cannot achieve social reform and attain to a better life until
we begin to fedl that peace amongst nations is firmly estab-
lished; and we cannot establish peace unless national govern-
ments are really equipped to cope with the need of social
reform. In a word, peace and social reform are two in-
separable ends.

Thereal obstacle to social reform isthat national govern-
ments have so much to do that they cannot keep pace with
the changes that a mechanized age demands. They, and
they only, can effect those changes, and the only way to give
them the time they need for their work isto relieve them of
the task of maintaining peace, and to give that task to an
inter national government which alone can do it. Both must
have powers sufficient for their respective taks. The inter-
national government which derives its authority from an
international electorate must have power to make security
afirst charge on all the resources of all the people to whom
it is responsible. The national governments must have all
the powers they need to s that the balance of national re-
sources secures o far as is possible a better life for the people
to whom they are responsible. The national government
miust have full power to control the composition and social
structure of its own people. We thus reach the conclusion
that the two inseparable aims of the Atlantic Charter, secu-
rity and social reform, can only be attained when security
is allocated to a new international government, and social
reform reserved to existing national gover nments.

Her e we come back to the point with which this chapter
started, that aline hasto be drawn between the powers given
to an international government and those reserved to existing
national gover nments.

We are thus confronted with the difficulty which always
besets the government of men, that law and administration
have to draw hard and definite lines across finely shaded
facts. | can only think of three cases in which nature has
given us definite lines between facts, the difference between
the living and the dead, between male and female, and,
srangest of all, the difference between human beings and
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animals. If 'missing links' had survived, the tasks of legis-
latorswould be even moredifficult than they are. But'foreign
and social affairs are by no means an exception to the rule.
International and nationial problems are always reacting on
each other. Yet, none the less, we shall not begin to realize
thetwo inseparable objects proposed by the Atlantic Charter
until we commit oneto an international government and r e-
serve the other to national governments. We have to draw
a line and say that on one sde the common gover nment has
thelast word, whilst on the other side of that linethe national
gover nments have the last word.

My reasons for leaving to national governments the last
word on the incidence of taxation between one citizen and
another, on tariffs, industry, and commerce, are twofold.
Governments can only provide the better life foreshadowed
in the Charter so long as they control the composition and
social structure of the nations they rule. The government
charged with the task of securing the common safety of the
nations united would break down if charged in time of peace
with the task of deciding the composition and structure of
the several nations it protects from attack. Government
resdesin the brainsand characters of men, and no one group
of human beings could cope with tasks of such infinite diver-
sity. A power given them to do this would be canceled by
the burden it imposed.

In brief, my proposal isthat the inter national gover nment
should be given power to make security of all the nations it
has to protect a first charge on all their resources, material
and human. All other powers, including the incidence of
taxation between one citizen and another, should in time of
peace be reserved to the national governments. | suggest
that this can be done if the burden of the revenue which the
international government needs for the common defence
wer e distributed between the nations defended in proportion
to their taxable capacity, as ascertained by ajudicial com-
mittee of experts. These proportions would constitute a first
charge on the consolidated revenue of each national govern-
ment, payable to the international treasury without a vote
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from the national legislature. Each national government, in
framing its budget, would then be free to decide what kind
of national taxes were needed to provide a consolidated
revenue large enough to meet its quota due to the inter-
national government as well as the funds required for its
own national administration. The power to decide the dis-
tribution of wealth between one citizen and another and
thus to control its own social structure would then remain,
where it now rests, with each national government. That
government would continue to control its own industrial
system.

A friendly reviewer in The Times argued that this mecha-
nized war has proved that no government could organize
an effective defence of the countries it protects unless it con-
trolled theindustrial sysems of those countries, asthe British
Government now controls the industries of Great Britain.
Under my proposal the international government would lose
this control of industry even in Great Britain and acquire no
such control in the other nations united for defence.

The force of this criticism must be recognized and the
proposal amended to meet it. The government responsible
for defence must have power in war, and even when war
serioudy threatens, to control industry and indeed anything
which is needed for effective defence. In times of piping
peace the financial power of that government to place con-
tracts will, | believe, enable it to bring into existence, and
maintain, potential war factofies wherever they may be
needed, should war break out. This, in fact, is the situation
now in the U.S.A. The powers of the central government
to control industry,” labour, prices, and food, which exist
only in the most limited way in time of peace, become
absolute when war threatens.
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CHAPTER XXXI
INFLUENCE' AND 'GOVERNMENT*

HE last chapter had just been written when aletter reached

me from an international lawyer who, after spending
years at Geneva, is now in the service of one of the Allied
Governments. The writer expressed his personal agreement
with the general postion outlined in Decision and Action,
but added the following comment:

"I prefer theformula for defining the jurisdiction of inter-
national government st out on p. 49 of Decision (redricted to
Security and what is insgparable from |t) tothat s out on p. 7
of Action.” A joint foreign policy goes, in my opinion, rather too
far at the outst, for a great deal of it would not be directly a
matter of defence or security, but would rather depend on com-
mercial or sodal policy. The point is ddicate because no logical
division will hold water and yet somedivision will be necessary.”

In the last sentence the writer has put in his own words
the point | have made in the lagt chapter, that governments
have constantly to treat interests that fade into each other
as if they were in separate compartments, with a definite
line between them. The proposal to entrust matters affecting
the issues of peace and war to an inter national gover nment,
whilst reserving to national governments the control of social,
commercial, and industrial affairsis a typical example of this
difficulty. Migration and tariffs are amon 1gsi the causes that
contribute to wars. By the word ‘control” | mean that the

! The control of social affairs in their widest aspect must be left to
national governments, yet cannot be so |eft unless they continue to control
the distribution of taxation and therefore tariffs within their several
jurisdictions. Theinternational government must be restricted to security
and matters which are quite inseparable therefrom, for which purpose it
must have effective power to make security a first charge on all the
respurces of the nations included.

2 Ajoint foreign policy. A joint defence pollcy A common budget for
defence purposes. One joint legislative body for defence questions only
which would discuss the foreign situation, the danger of war, the necessary
measures of defence; and would determine not individual taxes but the
proportion of individual State revenues to be devoted to joint defence.
One joint executive T>ody for defence questions only, responsible for
framing the estimates necessary to secure the Union as a whole from
attack, and to lay them before the legislative body.
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authority in which it is vested has the last word, the final
decison. A political sysem in which questions cannot be
brought to final decison by some authority or other leads to
deadlock, chaos, and therefore anarchy. It cannot live with-
out the power to decide; but it cannot live by that alone.
Nearly all the things which a government does are done by
persuasion without resort to its power to compel; though,
without that power, it comes to a standstill.

American history throws some light on the necessary parts
which persuasion and the power to compel must play in the
government of men. In 1783 Great Britain agreed to recog-
nize the independence of the thirteen American States. The
Congress of these States, as united by the Articles of Con-
federation, had then to face the task of carrying out the
terms of the Treaty, and also of meeting the debt-charges
on loans it had raised in the war. This it could only do by
requesting the governments of the thirteen States to take
certain action, and their thirteen legidatures to vote the
money it needed to meet the debt-charges. Some of these
States neglected to take the geps required to discharge the
termsof peace, or toremit to Congresstheir quota of thefunds
needed to defray the charges on debt. By 1786 the Govern-
ment of the United States had failed to discharge the terms of
peace and was in default to its creditors. Then the mischief
began to spread to the States themsalves, in which private
debtors, refusing to pay their debts and taxes, began to resist
the enforcement of law by their own State governments.
A rebellion againg the Government of Massachusetts was
headed by Colonel Shay.

Things had come to this pass when Colonel Leewroteto
W ashington:

'My deaf General,

Weareall in dire apprehenson that a beginning of Anarchy,
with all its calamitiesis made, and we have no meansto sop the
dreadful work. Knowing your unbounded influence, and believing
that your appearance among the saditious might bring them back
to peace and reconciliation, individuals sugges the Qropriety of
an Invitation to you from Congress to pay us a vist.
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To this Washington replied:

'Y ou talk, my good Sir, of employing mfluence to gppes=e the
present tumults in Massachusetts. | know not where that influ-
ence is to be found, nor, if attainable, that it would be a proper
remedy for these disorders. Influence is not government. Let us
have a government, by which our lives, liberties, and properties,
will be secured, or let us know the worst at once.”

Washington, however, did exert his influence to indued
the States to send delegates to a convention at Philadel phia.
There the question how the United States could be given
the faculty of genuine government was faced and answered.
Under the Articles of Confederation Congress consisted of
delegates from the State assemblies. It could only obtain
the funds it needed by asking the assemblies to vote their
quotas. The request was widely ignored, and Congress had
no power to enforceit. In aword, the influence of Congress
on the States had failed to produce the funds without which
Congress could not discharge the duties laid on it. So the
delegates gathered at Philadelphia framed a new constitution
under which Congress was empowered to impose the taxes
it needed direct on the individual taxpayer. If he failed to
pay, Congress could bring him before courts of its own, and
enforce their judgements by sending police of its own to
seize his goods. Congress was aso made to represent, not
the State assemblies, but the people themselves. A Congress
elected by the taxpayers was empowered to enforce the pay-
ment of taxes on individual taxpayers. In practiceit is seldom
necessary to use this power because it is there and can be
employed in the last resort. It was this change that estab-
lished peace, order, and the rule of law on the continental
scale in America.

| have often used these memorable words 'Influence is not
government' in answering those blind leaders of the blind
who have taught theworld that international problems can be
solved by co-operation only, and have helped thereby to lay-
itinruins. | am frequently charged with teaching that such
problems are soluble only by force. On the contrary, X know

YMarshall, The Life of Washington, vol. v, pp. 137-8.
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by experience that a government must do most of the things
which it hasto do by influence, that isto say, by persuasion,
without resorting to force. | remember a gifted man who
was fond of saying that all problems are soluble in alcohol.
He died of delirium tremens. 1t does not follow that alcohol
is without its proper and indeed necessary uses.

In actual fact the government in Washington covers a vast
field of activitiesin which it has no power to compel. When
its constitution was drafted in 1787 no one had then thought
that it might be its duty to provide people with any kind of
security againg illness or unemployment. M or e than a cen-
tury later measuresto provide such security in England were
enacted at theinstance of M r . L1oyd George. Thisexample
started a movement for similar measures in America. Con-
gress was powerless to legidate on the matter. But it had
power to vote subsidies to State governments willing to enact
the necessary measures, which went far to meet the cod.
With its wide command of financial resources, the federal
authority was thus able to meet the public need by virtue of
influence. A government provided with funds can accomplish
all sorts of things which it has no power to enforce by law.
For thisreason | think that a government of United Nations
with a first charge on all their resources could exercise an
influence sufficient to prevent fatal conflicts between the
wide powers of the National governments over their own
domestic affairs and its own narrowly restricted powers.

Theresultsof American experience may be summarized as
follows. Therestricted modicum of compulsion or 'govern-
ment* which the Congress of Philadelphia introduced into
the central authority of the United States has made it pos-
sible for the system to work under presidentslike Fillmore,
Hayes, or Harding, men of very ordinary abilities whose
names are now almost forgotten. The Articlesof Confedera-
tion, in which that element was wanting, could not be made
to work, even by the influence of Washington, an influence
which was greater than any which any leader has ever exer-
cised in a democratic community.

For these reasons | think that a government of United
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Nations with a first charge on all their resources for the
common defencewidely inter preted, agover nment, therefore,
in the real snse of that word, would have the influence
necessary to prevent a fatal conflict between the wide powers
of the National governments over their own domestic affairs
and itsown circumscribed powers. An international govern-
ment responsble for the common security of the several
nations it represents, cannot be otherwise than concerned
with their policiesin respect of trademigration and shipping.*
It must therefore collect, and digest, and publish infor mation
on these matters on a scale more wide and impartial and
thor ough than could beattained by the national gover nments.
On the bass of thisinformation, it must develop views of its
own as to what policies in respect of these matters are re-
quired to promotethewell-being of the Union and also of the
world at large. Such views to become operative must be
discussed and accepted from time to time by the Union
legidature. The Union government and legidature should
formulate rules to which national governments and legisa-
tures would be asked and expected to conform. Examples
of such rules may be found on page 6 of a paper issued in
June 1941 by the International Chamber of Commerce,
entitled War of | deas.

The fact that the electorates of all these nations would be
represented in the Union legidature must be held in mind.
Asthingsnow arein theBritish Commonwealth, the Gover n-
ment of the United Kingdom, and that government only, is
responsible for the security of the Commonwealth asawhole.
It in fact determines the issues of peace and war whatever
the Statute of Westminster may say. But its influence over
the Dominion Governments is fatally weakened by the fact
that the Imperial Government isresponsible to a legidature
in which the Dominion peoples have no representatives.
Obviously agover nment and alegislatur e composed of spokes-
men from a number of nations could influence their national
governmentsto afar greater extent than a government which
represents one of those nations only. But the constitution

! See next chapter.

N
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of any such Union must specify clearly where the ultimate
decision in such mattersrests. For thereasonsgiven in these
pages the ultimate power to decide in matters of trade migra-
tion and probably shipping must rest with the national
governments. T he influence of the Union government would,
in my view, suffice to prevent any conflict with a national
government which might lead to a rupture of the Union.
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CHAPTER XXXII

FUNCTIONS INSEPARABLE FROM
DEFENCE

HE conclusion reached in the last chapter may now be

applied to the questions of tariffs, migration, and shipping.
Some critics have started by reecting these proposals, as
a whole, on the ground that no self-governing Dominion
will ever consent to merge its sovereignty in an international
government charged with control of the issues of peace and
war. The same critics have then gone on to criticize the
proposal in detail, on the ground that no government could
control the issues of peace and war for a number of separate
nations unless it also controlled tariffs and migration. They
did not, however, mention the fact that the government of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland had been left to control
the issues of peace and war for the whole British Common-
wealth, without any kind of control over tariffs and migration
in the self-governing Dominions. | now go so far as to say
that this situation has led straight to a war with Japan, which
at one time threatened the very existence of Australia and
New Zealand and indeed South Africa, not only as free, but
as European communities. Can anyone doubt that one reason
why Japan has attacked the British and American Common-
wealths is because the Anglo-Saxon communities are as fixed
in their purpose to maintain their character as European
communities as Japan hersdlf isto maintain her own character
as an Asatic community ?

The question of migration isa greater menace to peace than
tariffs. The policy of a white Australia and New Zealand
was resented more by the Japanese than their policies of
protection. Nor must we forget that this policy has also been
used to exclude the peoples of India and China, immensely
greater in number than that of Japan. The U.S.A., Canada,
and South Africa are equally resolute to exclude Asatics.
We are thus brought face to face with the chief issue | raised
on page 78 of Chap. XVII:

"M an, as sdence has now convinced us, has asons before him



180 FUNCTIONS INSEPARABLE FROM DEFENCE

on this planet. We can surdy foresee a world government and
sabilized peace in course of time, without assuming a human
sodiety in which all the racial dements have been mixed in one
conglomerate, following one sandardized way of life. Such a
human society would have acquired the unifor mity of ajely-fish,
a one-cdled organiam, the lowest form of physcal life. The
highest form of phydcal life is the human body. |ts component
organs—heart, lungs liver, brain, &c—are all of different
chemical compaostion, and highly different sructure, all har-
monized in one supreme unit. The highest form of organism is
made up of highly differentiated organs fitly joined together in
one. And 0 the supreme unity which human sodety should
attain isonein which its component nations are highly differenti-
ated in compostion aswell asin structure. It has been the func-
tion of national gatesto accomplish this. To preserve and develop
this differentiation will still be their function. But the chief im-
pediment to the discharge of this function is now the insecurity
causad by the gate of anarchy between them.'

| do not recede from this position. A world in which
nationsarefreeeach todevelop their own individual character
is to me the hope of civilization. They must each control
their own composition and social structure. But free nations
cannot do this except in so far as they unite their resources
in peace, as in war, to make themselves jointly too strong
to attack. The practical way to prevent war on the British
Commonwealth is not to create an Imperial government to
control the migration and fiscal policies of its component
nations, but a government competent to marshal all its
resources in a syssem of common defence too strong for any
agoressor to challenge. Japan herself never attacked the
British Commonwealth until it was locked in a struggle for
life or death with two major powers which controlled the
whole of Europe west of Russa.

This leads me to deal with a further point which | have
not touched in the previous chapters. Before Japan attacked
the British and American Commonwealths she was able to
establish abassfor her forcesin Indo-Chinawith the aid of
theVichy Government. From thisbassher armieshave con-
quered Malaya, Burma, and the Dutch East Indies. Australia,
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New Zealand, India, and Ceylon were threatened with in-
vasion. Her achievement in sinking American ships at Pear |
Harbour and British battleships off the coast of Malaya had
given her naval command of the sea-routes to the countries
she had conquered and to those she threatened with invasion.

We must hold in mind the length of these routes across
which these armies must be supplied from Japan. Her route
to Indo-Chinais about 3,000 miles, to Rangoon 5,000 miles,
to Australia about 4,000 miles. Troops and supplies across
those miles must be carried in merchant vesds If she has
not enough vesds her victorious armies will presently lan-
guish and ultimately perish.

The same is true, on an even larger scale, of the United
Nations. Their production of munitions exceeds that of the
Axis. But these superior supplies of munitions are of no more
value than scrap-iron until they are transported across the
ss to the battlefields. On the 1¢ June 1942 The Times
correspondent in New York wrote as follows :

'Great quantities of American goods and munitions are being
shipped congantly to Europe and to the Near East and the Far
Ead, but not 0 great as could be shipped if there were more
vesHds to carry them. It is no secret that at this time United
Nations ships are being sunk fagter than United Nations shipsare
being built.'

In time of peace mer chant shipsarenormally built, owned,
and operated by private owners, while warships are built,
owned, and operated by governments. But in world wars
mer chant ships are as essential to victory as warships. The
merchant marine and the navy are each usdess unless both
exist or can be created in adequate strength.

The 38th report of the British Imperial Shipping Com-
mittee published in 1938 shows how much more clearly this
vital strategic factor had been grasped in Japan than in any
of the countriesnow at war with her. Thisreport shows how
after thelast war the Japanese Gover nment sat itself to ousting
ships under the British flag from the carrying trade of the
Far East. This she was able to do with far-reaching success
by playing off against each other the conflicting interests of
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Great Britain, India, Australia, New Zealand, and of their
respective producers and mercantile interests. The results
of her operations were briefly given in the House of Lords
on the 4th June 1942 by Lord Craigmyle. In the years
between the two wars British tonnage went down by over
1,500,000 tons, and when this war broke out we had over
2,000 fewer vesdsthan in the last one. In the same period
Japanese tonnage had increased from 1,500,000 tons to well
over 5,000,000 tons. To begin with, the wholetrade between
Indiaand Japan wascarried in British ships. When thiswar
broke out 73 per cent, of that trade was carried in Japanese
ships.

Theseresultswer eattained by Japan partly by government
subsidies and loans enabling shipowners to scrap obsolete
vesdls and build new ones, but even more through the
agency of her vast commercial organizations. To take one
ingtance, the wool-growers of Australia and New Zealand
were offered lower rates on Japanexe ships. They accepted
the offer, closing their eyesto the fact that the disappearance
of British shipping, including Australian and New Zealand
ships, would not only weaken their defence as partnersin a
maritime commonwealth, but would presently leave them at
the mercy of a foreign monopoly. The relative cheapness of
Japanese labour, of course, made it easy for their ships to
offer the lower rates.

We now e the results. The ships which enabled Japan
to conquer our Eastern Empireand threaten Australia, New
Zealand, India, and even South Africa, werelargely paid for
by producersand merchantsunder the British flag. The 38th
report of the Imperial Shipping Commission shows what
happens in practice when sovereign nations have accepted
co-oper ation as a panacea for ensuring their safety. Itistime
that the dreams of the realists should be brought to the test
of experience and facts.

The immediate point with which we are here concerned
is this. The experience we are now facing has shown that
any inter national government charged with thetask of avert-
ing war must have the power to secure that it has under its
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own flag a merchant marine large enough to secure its trans-
port needs in war, should war break out. The power such a
government will needis, | think, the power of money, which
under these proposds it would have. | do not think that it
would be necessary to take from any of the legidatures of the
United Nations the powers they now have to control their
own mercantile marines. Should experience prove, however,
that the international government cannot in fact ensure the
maintenance under itsflag of the merchant shipping it would
need in time of war by its power to grant subsidies for the
maintenance, and loans for the building, of merchant ships,
it must be given whatever additional powers are needed for
the purpose of rendering itself too strong to attack. The
problemsinvolvedin control of shipping are so intricate that
experience aone can decide the point.

We are now in a position to answer the smpler question
where the control of transport, whether of persons, mails, or
goods, by air between the nations united should lie. The
experience of thiswar may possibly show that no power how-
ever strong can really control communications by sea against
the submarines which a highly industrialized enemy can
construct. It may show that development of transport by air
on a scae undreamt of before is needed to win the war. In
order to render the free nations immune from attack by
aggressors, the maintenance of an adequate equipment of
carrier planes may bejust as essential as the maintenance of
alarge enough mercantile marine. Such a service liesin the
future and has not behind it the long and complicated history
of shipping with all the vested interests concerned. The argu-
ment in favour of giving the international government com-
plete control of all aviation between the nations united, and
with it the duty of creating an adequate service would seem
to be conclusive. The national governments would continue
to control and to exercise power to develop civil aviationin
their own territories; but the power of the international
government to promote and control civil aviation between
those territories should be absolute.
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CHAPTER XXXIII
COLONIES

N previouschaptersl| havetried toexplain what | mean by

faith. The necessary prelude to any action that can lead
to useful results is a clear vision of the object we are seeking
to obtain. Too much that passes for faith has begun and
ended in mere vision, swallowed like a cocktail to produce a
feeling of exaltation. Faith and worksarenot really opposed,
but are so much partsof onewholethat each will perish apart
from the other. Asaction will go utterly awry without clear
vision of its aim, so faith will decay and perish unless those
who hold it think out the positive tasks it imposes upon them,
and nerve themsalves to the effort of discharging those tasks.
The sound course for men with a faith isto look squarely at
the world as it is, see where it falls short of the vision before
their minds, think what seps must be taken by them to move
the world towards their vision, and then take them with all
their might.

As | write, the world isinvolved in a struggle, in all its
history the most widely destructive of life and property. The
number of peoples not actively engaged as belligerents are a
minority, and even their lives are profoundly affected. For
themoment our effortsarebent on winningthewar; but even
0, we cannot evade the questions—What is our object in
fightingit ? What isour aim when we havewon it ?

For myself | find these questions answered in outline by
the Atlantic Charter. We are fighting this war to secure a
better life for all who inhabit this planet. That isthe final
object of all public policy rightly conceived. The greatest
mistake which public opinion and governments can make is
to treat the maintenance of peace as the final end of policy.
That mistake has always led, and will always lead, to war.
War and the constant threat of war are the immediate ob-
dacles to the better life, which must always be kept in view
asthefinal end. The prevention of further war is the first
thing to be done when hostilities cease; but by no means the
last. | therefore suggest that the first thing we have to con-
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sider is our own actual power as things now are to prevent
the recurrence of future wars. .

This tak was, on the whole, discharged by one govern-
ment for the century after the world war which ended in
1815. In the words of Professor Carr, 'the British fleet not
only guaranteed immunity from major wars, but policed the
high sees and offered equal security to air.*

The security thus established enabled the U.S.A. in the
course of the nineteenth century to include thirty-five other
dates, in addition to the thirteen which had founded the
Union in 1787. By this inclusion the U.S.A. became the
greatest power in the world founded on free institutions.
This security also enabled free institutions to take root in
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa. The
predominant power of the British Government at sea also
enabled it to establish the rule of law for the whole sub-
continent of India, and thus to lay the foundation on which
alone its people, one-sixth of the human race, can hope to
establish sdf-government for themsdves. Predominance at
s also meant that the British Government was unwillingly
led to assumethat ever-growing responsibility for the govern-
ment and protection of backward races in the Atlantic,
Pacific, and throughout the African continent. How un-
willing it was is shown by a resolution which a House of
Commons committee recorded in 1865:

'that all further extendons of territory or assumption of govern-
ment or new treaty offering any protection to native tribes would
be inexpedient.'

Even in those days there were Englishmen anxious to
spread British dominion; but that policy was not favoured
by the British Government till the closing years of the cen-
tury. With governments in Europe it was otherwise. The
craving of German, French, and Italian chauviniststo bring
wide areas in distant continents and oceans under their own
flag was reflected in their national policies, and made the

, TheTwenty Years Crisis, p. 297,

The Royal” Ingitute of International Affairs, Information Dept.
Papers, No. 18, p. 6.
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pace. The British Government was forced to abandon the
policy formally enunciated in 1865 for reasons which were
partly strategic, partly economic, but also humanitarian.
When in 1884 Bismarck initiated the policy of German an-
nexations, the British Admiralty, responsble for safeguard-
ing the route to I ndia, could not afford to see the harbours of
Walfisch Bay or of Santa Lucia go under the German flag.

The governments of Europe by no means adopted the
British policy of the open door. Some annexations meant the
excluson of British trade from the areas annexed, though
British colonial posseessons were open on equal terms to
foreign traders.

Humanitarian reasons were also urgent. So long as the
territory of aprimitive peoplewasnot controlled by a civilized
government, European traders were free to exploit it in
search of gain and without restraint. Let us glance at four
separate examples in widely distant parts of the world. In
New Zealand German traders developed a lucrative trade in
tattooed M aori heads, for specimens of which museums were
ready to pay as much as £500. The Maori tribes were
daughtering each other to obtain such heads to trade for
arms. When the British and French Gover nments had estab-
lished a court to decide the claims of European adventurers
to hold land in New Hebrides, the claims were found to
amount to 14 times the total area of theisland. The Sandwich
I lands became an emporium of the traffic in opium, till the
Government of the U.S.A., more opposed to a policy of ex-
pansion than even the British Government, was forced to
annex the idands to suppress the traffic. In Swaziland the
paramount chief, whom the British Government had recog-
nized as a sovereign, sold to foreign concessionaires for liquor
the whole of the land, and every right that his people pos-
ssxd. For humanitarian reasons alone, civilized govern-
ments would have been forced to annex primitive countries,
to protect them from spoliation by their own nationals.

Such motives combined with reasons of strategy and trade

to force the British Government, againg the policy formu-
lated in 1865, to join in the scramble for annexations. In
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Africa considerable areas were taken by Germany, France,
Spain, Portugal, Belgium, and Italy. But as always when
sovereign nations compete, the result was largely decided by
relative power. Themajor sharefell to Great Britain, whose
fleet controlled the routes to these territories.

I n result a continent much larger than India, with a popu-
lation smaller in sizeand more uniform in race, was par celled
out amongst a number of sovereign powersin Europe. There
was for tropical Africa no one government, asin India, to
view the interests of its people as a whole, and plan their
future.

By the end of the nineteenth century the people of the
British Isles had become responsble for the peace of nearly
a quarter of mankind, scattered all over the globe, and for
maintaining internal order, except in the self-governing
Dominions. Through the Parliament of the United Kingdom,
which they, and they only, elected, they were answerable for
peace, order, and good government in India, Ceylon, Burma,
Malaya, for numerous idandsin the Caribbean and Pacific,
and for great partsof tropical Africa.

That these special responsibilities rested on the people of
the British Ides and nowhere dse came to be regarded asthe
order of nature, not only by the British themselves, but also
throughout those communities whose freedom and institu-
tions had sprung from these idands, in America, Canada,
Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa. In agesto come
historianswill marvel that men could ever have thought that
a system on which the peace of the whole world depended
could rest securely on foundations so narrow.

These pages are basad on the postulate that the duty of
each man to his fellow men is the bads of human society.
That postulate implies a duty owed by civilized peoples to
backward peoples who lie at their mercy. The nature and
soope of this obligation can be seen if we concentrate on the
cax of the African people. Theopening of thessasto America
by Columbus and to Asia by Vasco da Gama brought into
general usein Europe three new products, sugar, cotton, and
tobacco. Thetropical and subtropical regions of the newly
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discovered Americas wer e suitablefor raising all three—glven
the labour for planting. The problem of labour was met
by the importation of daves from the African coas. To sup-
ply the demand the interior of Africa was left at the mercy
of Arab dave-hunters. Bloodshed and anarchy closed it for
centuriesto any other kind of tradethan that in human flesh.
In the nineteenth century the trade in daves was stopped in
time to save the remnants of these backward peoples from
extinction.

The stoppage of the dave-trade opened the continent to
traders who came in quest of products other than human
beings, such as ivory, copra, fibre, rubber, and cocoa. To
obtain these products the traders naturally offered things
which savage tribes are most anxious to get, which always
include gunsand liquor, the abuse of which they learned from
civilized men. Theimmediate resultson African society were
only less tragic than those of the save-trade itself.

If the postulate on which these pages are based be true,
it follows that all civilized people who use for their own com-
fort tropical products like cotton, tobacco, cocoa, or rubber,
and produce articles like guns and liquor to give in exchange
for them, have a moral responsibility for effects which such
trade has on tropical peoples. The only effective means
wher eby this responsibility can be discharged isthrough their
governments. To control their traders, governments had to
administer the countriesin which they traded. We have seen
the course of events whereby, in the English-speaking world,
this responsibility was concentrated on a government re-
sponsible only to the British Isles. Except in a few minor
cass no responsibility for governing backward races was
assumed by the peoples who lived in America and the sdf-
governing Dpminions. If the British Government and people
had shirked the overwhelming responsibility which the course
of eventslaid upon them, the disasters now visiting the world
might have been even greater than they are. But these dis-
aders are now showing how inadequate the resources of these
idands were to the task assumed.

No one would now sugges that in England the poorer
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districts, the depressed areas, should be left to subsst on the
revenueswhich they themselves can produce. Every thought-
ful man would agree that the richer districts must always
contribute to the well-being of poorer districts. This also
applies in a field wide as the world itsdf. In his African
Survey Lord Hailey has pointed out that backward com-
munitiesin tropical regions cannot hope to attain to a decent
standard of life until they receve substantial help from
civilized countries. He thinks that the British Gover nment
should spend at. least £10,000,000 a year on its African
colonies. In the same spirit Miss Perham pleads that the
British Gover nment should find another £3,000,000 a year for
along period, to help Abyssinia on to its feet. In aletter to
The Times of the 31t August 1942 M r . Patrick Donner, M .P.,
writes:

'‘Cheesgparing will not do. A new deal isrequired for all the
colonies—et us face it—in which hundreds of millions will have
to be gpent. The Government cannot St back and rely upon the
a*mod" idess of the nineteenth century. . . .

'What is required is a Lend-Lease Act. We mug recognize
that the Government will have to lend great sums carrying at
fird no interest, and for many years afterwards a very low rate.

"... The colonial problems which thewar raises are a challenge
and an opportunity. It is my faith that we shall not be found
lacking in vison and in gatesmanship.’

Such proposals, sound as they are, involve a break with
the recognized policy of the British Treasury. That policy
has been that each separate colony must be made to live on
its own resources. There have been exceptions to the rule;
but if Lord Hailey and the Royal Commission on the West
Indies are right, the general observance of this Treasury
-policy has meant, and if still followed will continue to mean,
a deplorably low standard of lifein the Crown Colonies.

In thesame column asM r . Donner'sletter another M .P.,
M . John Dugdale, wrote asfollows:

"With the exception of questi'on-time—and | admit that it is

a big exception—there are scarcdy more than a couple of days
in the year devoted to a discusson of colonial affairs. And when
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they do take place, debates are as likely asnot concentrated on
one particular agpedt of the affairs of a sSngle colony. | have not
got a Hansard besde me as | write, but | would hazard a guess
that the affairs of such colonies as Fiji, Mauritius, British Guiana,
and Gambia—to pick out a few at random—have not been dis-
cused by the House during the pad fiveyears . . .

'Whatever method is adopted, however, | hope that something
is done at an early date to enable colonial affairs to receive the
condderation that is their due—a consderation that in some
casss has been withheld until dissser has overtaken them.'

The Treasury was right in itsjudgement that the British
Ides, rich asthey are, could not hopeinthelongrun to afford
the charges required to create a decent life for the vast com-
munities brought under their government—charges such as
arenow proposed. Will anyonein touch with political realities
assume that M ember s of Parliament, acutely conscious of the
needs of their own constituents after this war, will continue
tovote £13,000,000 a year for the next generation for African
territories, in addition to sumsthey would haveto vote on the
same principle for the West Indies, Pacific regions, and
countries like Malaya? There a vast expenditure, as Mr .
Donner pointsout, will be needed to repair theimmeasurable
destruction of war.

The United Kingdom €electorate is responsble for the
peace, order, and good government of somewhere about
440,000,000 people who do not as yet govern.themselves. As
the complications of modern life have multiplied the tasks
laid on the British Government, and ther eforetheissuesupon
which the eectors are asked to decide the question "Whoisto
govern ?', these issues are now so many that in practice some
of them are never before the electors minds. Colonial issues
arerarely mentioned at general elections. Electorsnaturally
think first of issueswhich touch them at home. Fear of storms
from the field of the Home Office is usually foremost with
Government Whips. When | was serving in Whitehall it
seemed to me vigorous, efficient, and alert, a stream kept
clear by the strong current of public opinion and interest that
flowed down itsbed; for millionsat its doors wer e concer ned
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withitswork. The Colonial Office seemed like a backwater;
for members of the public interested in itswork were limited
to earnest specialists and the few thousands who read what
they wrote. When.colonial estimates come before Parliament,
the House is empty because members know that the issues
they raise will not be in the minds of the voters when next
they come up for election. When Mr. Harold Macmillan
was introducing the colonial estimates, the Spectator re-
marked that eight Members of Parliament were present.

InL ordHaHey'sview® theend and object of British colonial
policy isto fit the backward peoples under our rule to govern
themselves. Such an.object is not too easy for officers who
administer backward peoples to keep uppermost in their
minds. Their immediate task of maintaining order and effici-
ency must tend to push into the background the idealist aim
of the distant government they serve. When a new official
or magistrate is needed, it is much easier and more effective
to import a countryman of their own from England than to
appoint anative to the post. Yetnorea progresswill be made
towards self-government unless more and more of the natives
aretrained and exercised in administrative andjudicial work.
Public opinion in Great Britain is not so active or well in-
formed as to bring this about, for such issues are never before
the voters at general elections.

The British colonial systemwill, | believe, bear comparison
with any other: but no one can examine its working at close
quarters, as Lord Moyne's Commission has done in the
West Indies, or Sir Alan Pirn and Lord Hailey in Africa,
without becoming aware of some grave short-comings. On
these public opinion fastens in the English-speaking com-
munities which have assumed little or no responsibility for
the government of backward peoples. It is now more than
thirty years since | first visited the Dominions to study the
Imperial problem. Theimpression I got was that in intellec-
tual and labour circles the government of subject peoples
by civilized states was regarded as something so inherently
wrong that they wished to have nothingto dowithit. It was

! RomanesLecture, M ay 1941. Oxford University Press
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pitch, sure to defile them if touched. The results of leaving
capitalists free to exploit the vast resources of regions like
tropical Africa or Malaya had not been before their minds.
It was not till Australia and New Zealand had accepted
mandates in the neighbouring idands that these peoples
began to grasp this sde of the problem.

Thus British sea-power, while preventing world wars for a
century, made the fraction of civilized society resident in the
British Ides responsible for the peace, order, good govern-
ment, and future welfare of at least 440,000,000 people as yet
unable to govern themsaves. The world wars of this century
have been widely regarded as a struggle between 'the haves
and 'the have-nots, -between satisfied and unsatisfied powers,
between countries like the British and American Common-
wealths, France, Belgium, Holland, and Russa on the one
hand, and Germany, Italy, and Japan on the other. The
phrase shows that the future of backward peoples in Asia,
Africa, and the Pacific is one of the great isues at stake. But
that issue has been obscured by the equivocal meaning of
the word 'have*. To commonwealths this word has meant
political control of subject territories, to be exercised pri-
marily for the benefit of the people who live in them. In
the British and American Commonwealths it has meant that
this control was to be used to help these people in time to
govern themselves. As stated above, our administrators have
tended to lose sight of that ultimate goal, through lack of
adeguate knowledge and supervison on the part of the
government and people of the British Ides. But whatever
our local failuresin detail, no truthful historian will say that
exploitation has been our dominant motive. Nor will he deny
that sincere, if inadequate, steps have been taken towards
helping backward peoples to acquire self-government. With
gover nments likethose of Germany, Italy, or Japan, theword
'have', as applied to colonies, means exactly what an estate
with serfstied to the soil meant to a Russian Boyar in the last
century. They have never disguised their view that colonies
and their peoples were to be held for the benefit of Ger mans,
Italians, and Japanese. Their regimes as established in
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Damaraland Abyssinia, and Korea were expressons of this
idea. Nor would they become 'satisfied' nations till the
regions under the British flag were divided amongst them.
Such principleswork to their practical issue with inexorable
logic. Asthe 'Herrenvolk' conquers Europe the same prin-
ciple is applied not merely to Poles, but to kindred peoples
of Nordic race in Norway and Holland. In the 'new order'

every peoplein Europeistowork for the Herrenvolk, supply-
ing food and raw materials for Germans whose monopoly of
industry would empower them to hold the subject nations
about them under their iron control.

The responsibility of all civilized peoples to backward
races is thus inseparably connected with world peace and
world war. That the people of the British 1des were alone
responsible for the peace, order, and good government of
440,000,000 poalitically backward people was, throughout the
English-speaking world, assumed as part of the order of
nature. They and they only were responsble for defending
this vast Empire as a whole, for the measures required to
prevent attack on it and attemptsto dismember it.

In circles beyond the English-speaking communities an
idea took root that the main responsbility of keeping the
peace of the whole world lay on the shoulders of the British
people. On the 14th March 1925 Sir Austen Chamberlain,
as Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, addressed the House
of Commons in the following words:

"TheBritish Empire, detached from Europe by its Dominions,
linked to Europe by these Idands, can do what no other nation
on the face of the earth can do, and from Eas to West alikethere
comes to me the cry that after all, it is in the hands of the
British Empirelan if they will that there shall be nowar, there
will be no war.'

Ten years later the Abyssinian criss revealed how com-
pletely the world had learned to look to the British Govern-
ment alone for the forces needed to prevent aggresson. On
the 19th December 1935 Sir Samuel Hoare, speaklng in the
House of Commons, said:

1 Commons Debates, 5th series, vol. clxxxii, col. 332.
0
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"We alone have taken these military precautions. Thereisthe
British fleet in the Mediterranean, there arethe British reinfor ce-
mentsin Egypt, in Malta, and Aden. Not aship, not amachine,
not a man has been moved by any other member sate’

When in 1925 Sir Austen Chamberlain told the House of
Commons that the whole world was looking to the British
Empireto prevent an outbreak of war, hehimself in 1921 had
signed the treaty which gave Dominion satus to the Irish
Free State. Even he had not paused to consder, or to ak
theworld to consider, whether a gover nment whose resources
werellmltedtherebytothoseofGreat Britain and sx counties
in Northern Ireland had still the power it wielded in the
previous century to prevent the recurrence,of world wars.
Thewill of the British peopleto prevent such warswas never
in doubt. The real question was whether it still wielded the
necessary power. Events had answered that question in 1914
and wer e destined to give it the same answer in 1939. At the
moment of writing Japan controls the Pacific. Hong Kong,
Penang, Singapore, Rangoon, Mandalay, the Dutch East
Indies, and thePhilippineshavefallentoher arms. Till 1944
Australia, New Zealand, Ceylon, and I ndia wer e thr eatened
with invasion.

The key to this situation was Singapore. It was fortified
at a cost of £18,234,000. To this cos New Zealand con-
tributed £1,000,000, Hong K ong £250,000, Johor e £500,000,
the Federated Malay States £2,000,000. The balance of
£14, 484 000 was paid by the taxpayers of the United King-
dom. It hastaken thiswar to reveal to Australia, what New
Zealand had seen, that Singapore was at least as important
to her as to the British Ides.

As Admiral Richmond has pointed out (see appendix to
this chapter), these £18,000,000 spent on the military equip-
ment of Singapore were a present to Japan, unless at the same
time we wer e able to make sufficient provision for controlling
the sea routes in the Pacific as well asin the Atlantic and the
Mediterranean.

1 Answer given in the House of Commons, 24th June 1942, to a
guestion put by Sir John Power, M .P.
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As always the cry goes up for scapegoats, but historians
will ak how anything dse could have happened under a
system which placed the security of this Far Eastern Empire
on less than two small idands, the most remote from that
Empire on the face of the globe. The position will, we hope,
be retrieved by the aid of American forces. But when
retrieved it must then be maintained,

'And duller shouldst thou be than the fat weed,
That rotsitsdf in eexe on Lethewhar f

who bdlieves that it can be maintained, as in the nineteenth
century, by the government of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland on the opposite sde of the world.

Appendix to Chapter XXXIII

Extractsfrom Admiral Sir Herbert Richmond's article in the
Fortnightly Review, March 1942

Sngapore has fallen. It is the greatest disaser that we have
auffered gnce the cdlapse of France, the most serious blow that
has been sruck not only at the British Empire but aso at our
alies, China and Russa. It paves the way to invasons of the
British possesonsin India and the Indian Seas Audtralia and
the Dutch Indies, the trade of I ndia and the communications of
the armies of the Empire, of Russa and of China, the supplies
which passthrough the I ndian Ocean arethreatened. The Burma
Road can be cut as effectively at sea in the Bay of Bengal as in
Burmaor China. Japanese ambitions, now whetted with success
embrace the capture of every port in the Indian Ocean asfar as
Aden; and they will not gop there.

The immediate impulse in many minds is to find scapegoats
for this grave disater. The blame is varioudy thrown on the
recent Commander-in-Chief; on the Administrations which, it
is said, in the years before the war neglected to provide for an
attack by land, their eyes being confined to the s front; on
those who rgected the advice of Lord Trencharld to confide the
defence to the Air Force. Blame is thrown too on the present
Ministersfor failing to send reinforcementsof land and air forces
in adequate numbers, or to accompany the two battleships with
aircraft, Audralian critics complain that the Government in
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L ondon, focussng its attention entirely on the security of Britain,
has neglected the interests of the Empire in the South Padific.

The Prime Minister has given his explanation of the reason
why it was not conddered possble to provide at the same time
for the armies in Egypt, give Russa the aircraft and tanks and
other munitions, of which she was in urgent need, and send re-
inforcements to Singapore. Whatever may be the right and the
wrong in this matter, the real reason for the loss of Singapore
liesfurther: and the persons and policy that are responsble for it
are not far to ssk. The persons are those Ministers who have
directed the policy of our armaments for the las score of years,
the Parliaments which have slently acquiesced in that policy;
the Press which, with a few notable exceptions, has ether sup-
ported the policy of reduction of British ssa power or failed to
point out the danger into which the folly and vanity of Ministers
was leading the country; the successve Boards of Admiralty
whose members, knowing (it must be presumed) the inadegquacy
of the provison that was being made, and the erroneous strategical
conceptions of the Ministers, kept slence and left the public to
asume that their slence implied their concurrence. The public
itself is not free from blame. Indifferent to the matter, and con-
cerned with its own comforts and pleasures, it allowed the
quegtions of national defence to be settled without enquiry. Nor
are the Dominions without their share of censure  Ever gnce the
firg Colonial Conference in 1887, when the need for sharing
the burden of the cos of Imperial defence was pointed out by
Jan Hofmeyr, attention had been drawn to the need for the
Dominions to take a proportionate share—proportionate ether
in terms of population, value of sea-borne trade or some other
criterion—in the cog of the common defence, the maintenance
of s.a power which is the only possble form of security for our
scattered Commonwesalth of idands The expenditure per head
of population on the navy by the several Dominions and the
United Kingdom was given by the late Lord Lothian (Round
Table, November, 1910) for the financial year 1909-10 as fol-
lows.—United Kingdom 15s 6d, Canada nil, Audtralia is. 6d.,
South Africa 1s. 6d, New Zealand zs. 2., Newfoundland 3d.
An increae in the Dominion contributions was agread to in the
Conference of 1909 but the disproportion still remained and has
never been adjusted.

The fundamental reason for the loss of Sngapore and the
further lossesthat will follow isnot the lack of local defence either
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in the present war or in the past preparations. Errors there may
have been. It may well be—on this | can offer no opinion—that
the defence could have been prolonged if the land and air defences
had been differently arranged and in greater strength. But no
fortress in the whole history of warfare that is isolated has ever
survived. Unless there were sea power to bring relief, drive off
the attacker at sea, and cut the communications of the forces he
had landed for the sege, the place was bound to fall. The British
and Dominion Governments which had failed to maintain a navy
adequate to its responsibilities, which set asde the teachings of
history and the'eternal lesson that the security of such an Empire
as ours depends on sa power, are the real authors of the disaster.

Though the disablement of the American fleet is the immediate
cause of the lack of allied command which has resulted in the loss
of Singapore, the Philippines and the Dutch idands, it is idle
to lay the blame on that event. This country, as Lord Stanhope
had said, should rely upon itself alone for its security. It never
could be foretold with that certainty that a question of this in*-
portance demands that the United States would either be attacked
by Japan or would, if she was not attacked, come to the help of
the Commonwealth to preserve its possssons and guard the
Dominions in Australasia. To depend upon either of these events
would be the height of folly, equalled only by the folly of not
providing adequately for the command of the sea in a two-ocean
war. For a two-ocean war was a possibility after Japan had set
her feet upon a course of aggression and the twin dictators were
beginning their careers of crime. No one could reasonably expect
that if war should break out with Japan, it would be possible to
send the whole fleet of Britain to the Far East: and less than the
whole would not be enough. The temptation to our late enemies
and the land-grabber of Rome to saize the opportunity to attack
us in Europe if we had sent the whole fleet away was one to which
no one could be blind: and, as the danger in Europe grew con-
tinually nearer with the rearmament of Germany, and the several
acts of aggresson by her and by Italy, Australia became anxious.
England's difficulty would be Japan's opportunity, and Australian
writers drew attentlon to the gravity of the situation that would
then confront her.! The remedy that was suggested in Australia
was local defence by submarines, destroyers, mines and aircraft.
The utter inadequacy of local defence, the impossibility that it

Japan andthedefencesofAustrallab 'Albatross; Australiaand War
to—daybythenghtHon W. M. Hughes, 1936.
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could replace a defence arising from the command of the sea, was
not realized by these writers any more than the need for a two-
ocean navy was realized by the successons of British Govern-
ments which tampered (to use Burkée's expresson) with the Navy,
Lord Jdlicoe had sen dearly the need. When he made his
world cruise with the object of discusing the problem of Imperial
defence with the minigers of the several Dominions, he had
recommended the creation of an Eastern Fleet of 16 capital ships
with the proper proportion of cruisers and flotilla craft, and the
building of abaseat Singapore, the cogt to be borneby the United
Kingdom, Australia and New Zealand in the proportion of 75,
20 and 5 per cent, respectivdly. The proposal expressed recog-
nition of the true fundamental principles that the defence of the
Empire depends on sa power and is the joint concern and re-
sponshility of all its members. But it did not find support ether
in thiscountry or in the Dominionsexcept in sofar asthebuilding
of the base was concerned, and that was undertaken at the cogt
of the United Kingdom. A base was a very necessary thing, but
a base without a flegt is no more use than a sentry box without a
sentry.
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CHAPTER XXXIV
FILED FOR REFERENCE

o remove the fear of impending war is thefirst task pro-

posed by the Atlantic Charter. However the present con-
flict may end, | do not myself believe that athird world war
will break out in the next twenty years. For two decades at
least a peace of sheer exhaustion will follow. To judge by
experience, our only guide, the imminent risk of a further
struggle will n6t begin to mature till the third decade after
thiswar isover.! That will not, of course, mean that we have
security in the real sense of that word—freedom from fear.
Such fear will distract public opinion, preoccupy national
governments, and paralyse social reform. Thereby it will
foster the forces which will presently lead to renewal of
physical conflict, as in the last twenty-five years.

In the yearsthat followed the last war the victors believed
that another could be prevented by virtue of a covenant
between national governments. We have tragic reason to
know that they failed. In previous chapters| have given the
reason for that failureas| seit. | can sseno reason to doubt
that the same cause must always in future operate to produce
the same result.

In view of the facts it is hard indeed for anyone to argue
that the League of Nations can be trusted to prevent the
recurrence of further wars. But thereal question iswhether
its failure was due to the shortcomings of those who ad-

! Some of those to whom | have submitted this passage in proof
challenge thisview, whichis, | feel, opento question. | have thoughtit
best to leave the sentence as printed and to quote the comment of one of
these critics who has served in Parliament and as aminister. He writes
tomeasfollows: 'l do nottroubleﬁouwith my views except that | must
say that | think your proposals are the most satisfactorily conceived of al |
the plans for preventingwar. | feel that it is rather optimistic to believe
that mere exhaustion will ensure some 30 years of peace. We ought to
face the position that an ambitious and unscru;ra]ulous power, if it could
gain a momentary ascendancy in the air, might choose its moment to
destroy simultaneously American and British powers of resistance.
Germany won't commit for a third time the blunder of waiting till she
has disposed of others before she attacks us or America. Thereisagreat
risk in any opinion that nothing much will happen to permit that.'
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ministered the League, or to the principle upon which it was
based. Can the peace of the nations ever be based on a system
which so concentrates the minds of voters at eections on
their own national interests, that they fail to consder the
interests of the other nations, and so blinds them to the fact
that the common interest of all those nations is really their
own ? We have yet to hear anyone who speaks with authority
on behalf of any of the United Nations suggest any departure
from this principle. In all their utterances on the Atlantic
Charter they assume that future outbreaks of war can be
prevented by compacts between existing national govern-
ments. Asone of them said in my hearing, 'we must have the
League; but in a new presentation’. This phrase recalled a
remark made by a cynic when the Government of India had
ordained that in future Eurasians should be called 'Anglo-
Indians', that governmentsthink that problemscan be solved
by a change of names.

To estimate public opinion, or to say whether or no two or
more sovereign commonwealths will ever consent to merge
their dectorates and establish an international government
strong enough to maintain their common freedom from war
isnot in my province. Near the dose of a lifetime given to
the study of the question, with some practical experience of
public affairs, it isin my province to record my opinion that
until two or more nations do so, the world will inevitably
drift towardsthevortex of war. A growing sensein the minds
of ordinary people that another war is sooner or later in-
evitable will preoccupy national governments, and every-
wher e paralyse social reform. Until definite gepsareintrain
to establish a government responsible to an international
electorate the promise of a better life will remain a dead
letter, and the Atlantic Charter a scrap of paper as futile as
the Covenant of the League. For, in my view, there can be
no genuine transfer of sovereignty from national govern-
mentsto an international government until that gover nment
derives its authority direct from an international electorate.
| print that opinion now and so file it for reference, to be
verified or falsfied by events which | shall not see but will



FILED FOR REFERENCE 201

sooner or later show whether it rankswith 'truthsfor want of
which whole nations fare the worse'.

L et me formulate, therefore, as briefly and as clearly as
possble, the considered opinion | have reached in the light
of comments received.

| believe that the following conditions must be realized
before any real effect can be given to the two closgly con-
nected objects proposed in the Atlantic Charter, the pre-
vention of war and social reform.

| believethat the' practical execution of the charter will not
begin until the task of preventing war, together with func-
tions quite inseparable therefrom, is entrusted to an inter-
national government formed by two or more sdlf-governing
nations while powers to control their own composition and
social structure are reserved to the national governments.

The international authority will not be a government in
thereal sense of that word, nor be able to protect the nations
who compose it from attack, unless it draws its authority
direct from the citizens composing those nations. It must be
entitled to make security afirst charge on all the human and
material resources of the countries it protects. but national
governments must control the incidence of taxation between
individual taxpayers.

These two objects can be reconciled if the estimates of the
inter national gover nment aredistributed between thecountries
it protects in proportion to their taxable capacities, and the
guota due from each national government is made payableto
the international government, as a first charge on the con-
solidated revenue of each national gover nment, without being
voted by the national legidature.

Theinternational government must have general power to
spend its revenues on any purpose which it deems necessary
to render the countries it protects immune from attack, eg.
to secure that the merchant shipping and aircraft of those
countries will be adequate in the event of war.

It must also have power to control dependencies not rlpe
for responsible gover nment.

All other powers, including control of migration and tariffs,
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should be reserved to existing national gover nments, save and
except that, when war is serioudy threatened or has broken
out, theinternational gover nment must be entitled to exercise
any power which it deems necessary for the common
security. N -

There must be a supreme court by which powers claimed
by theinternational government can be tested.
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CHAPTER XXXV
WHAT THEN MUST WE DO?

HE United Nations, in adopting the Atlantic Charter, are

committed by Article VI to the dual task of establishing
'a peace which will afford to all nations the means of dwelling
in safety within their own boundaries and which will afford
asurance that all men in all lands may live out their livesin
freedom from fear and want*.

Article V111 is designed to show that this goal is not to be
reached by wishful thinking. Aggressor nations must be dis-
armed 'pending the establishment of a wider and permanent
system of general security'. What is that sysem to be?
What must we do to make it exit? These are questions
which stand to be answered, if ever the Atlantic Charter is
to be brought from Utopian cloudland to the solid ground of
practical politics. In the last chapter | have summarized the
conditions which, in my view, will have to be satisfied before
the hopes st forth in the charter can begin to be realized
in fact. .

L et those who think that aworld system such as Roosevelt
and Churchill have figured can be brought into being at one
step waste no time in reading these pages. They have mean-
ing only for those who believe that a system to secure the
peace of the world, and to all men freedom from fear and
want, can only berealized little by little, step by step. They
are written for those who have learned not to despise the day
of small things.

Yet, even 0, | do not presume to address the world at
large. In appealing for action, | must deal with the question
what we areto do to realize the faith expressad in this charter.
| must, therefore, say whom | mean by this word we. The
world is still in the epoch of national commonwealths which
each demand an unlimited devotion from the citizens that
compose them, from whom their governments draw the
authority to make that claim. The government which makes
that claim on me is the British Government. It draws that
authority from the 47,000,000 who inhabit Gifcat Britain and
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Northern Ireland, of whom | am one. Our votes control the
British Government only. So where in this chapter | ask
what we are to do to give €effect to this charter, | mean by the
word we the people of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.
For us 47,000,000 the question is what seps the British
Government should take, when hostilities cease, toimplement
the charter.

Consider the relation in which the Dominions now stand
to us, the 47,000,000 who constitute the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland. It is surely unnecessary
to argue here that the peoples of Canada, Australia, New
Zealand, and South Africa had to become nations distinct
from our own in the full snse of that word. By a nation |
mean a people in one territory with full control of its own
composition and social structure. | have argued esawhere
that the organization of the human race in such national units
was not only a necessary step in the progress of civilization
but must always remain 0. The development of Canada,
Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa as nations distinct
from our own was recognized long before the Balfour Report
or the Statute of Westminster; though the statute was needed
to reconcile law with the fact.

What | question is not the Statute of Westminster, but its
general presentment as the final settlement of future relations
between the Dominions and us. Of their own willing choice
the Dominions recognized the sovereignty of the British
Crown, and by doing so wererecognized as remaining integral
parts of the British Commonwealth. The United Kingdom,
as a matter of course, had always recognized her responsi-
bility for defending all territories under the British Crown.
From 1815 to the dose of the century she was able to do so
with such effect that no foreign power essayed the destruc-
tion of the Commonwealth. The United Kingdom gave to
this quarter of mankind security in the real sense of the word.
By the end of that century a change had set in. The outbreak
of war in 1914 was of itself a conclusive proof that the United
Kingdom had ceased to be strong enough to render the
Commonwealth immune from attack. It also proved that she
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had ceasad to be strong enough to defend even herself, when
standing alone. Yet, when the Statute of Westminster was
passed, the Dominions were allowed, and indeed encouraged,
by usto believe that the United Kingdom remained as before
responsible for the safety of the Commonwealth as a whole.
That she was so responsible was constantly emphasized by all
her spokesmen. That no Dominion was committed to war
by a declaration of war by or againgt the British Gover nment
waswidely argued. When the United Kingdom declared war
in 1939 Dominion Parliaments went through the motions of
declaring war on their own account.

It remains, however, a sgnificant fact that neither the
British nor the Dominion governments had notified foreign
powersthat no Dominion was committed towar by a declara-
tion of war by or against the Government of the United
Kingdom. Responsible statesmen silently shrank from a step
which would have raised the question whether the people of a
Dominion were still British subjects in any possible sense of
that word.

As the British Government continued to assume responsi-
bility for defending all parts of the Commonwealth, so was
left in its hands a final responsibility for all decisions affecting
the issues of peace and war. Dominion governments were
told everything and consulted on everything. The pledge to
dothismoreoften than not delayed and embarrassed decisions.
The final decisons were, none the less, made by ministersin
Whitehall. Dominion gover nmentswer e fully informed of all
that happened at Munich. The government of New Zealand
disapproved the decisons then made. They were none the
less involved in all the results that followed.

By 1926 the British Government had ceased to command
the resources of most of Ireland. Before the outbreak of war
it relinquished control of the naval stations in Southern
Ireland, retained under the Irish Treaty, for want of which
hundreds of allied vessels and thousands of lives have been
lost. Yet the question whether a government which com-
manded resources no greater than those of Great Britain and
Northernlreland wasstill physically ableto ensurethedefence
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of thewholeBritish Commonwealth scattered all over theface
of the globe and containing a quarter of mankind was never
faced nor even raised. The British Government had indeed
realized that an effective air force could not betrained in the
gace available in this small idand. But negotiations for
facilitiesto train crews for the British Air Force in Canada
were gravely delayed by long discussons on constitutional
issues. While allowing and encouraging Dominions to think
that we still undertook to defend every country under the
Crown, we never recognized oursdves, and, therefore, we
never told the Dominions that we now utterly lacked the
power to give effect to that undertaking. When we guaran-
teed the frontiers of Belgium were we really able to defend
them in fact?

The results are before us. It is futile now to apportion
blame, for God Himself cannot change the past. Our business
is to read the lessons which this past has taught, and then to
apply them. When hostilities cease our government will be
face to face with the question what they must do to give effect
totheAtlantic Charter. Inthelight of all that has happened
in these two wars, can the so-called Imperial Government,
asnow constituted, hopetorender the British Commonwealth
asawholeimmune from attack ?

In Parliament, on platforms, in the Press, and by political
experts, public attention is constantly fixed on points where
the British Commonwealth has met with success, on facts
which are pleasant and easy to sate. How the British Com-
monwealth has twice in this century failed of its major pur-
pose, that of averting warsand of keeping theworId at peace,
goeswithout mention. Onthisgreat outstanding unpalatable
fact the voices that millions can hear are silent as graves—as
the gravesthat their slence may open for millionsunborn.

The first essential step is that we, the people of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland, should be brought to confess
thisdistasteful truth, athingwhich will only begin to happen
when recognized leaders speak it aloud. Such speech will,
of course, be overheard in the Dominions. When hostilities
ceee our leaders must meet those of the self-governing
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Dominions to discuss what steps are to be taken in pursuance
of the Atlantic Charter to prevent the recurrence of war.
That the British Government has alwaysfeltitself responsible
for defending thewhole British Commonweal th, and has been
so felt by all parts of it, is beyond question. Can the British
Government honestly tell the Dominions that it is still in a
position to discharge that responsibility so long as it com-
mands* resources no greater than those which it now com-
mands? It istime for our ministers to tell the truth to the
Dominions, whose future's safety is in question no less than
our own. They can say with conviction that the people of
these islands can be trusted to do their best to defend every
part pf the Commonwealth. They should aso have the
candour and courage to add that with such resources as they
now command they cannot in future hope to render the
British Commonwealth immune from attack. Great Britain
and Northern Ireland can no longer provide the security
which the United Kingdom was able to provide in the nine-
teenth century. The outbreak of two major wars in this
century has proved no less. Dominion governments must,
therefore, consider what policy can now provide them with
such security as Great Britain and Northern Ireland with
their present resources can no longer provide. Since the
Statute of Westminster every Dominionisasfreeinlaw asin
fact to follow whatever course its people find best. They may
think it wise to discover, for instance, what degree of security
the U.S.A. might be able and also willing to guarantee them
under its constitution.

It could, however, be pointed out to the Dominions that a
government which commanded the whole resources of the
British Commonwealth would be strong enough to lay the
spectre of war for the next generation. They could say that
they themselves were prepared to advise the British people
they represent to authorize them to consider how such a
government might be established with representatives of any
Dominion authorized to explore that alternative.

| am not suggesting that the British Government should
formulate proposals for solving the problem at’this stage;
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but | think that it should be prepared to work out proposals
in consultation with any Dominion government which ex-
pressed willingness to discuss the matter. My belief isthat the
formulation of a practical proposal which any one Dominion
gover nment was prepar ed to recommend to its own electorate
would lift the question to a new plane.

To make defence of the British Commonwealth a first
charge on the resources of one Dominion, even of Canada,
as well as those of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
would not, of course, suffice to solve the problem of security.
It is my fixed belief that the problem of security for the
United Nations will only be solved when the peoples of the
American and British Commonwealths have merged their
resources under one organic government charged with their
common defence. Nothing short of that will complete the
task of the Atlantic Charter towhich the United Nationsare
pledged. That is the objective which, when achieved, will
in time lead on to the ultimate objective—a world govern-
ment in thefinal sense of that word.

The moment hostilities cease our present Allies in western
Europe, theFrench, Belgian, Dutch, Danish, and Norwegian
democracies, will want to know what guarantees we can
give them that their territories will not again be invaded
and their people endaved. We, at any rate, the people of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and our government
will have to face that inevitable question.

Here again | submit that our answer should be based on
facts as revealed by the present war and thelast. Experience
has proved that no such guarantee as we gave to Belgium can
avail to save them from these disasters. In pointing this out,
our position will have been strengthened, if our ministers
have told the Dominions that Great Britain and Northern
Ireland can no longer pretend to be strong enough to ensure
the security of the Commonwealth as a whole, nor even that
of the British Ides, and are discussng how the burden of a
common defence could be shared. An invitation to join
these discussons is the answer we could make to our present
Alliesin western Europe,



WHAT THEN MUST WE DO? 309

My purpose in these pagesisto suggest a policy wher eby,
step by step, we might realize the objects to which we are
now committed by the Atlantic Charter. Let usrecall some
memor able words which Milner once used in the House of
Lords:

'Thereis nothing which braces the mind so much as facing the
naked truth.'

Our greatest obstacle in facing the truth has been our
pride in our own past. It was well said that humility is
merely a question of knowing the truth about oursdves.
The time has come to brace our minds by facing the naked
truth, and with all humility to confess that our own strength
is no longer equal to the tasks we have undertaken, a fact
which two wars have now revealed.

T hebest way to assessthe merits of a policy isto suppose
that effect has been given to its earlier sages, and then se
how far the results would tend to its ultimate completion.
Let us, therefore, suppose that some of the nations.now
fighting for freedom had combined to create a government
for their common defence with a first charge on all their
resources for that purpose, and responsible, therefore, directly
to the taxpayers themsaves of all the nationsunited. Suppose
that the first union included Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, one or more of the self-governing Dominions, and
one or more of the western democracies of Europe, France,
Belgium, Holland, Denmark, or Norway. We must hold in
mind that every attempt to conquer the world from Europe
has always meant an invasion of the L ow Countries, and will
now mean the invasion of Denmark and Norway. The
change would mean that in future an aggressor would no
longer be dealing with countries too small and weak to resist
pressure, diplomatic or military. Any threat to the Low
Countries or Scandinavian frontiers would mean, without
guestion or parley, war with a new United States, including
the British Commonwealth with all its resources The
Government of those United States would have to maintain
in the western democracies of Europe land and air forces
strong enough to resig the first impact of any attack. The

p
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German technique of dealing with disunited nations and
endaving them one by one, applied with resounding success
in the present war, would no longer operate. What German
government would violate the frontiers of Holland or Nor-
way if it knew that an international sate of which they were
memberswould and could rain bombson Berlin thefollowing
night?

The national governments, relieved of concern for external
affairs, would then be free to concentrate their minds and
their time on social reform. They would find themseves
able as never before to handle their problems of unemploy-
ment, education, housing, and health. Experience itself
would expose the widespread fallacy that national sovereignty
is a condition of genuine freedom. If this were proved be-
yond doubt by example, other democracies would be readier
to merge their sovereignties, and to strengthen the Union by
joiningit.

Our own conception of the younger British democracies
as sovereign nations, equal in status with the United King-
dom, has never been grasped by the world at large, and
certainly not in the United States. There Canada, Australia,
New Zealand, and South Africa are still regarded as some-
thing less in their international satus than countries like
France, Belgium, Holland, and Norway. An international
gsate which included the democracies of western Europe
would to the American mind assume a different complexion
from one which included only the British Dominions. It
would, | think, be strong enough to prevent the recurrence
of war for one generation. |f, for that period, it had proved
its stability, the vast American eectorate might come to feel
that they could join their forces with it to preserve the peace
of the world once for all, without the danger of losing their
own national identity.

When once there has come to exist a government to pro-
tect free ingtitutions directly responsble to the people it
protects, and those people include the inhabitants of the
U.S.A., thefirst aim proposed in the Atlantic Charter will
have been achieved; then and then only. Mankind will then
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havecometo believethat theera of world war shasbeen ended
once and for all. It will come to enjoy security in the real
snse of that word. When free institutions are safe where
they now exist, they will start once more to spread to com-
munities which have not learned what those institutions
mean, and how to conduct them. In aworld where peace is
established they will spread little by little to countries like
Germany, Italy, and Japan, and more rapidly, perhaps, to
countries like Russa, China, or India.

In Chapter XX X | 11| have argued that the civilized peoples
cannot disown responsibility to communities less advanced
than themselves whose products they use. The creation of
an international gover nment which included the democracies
of Holland and Belgium with those of the British Common-
wealth would have brought the great majority of thetropical
peoples under one authority. The inclusion of America and
France in that government would practically meet the re-
sponsibility which civilized men have in common to the
backward peoples whose lives are profoundly affected by the
need which civilized men have for their products.

In my view, the prevention of war to which we are com-
mitted in the Atlantic Charter can only be effected by an
inter national gover nment, responsible, not to national govern-
ments, but to the people they represent. The League of
Nations has failed in that paramount object, and in these
pages | have given my reasons why | believe that a League
so constituted must alwaysin futurefail. On the other hand,
the League and the International Labour Office have met
with congpicuous success in the field of finance, of health, the
traffic in drugs and white daves, in the co-ordination of
measures to solve the problems of labour, and in collecting
information on world affairs.

Thereis every reason why such an international govern-
ment as is here proposed should join such a league with
nations outside it. Experience has shown that the nations
composing the inter national gover nment could also be mem-
bers of such a league, as the self-governing Dominions now
are, sde by sde with the whole British Commonwealth.
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But the Covenant must be free from commitments which
none of the members of the League have observed or are
likely to observe. So long as political leaders present a
League of Sovereign States as a panacea for preserving
peace they are dooming this planet to an endless succession
of world wars.

| am here looking forward into a future which can, |
believe, be realized within measurable time only if we our-
sves take the initiative when hostilities cease My cae is
that to take that initiative our ministers must first bring
home to the people of this country the truth that history has
laid on them a burden far too heavy for this one small unit
of society to discharge. The fact will of itself lead the rest
of the world as well as ourselves, step by step, to the only
effective solution, if we have but the courage and humility
to avow it.

In order to reach that solution and to realize the promise
to which we are pledged by the Atlantic Charter two other
guestions have to be faced. Should a system which has
failed to prevent the outbreak of two major wars be com-
mended, as it has been commended, to our Allies as one
which can be trusted to prevent future wars ? Can national
gover nments, especially our own British Gover nment, succeed
in coping with the problems of social reform so long as they
are preoccupied with the task of maintaining peace ?
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CHAPTER XXXVI
THE SILENCE OF PUBLICISTS

HE questions raised at the end of the last chapter have

never as yet been faced by the people of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland; nor will they befaced until they have
been put to them with authority by their recognized leaders
and spokesmen. And because these questions have never
been so put, public opinion in these idands is unprepared to
accept the practical changes which must be made if once they
arereally faced. Public opinion in these idands has not been
prepared to share the control of defence, of foreign affairs,
of the issues of peace and war for themselves with the people
of the self-governing Dominions.

How comesit that questions so vital are treated, with rare
exceptions, as taboo by Parliament, the Press, and also by
those teachers of international law and politics whom the
public have learned to regard as men who can speak with
authority on matterslike this? For brevity | proposein this
chapter to refer to the paliticians, journalists, and political
experts, who have the ear of the masses, as publicists.

We are often told by the politicians that their function is
to ascertain public opinion and give effect to it. The growing
attention paid to Gallup polls shows how prevalent this
doctrine is. Too little account is made of the obvious truth
that the main factor in shaping public opinion is what recog-
nized leaders say to the public, and what journalists write in
the Press. No popular government can give real effect to a
policy until a sufficient number of the voters who keep them
in office approve that policy. At any moment a recognized
leader can make himself heard by a far greater number of
people than the writer of a book, especially since the inven-
tion of broadcasting. In time of war the superior power of
reaching the public ear which politiciansand journalists have
is greatly accentuated by the shortage of paper. This special
power they hold of creating and guiding public opinion and
their special responsibility were never so great as now.

When discussing the questions sa forth at the end of the
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last chapter with various audiences and especially with men
in the Forces, | have found an eager readiness to face them.
On the other hand, | find an almost complete slence with
regard to them in discussons on post-war settlement in
Parliament, on the platform, and in the editorial columns of
thePress.

In June 1942 L ord Selborne uttered his personal opinion
that the British Commonwealth could not be rendered im-
mune from attack unless, in peace as well as in war, the
Dominions shared with the British Ides the burden and
control of defence. Hisremarks, | gather, wererecewed with
disfavour in political circles and were not repeated.

In editorial columns, whether of daily or weekly papers,
| have so far been unable to trace any reference to such
guestions except in The Western Mail and The Glasgow
Herald. As | cannot read many papers mysdf, | asked the
press-cutting department of Chatham House to keep a dose
watch for any reference to such questionsin editorial columns.
Up to the moment of writing these words (27th Sept. 1942)
that department reports that, with the two exceptions men-
tioned above, they have been unable to trace any such
reference in the papers they read.

The question that lies behind all others is that which
Lothian raised. In a pamphlet entitled The Ending of Arma-
geddon shortly beforethe outbreak of war he wrote asfollows:

'That cause (the cause of war) does not lie primarily in defects
in policy by any nation but in the sysem of international relation-
ships in which we have tried to live both before and after the
world war. Thereal cause of our troublesisthat the nationswere
living in anarchy—Dby far the mog fatal of all political dissesss—
the conssquences of which have been intengfied a hundredfold
in recent times by the conquest of time and gpace and the break-
down of the old Pax Britannica of the nineteenth century. The
Covenant of the League of Nations disguises but does not end
anarchy, because while it is a contract to oooperata it leaves
intact the root of anarchy, national sovereignty.. .. Leagues of

! An M.P. has told me that he went to a debate in the Commons on
Post war aims with a speech prepared to raise these questions, but failed
catch the Soesker's eye.
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Governments are necessarily concerned with making the
world safe for national sovereignty and not either for de-
mocracy or the people. . . .

'Finally national sovereignty has been the hidden hand which
has wrecked the League ideal. For national sovereignty implies
that every nation sgs its own interests first, and requires every
individual to obey his own gate and not the dedsons of the

League’ /

Was Lothian right when he pointed to the maintenance
of national sovereignties as the essential cause of war ? If s,
the human race can never hope to be delivered from this
scourge until we find some way of merging national sove-
reignties in one international state. My own experience is
that the practical difficulty liesnot with ordinary men, when
once the issue is before their minds. The moment they come
to think that we have to choose between peace on earth or
the maintenance of national sovereignty, the vast majority
areready to let national sovereignty go. With publicistsit is
otherwise. To them national sovereignty, Leviathan, isthe
god of their idolatry, and any proposal to supersede it is
anathema. They regard as fantastic any proposal to establish
an international government which drawsits authority from
the same source as the national governments, that is to say,
from the people themsaves. In the face of all human ex-
perience they indst that peace must and can be maintained
on the bass of compacts between sovereign gover nments.

Thefact that politiciansand jour nalists are mor e tenacious
of national sovereignty than the masses they represent or
address is not confined to this country. It istrue, | believe,
of every democracy. On a later page we note the start-
ling result of the poll taken by Fortunein the U.S.A. The
conclusion based on this poll was that over 35 per cent, of
the population, and over 50 per cent, of those with opinions
on the matter, approved of some federal world government.
| would hazard a guess that had the poll been confined
to politicians and journalists not 1 per cent,’'would have
been found to approve any step which meant a surrender
of national sovereignty. The result would, | suspect, have
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revealed the same difference in readiness to face this issue
between ordinary citizens and the publicists that | notice
here.

Frankly I admit that the view taken in these pagesisre-
jected (with few exceptions) by those who have given their
lives to the study and practice of politics, who may therefore
claimto beexpertsand to know best what isright. |, indeed,
believe that the vast majority of ordinary men would decide
to discard national sovereignty if the question at issue could
be brought beforetheir minds. But how can | dareto suggest
that the vast majority, mere amateurs in politics, would be
right when most of the experts think they are wrong?

My reply is that in all fields of human activity experts
drift into treating the instruments and methods they use as
ends in themsdlves, and lose sight of the ends for which those
instruments and methods were devised. Let us take a few
examples from widely different fieds.

In a polytheistic world a series of Hebrew prophets be-
ginning with Abraham felt their way to the truth that God
isone. The vehicle which carried and preserved, this truth
for centuries was the people of I1srael and the wor ship of one
invisible God which centred in the Temple at Jerusalem.
This worshiP developed an daborate ritual in the hands of
the priests. 'Scribes and 'Pharisees grew up as professons,
as teachers and interpretersof the Scriptures, bookswritten,
or supposed to be written, by Moses and the prophets. A
nationalist conception crept in, favoured by prophets
like Ezekiel, though combated by others like Jeremiah,
that the tribes of Israel were a chosen people standing
apart from all other peoples described as Gentiles. Then
Jesus of Nazar eth appeared, reasserting and emphasizing the
doctrine of Jeremiah, that all men are brethren, children of
God, and equal in His sight. He discounted the value of the
Temple ritual and of ordinances elaborated by scribes and
Pharisees. It wasin the nature of things that the priestswho
had spent their lives practising their ritual and the scribes
and Pharisees whose profession it was to teach their ordi-
nances should find it hard to accept this religious teaching.
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To them these things, developed as tactical means to the
worship of one true God, had become ends in themsaves,
which obscured the essential truth revealed by the prophets
and now reasserted by Christ Himself. But the 'people’—
peasants from Galilee and pilgrims from every part of the
Roman Empire—heard Him gladly. Ordinary folk were
more receptive of a fundamental religious truth than the
experts in religion.

'Red tape is another ingtance of how forms come to be
treated as ends in themselves by officials, and obscure and
defeat the purpose for which those forms were devised.

Another familiar case is that of the war services In the
last war it needed civilian pressure to force the convoy
sysem on the Admiralty. Tanks were a British invention,
but the German conquest of France and Europe was partly
due to a failure of the experts who controlled the French
and British War Offices to recognize the change which
mechanization should impose on military organization.
Politicians and journalists have rightly commented on this
failure. *

Mr . Walter Nash, the New Zealand Minister at Washing-
ton, on his recent visit to England, observed and warned us
againg a similar tendency in business circles.

'With all the credit due for the splendid spirit of the people of
- Britain and the thoroughness of its executives and adminigrators,
they are handicapped, and the value of their efforts reduced by
the policy of minimum interference with the exising channd of
production, trade, cusom, and tradition. What has gruck me
mog is the apparent determination of some influential sections
not to interfere unduly with ordinary busness We are probably
paying avery heavy pricefor thispolicy, and later will haveto pay
ahigher and moredangerouspriceunlessitisaltered.
'There is as much initiative, enterprise, and ocourage in the
British character as in that of any other nation and race, but it
is redricted by the determination to gick to "existing channds'.

This tendency of the human mind to move in channds
cut by thewhedsof itsown routineisnot confined toreligious,
official, military, or busness circles. It exigs in all profes
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sons, and in none with more subtle, and ther efore dangerous,
effects than in those of palitics, journalism, and teaching.

The creation of national commonwealths was a necessary
sep in the progress of man towards freedom, a means to
that end, the highest expresson of freedom as yet attained.
Lord Simon's speech of the 5th August® shows how for the
practical politician national sovereignty becomes an end in
itsdf. It is the highest expresson of freedom Lord Simon
knows. Just because he has had so much to do with it, and
has made so very many speeches about it, he, with his rare
intelligence, is less able than ordinary and simpler folk to
conceive that there may be a higher expression of freedom,
the approach to which is dangeroudy blocked by the main-
tenance of national sovereignties. The same is true in the
field of journalism. A man who for years has written such
leaders as appear on the morning of Empire Day or when an
Imperial conference meets, finds it harder than ordinary
people to revise the idea that the British Commonwealth as
established by the Balfour Report and the Statute of West-
minster is the last word in political achievement. And so in
the teaching professon. For one who has lectured for years
on international law it is difficult indeed to imagine a human
society which is not fragmented into national sovereignties.

As Tolstoy said:

'l know that most men—not only those consdered dever, but
even those who are very dever and capable of understanding
mog difficult scientific, mathematical, or philosophic problems—
can very sedom discern even the smplest and mogt obvious truth
if it be such as to oblige them to admit the falsity of condugons
of which they are proud, which they taught to others, and on
which they have built their lives'?

As Tolstoy saw, minds able to escape the habits of a life-
time and to question the assumptions which underlie them,
which they themsdves have affirmed for years, are rare.
He had here discerned a deep psychological truth which ex-
plains why pubI|C|sts avoid discussng the question which
Lothian raised. In the whole range of human activity there

! Sec Chapter X V | Appendix.? The Lifeof Tolstoy, Maude, val. ii, p. 516.
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is no 'channe* worn so deep as this obsesson of national
sovereignty in the minds of the publicists. The words which
M r . Nash used of the 'channels in which business circles
are moving apply with deadlier force to the 'channds in
which political minds are moving:

"We are probably paying avery heavy pricefor thispolicy,
and later will have to pay a higher and more dangerous price
unlessitisaltered'

| have esawhere quoted the famous words of Garrison
when he started the movement which led to the abolition
of davery in America. 'l am in earnest—I| will not equivo-
cate—I will not excuse—I will not retreat a single inch—
and | will be heard. Now what was the point which Garrison
had raised, which the politicians, thejournalists, and political
experts, the publicists of New England, were refusing to
discuss? It was not the evil of davery; for every thoughtful
man in New England was agreed that davery was morally
wrong. The point which Garrison raised was this, that if
davery is a moral evil, then the Constitution of the United
States, which legalized davery, was morally wrong and ought
to be changed. To the publicists of New England the
American Constitution was the last word in political wisdom.
That belief had always inspired their speeches and writings.
They could not combat the thess which Garrison raised,
that if davery is morally wrong, then the Constitution which
legalized davery was also wrong and ought to be changed.
So each of them instinctively avoided the question and re-
frained from discussng it. There was no conspiracy of
slence. Each publicist found that he could not discuss the
guestion at all without beginning to throw doubt on the
excellence of a constitution he had spent his whole life in
proclaiming. So each and all, they left it alone and never
referred toit.

And so in the British Commonwealth to-day. Since 1926
the publicists, with rare exceptions, have acclaimed its con-
stitution, as now defined in the Balfour Report and the
Statute of Westminster, as the last word in political wisdom.
Our Allied democracies are invited to observe our success



220 THE SILENCE OF PUBLICISTS

and to believe that by adopting our principle of partnership
between equal and absolute sovereignties the outbreak of
war can now be prevented, and effect be so given to the
Atlantic Charter. Sowhenthepointisraised that theBritish
Commonwealth as now constituted has in fact failed to pre-
vent fhe two greatest wars in history, they cannot deal with
this stubborn fact without beginning to question what they
have said or written in hundreds of speeches and articles.
Their minds recoil from the effort. They simply avoid the
guestion. There is no conspiracy of slence. The instinct
to bury on€s head in the sand when one's fixed ideas are
threatened istoo strong to resist. Theresult is that the real
questions raised by the Atlantic Charter are avoided in
political circles, in the Press, and the lecture-room.

A commonplace factor like the shortage of paper makes
this slence of publicists a more than ordinary danger. Such
awkward questions can onlyjbe broached in pamphlets,
which owing to the restriction of paper can at best reach a
few thousand readers, too few by far to create an effective
public opinion. The millions can only be reached through
the Press or by speeches they hear on the radio. Those
millions, accustomed to look to their publicists for guidance,
never hear of these questions at all, and cannot begin to
answer such questions until they are put to them by their
recognized leaders and guides.

Our publicists realize better than most that millions of
lives hang upon what they say. But do they realize that
millions of lives may also depend on what they refrain from
saying?

On one point let me be clear. | am not complaining that
my own views are rejected by the great majority of those who
have given their lives to the practice and study of politics.
Had my own life been spent in operating or expounding a
system of society based on national sovereignty, | should
probably be convinced that any challenge to national sove-
reignty as the natural and necessary bads of human society
was aform of lunacy. For thereasons explained in this chap-
ter 1 have never expected that the publicists would accept
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views like these. But readers can judge for themseves
whether such questions as those here raised should be
brought up for consideration by the multitudes whose chil-
dren may again have to pay the price which their parentsare
now paying for ignoring them. My point isthat the publicists,
with rare exceptions, avoid any reference to the questions
raised.

Much time has been spent in Parliament and much paper
in demanding freedom of public discusson and freedom of
the Press. For-the vast majority of people Parliament and
the Press are the only arenas of public discusson; and what
real freedom of discusson and opinion can exist, so long as
questions of capital importanceareexcluded from the agenda ?
When the politicians and journalists demand freedom of dis-
cusson, | would ak them to reflect on Northcliffe's cynical
boast, T he greatest power of the Press is to suppress.'
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CHAPTER XXXVII
A TALK TO THE FORCES*

ASa young man | was so impressed by Admiral Mahan's

. The Influence of Sea Power, that | afterwardsread every-
thing he published. Thedistinction he drew between strategy
and tactics caught my attention. | once had the privilege of
discussing it with him when | met him in New York. His
doctrine may be stated as follows:

‘A general whose drategy is sound can afford to commit
tactical errors. No tactical skill will save from disader a general
whose drategy is unsound.’

Y ou have only to compare Hitler's strategy with that of the
Alliesto see how profound this aphorism is. But to grasp its
full meaning you must realize what the admiral meant by
strategy. 'The strategist’, he says, 'isa man who sses and
always holdsin mind the object for which the war is fought;
and that object isalways political." Intheselast wordshewas
saying what the Greek historian Thucydides had said long
ago when he wrote that 'States only make war to attain a
higher condition of peace’ Mahan was of course thinking
in military terms; but | have come to believe that his dis-
tinction between strategy and tactics applies to every field
of human activity, and most of all to thefield of palitics.

Theend for which we are now fighting thiswar isnot as so
many people glibly say 'towin it'. Victory in war isonly a
means to the true end, which in my view is now sufficiently
stated in the Atlantic Charter. | think of this Charter asan
elipse drawn from two foci

(i) to prevent further wars,

(2) to provide a better life for all on this planet.

| shall try to convince you that we cannot attain either of
these objects except in so far as we attain them both. They
are so insgparable that they are in fact asmuch onea5|fthey
wer e the centre of a circle.

Such then isthe object with which we arefightingthiswar
as stated in the Atlantic Charter. We are thus confronted

! S Preface
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with the practical question, '"How far arewe ableto carry this
object out when thewar iswon ?*

| must pause, for a moment, to tell you the sense in which
| am using the word *we\ These proposals are not addressed
to the Dominions, still less to Americans, or to any of our
Allies. They are only addressed to my fellow voters and tax-
payersin the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland. Of course, | am glad if people in the Dominions or
in Allied countries read them, provided they hold this in
mind. It is not for me to suggest to people who are voters
and taxpayers in other countries what they should do.!

W ith the single exception of Eire, the Dominions in both
these wars sprang to arms when the British Government
declared war. Neither then nor at any time have they ever
been asked by the British Government to commit themsalves
to action of thiskind in advance. Such proposals, when made
by writers of books or in the Press, have found no support
from Dominion Governments. No British Government would
ever have thought of asking an Imperial Conference to adopt
such commitments as those assumed by the gover nments that
signed the Covenant of the League. The reason why Domi-
nion Gover nmentssigned the Covenant so readily was because
member ship of the L eague would give them an international
recognition of their status as sovereign and independent
dates. Their minds, with those of the other governments
assembled in Paris, were preoccupied with the question of
Anational sovereignty.

Dominion Governments can claim that in going to war
they alone of the States Members of the League redeemed
the pledges they signed in the Covenant.

The sovereign satus of each Dominion was asserted in
termsby the Imperial Conference of 1926. In 1931 itsreport
was given a legidative sanction in the Statute of Westminster.
The Conference of 1926, however, declared that equality of

1| here omit four para(T‘;raphs which were given in this talk to the
forces, because in this book T have printed them as Chapter X | | , where
they can beread.
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status between the United Kingdom and the Dominions did
not imply equality of function. Whilst each Dominion was
primarily responsble for its own local defence, the United
Kingdom remained as before responsible for defending the
Commonwealth as a whole and for keeping open the routes
by sea and air which connect its widely scattered territories.
The cogt of the forces required for the purpose had still to
be drawn from thetaxpayers of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland. The inevitable consequence was that, whatever the
Statute of Westminster might say, the issues of peace or war
wer e controlled as before by the British Government. | can
recall only one case in which this obvious fact has ever been
mentioned. In the summer of 1939 the Foreign Secretary,
Lord Halifax, made an important speech on foreign policy
at the annual dinner of the Royal Institute of International
Affairs. He was followed by M r. Menzies, a member of the
Australian Cabinet, who made the following observation:

"I n spite of the theorigs—and there are many theorigs in the
world—the foreign policy of the British Commonweelth is to a
large extent in the hands of the Foreign Secretary of this country.
We may, as indeed some of our predecessors did, claim that we
areequal in all thingsin point of foreign policy, but the fact will
remain that the great issues of peace and war will be much more
determined by the gentleman who sSts in a room looking across
the Hor se Guar ds Parade than it will by my colleaguesin Canberra
or one of our cdlleaguesin Ottawa or Pretoria. The nations of the
world will not be prepared to st down for a few wesks or months
while the members of the Commonwealth have an intimate chat
as to what they areto do.’

The fact which governs this whole situation is that political
responsibility cannot be divor ced from financial responsibility.

Our rulers combine to present this Commonwealth to
our Allies as the model of a sysem whereby the United
Nations can accomplish the aims they are pledged to accom-
plish under the Atlantic Charter. They always repeat with
emphass that twice in this century the Dominions have
rallied their forces in defence of the Commonwealth when
attacked. Thank God they did, and unlessthey had done so
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in time, we must all have gone down to destruction. But
L ord Halifax alone has mentioned the obvious fact that the
British Commonwealth failed to prevent these two attempts
to destroy it—attempts which involved, as they must always
involve, theworld in war: and hewastaken to task for doing
0. The fact is ignored that the object for which we have
fought these wars, to which all the Alliesare pledged in terms
by the Atlantic Charter, isto prevent such wars happening
again. The sysem our Allies are asked to copy has twice
failed to achieve that object.

Last year Walter Lippmann published a book called U.S.
Foreign Policy. It is short, contains no unnecessary word, a
master piece, which deserves to be read as long as The Prince
of Machiavelli. In thisbook he endorses Lothian's view that
the freedom from world warswhich prevailed for a century
after the battle of Waterloo was dueto British sea-power. He
argues that no single democracy, not even the U.S.A., isnow
strong enough to prevent such wars. That, he thinks, can
only be done by an alliance between the American and British
Commonwealths and Russia, to which | sugges he would
now add France reborn. | agree that such an alliance is
needed to keep the peace for the next generation. | hopethat
such an alliance will be made, but | do not believe that any
alliance between sovereign governments can endure, or pre-
vent therecurrence of world warsinthelongrun. Lippmann
is, of course, a hundred per cent. American, and his mind
cannot conceive that his country will ever agree to merge its
sovereignty with other democracies. He may be right, but
my own conviction isthat theworld will not begin to develop
any real feeling of security from war till two or more demo-
cracies have shown how to merge their external powers in
one common authority or union for defence. My deepest
conclusion is that the danger of world war will be finally
ended only when there has come into being an inter national
authority for defence which includes the U.S.A. with other
democracies.

Having said that, | must add that I do not myself expect
to s such a union come into being in my own lifetime. In

Q
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the meanwhile | believe that a government which com-
manded theresourcesof all the British democraciesin alliance
with America and Russa could prevent world wars for the
next generation, but scarcely for longer than that.

Our wor st danger isawidespread presumption that practical
problems can be solved by phrases. Such dogans as 'inter-
national co-operation’ and 'collective security' are cases in
point. You may also remember the popular cry that the one
thing wanted to end this war was 'a second front'. | need
scarcely tell you people in uniform that something more was
required to establish a second front than speeches, articles,
or resolutions at public meetings. Any civilian can now se
what laboriousand intricate gaff work had to bedoneto make
our landing on the beaches of Normandy possble. Thisis
equally true of political problems. | say with conviction that
the root cause of world wars is the anarchy which exists
between sovereign states, and the only way to stop them isto
entrust defence to a common authority. But the problem
will not be solved by repeating a phrase like that. In my
three papers, Decision, Action, and Faith and Works, | have
done my best to work out in detail successve steps which will
have to be taken to replace the anarchy which must exist
between sovereign sates by a genuine rule of law, with
authority to enforceit.

The question before us is how a number of sovereign
democraciescan uniteto createan authority for their common
defence. To prevent war such an authority must be able to
create forcesby sea, land, and air so strong that no enemy will
dareto attack them. Thenext question to befaced ishow the
cogt of these forces is to be borne by the nations united for
their common defence. My suggestion is that this question
should be answered by applying the basic principle of taxa-
tion propounded by Adam Smith and accepted by all econo-
mists. For obvious reasons you can pay for such services as
gas, electricity, or water, which can be measured on meters,
according to the benefit received. But no instrument can tell
what is the exact benefit which each citizen derives from the
safety which government gives to our lives and property.
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And this istrue of most of the services which agovernment
has to provide at the public expense. It has therefore to
distribute the cost of these services between one citizen and
another in proportion to the ability of each to bear the burden,
that is to say, his taxable capacity. A Minister of Financein
framing his budget and devising the taxes to pay, for it is
trying to distribute the burden on that principle. My sug-
gestion is that in an international union created for the com-
mon defence of several democracies the cost should be borne
in proportion-to the taxable capacity of the several nations
composing the union. The taxable capacity of every nation
which enters the union should be ascertained by a standing
commission of financial experts. This assessment of taxable
capacity should be revised by the Commission say every
five years. :
Therewould then be acommon authority charged with the
task of creating and maintaining such forces by land, sea, and
air as may be required to secure the nations included in the
union from attack. It would frame estimates for defence,
show the total sum required for the purpose, and subniit them
to a legislature elected by the citizens of all the component
states. The representation accorded to each of these states
might also be based on their taxable capacity, allowance being
made for more generous representation to the smaller states.
In an upper house the states might be equally represented as
in the American Senate. The estimates when voted would
then be apportioned amongst the states in the ratio of their
taxable capacities, as declared by the standing commission.
The contributions due to the union authority would consti-
tute a first charge on the consolidated fund of each national
government. Under the constitution of the union they would
be payable on demand to the union authority on the warrant
of its office of finance, without any vote by the national
legislatures. National governments and legislatures would
have to provide that each year their consolidated funds were
suffi¢ient to meet the quotas due to the union authority for
defence as well as the cost of their own domestic services. It
would thus be left to each national government to decide the
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incidence of taxation between one individual taxpayer and
another, as they do at present.

My reason for this proposal is my conviction that the
powers of the union authority must be confined to defence
and to functions clearly inseparable therefrom, of which the
control of foreign relations which determine the issues of
peace and war is obviously one. The union authority must be
empowered to make their common security from war a first
charge on all the resources of all the nations it safeguards.
But the second object of the Atlantic Charter, the provision
of abetter lifefor all on this planet, cannot possibly be under-
taken by the union authority. Social reform must remain as
it now is in the sole control of the national governments.
Each nation must control for itself its own structure and
composition. In any measures for social reform the most
vital instrument which any gover nment can wield isthe power
to control the incidence of taxation between one citizen and
another, which must largely determine the distribution of
wealth. Under this plan the power to control tariffs and also
migration is left where it now sands, with each national
government. The sctheme is designed to give the union
authority a first charge on all the resources of the nations it
protects, whilst leaving their national governmentsin control
of their national and social affairs. The sysem is designed
not to diminish, but to increase that control.

To explain why | think it would have this effect | will tell
you a story. Some weeks after Decision was published the
telephone bell rang one night when | was in bed. In some
irritation | went down to it to find myself summoned by a
courteous voice from a house in Bedfordshire, the voice of
Sir Malcolm Stewart. | had never met him, but of course
knew of him as the cement manufacturer who had done a
superb job of social reform in the depressed areas. Sir
Malcolm explained that he had just read my pamphlet and
had ventured to ring me up to inquire whether | could use
any money which he would be glad to supply to promote its
circulation. My temper began toimprove; so | told him that
strangely enough funds would not help mejust then, and |
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feared that even he, a cement manufacturer, could not give
me the one thing | needed at the moment, paper on which to
print more copies. We then and there agreed that he should
come over and stay with mein college for the next week-end.
When he arrived and had shaken hands | asked him, '"Why
does this pamphlet interest you s0? His answer was.

"All my life my real interest, like my father's before me, has

been in social reform. However, | have found mysdf up againg
two insuperable obgades One cannot get people to interest
themsdves in social reform while their minds are preoccupied
with fear of aworld war which isthreatening. Apart from this,
it isquiteimpossbleto passthe measures needed for sodial reform
in the present congested condition of Whitehall and Westminger.
Your plan, if realized, would kill both birds with one gone. A
Union Government charged with the common defence would in
time removethefear of impendingwar. It would also relievethe
national government of all concern with external affairs. It would
then be able to devote its whole time and attention, as it cannot
do now, to the tasks of social reform; and we should begin to get
the measures we need*
Now perhapsyou will ssewhy preventingwar and advancing
social reform are as closaly connected asthe foci of an ellipse.
You will only achieve either in so far as you achieve both.
We are always told that vested interests stand in the way of
social reform. That istrue; but the reason why cabinets and
parliaments cannot cope with these vested interests is because
there are not enough days in the year for cabinets to frame
and parliaments to pass the measures required to control
these vested interests. The mere factor of time limits the
power of sovereign governments. Mechanization is now
changing conditions of life faster than any one set of human
beings in a cabinet or parliament can adjust the framework
of policy or law to meet the changes. The only effective
remedy isto divide the tasks of government, to entrust those
of external affairs to a single new cabinet and parliament,
leaving those of inter nal and social reform to existing cabinets
and parliaments.

A few days ago | found myself on a bus by an airman in
theuniform of New Zealand. He spokewith justifiable pride
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of the notable progress made by his government in social
reform. 'We can do all this, he added, 'because we leave our
external affairs to be handled by England.’

Thistransition from a national to an international control
of defence is the most important transition that man has ever
been brought by the march of events to face, and also the
most difficult. The British democracies, with their common
language and institutions, can render the greatest service in
history to the world at large if they can show how that first
and most difficult sep can be taken. | do not pretend that |
think that a union of the British democracies will ensure the
‘peace of the world. Again let me say that the peace of the
wor ld will be finally secured only when the most potent of all
free peoples, that of the U.S.A., decides to merge its external
relations in an international union for the purpose. But | do
not myself believe that that vast and conservative nation will
ever consent to join a union which might be at the outset
mainly British. L et me quote an extract from aletter written
by an eminent American lawyer who is now on military ser-
vice in Australia:

'A poll by the magazine Fortunelast October showed that in the
previous year and a half the number of those who approved of
ome federal government had increased from something like 6 per
cent, to over 35 per cent, of the population, an4 to over 35 per
cent, of those with opinions on the matter. The large majority of
thefederal-minded wanted a gover nment that would not be exclusively
Anglo-American even at thestart.

"That was one of the big points on which Streit migudged the
public and aso, | think, political realities!

Hisview, which | share, isthat the U.S.A. will never consent
to link their own external relations with those of a British
Commonwealth, but would be prepared in time tojoin what
they felt was an international union in the fullest snse of
that word.

My proposal is simply this, that when hostilities cease the
British Government should have the candour and courage
to tell the Dominion Governments that Great Britain and
Northern Ireland call nolonger providetheresourcesrequired
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to maintain forces by s, land, and air strong enough to
protect the Commonwealth from further attacks, in accor-
dance with the resolution passad by the Imperial Conference
of 1926. In their own interest it should ak them to review
the position in the light of a fact which is plainly beyond
dispute. But already the French, Netherland, and Scandi-
navian democracies are asking the British Government what
guaranteeswill be given them that Germany will not in future
be allowed to do to them as she has done in thiswar. Here
again our answer should be based upon indisputable facts.
Twice have we guaranteed the frontiers of Belgium; yet twice
in this century has Germany raped and endaved her. What
is the use of our offering our democratic allies in Europe a
guarantee which we have not the power to make good ? Our
answer should therefore be that we are telling our sster
nations in the British Commonwealth that we, the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, are no
longer strong enough to prevent aggression, and are asking
them to discuss with us what should be done to restore
the security which the United Kingdom was able to provide
in the nineteenth century. We therefore invite the French,
Netherland, and Scandinavian Governments to join these
discussons, which might lead to the creation of some com-
mon authority equipped to provide a common defence for
these countries aswell as for the British democracies from all
their resources. _
W ith such a union in being the position would then be as
follows. If one German tank or plane were to cross the fron-
tiersof France, Belgium, Holland, Denmark, or Norway asin
thiswar, therewould then be no parley nor any discusson how
far to restrain the aggressor with sanctions. (Whilethe League
Assembly was debating that question Mussolini was raining
mustard gas on the helpless people of Abyssinia.) |f one Ger-
man tank or plane crossed those frontiers, there would then
be instant war with a new United States which included the
democracies of western Europe and the British Common-
wealth, having an air force which would at once accept the
challenge in overwhelming force. Then and then only the
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western democracies would have such a guarantee of their
frontiers as a German government might learn to respect.

The world has seen no higher act of political construction
than that which led thirteen American sates to merge their
sovereignties in one commonwealth. The drafting of the plan
and even its rapid acceptance by the people of those gates
were only the first gepsin that great achievement. It might
soon have ended in failurebut for thework afterwardsdone by
Washington asPresident and Hamilton asMinister of Finance
to show how the principles they conceived and expressed in
the Constitution could operate in practice. In the course of
that first decade they convinced the American people that the
system provided them with government in the real sense of
theword and would work. How this practical demonstration
led on to vastly greater results we can see by recalling that no
less than thirty-five other states have sincejoined the thirteen
which founded the union.

In the light of these facts let us think what results might
follow if British democracies joined with those of western
Europe in a union for their common security which allowed
their national governments to concentrate all their time and
attention on social reform. Asin America, much would de-
pend upon how far the novel machinery* was found to be
workable in the first decade. | hope and believe it would
stand that test if it were started by democracies so experienced
as those of the British, the French, the Netherland, and Scan-
dinavian countries. | think that in ten years they would find
themselves moving to a greater sense of security, and also
that their own national governments would be able to cope
with the tasks of social reform as never before. My faith is
that if other democracies saw such a union in being, they
might cometojoin it almost as readily as the thirty-five states
came to join the thirteen which established the American
Union. ‘| believe that even the great conservative American
people would come to see that here was a new birth of free-
dom, and would join themselves to it. And this | am sure
would happen if Canada were in the union, and they had
watched the results in their own continent. An international
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help to postpone war. But my case is that no league or
alliance can avail to preserve the peace upon earth which the
Charter haspromised. Democracieswill not begin to assuage
the fear of war that bedevils mankind until they begin to
mergetheir external powers of defence into oneinter national
union. Nor will they begin to overtaketheir growing arrears
in social reform until by creating a gover nment charged with
thetask of their common defence they have st their national
gover nments free to concentrate all their energies on their
own domestic-affairs.
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CHAPTER XXXIX
DUMBARTON OAKS

opPosALS for a world organization discussed by British,
American, Russan, and Chinese officials at Dumbarton
Oaks have now been issued in the form of a White Paper, |
must preface my comments on these proposals by repeating
what | said in the last chapter. So long as human society
remains divided into sovereign states, some world organiza-
tion in which their governments can meet to discuss their
mutual relations, will, | believe, be essential. My quarrel is
not with Dumbarton Oaks, but only with those who are using
their high postions and seats in the legidature, especially
those whose seats are hereditary, to convince the world that
an organization based upon compacts between sovereign
gates can be trusted to secure it againgt a renewal of war.

In The Times of the 22nd December 1944 the following
letter was published:

OPINION AND PEACE

TotheEditor of 'TheTimes

Sir,—The report.of Mr. Brucds spesch in your issue of
December 13 and your own leading article on the subject, both
emphasze the necessity of 'an enlightened public opinion* behind
the government of the United Nations, demanding that the
efforts to obtain general agreement (in economic and finandial as
well as in poalitical matters) should succeed’. To create such a
public opinion hasbeen the edific object of the L eague of Nations
Union ganceitsfoundation 26 years ago. Such will continue to be
its object in the future; and we are grateful to M r. Bruce and to
you for pointing out how important it isthat such an enlightened
public opinion should exigt. ‘

As soon as the proposals of the Dumbarton Oaks conference
become embodied in an international agreement, and a new world
organization takes the place of the League of Nations, we shall
make the necessary changesin our title and congtitution, and apply
for permission to amend our Royal Charter, to.conform with the
new stuation; so that we may perform for the new organism the
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same srvice that we previoudy performed for the League of
Nations.

| amyours & c,
LYTTON, Chairman, Executive Committee, League
of Nations Union.
18, Cheder Street, S.W.1.

We are thus informed that the League of Nations Union
propose to continue their long and effective campaign 'to
enlighten public opinion' under cover of a Royally Chartered
snoke screen.  If these priests of Leviathan succeed, they
will, | believe, secureto their idol his appropriate offering of
millions of young lives and rivers of blood.

In Chapter XV | remarked that 'All political sysems
are of two kinds, organic and inorganic. The organic
sydems are sovereign dates such as Great Britain,
France, the U.S.A., Germany, Italy, Russa, and Japan.

. Examples of inorganic sysems are the Holy Roman Empire,
the American Confederation, the Grand Alliance, the Ger -
man Confederation, the Austrian Empir e, Scandinaviabefore
the partition, the Alliances which lost and won the world
war, and the League of Nations/ The tentative proposals
from Dumbarton Oaks clearly belong to this second dass

Sovereigh satesarebased on a senseof duty in the persons
who compose them. The cement which binds them is what
Lincoln called 'dedication’, a unilateral motive not subject
to change by changing conditions, and, therefore, relatively
stable. Alliances and confederations are based on compacts
between sovereign dates, a bilateral or multilateral bond. It
is therefore subject to change as conditions change. Such
international sysems have in fact proved highly unstable.
Theory and practice both point to the view that Dumbarton
Oaks is likely to prove no exception to the.rule, a ruleto
which there have so far been no exceptions in history.

That is my general comment on Dumbarton Oaks. It is
in aword the League of Nations patched to cure defects that
its own parents have to admit. The principle on which it
is based is none the less that of the old League, that and no
other. The fact is not masked by changing the name of
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'Covenant’' to 'Charter' or the name of 'League to 'World
organization'. As a cynic remarked in India, governments
seem to think that problems can be solved by changing their
names.

Let us now turn to examine the patching. That the
League was unable to act in time to prevent aggressons
in China, Abyssinia, Austria, Czechodovakia, and Poland,
aggressons bound to involve the world in war, is beyond
dispute. These delays were largely due to the fact that every
State member of the L eague possessed a liberum veto. Neither
Council nor Assembly could reach decisons, until each and
all their memberswere agreed.

M r . Justice Roberts of the Supreme Court in the U.S.A.
has sent me an articleby M r. Grenville Clark, aNew York
lawyer of inter national reputation, which was published by the
New York Timeson the 15th October 1944. It puts my own
point of view so much better than | can put it myself that
| shall not scruple to quote from it. Mr. Clark opens with
two questions.

Do the Dumbarton Oaks proposals offer reasonable asurance
for the realization of the basc purpose—the maintenance of
'international peace and security'? Or are they so deficent in
principleand detail that they offer no such assurance, and should,
consequently, beradically modified ?

With regret | am condrained to the latter view. Itismy firm
conviction that these proposals repeat the essential errors of the
L eague of Nations, which so sgnally failed in its prime purpose,
that the proposals are demongrably ineffectiveto theend in view,
and that dragtic changes are imper ative if we areto avoid failure
and disillusonment.

The Dumbarton Oaks proposals call for three main organs:

1. A General Assembly, with one vote for each member

country, irrespective of population or resources;

2. A Security Council of eleven members, five of whom would
be permanent members representing the United States, the
Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, China, and 'in due
course' France, the other six to be chosen for rotating terms
by the Assembly; and

3. An International Court of Justice with a jurisdiction evi-
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dently intended to resemble closgly that of the present World
Court. Since space forbids a discusson of thejudicial organ,
| confine myself to the proposed Assembly and CouncU.

It needs no argument that with the rule of one vote for each
country the proposed Assembly must necessarily be a subordinate
organ. It would indeed be contrary to all reason and common
sense to confer important powers in vital matters upon a body in
which Panama and Luxemburg have an equal vote with the
United States and the Soviet Union, and in which Costa Rica and
Ethiopia have an equal voice with the United Kingdom, China,
and France.

In recognition of this obvious fact, the Dumbarton Oaks pro-
posals carefully exclude the Assembly from any direct participa-
tion in the concerting of definite measures to prevent or put down
aggression, which is the basc purpose of the organization. It
would be virtually confined to the election of the rotating members
of the Council and the supervision of various auxiliary agencies.

It will be seen that this restricted scope of the proposed
Assembly results from the unsound conception that the doctrine
of the 'sovereign equality' of all States implies that each country
shall have an equal vote. From this perversion of the idea of
sovereign equality comes the ironical result that, while all the
members of the Assembly are accorded a vote, the very fact that
the votes are equal necessitates a harrow restriction of the subjects
upon which thesevotes can becast. Thenet result isan Assembly
subordinate to the super-directorate of the Great Powers, to be
exercised through the proposed Security Council.

Turning to this proposed Council, we find an almost equal in-
effectiveness, but for a different reason. This is the requirement
of unanimous consent by the representatives of the Big Five, at
least with relation to the most important decisons.

Much discussion has occurred as to whether any one of the Big
Five should be permitted to veto sanctions againg itself. But it is
necessary to bear in mind that if this problem were solved to-
morrow, the requirement of unanimity for sanctions against any
other possible aggressor would remain intact*

Theproposition, incredible asit may seem, isthat any one of the
BigFivemay, by itssolefiat, paralyzethewholewor |d or ganization.

... If we go through to our objectives—the unconditional
surrender or complete defeat of Germany, and the stripping
from Japan of all her conquests since 1895—it will.be like having
two rattlesnakes in on€'s bedroom that will need to be watched

R



242 DUMBARTON OAKS
with an eagle eye and a heavy club for a long time to come.
Nothing less therefore, will auffice than international machinery
that can operate with maximum certainty and promptness in
bringing to bear irresstible power.

| submit, therefore, that this combination of a nearly impotent
Assembly, on the one hand, and, on the other, a Council that is
hamstrung, or at bet hampered, by the right of any one of the
Big Five to veto sanctions must be a weak reed to support the
peace of theworld. . . .

To these searching comments by this highly qualified
writer | may now add one of my own. We have often been
told that the new world organization must give adequate
weight to views of the smaller sates. Supporters of the
League have always been loud in insisting on this. Dum-
barton Oakswill give the smaller sates about the same part
in reaching decisions that the guinea-pig jurymen enjoyed
in Alice in Wonderland.

In October the proposals prepared at Dumbarton Oaks
wer e discussed in the House of Lords on the motion of Lord
Winster. On the following day the main page of The Times
carried a special articleand also a leader on the subject. The
author of the article remarked 'the bass of the association is
to be a conventionally assumed sovereign equality which,
however, does not extend to function'—thus adopting a
typical Balfourian phrase from the Report of the Imperial
Conference of 1926. Finding no further reference either in
this article or in the leader to the cardinal principle of the
proposal | turned to the report of the debate itself. There
Lord Winster in opening the debate is reported to have said
that 'the real issues in such Conferences as that at Dum-
barton Oaks were not machinery and organization but the
guestion of whether nations were prepared to sacrifice to try
to secure peace by, among other things, surrender of
sovereignty, agreement not to be judges in their own cause,
alterations of frontiers, and racialism. If the answer was
"No", then the old causes which drenched Europe and the
world in blood over and over again would continue to
operate and once more to produce war/
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L ord Winster was followed by Viscount Samuel, Viscount
Cecil, the Earl of Perth, Viscount Cranborne, and the Earl
of Huntingdon who is briefly reported to have said that 'the
only device to prevent war that had so far worked was that
of federations. The report of the four previous gpeeches
contains no reference to the principle which the draft itself
describes as the bass of the whole plan nor to the main point
raised by the mover that surrender of sovereignty isthe real
issue. Are we then to infer from their slence that the basc
principle of the whole plan ought in the view of these peers
to be excluded from public discusson?

This slence on the part of Lord Samuel calls for special
remark. In February 1940 L ord L othian, speaking asBritish
Ambassador to the House of Delegates and Senate of
Virginia said: 'To-day an anarchy of sovereign States cannot
ecape chronic war or preserve individual liberty or create
the conditions of prosperity and employment within their
own boundaries unless in some way they can bring them-
sdves collectively under the reign of a single constitutional
law.'

Lord Lothian was here repeating what he had said in his
memorable Burge Lecture of 1935 under the title Pacifism
isnot enough, nor Patriotism either.

| am under theimpression that L ord L othian was leading
the Liberal Party in the House of Lords when the present
Viscount Samuel was leading that party in the Commons.
It is gstrange therefore that Lord Samuel should ignore a
point raised by L ord Winster, upon which hisformer Liberal
colleague in Parliament had expressed so clear a view in his
Burge Lecture and again when speaking as British Ambas-
sador inthe U.S.A. Lord Lothian'swords, though addressed
to the oldest American legidature, were obviously meant to
be heard by English-speaking peoplesthroughout the world.

Should the Marquis of Lothian, Lord Winster, and the
Earl of Huntingdon prove to be right, the next generation
will, in Lord Winster's phrase, 'be drenched in blood'. So
long as Par liament withholds thisissue from public discusson
the main responsibility for a third holocaust will rest there;
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and-the fact will need no further proof than the columns of
Hansard.

Sooner or later historianswill say who was responsible for
a failure which will cog millions their freedom and lives.
Their posthumous verdict may be useful as a warning to
future statesmen; but we, while this second war isin pro-
gress, should look round us and say now where the responsi-
bility'lies for preventing a third and more fearful disagter,
however painful the answer may be. | may illustrate the
point by a hypothetical case Suppose that some resident at
Pear|l Harbour had observed a neglect of precautions to
forestall a treacherous attack by the Japanese air force. In
my view such a resident should then and there have said in
public that he would regard the officers in command as
responsible for any disaster to which such neglect of precau-
tionsmight lead. Had he happened to have been on afooting
of friendship with the officers in question, it would still, in
my view, have been his public duty to take such distasteful
action.

To meit ssemsthat Ministersin office are not, so long as
the war lagts, in the best position to say what changes are
needed to prevent the recurrence of world wars. For the
moment, their task isto win thiswar, and not to raise issues
which raised by them might impair the unity of the Cabinet
and of the Allies. But if Lothian and those who agree with
him should proveto beright, it isof vital importancethat the
guestion whether they areright or wrong should be madethe
subject of public discusson now, so that public opinion may
be informed before decisions have to be made. In my own
view the free discusson of this vital issue is for members of
Parliament who are not burdened with executive office. The
task is not so easy for the House of Commons, busied with
a mass of urgent legidation, the members of which are
faced by eectorates. From both impediments elder states
men in the House of Lords are exempt. They have ample
time and no eectorates to embarrass them. So far these
elder statesmen have met the questions raised by younger
peers with slence or dse with strings of the cliches that have
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long done duty in gesches on Imperial and foreign affairs
and,in leading artides on Empire Day. (The word diche
is French for a worn-out coin which has log its value by
over-use) should athird and moreterrible dissser befall,
those chigfly respongble, in my view, will be these 'blind
mouths sugared with dicheswhich lure nations down paths
that wind through the dim shades of Dumbarton Oaks to
Ehe edgecf aprecipice, and to utter destruction on thé rocks
eyond.
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CHAPTER XL
DEMOCRATIC PATHOLOGY

ou ask mewhether this policy has met with any support

in political circles. My unqualified answer must be
'with none whatever'. If mentioned at all by politicians, it
is only as something to be dismissed as beyond the limits of
practical discussion. Let me quote two examples. In April
1944 the House of Commons discussed the Imperial problem
for two whole days. Mr. Hore-Belisha dismissed this policy
as one that 'suffers from the supreme demerit of being re-
jected by all the parties concerned'.! That thiswasthe general
opinion was shown when L ord Winterton said:

'I ek with the greatest discretion, as all speskers in this
debate have spoken, when | say that alliance is and never can be
anything but a voluntary aliance of sovereign Parliaments and
Governments under a common flag and Throne. It should not
go out from this House, and, indeed, it has not gone out in the
course of this two days Debate, that the powers of the sovereign
Parlllaments of the Dominions should be abated by one jot or
tittle

That, | believe, represents the attitude taken in political
circles, not only in this country, but in all the other countries
concerned. Mr. Sumner Welles, for example, in his able and
important book, The Time for Decision, has a chapter on
World Organization, in which an organic union of states is
not even mentioned as a possible form of world organization.
It is not an idea which a practical statesman should ever
discuss.

| am not surprised, for | always expected it. The reasons
lie in the natural history of freedom, the ultimate object for
which we are fighting. The practical expression of freedom
is a system which makes governments responsible to and
therefore changeable by the people they govern. It vests
political power in the people themselves, and is therefore
called democracy, a Greek word which means rule by the

; Hansard, vol. cooxdix, No. 64, col. 498.
| bid., col. 569,
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people. In my own view democracy is to human society
what physical health is to your body and mine. Because we
know how important health is to our bodies, we study the
diseasss which attack it and so learn how to cure or prevent
them. It isjust as important to recognize that democracy is
subject to diseases to study their causes and learn how to
cure or prevent them.

As diseases come from the nature of our bodies, so those
of democracy come from its nature. Where government is
responsble to a people, they must have power to change that
government from time to time, and rulers must gain and hold
their position as such by winning elections. The result is a
tendency in those who are asking votersto elect and support
them to think what their voters want and to say what they
like to hear. Paliticians are thus led to think that their first
duty is to find what public opinion is and to follow it, and
forget that their primary duty is to form and lead public
opinion. Leadership isvital to democracy. The average man
does not like taxation or military service. Before this war
Winston Churchill was almost alone in telling electors that
unless they could face costly rearmament and compulsory
service they were heading straight for disaster. You may
note- the fact that he now commands an authority greater
than any leader in English history. In a criss people follow
the leader who had told them before the event the truthsthey
least wanted to hear, the rare statesman, who grasps that
imperishable truth revealed to the poet who sang:

"Yet, Freedom! yet thy banner, torn, but fIylng
Streams like the thunderstorm against thewind.'*

Now | come to another and a more subtle disease of
democracy. All sysems become sacred in the eyes of those
who control their mechanism. They tend to lose sight of the
end for which the system exists, and the system becomes an
end in itsdf. It was so with the Church founded that men
might learn how better to serve God and their fellow men.
To most of the priests it became an end in itself. They were

! Byron, Childe Harold, xcviii.
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blind to abusss which the laity fdt, till the Reformation
blew it in pieces And s0it iswith any great sygem, an army,
a navy, a civil srvice, and even busness organizations such
asrailways. Toany dragtic changesin such sygemsthe mogt
‘rﬁsjlute oppostion usually comes from those who control
them.

This is equally true of the paliticians who control the
sydem of democracy asit now is. That sysem sprang from
thetiny dties of ancient Greece. The living principle which
inspired their commonwedlths has grown through the ages
The English devissd representative government and created
democracy on the national scale 1t was bassed on the prin-
ciple that the nation mug tax itsdf through its own repre-
sntatives By the eghteenth century our pdliticians had
cometo regard the sovereignty of Parliament assacred. They
forgat the principle on which it was bassd, and taxed the
American colonies which dected no membersto Parliament.
Theresult wasarevolution. That will always happen when
people cometo regard their sygsem of democracy asfinal and
datic. For the principle of the commonweslth like a living
thing mugt aways grow, and begins to languish if its growth
isarresed.

The American revolution s theprinciplefreefor afurther
growth. By devisng thefederal sysem the Americans showed
how to apply the principle to a national democracy on the
scale of a continent.  Since then we have ssen aworld cut up
into upwards of sSxty sovereign dates including national
democradesasgreat asthe United Kingdom and the U.S.A.
To pdliticans in all these democradies their claim to sove
reignty becomes such a habit of mind that they come to
regard it as an order of nature which can never be changed.
A proposal to deprivether national government, asthey have
aways known it and worked it, of its power to decide all
public questionsisto them too fantagtic for seriousdiscusson
In legidatures  Any measures proposed for carrying out the
Atlantic Charter mug aways be subject to one condition,
that no such measuresmug interferewith national sovereign-
ties Theright of ultimate decison must aways res where it
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now resides, in the national governments. Y ou will find that
condition affirmed in every public pronouncement, in the
Atlantic Charter itsdlf, in the declarations of Moscow and
Teheran. You will find it in every speech which statesmen
and poaliticians of all the United Nations have uttered on the
subject. It stands in the forefront of the programme issued
by both American parties.

The worship of Leviathan as an idol too sacred t6 touch
leads on to suppression in public debate of facts which point
to the perilsinvolved. In the two days debate of April last
particular stress was laid on the sovereign equality of Domi-
nionswith the United Kingdom, and their absolute right to
control their defence and foreign affairs as declared by the
Imperial Conference of 1926. But no mention was made of
the fact that, whilst each Dominion assumed responsibility
for its own local defence, the task of maintaining by sea and
air the routes that connect them was left as before to the
United Kingdom.

In the course of the April debate Mr. Vernon Bartlett
remarked that after thiswar 'the United Klngdom will not
bein a position to carry that main burden'.? M r. Shinwell
hazarded a guess that this war might not have happened at
all 'if the Empire countries, twenty years before thls war
began, had collaborated for the purpose of defence’.® Apart
from these two gleams of reality little was said to dispel the
clouds of rhetoric and make-believe which always envelop
our public discussons of Imperial questions.

In democracies public opinion is the governing factor.
Their success or failure will depend on a public opinion
which is properly informed. The speeches of paliticians as
reported in the Press and telegraphed in cables are of all
the means of infor ming public opinion the most important.
Debate by their own members in parliaments is the most
power ful agency for forming that public opinion, which is
in the last instance the determining factor in poalitics.

Demaocracies are thus subject-to three specific and closely

! Seethe page opposite the frontispiece Lewathan )
2 Hansard, vol. coexaix, No. 63, col. 419. % Ibid., col. 400.
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related diseases: the tendency of politicians to follow instead
of leading public opinion, to regard the system they operate
as one too sacred for structural change, and so to avoid
mentioning facts in debate which point to the need for such
change. This explains why reforms needed to save the cause
of freedom are usually opposed at the outset by a great
majority of public men. A few examples will show you how
such reforms were carried.

After the War of Independence the Confederation of thir -
teen sates went bankrupt and lapsed into anarchy. Though
Washington believed that public opinion was againg such
changeintheConstitution aswould savethe American people
from disaster, he persevered till he got the states to send dele-
gates to Philadelphia to consder amendments to the articles
of Confederation. He opened the Congress with these words:

"It is too probable that no plan we propose will be adopted.
Perhapsanother dreadful conflictisto besustained. I f to pleasethe
people we offer what we oursdves disapprove, how can we after-
wards defend our work? Let us raise a gandard to which the
wise and honest can repair; the event isin the hands of God.'

This lead was followed by the men he addressed. Exceeding
their terms of reference they framed a proposal whereby the
sovereignty of the thirteen states was in fact merged in the
sovereignty of the United States. And this was so because
they proposed the creation of a central government charged
with the interests common to all the gtates, which derived
its authority not from the governments of those states, but
from their citizens, and could exercise its authority over those
citizens. It made the adoption of this proposal depend, not
on consent of the thirteen state legidatures, but on consent of
the citizens who elected them.

The result surprised Washington himself. The proposed
constitution was to come into force when accepted in nine
dates by conventions directly elected. The delegates dis
persed from Philadelphia in September 1787. The ninth
state confirmed the union in June 1788. The lead given by
Washington and followed by the Congress,of Philadelphia
had worked this political miracle in less than twelve months,
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and thisthe American people did becausetheir trusted leader
had told them that the only practical alternative to anarchy
wasthis novel contrivance. But even aleader of Washington's
calibre could not have accomplished this unless a handful of
young follower s, of whom Alexander Hamilton wasforemost,
had grasped the cause of anarchy and had worked out in
detail the minimum changes needed to remove this cause and
establish a government for the American people.

The hope of freedom in America was saved thereby; but
in course of timeafurther step was needed to save and extend
it. A movement was started in the North to abolish davery
in the Southern States. The movement was discounted by
politicianseven in theNorth, on theground that the necessary
changein the Constitution could only be made by a civil war,
which public opinion would never be ready to face. Even in
the North abolitionists were treated as dangerous agitators,
till aMember of Congress, Abraham Lincoln, called on the
people to face the fact that America must be all free or all
dave. They dected him President and faced the issue of civil
war. The Union was saved and davery abolished. And let
me add that but for the work that Washington did in the
eighteenth century to create the United States and that
Lincoln did in the nineteenth century to save the Union,
Americans would not have been able to marshal their vast
resourcesto save their own freedom and that of theworld, as
twicethey have saved it in thetwentieth century.

L et usnow taketwo casesfrom theBritish Commonwealth.
By 1881 most thinking people in Australia had come to see
that they could not hope to control the future and fate of a
whole continent through six colonial governments. Timeand
again the colonial governments and legidatures sent dele-
gates to conferences, and drafted plans for a Union which
came to nothing. At lagt Sir Henry Parkes appealed to the
people over the heads of the legidatures. He demanded and
got a convention directly elected by the pedple themselves.
T heconvention met in 1897 and framed a constitution which
the voters of five colonies accepted in 1899. In 1900 the
Commonwealth of Australia cameinto being. -
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In 1902 the South African War was closed by the Peace of
Vereeniging. In 1905 the Transvaal and Orange Free State
wer e promised responsible government. Some of us thought
and said that if four democratic governmentsin Cape Colony,
Natal, the Transvaal, and Orange Free State were left to
control the tangled affairs of South Africa, we should all be
shooting each other again in a few years. Paliticians indul?
gently said that all young men talked likethat. Union would
come, no doubt, perhaps in the time of our grandchildren.
Thematter wasnot yet ripe. Our argumentswould have had
no effect, even though backed by the High Commissioner
who published and endorsed them. But the whole situation
was changed by four public men, Botha and Smuts in the
north and Jameson and FrancisM alan in the south, who told
their followers, Boer and British, that a Union effected then
and.there was the only alternative to another civil war. By
1909 the Union was an accomplished fact.

In all these cases the world was ripe for what Abraham
Lincoln so aptly called 'a new birth of freedom'. In all of
them the operation required to deliver aworld in travail was
regarded by politicians as the visionary project of trouble-
some busybodies. The combined opposition of politicians
in all the democraciesto any proposal to merge their national
sovereigntiesin an international union isa normal occurrence
and perfectly natural. But note the means in all these cases
from Washington onwards by which this opposition was
overcome. At the critical moment some politician who stood
head and shoulders above his fellows, some statesman, that
is, whose voice could be heard by millions of people, rose up
to tell them that some such change was the only way to escape
disaster. When millions believed what he said, politicians
began to think and to say so, too. Asif by a miracle the change
wasmade. | havesaid that fear of war will continueto paralyse
the world until some democracies show how to merge their
sovereignties in an international union. The pamphlets in
which | say this can at best reach a few thousand readers.
Some of them may be convinced' by my reasons, but never so
many as to create a public opinion strong and widespread
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enough to effect the change. M ere argument does not reach
the millions and create an effective public opinion. In demo-
cracies the massss take their opinion from some recognized
leader, whosejudgement they trust, and when he utters such
a truth they accept it in masses, and the change that he tells
them is needed is faced and accomplished.

Toall thislet me add one closingremark. We aretold that
it rests with the British and American Commonwealths in
cdose alliance with Russa to securethe peace of the world,
and to exercisethe necessary forcefor the purpose. Americans,
surely, will see that if in practice the British Commonwealth
congsts of a confederation of five democracies, the strongest
of which commands resources limited to Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, the confederation will be a negligible
factor in providing the forces necessary to support its allies
in the task of ensuring peace.

APPENDIX TO CHAPTER XL

A FRIEND, with whom | was discussng the question of answversto
prayer, said to me, 'Remember that God sometimes answer's
prayers in wayswe do not expect. On the nth November 1944
(a memorable date) The Times published the following leading
article, which in all fairness | mugt append to this chapter. |
had always felt that if the Presdent of the United Sates or the
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom were to follow the
example of Washington by warning the world that, until demo-
cradeshad merged their national sovereigntiesin oneinter national
union for their common defence'another dreadful conflictisto be
sustained', the necessary $ep would be taken in afew years. | had
not realized that a voice might come from the Press which could
reach amog as far as the voice of the Presdent or the Prime
Minister.
'THE WESTERN POWERS*

'"The impending visit of the Prime Minister and M r. Eden to
France, following on the visit of the Belgian Foreign Minister to
this country, throws into relief a subject of first importance—the
futurerdationsof Great Britain with thenewly liberated Eur opean
countries of western Europe. The question has already engaged

! Reprinted from The Times, 11th November 1944, by permisson.
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the attention of the leaders of these nations themselves. Aslong
ago as last March General de Gaulle discussed the prospects of a
"westernunion" based chiefly, though not exclusively, on economic
collaboration. Last week the Belgian Prime Minister, in the
Chamber of Representatives in Brussels, spoke of the " essential
common interests' of Great Britain and Belgium "especially
concer ning security", and looked forward to " closer relations and
7eparations for practical collaboration in several directions",
: 'hat Norway and the Netherlands, onceliberated and freed from
the weight of their most pressing preoccupations, will share these
sentiments and these hopes need not be doubted. Thejourney of
M r.Churchilland M r . EdentoFrancewill doubtlessprovidethe
occasion for some corresponding declaration from the British side
on an issue which is at least as vital to the foreign policy of Great
Britain asto that of her continental neighbours.

'Theposition of Great Britain differsin onerespect from that of
her two major partnersin theworld alliancefor victory and peace
—the United States and the Soviet Union. Whilethey naturally
seek the closest partnership with the geographically contiguous
countries of Latin America and of eastern Europe respectively,
the most intimate ties of sentiment, tradition, and interest bind
Great Britain to the widely dispersed countries of the British
Commonwealth of Nations. The United States and the Soviet
Union are, itiscommonly said, continental Powers; Great Britain
is an oceanic Power. But it is possible to press this obvious dis-
tinctiontoofar. It hasbeen part of Great Britain'sstrengthinthe
past that she has never been content to consider her position in the
world as one irrevocably determined and incapable of evolution.
Not only will relations between Great Britain and the nations of
the British Commonwealth demand fuller and more fruitful
development after the war, but there will also be room and need
for an altogether new development of relations between them and
the nations of western Europe; and since these relations will help
to strengthen Britain and British security, they will also promote
the strength and security of the whole Commonwealth.

'The demand for a new orientation of policy is most clearly
recognized in thefield of security. In the nineteenth century the
traditional British policy of splendid isolation from Europe was
never absolute; the contingent obligation of the Belgian Guarantee
treaty of 1839 had constituted at least a formal exception to it.
Forty years ago the Franco-British ententebr ought even the form
of isolation to an end. Since that time the question has never
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really been whether Great Britain might be compelled by certain
contingencies to take military action in Europe, but what were to
be the scope and timing of that action. The present war has taught
two clear lessons. The first is that the British commitment is
necessarily more far-reaching and more automatic in its operation
than the British people had hitherto been prepared to believe.
The second lesson, valid for all the nations of western Europe,
is that no commitment providing for common action in certain
contingencies but not for common organization in advance to
make such action prompt and effectivewill in future suffice. Even
"staff talks", the most practical form of preparation ever seriously
envisaged in the period between the two wars, are in themselves
atotally inadequate expedient. Nothingshort of commonmilitary
organization and planning, with pooled and coordinated military
resources and joint bases serving the needs of all the United
Nations, has sufficed to make the strategy of the United Nations
effective in war. Nothing short of this will suffice to meet the
lasting requirements of security in every part of the world,
Europe—and Germany—included. It is no longer a question of
guarantees given by Great Britain to other nations, but of com-
mon policies and common preparations to execute those policies
which areasvitally important to Great Britain herself asto any of
the European Powers.

"Such policieswould fall directly within the category of "regional
arrangements or agencies' for the maintenance of peace and
security foreseen in the Dumbarton Oaks plan. But the principle
isalsovalid, anditsapplicationisindeed equally necessary, beyond
the strictly military sphere. Whatever conclusions may be reached
by the Chicago conference on civil aviation, some regional system
of joint control and organization for civil flying in western Europe
will be a paramount condition of security which cannot be taken
into consideration too soon. Nor is it only the exigencies of
security which are common to the nations of this western region.
Most of them are faced with identical or similar problems of
economic readjustment arising from a balance of payments in
dislocation, a high degree of dependence on foreign trade, and a
developed industry working on imported raw materials. Most of
them have vast dependent colonial territories, the greater part of
the African continent being divided between them. All these
nations have accepted the challenge of social justice at home and
of policies of development and welfare for colonial peoples; and
they will be seeking together to meet thisdouble challenge through
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the processes of reconstruction. Common economic planning
will berequired, aswell asjoint military organization, if western
Europe, Britainincluded, istofacethefuturewith united strength
and confidence.

'Some moves have alr eady been made towar dsthe establishment
of common monetary policiesfor Great Britain, France, Belgium,
and Holland; and it iscertain that whatever universal framework
beevolved therewill beaplacewithinit,aswithintheDumbarton
Oaks plan, for "regional agreements or agencies' aiming at the
promotion of full employment and the free exchange of goods
within specific areas or groups. A correspondent who reviews on
this page to-day the past and future of the so-called " sterling
ared’ suggests that this flexible conception, whose wide poten-
tialities had been demonstrated before the war, might hereafter
become—no doubt under another name and other forms of
organization—" afir m basisof mutual under standingand practical
cooperation for countrieswhich wish to participate in the experi-
ment of stabilizing national income and providing full employ-
ment" . Themoreimmediatetask is, however, to set goingoncemore
with the least possible delay the wheels of production and trade
in the liberated countries. Great Britain can directly contribute
to this process in two ways—by ascertaining what these countries
require (other than immediate relief requirements to be met by
Unrra) that she can supply, and what she in turn requires that
they can produce, and by matching the one againgt the other.
This cannot, however, be done—especially in the economically
primitive conditions of the present state of emergency—through
the unsupported enterprise of individual traders, each interested
only in one range of commodities and in one-way trade. A broad
view of the whole field is required. If these mutually fruitful
processes of exchange are to be set in motion in time to restore
the economic stability—and perhaps to save the political stability
—of these countries, strong Government initiative will be needed;
and the British Government must bethe prime mover. Thevisit
of Mr. Churchill and M r. Eden may givethemuch needed impetus
to action already too long delayed.

'The development of closer military and economiclinksbetween
Great Britain and the countries of western Europe fits into a
general picture of European and world security of which it is an
essential part. Ontheonehand, western Europe, including Great
Britain, is,asAmerican opinion hascomeincreasingly torecognize,
an outer bastion of the defence of the western hemisphere; and
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the strengthening of this bastion is a decisve interest of the
American nations aswell as of thewhole British Commonwealth.
On the other hand, the security of thisregion, assured in the first
instance by an integration of its own resources, is a necessary
complement to the system of security which Soviet Russia her self
isbuilding up in eastern Europe. Both for Britain and for western
Europe development on these lines represents a departure from
tradition which may court and encounter prejudice, misrepresenta-
tion, and genuine misunderstanding. But for both it has become
a necessity of thefirst order. Therevolutionary changes wrought
by thewar allow of noreturn. Theoption of continuing to stand
where they stood is no longer open either to Britain or to her
closest neighbours in Europe. The choice which remains is to
recede into a secondary role on the stage of world affairs, or to
move forward through hitherto untried experimentsin common
policy and organization to fresh fields of achievement.'

The policy st forth in this article was further developed in
The Times leader of the 20th November, entitled:

'"MECHANISM OF PEACE'"

'The outlines of the structure of peace sketched at Dumbarton
Oaks have still to be filled in,-and given concrete solidity, in
forthcoming talks between the principal leaders of the United
Nations. But they sufficeto show that full account has been taken
of the main lesson taught by the disappointed hopes of 1919 and
by the five years of struggle to retrieve the consequences of the
disappointment. Peace hasto be maintained by the same weapons
and the same organization that have made victory possible. The
lesson isnot new. An organized preponder ance of power has been
the hall-mark of all the relatively peaceful periods of the world's
history. In the nineteenth century the pax Britannica acted in
restraint of war through the exercise of unchallengeable sea-
power. This power depended upon the possesson not only of
fleets but of fortified harbours throughout the world on which
their operations could be based. But it was effective only within
the limits of this system. The veto of Canning could prevent a
war by Spain for the recovery of her revolted dependencies in
America; on the other hand, thepax Britannica could do nothing
to stop Bismarck's continental campaigns againg Denmark,
Austria, and France.

The political conditions are now entirely changed. Action in

! Reprinted from The Times, 20th Novernber 1944, by permission.
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defence of world peace has long ceased to be within the strength
of asingle nation, or indeed of the whole English-speaking wor Id,
and must be a responsibility shared by all the great peace-seeking
Powers, But the strategic principle is the same as ever; whoever
are the trustees of peace, they require, with the command of
decisive force, the meansto transfer it rapidly to any assgned part
of their combined territories, and to place it athwart the com-
munications of any possible aggressor. T he scope of this principle
is now enlarged, and indeed completed, by the entry into strategy
of the element of air, which gives direct access to every point of
both land and sea. A chain of bases for the operation of combined
forces, on land, on sea, and in the air, is therefore the logical
foundation for the strategy of world peace. The use of such bases,
available as military need dictates to all members of the alliance,
has been essential to the conduct of the war; it will be no less
essential to thejoint action of the United Nations as guarantors of
thefuture peace. Thetechnical developments of modern warfare,
including the range, variety, and power of modern weapons, have
made the old conception of alliances based on contingent obliga-
tions inoperative and obsolete. Standing military establishments
are henceforth a condition of security.

"These general postulates have won a wide measure of accep-
tance. But theenunciation of broad principles of universal scope
is no longer enough. The time has come to concert practical
measures in terms of the specific conditions of particular areas;
for though security is a world-wide theme, its detailed demands
vary from ocean to ocean and from continent to continent, and
call for the working out of the regional arrangements foreseen in
the Dumbarton Oaks plan under the ‘general superintendence of
the supreme Security Council. Though security in the Pacific
will before long present its particular problems, the progress of
thewar at this moment gives proper precedence to the considera-
tion of European security; and whatever the precise forms of
organization the key to that security liesin a system of permanent
joint bases. The system will be one; and the link between its
diverseelementswill beprovided not only by theover-all authority
of the Security Council and its agencies but by the Anglo-Soviet
treaty of M ay 1942, and by the agreement which may result from
General de Gaulle's forthcoming visit to Moscow. But within
this European system it is reasonable to suppose that Britain with
the western Powers will play a principal role in the west and
Russia with her European neighbours in the east. Strength and
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unity are overriding conditions of security both in the west and
inthe east. )

'‘Great Britain has thus an urgent doubletask. On the one hand
she must coordinate her action with her great partners in the
world alliance and with her partners in the British Common-
wealth; on the other hand she must with the cooperation of
France and in the company of the Low Countries and the
Scandinavian kingdoms build up a "common organization of
mutual defence, the lack of which bore such tragic fruit in 1940.
These countries, taken together, form a single buttress of security
in western Europe corresponding to the buttress in the esst of
which Russiawill be the main support; and the emergency of war
has forged a link between them which should henceforth be
indissoluble. Nothing could do moreto cement it than agreement
among these countries for the common user of certain strategic
bases, carryingwithit agreement for common action by their armed
forces; and never has the prevailing sentiment among their peoples
been more favourable to the contracting of such engagements.

'Some of these common bases will be established, as they have
been in time of war, on theterritory of the United Nationsthem-
selves. Others will be established on the territory of the defeated
enemy and will remain as a permanent guarantee of security. The
military occupation properly so-called imposed on Germany after
the war cannot, for obvious reasons, be indefinitely prolonged;
and whether its duration be long or short, it will be imperative,
at the moment of its withdrawal, to bring Germany within the
scope of the general security system. The lasting instrument
must be the maintenance on German territory of joint bases at
certain ports and of a number of strategic airfields, perhaps co-
inciding with the ports of call of international civil aviation; and
in this system of pooled security Germany, when she has at
length served her term of penance and worked her passage back
into the ranks of civilized nations, will be called on to cooperate
with the other participants. Joint bases andjoint contingents will
thus remain on German soil, though with the title to their con-
tinuance amended. The occupation by victorious Powers of the
territory of adefeated enemy—inevitably limited intime and, for
this very reason, a wasting asset—will eventually be replaced by
a comprehensive and permanent order, military and political,
which alone caninthelong run bring unity and peaceto Europe.

'Once the issue of security is placed on this level, and treated
as a matter not of negative measures of precaution and defence
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but of common organization for peace, familiar difficulties fall
into a new perspective and become more readily soluble. Among
them is the time-honoured problem of strategic frontiers: these
ceae to be relevant so soon as the instruments of security are
maintained in the form of joint bases, whose location is determined
under a common and accepted authority by considerations of
strategic import, not of the national allegiance of the territory
concerned. Nor can a system of organized military security be
divorced from the economic organization which is a vital part of
it. Thecontrol of "war potential" intheform of industrial power
can perhaps be achieved in theinitial stage by the unilateral action
of the victorious Powers. But, like the more direct control of
military occupation, such action will prove a wasting asset which
cannot be effectively maintained over along period through purely
negative measures of destruction or prohibition. The security of
joint military bases must be complemented and completed by the
security of joint economic? policies through which the German
economy will be inseparably welded into a broader European
framework. General de Gaulle had some such considerations in
mind when he spoke recently of French interest in "a solution
that combined the security of France and the Rhineland, the
economic unity of the countries of the Rhine basin, and the future
of the Ruhr as an arsenal for peace’. The promotion of such far-
sighted policies, particularly in relation to the European region
which has become a main preoccupation of British security, is a
prime responsibility of British statesmanship.'

On the 21t November The Manchesxer Guardian published an
article called "Western Europe',* which said: ' I t is perfectly clear
that no racehorse came out of the stableat Dumbarton Oaks. When
at last the new organizationistrotted out for our inspection we shall
see amule—a very strong mule, no doubt, with a good kick and a
ready bite, but still a mulewhich by its very nature can not beget
anything for the future.

"This result will not change the opiniori of those in this and
other countries who hold that in the long run peace cannot be
secured until all nations, including the Great Powers, agree to
limit their absolute sovereignty and accept some measure of
international authority. Thisidea, of course, is not new. Before
the war it was advocated by able writers like M r. Brailsford in
this country and M r . Clarence Streit in the United States. The

! Reprinted from The Manchester Guardian 21st November 1944, by
permission.
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Ioglc is, indeed, inescapable; the difficulty is how to achieve it.
There is no hope that by some miracle of conversion all the
Governments in the world will wake up one morning ready to
abandon their independence and accept federal government. The
idea, if it comes at all, will come slowly and will probably at first
be limited to certain groups of nations in certain parts of the
world. Dr. Mitrany has argued in his Chatham House booklet,
"A Working Peace System", that progress should be made by
nations combining to carry out particular tasks asthey arise (as, for
instance, the Allies are doing in this war), and the various inter-
national councils created for this purpose might then be ultimately
merged into a supreme political organization. M r. Lippmann has
written of an " Atlantic community" which does not seem to exist
in geography or politics. And in arecently published booklet," The
Way to Peace’, Mr. Lionel Curtis makes the more practical pro-
posal that the British democracies (by which he means the British
Commonwealth) should join with those of Western Europe in-a
union for common security which would allow their national Gover n-
ments to concentrate all their time and attention on social reform.

"It isclear that we are still agood long way from this. Recently,
however, the idea of a "closer association” of the Western demo-
cracies has been brought into the realm of current politics by the
initiative of M. Spaak, the Belgian Foreign Minister, and Mr.
Eden himself ‘has hinted at the British Government's approval.'

The following dispatch from The Times correspondent in
Canada also suggedts that this trend of opinion is not confined to
the British Press:

'BELGIAN DESIRE FOR PARTNERS
THE BRITISH CONNEXION

On returning to Ottawa from a visit to Belgium, Baron Silver-
cruys, Belgian Ambassador to Canada, said that the so-called
neutrality policy to which Belgium adhered before the war was
now dead and could be resurrected only if there were a revival of
isolationism among the allied Great Powers and a drift back to
"collective insecurity". Although the Belgians upheld .the ideal
of an international peace organization, they also felt that a.closer
and more intimate partnership should be established with their
immediate neighbours, and particularly with Holland; Belgians
wer e keenly aware that the integrity of Belgium and the safety of
Britain were interdependent, and that for military and defence
purposes the two countries were but one.'
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CHAPTER XLI
DEMOCRATIC AND AUTHORITARIAN STATES

WHY do | think that a union for defence must begin with
democracies and democracies only? | am glad of this
chance of giving my reasons more fully than | could in my
outline of policy. Let me start with a leaf from my own
experience.

People opposed to South African Union in the Transvaal, .
Natal, and the Orange Free State pointed to the fact that the
population of the Cape Colony was larger than the popula-
tions of the three other colonies added together. The pro-
posal to unite them all under one government was, they
argued, just a plot to deprive the three smaller and younger
democracies of their independence and reannex them to the
Cape Colony; for in a Union parliament the Cape members
would be able to outvote those from the Transvaal, Natal,
and the Orange Free State.

That was the most formidable argument we had to meet.
Meet it we did, and, when the Union was in being, this
alarming prediction that one colony would outvote the other
three was falsfied in fact. The members from the Cape
never voted en bloc, nor did those from the other colonies.
The party divisons ran in varying proportions through all
four.

That is what always happens in federations. In Congress
at Washington the members from any one State seldom if
ever vote in a block. Democrat members from New York
vote one way and Republican members from New York
another. And as thisistruein. varying proportions of every
State of the U.S.A. so | think it would be in such an inter-
national union as | am suggesting.

In the union parliament the questions at issue would be
those of defence and of foreign policy—how much should
be spent to ensure the union againgt risk of war, and whether
the policy adopted by ministers could be trusted to minimize
those risks. Decisions would be made after full debate, and
if the government case broke down in discusson, some
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government members, defying the government Whips,
would give their votes to the opposition and throw the
government out of power. This happened in our parliament
in 1940, when the Chamberlain Government resigned.

[f the union included an authoritarian state, the members
sent to the union parliament from the state would not be
elected by its citizens, but appointed by the authoritarian
government. They would vote together in a block as ordered
by their government, and would not be free like the members
elected from democratic dates to decide how to cagt their
votes after listening to the debate. In a criss this solid
authoritarian block would often hold the balance between
the parties drawn from the democratic sates. The fate of
governments would thus be determined by the government
of the one authoritarian state. In actual practice the syssem
would not be based on the principle of democracy, on govern-
ment by public discussion.

The fathers of the American Union in their wisdom pro-
vided againg this danger, when they laid it down that only
gates founded on democracy might join the Union.

Not long after the assassnation of Huey Long, the
Governor of Louisiana, | was staying with President L owell
of Harvard', whom | had long regarded as a master in the
science of politics. When | asked him what it was all about
he explained that Governor Long was establishing a dic-
tatorship in Louisiana and would have done so had not his
autocracy been tempered by assassination. | then referred
to the constitutional provision which purports to exclude
from the Union gates which are not democracies, and asked,
"What would the United States have done if Governor Long
had survived to create a dictatorship in Louisiana?® With
aworried look on hisfacethe President shrugged his shoulders
and said, 'Search me'.

In my youth, when free institutions were regarded as
invulnerable, everyone thought that it was only a matter
of time before Germany, Russia, and even Japan and China
would adopt and practise constitutional government. They
were all moving in that direction, until at the close of the
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last century a feeling grew up that free institutions were
no longer invulnerable. Very soon the movement towards
democracy in all these countrieswasreversed. And that will
go on unless and until democracies have united to make the
principle for which they stand too firmly established and too
deeply entrenched for any aggressor to think of attacking.
When that has happened the authoritarian countries will
again move in the same direction, learn to adopt sysems of
government responsible to the people themsdves, and 'so
qualify for membership in a union for the common defence
of free ingtitutions. It will happen all the more quickly if,
in a League of Nations, authoritarian gates are in congtant
touch with a union of democracies.

Such a union cannot hope to succeed unless the first ex-
periment is confined to the most experienced democracies,
as it wasin America. That experiment only succeeded be-
cause it began with thirteen sates experienced in democracy.
Even s, their adoption of the federal constitution was the
greatest miracle in history. But even the miracle wrought
by Washington and Hamilton would not have sufficed unless.
those two statesmen had seen to it that their novel contri-
vance would work in practice. It was the devoted work of
Washington as President and of Hamilton as Treasurer
which, more than any other single factor, convinced the
people of America that the new Constitution was a practical
means, and the only practical means, of preserving the
national freedom they had won in the fight for their inde-
pendence. This page of history is indeed worth a volume of
Logic.
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CHAPTER XLII
PARTING WORDS

HE policy outlined in these talks is not submitted as a

panacea to solve all the problems by which we are faced
in these difficult times. It is simply the best answer | can
give to the quegtion foremog in all our minds: How can the
fear of war which overshadows mankind be removed ? No
practical answer to a question like that can be found which
isfreefrom possible danger and difficulty. But isthe possble
danger of the change proposed really so great as the actual
danger of world war if thingsremain asthey are? And asto
difficulties, they are sometimes found to be not so great in
reality as they seemed when figured in our minds. Let me
give you a cae from my own experience.

A banquet was given in Cape Town to the deegates who
wer e going to attend the National Convention at Durban to
congder the project of South African Union. The leading
gpeech was made by the Prime Minister of the Cape, Mr .
John X. Merriman, abrilliant and cynical politician. From
first to lagt his speech was a warning to his liseners to expect
nothing from the Convention. He dwelt at length on the
difficulties to be faced, and referred to them as lions in the
path. Hishearerswere obvioudy discouraged and depressed,
and | had to follow him. In the few minutes that were left
| said that no doubt the Prime Minister wasreferring to the
scene in the Pilgrim's Progress when Christian and Faithful
encountered two lions in the path. He had, however, for-
gotten to add that when Christian and Faithful boldly faced
the lions they found that both of them were chained.

Now thiswas exactly what happened at the National Con-
vention. It faced the difficulties and found a way of sur-
mounting them all—even the question of where the capital
should be. Within two yearsthe Union of South Africawas
an accomplished fact. And, so it will be when political leaders
are found who will face the dlfflCUltIeS of merging atesinto *
one international union.

| have spoken frankly in these talks because the feeling has
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grown upon me that the men and women who are winning
the war must also se to it that we win the peace. If not, the
peace will be lost a second time and you yoursdves may live
to se your sons and daughters facing an ordeal more terrible
even than you and your fathers have had to face in this cen-
tury. For that reason | hope that as many as possible of those
now serving will try to enter political life after this war.
Please do not infer from what | have said that | share the
vulgar opinion that politicians are unworthy people to whose
failings are due all theills that our flesh is heir to. From my
own experience | should say that politicians as a dass are not
wor se but better, much better than the average run of human
beings. The more | se of Members of Parliament and the
lives they lead, the more am | seized with admiration of the
public spirit and devotion with which they face a tiresome
and tedious routine which deprives them of privacy and
leisure until they fall ill and their doctors have cancelled all
their engagements. As | se the drudgery they face year
after year (which I myself have never faced) | salute politi-
cians'as men to whom the public interest owes far more than
it does to their arm-chair critics, of whom | am one. There
is, | believe, no body of men, except those who fight for their
country, more deserving of public gratitude. But this would
ceae to be true if once they claimed to be free from the
criticism of people outside their ranks, and that claim were
allowed. For there are in the practice of every professon
tendencies which unless recognized and watched impair the
value of those who follow it.

Politicsin peaceisthe noblest of callings, as servicein the
field is the noblest in war. It isjust for that reason that |
urge the importance of watching the effects which poalitical
life has on the minds of those who follow that noble pro-
fesson, effects which tend to impair their value. To avoid
a dissase you must know what causesit, A man whosejob
lies in a tropical country may avoid malaria if knowing its
cause hetakesamosquito-proof net todeepin and aplentiful
gock of quinine. So you in political life may escape its
endemic diseasss if from the outset you realize your danger
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in following public opinion instead of trying to lead it, of
regar ding the machinery to which you grow used as a frame-
work too sacred to change, and of shutting your eyes and
mouths to facts which clearly point to the need for change.

Disraeli, a great Conservative leader, realized how sow
politicians are to sse when a revolution is overtaking them.
In his novel Coningsby he depicts a gathering of Toriesin a
country house after the Reform Bill had been passed into
law. After long discusson they reach the conclusion that
public opinion can still be frustrated and their ancient
privileges preserved by skilful management of the new
electoral machinery. Their host then turns to the gifted
Jew Sidonia who has listened in silence, and asks his opinion.
Sidonia briefly replies, "You cannot evade a revolution.'

It is not this country only but the whole world that is now
facing a revolution. In an article in Foreign Affairs, the
Journal published by the Council on Foreign Relations in
New York,* Count Carlo Sforza wrote as follows:

"We need not be asonished at the length of the crigs precipi-
tated by the generation of 1914. The war of 1914-18 and the
uneasy armigtice which lased until 1939 were dages of a revolu-
tion, and revolutions go on for a long while. The nature of the
revolution is now plain. We are witnessng, and enduring, the
breakup of nationalism. . . . On the day when the exceses of
nationalisn have been finally buried in disgrace and ruin we
shall move with more spead towards the next dage of man's
political devedlopment. The "realiss' who can s= no future less
bloodgained than the pag forget that problems can come to a
head in certain periods and be disposad of. During long periods
of higory the "bes people’ beieved that davery was a law of
nature. But the idea of davery has been totally discredited; and
more was done to wipe out davery during the forty years which
followed the American Civil War than during ten preceding
centuries.... Our revolution, then, is the breakup of tike dogma
of nationalism.’

It 19 this revolution that political leaders are still hoping
to evade.
Sir Edward Grigg, in his recent book British Foreign
! Vol. xxii, No. 1, Oct. 1943,
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Policy, writes (p. 9): 'l find it impossible in retrospect to
evade a growing conviction that even by that date (1921-2)
within but three or four years of a struggle which had bound
them very dose, the major allies had already abandoned
themsalves to courses which were bound to end, if they re-
mained unchecked, in the ruin of their common ideals and
hopes!'

These ominous words exactly apply to the course of least
resstance to which the major allies are now committed, not
after the war, but while their forces are still fighting and
dying in the field. With one voice they are telling their
peoples that war can now be prevented by a league of
sovereign nations in which the major responsibility is to be
oarried by the four or five leading dates. ‘Leagues of
Governments are necessarily concerned with making the
world safe for national sovereignty and not either for demo-
cracy or the people’ So Lothian had written in 1939.
He was the only man in our public life who has dared to say
that the maintenance of national sovereignties is no longer
compatible with the maintenance of our civilization. In
February 1940, speaking as British Ambassador to the House
of Delegates and Senate of Virginia, he said:

'AsMr . Elihu Root said a few yearsago, mankind is confronted
with aimog the same fundamental problems as confronted the
fathers of the American Congtitution. If they are to be solved
they must be diagnossd and answered as convincingly as were
the problems of 1776 in the Federalist papers and the American
Congtitution. To-day as then an anarchy of soveragn States
cannot excape chronicwar or preserveindividual liberty or create
the conditions of prosperity and employment within their own
boundaries unless, in some way, they can bring themsdves col-
lectively under the reign of a angle condtitutional law.'

| remarked on the growing doubt in the public mind asto

whether world wars can in fact be prevented. | believe that

men in the mass have realized by a kind of intuition what

Lothian saw (though not in such definite terms as he did)

that lasting peace can never exist in a world split up into
! The Ending of Armageddon.
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sovereign ates, with anarchy between them. When all their
leaders indst that this must remain unchanged, men fedl in
their hearts that the peace they are promised is a house built
upon sand. While their instinct tells them that sooner or
later the nations must choose whether to maintain their sove-
reignties or their peace, their leaders continue to offer them
volumes of logic to prove that the page of history, which
records the failure of the League to bring peace to mankind,
can be disregarded.

Lothian is dead, but his message lives on, a resouncfing
challenge to the shop-soiled assumption on which the British
and Allied plan for securing peacetotheworld isbased. That
message will rank, | believe, asthe paramount truth for want
of which whole nations fare the worse. Sooner or later events
will give their inexorable judgement and decide whether or
no Lothian was a false alarmist or a wakeful watchman who
uttered his warnings in vain to ears that were deaf. If the
structure of peace, built upon league and alliance, should
again collapse, the error of those who have founded it so will
appear great beyond measure, to be liquidated in millions of
lives and in anguish untold. They will bear a responsibility
heavier than human shoulders have ever assumed. They will

'live in history as men who had planned and achieved for
freedom the crowning victory of all time—and then, having
apearl richer than all histribe, threw it away; who, holding
the fate of mankind in their hands, knew not the day of their
visitation. Believing this, let me say it now, on the chance
that my words may reach and convince some to whose voices
the multitude listens, who can raise a standard to which the
wise and honest can repair. Then, having told theworld the
only alternative to another such dreadful conflict, they can,
like Washington, entrust the event to the hands of God.
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CHAPTER XLI1I
CONCLUSION

N an earlier chapter | stated my faith that the personality

of which we are each conscious (though not through our
£ngs) is more real than the bodies we touch and see |
argued that the final reality within the material and visible
universe is of that nature—personality freed from all limita-
tions, the Holy Spirit of God—and so creative that He must
bring into existence other creators to join as partners with
Himself in the endless work of creation. To that end He gave
men free-will and intéligence to learn from experience what
action would make, and what destroy, what was in practice
right or wrong. But He could not then by supernatural means
reveal to us what was right or wrong, still less relieve us of
the consequences wrought by our own mistakes. For to do
so would destroy that very quality of free-will which admits
usto partnership with Him in the work of creation. He does
not intervene in matters subject to human control, but leaves
usto learn the truth from experience—by trial and error.’

But where then does the partnership of God with man in
the work of creation come in, if God, having given us free-
will, must then stand aside and leave us to judge from our
own experience what makes or un-makes, what is right or
wrong? My answer is that there are things beyond human
control. We can never determine how or when men of genius,
that isto say, men of exceptional power to create, will be born.
| cannot believe that such men as Moses and the Prophets, as
St. Paul, Caesar, Edward I, Wycliffe, Hus, Luther or Milton,
Washington, Napoleon, Lincoln, Mazzini, M ar x, and above
all Christ Himself appeared on this earth at the moment they
did by the mere operation of chance. Chance is, indeed, no
more than aword we useto cover our own inability to trace
an effect to its complex of causes. From time to time creation
is brought to a standstill by obsessons fixed ideas in the

! Since | wrote this paragraph the Qoint it makes has been convincingly
argued by L ord Samud in Chapter X X | of An Unknown Land, published
by Allen’& Unwin, Ltd.
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minds of men which no longer apply to the changing condi-
tions of life. | think that when this happens the Master
Creator Himself ssestoit that someman hasbeen born great
enough to release the deadlock by lifting the minds of men
out of the ruts, the degpening channels wor n by the wheds
of custom. Napoleons and Hitler smay be " nesded to shatter
obsolete systems. Others far greater, like Washington and
Lincoln, aresent at theright moment to show how thewor k
of creation can berenewed on a higher plane.

W hen national sovereignty had doneitswork aHitler was
needed to shatter a social structure based on that principle.
In God's own time some outstanding figure will emerge from
theranksof the publiciststhemselves, someleader whosevoice
can reach millions of listeners, who will tell them how they
can really establish a'peace which will afford to all nationsthe
means of dwelling in safety within their own boundariesand
which will afford assurancethat all menin all landsmay live
out their livesin freedom from fear and want'. Millions will
follow that leader's call to begin merging their sovereignties
into oneinternational state, and when that happens publicists
in thousandswill follow suit and cometo think that that was
what they themsdves have always believed and said.

Such a leader mugt, | think, come from the ranks of the
publicists themselves. When the Jewish hierarchy had de-
stroyed Jesus, the leader who shattered the restrictions of
Judaism was a Pharisee of the Pharisees. Wycliffe, Hus, and
L uther, who challenged the authority of a hierarchy which
was stifling truereligion, were prieststhemselves. 1t needed
apolitician to convincethemajority of hispeoplethat America
could not remain half dave and half free. When Lincoln,
their elected President, began to utter thistruth, he quickly
convinced a majority that had scarcely listened to Garrison,
and davery was abolished at the cogt of acivil war, countless
dollars, and amillion American lives.

Nowiser wor d hasbeen spoken in thiswar than by Captain
Cyril Fallswhen he said 'L et usstop saying " Hitler cannot
win" and begin saying " Hitler shall not win."' L et usface
the fact that Hitler might win. So he might, unless free men
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put into this struggle their last ounce of nerve and strength.
Failing that the world may be plungfad into chaos, as in the
Dark Ages, a chaosin which nothing out brute force and the
will of the stronger prevail. But no permanent order can be
founded on Hitlerjsm, on mere physical force, on denial that
right differsfronl wrong.

'And, behold, the L ord passd by, and a great and strong wind
rent the mountains, and brake in pieces the rocks before the
Lord; but the Lord was not in the wind: and after wind an
earthquake; but the Lord was not in the earthquake: and after
the earthquake afire; but the Lord was not in thefire: and after
thefire a still small voice. And it was 0, when Elijah heard it,
that hewrapped his face in his mantle, and went out, and sood in
the entering in of the cave'

How long this era of storm will last in which nothing but
violence can count, whether for months, for years, or centuries,
no man living can say. But of this | am sure, that sooner
or later the 'still small voice which bids men pursue the
interests of others before their own, the voice of God Himself
in their hearts, will be heard again, and will move them to
create 'a wider and permanent system of general security'.
And that syssem will, | believe, be shaped on lines not very
different from those here sketched, by virtue of facts which
cannot bet changed. Nothing will greatly alter the fact that
the limit of intelligent life and experience accorded to men is
somewhere about 70 years for each. Still less can anything
alter the fact that in each of those yearsthere are but 365 days
and in each of those days but 24 hours. When we think what
men like Moses, the Prophets, Plato, and Pericles were,
thousands of years ago, we can scarcely expect any great en-
largement of human capacities within measurabletime. Facts
like these will always limit the amount of business which any
one government can transact. They will mean that the tasks
of maintaining peace in the world, and keeping pace with
social reform, must be assgned to different governments, the
tak of maintaining peace to an international government,
while the tasks of social reform are reserved to national gov-
ernments. For the reasons explained in these pages the func-
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tions assgned to an international government must be closely
restricted, and national governments must be left to control
the composition and structure of the nations they rule. My
belief is that that invisible force which the Greeks personified
as avdyxy, necessty, immutable facts, will impose that divi-
sion. And whether it comes soon or late depends upon when
from the ranks of the publicists the world is given a leader
who, like Washington or Lincoln, can surmount the obsession
of national sovereignty which binds the publicist mind, and
bring the great issue before the people themselves.

Some twenty-six years ago | vainly hoped that the brilliant
leadership that nerved our peoples to endure the sufferings
which brought them to victory would also be used to secure
their sons from facing those sufferings once more. That hope
was expressed in words that fell on ears that were deaf, or
more likely never reached them at all. | then little thought
in the span of my own lifetime to see such another war, or to
cherish that hope once more. Again | revive that uncdnquer -
able hope and can find no words in which to express it other
than those which were then written.

In all these Dominions, so remote from each other, so
diverse in character, and yet so closdy united by a freedom
wide and single as the ocean which connects them, are leaders
whose words can reach to all their coass The attack, by
which that freedom is menaced, was fostered and invited
by theweakness of the Commonwealth, aweaknesscaused by
failure to mould its growth in accordance with the necessary
principle of its being. Self-government has not been applied
to the first and greatest of public interests. The burden of
controlling the issues of national life and death has not been
placed, where alone it can rest with safety, on every citizen of
the Commonwealth ableto bear it. Itsown inter nal disor gani-
zation is a primary cause of this war, and the chasm in its
foundation must now be filled with the flower of its youth.
Yet for all this failure it remains the hope of freedom, the
essential system through which men can acquire and practise
the art of governing themsalves, and thereforeit isthat thou-
sands have risen from every part of it to oppose with their
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own bodies the blows which are battering itswalls. Never in
the history of free states have men offered themselves so freely
for the public calse. For many of them danger was easier to
face than the discipline of military life, but they have made
themselves subject to its rule that others might continue to
govern themselves. Therewaslittleto draw them in the hope
of personal distinction, which is hard to come by where the
company of valour is so vast and every day calls for deeds
daring as any for which men have been noted in lesser times.
From the uttermost parts of the Commonwealth they have
come to honour their uncovenanted bond, obedient to one
uncalculating purpose; and the fields of their final achieve-
ment, where they lie in a fellowship too close and a peace too
deep to be broken, are the image and epitome of the cause
for which they fell. They have not feared to enter the dark-
ness, because they walk by a light that is in themselves, which
burns and shall burn unquenched wherever their ashes lie
mingled by land or sea. From that fervent dust the breath
of one man might kindle a flame wher eby these nations might
find and follow the print of their feet. So might a new birth
of freedom be raised from their seed. So might these severed
threads be caught up and woven into the stuff of other men's
lives.












