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PREFACE

ONG books deserve short introductions. This volume is a new version of
a text first written sixteen years ago. The three earlier editions found
favor with teachers and students. The type of analysis attempted in
the versions of 1933, 1937, and 1941, moreover, has been in some measure
vindicated by events. A new application of the method and a reformulation
of conclusions in the light of the developments of 1941 to 1948 therefore
seem warranted. In so complex and confused an arena as that of world
politics all evaluations and prognoses are, of necessity, hypothetical and con-
troversial. Truth in these matters can be arrived at only by free and informed
debate. The data here offered will have been wasted, and the judgments ex-
pressed will have been ventured in vain, if any of the argument is uncritically
accepted as gospel. These chapters will serve the quest for truth only in so far
as they promote active discussion aimed at more accurate and more adequate
conclusions.

“Objectivity” in such affairs is not to be had by avoiding verdicts or shun-
ning expressions of preference. It consists rather of interpreting facts within
a frame of reference broader than the facts themselves. In intent at least, the
context of the interpretations here set forth comprises two interrelated
themes: the development of man through time and space, with emphasis upon
the changing patterns of politics in earlier State Systems as well as in our
own, and the ethical ideals derived by modern mankind from Israel, Athens,
and Rome. Those aspects of the human adventure which are here discussed
seem to me meaningless save in terms of these values and these sequences of
experience. Whether the subject matter is appropriately ordered and signifi-
cantly illumined by this mode of treatment is for others to say. I have at any
rate tried, as best I could, to follow the advice of Spinoza: “When I have
applied my mind to politics so that I might examine what belongs to politice
with the same freedom of mind as we use for mathematics, I have taken my
best pains not to laugh at the actions of mankind, not to groan over them,
not to be angry with them, but to understand them.”

The phenomena of contemporary international relations are here sub-
sumed under two general propositions: (1) all men are brothers by virtue
of common ancestry, divine guidance, and shared aspirations toward the
good life in the good society; (2) all sovereign States are enemies by virtue
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PREFACE

of the imperatives of power politics in a world of anarchy. Since all States
are composed of men and all men are citizens of States, mankind here faces
a persisting paradox which, obviously, is by no means resolved in the Western
State System of our own time. The specific forms of the paradox are neces-
sarily of the essence of any treatise on international politics which takes
cognizance of the current crisis of Western culture.

For reasons set out hereafter, I do not share the currently widespread be-
lief that the crisis can be cured, the unity of the world attained, and the goals
of freedom and justice achieved by a clash in arms between the sundered
halves of One World. While time remains, the available alternatives are, I
trust, still deserving of sober consideration. Such consideration perhaps re-
quires the mitigation of an attitude now common in both camps. It was once
well put by the Red Queen—who commented tartly, when Alice confessed
she had lost her way: “I don’t know what you mean by your way! All the
ways about here belong to me!”

The narrative portions of this study embrace international events up to
January, 1948, with the developments of winter and spring surveyed in the
final chapter. These closing words are being written on the first day of sum-
mer—Tfor here, as in Through the Looking Glass, conclusions are written first
and introductions last. The frustrations, confusions, and doubts of a troubled
world are exemplified in the curiously mixed record of the 80th Congress of
the United States. When the legislators adjourned on June 19, 1948, they
had voted selective service but not universal military training; appropriated
almost $15,000,000,000 for arms, but nothing for housing; approved $5,055,-
000,000 for E.R.P. ($245,000,000 less than the Administration had asked),
but failed to approve a $65,000,000 loan for the projected U.N. buildings
in New York; extended the reciprocal trade agreement act for one year, but
limited executive power to reduce tariffs; approved the admission of 205,000
displaced persons as immigrants, but attached conditions which in effect,
discriminated against Jews, Catholics, and Slavs and in favor of Germans,
Russophobes, and Fascists; and, in general, displayed at one and the same
time acute symptoms of militarism, isolationism, interventionism, parsimony,
and ambivalent enthusiasm for global crusading against sin.

Decisions and indecisions in other quarters reflected kindred uncertainties.

An uneasy truce in Palestine brought a temporary end to bloodshed but
no compromise between irreconcilable positions. Preparations proceeded
apace for setting up a “Government” in Western Germany, with the French
Assembly approving dubiously and with heavy heart. Red Muscovy and its
Communist disciples, now firmly in control of Czechoslovakia after a single-
list “election,” were alternately aggressive, conciliatory, menacing, and fear-
ful. The exchange of public pleas for peace between Wallace and Stalin
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brought the “cold war” no nearer an end. As America prepared to choose a
President, all the world waited in vague apprehension, seemingly uncertain
as to whether the mission of the Atlantic colossus was to bring peace or a
sword. The central question of our time—whether citizens and statesmen in
the great centers of our culture will meet the challenge of the atomic age by
becoming godlike or reverting to bestiality—still remained unanswered. . . .

My acknowledgments and sincere appreciation are herewith given to the
following publishers for permission to use quotations from their works:
to Harper and Brothers for the excerpt from Inside U.S.A. by John Gunther;
to Harper’s Magazine and Eric Larrabee for “Diplomatic Jabberwocky”; to
the American Political Science Review for leave to reproduce parts of “The
Dilemma of the Peace-Seekers”; to Houghton Mifflin Company for the pas-
sages from The Story of a Secret State by Jan Karski and from Letters from
Grosvenor Square by John Winant; to The New Yorker for the excerpt from
its issue of August 17, 1944 (by permission, copyright, 1944, The New
Yorker Magazine, Inc.) ; to Oxford University Press for selections from D. C.
Somervell’s one-volume abridgment (copyright, 1946) of Arnold J. Toyn-
bee’s A Study of History, which I have hitherto utilized in its original six-
volume form; to Simon and Schuster for passages reprinted from Mission to
Moscow (by permission of Simon and Schuster, Inc., copyright, 1941) by
Joseph E. Davies, and from Tern Years in Japan (by permission of Simon and
Schuster, Inc., copyright, 1944) by Joseph C. Grew; to Harcourt, Brace & Co.,
Inc., for the excerpt from Ambassador Dodd’s Diary; to Charles Scribner’s
Sons for the passage from Look Homeward, Angel by Thomas Wolfe; and
to Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., for the excerpt reprinted from This Simian World
by Clarence Day (by permission of Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., copyright, 1920,
by Clarence Day—copyright, 1948, by Katherine B. Day), and for the right
to reproduce eight of the maps which originally appeared in Design for
Power by George D. Brodsky and myself.

Although I am alone responsible for all that is here said or left unsaid,
I am deeply grateful to those who have helped to make this book possible:
to President James Phinney Baxter, III, and the Trustees of Williams College
for permitting me to spend a term writing rather than teaching; to my col-
leagues—and particularly to Prof. Joseph E. Johnson—who carried some of
the burdens of which I was relieved; to Janet Loper Coye and Ann Wilcox
Jones for clerical and stenographic aid; to my wife and both my sons for
help in editing and indexing; to all my students over the years at Williams,
Cornell, Columbia, and elsewhere, whose comments and criticisms have been
invaluable; to my old friend and collaborator, George D. Brodsky of Chi-
cago, who generously and painstakingly prepared the maps which, we hope,
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add both utility and beauty to these pages; and, above all, to everyone, living
or dead, who helped defeat the assault of Fascism on civilization and thereby
earned another opportunity for this generation to save the future.

FreEDERICK L. SCHUMAN

WILLIAMSTOWN, MaAss.
June 21, 1948
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ProLocue
MEN AND CIVILIZATIONS

1. THE POLITICAL ANIMAL

I have set thee at the world’s center, to observe whatever is in the
world. I have made thee neither of heaven nor of earth, neither mortal
nor immortal, so that thou mayest with greater freedom of choice and
with more honor, as though the maker and moulder of thyself, fashion
thyself in whatever shape thou shalt prefer. Thou shalt have the power
to degenerate into the lower forms of life, which are animal; thou shalt
have the power, out of thy soul’s judgment, to be reborn into the higher
forms of life, which are divine—God at the Creation of Man, Pico
DELLA MIRANDOLA, Oratio de hominis dignitate, 1486.

EMEMBRANCE of things past is often dearest to those who are bored
or driven to despair by the world around them. To these the con-
templation of times gone by brings surcease from current burdens

too heavy to bear. “Take not away from me,” implored the Emperor Julian,
world-weary monarch in another age of disenchantment, “this mad love for
that which no longer is. That which has been is more splendidly beautiful
than all that is. . . .” To others, concerned as watchers and movers with
the challenge of today and the promise or menace of tomorrow, the tale of
many yesterdays, reconstructed by the history and the science of living men
and women, has another meaning.

By revealing what has gone before, it illumines the act of the human
adventure now being played and suggests the pattern of acts to come. The
drama of earthborn and earth-bound humanity, despite all its crises and
intermissions, is a continuous story. All the characters are prisoners of
time. All the problems of the now are forever shaped by the experiences
of a then which extends back in unbroken sequence to the origins of life.
Each generation has freedom to choose among alternative designs for des-
tiny, and opportunity to win some measure of mastery over its fate, only to
the extent of its comprehension of where it stands in the cavalcade of years,
decades, centuries, and millennia ticked off by the spinning planet.

Men and women everywhere who are today aware of their world are dis-
turbed by the condition and prospects of humankind in the middle years
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of the 20th century of Christian chronometry. Darkly they perceive that
their epoch is a time of tragic troubles, marked by a decline and prospec-
tive disintegration of the Western way of life, by savagely destructive world
wars, and by a reversion of many of their fellows, maddened by the agonies
of an age of decay, to barbarism and bestiality. Since 1914 all the values
inherited by modern civilization from Israel, Athens, and Rome seem in
process of being trampled into the mire by the Horsemen of the Apocalypse
as they ride again over the earth.

Today’s quest for salvation stems from the remembered disasters of the
recent past and from fear of their repetition in even more appalling form.
In an epoch thus afflicted, the view might well be taken that analysis of
world politics should begin with Yalta or Potsdam, or with Stalingrad, El
Alamein, and Midway, or with the rape of Manchuria, Ethiopia, Spain, or
Poland, or, at the earliest, with Sarajevo and the course and consequences
of World Wars I and II. Reflection will suggest, however, that the past
which has shaped the men and issues of the present is intelligible only in
terms of spans of time much longer than those implicit in a cursory view
of current problems. A résumé of that longer past, albeit brief and inade-
quate, is offered here at the outset in the belief that, even if it be true that
“all our yesterdays have lighted fools the way to dusty death,” the chronicle
is yet something more than “a tale told by an idiot, full of sound and fury,
signifying nothing.”

In the beginning was not the Word, nor yet the Deed, but only the
fierce heat of atomic disintegration in an incandescent star. From its flam-
ing gas some wisps and streamers were pulled away, at an inconceivably
remote time, by the drag of another globe of fire passing near as it moved
through the vast emptiness of our galaxy. One of these circling clouds
cooled and shrank, two billion years ago, into the third planet outward
from its parent sun. “And the earth was without form, and void; and dark-
ness was upon the face of the deep. And the Spirit of God moved upon the
face of the waters.”

In the thin film of liquid which ultimately covered most of the surface of
this whirling sphere, there finally appeared, by processes which can only be
guessed at, the strange molecules of an “aperiodic crystal” which is the chief
constituent of the slimy, granular jelly named (for the first time in 1840)
“protoplasm.” * Each tiny blob possesses the curious quality of irritability
—i.e., it responds to environmental stimuli. Each microscopic globule moves,
eats, excretes, grows, and reproduces. Each is poised in unstable, metabolic
equilibrium between the deadness of inorganic matter and the promise of

1 See Erwin Schrodinger, What Is Life? The Physical Aspect of the Living Cell (New
York, Macmillan, 1946).
2
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dreams beyond the firmament. Through this weird alchemy, life began on
earth sometime between 500,000,000 and 300,000,000 years ago.

In the eyes of whatever deities preside over suns and satellites, sea slime
and sand, the epic of the ages is the tragicomedy of organic evolution
wherein single living cells combine into multicellular creatures which,
through reproduction and mutation over endless generations, proliferate
into scores of thousands of species. That man should regard himself as the
culmination of the process is more an evidence of human vanity than of any
predetermined design of the cosmos. His life on earth thus far, including
the life spans of the semi-men who are long since dust, is but a tiny frac-
tion of the eons during which the planet was successively dominated by
trilobites, fish, amphibians, monster reptiles, and giant mammals. If the
combined life cycles of prehuman organisms, taken together, were reckoned
as one year, man’s lifetime to date would be less than a single day. Man’s
origins, as they are revealed by the record of the rocks and by the taxonomy
of living species, are equally conducive to humility.

In the zoologist’s terms, man is an animal belonging to the grade of the
Metazoa, or multicellular organisms; to the phylum of the Chordata, or
vertebrates; to the subphylum of the Craniata (comprising all fish, birds,
reptiles, and mammals) ; to the class of the Mammalia; to the subclass of
the Placentalia; to the order of the Primates (embracing all monkeys, apes,
and men) ; to the family of the Hominidae (including sundry extinct species
of ape-men); to the genus Homo; and to the species Homo sapiens. The
living creature which, in all probability, most closely resembles the ultimate
ancestor of man (and of all monkeys and apes) is the Tarsius or insect-
eating tree shrew of Malaya and the East Indies, with goggle eyes and absurd
feet, suggesting nothing so much as a grotesque synthesis of a rat, a bat,
a squirrel, and a tiny monkey.

Some 70,000,000 revolutions of the earth around the sun have elapsed
between the emergence of the first primates (i.e., the tarsioids) and the
most recent commencement exercises in American universities and colleges.
The beneficiaries of these academic rituals bear little resemblance to the
small, timid mammals whose forebears lived in trees and ate insects in the
early Eocene period. Yet there is much reason to suppose that today’s A.B.’s
and Ph.D.’s are biologically related to an age-old tree shrew. From this
line branched off the lemurs, the lorises, the tarsius (only surviving tarsioid,
apparently little changed in seventy thousand millennia), the new world
monkeys, the old world monkeys, and the living anthropoid apes: gibbon,
orangutan, chimpanzee, and gorilla. Along the line of mutation there
emerged, perhaps 50,000,000 years ago, an apelike monkey (now extinct)
dubbed Parapithecus and later (some 35,000,000 years ago) the first true

3
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ape, named Propliopithecus, a smallish animal whose bones have been found
in the Oligocene strata of the upper Nile Valley. Still later, in the Miocene,
20,000,000 years ago, lived such extinct species of larger apes as Dryo-
pithecus and its descendants, Australopithecus and Paranthropus. The first
is probably the ancestor of the chimpanzee and gorilla. The other two,
whose fossilized remains in South Africa resemble man more closely than
any of the living anthropoids, seem nearer to the immediate progenitors
of all men.

No biologist would now contend that men are descended from apes, nor
did Charles Darwin in The Descent of Man (1871) advance any such thesis.
But all biologists would hold that in all likelihood the four living species
of anthropoids have a common simian ancestry with man. All apes and
monkeys are vegetarians. All apes, and many monkeys, live in groups which
tend to be more antagonistic toward one another than toward other species.
Led by older males, each group defends its feeding grounds against out-
groups, thus exhibiting the pristine pattern of “international relations” which-
has reappeared in all the State Systems of Homo sapiens.?

All apes, save gorillas, are tree dwellers. All have brains weighing about
1 pound, compared with man’s 3-pound brain. Man’s ancestors evolved into
the least specialized, and therefore the most adaptable, of mammals, relying
for survival on arched feet, upright posture, primate hands, extraordinary
sexual drives, and an enlarged brain. The latter made possible the dawn of
“intelligence,” doubtless best defined as the most exaggerated form of proto-
plasmic irritability.

But man in the dim past was not of one species. His earliest precursors
among the now extinct Hominidae were not even of the genus Homo. In
1891, Dr. Eugene Dubois discovered, in early Pleistocene deposits in Java,
fragments of an apelike primate that walked erect a million years ago and
had a 2-pound brain. He christened it Pithecanthropus erectus, after Ernst
Haeckel’s name for the “missing link.” In 1936, Dr. Ralph von Koenigswald
unearthed further bits of bone which left no doubt that the Java ape-man
belonged in truth to a genus midway between apes and men.® In 1908, at
the other extremity of Eurasia, Charles Dawson dug up, near Piltdown in
Sussex, the bones of Eoanthropus Dawsoni, remarkable for apelike jaw

2 See Robert Redfield (editor), Levels of Integration in Biological and Social Systems,
Biological Symposia, Vol. VIII, especially pp. 177-204, “Societies of Monkeys and Apes”
by C. R. Carpenter.

81In 1946, Koenigswald, back from Java and China, brought to the American Museum
of Natural History various teeth and bones of three types of still older giant ape-men,
which he named Pithecanthropus robustus, meganthropus, and gigantopithecus. For a
lively account of the earlier evidence on man’s ancestry, see William Howells, Mankind
So Far.
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and teeth combined with an almost human skull of 234 pounds capacity.
In 1927, in a Pleistocene cave near Peiping (Pekin), Dr. Davidson Black
found a tooth, to which Dr. Koenigswald, two years later, was able to add
more teeth and sundry skulls and jawbones, comprising parts of 40 skeletons
of a species named Pithecanthropus pekinensis. In the cave were crude flint
instruments, the earliest artifacts of Paleolithic (Old Stone Age) culture,
and some evidence of the use of fire. Many skulls and bones were broken
and chewed, evidently to get at brains and marrow. The Pekin ape-man
was perhaps a cannibal . . .

These super-apes who were almost men were followed by the first true
man, though he clearly was also not of our species. His fossil bones, first
found in a Gibraltar cave in 1848, were brought to England in 1862 but
aroused no interest. In 1855, parts of a skeleton were found in the Neander-
thal cave in the Ruhr Valley. Finally, in 1907, Dr. Otto Schoetensach found
a jawbone in a sand pit near Heidelberg. Many more bones have since been
dug up throughout western Europe and a few in Palestine. This “Heidel-
berg man,” or Homo neanderthalensis, had a brain of more than 3 pounds,
incased in a heavy, low-browed skull. He was squat and stooping. Emerging
some 250,000 years ago, he struggled for life with the hairy mammoth, the
saber-toothed tiger, the cave bear, and the woolly rhinoceros. He seems to
have survived for no less than 200 millennia. He used fire and made crude
tools of stone. He lived in caves for protection from other carnivores and
from the bitter cold of the third and fourth glacial periods of the Pleistocene
era. To the rigors of the fourth age of ice he apparently succumbed some
50,000 years ago.

Living man is the child of the postglacial epoch—or, if a fifth is to come,
of the current interglacial period. His earliest representative, appearing in
Europe 35,000 years ago, was Cromagnon man, named for the cave in
Dordogne where his remains were first found in 1868. Here was a human
being of our own species, tall, sturdy, and with a large brain, but not iden-
tifiable with any existing race. He was a hunter and perhaps a herdsman,
skilled in the arts of the Old Stone Age, and given to painting striking
pictures of animals on cave walls. His numbers declined as changes in
climate and vegetation reduced the herds of reindeer and wild horses. About
12,000 years ago, as our earliest immediate ancestors came into Europe
from Asia, Cromagnon man passed from the scene. His successors were men
of the New Stone (Neolithic) Age, who used polished flints and arrowheads,
kept domestic animals, made pottery, practiced simple agriculture, and ulti-
mately learned to smelt bronze and later iron.

All human beings now alive, and all (including Cromagnon man) who
have lived since the melting of the last ice sheet, are members of Homo
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sapiens. Harvard men and Hottentots, Teutons and Eskimos, Chileans and
Chinese, Slavs and Amerinds, Baronets and Bushmen, Yale men and Yakuts
may, if they choose, interbreed and raise children—a biological fact which
is conclusive evidence that all living men are of one species. That species,
to be sure, is physically differentiated, into “races,” which may be classified
in various ways, almost all of them unsatisfactory. The mysticism and sadism
of modern racial myths have obscured the truth that all men are human
and that the physical resemblances between them far outweigh the differ-
ences. Yet all the evidence of biology, anthropology, archeology, and history
support the central thesis of all the world’s higher religions—always more
honored in the breach than in the observance—that all men are brothers,
all have a common +origin, and all are children of God, equal in potential
virtue or vice and in capacity for self-realization as human beings.

2. CULTURE AND THE STATE

It is evident that the State is a creation of nature, and that man is
by nature a political animal. And he who by nature and not by mere
accident is without a State is either above humanity or below it; he
is the “tribeless, lawless, heartless one,” whom Homer denounces—the
outcast who is a lover of war; he may be compared to a bird which flies
alone. Now the reason why man is more of a political animal than bees
or any other gregarious animals is evident. . . . Man is the only
animal with the gift of speech ... He alone has any sense of good
and evil, of just and unjust; and the association of living beings who
have this sense makes a family and a State—ARISTOTLE, Politics, Book
I, Chapter 2.

The genealogy of Homo sapiens, interesting as it is by virtue of the charm
of things remote, obscure, and doubtful, may seem to some to throw little
light on the processes of power politics. Diplomacy, foreign policy, and the
whole fabric of interstate relations are concomitants of “civilization.” There
is no evidence that any of the early primates, or the ape-men and the sub-
men of the Pleistocene, or even the dawn-men of the Paleolithic and Neo-
lithic cultural epochs lived in organized “States” under “governments.” It is
plain that Homo sapiens knew nothing of such matters during the first few
tens of thousands of years of his existence as a recognizable denizen of the
turning earth. There was apparently no “civilization” whatever among
human beings prior to a time which began not much more than 7,000 years
ago.

But this very circumstance raises questions, for lack of answers to which
the present generation is hampered in its efforts to understand itself and its
destiny. If it be true that, on an assumed scale of one year for all life on
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earth, manlike creatures have thus far enjoyed life for less than a single
day, then it is also true, on the same calendar, that within this day only
the last hour represents the era of Homo sapiens and only the last eight
minutes comprise the period of “civilization.” The investigator who seeks
to comprehend any aspect of human activity in terms of these last eight
minutes is like a psychoanalyst who would ignore the ancestry, infancy,
childhood, adolescence, and early adult life of his patient in favor of the
events of last week. Man’s organic inheritance has been of fantastically
greater duration (and therefore, presumably, has enormously greater effects
upon the behavior of the heirs) than all of man’s cultural legacies put to-
gether.

A major unsolved problem of social science is the question of how and
why men, living for ages as “animals” among other animals, finally developed
“cultures” and how and why men, living for many millennia in primitive
cultures, at length arrived at the peculiar cultures called “civilizations.” If
such queries cannot yet be answered with assurance, their content can be
clarified by distinguishing sharply among the three conditions indicated
by the evidence of past experience. The earliest primates suspected of siring
man, along with all their forebears, lived as beasts. That is to say, their
equipment for solving problems consisted primarily of “instincts,” or bio-
logically inherited patterns of response to stimuli, built slowly and solidly
into nerves, glands, and muscles via the genes, through the mysterious
process of organic adaptation over many generations.

These early ancestors possessed as well some talent for individual learn-
ing through trial-and-error “monkeying” or fumbling with strange or dan-
gerous situations. Only those who learned survived. To learn is to change
the patterns of response fixed by instinct or previous hablL,CapaCIty for such
chmdual expansion, ﬂ;-ough species after species, of
the cerebral cortex. Such solutions as were stumbled upon, however, could
scarcely be transmitted to kinsmen or children through mere grunts and
howls. Animal sounds reflect emotional states but never symbolize any ex-
ternal reality or any past or anticipated success or failure in meeting prob-
lems. Even today many members of Homo sapiens, although equipped with
elaborate vocabularies, find it all but impossible to transfer to the new
generation the wisdom of the old.

Ape-men probably hit upon the use of fire and of simple weapons and
tools before they arrived at words. The apes of today cannot learn to talk,
but they readily learn to use tools and occasionally seem able to invent
them. “Culture” is the totality of learned devices for problem solving, as
distinct from hereditary or instinctual equipment. It began at the point at
which the sub-men of the dawn successfully transmitted to one another, and
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to their children, whatever they were able to learn about fire, clubs, flints,
caves, fruits, and roots, and the habits of the animals they feared or killed
for food. Culture is impossible without effective communication between
individuals and between generations. Communication, in turn, creates com-
munity, which means no more or less than the sharing of experiences. To
share experience without words to describe it is most difficult. But this
achievement, within narrow limits, was doubtless within the capacity of the
Java and Pekin ape-men and of Piltdown man and was certainly accom-
plished by the Neanderthalers, perhaps with the aid of rudimentary speech.

The invention of words was an immense step forward in the possibility
of sharing experience and thus of building up a culture—i.e., a store of
transmissible skills, artifacts, beliefs, rules of conduct, and guides to safety,
comfort, and success. When, where, and by whom words were first used
by human tongues and understood by human ears is unknown and, in the
nature of the case, can never be known. Cromagnon men almost surely used
words, though they are forever lost. So with certainty did “modern” man
in the Neolithic phase of his artifacts. But the step between words as sounds
and words as written symbols is almost as great as the step between the
spoken word and no words at all. The culture of Cromagnon and Neolithic
man was a “‘preliterate” culture—i.e., antedating the invention of writing. In
this “prehistoric” condition all human beings remained for many more
centuries than have elapsed since the first written languages were devised.
And in this condition remain the “primitive” or “preliterate” peoples of
today in Africa, Australasia, Polynesia, and elsewhere, who have somehow
never hit upon the art of representing meaningful sounds in equally mean-
ingful visual symbols.

Preliterate “folk” cultures, as reconstructed from the past and observed
in the present, bear little resemblance to Thomas Hobbes’s concept of primi-
tive anarchy marked by a “war of each against all” or to Rousseau’s ideal-
ization of the “noble savage,” enjoying the freedom which civilization
allegedly destroys. Peoples without writing typically live lives rigidly cir-
cumscribed by the folkways and mores of the group, handed down from
father to son, surcharged with superstition and magic, and beyond all ques-
tioning and willful change. Unity is assured by universal observance of the
“rites of passage” (i.e., the beliefs and rituals surrounding the life crises of
birth, puberty, marriage, and death), by fear of ancestral ghosts, and by
seasonal propitiation of the spirits that bring the seedtime and the harvest,
the solstices and the rain, the warmth of the sun, and good luck in the hunt.
Government and politics, as we know them, are nonexistent. Relationships
of command and obedience are familial or tribal or are temporary arrange-
ments for particular purposes. Blood feuds are often permissible, and pun-
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ishment of crime is obligatory. But war, as a deliberate organization of the
community for violence against other communities, is a rare event. So lived
all men 10,000 years ago.

How then did this mode of life change to “civilization” at the so-called
“dawn of history”? Nothing is clear here save the nature of the change and
the approximate times and places of its occurrence. Men who came to call
themselves Sumerians began to live in “civilization” some 7,000 years ago
in the then fertile valleys of the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers, north of the
Persian Gulf. Other men, later called Egyptians, adopted a similar mode
of life along the Nile about the same time, or perhaps earlier. Still later,
men became civilized in Crete, in the Indus and Ganges Valleys, in the
Tarim Valley of Mongolia, and along the shores of the Hwang Ho (Yellow
River) and, presently, along the Yangtze Kiang. Still other men subse-
quently developed comparable designs for living in what are now Yucatan,
Mexico, and Peru, though the respective Maya, Toltec-Aztec, and Tnca civi-
lizations never arrived at the use of iron. Nor did the Incas, for all their
great empire, planned economy, and elaborate communal life, develop any
system of writing other than the use of knotted strings (quipus) to keep
accounts and transmit messages.*

This emergence of civilization in widely scattered valleys, islands, and
plateaus followed upon a slow, thin spread of preliterate peoples over much
of the globe. In all likelihood the original center from which the migrants
fanned out comprised the highlands and plains of north central Asia.
Neanderthal man, and after him Cromagnon man, may well have entered
Europe by the steppe road out of Asia. I'rom the same source probably
came, at the end of the last glacial period, successive waves of wanderers,
with the present Negroid peoples moving first and reaching Indonesia,
Australasia, and southern India and, in the end, occupying most of Africa.
Cromagnon man in Europe, or some of his close relatives, may have been
Negroid. Next came the Mongoloid peoples, flowing over China and south-
eastern Asia, with one stream, some 25,000 years ago, crossing Bering Strait
into Alaska, and settling the American continents.” Most recent of the emi-
grants were the “white,” or “Caucasian,” peoples, of whom a small segment

4 A few cultural anthropologists, following the lead of Elliott Smith, lean to the
view that civilization first originated in Egypt and spread elsewhere through cultural
diffusion. Most authorities, however, believe that civilization arose in various loci about
the same time, independently of any common origin.

51t is now generally agreed that all the Amerindians came originally from Asia by
the route here indicated. No fossil remains of sub-men have been found anywhere in
the Americas. The so-called “Folsom man,” whose Paleolithic artifacts have been un-
earthed at various points in western United States, apparently flourished some 10,000
years ago and probably represents one of the earliest waves of migration from Asia.
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(the primitive Ainus of northern Japan) moved eastward, while most, in
serried ranks, flowed westward over the vast Eurasian prairies and originally
peopled all the lands of Europe, North Africa, the Levant, and India.

Although travel is broadening, there is no good reason for believing that
the global excursions of our postglacial ancestors promoted the transition
from preliteracy to civilization. Those who traveled first and farthest have
remained preliterate longest. “Civilization” means life in cities. “Politics”
stems from the Greek polis, or town. Civilized living is to be distinguished
from savage or barbarian lifeways by (1) urbanism; (2) writing; (3) the
advent of the territorial State and the practice of politics; (4) the emergence
of a priesthood and a church; (5) the institution of private property in
land, possessed by a nobility; and (6) the appearance of social classes or
castes.

The causal relationships, if any, among these elements of civilization are
obscure. Those who think of cultural change in terms of communication
will be most impressed by the invention of writing. Egyptian hieroglyphics,
Sumerian cuneiform, and the ideographs first used by the ancient Indians,
Chinese, and Mayas all suggest that the advent of picture writing, as the
precursor of alphabets, was a major factor in the transition. Written lan-
guage multiplied greatly the possibility of communicating experience
through space and time and thereby made possible the rise of large com-
munities united by shared beliefs, skills, and traditions. The economic chal-
lenge of desiccation, stressed by Arnold J. Toynbee, may well have played
a role in causing the peoples of the river valleys to invent irrigation and
systematic agriculture as a means of survival.

One persuasive hypothesis here merits special mention. This is the war-
and-conquest theory of the origin of the State and of private property,
slavery, social classes, and “civilized” government. Reduced to its elements,
it holds that the crucial event in the shift from barbarism to civilization was
the subjugation of primitive farmers by hunters and herdsmen. The nomads
somewhere and somewhen learned that wealth was to be had by war as
well as by work. This first lesson of politics led to no State so long as the
raiders, storming out of the mountains and deserts into the fertile low-
lands, were content to rob and kill their victims. But some among them
learned that more was to be gained by carrying the vanquished off into cap-
tivity than by putting them all to death. This innovation, well documented
in the Old Testament, created the institution of slavery. At a still later
stage, ex hypothesi, some among the warrior-nomads perceived that maxi-
mum benefits were to be derived by settling down upon the lands and necks
of the conquered and exploiting them as tillers of the soil.

This third decision, it is argued, gave rise to most of the distinguishing
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elements of civilization. The victors built strongholds against internal re-
bellion and external invasion. Around the walls grew towns. The victors
asserted rights of property to the lands of the vanquished, who became
slaves or serfs. The masters became a hereditary aristocracy, supplemented
by a priesthood and claiming a monopoly of arms and of rulé-making power
within a defined region. All these are typical features of the earliest literate
cultures. Writing and religion, no less than the arts of politics and war,
enabled the masters to consolidate their mastery by winning the allegiance
of their victims. Through the adroit use of force, fraud, and favors, sanctified
by usage and magic, the new arrangements were perpetuated and developed
into the first urbanized, stratified societies of the first territorial States.®

3. THE RHYTHM OF HISTORY

The State, completely in its genesis, essentially and almost completely
during the first stages of its existence, is a social institution forced by
a victorious group of men on a defeated group, with the sole purpose of
regulating the dominion of the victorious group, and securing itself
against revolt from within and attacks from abroad. Teleologically, this
dominion had no other purpose than the economic exploitation of the
vanquished by the victors. . . . From war to peace, from the hostile
splitting up of the hordes to the peaceful unity of mankind, from
brutality to humanity, from the exploiting state of robbery to the Free-
man’s citizenship—this has been the path of suffering and of salvation
of humanity, its Golgotha and its resurrection into an eternal kingdom.
—Franz OpPENHEIMER, The State.

From the earliest times, men have formed the impression that history
repeats itself. Of course, it does not. The dimension of time is not circular,
as Nietzsche contended in his doctrine of ‘“‘eternal recurrence.” Cultural
events, moreover, exhibit no such similarity or identity as do physical,
chemical, astronomical, or biological events. Yet the broad patterns of change
in the annals of various civilizations do in fact reveal a striking degree of
conformity to what very much looks like (or is mistaken for) a master plan
of birth, growth, maturity, senescence, and death which may be as much
beyond human control as the life cycle of each individual.

Der Untergang des Abendlandes by Oswald Spengler (1880-1936) is the
most elequent recent exposition of the cyclical theory of cultures. Arnold J.
Toynbee’s Study of History is the most learned. England’s greatest living

6 The war-and-conquest theory, expounded by Marx, Engels, and their followers, has
also been accepted and set forth by such non-Marxists as Franz Oppenheimer, Lester

Ward, Robert H. Lowie, and W. C. MacLeod. For a recent critical evaluation see Robert
M. Maclver, The Web of Government, pp. 12-38.
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historian, in the first six volumes (1934 and 1939) of his projected nine-
volume work, makes small acknowledgment to the earlier writings of the
previously obscure German high-school teacher. He expressly repudiates
Spengler’s notion that cultures are organisms. But both treatises contend
that the appropriate units of study in perusing the human adventure are
not nations or races or languages or religions, but the major literate cultures
of mankind. Both reject as absurd the familiar divisions of history into
“ancient,” “medieval,” and “modern.” Both present abundant evidence that
each distinct culture passes through comparable stages of change, from its
entry out of preliterate darkness to its exit into decadence and barbarism.
Both writers are persuaded that all phases of each culture—politics, eco-
nomics, religion, philosophy, science, art—display parallel features of con-
tent, style, and direction at “contemporary” periods of evolution. And both
are convinced (Spengler more firmly than Toynbee) that our own Western
Culture has passed its zenith and is on the eve of or in the midst of a decline
and potential disintegration similar to that which brought all its predecessors
to the grave.

The Spenglerian thesis, in brief, is that a comparative study of the cultures
we know most about (the Egyptian, the Babylonian, the Chinese, the Indian,
the Classical, or “Apollinian,” the Arabian, or “Magian,” and the Western,
or “Faustian”) makes possible a “morphology of history.” Each culture is
unique in spirit, but all are alike in outer forms and in the broad phases
of their development. Each has a life span of a thousand years, unless pre-
maturely destroyed by catastrophe or prolonged beyond senescence and
death through empty and “historyless” centuries. The four ages of each
cultural organism—*“Pre-cultural,” “Early Culture,” “Late Culture,” and
“Civilization” (Spengler’s special term for the final epoch)—are roughly
comparable to Spring, Summer, Autumn, and Winter.

Spring is the time of myth making, mysticism, nascent art styles, tribes,
chieftains, feudalism, and a late transition from feudal to aristocratic States.
Summer brings Reformation, Puritanism, Rationalism, urban arts, great
masters, monarchical absolutism, social revolution, and Napoleonism. With
Autumn come “Enlightenments,” philosophical systems, decay of esthetic
styles, political democracy, and ultimate corruption of democracy by money.
Winter is marked by materialism, skepticism, the “second religiousness,”
sports, fashions, luxury, pretentious and imitative architecture and orna-
ment, world wars, Caesarism, and finally the World State, which sooner
or later crumbles to ruin.

The West, located in this schema, is in its late Autumn, approaching
Winter. Its future is, therefore, clear: democracy will decay, dictatorships
will flourish, men of money and intellect will lose influence to new groups
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of ruthless warrior-rulers, global wars of annihilation will succeed one an-
other, and at last will come a world empire as the final political form of a
static and increasingly shapeless “civilization” which has lost all creative
power. Skeptics should be cautioned that these prophecies, along with others
equally striking, were in part written before 1914 and were published in
1918-22.7 A sample will suggest the flavor of the whole:

World peace—which has often existed in fact—involves the private renuncia-
tion of war on the part of the immense majority, but along with this it involves
an unavowed readiness to submit to being the booty of others who do not
renounce it. It begins with the State-destroying wish for universal reconciliation,
and it ends in nobody’s moving a finger so long as misfortune only touches his
neighbor. . . . On this spiritual premise a second Vikingism develops. The state
of being “in form” passes from nations to bands and retinues of adventurers,
self-styled Caesars, seceding generals, barbarian kings, and what not—in whose
eyes the population becomes in the end merely a part of the landscape. There
is a deep relation between the heroes of the Mycenaean primitive age and the
soldier-emperors of Rome, and between, say, Menes and Rameses II. In our
‘Germanic world the spirits of Alaric and Theodoric will come again. . . .

With the formed state, high history also lays itself down weary to sleep. Man
becomes a plant again, adhering to the soil, dumb and enduring. The timeless
village and the “eternal” peasant reappear, begetting children and burying seed
in’ Mother Earth—a busy, not inadequate swarm, over which the tempest of
soldier-emperors passingly blows. In the midst of the land lie the old world-
cities, empty receptacles of an extinguished soul, in which a historyless mankind
slowly nests itself. Men live from hand to mouth, with petty thrifts and petty
fortunes, and endure. Masses are trampled on in the conflicts of the conquerors
who contend for the power and the spoil of this world, but the survivors fill up
the gaps with a primitive fertility and suffer on. And while in high places there
is eternal alternance of victory and defeat, those in the depths pray, pray with
that mighty piety of the Second Religiousness that has overcome all doubts
forever. . . . Only with the end of grand History does holy, still Being reappear.
It is a drama noble in its aimlessness, noble and aimless as the course of the
stars, the rotation of the earth, and alternance of land and sea, of ice and virgin
forest upon its face. We may marvel at it or we may lament it—but it is there.®

Toynbee’s “science” of history, elaborated with vastly more verbiage and
erudition than Spengler’s, is at once more precise, more mechanical, and
more flexible. He identifies no less than 21 distinct civilizations which have
developed to maturity, 3 “abortive” civilizations, and 5 “arrested” civiliza-
tions.” The genesis of each results from response to a challenge, natural

7 The uncanny accuracy of many of Spengler’s predictions is pointed out and com-
mented upon by Edwin Franden Dakin in Today and Destiny, 1940.

8 Oswald Spengler, The Decline of the West, Vol. 11, pp. 434-435.

9 The full-grown civilizations, according to Toynbee, are (using his own names for

them and in rough order of antiquity) the Egyptiac, the Sumeric, the Minoan, the
Hittite, the Sinic, the Babylonic, the Indic, the Syriac, the Hellenic, the Mayan, the
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or human, severe enough to demand ingenuity for survival, but not so
severe as to absorb all energies in meeting it. Growth is marked by dif-
ferentiation, fruition, and self-fulfillment and then by “breakdown,” wherein
the original “creative minority” becomes merely a “dominant minority” to
which the masses no longer give the obeisance of imitation. This schism
leads to disintegration in which the dominant minority, after a “time of
troubles,” creates a Universal State, while the “internal proletariat” evolves
a higher religion and a Universal Church.

But the “Schism in the Soul” of the declining society reflects itself in a
Sense of Drift and a Sense of Sin, in promiscuity and vulgarity, in archaism,
futurism, and transfiguration. At the close of the drama the Universal State,
no longer capable of self-preservation, is destroyed by the “external prole-
tariat”—i.e., barbarian war bands. This hypothetical design for the life and
death of literate cultures is chiefly based on the experience of the Hellenic
(Greco-Roman) world. The evidence of universality adduced from the
records of other cultures, while impressive, is perhaps not altogether con-
clusive.l® But the manner of statement is striking:

. . . The ailing civilization pays the penalty for its failing vitality by being
disintegrated into a dominant minority, which rules with increasing oppressive-
ness but no longer leads, and a proletariat (internal and external), which re-
sponds to this challenge by becoming conscious that it has a soul of its own
and by making up its mind to save its soul alive. The dominant minority’s will
to repress evokes in the proletariat a will to secede; and a conflict between these
two wills continues while the declining civilization verges towards its fall, until,
when it is in articulo mortis, the proletariat at length breaks free from what
was once its spiritual home but has now become a prison-house and finally a
City of Destruction. In this conflict between a proletariat and a dominant minor-
ity, as it works itself out from beginning to end, we can discern one of those
dramatic spiritual encounters which renew the work of creation by carrying the
life of the Universe out of the stagnation of autumn through the pains of winter
into the ferment of spring.l!

No final judgment can yet be rendered on the full sweep of the challeng-
ing generalizations offered by Toynbee and Spengler. A more limited and
less controversial task is here in order—uiz., that of noting that most, if not

Andean, the Yucatec, the Mexic, the Far Eastern (Main Body), the Far Eastern
(Japanese Offshoot), the Hindu, the Orthodox Christian (Main Body), the Orthodox
Christian (Russian Offshoot), the Iranic, the Arabic, and the Western. The “abortive”
civilizations are the Far Western Christian (Celtic), the Far Eastern Christian (Central
Asia), and the Scandinavian. The “arrested” civilizations are the Polynesian, the Eskimo,
the Nomadic, the Spartan, and the Osmanli.

10 For a suggestive brief critique of Toynbee, see Paul M. Sweezy, “Signs of the
Times,” The Nation (New York), Oct. 19, 1946.

11 A, J. Toynbee, A Study of History, one-volume abridgment by D. C. Somervell, p. 77.
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all, past civilizations in their social structure and political fabric have mani-
fested certain uniformities which are quite beyond debate.

All literate human societies of any substantial size in all times and places
have been pyramidal or hierarchical in the distribution of indulgences and
deprivations among their members. The few enjoy maximum individual
shares of wealth, income, prestige, and influence; usually through ownership
and/or control of productive property. These elites (i.e., those who get
most of what there is to get) have many shapes. They may consist of noble
owners of inherited estates, celibate priests, soldier-conquerors, learned ad-
ministrators, high-caste potentates, managerial bureaucrats, busy business-
men, idle plutocrats, or any possible combination of such groups. But some
elite exists in every civilized society so long as it preserves the attributes of
civilization. By the same token, every such society displays at the bottom of
the social scale a multitude of the poor, each receiving minimum individual
shares of available satisfactions. They may be slaves, serfs, peons, share-
croppers, peasants, pariahs, proletarians, or what not. In all ages and climes
they have in common their poverty, their humble place, and their relative
inability to influence community decisions. Between rich and poor, in many
(but by no means in all) societies, is a fluctuating, more or less numerous,
moderately prosperous middle class of freemen, burghers, merchants, civil
servants, technicians, etc., looking down upon the masses and imitating the
classes which stand above them.

Every civilized society, moreover, displays some form of government and
some pattern of politics. Since naked power is always ugly and often in-
effective, the processes of rulership are invariably dressed in garments so
fashioned as to inspire awe, fear, respect, love, loyalty, and obedience. Those
who act in the name of the State usually have at their disposal a monopoly
of coercive power in the community, a legal right to compel obedience from
all inhabitants of the territory, an arsenal of credenda and miranda calcu-
lated to impress the public, and a variety of means of dispensing rewards
and penalties which are likely to be more decisive for the total allocation
of satisfactions than any of the means in the hands of those who wield power
outside of government.

Politics has been well defined as the science of who gets what, when and
how. It is also the process by which people compete for control of the in-
strumentalities of favors, fraud, and force that are of the essence of all gov-
ernment. Save in pioneer communities or in times of social revolution, such
control ordinarily rests with the wealthy and the wellborn and is shared
reluctantly with the middle classes and the poor. To postulate the universality
of this pattern is not to embrace a naive economic determinism, nor yet to
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accept the Marxist view that all history is the history of class struggles. On
the contrary, the record suggests that most people in most societies, when
not subjected to extreme provocation, accept their inherited stations in life
with little question. '

These characteristics of all civilized societies are not static. A recognizable
sequence of change can be observed. At first, always, the elite consists of
nobles and priests, and the masses of slaves or serfs. All live in local city-
states, controlling the surrounding countryside and organized to preserve
the existing distribution of favors against threats at home or abroad. Where
a number of such city-states exist in the same region, they create, through
their contacts of trade, travel, and war, a miniature State System, marked by
leagues, alliances, balance-of-power diplomacy, and an uneasy equilibrium
in which each community is the potential enemy of all. Sooner or later one
State subdues the rest and establishes a larger kingdom which is “feudal” in
form—i.e., land is held by “lords” (originally “loaf-wards”) in return for
military service to a monarch and is tilled by unfree peasants who receive
protection for their labors.

When, as has commonly been the case, a number of such feudal kingdoms
ultimately establish contacts with one another over a still broader expanse
of land or sea, the result is a larger State System, repeating on a larger stage
the original drama of interstate politics. This phase of unstable balance
among “Great Powers” often persists for some centuries, during which the
growth of trade and the industrial arts fosters an urban middle class, pro-
motes the partial displacement of landed aristocrats by businessmen, and
frequently engenders the displacement of ancient dynasties by republican
state forms and by varying measures of democracy and mass participation
in public affairs. The terminal phase of international rivalries for power is
a series of “world wars,” involving all the members of the State System and
eventuating typically in the subjugation of all by one.

To insist that all civilizations have traversed this road would do violence
to the facts. Some have been cut off in their prime by external enemies.
Others have merged into neighboring cultures and lost their identity long
before journey’s end. Still others have tarried wearily by the wayside for
long epochs without reaching the goal. It would be equally fatuous to argue
that the itinerary here outlined represents the “inevitable” course of our own
Western culture. Contemporary science and technology, which have no true
counterparts in earlier civilizations, have opened out prospects of creation
or destruction which are new under the sun. Yet if it can be contended in any
sense that all civilizations follow common laws of growth and decay, these
laws are at any rate suggested in the preceding formulation.

16



MOTIVES AND MORALS

4. MOTIVES AND MORALS

It is possible that our race mgy be an accident, in a meaningless
universe, living its brief life uncared for, on this dark, cooling star;
but even so—and all the more—what marvelous creatures we are! What
fairy-story, what tale from the Arabian Nights of the jinns, is a
hundredth part as wonderful as this true fairy-story of the simians.
. . . An amoeba on the beach, blind and helpless, a mere bit of pulp—
that amoeba has grandsons today who read Kant and play symphonies.
Will those grandsons in turn have descendants who will sail through
the void, discover the foci of forces, the means to control them, and
learn how to marshal the planets and grapple with space? Would it
after all be any more startling than our rise from the slime? ... Yet,
even if we are permitted to have a long reign, and are not laid away
with the failures, are we a success? We need so much spiritual insight,
and we have so little. Qur airships may someday float over the hills of
Arcturus, but how will that help us if we cannot find the soul of the
world? . .. We have no sure vision. Hopes, guesses, beliefs—that is
all. . . . We, who crave so much to know, crave so little but knowing.
Some of us wish to know Nature most; these are the scientists. Others,
the saints and philosophers, wish to know God. Both are alike in their
hearts, yes, in spite of their quarrels. Both seek to assuage, to no end,
the old simian thirst.—CLARENCE DAY, This Simian World.

The destiny of literate man, as it has revealed itself over and again in
the course of past civilizations, is a tragic destiny. Its quality of tragedy
does not lie in the fact of death. The inevitable demise of the individual
among all the Metazoa is a concomitant of sexual reproduction, but few
would exchange, if they could, the loss for the gain. Neither does tragedy
lie per se in the decline and disappearance of communities, races, or species.
The last of the Java ape-men and the dawn-men of Piltdown doubtless lived
and died, as did the last of the mastodons and the dinosaurs before them,
in complete obliviousness of the fact that with their final sleep all their
kind was gone.

The tragedy of Homo sapiens, once he learned to speak, write, read, think,
and thereby evolve, blindly and almost by chance, the great civilizations of
historic time, is that he alone among animals knows all his life that he
must die. And he alone among the Hominidae knows that his own best social
achievements are but appurtenances of mortality. He has always fought his
prescience of doom by dreaming of life after death, or by glorifying dying as
a dreamless slumber after life’s fitful fever, or by imagining Utopias in which
endless generations enjoy unending happiness and move forever forward to
ever more splendid accomplishments.

But these devices of self-defense seldom deceive the wise. Men must die
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by the inexorable imperatives of life. And human societies, apparently, must
traverse a similar course in accordance with laws of cultural evolution which,
though little understood as yet, are }%erhaps no less inexorable. No sensitive
observer has ever gazed in awe at the massive pyramids of Egypt or at the
fragile wonders of the Athenian Acropolis or yielded to the spell of a Gothic
cathedral, a Florentine painting, a Shakespearian drama, or a Beethoven
concerto without perceiving that the architects of splendor, in the very act
of creation, fulfilled their lives and prepared themselves for departure. The
essence of tragedy is to do what one must do in order to realize one’s destiny
—and thus perchance win immortality in the hearts of later generations and
of civilizations as yet unborn—while at the same time knowing that that
which is done is a song of farewell. None would have it otherwise. Those
who flinch from godlike deeds in quest of brute satisfactions have neither
in the end. “For whosoever will save his life shall lose it: . . .” It is this
eternal paradox that moves us all to joy and pity and exaltation and recon-
ciles us to our fate by making us one with those of times past who tran-
scended life and death alike.

The clue to the mystery as to why, until now, all the great civilizations
of mankind have at long last died, even while some of the preliterate cultures
have endured for ages, is perhaps to be found in the personality structure
of civilized man. That structure first makes possible the creation of vast
and fruitful communities and later makes impossible their preservation from
self-inflicted dissolution. This search cannot here be pursued. But its scope
and nature must be suggested, since the behavior of the political animal is
otherwise incomprehensible. “Human nature” is protean and plastic beyond
most men’s imagining, but the range of change is limited, not infinite. The
uniformities of human conduct through historic time and space are greater
than the differences. It may be true, as some psychologists and anthropol-
ogists have begun to suggest, that each culture evolves its own unique “basic
personality type” and that many patterns of motives and acts are intelligible
not in terms of the universal attributes of all men but only in terms of the
specific and local experiences which shape particular men.*? There are none-
theless common motives in all human beings which derive from similar
sources and produce similar results.

The deepest and oldest roots of motivation spring from our common bio-
logical heritage. Men’s ancestors were fish for 200,000,000 years at least,
before sea creatures evolved into reptiles, birds, and mammals. Men’s an-
cestors were small and timid arboreal primates for 50,000,000 years before
they became anything noticeably different. The earliest and simplest multi-

12 See, for example, Abram Kardiner and Associates, The Psychological Frontiers of
Society, 1945. ' ‘ S
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cellular organisms had built into their bodies at the outset a simple repertory
of responses to stimuli which has persisted in all their progeny: (1) with-
drawal from sources of irritation; and (2) approach for purposes of inges-
tion, destruction, or impregnation. Such tropisms, at first no more than
mechanical reflexes, slowly developed into more subtle devices of survival—
i.e., “instincts” to flee before danger, to hunt food, to kill enemies, and to
seek erotic joy, each with its “emotion” of fear, hunger, rage, and love.

These are still the prime incentives and the major preoccupations of most .
members of Homo sapiens 2,000 years after Christ, 7,000 years after the first
civilizations, 50,000 years after the twilight of the Neanderthalers, and
500,000 years and more after the first ape-men. All such intervals of time
are but as a brief day’s dawn and dusk compared with the ages during which
all ancestral protoplasm was acquiring these drives to action. That such
motives are in the most literal sense primary and dominant in the behavior
of all men is not strange but inevitable. Through tens of thousands of past
generations all creatures, and all species of creatures, unfit in their capacities
for fright, appetite, anger, and lust were displaced in grim competition by
others better equipped. Here then are the very bowels of human, as of all
animal, motivation. And here, largely suppressed into the “unconscious”
but all the more formidable in its pressure upon action, is that earliest and
lowest level of human personality, designated by Sigmund Freud as the
“Id.” This he envisaged as the repository of the libido—his term for in-
stinctive, biologically inherited organic energies and impulses, governed by
the “pleasure principle.”

Even these primitive itchings and urgings were in sundry ways refined,
modified, and centered on specific stimuli by the long experience of man’s
progenitors. The young of all mammals are dependent on their mammas.
The duration of dependence constantly increases with the progressive elabora-
tion of mammalian species. Mammals live in families. Simian infants first
fix their love on their mothers and their fear and rage, mingled ambivalently
with love, on their fathers. The first primates to descend from the trees, more-
over, took a step of great daring, fraught with great fear. Fists and teeth and
running legs avail nothing against the claws and fangs of the larger beasts
of prey. Family solidarity, tribal cooperation, slyness, shrewdness, and
trickery were needed for survival. Man’s huge propensities for fear, rage,
and lust and for affection, collaboration, and cleverness are doubtless at-
tributable to the perils of primate life on the ground. When these primates
took to meat eating, they had need for weapons and fire and somehow stum-
bled upon their use. Since their use must be taught and learned, we are
here in the presence of the first rudiments of “culture.” Its matrix is less
the home and the altar than the chase, the kill, and the feast.
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At this point the emerging human personality had developed, out of inti-
mate contacts with fellows in families, clans, and hordes, the elements of a
conscious “self,” perceptive, adaptable, and self-seeking. This realm of
motivation, & la Freud, is the “Ego,” governed by the “reality principle.”
Men’s motives are those of beasts, first overlaid and modified (but in no
sense expunged) by those of ground-walking and meat-eating anthropoids
who learned from “you” and “yours” the meaning of “me” and “mine.” They
therewith became capable not only of purposeful social effort but of attributes
of vanity, greed, and cruelty which would put tigers and hyenas to shame.
Forever after, men readily revert, when discouraged or desperate, to mere
animalism or egotism. “No beast,” wrote Plutarch, wisely, “is more savage
than man, when possessed with power answerable to his rage.” Paul the
Apostle wrote truly to Timothy that in times of stress even civilized men
“shall be lovers of their own selves, covetous, boasters, proud, blasphemers,
disobedient to parents, unthankful, unholy, without natural affection, truce-
breakers, false accusers, incontinent, fierce, despisers of those that are
good, traitors, heady, highminded, lovers of pleasures more than lovers of
God; . . .”

But this judgment stems from the most recently acquired component of
men’s motives, not from the pristine seeds of passion and egotism. That
component, clearly, is conscience: Freud’s “Super-Ego,” ruled by the “moral-
ity principle”—into which is built those socially acquired restraints, redirec-
tions, and sublimations of impulse without which men are less than human.
How did this come about? Concern with virtue is presumably a concomitant
of awareness of vice and of a sense of guilt over acts which are “wrong.”
The first acts judged wrong were doubtless those which threatened the sur-
vival of the group. Perhaps primitive cannibalism first begot such sentiments
as men dimly saw that the killing and eating of one another was a road to
death for all. The mark of Cain is older than Adam. Perhaps, as Freud him-
self argued, the “original sin” was that reflected ages later in the legend of
Oedipus who unwittingly married his mother, slew his father, and took his
own life when he learned what he had done.

Freud’s thesis here is that in the “primal horde,” ruled by an elder male
with a plurality of wives and a multiplicity of offspring, the sons as they
matured sought to kill the jealous and all-powerful father, to eat his flesh,
and to fight to the death among themselves for females. Patricide, incest, and
fratricide were thus the first “crimes.” Since they spelled ruin to the group,
they were at some point condemned, renounced, and elaborately guarded
against through taboos on murder and incest, totemic myths, and rigid rules
of exogamy. In many preliterate cultures, men live in clans whose members
regard themselves as descendants of a sacred totem animal. They must marry
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outside the clan, never within it. From time to time, in solemn sacrificial
feasts often accompanied by temporary sexual license, they kill the totem
animal and, in a primitive mass, or “communion,” eat its flesh, drink its
blood, and thereby acquire its virtues. The totem symbolizes the original
father. The blood sacrifice and the rules of exogamy are substitutes for mur-
der, cannibalism, and incest. What was socially self-destructive is transmuted
through morals and magic into a bond of unity and a means of survival.
Freud thus derived conscience and primitive religion and indeed the genesis
of culture itself from these postulated relationships.®

Without exploring the disputes raised by this startling hypothesis, it may
yet be granted that men were truly men, in their psychological as well as in
their physical structure, long before the advent of civilization. That is to say,
they were (and are) neither beasts nor gods but an unholy mixture of both,
infused with deviltry and divinity in a weird synthesis which men themselves
assess as horrible, ludicrous, pathetic, and sublime. Even in static, preliterate
cultures, human personality is at best a delicately balanced and unstable
system of motivations, with “instincts,” ego motives, and ethical values striv-
ing sullenly against one another for predominance. When the balance is
tolerably maintained, the self is integrated and effective. When it breaks down
in inner conflict, the result is anxiety, guilt, neurosis, and, in the worst cases,
madness. Static and stable cultures develop well-integrated personalities.
Dynamic and insecure cultures pose to all personalities problems of adjust-
ment which many find incapable of satisfying solution. Most preliterate cul-
tures are in the former category. All civilized cultures are in the latter.

Civilized man is neither more nor less brutish, self-seeking, or immoral than
preliterate man. But, by virtue of division of labor and the witchery of writ-
ing, he lives at length in a great society rather than in a local community.
He faces stresses and strains and dilemmas which have few counterparts in
preliterate societies, save when they are in decay or under lethal assault from
other cultures. As he grows up, his transfers of fear, rage, and love no longer
flow smoothly from self to family to clan to tribal gods and to medicine men
and the folkways and mores of his people. In a bewildering, pulsating urban
world the age-old passions must perforce be transferred in part to abstrac-
tions: kings and popes, nobles and priests, castes and classes, sects and fac-
tions, provinces and nations, signs and words representing the prevalent
conception (or somebody’s conception) of truth, beauty, and goodness and
of falsehood, ugliness, and sin. In the process, old gods die, and old ways
pass. Fresh learning is called for. All learning is painful. Work is to be

18 See Sigmund Freud, Totem and Taboo, and Sir James Frazer, The Golden Bough
and Totemism and Exogamy. For a criticism of Freud’s thesis, see Bronislaw Malinowski,
Sex and Repression in Savage Society.
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done. All work is grief. Having crossed the threshold of civilization; man
finds his mind by losing his soul. In dread and loneliness, he grasps at feeble
symbols of self-assurance. These, invariably, are devices which will recap-
ture some sense of identity with the community and the cosmos. These are,
most frequently, the signs and portents of State and Church, of mundane
power and divine grace, usually mingled in a unity of belief and action which
carries over into a new context much of the comforting magic of the lost
days of long ago.

Thus equipped with spiritual armor against the threats and blows of a new,
strange life, literate man marches forth to win victories in war and state-
craft, art and science, religion and business. But in achieving these triumphs
each civilization brings into being, willy-nilly, a larger and more complex
community, increasingly divided against itself by internal cleavages of needs
and creeds and fraught with growing contradictions in all spheres of life
between theory and practice, faith and works, ideals and realities. The new
unity of sentiment and purpose which gloriously characterizes the coming
of the great age proves to be short-lived. The uneasy balance of instinct,
egotism, and ethics, woefully lost with the initial transition from preliteracy
to civilization and transiently regained in new devotions to tribal gods,
human or divine, is again lost as the orbit of civilization moves from tribe
and kingdom and nation to the complex and confusing imperium of the great
society and the World State. The acids of rationalism and skepticism dis-
solve old loyalties. The injunctions of morality, even when reinforced by the
vision of the monotheistic higher religions, conflict with reason and self-
interest. In a time of doubt, the lusts of the flesh call anew for illicit satis-
factions. Man is divided against himself. And therefore men become divided
against themselves in new cleavages of rich and poor, in-group and out-
group, faithful and infidel, orthodox and heterodox, my side and your side.

This fragmentation of societies, and of most of the personalities that com-
pose them, is at first exhilarating. Many find new solace in frenzied efforts
to recapture the past or conquer the future by labeling dissidents as devils
and waging war upon them. But this apparent reintegration of motives and
morals is a deception. No creative mission is possible in a society so hope-
lessly split that each embattled group fancies that it has a monopoly of truth
and virtue. Fanatics (sometimes defined as those who redouble their efforts
as they lose sight of their goal) are men and women who give free rein to
their sadistic and masochistic impulses, inherited from their simian- and
primitive past, under the delusion that they are thereby serving the cause
of righteousness. This process, even when interrupted by transitory periods
of reintegration, is ultimately fatal to the great commonwealth. Human beings
incapable of solving their problems, and thus driven toward frustration and
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aggression, readily revert to greed and violence, to primitive superstition and
satanism, and to debauched and vicious forms of brutishness and irresponsi-
bility.

No civilization thus far, including our own, has found the means of re-
solving this psychic crisis in any manner conducive to life rather than death.
A great society and a global civilization, if they are to endure, call for a
transmutation of human nature which no community to date has ever been
able to achieve. The children of the ape-men, equipped with intelligence,
writing, technology, and high devotion to social purposes, can erect vast
and shining mansions of civilized living. But they cannot save these structures
from final ruin save through a reintegration of personality and of society at
a still higher level, at which a new morality prevails over the legacy of a
violent, ignorant, and bestial past.

In all the great cultures, many philosophers and a few statesmen have
seen the need of new morals and new men if civilization is to survive. Never
yet has mankind proved capable of achieving the transition. Without it, all
adventurers in civilized living stumble at last into the dusk. Man’s hope is
forever vanquished. Man’s fate remains a tale of ultimate grief and failure.
Whether it must always be so is an inquiry best deferred to the end of this
volume.
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Naked and alone we came into exile. In her dark womb we did not
know our mother’s face; from the prison of her flesh have we come into
the unspeakable and incommunicable prison of this earth. Which of us
has known his brother? Which of us has looked into his father’s heart?
. . . Which of us has not remained forever a stranger and alone? O waste
of loss, in the hot mazes, lost, among bright stars on this most weary un-
bright cinder, losi! Remembering speechlessly we seek the great forgotten
language, the lost lane-end into heaven, a stone, a leaf, an unfound door.
Where? When? O lost, and by the wind grieved, ghost, come back again.
—TuHomas Worrg, 1929.

Book One

THE ORIGINS OF THE WORLD
COMMUNITY

The much admired Republic of Zeno, the founder of the Stoic sect, may
be summed up in this one main principle: that all the inhabitants of this
world of ours should not live differentiated by their respective rules of
justice into separate cities and communities but that we should consider
all men to be of one community and one order common to all. . . . This
Zeno wrote, giving shape to a dream . . . but it was Alexander who gave
effect to the idea. . . . He believed that he came as a heaven-sent governor
to all, and as a mediator for the whole world. . . . He brought together
into one body all men everywhere, uniting and mixing in one great loving-
cup, as it were, men’s lives, their characters, their marriages, their very
habits of life. He bade them all consider as their fatherland the whole
inhabited earth, as their stronghold and protection his camp, as akin to
them all good men, and as foreigners only the wicked.—PLuTARcH, De
fortuna Alexandri.






CHAPTER |
ANCIENT STATE SYSTEMS

1. DE URBE ET ORBE

Nature, the art whereby God hath made and governs the world, is
by the “art” of man, as in many other things, so in this also imitated,
that it can make an artificial animal. . . . For by art is created that
great “Leviathan” called a “Commonwealth,” or “State,” in Latin civitas,
which is but an artificial man; though of greater stature and strength
than the natural, for whose protection and defense it was intended;
and in which the “sovereignty” is an artificial “soul,” as giving life and
motion to the whole body.—THomas HosBes, Leviathan.

N THE long vista of man’s experiment in social life, those aspects of
experience which have come to be called “international relations” or
“power politics” are of impressive antiquity. They seem, at first glance,

to be constant companions of all wayfarers along the human highroad from
a lost past to a doubtful future. Closer scrutiny of the journey, however,
indicates that this is by no means the case. The phenomena which are here
to be examined date only from the first literate cultures, i.e., “civilizations,”
of mankind. People lacking writing also lack those patterns of community
organization designated by the terms “State,” “government,” “politics,” and
“nation.” On the other hand, many past societies have flourished for centuries
under regimes which united many nations in a single authority having few
or no contacts with other independent Powers{lnterstale relations are coeval
with the sunrise of civilization) But they frequently fade into the State-
transcending unity of a great imperium as a civilization attains maturity.
Among the first States of which any records remain were those of the
nascent civilization which were cradled in the Tigris-Euphrates Valley about
5000 B.c. These communities were city-states: Eridu, built where the great
rivers then entered the Persian Gulf; Nippur, in the upper valley; Ur of the
Chaldees; Uruk, Assur, Umma, Sumer, Lagash, Kish, and the rest. Their
people were Sumerians, speaking a unique language which they wrote in
wedgelike symbols on tablets of clay. Whence they came, and how their
culture first began, none can say. Their earliest relics and chronicles are
those of people obviously long engaged in irrigation, growing crops, tending
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herds, and building walls and towers of brick. The first Sumerians also prac-
ticed astrology, appeased the seven devils sent by the gods to punish sinners,
and paid special reverence in their pantheon to Enlil, the earth-god, Innini
(Ishtar), the virgin goddess of heaven, and her brother and/or son, Tammuz,
who annually sacrificed his life and was divinely resurrected from the dead.

Just as Sumerian mythology is the source of the later Greek cult of Adonis
and of the Jewish-Christian drama of the Messiah, so Sumerian “interna-
tional relations” reveal a design which has repeated itself through the ages
wherever a multiplicity of sovereignties has existed in the same area. These
city-states comprised a true State System which long endured. That is to
say, power to command obedience was not centralized but dispersed among
independent localities. Each magician-prince or god-king represented a rul-
ing elite of landlords and priests, governed his subjects within defined
boundaries, and competed with other monarchs for land and power through
bargaining and violence—i.e., diplomacy and war. These units traded, con-
ducted hostilities, negotiated peace, concluded treaties, exchanged envoys,
and developed customs and rules of conduct in their constantly shifting rela-
tions. War was normal. “Stranger” meant “enemy” no less among the
Sumerian communities than between these and the barbarians beyond the
valley. But peace could be made by treaty.

The earliest treaty known to modern archeologists dates from ¢. 3000 B.c.
Since the date is late, the Sumerian State System having already existed for
over a thousand years, many others must have preceded it. Here the Kings
of Lagash and Umma, involved in a frontier dispute, agree to submit their
differences to the arbitration of Mesilim, King of Kish, who, calling upon
the gods, arrives at an acceptable settlement. The actual text of a later treaty
between the same States is to be found in the Louvre on the “stele of the
vultures.” A clay cylinder in Yale University’s collection of antiquities con-
tains the text (c. 2900 B.c.) of a peace treaty which Lagash imposed upon
Umma after a successful war. Reparations are exacted. Divine wrath is in-
voked upon the vanquished, should they dare to violate the new boundary.
But then, as now, treaties among independent sovereignties become scraps
of paper (in this case, tablets of clay) when political expediency dictates
repudiation. A few years after signature, the fighting men of Umma launched
a war of revanche and defeated Lagash.

In the fullness of time, however, anarchy gave way to order through the
subjection of all by one. The dynasty of Ur-Nina in Lagash, which made
extensive conquests, was at length overthrown by the hosts of the high priest
of Gis-ukh, Lugal-zaggisi (c. 2677-2653 B.c.), who called himself “King of
Kings.” At Uruk, he established the first empire of recorded time, stretching
“from the Lower to the Upper Sea.” But the Sumerian State System, like
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many to follow in days to come, was destined to attain permanent unification
at the hands of alien conquerors rather than from within. OQut of the western
deserts poured Semitic-speaking barbarians. Among these nomads emerged a
leader, Sargon (c. 2637-2581 B.C.), of whom legend says that he was born
in secrecy and set adrift in a basket of reeds on the Euphrates, whence he
was rescued, reared as a gardener, discovered to be of royal lineage, and
crowned King of Babylon. This “Sargon of Akkad” subdued all the Sume-
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rians, along with neighboring peoples, and founded the Sumerian-Akkadian
Empire, extending from the Persian Gulf to the Mediterranean.

Sargon’s people learned Sumerian writing and adopted Sumerian civiliza-
tion. His grandson, Naram-Sin, “King of the Four Spheres,” carried on his
work, which endured the assaults of the Elamites from Susa. But this im-
perium finally fell before the blows of the Semitic Amorites, who settled in
Babylon and, under an able ruler and famous lawgiver, Hammurabi (1947-
1905 B.c.), established the Babylonian Empire. Be it noted, lest our sense
of time be distorted by the rush of tomorrow’s headlines, that 32 centuries
elapsed between the dawn of urban life in these valleys and the passing of
Hammurabi. Of the 38 centuries which have since gone by, only the last
10 span the period of our own civilization.
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Meanwhile there had transpired in the valley of the Nile a sequence of
experiences not unlike those already reviewed. Here also, about 5000 B.C.,
possibly earlier, men somehow learned to build cities of wood, brick, and
stone, to smelt bronze, and to use picture writing set down on the first
“paper,” or strips of papyrus reeds. Here, too, city-states doubtless made
war upon one another until they were consolidated by conquest into the two
kingdoms of Upper and Lower Egypt, united in turn about 3200 B.c. by
Menes. This half-mythical founder of the “First Dynasty” built a kingdom
which endured as a Great Power for many more millennia than any other
before or since. This amazing civilization is best symbolized by the huge
royal sepulchers of the pyramids of Giza, completed in the Fourth Dynasty,
by the timeless Sphinx, by the great temples of Karnak and Luxor, and by
multitudes of mummified bodies of kings, priests, and nobles. Egypt’s quest
for immortality was not in vain. Her greatest monuments of stone, built a
thousand years before Abraham lived, may well outlast the human race.

In Egypt grew also a rich art and architecture and the beginnings of
astronomy, mathematics, engineering, and medicine. Conquest by Semitic
nomads, who founded the Sixteenth (Hyksos) Dynasty of the “Shepherd
Kings,” was followed by revolt and liberation. Under the “New Empire,”
Egyptian armies carried the power of the Pharaohs from Ethiopia to the
Euphrates. One among them, Amenhotep IV (1375-1358 B.c.), established
the first monotheistic religion, the worship of Aton, the sun-god (after whom
he renamed himself Ikhnaton), only to have his work undone after his pass-
ing by the polytheistic priests of Ammon Ra, whose will he had defied."
This youthful genius triumphed even in death. For he was the first leader of
men (and for this forever remembered by posterity) who caught the vision
of all mankind united as brothers in One World and worthy through right-
eousness of the blessings of One God.

The kings and captains of mighty Egypt had long since reached out to the
north and east and encountered other civilizations, whose early States had
also been welded together into great feudal kingdoms. For some centuries
the major rival Power was the Kingdom of the Hittites in Asia Minor, semi-
Sumerian in its culture, whose soldiery sacked Babylon c. 1750 B.c. Between
the two Powers lay the realm of the Mitannis on the Syrian shore. Egyptian-
Hittite wars became chronic after Thothmes III (1480-1450 B.c.) invaded
Syria. Clay tablets unearthed in the capital of the Mitannis suggest that c.

1In his last book, Moses and Monotheism, Sigmund Freud argued that Moses, prob-
able founder of Jewish monotheism, was probably an Egyptian follower of Ikhnaton
and, upon the failure of his master’s venture in religious reformation, led an enslaved
people out of Egypt and toward the worship of a single God—not Aton, but Yahweh,
or Jehovah, originally a volcano-god and tribal deity of the Jews.
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1400 B.c. the three States concluded a pact of nonaggression, mutual aid, and
extradition. But more wars followed until Hattushilish III, King of the
Hittites, now under attack by the Assyrians, signed a treaty with Rameses II
in 1280 B.c.—notable for the fact that its text has survived in three copies
in Egyptian and Hittite, with the lost original apparently written in Baby-
lonian, the diplomatic language of the age.

This agreement, “witnessed by the thousand gods,” was a pact of per-
petual peace, outlawry of war, and mutual assistance:

There shall be no hostilities between them forever. The great chief of the
Hittites shall not pass over into the land of Egypt, forever, to take anything
therefrom; Rameses, the great chief of Egypt, shall not pass over into the land
of the Hittites to take anything therefrom, forever. . . . If another people (or
state) shall come, as an enemy, against the lands of Rameses, the great chief
of Egypt, and he shall send to the great chief of the Hittites, saying “Come with
me with your army against him,” the great chief of the Hittites shall come, and
the great King of the Hittites shall slay his enemy. But if it shall not be the
desire of the great chief of the Hittites to come, he shall send his infantry and
his chariotry, and shall slay his enemy. Or, if Rameses, the great chief of Egypt,
be provoked against delinquent subjects, when they have committed some other
fault against him, and he shall come to slay them, then the great chief of the
Hittites shall act with the lord of Egypt.

These obligations of “collective security” against aggression and revolu-
tion were reciprocal, as was also a provision for the extradition of fugitives:

If any of the great men of the land of Egypt shall flee and shall come to the
great chief of the Hittites, from either town, or . . . of the lands of Rameses, the
great chief of Egypt, and they shall come to the great chief of the Hittites, then
the great chief of the Hittites shall not receive them, but the great chief of the
Hittites shall cause them to be brought to Rameses, the great chief of Egypt,
their lord.

The reference clearly is not to common criminals but to political offenders,
who are usually exempted from extradition in modern treaties. In other re-
spects this document of 32 centuries ago reads like a pact of our own time.?
Then as now, travel and matrimony sometimes serve political purposes:
Hattushilish paid a royal visit to the Nile and gave his daughter in marriage
to the Pharaoh.

2. ROADS TO EMPIRE
I beheld till the thrones were cast down, and the Ancient of days

did sit, whose garment was white as snow, and the hair of his head like
the pure wool: his throne was like the fiery flame, and his wheels as

2 See on the text of this treaty the article by Langdon and Gardiner in the Journal
of Egyptian Archaeology, vol. 6, pp. 179f., 1920.
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burning fire. . . . I saw in the night visions, and, behold, one like the
Son of man came with the clouds of heaven, and came to the Ancient of
days, and they brought him near before him. And there was given him
dominion, and glory, and a kingdom, that all people, nations, and lan-
guages, should serve him: his dominion is an everlasting dominion,
which shall not pass away, and his kingdom that which shall not be
destroyed.—The Book of Daniel, Chapter 7.

The passing centuries brought vast changes in this early Near Eastern
State System. To trace their details would be tedious. But mention must be
made of at least two further acts in this drama of politics: the Syriac and
the Assyrian.

The early communities on the easternmost shore of the Mediterranean had
few prospects of independent development so long as they were pawns and
victims of the rivalries between the Egyptian and Hittite kingdoms. In the
late 13th century B.c., however, the Hittites were overwhelmed by barbarians
from the north and west. Egypt fell upon evil days by virtue of Libyan and
Ethiopian incursions and rebellions. Under these conditions new opportuni-
ties opened for the mid-Levant peoples. Here the original Canaanites had
been set upon by Hebrew invaders from Arabia and by Philistine sea raiders
and migrants from the Aegean. The Philistines (for whom Palestine is
named) achieved no glory and less prestige. The Hebrews founded two king-
doms, Israel and Judah, sometimes united and sometimes independent, which
reached a zenith of power and wealth under Solomon (c. 975-935 B.c.). The
Phoenicians, probably descendants of the original Canaanites, established
themselves at Tyre and Sidon and became notable navigators and traders.

These Syriac peoples left much to later ages. The Phoenicians probably
invented alphabetical writing. In their wide-ranging voyages, they “dis-
covered” the Atlantic Ocean; explored the Spanish, French, and African
coasts; settled Marseille; and founded Carthage, which in due course became
a “Great Power” in a larger State System. The Hebrews lost their inde-
pendence in 586 B.c., when Jerusalem was taken, pillaged, and burned by
the New Babylonians under Nebuchadnezzar, who dragged most of the sur-
vivors off as captives. Palestine has ever since been under foreign rule. The
“Babylonian Captivity” ended with the fall of Babylon to Cyrus the Persian.
While many of those liberated returned to the Promised Land and rebuilt
Solomon’s Temple, others were scattered far and wide. The Diaspora, or
dispersion of the Jewish peoples, resumed on a large scale in Roman times
and thereafter, had already begun.

But the Hebrews, once the “Chosen People” of a tribal god, had developed
out of manifold misfortunes, spiritual agony, and an earnest quest for right-
eousness the first enduring monotheistic religion. From their faith flowered
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a lofty ideal of human fraternity and universalism and an exalted sense of
moral values, which in the Jewish sacred writings were to become the com-
mon inspiration of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam. No other people has
suffered such persecution for its creed or faced, over and again, such sys-
tematic efforts at extermination at the hands of others insulted or shamed by
the very existence of Israel. And no other people west of China has survived
and preserved its identity, its language, and its way to God through the
vicissitudes of 314 millennia.

The Assyrians’ story is the antithesis of that of the Jews, though both were
Semitic-speaking peoples. High in the Tigris Valley their early rulers built
the stone city of Nineveh and dedicated themselves with singular tenacity to
the arts of war. First to use cavalry, war chariots, and sundry devices of
early tactics and strategy, they conquered Babylon ¢. 1100 B.c. in the reign
of Tiglath Pileser I. Three and a half centuries later the third monarch of
this name began a series of conquests, continued by Sargon II, Sennacherib,
and their successors, which have no previous and few later parallels. Philis-
tia, Samaria, Damascus were subjugated. Great Egypt itself was vanquished
and precariously held, 675-663. Here emerged the first “world empire,”
extending from the Persian Gulf to the Middle Sea and from the Caspian to
the first cataract of the Nile. But the obsession of war making led inexorably
to impoverishment and depopulation. Egypt expelled the Assyrian garrisons
in the 650’s. Babylon revolted, allied itself with Elam (which the Assyrians
demolished), and finally joined the Medes in a counterassault which culmi-
nated in the destruction of Nineveh in 612 B.c. Two centuries later, when
Xenophon visited the ruins, all human life was gone, and the very name of
Assyria was lost in an empty tomb.

Yet the political pattern of a “World State,” bringing order out of the
chaos of conflicting sovereignties, persisted in the lands which had given
birth to civilization four millennia before Assyria’s demise. Another warlike
people of the north (Aryan-speaking, or akin in language to the Hittites and
to Greeks, Romans, and modern Europeans) presently built a kingdom out
of another welter of city-states. These were the Persians, to whose throne
in 550 B.c. came Cyrus, reputed to be the grandson of the founder of the
royal house, called by the Greeks Achaemenes. After vanquishing Croesus,
King of Lydia, Cyrus took Babylon in 538. His son, Cambyses, conquered
Egypt. Under Darius I, who took the crown in 521 B.c., the World State of
the “Achaemenides” included all the lands from the Danube to the Indus
and from the Caucasus and the Aral Sea to Upper Egypt. Having failed to
conquer the Scythians in a Balkan expedition, Darius decided to invade
Greece. But that is another story.

The design of events recounted above, wherein the small city-states of the
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first literate cultures finally became municipalities of great kingdoms and
later of vast empires, is not peculiar to the regions and peoples whose for-
tunes have here been reviewed. On the contrary, it is repeated in all the civi-
lizations of which we have knowledge. In the remote world of the Amer-
indians, lacking all contact with Europe or Asia, other peoples traversed a
similar road. In the jungles west of the Caribbean the Mayas developed the
arts of urban life sometime before 500 B.c. and, after protracted rivalries
among towns and petty kingdoms, arrived at an empire which flourished for
four centuries (c. A.p. 300-690). Its successor, the Aztec society and State
System, was in process of becoming an empire when it was struck down by
Spanish conquerors. To the south, in the high Andes, the Inca Empire of
Peru, by the time of its conquest by other Spaniards, had similarly evolved
through five centuries from a congeries of rival towns to a far-flung imperium.

In India, which Europeans thought they had reached when they first set
foot on American shores, the earliest civilization, that of the dark Dravidian
peoples, seems to have taken form in the Indus and Ganges Valleys at a time
somewhat later than the appearance of the first cities of Sumeria and Egypt.
Some scholars perceive evidence of Sumerian influence in the earliest antiq-
uities of northwestern India. Aryan-speaking nomads from the north began
invading and conquering these kingdoms before the time of Hammurabi.
The cultural fusion which ensued begot a rich new civilization which, in the
6th century B.c., gave rise to one of the major higher religions of mankind
through the life and teachings of Siddhartha Gautama, later hailed as the
Buddha. The faith of Buddhism spread over most of Asia, although by the
11th century A.p. it had all but vanished in India itself, where it had never
wholly supplanted the more primitive polytheistic creed of Brahmanism, or
Hinduism.

The civilization that gave Buddhism to posterity remained a chaos of rival
States which arrived at no semblance of unity until Chandragupta Maurya
conquered the Punjab and the Ganges Valley c¢. 320 B.c. and fashioned an
empire in the northern plains reaching from sea to sea. His successor, Asoka
(264-227 B.C.), was one of the wisest and most beneficent emperors of all
time, devoting his energies not to war but to good works and to the propaga-
tion of Buddhism in other lands. Confused centuries of invasions, conflicts,
and conquests ensued. Apart from the Gupta Empire (c. A.p. 400-500) the
hundreds of independent Indian States never attained even the shadow of
unification until the Islamic Mongols established the “Mogul” Dynasty,
whose greatest emperor was Akbar (1556-1605).

Last, but far from least, in this recurring drama of transition from anarchy
to unity is the case of China. In the Tarim Valley of Mongolia, and along
the shores of the Yellow River and the Yangtze, another great civilization
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emerged out of primal darkness about 3000 B.c., when Egypt and Sumeria
were already old with the burdens of 20 centuries. Here, too, city-states
evolved into feudal kingdoms, which at length coalesced into a loose empire
under priest-kings or “Sons of Heaven.” After a series of semilegendary
rulers, the Shang (c. 1766-1122 B.c.) and Chou (1122-250 B.c.) Dynasties
consolidated and governed a great realm. But in the first millennium B.c.
a multitude of actually independent States, of which Tsi and Ch’in in the
north and Chou on the Yangtze were “Great Powers,” inflicted chronic
anarchy on all the land by their incessant rivalries. The epoch after 500 B.c.
is known as Chan Kuo—*“the Contending States.” Leagues of nations, dis-
armament conferences, and appeals to respect “international law” brought
no permanent respite, nor can they ever bring peace in a State System of
separate sovereignties. But Shih-Huang-Ti (“first universal emperor”) of
the Ch’in Dynasty, who organized the building of the Great Wall against
the Huns in the 2nd century B.c. and “burned the books” to break the power
of tradition, welded the warring States once more into an effective imperium.
His work endured under the Han Dynasty (2006 B.c.-o.p. 172) and thereafter,
until new “times of troubles,” interspersed with periods of unity and order,
came to an end through alien conquests. Under the Mongol, Ming, and
Manchu Emperors, China remained one polity—until the impact of Western
profit seekers and power seekers discredited imperial rule forever, disinte-
grated the ancient fabric of civilization, and initiated a new epoch of revolu-
tion and anarchy, the end of which is not yet.

3. THE LEGACY OF ATHENS

There is no hope of a cessation of evils for the States (of Hellas) —
and, in my opinion, none for mankind—except through a personal union
between political power and philosophy and a forcible disqualification
of those common natures that now follow one of these two pursuits to
the exclusion of the other. The union may be achieved in either of two
ways. Either the philosophers must become kings in our States or else
the people who are now called kings and potentates must take—genu-
inely and thoroughly—to philosophy.—Prato, The Republic.

North of the coast of Libya and west of Rhodes and Cyprus, at the island-
studded mouth of the Aegean Sea, lies the long, narrow land of Crete. Here
and all along the near-by coasts flourished another early civilization whose
dark-skinned seafaring people carried on trade with Egypt as early as 4000
B.c. Not until 2400 B.c. were the communities of the island united in one
kingdom under a ruler whose title was “Minos.” Recent excavations at its
capital, Knossos, reveal a race skilled not only in navigation and trade
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but in architecture, bullfighting, gymnastics, sculpture, and ornament. Since
their surviving records are few and their language is still undeciphered, little
is known of their history. But it is clear that they are heralds of the dawn
in the eastern Mediterranean.

After a thousand years of peace and trade, art and sport, the Cretans who
were the core of this Aegean, Minoan, or Mycenaean civilization (as it is
variously named) encountered disaster. Their long security was at an end
when neighboring peoples learned to build and sail ships capable of crossing
the blue waters in substantial numbers. Among these strangers were Aryan-
speaking barbarians who filtered into the Greek peninsula out of the north-
ern wilderness when Thothmes I1I ruled Egypt and the Shang Emperors gov-
erned China. In terms of their dialects, the order of their coming was: Ionians,
Aeolians, Dorians, Macedonians, and Thracians. All called themselves
“Hellenes.” Their earliest epic poetry, as set down in later centuries in the
Iliad and the Odyssey and ascribed to the blind bard Homer, tells of the
conquest of Troy, in Asia Minor near the Dardanelles, and of the subsequent
adventures of the victors. Their mythology tells how the hero Theseus went
to Knossos, entered the labyrinth with the aid of Ariadne, daughter of the
Minos, and slew the Minotaur, half bull and half man, who had devoured
Athenian youths exacted from Athens by Knossos as tribute and sacrifice.
Apart from legend, it is plain that Knossos was first pillaged and burned
¢. 1400 B.c. and that ¢. 1000 B.c. it was again demolished beyond recovery.
Some of the survivors, e.g., the Philistines, found homes elsewhere. Others
vanished in the darkness of refugee migrations, which attend the end of
every civilization.

The victors adopted the arts and skills of the vanquished. Out of this
heritage they slowly evolved a new culture, which has impressed all posterity
as the most splendid and inspiring in all the annals of mankind. Here again
the creators of a great age first lived in city-states in which the ruling class
of citizen-warriors and landowners consisted of the sons of the conquerors
while the vanquished (as in Sparta) were reduced to helots (peasant-serfs)
or perioect (merchants), who had no political rights. In many Greek com-
munities the concept and practice of “democracy” emerged for the first time
as an alternative to monarchy and aristocracy, which in their corrupt form
easily became tyranny and oligarchy. All these terms are Greek. Indeed it
can be argued, as Sir Henry Maine contended, that everything that moves
and lives in modern civilization is Greek in its origin. Yet devotion to truth
requires cognizance of the fact that even Athenian democracy at its apogee
was still based upon a society in which only “citizens,” narrowly defined,
had voting rights, while all others, including the slaves at the bottom of
the social scale, had no voice in community decisions.
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Despite these necessary qualifications, few would deny that the citizens of
ancient Hellas, with the Athenians most glorious among them, developed
drama, poetry, architecture, and sculpture to an acme of beauty never
matched before or since. And all would agree that the subtle, curious, skep-
tical Hellenic mind, as it emancipated itself from tribalism, arrived at con-
ceptions of scientific inquiry, individual dignity, civic duty, and human free-
dom which, for 25 centuries throughout the Western world, have been the
envy and inspiration of all familiar with “the glory that was Greece.” In-
deed, many ignorant of this past have yet been moved by it to yeoman service
in the cause of the liberty and fraternity of mankind. Those who doubt will
have their doubts resolved if they will but visit at sunset the rocky height
of the Acropolis in the heart of Athens and reflect upon human destiny as
the fading light turns to rose the mellow marble of the Erechtheum and the
Parthenon. These temples to the virgin goddess Athena, source of wisdom,
virtue, victory, and peace, have shed their radiance on all later generations.

But this alluring theme must yield to the matters here in hand. The Greek
city-states, with their rich intellectual and esthetic life, were widely scattered
over the peninsula and, with their colonies, spread themselves over the wine-
colored sea to innumerable islands and to remote coasts between Sicily and
the Crimea. Primitive monarchies gave way to aristocratic republics as mer-
chants gained wealth and influence. These State forms in turn became
democracies, oligarchies, or tyrannies as the clash of rich and poor gave
power to one side or the other. In 490 B.c. Darius the Persian, with the aid of
Phoenicia’s navy, launched by sea his first assault on Hellas. It brought
temporary unity to the rival Greek communities. At Marathon the Athenian
infantry crushed the invaders and won the praise of the Spartans, who ar-
rived too late to share in victory.

Ten years later Xerxes led a great army across the Dardanelles and through
Thrace, Macedonia, and Thessaly. At Thermopylae (480 B.c.) Leonidas the
Spartan, commanding a force of Spartans, Thespians, and Thebans, held up
the foe until all the defenders died at their posts, while the main Greek army
retired to the south. With the fall of Athens, Themistocles, long a “big navy”
man, persuaded his countrymen to risk a decision at sea. At Salamis the
Persian fleet was destroyed before the eyes of Xerxes. In 479 B.c. Persian
armies suffered double disaster at Plataca in Thessaly and at Miletus in Asia
Minor. Xerxes was later murdered, as his realm decayed. The attempt of the
Achaemenides to conquer Greece had failed.

The Golden Age which followed produced deathless masterpieces in all
the arts. But the Hellenic States could find no political unity or, if they
could, would not. The familiar process of unification through conquest was
here arrested. In each city, rich and poor were ever more divided against
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one another. Athens became a capitalist plutocracy enamored of “freedom.”
Sparta embraced a totalitarian Communism dedicated to “discipline” and
“planning.” The lesser States fell under the influence of the greater. Themis-
tocles built a Delian Confederacy through which Athens dominated its allies
and evolved the “Athenian Empire” under Pericles—whose various wars,
including a disastrous attempt to wrest Egypt from the Persians (454 B.c.),
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wasted the strength of his city. Sparta became the leader of the Peloponnesian
League, which challenged the ascendancy of Athens.

The uneasy truce between the “Super-Powers” of the Hellenic world was
finally broken in 431 B.c. by a life-or-death conflict which brought both con-
testants to ruin. The details of the Peloponnesian War are irrelevant in view
of its results. At the outset Pericles spoke noble words on behalf of “democ-
racy,” even though his State was already ruled by rich merchants and am-

bitious imperialists. Over the graves of those who first fell by Spartan arms,
he declared:

There no hearts grew faint because they loved riches more than honor; none
shirked the issue in the poor man’s dreams of wealth. All these they put aside to
strike a blow for the city. Counting the quest to avenge her honor as the most
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- glorious of -all ventures, and leaving hope, the uncertain goddess, to send them
what she would, they faced the foe as they drew near him in the strength of
their own manhood; and when the shock of battle came, they chose rather to
suffer the uttermost than to win life by weakness. . . . So they gave their bodies to
the commonwealth ‘and received, each for his own memory, praise that will never
die, and with it the grandest of all sepulchers, not that in which their mortal
bones are laid, but a home in the minds of men where their glory remains fresh
to stir to speech or action as the occasion comes by. For the whole earth is the
sepulcher of famous men; and their story is not graven only on stone over their
native earth, but lives on far away without visible symbol, woven into the stuff
of other men’s lives. . . . For you now it remains to rival what they have done
and knowing the secret of happiness to be freedom and the secret of freedom
a brave heart, not idly to stand aside from the enemy’s onset.

But this immortal eloquence was the voice less of a future to come than
of a past beyond recapture. In 429 B.c. Pericles died in a plague. With his
passing the light of Athens slowly faded and flickered out. Battles, sieges,
blockades, and diplomatic moves and countermoves followed in bewildering
succession. Athenian fighting power was much reduced by a calamitous at-
tack upon Syracuse, the Sicilian colony of Corinth. Thucydides, in Book III,
Chapter 82, of his history of this melancholy conflict, notes the interrelation-
ship between international and domestic politics in words startlingly sug-
gestive of A.p. 1950:

In every country there were struggles between the leaders of the proletariat
and the reactionaries in their efforts to procure the intervention of the Athenians
and the Spartans respectively. In peace-time they would have had neither the
opportunity nor the desire to call in the foreigner; but now there was the war;
and it was easy for any revolutionary spirits in either camp to procure an alliance
entailing the discomfiture of their opponents and a corresponding reinforcement
of their own faction. This access of class-war brought one calamity after an-
other upon the countries of Hellas—calamities that occur and will continue to
occur so long as human nature remains what it is, theugh they may be aggra-
vated or mitigated or modified by successive changes of circumstance. Under the
favorable conditions of peace-time both countries and individuals display a
sweeter reasonableness, because their hands are not forced by the logic of events;
but war eats away the margins of ordinary life and, in most characters, adjusts
the temperament to the new environment by its brutal training. So the countries
of Hellas became infected with the class-war, and the sensation made by each
successive outbreak had a cumulative effect upon the next.

In the end the armies of Lysander of Sparta won “victory” and forced
Athens to yield in 404 B.c. The result was not unity but chaos worse con-
founded. In a new series of domestic and foreign wars Thebes achieved a
transient hegemony over Sparta. But the great days were gone. While the
Hellenes were yet to cast their spell over vast regions and many civilizations,
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their chance to win political unity, and therewith to lead the world to a new
vision of universalism, had been thrown away in internal strife.

(Although the most obvious characteristic of this State System was the
incessant struggle for power among its members and the constant resort to
military coercion and diplomatic trickery to attain the ends of State, it de-
veloped certain international practices and institutions for pacific collabora-
tion which were far in advance of their counterparts in earlier State Systems.
The Greeks all acknowledged primary allegiance to their local State and were
jealous of its sovereignty and power, but they were also aware of themselves
as members of one race, with the same gods and a common culture, quite
distinct from that of the outer “barbarians.” This circumstance promoted
intimate relations between them even when they were not threatened by a
common enemy. The network of treaties which the States concluded with one
another brought them at times very close to the conception of peace as a
normal relationship between them. Treaties were always, in form at least,
between equal and independent sovereignties and were sanctioned by Zeus,
the guardian of oaths. They established the conditions of peace between the
parties, sometimes in perpetuity, sometimes for a term of years. Commercial
treaties were common, and a great variety of other subjects was dealt with in
the numerous agreements which the city-states entered into.)As early as the
remote period of the Homeric epics, ceremonials had developed about the
making of treaties which are described in the Iliad in the account of the
compact between the Trojans and the Achaeans setting forth the conditions
of the combat between Menelaus and Alexander for the love of Helen.® The
divine sanction of treaties was always recognized by solemn oaths and im-
precations. Heralds, ambassadors, secretaries, and a technical terminology
became a regular part of the proceedings( Negotiations were usually public,
though private conferences and even secret treaties were not unknown) Each
party retained a copy in its own dialect, duly signed by the negotiators and
stamped with the public seal of the signatory States. Treaty texts were often
engraved on marble or bronze and kept in the temples. Hostages were fre-
quently exchanged, especially in treaties of alliance, to ensure the execution
of the compact. Treaties might legitimately be broken by one of the parties
only if an inconsistency existed between two engagements, if enforcement

8 The ceremonial embodied (1) a preliminary announcement by the heralds, (2) an
invocation to the gods to bear witness to the transaction, (3) a declaration of oath, (4)
a recital of the conditions of the engagement, (5) the offering of a sacrifice, (6) a
libation of wine, (7) joining of hands, (8) the utterance of the imprecation: “Zeus, most
glorious, most mighty, and ye other immortal gods! Whosoever shall first commit wrong
contrary to their pledges, may their brains and their children’s be dispersed on the
ground, like this wine, and may their wives prove faithless.” See Coleman Phillipson,
The International Law and Custom of Ancient Greece and Rome, Vol. 1, pp. 386-387.
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would lead to hostilities with a friendly third State, or if a complete change
of circumstances had taken place.

(The principles and procedures governing the exchange of diplomatic rep-
resentatives also reached a high degree of development in the Greek State
System. Though permanent embassies were not exchanged, a hierarchy of
diplomatic agents developed in terms of rank and prestige. Only fully in-
dependent States had the right to send and receive ambassadors. Refusal to
receive an envoy was analogous, in modern terms, to nonrecognition of the
sending State or to a rupture of diplomatic relations, foreshadowing war.)
Envoys were received and dispatched by the popular assemblies, which like-
wise drew up their instructions. Only persons of distinction, wisdom, and
ripe years were chosen. From an early period, all diplomatic representatives
and their attachés enjoyed inviolability and exemption from local authority
and were recognized to have the right to come and go as they pleased in
the execution of their duties. A rudimentary consular service was likewise
developed in the form of the institution of the proxenoi, who were permanent
officials appointed to furnish commercial information to their home State
and to give advice and assistance to its citizens abroad.

Though Greek scholars, jurists, and writers, including the prolific and
versatile Aristotle, never treated in systematic form any body of law and
custom comparable with modern international law, the actual practices of
the city-states, as has already been suggested, were based upon general recog-
nition of a body of rules and principles binding on the members of the State
System. There was assumed to exist a universal “law of nature” or of reason
to which all men were bound. Although there was, in regard to many matters,
one law for the Greeks and another for the barbarians, the relations among
the Greek States themselves were regulated by principles which closely ap-
proximate modern international law. The details of this somewhat inchoate
system of jurisprudence cannot be dealt with here, but it covered such sub-
jects as personal and property rights as affected by conflicting laws of
various States (‘“‘private international law” in modern terminology), natural-
ization, status of aliens, right of asylum, extradition, alliances, treaties, diplo-
matic privileges and immunities, and the like. The international law of war
was no less developed than that of peace.

\ Another feature of the Greek State System deserving of special mention
was the extensive development of arbitration and of permanent institutions
and agencies of international cooperation, foreshadowing what has come to
be described as “international organization” in the Western State System
of the contemporary period.) The pacific settlement of disputes by submission
to an impartial third party was a procedure familiar to the Greeks from the
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earliest times. It came to be resorted to so.frequently and was developed to-
a point so far in advance of previous practice that it may well be regarded
as one of the most significant contributions of the Greek State System to its
successors. Disputes were often submitted to the arbitration of the Delphic
oracle, the Amphictyonic Council, a third State, or a tribunal of individuals
picked by the litigants. Treaties of alliance frequently contained “com-
promise clauses” providing for the submission to arbitration of such dis-
putes as might arise between the parties. From an alliance to a confederation
was but a step, and the Greek confederations and leagues often served as.
agencies for the peaceable adjustment of controversies among their members
and for the promotion of cooperation in dealing with matters of common
interest. The earliest confederations, or amphictyonies, were religious in char-
acter and were devoted to worship in common temples and the communal
celebration of religious festivals. The antiquity of the Delphian Amphictyony,
later called the Amphictyonic League, is attested by the fact that it was an
association not of cities but of the 12 kindred tribes of the Greek peoples,
each with two votes in the semiannual councils at Delphi and Thermopylae.
This organization has sometimes been described, not without reason, as the
Greek prototype of the League of Nations. In the course of its long history,
it promoted religious unity among the Greeks, diminished the barbarities of
war, arbitrated disputes, and subsequently became an instrument of Mace-
donian, and later of Roman, hegemony over the peninsula. The other Greek
leagues and confederacies were true organizations of city-states, though in
some cases they were approximations to modern federal governments and in
others they were the means through which a powerful State dominated its
weaker allies.* Such were the first and second Athenian Leagues, the Pelo-
ponnesian League, and the Achaean League.

That the Greek State System never attained stability, unity, and peace
and finally collapsed before foreign foes was due to the fact that its members,
despite their common cultural heritage, were never capable over any long
period of time of subordinating the special and particular interests of the
local polis to the general interests of the Greek peoples as a whole. Under
these circumstances the collectivity of States was incapable of harmonizing
rival claims to power on the basis of the general interest. Although the clash
of arms and the exaltation of city-state patriotism which accompanied it un-
doubtedly contributed to the rich profusion and fertility of Greek civilization,
they rendered impossible the development of a type of interstate political or-
ganization which could assure permanence to the System. In their days of

4In 1863 the English historian, E. A. Freeman, published his History of Federal Gov-
ernment from the Establishment of the Achaean League to the Dissolution of the United
States of America. o : ‘ ‘ : c
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decadenee and exhaustion, when the bright radiance of the great creative pe-
riod had burned itself out, the city-states fell easy victims to the power of
Philip and Alexander of Macedonia, rulers of a younger. and more vigorous
people to the north. Amid all the political changes of the ensuing centuries
in the eastern Mediterranean, they never fully recovered their independence;
and the peace between them was kept by the foreign conqueror.

This transition followed a design, unplanned but inexorable, which has
reproduced itself in other Cultures, most notably in the modern West of
our own age. On the surface the design was a product of the incapacity of
the Greek commonwealths to combine effectively against external aggression.
Below the surface, it was a manifestation of a slow process of change whereby
the once vigorous and equalitarian mercantile democracy of the city-states
was corroded by the complacency of the wealthy and by the unrest and in-
difference of the poor. This cleavage created a market for demagogues and
despots. By destroying internal unity, it rendered the Greek States ripe for
conquest. If Macedonia succeeded in doing what Persia had failed to do, the
cause lay less in superiority of fighting power than in the inner enfeeblement
of Greek democracy itself. '

The sequel is more sensational than significant. In 359 B.c. Philip became
King of Macedonia, a peasant land of herdsmen and fighters north of Thes-
saly. The court language, however, was Attic Greek. Philip cultivated
Euripides and Aristotle—who helped to educate young Prince Alexander.
With the aid of disciplined cavalry, a perfected infantry phalanx, and the
use of catapults as artillery, Philip extended his realm to include portions
of Thrace, Illyria, and Epirus and most of Thessaly. He was tormented by
his jealous wife, Olympias, Princess of Epirus, who inflamed Alexander
against him. But he became the most potent monarch of his time. Against
his ambitions and against “appeasement” Demosthenes (384-322 B.c.) sought
to warn the Greeks:

When men overthrow free constitutions and change them to oligarchies, I urge
you to regard them as the common enemies of all who love freedom. Then again,
Athenians, it is right that you, living under a democracy, should show the same
sympathy for democracies in distress as you would expect others to show for
you, if ever—which God forbid!—you were in the same plight. . . . Alliance
and respect are willingly offered by all men to those whom they see ready and
prompt to take action. And you too, men of Athens, if you are willing to adopt
this principle, now if never before, if each citizen is ready to throw off his
diffidence and serve the State as he ought and as he best may, the rich man
paying, the strong man fighting, if, briefly and plainly, you will consent to be-
come your own masters, and if each man will cease to expect that while he does
nothing himself his neighbor will do everything for him, then, God willing, you
will recover your own, you will restore what has been frittered away, and you
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will turn the tables upon Philip. . . . This Philip has not grown great through
his own unaided strength so much as through our carelessness. . . .5

Such appeals were vain. The city-states could not act in unison even in
the face of this formidable menace. Many among their citizens favored a
Panhellenic crusade against Persia under Philip’s leadership. In 338 B.c.
Philip’s army crushed the Athenians and their allies at Chaeronea—and
Philip then granted a generous peace with an eye to things to come. Two
years later he was murdered. His son, Alexander, aged twenty, inherited the
kingdom and devoted himself to a mission.

After destroying rebellious Thebes, he led a great army overland against
Persia, conquering Asia Minor in 334-333 B.c. A year later he entered Egypt
and liberated it from Persian rule. The time was the Thirty-third Dynasty
since Menes. Here he allowed himself to be persuaded by the Oracle of
Ammon that he was no mere mortal but the son of a god, Ammon Ra—or,
perchance, of Zeus. Here also he founded the city of Alexandria. In 331 B.c.
he destroyed the Persian Army at Arbela, took Babylon and Susa, and then
spent seven years subduing and exploring the vast regions of Turkestan and
western India, which he entered by the Khyber Pass. He would have pushed
on to the Ganges and perhaps to China, but his troops refused. In 323 B.c.
after much hard drinking in Babylon, he died of a fever at the age of thirty-
three. His last years were marred by cruelty and vanity. His wife, Roxanna,
his sons, and finally his mother, Olympias, all died by murder.

The military and political genius of Alexander the Great created the first
approximation of a truly “world empire” of Eurasia. Through his work
much of western Asia was Hellenized, even as Hellas itself fell more and
more under cultural influences from the Orient. The imposing political struc-
ture which he built dissolved at once into a ferment of secession, disorder,
and assassination—until the whole again became an anarchy of separate
sovereignties, all of which were now the degenerate remnants of realms in
full decay. In life Alexander had caught, and carried to partial realization,
the shadowy vision of a united world, embracing all men in one great com-
munity. In death he became the symbol of a dream.

4. THE HERITAGE OF ROME

“Qurs is not the first modern world—there was Rome.” Of all I heard
Dean Carlyle say at Oxford this I remember. There was Rome (it came

5 These excerpts are taken from the Philippics and from other orations, all reproduced
in Greek and in English in the Loeb Classical Library, Demosthenes, translated by J. H.
Vince (New York, Putnam, 1930), passim. See “Isolationism: A Case-History” by
Frederick H. Cramer, Journal of the History of Ideas, October, 1940,
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to me long after) and had the men of Rome held the ground that Man
had won then for Man, where might not we be now? Had Rome not
fallen, would Man have needed two thousand years to step from
Aristotle on to Descartes, and seven generations more to step from
Descartes on to Darwin? Had the men of Rome only held this ground—
but Rome fell, then fell not only civilized men, but all the barbarians
whom they were civilizing, and American Redskins of whose existence
they were not aware. When Rome fell, truly you and I and all of us fell
down, for then fell down our species. It has not reached today the point
it could long since have passed had Rome not fallen.—CrLArRENCE K.
StrEIT, Union Now, 1939.

When Alexander, the god-king, died, his imperium did not embrace the
remote China of the Chou Emperors, nor did it include the bulk of India,
about to attain a measure of unity under the Mauryas. Neither did it extend
to the Greek colonies scattered over the central and western shores of the
Middle Sea. Midway between the Hellespont and the Pillars of Hercules lay
Italy. Here arose slowly a new people and a new Power, destined to complete
on a larger stage and in enduring form the work of unification through
conquest begun by the Macedonian.

Rome was founded, the Romans believed, in the year we should reckon as
753 B.c. Virgil’s Aeneid is a late rendering in great verse of the legend that
its founders were refugees from Troy. Another myth held that Romulus and
Remus, sons of Mars and suckled as babes by a wolf, were the first builders
of the city. In fact, centuries earlier, barbarians speaking a primitive Latin
variant of the Aryan group of languages, had filtered into Italy from the
north. Later, from the east by sea, came civilized invaders who imposed
their rule on the Aryans north of the Tiber. These were the Etruscans, who
may have been refugees from Crete. At a ford in the Tiber, where Etruscans
traded with the primitive Latins, a city grew. Its Etruscan Kings were driven
out in 510 B.c. Rome became a Latin Republic. Etruscan power was broken
by a war with Syracuse and by a devastating invasion of Gauls from the
north. The Gallic barbarians took and plundered Rome itself in 390 B.c.
But a century later the Romans were masters of all central Italy by virtue
of the consolidation of local communities into a “nation” which, by diplo-
macy and arms, extended its power in all directions.

These early Roman citizens, whose descendants were to build an imperium
the like of which has never since been seen, were farmers. They were divided
into “patricians” and “plebeians” (rich and poor) with the two classes orig-
inally “castes”—i.e., groups between which intermarriage was forbidden.
Slaves and aliens were barred from citizenship. Government, as in most of the
Gueek cities, was republican. Supreme power was vested in a Senate, whose
members were appointed by two elected “consuls.” Since the patricians domi-
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nated both the Senate and the Consulate, this polity was an aristocracy,
mitigated by a Popular Assembly and by a chronic class struggle between
patricians and plebeians, with the latter represented by their own Assembly
and its “tribunes.” In national crises all power was temporarily entrusted
to a “dictator.” At least in the early centuries, political rivalries were marked
by moderation and compromise. In these qualities, coupled with military
and administrative skill, lay the secret of the Roman conquest of the Medi-
terranean world. Allies were conciliated and conquered peoples were ad-
mitted to citizenship in such wise as to cause all in the end to prefer the
order of the Pax Romana to the dubious benefits of independence and
anarchy. Representative government, as we know it, never developed in
Rome. The Senate finally became the tool of a wealthy oligarchy. But the
forms of popular participation were never wholly lost.

Across the sea in the Phoenician settlement at Carthage grew another
Republic, with a Senate, an Assembly, and two elected “Kings.” Its power
was naval power. Its elite consisted of wealthy merchants. When Pyrrhus,
King of Epirus and a kinsman of the great Alexander, successfully attacked
Rome in 280 B.c. with his phalanxes, cavalry, and war elephants, Carthage
formed an alliance with Rome and contributed to the defeat of the aggressor.
In the apportionment of the spoils of victory Rome took southern Italy, and
Carthage, most of Sicily. But with the common threat of a third Great Power
removed the victors became rivals. Had the other members of the larger
Mediterranean State System perceived that the triumph of either over the
other would leave the rest helpless, they would have combined against the
stronger in accordance with balance-of-power calculations. But their rulers
lacked this wisdom. The results were inexorable and momentous.

“Qld, unhappy, far-off things, and battles long ago,” often decisive for
our own destinies, must here be briefly outlined. In 264 B.c., after Carthage
had aided the King of Syracuse to suppress a band of pirates at Messina,
Rome opened war on the Power of the South on the ground that a Carthagin-
ian garrison on the Sicilian Straits was a menace to Italy. This first “Punic
War” was chiefly fought in Sicily. Rome built a navy and evolved a technique
of boarding enemy vessels to which the foe found no effective defense. After
years of exhausting conflict, Carthage sued for peace (240 B.c.), conceded
Sicily to Rome, and paid an indemnity. When Rome later increased the in-
demnity, seized Sardinia and Corsica, and fixed the Ebro as the farthest line
of tolerable Carthaginian expansion in Spain, Hamilcar Barca, father of
Hannibal, swore vengeance and deathless hatred. This passion for violence
was matched, a generation later, by the incessant injunction of the self-
righteous Roman censor, Marcus Cato: “Carthago delenda est!” (“Carthage
must-be' destroyed!”)

46 -



THE HERITAGE OF ROME

In 218 B.c. the Second Punic War began. Hannibal, one of the major mili-
tary geniuses of all time, led a great army, replete with infantry, superb
cavalry, and war elephants, from Spain across Gaul over the Alps and into
Italy. At Lake Trasimenus he crushed a Roman army. In the south at Cannae
(216 B.c.) he destroyed a larger Roman force in what has ever since been
regarded in the science of war as the classic battle of outflanking, encircle-
ment, and annihilation. Hannibal conquered most of Italy and won Syracuse
and Macedonia. But he dared not risk an attack on the enemy capital. The
Roman leaders refused to sue for peace. Under Fabius the “Delayer,” they
resorted to guerrilla tactics. New armies took Syracuse (despite the inven-
tions of Archimedes, who died in the final assault), occupied Taranto and
Capua, invaded Spain, and at Metaurus (207 B.c.) crushed the forces of
Hannibal’s brother, Hasdrubal, which had come from Africa to aid the in-
vaders. Hannibal, now isolated, withdrew to Carthage. At Zama (202 B.c.),
near the capital, he was for the first and last time defcated by a Roman and
Numidian army under Scipio Africanus. A conqueror’s peace ensued. Car-
thage was compelled to surrender Spain, to abandon all her navy save 10
ships, to pay a huge indemnity, to agree never to wage war without Roman
consent, and to surrender Hannibal as a “war criminal.” But Hannibal fled
to Asia.

Having drunk deeply of glory and booty, Rome’s rulers turned their
victorious soldiery to the East. In 200 B.c. Pergamum, Rhodes, and the Greek
leagues, not perceiving whither they were being led, joined Reme in war
on Macedonia. The phalanx was crushed by the legion at Cynoscephalae in
197 B.c. Macedonia was subjected to a Roman peace. In alarm the cities
of the Aectolian League sought aid from Asia Minor. But Antiochus III, ruler
of the post-Alexandrine Kingdom of the Seleucids, was defeated at Magnesia
(190 B.c.). He was forced to pay the victors in lands and tribute and agreed
to surrender Hannibal to Roman vengeance. The great Carthaginian fled to
Bythnia, whose king decided to yield him to Rome. Rather than suffer this
indignity, Hannibal committed suicide by poison in 183 B.c.

Rome destroyed Corinth in 146 B.c., reduced Macedonia to a Roman prov-
ince, dissolved the Greek leagues, and shortly ended the independence of
Rhodes and Pergamum. In the same year the Third Punic War, begun in
149 B.c., reached its fearful end. Rome had spurred the Numidians to goad
Carthage to war in self-defense—and then, alleging violation of the treaty,
threatened hostilities unless the Carthaginians agreed to abandon their
capital. Refusal was followed by a Roman siege. Famine and the final
butchery took over 400,000 lives. The 50,000 survivors were enslaved. All
the city was burned to the ground and its ashes plowed with salt. Anyone
who might seek to rebuild it was declared accursed.
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This grim consummation of the wrath of Cato the Censor found Rome al-
ready a “World State,” although the Pax Romana was still remote. In the
last dozen years of the 2nd century, hard fighting was called for to subdue
Jugurtha, King of Numidia, and to beat back the first invasion of Italy by
Germanic barbarians, the Cimbri and the Teutons. In both crises the savior
was Marius (155-86 B.c.), seven times consul of the republic. A later series
of wars (88-64 B.c.) against King Mithridates VI of Pontus was prolonged
and costly, for this Oriental monarch drove the legions from Asia Minor,
ordered the massacre of all Roman citizens, occupied Greece, and set up
headquarters at Athens—until Sulla (138-78 B.c.) retook the city in 86 and
carried the war back into Asia. These conflicts were marked by intermittent
civil strife between the followers of Marius and Sulla, with the supporters
of each, as opportunity offered, purging Rome of their rivals through “pro-
scriptions”—i.e., wholesale slaughter of political opponents.

These woeful events reflected a growing cleavage in Roman society and
foreshadowed darker things to come. As the rich, consisting chiefly of the
equites, or nobles, who dominated the Senate, grew ever richer through
shrewd business enterprise, graft, and the exploitation of subject peoples, the
poor became poorer and were more and more dependent on public relief. The
sturdy farmers of ancient Rome were gradually dispossessed of their lands
and reduced to tenants, slaves, or proletarians as wealthy families, through
usury, fraud, and force, acquired great estates, or latifundia. A kind of class
war ensued. Tiberius Gracchus, and later his brother Gaius, both plebeians
and tribunes of the people, championed the popular cause. Both were slain
(133 and 121 B.c.) by mobsters hired by reactionary senators. The Gracchi
raised a question hitherto unknown to the ancient world but entirely familiar
to modern Europe—that of “agrari/an reform.” Both strove to break up large
holdings into small farms, owned by independent cultivators. The failure
resulted in the “Social War” (91-89 B.c.) and then in a formidable uprising
(73-71 B.c.) of slaves and gladiators, led by Spartacus. In conformity with
the usual rules of class conflict, 6,000 captured followers of Spartacus were
crucified along the Appian Way.

This schism in Roman society was accompanied by the transformation of
the legions from a levy of citizen-soldiers into a paid professional army and
then into an army of mercenaries, loyal to its paymasters rather than to the
Republic. Such seeds of democracy as had sprouted in the Rome of old were
choked to death by plutocracy and militarism, which march together in
decadent cultures until the wealthy are overborne by the war lords. Sulla
was the first of the new dictators. Pompey completed his work in the Near
East and established the First Triumvirate with Crassus and Julius Caesar.
The third member gained political influence through war. Caesar as general
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conquered Gaul (59-49 B.c.) and invaded Germany and Britain. Caesar as
politician defied Pompey, crossed the Rubicon, and ultimately defeated his
rival’s forces, thereupon making himself dictator for 10 years (46 B.c.) and
then for life. He played at love with Cleopatra, Queen of Egypt, toyed with
the idea of accepting a crown, and listened to flatterers who suggested that
be become a god-ruler. These ambitions led to his assassination in 44 B.c.
But he was the symbol of the coming time.

Rome now became an Empire in form as well as in fact. Cicero, slain in
43 B.c., was the last great champion of the Republic. Following Caesar’s
death, Mark Antony and Octavian disputed the mastery of the realm. After
the former’s navy was crushed at Actium (31 B.c.), Antony and his mistress,
Cleopatra, died by suicide. Octavian refused the dictatorship and sought to
revive the Republic. But the Senate conferred upon him the title “Augustus”
and all men called him “Princeps,” or First Citizen. When he died in A.p. 14,
he was, despite himself, a god-emperor in the eyes of the people who had
found no other solution to their quest for unity.

As a universal State, Rome had no international relations. It had no con-
tacts with the States of the Far East and few with those of India, and its
relations with the quasi States of the outer barbarians were never on a basis
of equality. During its earlier history, however, before its legions had trans-
formed the Mediterranean State System into a world empire, it had developed
certain procedures and practices in its dealings with other States which are
worthy of brief notice. Like most ancient peoples the Romans for a long
period regarded themselves as being at war with all States with which no
trealy of peace had been concluded. From the early days of Rome, decisions
of war and peace and the negotiation of treaties were entrusted to the College
of Fetials (collegium fetialium). All wars were “just wars,” declared and
conducted in accordance with elaborate ceremonial rules and only after
efforts at a pacific solution of the controversy had failed. If the pater
patratus of the Fetials, acting as negotiator, failed to achieve a peaceful
settlement, he so reported to the Senate. In the event of a decision for war,
he hurled a bloody spear on the soil of the enemy to the accompaniment of
appropriate oaths and invocations to Jupiter and other deities. As Rome
expanded, the Fetials were represented by envoys and the ceremony of
hurling the spear was performed, in purely symbolic fashion, on the Campus
Martius or, later, before the temple of Bellona. The Fetials were also en-
trusted with the conclusion of treaties, but foreign envoys had audiences
with the Senate during the month of February in the Grecostiasis, an open
tribune near the Capitol. In the imperial period, the Emperor took over these
functions. Almost all Roman treaties were unequal and in perpetuity in the
sense that they imposed upon the other party a permanent status of de-
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pendence. The jus gentium of the Romans was not a body of true interna-
tional law, but a set of legal principles adapted to the problems arising out
of the relations of Roman citizens with citizens of other States which were
friends or allies of Rome.

(Despite the influence of Greek models upon them, the Romans never de-
veloped any conception of international law or relations based upon a system
of independent States dealing with one another as equals) All was judged
by Roman standards. The vision of world dominion was at all times, con-
sciously or unconsciously, inherent in the attitudes and practices of the
Roman State in its dealings with other peoples. The World Empire in its
final form rested upon the extinction of the earlier States and State Systems
by Roman military power. Though it was a huge international or cosmo-
politan structure made up of very diverse elements, its whole organization
and indeed its very existence precluded the possibility of those customs, pro-
cedures, and institutions of international intercourse which inevitably develop
within a society of equal and independent political entities.

The rest «f Rome’s story need not here concern us, save as it created
a myth to which all later ages paid homage. Augustus was followed by
Tiberius, he by the mad Caligula, and he in turn by his uncle Claudius (a.p.
41-55), raised to “Imperator” by the praetorian or palace guard. Claudius
added Mauretania and part of Britain to the Empire and permitted sycophants
to make “Caesar” a title of omnipotence and to deify the Emperor. Follow-
ing the suicide of Nero (A.p. 54-68), four Emperors succeeded one another
in a single year until the more secure dynasties of the Flavian and Antonine
Caesars restored internal peace and reached their culmination in the reign
of the Stoic philosopher, Marcus Aurelius (A.p. 161-180). Under Trajan
(A.p. 98-117) the Empire attained its maximum size, with its 44 provinces
stretching from mid-Scotland to the Caspian and the Persian Gulf and from
the plains of “Romania” to the Sahara. Trajan’s successor, Hadrian, aban-
doned Armenia, Mesopotamia, and southern Scotland, as his successors aban-
doned Dacia, north of the lower Danube, the better to defend the frontiers
by walls and garrisons against the barbarians. In A.p. 395 the Empire was
permanently divided into Eastern and Western halves, each with its own
Caesar.

Even in its later days this Universal State was the most impressive and
enduring ever reared by the hand of man. Over 100,000,000 people lived
within its far-flung borders. Well-built roads united its parts. Imperial archi-
tecture graced its cities. Roman law, first codified in 450 B.c. in the “Twelve
Tables,” evolved into a magnificent legal system which long afforded justice
to all citizens. Races, nations, and cultures were mingled in a cosmopolitan
imperium, infused with Hellenic art and learning and with Roman skills in
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governance. The Roman World State, to be sure, was a military despotism
imposed on a corrupt plutocracy. Its masses of slaves, tenant farmers, and
urban proletarians were more interested in “bread and circuses” than in
any loyalty to a cause or any devotion to a mission. Even by its own stand-
ards, its ruling class was dishonest, grasping, and irresponsible. Masses and
classes alike relished the cruelties of gladiatorial combats and savage political.
and religious persecutions to a degree which precluded any real appreciation
of individual dignity. Intellectuals and bureaucrats, though able and crea-
tive, never caught the vision of science, technology, and industry, nor did
they see the need of Romanizing the barbarians before they barbarized
Rome. In the end this enterprise of One World failed. But the effort embodied
in the Pax Romana was nevertheless the most inspiring in all the annals of
the Western peoples.

5. NIGHTFALL

In the fullness of Time the din of battle which has ebbed away
towards the fringes of civilization till it has passed almost out of ear-
shot will come welling back again in the van of barbarian war-bands
that have gained the upper hand over the garrisons of the limes by
learning from them, in the effective school of a perpetual border war-
fare, the winning tricks of the professional soldier’s trade; or, more
terrifying still, the dreadful sound will come welling up again in the
resurgence of an Internal Proletariat that has turned militant once
more—to the consternation of a Dominant Minority which has been
flattering itself that this profanum wvulgus has long since been cowed
or cajoled into a settled habit of submissiveness. The spectres of war
and revolution that have latterly passed into legend now once again
stalk abroad, as of old, in the light of day; and a bourgeoisie which
has never before seen bloodshed now hastily throws up ringwalls round
its open towns out of any materials that come to hand: mutilated
statues and desecrated altars and scattered drums of fallen columns
and inscribed blocks of marble reft from derelict public monuments.
These pacific inscriptions are now anachronisms, for the Indian Sum-
mer is over; the “Time of Troubles” has returned; and this shocking
calamity has descended upon a generation which has been brought up
in the illusory conviction that the bad times of yore have gone for good!
—ARNoLD J. TOYNBEE.

Edward Gibbon in his Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire attributed
the demise of the World State of the Caesars to the triumph of barbarism
and religion. A somewhat different formulation is more in accord with cur-
rent judgments. Rome was finally overwhelmed by the barbarians because
the Roman community itself had already been “barbarized,” partly through
a slow infiltration of nomads who were never fully assimilated, and partly
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through an incurable cleavage between elite and masses. The powerful lost
effective means of perpetuating their way of life. The poor lost effective
interest in whether the status quo was preserved or disrupted.

The new religion might have aided its converts to restore unity and
strength to a sick society, had they been capable of translating its ethical
precepts into social, economic, and political terms. This was beyond their
power. But their faith became the means through which something at least
of the precious heritage of the old times was rescued from the wreckage and
utilized in the coming “Dark Age” to nourish the growth of a new civilization.
That new civilization is our own. The religion which helped to give it con-
tinuity with the vanished Greco-Roman world is, of course, Christianity—for
which Gibbon had small respect.

Little can be said about the divine or human aspects of Christianity which
would win the approbation of all Christians or elicit approval from non-
Christians, who still today outnumber Christians throughout the world by
almost three to one. But it is clear that the mighty dream of a new morality
of love, righteousness, and universal brotherhood, as preached by Jesus of
Nazareth, had much in common with the ethical insights of Ikhnaton, the
Prophets of Israel, Buddha, Confucius, and Lao-Tse. And it is equally clear
that, as this gospel was embroidered, and even somewhat obscured, by the
earliest Christian weavers of legend, doctrine, and ritual, the materials out
of which the design was fashioned were those then available in the Roman
world. Mithraism preached rebirth through blood sacrifice. The cult of
Serapis-Isis-Horus postulated a trinity of father-mother-child as three deities
in one. Other age-old myths and creeds told of the coming of a sacred king,
of a holy mother and divine son, of the dying god who gives his life for man,
and of grace through partaking of the flesh and blood of godhood. Yet
through the network of borrowed symbols still shines the Christian vision
of men remade and cleansed of sin through love for one another and for a
loving God.

For this the faithful lived and died, including Paul of Tarsus, who was its
first great missionary. And in devious disputation over the theology of this
faith, men, ever unworthy of their own best wisdom, were to torture and
slay one another. Diocletian (A.p. 284-305), who converted Roman govern-
ment from a mockery of republicanism into a burlesque of Oriental des-
potism, persecuted Christians because they would not admit the divinity of
Caesar. But Constantine the Great (306-37), who moved his capital to the
new city of Constantinople (Byzantium) on the Bosporus, followed the sign
of the Cross and summoned at Nicaea in 325 the first general council of
Christian leaders. A creed was written to put an end to doctrinal dissension.
Rigid dogma facilitated the organization of a priesthood, regimented in an
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elaborate hierarchy. The Church was inevitably modeled on the Roman
imperial pattern, particularly after Theodosius in 392 made Christianity the
State religion. The Bishop-Patriarch of Rome became “Pope” and later
adopted the title of Pontifex Maximus, earlier claimed by the Caesars. What
had first been the humble faith of the poor and lowly was now a Universal
(“Catholic””) Church, exercising immense power in its own right. St. Augus-
tine’s City of God was a vision of the Church ruling over all the kings and
nations of men. As the barbarians inundated the Empire and embraced the
Christian faith, this vision approached realization.

From the time of Marcus Aurelius the Emperors had settled barbarian
captives on the land as coloni, had taken them into the army when the
Romans themselves had lost enthusiasm for military service, and had entered
into alliances with the barbarians on the frontiers. When, in A.p. 376, the
Emperor Valens admitted into the territory of the Empire a great horde of
Visigoths who had been driven from their lands by the Huns, he was merely
following the well-established policy of his predecessors. But the Visigoths
rose in revolt, slew the Emperor and his legionaries, and ravaged Macedonia
and Thrace to the gates of Constantinople. Theodosius made peace by settling
them south of the Danube. Thirty years later, another Visigothic chieftain,
Alaric, led his warriors across the Alps, devastated ltaly, and sacked Rome
(A.p. 410). The elevation of Alaric’s successor, Atolf, to the command of
the imperial armies by the Emperor Honorius is indicative of the impotence
to which the Roman State had been reduced. Britain was evacuated by the
legions. The distant frontiers crumbled before new foes. Barbarian hosts
wandered almost unopposed through the provinces. Out of the east came the
dreaded Huns under Attila, bent upon the complete destruction of the Em-
pire and the creation of a great barbarian dominion. After Attila’s hordes
were beaten at Chélons-sur-Marne in 451, they invaded Italy, only to with-
draw again into the castern wilderness. The Vandals carried fire and sword
through Gaul and Spain, occupied North Africa, crossed the sea, and sacked
Rome once more in 455. In 476 the little six-year-old Emperor, Romulus
Augustulus, the last of the Emperors of the West, was deprived of his throne
by Odoacer, chief of the mercenaries, and the imperial insignia were sent
to Constantinople with the request that the Emperor Zeno permit Odoacer
to administer Italy as a province of the Eastern Empire. This final “fall of
Rome” was but an incident in a century of turmoil, but it marked the end of
the Western Empire as a political entity.

Yet Rome dead was more powerful than Rome alive. The city itself re-
mained the seat of the Papacy, which asserted and gradually established its
spiritual supremacy over the Christianized barbarian kingdoms. The unity
of Western Christendom, which had been disrupted by the collapse of the
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old Empire, was revived by the growing power of the Church. The memory
of the vanished World State lingered on in the minds of the barbarians.
The Pax Romana of the lost Golden Age became an ideal ever more desirable
in the eyes of medieval mankind as it became ever more impossible of restora-
tion. Catholic Christianity and this vision of order and peace under a Uni-
versal State were the two great legacies which Classical civilization left to
its heirs. The religious and political history of the long springtime of West-
ern civilization—traditionally misnamed the “Middle Ages”—is largely the
story of the Church and the “Empire”—the former a living reality of
medieval life, the latter the unreal dream of a vanished past which could
never be quite recovered. The new State System which rose on the ruins of
Roman power was ever under the spell of the magic of the Popes and the
legend of the world-wide imperium of the Caesars.

At the beginning of the “Dark Ages” which followed the fall of the West
the Eastern Empire was a beacon in the night. The Emperor Justinian (527-
65) codified Roman law in its final form and sent his great general, Beli-
sarius, to recover the Mediterranean world from the barbarians. Belisarius
subdued the African Kingdom of the Vandals (533-34), took Sicily and
Rome (536), and reconquered Italy from the Gothic Kings. But the rescued
provinces were soon inundated once more by hordes from the north. The
Byzantine Empire abandoned the West and looked to its own defenses against
invaders from the Orient.

In time, however, as the barbarians settled on the land, absorbed the
remnants of Roman culture, and embarked upon State building, new king-
doms and principalities emerged and conditions were ripe for the develop-
ment of a new system of independent territorial States. But the vision of
unity persisted and reached partial fulfillment 300 years after the end of
the Western Empire. The Kingdom of the Franks, established in what had
been Roman Gaul, allied itself with the Papacy and gradually extended its
power over its neighbors. The rise of the Frankish Kingdom was contempo-
raneous with the appearance of a great new civilization in the Near East.
When the armed apostles of Islam, having conquered Egypt, North Africa,
and Spain with spectacular rapidity, pushed on to the north, it was the
Franks who saved Christendom from Moslem conquest by defeating the
Saracens at Tours in 732. At the end of the century the greatest of the
Frankish Kings, Charlemagne, had so widely extended his control over the
pagans that his realm reached from northern Spain to the Baltic and from
the Atlantic to the Oder. In 799 he restored Leo III to the Holy See in
Rome by frustrating the schemes of the Pope’s rivals and enemies. On Christ-
mas Day, A.p. 800, in the Church of St. Peter at Rome, the grateful Leo
placed an imperial crown upon the head of the Frankish monarch. while
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the populace shouted, “To Charles, the Augustus, crowned by God, zreat
and pacific Emperor of the Romans, life and victory!” Thus, with the sanc-
tion of the Papacy, the Empire was at length restored by the power of
Frankish arms, and one Emperor ruled again over most of Western Christen-
dom.®

This restoration was ephemeral, however, and the medieval “Empire” was
not finally established until another century and a half had elapsed. The
realm of Charles the Great fell to the weakest of his sons, Louis the Pious,
in 814 and was promptly divided among the grandsons. Internecine wars
and further partitions followed, with the eastern, or German, portion defi-
nitely separating itself from the western, or French, portion and with both
halves set upon during the 9th century by new invaders—Vikings from the
north, Magyars from the east, and Saracens from the south. New rulers were
crowned “Emperor” by the Popes, but their authority was feeble. The im-
perial crown was finally transferred to a German King in the person of
Charles the Fat in 881. When Henry the Fowler, Duke of the Saxons (the
grave and stately monarch of Wagner’s Lohengrin), was elected King in 919
by the Saxon and Franconian nobles, he renounced imperial ambitions and
busied himself with beating back the Magyar invaders and restoring some
degree of order in his domains. His son, Otto, continued the work with such
success that he was able to extend his power into Italy and in 962 was
crowned Emperor by the Pope. The compact between the Roman Bishop and
the German King laid the basis for what later came to be called the “Holy
Roman Empire of the German Nation” (and still later the “First Reich™)-——
a curious political structure with a double sovereignty, resting upon the
notion that the Empire and the Papacy were, respectively, the temporal and
spiritual agencies designated by the divine will for the governance of
Christendom.

To trace through the subsequent history of this ramshackle creation of

6 David Jayne Hill aptly characterizes the significance of this ceremony as follows:
“The two figures before the high altar of St. Peter’s on that Christmas Day form a sym-
bolical picture of the whole course of history since the time of the Caesars. The Roman
and the German, the overshadowing past and the potential present, the universal and the
individual, the majesty of law and the vigor of liberty, the world of the spirit and the
world of actuality, imperial right and barbarian energy—all these are present, and all
are henceforth to be combined as if swallowed up in one new creation. But it is the
German who ‘kneels in pious devotion, the present which humbles itself before the past,
the individual who feels the power of the universal, the vigor of liberty which yields to
the majesty of law, the actual which seeks strength from the spiritual, and the barbarian
who has been conquered by the Empire. It is the Roman who bestows the crown, the
Roman who speaks in the name of the divinity, the Roman whose transfigured republic
is to profit by Rome’s latest conquest; for after centuries of suffering, toil, tragedy, it is
the triumph of Rome’s work which is before us.” (4 History of Diplomacy in the Inter-
national Development of Europe, Vol. I, pp. 95-96.)
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medieval statesmanship would be of little value here except to reveal the
persistence with which the ideal of imperial unity was adhered to during
many generations. The imperial crown passed to the House of Hohenstaufen
and later to the House of Hapsburg, where it remained until the extinction
of the Empire in 1806. The theory of the Empire as the successor of the
Roman World State was not much modified either by the great conflicts
between Popes and Emperors for supremacy or by the fact that the Empire
had no effective authority outside of the German States and Italy. Even in
these regions the imperial power was constantly flouted by the great dukes,
the unruly principalities, and the turbulent free cities. Such powers as the
Emperor wielded he derived less from his imperial office than from the lands
and subjects which he controlled as a German King among many kings. It
could almost be said of the Empire from the beginning what Voltaire said
of it in the 18th century: that it was neither Holy nor Roman nor an Em-
pire. It existed in the world of theological speculation and political meta-
physics rather than in the world of fact. It was the most perfect expression
of medieval mysticism and scholasticism applied to world politics. It was the
ghost of ancient Rome which would not be laid but insisted upon stalking
ceaselessly across the stage of the middle ages between Classical and mod-
ern civilization. The firm hold which the theory of imperial unity secured
on the hopes and imaginations of men is explicable in terms of a deep yearn-
ing for peace and order in a world of endless war and confusion. But the
political and social structure of Western society in medieval Europe doomed
that yearning to perpetual frustration. The medieval political theorist and
statesman became a new Tantalus, constantly groping for that which lay
beyond his reach, constantly striving to realize an ideal which the conditions
of the time put past all realization.

Nowhere in medieval political literature is this tragedy more poignantly
expressed than in the De monarchia of Dante Alighieri, jurist, statesman,
poet, and author of the immortal Divine Comedy. His great political essay
has accurately been described by Lord Bryce as the “epitaph of the Holy
Roman Empire.” It is indeed a last cry of despair, a last plea for unity in a
world of inescapable diversity. It represents both the culmination and the
close of medieval political theorizing on international relations. A brief
consideration of its message and of the circumstances which produced it
will constitute an appropriate conclusion to this discussion of the medieval
ideal of the world-wide imperium.

The De monarchia was written about 1309, twelve years before Dante’s
death, at the period of the “Babylonian captivity” of the Papacy, when the
Popes were residing at Avignon under the surveillance of the French mon-
archy, when no Emperor had visited Italy for over half a century, and
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when the Italian city-states were waging chronic war upon one another for
power and territory. Great hopes were entertained that the newly elected
Emperor, Henry VII, would come to Italy for his coronation and would
restore peace to the land. Dante, as a practical student of law and govern-
ment and as one who had served on several Florentine embassies and who
was not, therefore, unfamiliar with diplomatic problems, shared this hope
and wrote his famous essay as a defense of the Empire and as an appeal
for general recognition of its supremacy. In allegorical and scholastic style,
he presented the arguments in favor of his ideal:

Whole heaven is regulated by a single ruler—God. It follows that the human
race is at its best state when it is ruled by a single prince and one law. So it is
evidently necessary for the welfare of the world that there should be a single
monarchy or princedom, which men call the Empire. Whenever disputes arise,
there must be judgment. Between any two independent princes controversy may
arise and then judgment is necessary. Now an equal cannot rule over his equal,
so there must be a third prince of wider jurisdiction who is ruler over both, to
decide the dispute. This third ruler must be the monarch or Emperor. And so
monarchy is necessary for the world. . . . Moreover, the world is ordered best
when justice is most powerful, and justice is most powerful under a monarchy
or empire.

Dante cited the age of Augustus as the Golden Age of mankind and con-
cluded with a dramatic exhortation, colored by pessimism and a half-con-
fessed realization of the futility of the poet’s aspirations:

But how the world has fared since that “seamless robe” [the Roman Empire]
has suffered rending by the talons of ambition, we may read in books; would
that we might not see it with our eyes. Oh, race of mankind! What storms must
toss thee, what losses must thou endure, what shipwrecks must buffet thee, as
long as thou, a beast of many heads, strivest after contrary things! Thou art sick
in both thy faculties of understanding; thou art sick in thy affections. Unan-
swerable reasons fail to heal thy higher understanding; the very sight of experi-
ence convinces not thy lower understanding; not even the sweetness of divine
persuasion charms thy affections, when it breathes unto thee through the music
of the Holy Spirit: “Behold how good and how pleasant it is for brethren to
dwell together in unity!”

But the hope was vain. Henry came to Italy and was crowned by agents
of the Pope at Rome. He brought not peace, but a sword. Rome itself was
torn by the struggles between Guelfs and Ghibellines. The Emperor and
Pope, whom Dante had envisaged as two facets of a single perfect entity,
quarrelled violently in words and in arms. Henry was placed under the ban
of the Church by Clement V at Avignon, who was supported by the King of
France in rendering aid to Robert of Naples and the cities of the north, which
resisted the imperial power. Henry laid unsuccessful siege to Florence and
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died in 1313, carrying with him to the grave all prospects of restoring the
prestige of the Empire in Italy. The peninsula, like all Europe, was a welter
of warring States, with the Empire but a specter of half-forgotten yesterdays.

Yet the magic which the memory of the Caesars had spun into men’s minds
has endured through all the centuries since. The Emperors of Byzantium
called themselves “Caesars” as long as their realm survived. The Kings of
Bulgaria were “Tsars”—i.e., Caesars. Ivan the Terrible, whose Muscovite
Empire was already called the “Third Rome,” also took the title of Tsar.
The Emperor of modern Germany was “Kaiser.” The Mongol rulers of India
called themselves “Kaisar-i-Hind,” which was still the title of King George
VI in 1947. Not without cause is a new period of despots called an “Age of
Caesarism.” The work wrought by a vanished Rome lives on in the deeds
of posterity. Its ultimate symbol of power and unity and peace will fascinate
all rulers and ruled to the end of time.
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CuaprtTER 11
THE GROWTH OF THE WESTERN STATE SYSTEM

1. CHRISTENDOM AND ISLAM

All nations of the West are of dynastic origin. In the Romanesque and
even in Early Gothic architecture the soul of the Carolingian primitives
still quivers through. There is no French or German Gothic, but Salian,
Rhenish, and Suabian, as there is Visigothic (northern Spain, southern
France) and Lombard and Saxon Romanesque. But over it all there
spreads soon the minority, composed of men of race, that feels member-
ship in a nation as a great historical vocation. From it proceed the
Crusades, and in them there truly were French and German chivalries.
It is the hallmark of Faustian peoples that they are conscious of
the direction of their history.—OswaLv SPENGLER, The Decline of the
West, Vol. 1I.

HE “modern world” in all its aspects, including its State System, has:

its roots in the new culture of Western Christendom, which slowly'
struggled toward the light out of barbaric darkness between the 5th’

and 10th centuries of our era.”This half millennium, and much of that which®
followed it, is widely viewed as a time of unprecedented ignorance, squalor,
misery, and brutality—so much so as to set the “medieval” age off sharply
from “ancient” grandeur and from the wonders wrought by “modern” man.
Despite the glory of the cathedrals and of monastic art and learning, this
judgment is not inaccurate. But it stands in need of two corrections. The first
is that the conditions of life here noted prevailed, not throughout the civi-
lized world, but only in Europe—which is but a small peninsula of Asia.
During this same period Byzantium was the largest and richest city on earth,
while to the south and east other urban cultures flourished and bred works
of hand and head and heart incomparably superior, by any fair standard,
to anything then done by Europeans. The second flaw in vulgar judgments
of the “Middle Ages” is the assumption of an end of the old and a beginning
of the new around A.p. 1500. Not only was there no such break, but we and
all our works are products of “medieval” civilization, however much it has
been transformed by new insights and skills during the last four centuries.
What tends to blind us to these realities is the fact that the culture of
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Europe, once equipped with the rudiments of a new science and technology
and supplied with increments of power flowing from accumulated wealth,
expanding population, and novel weapons of war, spread itself over Asia,
Africa, and the Americas with such insistence, tenacity, and invincible might
that no other could stand against it. All the peoples of the globe have in
varying measure been “Europeanized” in the process. The contemporary
State System which covers the planet is, in most of its essentials, European
as to origins, practices, and motivations. But its point of departure was early
Western Christendom, in whose development the “Dark” and “Middle” Ages
were but the sunrise and morning of a day which is now past noon.

The Europe of the dawn (and therefore the world of the afternoon) is
unintelligible unless the observer takes note of a unity which has since been
lost and of an external threat which is now long forgotten. Despite its feudal
confusions, conflicts, and anarchic fragmentation, the Europe of a.n. 800-
1400 was nonetheless a unity in a sense inapplicable to the Europe of later
times. And this little Europe was repeatedly menaced with conquest and
subjugation from without.

(The “unity of Christendom” was more than a phrase in the generations
which followed the ascendancy of the Popes of Rome.NThe Byzantines, to be
sure, went their own way. The rift between “Catholic” and “Orthodox,”
“Roman” and “Greek” Christianities, already clear in the 5th century, be-
came a final and permanent rupture in 1054. Similarly, the Nestorian and
Monophysite Christianities of Central Asia in olden times had little to do
with either Byzantium or Rome. But in the West all Christians were Cath-
olics._In all their diversities of emerging vernacular languages and local
petty States, all were yet united in a common faith under a common Church.
This fact influenced profoundly the early development of “international”
law and diplomacy.)

The Pope was not merely the spiritual head of Christendom but exercised
temporal powers as well, both as ruler of the Papal States in central Italy
and as the Vicar of Christ upon earth with power over emperors, kings, and
princes. As kings were crowned by the bishops of the Church, the Emperor
was crowned by the Pope himself. He who gives is superior to him who
receives. The Papacy not only asserted its authority over temporal rulers
in all matters, both lay and ecclesiastical, concerning the administration
of their realms, but offered its services as arbitrator to settle disputes be-
tween them. Such offers were often coupled with insistence upon acceptance,
which gave to papal arbitrations the character of interventions. This arbitral
procedure was widely utilized, particularly as between the Princes of the
Ttalian States. The national monarchies of the West likewise resorted to it.
Among the more famous of the papal arbitrations were those between Philip
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le Bel and the English King (1298), between Philip le Long and the Flem-
ings (1319), between the Emperor Maximilian and the Doge of Venice in
the 15th century, and between Spain and Portugal regarding their claims
in the New World in 1494. Nonecclesiastical arbitration was also developed
as a means of settling disputes by the Swiss cantons, the cities of the
Hanseatic League, the German States, and even by the English and French
monarchies; * but the Papacy may properly be regarded as having made the
greatest contributions to the institution of international arbitration during
the period.

(The Church likewise played an important part in the development of
diplomatic practices and of the rudimentary international law which grad-
ually came to be recognized by the various European States.\ From early
times the Popes had dispatched envoys (legati) to attend Church councils
and had regularly maintained ambassadors (known as apocrisiarii) at the
Byzantine court until relations were severed between Constantinople and the
Holy See in consequence of religious differences. Similar representatives
were exchanged between the Vatican and the exarch at Ravenna. Later the
Popes sent special envoys to the Emperor and to the courts of England,
France, Naples, Hungary, Aragon, Castile, and other States. Ecclesiastical
influence was also of considerable importance in the development of Byzan-
tine diplomacy, which, in turn, greatly influenced the diplomatic practices
of the Italian city-states in the 14th century. As regards international law,
the Archbishop of Seville, St. Isidore, was writing as early as the Tth
century, in his Etymologies, of the jus gentium of the Romans as a body of
law having to do with “wars, captivities, enslavements, the recovery of rights
of postliminy, treaties of peace and others, the scruple which protects am-
bassadors from violence, and prohibition of marriage between persons of
different nationality.” The efforts of the Church to restrict private warfare
and protect noncombatants led to a marked development of what later came
to be known as the international law of war and neutrality. In insisting upon
the observance of the “Truce of God,” the Church forbade fighting on Sun-
day. In the 11th century, efforts were made to extend the period of Sabbath
peace from Wednesday evening to Monday morning and to apply it to
religious holidays and to the whole period of Lent. In 1095, Pope Urban II
decreed it for all Christendom in this form. The Pax Ecclestae forbade fight-
ing in the vicinity of Church buildings or against clerics, pilgrims, mer-
chants, women, or peasants, thus neutralizing certain areas and protecting
certain categories of persons from the rigors of war.

If ecclesiastical anathemas and excommunications were not always effec-

1See J. H. Ralston, International Arbitration from Athens to Locarno, 1929, pp. 176-
178, for types of medieval arbitration treaties.
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tive in restraining the pugnacity of the embattled baronage, these efforts were
nevertheless of great influence on later thought and practice and, coupled
with certain other developments of the period, contributed toward the weav-
ing together of the warp and woof of customs, laws, practices, and institu-
tions which are the fabric of modern diplomacy. As neighborhood warfare
declined under the pressure of clerical persuasion and kingly power, towns
grew and waxed prosperous through the wider commercial contacts which
peace made possible. The Hanseatic trading cities of the north and the city-
states of the Mediterranean maritime leagues built up a flourishing com-
merce which they fostered by exchanging commercial or consular repre-
sentatives and by concluding numerous commercial treaties with one another.
Political representatives followed on the heels of trading agents, and there-
with the modern diplomatic service was established. International maritime
law also evolved out of these relationships)and received its first clear state-
ment in the Consolato del Mare of the 14th century, which the Italian mer-
cantile States accepted as a guide in their trade relations. Another develop-
ment contributing to the same result was the launching of the great Crusades
to rescue the Holy Land from the infidels. These hich adventures brought
the rough warriors of western Europe into conflict with Saracen knights
who fought like gentlemen. Chivalry was born, and war became no longer
a matter of cruel bludgeoning, rapine, and wanton destruction but a science
and an art to be practiced in accordance with fixed rules. Travel increased
with trading and crusading. Feudal provincialism declined, and governments
were brought into closer contact with one another. The dream of imperial
unity gradually {faded, and the new city-states and national monarchies dealt
with one another as equal and independent political entities. Out of these
new contacts between larger territorial units emerged a further development
of the procedures and institutions of diplomacy, the usages and practices of
international law, and the attitudes and values which underlie modern state-
craft.

But these are anticipations. Before they are examined, it will be well to
review the series of formidable assaults on Christian Europe launched by
peoples of other faiths. These incursions had three sources: (1) the Near
East; (2) Scandinavia; and (3) the “steppe road” out of Asia, stretching
from Mongolia to the Carpathians.

Among the polytheistic Semitic nomads of Arabia, known to Greeks and
Romans as “Saracens,” was born in the holy city of Mecca, c. A.p. 570, a
youth who tended cattle, became servant and then husband of a wealthy
widow, and wrestled in the desert with his soul. This Mohammed at length
preached a new gospel: God (Allah) is one, not many; after death, hell
awaits the wicked and heaven the righteous; Abraham, Moses, Jesus, and
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other Semites were divine teachers, but the perfection of their work is the
message of the Prophet—Mohammed. This founder of the most recent of
the great world religions fled to Medina in 622 (the Hegira) to escape
murder by his foes in Mecca. Interurban and tribal wars ensued. When
Mohammed died in 632, he was spiritual and political master of a United
Arabia. The faith of Islam is rich in the virtues of generosity, brotherhood,
and equality. It is devoid of any professional priesthood and singularly free
of theological hairsplitting despite the early and persistent schism between

THE SARACEN EMPIRE
750 A.D.

Saracen dominions

Shiites and Sunnites. Its spread coincided with an astonishing upsurge of
military power and of art, literature, and science among the Arab peoples
under the Omayyad and Abbasside Caliphs (“successors”) of the Prophet.

These events, albeit decisive ever since for a good third of Eurasia, may
not here be dwelt upon. It suffices to note that Mohammed’s disciples under-
took to conquer all the world for Allah. The new Saracen armies, infused
with holy fervor, struck north, east, and west, taking Palestine and Syria,
Egypt and Mesopotamia, conquering all of Armenia and Persia and most
of Turkestan, and sweeping like a tempest along the south shore of the
Middle Sea. Spain was invaded in 711 and the Kingdom of the Franks soon
afterward. The tide receded to the Pyrenees only when the hosts of Islam
were beaten near Tours by Charles Martel in 732. In the East the Saracen
siege of Byzantium was broken by Leo the Isaurian in 717. The metropolis
on the Bosporus was many times assailed but never taken by the Arabs,
who likewise failed to break into the Balkans. Under Haroun-al-Raschid
(786-809), immortal Caliph of Bagdad, the new Moslem world reached an
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acme of creative civilization in comparison with which the “Empire” of
Charlemagne was a primitive and disorderly community of semibarbarians.
Christendom was saved for a different fate. ‘

But the menace from the south was followed by graver threats from the
north and east. In the 9th century, swarms of pagan barbarians—variously
known as Norsemen, Vikings, and Varangians—poured out of Scandinavia
in swift fleets to raid, rob, kill, and at length settle down in England, in
northern France (Normandy), and in Novgorod and Kiev, where they
founded the first Russian State. Some of these seafarers, after exploring
Iceland and Greenland, reached the American continent c. A.n. 1000, but
left no setilements. Others took Sicily from the Saracens, attacked Byzan-
tium, conquered England from Normandy in 1066, and sacked Rome in
1084. But these fierce invaders were absorbed by their victims. Danes and
Normans embraced Roman Catholicism before 900, while the Varangians
at Kiev adopted Greek Catholicism from the Byzantines in 989, as did the
Bulgarian invaders of the Balkans. Similarly the Magyars, driven out of
southern Russia into the Danube plain by the Patzinaks and long busied
with destructive raids against the West, embraced the Roman version of
Christianity ¢. A.p. 1000 and founded the Kingdom of Hungary. Against
such assailants, the Cross of Christendom finally prevailed even when the
sword had failed. When the Seljuk clan of Turks poured out of Turkestan
to reunite and energize the now dormant Arab lands, conquering Asia
Minor and menacing the Straits, the Byzantine Caesar called upon the Pope
for help. The outcome was the First Crusade (1096-99), with others follow-
ing. But these romantic counterassaults of Christendom against the infidels,
marked as much by crime and folly as by religiosity, won only temporary
success in wresting the Holy Land from Islam.

Two centuries later the Christian and Moslem worlds alike were almost
overwhelmed by the last of the “barbarian invaders” along the steppe road.
These were the Mongols, first politically united on their remote plateaus
by Jenghis Khan (1162-1227), who established his capital at Karakorum,
city of the black sands. The invincible cavalry of this founder of the largest
of all empires made him, almost as much in fact as in symbolism, “Master
of Thrones and Crowns” and “Emperor of All Men.” Mongol hosts, never
beaten by Christian arms, subjugated Central Asia, destroyed the first Rus-
sian State at Kiev (1240), and conquered Poland, Hungary, and all the
lands from the Oder to the Adriatic. Only the death of Ogdai Khan in 1242
led to their withdrawal from Central Europe. From 1240 to 1480 they ruled
all of Russia. Even Novgorod paid tribute. Other Khans conquered China,
Burma, Indo-China, and India. Among all empires of all time this astound-
ing realm most closely approached a truly “World State.” But with the pass-
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ing generations the Eastern Mongols became Chinese, while those in the
West embraced the faith of Allah.

One final effort to conquer Christendom and build a Eurasian “World
State” on its ruins remains to be noted. The Seljuk Turks were gradually
replaced as rulers of Islam by the Osmanli, or Ottoman Turks, under Osman
(1288-1326) and Orkhan (1326-59). This new realm was sorely stricken
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but not crushed by the hideous assaults of the armies of Tamerlane (1369-
1405), a Mongol conqueror from Samarkand who sought, with no lasting
effect, to restore the Empire of Jenghis Khan by covering southwestern Asia
with ashes and piles of skulls. The Ottoman Sultans built a great State and
a powerful military machine by the extraordinary device of enslaving the
male babies of Christian subjects and training them as Janizaries (profes-
sional soldiers), administrators, and statesmen. Unlike the Seljuks, the
Osmanlis invaded the Balkans and crushed the Christian Serbs at Kosovo in
1389, thereby establishing a rule over most of Balkania which was to last
over four centuries. In 1453, Turkish armies stormed the Roman walls of
Byzantium, which had withstood all attacks for a thousand years. The im-
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perial city of the Eastern Caesars, whose last ruler, Constantine Paleologus,
fell by the sword of Islam, now became the Ottoman capital.

The victor, Sultan Mohammed 11, invaded southern Italy and dreamed of
taking Rome. His successors conquered Greece, invaded Poland, subdued
Armenia, Mesopotamia, and Egypt, and made themselves Caliphs of all
Islam. Under Suleiman the Magnificent (1520-66) the Ottoman realm
reached its zenith. His armies defeated the Hungarians at Mohdcs (1526)
and almost took Vienna in 1529. France made alliances with the Sultan.
Charles V paid him tribute. But Christian Europe, although long since dis-
united, could yet rally against a common foe. At Lepanto (1571) the fleet
of the “Christian League,” led by the Pope, Venice, Austria, and Spain,
destroyed the Ottoman Navy. Here, said Cervantes, who lost an arm in the
battle, Christendom “broke the pride of the Osmans and undeceived the
world which had regarded the Turkish fleet as invincible.” Turkish armies
again laid siege to Vienna as late as 1683, but again without success. There-
after the Turkish wave receded as the imperium of the Sultans slowly de-
cayed. When it experienced its final demise in 1918, it had long ceased to
be either a threat to Christendom or even a “Great Power” in the new State
System born in western Europe.

The nect result of these age-long efforts to subject Europe to Asia was
failure. None of these attempts, and none of the successive endeavors at
unification from within, united the Continent. Religious unity perished with
the corruption of the Universal Church and the ensuing “Reformation.”
The memory of Rome, the aspirations of Popes and Emperors, the dream
of Dante, and the common hope of those who, through the centuries, ab-
horred violence and cherished order—all alike came to nothing. Europe,
and therefore the larger world community which Europe brought into being,
became that which it still remains: a congeries of separate sovereignties,
competing with one another for power. The origins of this design for anarchy
must next be examined.

2. THE RENASCENCE OF REALPOLITIK

This man manifestly had no belief in any righteousness at all, no
belief in a God ruling over the world or in a God in men’s hearts, no
understanding of the power of conscience in men. Not for him were
Utopian visions of world-wide human order, or attempts to realize
the City of God. Such things he did not want. It seemed to him that
to get power, to gratify one’s desires and sensibilities and hates, to
swagger triumphantly in the world, must be the crown of human desire.
Only a prince could fully realize such a life—H. G. WELLs, The Outline
of History.
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We are much beholden to Machiavel and others, that write what
men do, and not what they ought to do.—Francis Bacon, Proficience
and Advancement of Learning.

"Modern diplomacy was born in northern Italy. Here there existed from
the 12th century onward a microcosmic State System that was in almost all
respects a miniature of the larger State System of western Europe as a
whole which made its appearance some two centuries later. The Italian city-
states of the later Middle Ages created the matrix in which modern state-
craft was conceived. They also gave birth to the first “modern” societies.
Leonardo Pisano of Florence introduced Arabic numerals to Europe in 1202.
Half a century later, double-entry bookkeeping made its appearance, along
with the Florentine gold florin, which was soon the monctary standard of
most of the Continent. Expanding business promoted the growth of a mer-
cantile middle class, alongside the nobles of old. Both groups, in their
passion for art, learning, and politics, engendered the “Renaissance.”

After the 13th century the city-states of Italy were free alike from any
effective threat of external control and from any possibility of unification
by any one of their number. Under these circumstances they inevitably
evolved a complex pattern of relationships with one another and developed
the art of diplomacy to a higher level than had ever been known elsewhere
in Western Christendom. The Republic of Venice—"“school and touchstone
of ambassadors”—perhaps contributed most to this development because
of its far-flung commercial interests and its contacts with the sophisticated,
if decadent, Eastern Roman Empire. At a remote period the Venetian author-
ities began the practice of registering treaties, keeping diplomatic archives,
and maintaining an elaborate system of commissions, written instructions,
records, and dispatches in their contacts with diplomatic representatives
abroad. By a law of 1268 a Venetian Ambassador was forbidden to take his
wife along on missions, lest she divulge his business, but required to take
his cook along, lest he be poisoned. The Consolato del Mare, based upon
the ancient “Tables of Amalfi,” was solemnly approved by the Venetian
representatives in Constantinople in 1255 as the basis of maritime inter-
national law and was later adopted by Pisa, Genoa, Naples, Aragon, and
the States of northern and western Europe. The ceremonies which the Vene-
tians developed for the reception and dispatch of diplomatic representatives
influenced the practice of other States to a great degree. Envoys were care-
fully selected from the ranks of the nobility, until Venetian Ambassadors
became models of honesty, competence, and savoir-faire.

In other States as well, the diplomatic profession attracted to it the service
of distinguished and learned men. The diplomatic service of Florence during
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the 13th and 14th centuries included such illustrious names as Dante,
Petrarch, Boccaccio, and Guicciardini. (Diplomatic missions were at firsh
limited to two or three months’ duration and later extended to several years.,
Not until the middle of the 15th century did the practice become prevalent:
of maintaining permanent and regular diplomatic posts at the seats of for-
eign governments. The first clear instance of this kind was the establish-
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ment of a permanent embassy at Genoa by Milan in 1455. Various ranks of*
diplomatic agents were recognized,) though there was much confusion on
this point and no uniformity of practice.

This structure of diplomatic practices and usages was, of course, based
upon the existence of a number of independent territorial States, free from
external control and able to pursue their own interests by bargaining and
fighting with one another. Here, as always in such a State System, each
unit pursued such objectives as best served the interests of its ruling class;
and these objectives involved in each case a maximum extension of the
territory and power of the State at the expense of its rivals.(International
politics was a competitive struggle for power, a war of each against all, an
uneasy equilibrium in which the weak combined against the strong in order
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to maintain a balance of power in which no one State could become so
~ powerful as to threaten the independence of the others) Dante might deplore
the resulting chaos and plead for unity. Other reflective souls might call,
despairingly, for solidarity, as did an obscure priest of Milan: “And thou,
Milan, thou seekest to supplant Cremona, to overthrow Pavia, to destroy
Novara. Thy hands are raised against all, and the hands of all against thee.
. « . Oh, when shall the day dawn in which the inhabitants of Pavia shall
say to the Milanese: ‘Thy people are my people,” and the citizen of Novara
to the Cremonese: ‘Thy city is my city’!” * All in vain. Each prince pursued
his own interests. Each community was fired with local patriotism and
looked upon its neighbor as a potential enemy or as a possible ally against
an enemy still more dangerous. Republicanism gave way to princely abso-
lutism as each city, in constant rivalry with its neighbors, perceived the
advantages of concentrating diplomatic and military power in a single hand.
Diplomacy and war were the means to power. War required money and the
services of the condottieri. Diplomacy required secrecy, espionage, plot and
counterplot, and a nice sense of the imponderable interrelationships and
the fleeting opportunities for the enhancement of the power of the common-
wealth. The prestige and power, the glory and aggrandizement of the local
State became the supreme concern of government, and all means thereto
were justified.

At last a great spokesman emerged who, first among political observers,
comprehended the realities of the Stale System in which he lived. His name
has become a symbol, and his work may well be regarded as marking the
conscious beginning both of modern diplomacy and of political science.
Niccold Machiavelli was born in Florence, May 5, 1469, into an ancient
and honorable family which had long and faithfully served the State under
whose authority it resided. He reached manhood near the close of the reign
of the magnificent Lorenzo de’ Medici. He was a republican and gladly
entered the service of the Florentine Republic after the French invaders
under Charles VIII had brought about the overthrow of the Medici in 1494.
While the Florentines rallied to the puritanical Savonarola, then turned
against him and put him to death, and engaged in a fierce and fascinating
game of political intrigue among rival factions, young Niccolo turned his
talents to defending and promoting the power of the Republic through the
arts of diplomacy. He went on missions to Caterina Sforza, to Cesare Borgia,
to Louis XII, to Pope Julius II, to the Emperor Maximilian. Little escaped
his shrewd eye in the course of his work and his travels. In 1512 the forces
of the Papacy drove the French from Italy. Florence was allied with France.

2 Quoted in D. J. Hill, History of Diplomacy, Vol. I, p. 359.
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In defeat the Republic perished. The Medici were restored. Thus Machia-
velli “found himself at the age of 43 a dejected liberal without a job in a
world that had come tumbling down about his ears.” *

Machiavelli was suspect. An abortive conspiracy of 1513 led to his arrest
and torture, though he was innocent. Upon his release from prison, he retired
to a small farm near Florence. Since his efforts to return to public life by
seeking the favor of the Pope and the Medici were fruitless, he wrote stories,
plays, poetry, and several books filled with the distilled political wisdom of
his own experience: The Prince, The Art of War, Discourses on Livy, The
History of Florence. His nostalgia and his interests are aptly suggested by
a letter to a friend:

When the evening comes I return to the house and go into my study; and at
the door I take off my country clothes, all caked with mud and slime, and put
on court dress; and when I am thus decently re-clad I enter into the ancient
mansions of the men of ancient days. And there I am received by my hosts with
all loving-kindness, and I feast myself on that food which alone is my true
nourishment, and which I was born for.

In 1527, soldiers of Charles V defeated the papal armies and sacked
Rome. In Florence the Medici were temporarily ousted by the democratic
faction. Despite his serious illness, Machiavelli hastened to the city to regain
his post. The Council, however, voted against his reappointment. But death
came to him before he learned of this last failure of his hopes. And in
death he found a place among the immortals not by the public service which
he loved but by the writing with which he had relieved the ennui of his idle
and lonely years.

The Prince has earned for its author the opprobrium of all right-thinking
moralists and has come to be viewed as the most eloquent exhortation to
the vices of trickery, treachery, unscrupulousness, and dishonesty to which
modern diplomacy has fallen heir. In fact, it was nothing more than a
realistic account of the behavior of States toward one another, with a wealth
of contemporary and historical illustrations, coupled with a set of maxims
for the guidance of rulers seeking power in the type of State System with
which Machiavelli was familiar. It contains, in small compass, as he declares
in his dedication to Lorenzo, grandson of the Magnificent, “all the experi-
ence I have acquired during many years of continual meditation and suffer-
ing in the school of adversity.” Far from being immoral, it is entirely un-
concerned with ethics and regards the State as beyond good and evil—an
end in itself for the service of which all means are legitimate. Political
expediency is the criterion of State action.

8 Max Lerner, Introduction, p. xxvii, to The Prince and The Discourses by Niccold
Machiavelli.
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Machiavelli opens his most famous work with a description of different
types of States and of the problems involved in State building. A prince
may establish firm control over newly conquered lands by colonizing his
own people on them, by establishing garrisons, by playing off neighboring
princes against one another, and the like. Those who are injured thereby
should be disposed of with dispatch, lest they become dangerous enemies—
for a man “may revenge a slight injury, but a great one deprives him of
his power to avenge.” Desire for aggrandizement is a natural characteristic
of rulers. “Nothing is so natural or so common as the thirst for conquest,
and when men can satisfy it, they deserve praise rather than censure. But
when they are not equal to the enterprise, disgrace is the inevitable conse-
quence.” And the power for which princes strive is a relative quantity. “The
prince who contributes toward the advancement of another power, ruins his
own.” Monarchies must be conquered by superior force and then can be
easily held, since, once the reigning dynasty is disposed of, none remains to
oppose the conqueror. Aristocracies can be conquered by intrigue among
the nobles, but once in power the conqueror will encounter “an infinity of
difficulty, not only from the conquered, but from those who have assisted
in the enterprise.” Frece States may be subdued only by ruining them, by
colonizing them, or by permitting them to remain in the enjoyment of their
own laws. The difficulties of rulership which princes encounter vary with
the means by which they have acquired power. “The usurper of a State
should commit all the cruelties which his safety renders necessary at once,
that he may never have cause to repeat them . . . for when time is allowed
for resentment, the wound is not so deep; but benefits should be frugally
dispensed, and by little at a time, that they may be the better relished.” A
wise prince will not only make himself a master of warfare but win over
his subjects to him by being liberal, without being prodigal, and merciful
without being weak. “It is safer to be feared than be loved, for it may truly
be affirmed of mankind in general, that they are ungrateful, fickle, timid,
dissembling, and self-interested.” But the prince must avoid earning the
hatred of his subjects. This can be achieved by respecting his subjects’ prop-
erty and the honor of their wives, “for it is certain that men sooner forget
the death of their relations than the loss of their patrimony.”

Since force and trickery are twin tools for the acquisition and retention
of power, the prince must make the lion and the fox his models. “A prudent
prince cannot and ought not to keep his word, except when he can do it
without injury to himself, or when the circumstances under which he con-
tracted the engagement still exist.” It is unnecessary that a prince should
possess many good qualities but indispensable that he should appear to
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have them, “as men in general judge more from appearances than from
reality. All men have eyes, but few have the gift of penetration. . . . The
vulgar are ever caught by appearances, and judge only by the event. And
as the world is chiefly composed of such as are called the vulgar, the voice
of the few is seldom or never heard or regarded.” A prince should choose
his ministers with care and avoid flatterers. The volume closes with an
exhortation to Lorenzo to free Italy of foreigners, meaning the French in-
vaders. “Every war that is necessary is just; and it is humanity to take up
arms for the defense of a people to whom no other recourse is left.”

The long shadow which The Prince of Machiavelli has cast down the
succeeding centuries is attributable less to the influence of the work on the
thought of its day or to the pungency of the author’s wisdom than to the
fact that his maxims reflected the fundamental nature of the new Western
State System which existed in miniature in the Italy of the Renaissance.
That State System rested upon the unlimited and uncontrolled sovereignty
of the territorial State and upon the principle of the balance of power
through which each State checkmated its rivals. The ruler of each unit in-
evitably strove to protect and further his own interests by force, when force
was expedient, by trickery, when force was needless. “To reign is to dis-
simulate,” declared Louis XI of France. “If they lie to you,” he admonished
his ambassadors, “lie still more to them.” The power of the State justified
all means necessary for its enhancement. The political relations between
States had again become a competitive struggle for power, and the vision of
imperial unity receded into the past.

The old pattern, characteristic of all State Systems made up of inde-
pendent territorial units, had reemerged, first in Italy and later throughout
western Europe. The new national monarchies dealt with one another pre-
cisely as did the Italian city-states—and neither Pope nor Emperor could
say them nay. The Empire was by now a phantom. The Papacy was impotent
—in part because the Renaissance Popes were themselves rulers and diplo-
mats who used the same methods for increasing their power as did the lay
princes, in part because the forces of revolt against papal Catholicism were
already gathering about the person of a German monk, Martin Luther, in
preparation for the last great schism of the Reformation, which was to
shatter for all time the ecclesiastical unity of the Christian world. The great
States of the modern age were in process of being born—and the politics
which they practiced toward one another were then, and have ever since
been, “Machiavellian politics” in the broadest sense of a much-abused phrase.
In this fashion The Prince symbolized a new dispensation, and the humble
servant of the Florentine Republic became the prophet of a new epoch.
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3. MIGHT AND RIGHT

With regard to the relations of States among themselves, their sover-
eignty is the basic principle; they are in that respect in the state of
nature in relation to one another, and their rights are not realized in
a general rule which is so constituted as to have power over them, but
their rights are realized only through their particular wills.—GEORGE
HeceL,

{The concept of State sovereignty, the principles of international law,

the politics of the balance of power may be regarded as the three

stones upon which the Western State System has come to rest. The first has
been elevated to the dignity of a political theory and later to that of a
juristic idea underlying the whole structure of modern international juris-
prudence. The second has evolved into a system of public law in the com-
munity of nations. The third has become an avowed principle of foreign
policy, accepted and acted upon so consistently by all the great States that
it may well be viewed as the central theme about which the web of diplomacy
is woven)

It was not until powerful aggregations of centralized power had been
built up by the Western dynasts that a systematic presentation of the philo-
sophical basis of political authority became possible. The turbulent feudal
aristocracy was gradually subordinated to the authority of absolutist kings
and princes who preserved the ruling class and protected its interests with-
out permitting it to interfere with an effective central administration. As
soon as the new monarchs sought ethical justification for their policies, they
found jurists and scholars at hand to supply them with the ideational para-
phernalia requisite to make the cause of absolutism intellectually respect-
able. Though Machiavelli postulated the absolute sovereignty of the terri-
torial Stdte in relation to its ncighbors) he did not discuss the location of
sovereign power within the State, nor was he interested in the problem
from a legal and juristic point of view. It fell to the French scholar, Jean
Bodin, to formulate the first systematic presentation of the concept of sover-
eignty in its modern form in his De republica of 1580—a title which must
be literally translated as “Concerning Public Affairs,” since its author, far
from being a republican, was an apologist of the purest absolutism. Bodin,
in fact, devised the political theory upon which the French monarchy was
to rest its case for unlimited and autocratic central power. (Sovereignty he
defined as unlimited power over citizens and subjects, unrestrained by law.
This poweny he insisted, is by its nature absolute, unqualified, perpetu'éi,
and indivisible and resides not in the whole State but in the body of the
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citizenry in a democracy, in the estate of the nobility in an aristocracy,
and in the person of the king in a monarchy)Rulers rule by divine right
but are subject to the laws of God, of nature, and of nations and also to the
“laws of the kingdom”—a vague adumbration of constitutionalism. These
limitations upon supreme power, however, are ethical rather than legal or
political. The ideal form of government is a kingship in which unlimited
sovereign power is exercised personally by the monarch.

Though Bodin’s view of the nature of sovereignty became prevalent every-
where in Europe among the apologists of absolutism, it was not unchal-
lenged. In fact, two conflicting schools of thought battled for supremacy
until their differences were in part reconciled in the formulation of the con-
cept suggested by Grotius. The first great challenge to absolutism came from
that school of political philosophers known as the Monarchomachs—spokes-
men for the most part of the persecuted sects of the period of the wars of
religion who were anxious to justify resistance to tyranny and oppression.
This group insisted upon the original and inalienable sovereignty of the
people and argued that government had come into existence as a result of a
written or tacit contract between rulers and ruled for the mutual convenience
of both as an escape from the anarchy of a precivil state of nature.) In the
event of a ruler violating the compact by indulging in outrageous and
despotic misgovernment, his subjects are ipso facto released from the obliga-
tion of obedience and may engage in revolution, depose the monarch, or even
assassinate him under extreme provocation.

Johannes Althusius, one of the leading Monarchomach theorists, defined
sovereignty in his Politics Systematically Considered (1609) as “the high-
est and most general power of administering the affairs which generally
concern the safety and welfare of the soul and body of the members of the
State.” This power, according to his view, could be neither absolute nor
supreme, since it is limited by the laws of God, the laws of nature, and the
terms of the contract with the people, who remain the ultimate, original, and
permanent source of sovereignty. This conception was obviously sharply at
variance with that of Bodin, though Thomas Hobbes in his Leviathan (1651)
later used the contract theory of the origin of the State as the basis for the
most imposing intellectual justification of monarchical absolutism which has
ever been presented.

(Grotius resolved the issue, so far as international law and relations are
concerned, by defining sovereignty as\{that power whose acts are not subject
to the control of another, so that they may be made void by the act of any
other human will.”YFor the great Dutch jurist, sovereignty was not absolute
but limited by divine law, by the law of nature, and by the law of nations
and also by agreements between rulers and ruled. It is likewise capable of
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division and resides simultaneously in the government and in the State.
Subjects, however, may alienate their portion of sovereignty entirely to
their ruler{ The important thing to Grotius is the fact that a State is sover-
eign in relation to other States when it is free from outside control and
capable of exercising its will without outside interference. This idea has
become the foundation of the whole structure of modern international law)

This conception obviously grew out of the political realities of interna-
tional contacts in the formative period of modern diplomacy. If carried to
its logical extreme, it would result in a situation which can only be described
as international anarchy. With the breakdown of the authority of Pope and
Emperor, the national monarchies of the West, no less than the city-states
and principalities of Italy and Germany, went their sovereign way, each
striving against the others for territory, power, and prestige, each employ-
ing force, trickery, and bargaining in its quest. The provincial chaos of
feudalism was replaced by an international chaos of national States, strug-
gling with one another as the embattled knights and barons had once strug-
gled in an earlier age. In this anarchic jungle of sovereign political com-
munities, each State pursued its own ends in disregard of the interests of
others, redressing its wrongs by self-help, acting as prosecutor, judge, jury,
and sheriff combined, and hotly resenting any suggestion of allegiance or
responsibility to any superior power. Here, indeed, was a precivil state of
nature as Hobbes had described it, in which life was “solitary, poor, nasty,
brutish, and short”—in which might makes right—in which power is to the
strongest and the devil takes the hindmost.

With the general acceptance of the concept of sovereignty by the States
of western Europe, the foundations of the Western State System in its mod-
ern form were established. There remains to be noted the emergence of inter-
national law out of a confused and unformulated body of customs and usages
into a definite system of jurisprudence regulating the relations between
States. This development likewise took place in the later 16th and early 17th
centuries, though it was foreshadowed by many centuries of preparation
during which international law existed and evolved as a practical basis for
defining the legal rights and obligations of States long before it attracted
the attention of scholars and jurists.

International law as a distinct branch of legal science received almost no
recognition among lawyers and jurists before the 15th century, despite the
practical development of international customs and usages in the medieval
State System. Vittoria (1480-1546) and Ayala (1548-84) made early efforts
to integrate these usages into a consistent system of law; and the Spanish
Jesuit, Suarez (1548-1617), endeavored to discover the basis for such a
system in “natural law,” or reason. Gentilis (1552-1608) likewise attempted
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on a more pretentious scale to set forth the principles governing the relations
between States. In this period of groping toward a logical basis for an inter-
national jurisprudence,(two schools of thought were distinguishable: one
looked for guidance to international practice and sought to make interna-
tional law the written customs of States; the other tried to formulate prin-
ciples on the basis of ethics, theology, reason, and common sense. The
former school relied much upon the jus gentium of Roman law, while the
latter searched for light in the jus naturae, or law of nature, which was the
current symbolization of what secmed rational and just. These two fountain-
heads of wisdom have ever since been supplementary sources of international
law in its subsequent development.)

(The task of reconciling the two schools and of erecting an imposing edifice
of legal principles worthy of being called a true “law of nations” was first
performed by the same versatile and erratic Dutch genius, Huig de Groot,
or Hugo Grotius, who contributed to the development of the concept of
sovereignty: So significant was his contribution and so profound has been
his influence that later generations of jurists conferred upon him the title
of “the father of international law.” Born at Delft, April 10, 1583, son of
the Burgomaster of Leiden, he wrote Latin verses at the age of nine, entered
the University at twelve, and was a learned editor at fifteen, when he accom-
panied a Dutch Embassy to Paris. After winning his LL.D. at the University
of Leiden, he devoted himself to writing Latin dramas and poems and prac-
ticing law. At twenty he was appointed official historiographer by the States-
General, in which capacity he began work on his De jure praedae (1604),
which was the basis of his later treatise. As advocate of the Dutch East India
Company, he defended the capture of a Portuguese galleon in the Strait of
Malacca by the Dutch captain, Heemskerk, with the argument that the Por-
tuguese claim that all Eastern waters were under Portuguese jurisdiction was
unsound and contrary to the accepted practice of nations. His part in this
early controversy over freedom of the seas won him further fame, and he
embarked upon a promising diplomatic career which was rudely cut off in
1619—fortunately, perhaps, for posterity, for had he continued to occupy
himself with the practical work of diplomacy he might never have found
leisure to compile his monumental work.

Grotius’ great treatise, De jure belli ac pacis (“Concerning the Law of
War and Peace”) was in part written in the prison fortress of Louvestein,
where the poet-jurist was incarcerated in 1619 on a life sentence because
of his unpopular religious views. The bloody Thirty Years’ War had just
broken out in Bohemia. It was to mark the culmination of the religious con-
flicts of the century. Young Hugo was a theologian no less than a lawyer;
and, like Erasmus a hundred years before, he pleaded for toleration and
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sought to mediate between the warring sects of Remonstrants and anti-
Remonstrants. He was jailed for his pains and had his property confiscated;
but prison life was not unbearable, for he was permitted to live with his
gifted wife and to continue his studies with the aid of many large chests
of books, which were periodically brought to him by his guards. In 1621
his wife nailed him up in a book chest, and in this appropriate disguise he
escaped from his cell and fled to Antwerp and Paris, where Louis XIII
granted him a small pension. In 1625 his treatise was completed and pub-
lished. It brought him no profits but ensured him immortal fame, for it was
the most adequate and comprehensive statement of the principles of inter-
national law which had yet appeared. He subsequently became Swedish
Ambassador to France and died at Rostock in 10645.

The De jure belli ac pacis was largely inspired by the author’s revulsion
at the horrors and excesses of the wars of religion which were devastating
the Europe of his day. In his Prolegomena he declared:

The civil law, both that of Rome, and that of each nation in particular, has
been treated of, with a view either to illustrate it or to present it in a compendious
form, by many. But international law, that which regards the mutual relations of
several peoples, or rulers of peoples, whether it proceed from nature, or be insti-
tuted by divine command, or introduced by custom and tacit compact, has been
touched on by few, and has been by no one treated as a whole in an orderly
manner. And yet that this be done, concerns the human race. . .

I, for the reasons which I have stated, holding it to be most certain that there
is among nations a common law of rights which is of force with regard to war,
and in war, saw many and grave causes why I should write a work on that sub-
ject. For I saw prevailing throughout the Christian world a license in making war
of which even barbarous nations would have been ashamed; recourse being had
to arms for slight reasons or no reason; and when arms were once taken up, all
reverence for divine and human law was thrown away, just as if men were thence-
forth authorized to commit all crimes without restraint.

He therefore attempted, with signal success, to compile the principles by
which States are, or ought to be, governed, deriving them from the law of
nature or dictates of right reason, as set forth by philosophers, historians,
poets, and orators, and also from the law of nations, which he sharply dis-
tinguished from the other as consisting of the practices of States and the
resulting principles of law binding upon them by virtue of their having
consented to them.

Grotius here laid the foundations upon which subsequent jurists were to
build. (He combined custom and reason as sources of international law)) as
did such notable successors as Bynkershoek, Wolff, Vattel, and Wheaton.
The Naturalist school, represented by Puffendorf, Thomasius, and Ruther-
ford, continued to give precedence to reason or natural law, while the Posi-
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tivist school of Selden, Zouch, Bentham, Martens, and others emphasized
the actual customs and practices of States as the best possible criteria of
their legal rights and obligations. The Grotian view, which was a synthesis
of the two, has now come to prevail and has in turn influenced the practice
of States and led to the erection of the imposing structure of modern inter-
national jurisprudence, the basic principles of which will be reviewed in
a later chapter.

Many observers, particularly in recent years, have been struck by the
apparent anomaly presented by a State System in which a great body of
legal concepts has developed to define the rights, obligations, and procedures
of States in their mutual relations and in which, at the same time, these
States continue to be engaged in a competitive struggle for the stakes of
diplomacy, involving the maintenance of an unstable equilibrium of power
and periodical resorts to armed violence. This anomaly disappears, however,
in the light of a fuller appreciation of the peculiar nature of international
law. Within national societies, law is a substitute for force in the settlement
of disputes. Private law defines the rights and remedies of individuals and
groups and provides means for the pacific settlement of differences through
litigation and adjudication. Public law defines the structure of the State
and the procedures of government and makes of politics, no longer an armed
struggle for power as it was in the feudal period, but a peaceable process of
competition, discussion, and compromise between parties, factions, classes,
and other associations organized for political action. Domestic peace within
the State is normally maintained by the coercive power of government, rest-
ing upon the acquiescence of the great mass of the governed who are willing
to subordinate special interests to general interests and to submit to the
result of the process of politics. International law has no such coercive
power upon which to rely and it does not rest, except to a very limited
degree, upon any willingness on the part of sovereign States to subordinate
their interests to the interests of the whole society of States. It is not, there-
fore, a substitute for force in the relations between States, however much
enthusiastic jurists would like to give it this function. Neither does it ensure
the pacific settlement of disputes, though it supplies a set of concepts for
the legal definition of the subject matter of disputes and it specifies what
procedures are permissible, both in pacific and in nonpacific settlement.
It consists merely of a set of rules which States have found it useful and
expedient to observe.

These rules relate quite as much to the conduct of warfare, i.e., to the
application of violence by State against State, as to nonviolent discussion
and compromise. Being based upon the actual behavior of sovereign States,
they take cognizance of the realities of that behavior. They are not con-
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cerned with the purposes, goals, and objectives of State behavior, but only
with its forms. International law, unlike municipal law, does not deprive
those to whom it is addressed of the right to protect their interests by their
own power, though in recent years unsuccessful efforts have been made to
outlaw war and to require States to resort only to pacific means of settle-
ment. International politics, unlike national politics, has not yet been trans-
formed from a violent to a pacific process by virtue of the evolution of a
system of jurisprudence governing the relations between the contestants.
The international law of the Western State System simply lays down the
rules which the contestants are expected to follow. Within the limits of these
rules there goes on as before that perpetual struggle for prestige and in-
fluence which is the distinguishing pattern of an international politics rest-
ing upon State sovereignty and a balance of power.

4. THE BALANCING OF POWER

The balance is a word that has subdued the whole world, by the light
in which it was considered of its securing a constant possession; and
yet, in truth, this same balance is no more than a bare word, an empty
sound; for Europe is a family in which there are too many bad brokers
and quarrelsome relations.—FREDERICK THE GREAT, Confessions.

If sovereignty is the mast to which the sails of modern statecraft are
attached, the principle of the balance of power is the wind which drives the
vessel over the stormy seas of international politics. The one has become
the central concept of national political organization and of international
law. The other has become the most important single pattern of political
action in the international arena. Both existed in latent form in early State
Systems.( Both received their first clear formulation in the 16th century—
tentatively at the hands of Machiavelli)and more definitely from his suc-
cessors.

The principle of the balance of power as an unformulated guide to State
action is of great antiquity, as has been suggested in the preceding chapter.
It has emerged more or less clearly in every system of States in which the
units have engaged with one another in a competitive struggle for power.
Apparently all States known to history have at one time or another striven
to extend their power over the lands and peoples in their vicinity, for these
are sources of additional wealth and power to the ruling class of the State.
As such they furnish the basis for a further enhancement of State power
which makes possible still greater conquests. It has been said truly that a
large empire is the best possible reason for a larger empire. State power
tends to spread outward from the central nucleus and to increase as it
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spreads. But power is local. Its efficacy within a given area varies inversely
with the distance from the State which is wielding it. A single State, en-
countering no other obstacles, would normally extend its power over as wide
an area as it could conquer and control effectively. But, in practice, obstacles
are invariably encountered in the form of other States, similarly striving to
expand their power.(A struggle for power cansequently arises, in which each
State endeavors to overcome its competitors. The power of a State—i.e., its
ability to conquer other States or to bend them to its will—is necessarily
relative to the power of its rivals. Since State power is a relative quantity,
any enhancement in the power of one State automatically produces a diminu-
tion in the power of its neighbors)

It is because of this fact that the pattern of balance-of-power relationships
emerges in every Stale System. Whenever three States are in contact with
one another, the prerequisite conditions for its appearance are present. If
one postulates a State System composed of the three units 4, B, and C, it is
obvious that an increase in the power of any one of them involves a decrease
in the power of the other two. Should State 4 conquer State B or deprive
it of a portion of its territory, State C would immediately be adversely
affected, for 4 has now enhanced its power at the expense of B and is in a
better position than before to impose its will upon C. If the authorities of
State C are wise, therefore, they will attempt to forestall this result by com-
ing to B’s assistance against 4, not because of any sympathy or solicitude
for the fate of B, but because considerations of self-interest make any en-
hancement of the power of 4 dangerous to C itself. In such a situation,
B and C have a community of interests in opposing 4, for each realizes that
any increase in A’s power creates a potential threat to its own independence
or existence. By the same token, any attempt by B to increase its power at
the expense of C must be resisted by A, and any enhancement of C’s power
at the expense of either 4 or B must be resisted by the other. Consequently,
each unit in this hypothetical State System will inevitably tend to throw its
weight into the balance behind either of the other two States menaced by
the third. If the principle is consistently applied by all three, no one State
will be able to overcome another and all will preserve their independence.
[n its elementary form, therefore, the balance-of-power principle is designed
not to preserve peace or to contribute toward international understanding,
as later rationalizations would have it, but simply to maintain the independ-
ence of each unit of a State System by preventing any one unit from so
increasing its power as to threaten the rest)

The wars of the Middle Ages, such as the Hundred Years’ War between
England and “France,” waged while the latter was still an inchoate congeries
of principalities, did not exhibit the characteristics of a true State System,
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since the contestants were not well-defined territorial units but feudal struc-
tures, linked to one another in complex relationships of vassalage and fealty.
But as soon as definite territorial States came into being and competed with
one another for power, the balance-of-power pattern reemerged. This took
place first, as has been noted, in Italy, where the Kingdom of the Two
Sicilies, the Papal States, Milan, Venice, Florence, Genoa, and lesser Powers
struggled with one another and against outside invaders, German, French, or
Spanish, who were attracted to the peninsula by the wealth of its cities.
Each pursued its own interests, for,(as Machiavelli observed, “the prince
who contributes toward the advancement of another power, ruins his own.”
Invariably the weak combined against the strong, and no one Power, whether
local State or foreign invader, was able to bring the whole peninsula into
subjection.) The national monarchies of the West—England, France, and
Spain—and the smaller States and principalities of Central Europe were
similarly engaged in a competitive struggle for power in which the same
principle inevitably operated. When the House of Hapsburg under Charles
V attained such vast domains that its power seemed a menace to other
States, they combined to check its ascendancy. When Spain under Philip II
aspired to hegemony, it was checked in turn by hostile coalitions. Later,
France became the most powerful State of Europe—a position which it held
for over 200 years.International politics accordingly assumed the form of
coalition after coalition against la Grande Nation, from the time of the
League formed by William of Orange to frustrate the ambitions of Louis
XIV, to the Quadruple Alliance which humbled Napoleon at Leipzig and
Waterloo. Another balance of power, involving Sweden, Russia, Poland,
Prussia, and Austria, developed in eastern Europe and became an integral
part of the whole European State System in the latter half of the 18th
century.)

During the 15th and 16th centuries the States of western Europe pursued
balance-of-power policies toward one another, without the principle itself
receiving any clear and conscious formulation. In the early 1500’s Francis I
and Cardinal Wolsey, the great adviser of Henry VIII, both hinted at the
principle in their declarations. But not until the time of Louis XIV does
the concept emerge in definite form in the statements of diplomats and the
literature of international relations. Lord Bolingbroke, who was responsible
for English foreign policy during the last years of the War of the Spanish
Succession (1701-13), was one of the first English Ministers to attempt to
build his program with the deliberate purpose of preserving the Continental
equilibrium. In the negotiations which preceded the signature of the Treaty
of Utrecht)he was instrumental in arranging the solemn and public declara-
tions of Philip V and the Dukes of Orleans and Berry by which, in the
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interest of maintaining a balance between the Powers of Europe, they re-
nounced all ambitions of attempting to unite France and Spain under a
single crown. In the words of one of Bolingbroke’s friends, these renuncia-
tions “lay down the balance of power in Europe as their foundation, express-
ing that Spain ought not to be united either to France or to the House of
Austria.” Some years later the French philosopher and political writer,
Fénelon, discusted the balance as essential to maintain the liberty, tran-
quillity, and public safety of Europe. At the opening of the War of the
Austrian Succession (1741), Sir Robert Walpole stated the principle with
even greater clarity:

The use of alliances . . . has in the last age been too much experienced to be
contested; it is by leagues well concerted and strictly observed that the weak
are defended against the strong, that bounds are set to the turbulence of ambi-
tion, that the torrent of power is restrained, and empires preserved from those
inundations of war that, in former times, laid the world in ruins. By alliances . . .
the equipoise of power is maintained, and those alarms and apprehensions avoided,
which must arise from vicissitudes of empire and the fluctuations of perpetual
contest. . . .

The firmest bond of alliances is mutual interest. Men easily unite against him
whom they have all reason to fear and to hate, by whom they have been greatly
injured, and by whom they suspect that no opportunity will be lost of renewing
his encroachments. Such is the state of this nation (England) and of the Aus-
trians. We are equally endangered by the French greatness, and equally animated
against it by hereditary animosities, and contests continued from one age to an-
other; we are convinced that, however either may be flattered or caressed, while
the other is invaded, every blow is aimed at both and that we are divided only
that we may be more easily destroyed.*

Frederick the Great likewise paid lip service to the principle, though his
expansionist policies upset the balance and led to new wars to check Prus-
sian power. The English philosopher, David Hume, in his Political Dis-
courses (1751), dwells upon the efficacy of Britain’s balance-of-power policy
in checkmating French efforts to establish hegemony on the Continent. The
Swiss jurist, Emeric de Vattel, who based his Droit de gens (1758) on the
work of Wolff, was one of the first text writers to consider the principle as
a problem of international law:

Europe forms a political system in which the nations inhabiting this part of
the world are bound together by their relations and various interests into a single
body. It is no longer, as in former times, a confused heap of detached parts, each
of which had but little concern for the lot of the other, and rarely troubled itself
over what did not immediately affect it. The constant attention of sovereigns to
all that goes on, the custom of resident ministers, the continual negotiations that
take place, make of modern Europe a sort of republic, whose members, each

4 Parliamentary History, Vol. XII, pp. 168-169.
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independent, but all bound together by a common interest, unite for the mainte-
nance of order and the preservation of liberty. This is what has given rise to the
well-known principle of the balance of power, by which is meant an arrangement
of affairs so that no State shall be in a position to have absolute mastery and
dominate over the others.®

Vattel argued that the balance of power could best be preserved through
alliances and confederations to check the ascendancy of any one Power
which seemed likely to upset the equilibrium. He denied that balance-of-
power considerations give a State any absolute right of armed action against
another, but he conceded that “one is justified in forestalling a danger in
direct ratio to the degree of probability attending it and to the seriousness
of the evil which is threatened”:

If an unknown man takes aim at me in the middle of a forest, I am not yet
certain that he wishes to kill me; must I allow him time to fire in order to be sure
of his intent? Is there any reasonable casuist who would deny me the right to
forestall the act? But presumption becomes almost equal to certitude if the prince
who is about to acquire enormous power has already given evidence of an un-
bridled pride and ambition. In the imaginary case mentioned above, who would
have dared counsel the European States to allow Louis XIV to make such a
formidable addition to his power? ¢

Vattel also sought to present the balance of power as a guarantee of the
liberty and independence of States. His wide influence led to general accep-
tance of this view. It is a substantially accurate characterization of the pat-
tern, though it is obvious that the balance may sometimes be preserved by
the partition of a weak State among its stronger neighbors, as happened in
the extinction of the independence of Poland at the end of the 18th century
by Russia, Austria, and Prussia. In any case, the balance-of-power principle
has been recognized as an integral feature of the Western State System by
Rousseau, Kant, and a host of later writers, as well as by the great majority
of diplomats and statesmen.

5. CONCORD AND DISCORD

Although the medieval Christian world possesscd the vision of an
ideal unity, the interests of the different States were in actual fact
severed by difficulties of communication and backwardness of civiliza-
tion. A community of interests, or a System of States, were still un-
developed. A war might go on for a hundred years between Germans
and Italians, quite distinct from a contemporaneous struggle between

S E. de Vattel, The Law of Nations, translation of edition of 1758, Washington, 1916,

pp. 248f.
8 [ bid.
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English and French, without the remaining Powers having any idea
of intervening. The idea of a practical comity of States had not yet
penetrated into the flesh and blood of the nations. ... In the 17th
century the Congress of the Peace of Westphalia offered the astonish-
ing spectacle of a conference of ambassadors from every State, laying
down the frontiers for the individual countries. The Peace of Westphalia
came to be looked upon like a ratio scripta of international law: every-
one uttered thanksgiving that some sort of status quo had now been
established. People began to {eel themselves part of an organized
European society, and all the sovereign States began, as it were, to
form one great family.—TReiTscukEe, Politik.

Those aspects of the European State System already reviewed suggest the
nature of the paradox which must, perforce, be the central theme of any
treatise on modern “international relations.” (The European (and world)
community is a unity and a disunity combined in a contradictiond Unity
flows from common Roman-barbarian origins, from common Christianity,
from common defense against external enemies, from a common feudalism
followed by a common absolutism and a common democracy—in short, from
a community of shared experiences which are as old as Rome and as new
as radar. Disunity stems from diversity of tongues and nationalities, from
growing cleavages of ideologics and social structures, from increasingly
passionate local loyalties, and, most obviously, from the persistent frag-
mentation of society into sovereign nation-states. None of these as yet has
subjugated the rest. None as yct will either acknowledge the supremacy of
another or accept in any effective form any cooperative scheme for uniting
all in a single polity.

All efforts by agreement to unite Europe or to unite the later and larger
Europeanized world have failed, since modern men are more devoted to
their particularistic allegiances than to any vision of universalism. All efforts
by violence to achicve the same result have also failed by virtue of the
operation of the balance-of-power principle. (The history of modern diplo-
macy is a tale of these alternative attempts at unity—and of their failure.
It is also the story of a compromise which, by its nature, is unworkable.
The essence of the compromise is the conception—as old as the Peace of
Westphalia and as new as the U.N. Charter—of a peaceful family of sover-
eignties, respecting the law, living as “good neighbors,” practicing absten-
tion from ambition and forbearance from violence, and fostering Christian
virtues in interstate, no less than in interpersonal, relations. The considera-
tions to be adduced in support of the contention that no such society of
sovereigns ever has existed, or ever can exist, without its members playing
“power politics” and thereby negating the objective of the compromise, will
be discussed in later chapters.
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Here it suffices to suggest, somewhat dismally, that a house divided against
itself cannot stand and that a civilization torn to pieces by insoluble para-
doxes has meager prospects of survival. The cleavages within the body and
soul of the modern world community are by no means limited to the rivalries
and clashes of sovereignties, even though these impress most vividly the
student of “international” affairs. This adjective was indeed unknown until
it was coined by Jeremy Bentham in 1780. Before the end of the 18th cen-
tury all “good Europeans™ assumed that their community was still, somehow,
one—if not in the structure of political power, then at least in the basic
traditions and purposes of its people. In fact, such unity as had prevailed
before the Reformation, under the shadowy authority of the Emperors and
the doubtful power of the Popes, had long since waned. Rivalry for power
among governments, even though it engenders in every State System a
dynamic of its own, is inevitably colored and shaped by diverse definitions
of human goals which transcend the lines on maps defining frontiers be-
tween States.

The unraveling of the tangled skein of intranational and transnational aims
and desires which have contributed to unity and disunity among European
peoples during the past four centuries cannot here be attempted. “All his.
tory,” wrote Sir Frederick Maitland, “is but a seamless web; and he who
endeavors to tell but a piece of it must feel that his first sentence tears the
fabric.” It will nevertheless be useful (for those who have forgotten and for
those who never knew) to sketch the broad outlines of change in the rela-
tions among the Powers—and, as a prelude and a necessary comment on
diplomacy, to suggest the major ways in which Europeans have become
divided against themselves along lines of cleavage which are at once sepa-
rate from, and yet inextricably interwoven with, the drama of “power
politics.”

( Between 1350 and 1650 the unity which European Christendom had en-
joyed since its dawn was irreparably sundered by a series of schisms, en-
tangled with one another and eventuating in violence of such scope and in-
tensity as to threaten the very survival of civilization. While leaving to
historians of social change the task of analyzing the complex sources of
general insecurity, unrest, and tension, we may note five major conflicts
during these centuries: (1) peasant-serfs vs. feudal nobles—e.g., the French
“Jacquerie” (1358), the English uprising led by John Ball and Wat Tyler,’

7 John Ball, the “mad priest of Kent,” was one of the first preachers of class war
and Christian communism: “Good people, things will never go well in England so
long as goods be not in common, and so long as there be villeins and gentlemen. By
what right are they whom we call lords greater folk than we? ... They are clothed
in velvet and warm in their furs and ermines, while we go in rags. And yet it is of us
and our toil that these men hold their state.” Following the crushing of the peasant
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and a whole series of later revolts and “peasants’ wars” in which the lowest
stratum of society struck out in blind rage against its exploiters; (2) burgh-
ers and artisans in the growing towns vs. feudal nobles whose disorders
and exactions led most solid citizens to support the cause of monarchical
absolutism; (3) new “national” dynasties vs. Emperor, Pope, and wealthy
monastic orders whose lands were tempting to princes; (4) religious re-
formers and rebels vs. the Papacy; ® and (5) kingdoms vs. kingdoms, with
Protestant Princes fighting Hapsburgs, Hapsburgs fighting Tudors, and Bour-
bons fighting Hapsburgs in a melee of international and religious strife.)

The horrors of this debacle of civilization have few precedents in earlier
times and no later parallels until the greater debacle of the 20th century.
In passionate pursuit of “truth,” “freedom,” “unity,” “peace,” and the
eternal salvation of their souls, men tore one another to pieces like wild
beasts. Catholics and Protestants, peasants and nobles, tortured and slaugh-
tered in a monstrous saturnalia of cruelty. When German serfs rose up against
their masters, Martin Luther, in a mood typical of the times, told the
Princes: “Strike with the sword! Kill! Cut their throats! Burn, slay, crush
the murderous and rapacious peasants!” In the same spirit Charles V ad-
vised the Inquisition to follow his own example in dealing with heretics in
the Netherlands, “where all who remained obstinate in their errors were
burned alive, and those who were admitted to penitence were beheaded.”
This orgy of brutality reached its culmination in the Thirty Years’ War
(1618-48). At its close much of Central Europe was a wilderness of ruins,
drenched with the blood of the slain, rent with agonized cries of torment,
looted by mercenaries, and traversed by pitiable bands of refugees among
whom mass madness and cannibalism were not infrequent.

That the European community somehow survived this self-inflicted parox-
ysm was scarcely due to belated and reluctant acceptance of peace and tolera-
tion through exhaustion. Recovery and new growth were made possible by
fresh increments of wealth flowing into the Atlantic communities from over-
seas and arising from the new science and technology which had gradually
undermined feudalism, triumphed over superstition, and laid the basis for

rebellion, both Ball and Tyler were put to death in 1381. Similar doctrines were later
preached by the Anabaptists and other radical sects of the Reformation.

8 John Wycliffe (1320-84) first translated the Bible into English and assailed orthodox
theology. His Czech follower, John Huss, was decoyed to the Council of Constance by
a safe-conduct, tried for heresy, and burned alive in 1415. Aside from the hideous
“Albigensian Crusade,” preached by Innocent III in the 13th century against a sect
of heretics in southern France, the first of the “Wars of Religion” were the Hussite
Wars (1419:36), in which the Bohemian Hussites defeated successive crusades launched
against them by the Papacy. A century later the work of Luther, Calvin, Zwingli, and
their successors, inspired by the worldly corruption and irresponsibility into which the
Roman Church had fallen, completed the disintegration of Christendom.
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that immense expansion of productivity and urban population which char-
acterize our own age(During the century following the Peace of Westphalia
(1648), Europe again attained a semblance of unity, despite the shattering
of the Universal Church and the now irrevocable fragmentation of peoples
into sovereign nation-states?)The dynastic and colonial wars which ensued
were limited wars fought for limited objectives by limited professional
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armies. They were not class conflicts or religious and ideological crusades,
which invariably move men to wild outbreaks of self-destructive savagery.
Soldiers were hired tradesmen. Officers were gentlemen. Monarchs cherished
the ideal of enlightened and benevolent despotism. In the flourishing state
of agriculture, industry, and the arts, life was relatively orderly and pleas-
ant—to a far greater degree than is suggested by the chronicles of conflicts
among Powers which must here be outlined.

(The Peace of Westphalia was the first of the grand territorial and political
settlements which have incorporated the verdict of arms into the public law
of Europe after every general war among the Powers) At the close of the
prolonged and tedious Peace Conference which opened in 1642, three treaties
were concluded: one signed at Miinster, January 30, 1648, between Spain
and the Dutch; another signed at Miinster, October 24, 1648, between the
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Empire, France, and the German Princes; and a third of the same date,
signed at Osnabriick, between the Empire and Sweden) Mutual toleration
between Catholics and Protestants was provided for. The independence of
Switzerland and the Netherlands was acknowledged. The boundary was
drawn between the Dutch provinces and the Spanish Netherlands (Belgium).
Sweden annexed territory in Pomerania; Brandenburg began that process
of expansion which was to lead to the creation of the Kingdom of Prussia;
France annexed Alsace, with the exception of the city of Strasbourg, and
continued the war against Spain until the Treaty of the Pyrenees (1659)
gave to her Artois to the north, Roussillon to the south, and a protectorate
over Lorraine on the east. In this fashion, two new States were added to the
System, the Empire was reduced to a shadow of its former self, the House
of Hapsburg was humbled by the House of Bourbon, and an enlarged France
stepped forward into the international arena as arbiter of the destinies of
Europe.

Following the death in 1661 of Cardinal Mazarin, successor of the great
Richelieu, the young French King, Louis XIV (1643-1715)—Ile Grand
Monarque—assumed personal direction of policy and became the symbol
of an epoch. Monarchical absolutism was now the prevalent form of State
organization throughout Europe. The period was the great age of French
letters. Artists, scientists, poets, and dramatists helped to make the Court at
Versailles the envy and the model of the Western world. The able ministers
and generals whom Louis XIV gathered about him—Colbert, Louvois,
Vauban, Turenne, and Condé—Iled the French monarchy forward along the
paths of power and glory in diplomacy and arms. France was the first State
of Europe in peace and in war. The international politics of the age of
Louis XIV therefore revolved about the attempts of France to impose its
will upon the Continent and the counterefforts of numerous coalitions of
weaker States to thwart this ambition and preserve the established equi-
librium.

(The development of the Western State System since the 17th century,
however, is no longer the story of the States of an isolated Europe. It is
constantly complicated by the rivalries of the Powers for control of growing
overseas possessions.) The competition for the Eastern trade between the
Italian, Spanish, and Portuguese merchants encouraged the search for new
sea routes to the Orient. Daring Atlantic captains sailed southward around
the huge hulk of the Dark Continent and westward toward the setting sun.
These first slender filaments were to link Europe to a vast new world. The
rounding of Africa by Vasco da Gama in 1497 and the first circumnavigation
of the globe by Magellan shortly afterward opened new seaways to southern
Asia. Explorers, colonizers, treasure seekers, and empire builders jostled one
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another in quest of adventure, gold, and power; and their respective States
were not slow to support claims to territory and to quarrel with one another
for new dominions.

This clash of imperial aspirations played a major role in the long duel
between the English and French which was about to open in Europe. In
the middle period of the 17th century, when France was crushing the Haps-
burgs and extending her frontiers to the Pyrenees, the Alps, the Rhine, and
the Meuse, England was torn by the internal disturbances of the Great
Rebellion, the Civil War, the Commonwealth, and the Restoration. But when
Louis XIV sought to acquire still more territory and to establish French
hegemony over the Continent, England actively joined his enemies both to
preserve the balance of power in Europe and to challenge French preten-
sions in Asia and America. In a series of far-flung combats, culminating in
the War of the Spanish Succession (1701-13), various coalitions thwarted
the efforts of the French monarchy to establish its dominion over all of
western Europe.

(The Peace Conference at Utrecht (1712-13) drew up another great inter-
national settlement, comparable with that of Westphalia in 1648, and
destined to endure in its main features for more than a century) Philip of
Bourbon, Louis’s grandson, was recognized as Spanish King, but it was
stipulated that France and Spain were never to unite, since “the most de-
structive flame of war which is to be extinguished by this peace arose chiefly
from hence, that the security and liberties of Europe could by no means
bear the union of the Kingdoms of France and Spain under one and the
same King” (Article 6 of the Anglo-French treaty of April 11, 1713). The
Spanish Netherlands were transferred to Austria, to which Louis was obliged
to give up Ypres and Tournai. Austria also acquired Naples, Milan, and
Sardinia, and England secured Gibraltar and Minorca from Spain. The
Duchy of Savoy (Piedmont) was recognized as a Kingdom and permitted
to annex Sicily, which it later exchanged for Sardinia. The Elector of
Brandenburg was similarly recognized as King of Prussia. As for America,
England acquired Acadia (Nova Scotia), Hudson Bay, and Newfoundland,
and trade concessions from Spain. With France checked and Spain stripped
of portions of her territory, the other Powers were content to permit Bour-
bon Kings to reign both at Paris and Madrid. The European equilibrium
was preserved, though the contest between England and France for mastery
of India and the New World was still undecided. It should be noted that
the contemporaneous eastern wars between Charles XII of Sweden, and
Russia, Denmark, and Poland were fought and terminated almost without
reference to the relations between the Western European States. After
Utrecht, however, the European State System became an indissoluble unity,
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and all States, east and west, were involved in every contest between any of
its members.

The settlement of Utrecht was followed by an interlude, marked by new
wars in the east (Austria against Turkey, 1715-18, and Sweden against
Russia, 1700-21) which were not ignored by the Western Powers but in
which they did not actively intervene. In 1719-20, England and France joined
forces to prevent Philip V from upsetting the terms agreed upon at Utrecht.
The next general war arose out of international controversy over the election
of a King of Poland. In the War of the Polish Succession (1733-38), Austria
and Russia, supporting the candidacy of the Elector of Saxony, defeated
France, which supported Stanislaus Leszczinski, father-in-law of Louis XV.
England remained neutral, and Spain seized the opportunity to wrest the
Kingdom of the Two Sicilies from Austria and to place a Bourbon upon
the throne of her recovered dependency. These conflicts, however, produced
no fundamental changes in power relationships among the States of the
European System. The next serious disturbance was a result, on the one
hand, of rivalry between England, France, and Spain for colonial dominions
and, on the other, of the rise of a new Power to ascendancy in North Ger-
many—the Kingdom of Prussia under the Hohenzollern Dynasty.

Great Britain fought a brief, indecisive, and localized war with Spain
in the Caribbean in 1727. In 1739 the struggle was resumed in the “War of
Jenkins’s Ear,” which opened in American waters and led to hostilities on
the frontier between the British colony of Georgia and the Spanish colony
of Florida. Walpole knew that the conflict could scarcely be localized be-
cause of the Bourbon “Family Compact” of 1733, which constituted an al-
liance between France and Spain. Difficulties were in the offing, moreover,
regarding the throne of Austria; for there was little assurance that Great
Britain, France, Spain, and Prussia would abide by the arrangement which
they had made to guarantee the succession to Maria Theresa, daughter of
Charles IV. In December of 1740, following the death of Charles, Frederick
II of Prussia, surnamed “the Great,” sent his armies into Austrian Silesia
to expand Prussian power at Maria Theresa’s expense. France, Bavaria,
Saxony, and Spain joined Prussia in a league of plunder to despoil the
young Queen of her possessions. England, supported by the Netherlands,
joined Austria in the combat to preserve the Continental equilibrium and
to continue the struggle against France and Spain in the New World. The
War of the Austrian Succession (1740-48), known to the transatlantic colo-
nists as “King George’s War,” was fought in America and in India as well
as in Central Europe. In all the arenas of conflict, it was indecisive. In the
Peace of Aix-la-Chapelle of 1748, Great Britain and France restored the
status quo in India and America. Frederick managed to retain Silesia, and
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Austria also lost certain Italian dependencies, but Maria Theresa averted
the partition of her realm. With Austria determined to check the Prussian
menace in Germany and with Great Britain no less bent upon a final reckon-
ing with France, the Peace was but a truce. The great Prussian King per-
ceived that Russia might be drawn into the coalition which Maria Theresa
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was striving to form against him. He therefore devoted himself to preparing
for the inevitable, for, to him,

Politics is the science of acting always by convenient means conformably to
one’s own interests. To act conformably to one’s interests, it is necessary to know
what they are; and to arrive at this knowledge requires study, research, and
application. The politics of sovereigns have two parts: one, which is concerned
with internal government, comprises the interests of the State and the maintenance
of its system of government; the other, which embraces all the System of Europe,
labors to consolidate the safety of the State and to extend as much as is possible
by customary and permitted means the number of its possessions, the power and
consideration of the prince.?

Frederick likewise perceived that Anglo-French relations dominated the
whole European scene:

9 Die politischen Testamente der Hohenzollern, Vol. 11, p. 33.
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Christian Europe is like a republic of sovereigns which is divided into two
great parties. England and France have for a century given the impulse to all
movements. When a warlike prince wishes to undertake anything, if both Powers
are in agreement to keep the peace, they will offer their mediation to him and
compel him to accept it. Once it is established, the political System prevents all
great robberies and makes war unfruitful unless it be urged with greater resources
and extraordinary luck.1®

Under these circumstances the stage was prepared for the next general
war, which was to decide whether Austria must permit Prussia to dominate
north Germany and whether Britain or France should rule North America
and India. In 1754, Anglo-French hostilities broke out in the Ohio Valley
in the so-called “French-and-Indian War.” In the “diplomatic revolution”
of 1756, England became the ally of her erstwhile enemy, Prussia, which
was now set upon from all points of the compass by Austria, France, Russia,
and Sweden. The military genius of Frederick enabled him to defeat the
French and Austrians at Rossbach and Leuthen (1757), but the Russians
invaded East Prussia and occupied Berlin in 1760. After initial successes the
French cause fared badly outside of Europe. Wolfe wrested Quebec from
Montcalm in 1759. In India the British forces under Robert Clive outwitted
Dupleix and seized most of the French strongholds. These failures, coupled
with reverses in Brunswick, caused Louis XV to call to his aid the other
Bourbon States, Spain, and the Two Sicilies (1762). The Spanish interven-
tion was overbalanced, however, by the accession to the Russian throne of
the mad Tsar, Peter 111, who deserted Austria, joined Prussia, and restored
to Frederick the conquests of his predecessors. He was at once superseded
by his wife, Catherine II, who refused to give active assistance to either
side. Austria now despaired of recovering Silesia and ruining Prussia.

The Treaty of Hubertusburg (1763) put an end to the Seven Years’ War
in Europe, with Austrian acknowledgment of Prussian title to Silesia. Euro-
pean frontiers remained unchanged, but the House of Hohenzollern had suc-
cessfully despoiled and defied the House of Hapsburg. With magnificent
irony, Frederick placed upon the pinnacle of the New Palace at Potsdam
three female figures supporting the Prussian crown—Madame de Pompadour
of France, Maria Theresa of Austria, and Catherine of Russia. The combined
efforts of these ladies to consummate his destruction had left his State and
his dynasty more powerful than ever. The Treaty of Paris, also of 1763,
established peace between Britain and France. The English were masters of
Canada and of the east coast of India. Louis XV was compelled to yield up
to the victor almost the whole of New France in America east of the Missis-
sippi, retaining only a few islands in the West Indies and off Newfoundland

10 Ibid., p. 54.
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and French Guiana in South America. Spain was obliged to cede Florida
to Britain and received as compensation from her ally all that remained of
the French claims on the North American mainland, viz., the wilderness of
Louisiana west of the Mississippi. French power in India was similarly
broken by the peace terms. By the provisions of these settlements, Prussia
attained the position of a new Great Power in the European galaxy, and
England definitely triumphed over France in the long contest for commer-
cial, colonial, and naval supremacy in America and the Orient.

Between the Seven Years’” War and the great revolutionary upheaval of
1789-1815, which was temporarily to subvert the European State System,
two developments took place which produced significant changes in the
relationships between the Powers. One was to lead to the creation of a new
State in the System on the other side of the Atlantic. The other was to lead
to the extinction of an old State in eastern Europe. Such were the results of
the American Revolution and the partition of Poland. In the former case
the outbreak of rebellion against British rule in 1775 and the declaration
of America’s independence in the following year offered an opportunity to
Britain’s Continental enemies to recover some of their lost prestige and to
contribute toward the weakening of British power. France concluded a
military alliance with the American rebels in 1778 and was soon joined in
the war against England by Spain and the Netherlands. The British Gov-
ernment was at length obliged to sue for peace; and by the Treaties of
1783-84. the United States of America became an independent member of
the family of nations, Spain recovered Florida, France reacquired minor
possessions in the West Indies and Africa, and Holland lost to Britain a por-
tion of her Asiatic empire. The British overseas dominions were thus re-
duced, but they still constituted an imposing imperial edifice. The United
States, despite its vast territory and resources, was still too young and feeble
to play a decisive role in the relations among the European Powers.

Meanwhile, Frederick of Prussia connived with the Tsarina Catherine in
1772 to relieve the weak and disorderly Kingdom of Poland of part of its
territory. In order to counterbalance this enhancement of Prussian and Rus-
sian power, Austria intervened and annexed Polish Galicia. This bargain at
Poland’s expense was the means of preventing a general war threatened by
Austrian resistance to Russian aggrandizement against the Turks in the
Balkans. When Austria later made additional claims to Polish territory,
Frederick objected. The balance of power was peaceably preserved by the
extinction of the Polish State, Prussia and Russia taking fresh slices in
1792 and all three of the Powers dividing up the remainder in 1795.

By the last quarter of the 18th century, then, the Western State System
comprised five major Powers on the European Continent, a large number
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of minor Powers, and a new State across the Atlantic, born of European
colonialism. Of the States which might have been described as Great Powers
in 1648, England, France, and Austria retained their former position. Spain
had declined in wealth and in diplomatic and military prestige and had
fallen to the rank of a second-rate Power, in spite of the vast colonies which
she still held in the Americas and the East Indies. Holland and Portugal
likewise retained extensive overseas possessions, but they had long since
passed the halcyon days when they would cope with other Powers as
equals. Following the failure of France to establish her supremacy over the
Continent, the new State of Prussia, founded on the Mark of Brandenburg,
had emerged in Central Europe as the dynastic creation of a line of able
kings. It had successfully withstood an assault by the other Powers upon the
newcomer and had asserted its right to be regarded as their equal. In the
more remote east, the Tsardom of Muscovy had extended its dominions
eastward, southward, and westward. Under Peter the Great (1682-1725),
Russia became partly “westernized” and made itself a member of the Euro-
pean System. Under Catherine the Great (1762-96), it became a Great Power.
Its expansion pushed the Swedes from the eastern shores of the Baltic and
the Turks from the northern shores of the Black Sea. Sweden fell to the
rank of a third-rate Power; and the Ottoman Empire, never really a part
of the European System, was already in decay. The end of Poland brought
the enlarged States of Russia, Prussia, and Austria into closer relations with
one another. The petty States of Italy and Germany remained pawns among
their greater neighbors. The first great struggle for overseas empire was
ended, and the Powers had achieved an equilibrium of power which seemed
reasonably permanent and stable.

Under these circumstances, so astute an observer as Edward Gibbon could
write in 1780 of prospects of progress to which today’s generation looks
back with nostalgia:

Europe is one great republic, whose various inhabitants have attained almost
the same level of politeness and cultivation. The balance of power will continue
to fluctuate, and the prosperity of our own or the neighboring kingdoms may be
alternately exalted or depressed; but these partial events cannot essentially injure
our general state of happiness, the system of arts, and laws and manners, which so
advantageously distinguish, above the rest of mankind, the Europeans and their
colonies. . . . Europe is now divided into twelve powerful, though unequal king-
doms, three respectable commonwealths, and a variety of smaller, though inde-
pendent, States; the chances of royal and ministerial talents are multiplied. . . .
The abuses of tyranny are restrained by the mutual influence of fear and shame;
republics have acquired order and stability; monarchies have imbibed the prin-
ciples of freedom, or, at least, of moderation; and some sense of honor and
justice is introduced into the most defective constitutions by the general manners
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of the times. In peace, the progress of knowledge and industry is accelerated by
the emulation of so many active rivals; in war, the European forces are exercised
by temperate and undecisive contests. . . . The experience of four thousand years
should enlarge our hopes, and diminish our apprehensions; we cannot determine
to what heights the human species may aspire in their advances towards perfec-
tion; but it may safely be presumed that no people, unless the face of nature
is changed, will relapse into their original barbarism. ... We may therefore
acquiesce in the pleasing conclusion that every age of the world has increased,
and still increases, the real wealth, the happiness, the knowledge, and perhaps
the virtue, of the human race.

0. WORLD POWERS AND WORLD WARS

. I have spilt bloed? I had to; I shall perhaps shed more, but without
anger, and quite simply, because blood-letting is a component of
political medicine. . . . It is necessary one should always talk of
liberty, equality, justick and disinterestedness, and never grant any
liberties whatever. . . ff} am not a man like other men and the laws
of morality or custom cannot be applied to me.’j—NAmu:oN BONAPARTE.

In the social production of the means of dife, human beings enter
into definite and necessary relations which are independent of their
will—production relations which correspond to a definite stage of the
development of their productive forces. The totality of these production
relations constitutes the economic structure of society, the real basis
upon which a legal and political superstructure arises and to which
definite forms of social consciousness correspond. . .. With the change
in the economic foundation, the whole gigantic superstructure is more
or less rapidly transformed.—KarL Magx.

Despite the high hopes of the thinkers and rulers of the “Enlightenment,”
the Western State System at the end of the 1700’s entered upon another
age of violence and disorder, opening with a “world war” and culminating
a century later in new “world wars” of annihilation and extermination. A
long view suggests that the latest time of troubles, in spite of intermissions,
is a single sequence from then to now. The long Pax Britannica (1815-1914)
was not so much a new epoch as an uneasy interlude between global con-
flicts for hegemony. These fabulous decades were marked by startling shifts
in the distribution of influence among “Great Powers.” After a last bid for
European and world domination, France gave way to Britain. New Powers
emerged in the shape of Italy, Germany, America, and Japan. British as-
cendancy was questioned by the U.S.A., resisted by Russia, and at length
challenged by a new Reich. The “Armed Peace,” for all its dreams of uni-
versal brotherhood in a wondrous new age, was marked (e.g., Cecil Rhodes,
Theodore Roosevelt, Wilhelm II, Poincaré the Lorrainer, and a host of
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others) by such struttings and posturings and chest thumpings in the name
of the tribal gods as presaged blood sacrifices on flaming altars.

The harvest of Mars was garnered anew in the fourteenth year of the
20th century after Christ, and for many a year thereafter. The failure of the
first German bid for world domination was accompanied by a substantial
enhancement of the power of America and Japan; Pyrrhic victory for
Britain, France, and Italy; defeat and eclipse for Russia; and fatal disin-
tegration for Austria-Hungary. Twenty years later, Berlin, now ruled by
madmen and allied with Rome and Tokyo, made a new essay at world con-
quest which came closer to success than any of its predecessors. Terror, tor-
ture, mass murder, and the most grisly bestiality of men toward men, all
thought to have been banished with the end of the wars of religion, reemerged
out of a black past to exercise a new and fearful dominion over mankind.
In the final event the three aspirants to hegemony were scourged with fire
and sword and stricken from the list of Powers. France and Britain were
grievously weakened. Two “Super-Powers” survived the shambles: the U.S.A.,
unscathed and enriched, dedicated to “democracy” and ruled by wealth;
and the U.S.S.Rs wounded and wrecked, pledged to “freedom” and governed
by fanaticism./The two colossi of the new time seemed destined to clash in
fresh conflicts ‘ef class and creed for mastery of the plane9

These vicissitudes of national fortunes may fairly be regarded as con-
comitants of a vast revolution in the lives of men which is still under way
and is all but certain, in its ultimate outcome, to make or break the destiny
of the world society for centuries still unborn. That revolution is not the
work of nobles or priests, captains or kings, plotters or despots. It is the
work of humble searchers after truth and of alert enirepreneurs, investors,
and traders. Disinterested curiosity about nature and creative quest for gain
brought into being a world beyond men’s dreams—and possibly beyond
their power 1o control or preserve in the face of a slackening of its growth,
followed by breakdown into bitter impoverishment and furious despair.

Our age differs most markedly from all earlier epochs in being the Age
of Science and the Age of the Machine. Its earliest creators were the Greeks
before Socrates, who guessed at atoms, Aristotle, who first organized scien-
tific research, Archimedes the inventor, who cried “Eureka!” and imagined
a fulcrum with which he could move the earth. These seeds fell on stony
soil. Out of Arabia came algebra, spherical trigonometry, and brave be-
ginnings in chemistry, physics, astronomy, and medicine. Amid Europe’s
darkness of the 14th century, Roger Bacon preached experimentation and
predicted steamships, motorcars, and aircraft. Other men shortly hit upon
printing and gun powdér. With the great awakening a mighty procession—
Leonardo da Vinci, Copernicus, Kepler, Galileo, Newton, Harvey, and many
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others—ushered Science into our civilization. James Watt’s steam engine
(1765) opened a new epoch whose puzzling problems moved by rapid stages
through the ages of railroads, stgsl ships, electricity, internal-combustion
engines, aviation, and electronics. @Ese problems will doubtless be ded
or ended by the newest and most formidable of powers: atomic enerxgg
The issue of whether our culture is capable of mastering its artifacts or is
doomed, like Frankenstein, to be destroyed by the monsters of its own devis-
ing may here be deferred. World politics in our own time is a game with
rules and goals as ancient as Thebes and Nineveh. But, thanks to science,
technology, industry, and commerce, the stage on which an old play now
unfolds is like nothing ever seen before on earth or in heaven. The impact
of invention on European society and politics is (or ought to be) a familiar
tale. The first result was a swift increase in the numbers, wealth, and in-
fluence of town dwellers (“bourgeoisie”) who were neither nobles nor serfs.
Their initial bids for power found voice in the revolt of the Netherlands
against Spain, in the English Civil War and the “Protectorate” of Oliver
Cromwell, and in the American Revolution. The explosion of social revolu-
tion in France inaugurated half a century of class conflict and ideological
warfare_throughout the Western world. Further expansion of the new modes
of production and distribution led to a growing challenge to the triumphant
business classes from the new “proletariat” of wageworkers, culminating in
the Russian Revolution and its aftermath.
he flaming hatreds, fears, and loves involved in the devastating combats
of our time between “Democracy,” “Fascism,” and “Communism” are but
echoes of profound schisms in the body politic of the new world common-
wealthDThe global society is united as never before by swift travel, swifter
communication, and abundant means of wealth and welfare beyond the
hopes of a Midas or an Aristotle. But it is also divided as never before by
clashes of tribes and classes and creeds which turn all resources to war,
all riches to dust, and all dreams of a Golden Age to fire and rubble. Social
wars of elites and masses in an epoch of dizzy economic change and rising
insecurity are mingled with international wars of “World Powers,” battling
one another for control of the minds of men and of the means to mastery
over the globe. Many of the chapters to follow will deal with various phases
of these contentions and confusions. Here a bare outline of political events
must serve to bring to the troubled present this survey of times gone by.

» o . »
On the Continent the age of democracy, dictatorship, terrorism, military

conscription, total war, and new attempts to unite the world by the sword
began abruptly in France between 1789 and 1793. The States-General, sum-
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moned to bail the monarchy out of the bankruptcy induced by its aid to
the American rebels against Britain, became a revolutionary National As-
sembly. While peasants burned chateaux, burghers defied the King, de-
manded a democratic Republic, abolished serfdom and titles of nobility,
and issued a resounding “Declaration of the Rights of Man.” Within three
years the bourgeois radicals had abolished the kingship; sent Louis XVI,
Marie Antoinette, and thousands of aristocrats to the guillotine; and, by
virtue of foreign intervention in behalf of the old order, involved the Re-
public in war with Britain, Austria, Prussia, Spain, Holland, and Sardinia—
the “First Coalition.” The new energies which revolutionary enthusiasm
gave to its people made France more than a match for its foes. In 1795,
Spain and Prussia withdrew from the contest, while the reign of terror
waxed and waned in Paris and a National Convention gave way to a Di-
rectory.

In 1796-97 a young commander, Napoleon Bonaparte, swept the Aus-
trians from North Italy, compelled Sardinia to cede Nice and Savoy to
France, marched on Vienna, and imposed the Treaty of Campoformio on
the Hapsburgs. France annexed the Austrian Netherlands; and Austria, in
compensation, received Venice, whose ancient independence was thus ex-
tinguished. With England the only remaining enemy of the Republic, Bona-
parte invaded Egypt in 1798 in a wild scheme to sever communications be-
tween the British Isles and India. When he returned, he found the Directory
bankrupt and its armies hard pressed by the forces of the Second Coalition
of Britain, Austria, and Russia. Hailed as savior, he overthrew the Directory
in 1799 and made himself First Consul. The French bourgeoisie, with the
approval of the masses, sacrificed democracy and parliamentarianism upon
the altar of militant national patriotism. Napoleon became the symbol of la
patrie and high priest of the new cult of the nation in arms. Under his
banner the people’s armies of France set forth upon the paths of glory
which were to lead to the conquest of Europe.

In the light of the historical evolution of the Western State System, the
era of Napoleon represents the most nearly successful effort at the restora-
tion of universal empire ever made by a single State. The power of earlier
aspirants toward ascendancy over Europe—Charles V, Philip II, Louis XIV
—was feeble and ineffective compared with the military might and diplomatic
prestige of France under the first Bonaparte. Napoleon had at his back the
richest and most populous nation of the Continent, welded into a solid
phalanx by the new fire of patriotic fervor. His revolutionary, predecessors
had already invented military conscription as a means of defending France
against Europe. His enemies were likewise obliged to resort to universal
conscription, which has ever since been the basis of Continental military
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organization. But the mailed fists of his soldiery were so effectively supple-
mented by his own military genius and diplomatic astuteness that no State
or combination of States could stand against him. The old balance of power
was completely disrupted. In 1804, still aping ancient Rome, he made him-
self Emperor—and his Empire seemed likely to include all of western Eu-
rope within its limits.

The temporary triumph and final failure of this imperial adventure throw
a flood of light upon the fundamental nature of the State System, which
ultimately proved to be more powerful than its conqueror. From 1800 to
1812, French power rose dizzily in an almost uninterrupted ascent. The
diplomacy of flattery induced Tsar Paul to withdraw Russia from the Second
Coalition. Austria was crushed and obliged to come to terms. At Amiens
(1802), England also made peace. But 14 months later the British Govern-
ment, with the support of the merchant classes, resumed the war in the
conviction that British maritime, commercial, and colonial supremacy were
dangerously menaced by French ambitions. Napoleon accepted the chal-
lenge in the equally firm conviction that the power of England must be
broken before France could feel secure on the Continent. With England
beaten, he could take up the task of rebuilding the French overseas empire
and of winning for the French bourgeoisie a position of mercantile hegem-
ony throughout the world. Pitt countered Napoleon’s preparations for the
conquest of England by strengthening British sea power and building up
another Continental coalition. The allied French and Spanish fleet was de-
stroyed at Trafalgar (1805). Henceforth British naval predominance was
assured, and Napoleon had no means at his disposal for the invasion of
England. But the Third Coalition was smashed by the French armies. In
December, 1805, the Austrian and Russian forces of the Emperor Francis
II and Tsar Alexander I were crushed at Austerlitz. By the Treaty of Press-
burg, Austria was required to cede Venetia to the newly created French
satellite Kingdom of Italy and to surrender much of her territory in Ger-
many to Bavaria and Wiirttemberg, which were also Napoleonic puppet
States. Prussia entered the lists, only to be defeated at Jena (1800).

Napoleon, who now entered Berlin, had already abolished the Holy
Roman Empire and organized the West German States into the “Confedera-
tion of the Rhine” as a French protectorate. The Russians were in turn
beaten at Friedland in 1807. At Tilsit, Napoleon met Alexander, and the two
Emperors almost literally divided Europe between them. The Third Coalition
was destroyed. Austria was reduced to a second-rate Power, and Prussia was
humbled to the dust. A truncated Poland was revived in the form of the
Grand Duchy of Warsaw as a French dependency. Russia seized Finland
from Sweden, and the latter State also became a French appanage. By 1808,
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Napoleon was Emperor of a France that extended from the Pyrenees and
the Alps to the North Sea and the Rhine. He was also King of Italy; and
his relatives, friends, or admirers held the thrones of Naples, Spain, Hol-
land, Denmark, Sweden, and lesser States. Even England seemed likely to
be brought to terms by the Continental System which was to close the Euro-
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pean market to British goods and compel the “nation of shopkeepers” to
sue for peace.

That Napoleon failed in this purpose and lived to sce the destruction of
the whole fabric into which he had woven so much blood and treasure was
due primarily to the continued ascendancy of British sea power and to the
intense national consciousness which foreign conquest evoked among the
subject peoples of France. In 1808, Napoleon deposed the Spanish Bourbons
and made his brother Joseph King of Spain. But a popular insurrection
broke out almost at once against the usurper, which led Great Britain to
occupy Portugal and send Wellington to assist the Spanich rebels in harass-
ing the French in the Peninsular War (1808-13). A national uprising took
place in Austria in 1809, which Napoleon suppressed with difficulty. The
Prussian Government introduced various internal reforms, civil and military,
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and bided its time. Napoleon was still master of Europe, nevertheless, and
might have remained so had he not quarreled with Tsar Alexander and
taken up arms against him in an effort to compel him to enforce the Con-
tinental System against Great Britain. By 1812 the French Emperor had
gathered together an international army of 600,000 troops for the subjuga-
tion of Russia. The Russian forces withdrew before him, and he entered
Moscow in September. But the capital was burned under his eyes. As the
Russian winter descended, the enemy soldiers and peasant irregulars assailed
the French communications in the rear. The city was abandoned. The retreat
from Moscow became a catastrophe. Only a ragged remnant of the Grand
Army recrossed the Niemen in December.

Early in 1813, Alexander, now in alliance with Prussia, England, and
Sweden, launched a counterattack which precipitated the German War of
Liberation. Napoleon won further indecisive victories, but his rejection of
mediation proposals from Vienna added Austria to the new coalition. At the
great “Battle of the Nations,” fought near Leipzig in October, 1813, the
Swedish, Russian, Prussian, and Austrian forces closed in on the French,
defeated them, and compelled Napoleon to withdraw to the Rhine. His power
in Central Europe collapsed. France was invaded from the east by the allies
and from the south by Wellington, who had occupied all of Spain. Despite
furious and brilliant resistance, Paris was surrounded in March, 1814.
Napoleon was compelled to abdicate and was exiled to Elba. In the spring
of 1815, he escaped and returned to power in France to play out the tragic
farce of the “Hundred Days” to its dismal end at Waterloo.

The ancien régime had triumphed over the Revolution. The European
State System had proved itself to be more powerful than its most powerful
member. The forces of monarchical absolutism and feudal aristocracy, as
represented by the Powers of the Coalition, had overcome those of bourgeois
democracy and equality as represented by revolutionary and Napoleonic
France. In France itself the old order was reestablished, and the Bourbons
were restored to the throne in the person of Louis XVIII. At the great
international Congress of Vienna (September, 1814-July, 1815) emperors,
kings, princes, and diplomats met in brilliant assemblage to restore dynasties
in the name of legitimacy, to rebuild the Europe of 1789, and to consider
“the disposal of the territories given up by his Most Christian Majesty
(Louis XVIII) . . . and the relations from whence a real and permanent
balance of power is to be derived” (Article I of the Separate and Secret
Articles of the First Treaty of Paris, May 30, 1814).

Under the inspiration of the Austrian statesman, Metternich, the delegates
set to work, only to discover that the old Europe had been smashed beyond
all hope of complete restoration and that Humpty Dumpty could not, after
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all, be replaced in his old position on the wall. Bargains and compromises
were necessary to adjust conflicting interests and ambitions. France was
obliged to renounce her rights of sovereignty and protection over some
32,000,000 people who had been brought under Napoleon’s power; but she
recovered the boundaries of 1792, with some slight additions. By the second
Treaty of Paris, November 20, 1815, France was obliged to cede a number
of strategic posts to the allies, to pay an indemnity of 700,000,000 francs,
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and to submit to the occupation of 18 fortresses for three to five years.
Most of the Grand Duchy of Warsaw was given to Russia, which also re-
tained Finland and Bessarabia, conquered, respectively, from the Swedes
and the Turks. Prussia received Swedish Pomerania, two-fifths of Saxony,
and extensive territories on both banks of the Rhine. In the rest of Germany,
it was scarcely feasible to restore either the defunct Holy Roman Empire
or the hundreds of petty principalities which Napoleon had abolished. A
German Confederation of 38 States was therefore established, with Austria
securing the presidency of its Diet. Austria gave up the Austrian Nether-
lands (Belgium), which were annexed by the Dutch, and also gave up a
large part of her territories in Germany proper. In return, she was awarded
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North Italy (Lombardy-Venetia), Illyria, the Tirol, and Salzburg. The
Papal States and the Kingdom of Naples were restored, and Italy remained
a “geographical expression.” In the north, Norway was taken from Denmark
and joined to Sweden, under whose control it remained until it secured
independence in 1905. Britain secured Heligoland, Malta and the Ionian
Islands, and other fruits of victory overseas from the remnants of the French
and Dutch colonial empires: Cape Colony in South Africa, Ceylon, St. Lucia,
Tobago, Trinidad, etc. .

A final word regarding events in the American Hemisphere during the
Napoleonic epoch: The new Republic of the United States embarked upon
its spectacular career of territorial expansion by purchasing Louisiana from
France in 1803—a region which the First Consul had reacquired from Spain
in 1800 but which he was happy to sell when developments in Europe and
the West Indies made a restoration of the French colonial empire impos-
sible. American expansionists next turned their attention to Florida and
Canada, but the issue was obscured by long and bitter controversies over
blockades, impressments, contraband, and neutral trading rights between the
United States on the one hand and Great Britain and France on the other.
In 1812 the U.S.A. declared war on England in the name of “freedom of
the seas” and moved at once to occupy Canada and Florida. In spite of Con-
tinental preoccupations, England was easily able to defend Canada from
American attacks. The United States was invaded, its capital burned, and
its commerce swept from the seas. The Treaty of Ghent (1814) restored
the status quo. At no time since has Washington resorted to force in its con-
troversies with Britain. Spain, however, was a weaker rival, and a skillful
policy of browbeating and bargaining induced Madrid to sell the Floridas
in 1819. Meanwhile the Latin-American colonies of Spain had secured their
independence, and a whole series of new nations was thus added to the
Western State System. The U.S.A., no less than Britain, was opposed to any
restoration of these States to European control. Canning “called in the New
World to redress the balance of the Old,” as he put it; and the result was
the Monroe Doctrine of 1823 by which the U.S.A., with British approval,
expressed its intention to resist any further colonization, interposition, or
extension of control by European Powers over the American continents. At
the very outset of Latin-American independence, therefore, the United States
asserted its claim to hegemony over the Western Hemisphere.

The century between Waterloo and Sarajevo will probably always re-
main, in a peculiar sense, a unique era. The population of the world doubled,
and that of Europe quadrupled. The system of technology which had pre-
vailed with few changes for many millennia was completely revolutionized.
The bourgeoisie, masters and beneficiaries of the new technology and the
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new economy, became the ruling class in almost all the States of the Western
world. Fraternité, no less than Liberté and Egaltte, was its battle cry. And
as nationalism is always bred of war, the impact of people upon people in
the great Napoleonic conflicts intensified national consciousness at the very
time when the bourgeoisie was rising to grasp power from kings and aristo-
crats. The revolutions of the mid-century were led and supported by middle-
class patriots for whom the achievements of national unity and of democratic
constitutionalism were but two facets of the same liberal program. In the
era of the triumphant bourgeoisie, nationalism became a creed and a way
of life, shaping the attitudes and actions of millions of people and scores
of governments throughout the Western world.

The progressive dissolution of the Ottoman Empire presented an oppor-
tunity to the Slavic Christians of southeastern Europe to achieve liberation
and statehood. The Serbs gained autonomy in 1815. The revolt of the
Grecks began in 1821 and culminated a decade later in the attainment of
Greek independence through the intervention of Britain, France, and Russia
against the Turks. Belgium rose up against Dutch control -in 1830, and
nine years later her independence as a perpetually neutral and inviolate
State was recognized. In the 1830’s Russia sought to establish a protectorate
over Turkey but was frustrated by British and French opposition. The ap-
prehension of the Western States over the extension of Russian power at
the expense of “the sick man of Europe,” as Turkey came to be called, led
to the Crimean War (1854-56), in which Britain and France, with the aid
of little Sardinia, fought Russia to a draw in the Black Sea. Russian domina-
tion of Constantinople and the Straits was prevented by admitting the Sub-
lime Porte to “the advantages of the public law and system of Europe”
(Treaty of Paris, March 30, 1856) and by guaranteeing the independence
and integrity of Turkey. In 1877, Russia waged war on Turkey again, now
using the Slavic nationalities still under Turkish rule as pawns in her game
of imperial expansion. The Powers again intervened, and Russia yielded
once more, this time without a trial of armed strength. The Treaty of Berlin
of 1878 created Bulgaria as an autonomous principality, and Serbia, Monte-
negro, and Rumania were all recognized as independent and granted addi-
tional territory at Turkey’s expense. In 1912 the Balkan States waged war
upon Turkey and further extended their frontiers, only to fall out among
themselves to the detriment of Bulgaria, which was set upon by Serbia,
Montenegro, Greece, and Rumania in the Second Balkan War (1913) and
deprived of many of her conquests. Balkan nationalism thus created six
new States (Albania was established by the Powers in 1913) and made the
Balkans an arena of the conflicting ambitions of the Great Powers.

Nationalism effected even more significant changes in Central Europe
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after 1815. The people of Italy were divided into 7 States and those of Ger-
many into 39. In both spheres, Austrian power was predominant. In both,
the impact of the Napoleonic Wars had given rise to a rich growth of na-
tional sentiment under the influence of which middle-class patriots strove
to attain political unity and nationhood. Since Austria refused to yield
pacifically to such a disadvantageous modification of the status quo, war
seemed the only road to unification, particularly after 1848, when the Ger-
man liberals failed miserably in their efforts to create a German nation by
peaceful means and when diplomatic efforts to achieve Italian unity proved
of no avail. In both regions the new nation was forged in the heat of battle,
with the Kingdom of Sardinia (Piedmont) under Cavour playing the same
role in Italy as the Kingdom of Prussia under Bismarck was to play in
Germany. In 1858 the new Bonaparte Emperor at Paris, Napoleon III,
formed an alliance with Sardinia against Austria on condition of the return
to France of Nice and Savoy, conquered by the first Napoleon but lost in
1815. War followed in 1859. Sardinia was able to annex Lombardy. Na-
tionalist revolutions in central Italy increased the territory of the new State,
and Garibaldi’s filibusters added Naples and Sicily in the south. In 1861,
King Victor Emmanuel of Sardinia took the title of King of Italy.

Three years later Prussia under the “Iron Chancellor” joined Austria in
war against Denmark and promptly proceeded to quarrel with her ally over
the spoils—Schleswig-Holstein. In the Seven Weeks’ War of 1866 Prussia
defeated Austria and assumed the presidency of the new North German
Confederation, while Italy took her chance to wrest Venetia from the con-
trol of Vienna. This enhancement of Prussian power was viewed with alarm
by Napoleon III, who played into Bismarck’s hands by precipitating the
Franco-Prussian War of 1870. With the withdrawal of French troops from
the Papal States, Italy occupied Rome, and the new Italian nation was
complete, save for Italia Irredenta (“Italy Unredeemed”), i.e., the provinces
of the Tirol and the Trentino, still under Austrian rule. The French armies
were meanwhile crushed by the Prussian military machine. Napoleon III
lost his throne, and the Third French Republic was compelled to return
Alsace-Lorraine to German control. Since the South German States had
joined Prussia in the war, the German Empire was proclaimed at Versailles
during the siege of Paris, January 18, 1871. Two new Great Powers were
thus created at the cost of the defeat and humiliation of France and the
exclusion of Austria from German and Italian affairs. Austria and Hungary
had already joined themselves together in the Dual Monarchy in 1867; but
this political edifice, composed as it was of an incongruous congeries of
German, Magyar, Latin, and Slavic peoples, was not a national State but
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a composite structure which the rising tides of nationalism threatened to
engulf.

The mid-century decades of national emancipation and unification, which
completely upset the arrangements established by the Congress of Vienna,
were followed by a new era of colonial expansion in which almost all the
non-European world was seized upon and partitioned by the Great Powers
during a short span of 30 years. The great States of the West, old and new
alike, took to the path of empire once more and gained larger territories
and more imposing dominions in a single generation than their ancestors
had won during the three centuries following the circumnavigation of Africa
and the discovery of America. The impact of European culture upon the
older civilizations of the East and upon the primitive peoples of the tropics
resulted in almost every instance in the loss of political independence and in
social and economic disorganization among the societies which were the vic-
tims of imperialism. One exception stood out in brilliant contrast. The
medieval island empire of Japan was opened to Western influences by an
American naval expedition under Admiral Perry in 1854—but, instead of
falling prey to the Western Powers as did the other States of Asia, Japan
adopted Western technology, Western economics, and Western nationalism
and emerged 40 years later as a great nation-state in her own right, the
latest addition to the Western State System and the only one of the Great
Powers whose population is not of European origin.

The course of empire building between 1881 and 1914 was marked by
numerous minor wars between the European States and native African and
Asiatic communities and by one open conflict between Great Powers: the
Russo-Japanese War of 1904-05, in which Japan ousted Russia from South
Manchuria and the Liaotung Peninsula. The minor wars are almost too
numerous to list, but mention may be made of the French War against China
of 1884-85, which was inconclusive; the Sino-Japanese War of 1894, in
which Japan made her first successful bid for empire; the Italian War
against Abyssinia of 1896, which was unsuccessful; the Boer War of 1898-
1900, in which Great Britain finally conquered the stubborn Dutch settlers
of South Africa in the face of heroic resistance; and the Italian War against
Turkey of 1911, which resulted in the Italian annexation of Tripoli. These
and innumerable other conflicts were waged by Great Powers against the
feeble States of Africa and the Orient. The rival claims of the Powers them-
selves were usually adjusted by diplomacy and conference.

That the Americas did not also become an arena of imperialistic aggran-
dizement on the part of the European States was due primarily to the pre-
ponderant power of the United States in the Western Hemisphere. After the
promulgation of the Monroe Doctrine in 1823, no European State made any

107



THE GROWTH OF THE WESTERN STATE SYSTEM

permanent addition to its American possessions. The U.S.A., on the other
hand, annexed Texas in 1845, waged war upon Mexico, took from her almost
half her territory in 1846, and purchased Alaska from Russia in 1867.
Napoleon 111 had taken advantage of the American Civil War of 1861-65 to
attempt to carve out a French Empire in Mexico, but the venture failed
dismally. In 1898 the U.S.A. resumed its expansion by annexing the
Hawaiian Islands and by relieving Spain of Puerto Rico, Cuba, and the
Philippines after the Spanish-American War. It subsequently converted
Cuba, Panama, Haiti, Santo Domingo, and Nicaragua into protectorates and
made the Caribbean an American lake, much to the alarm of the Latin-
American Republics, which bitterly resented the hegemony of the “Colossus
of the North.” The U.S.A., no less than Britain, France, Germany, Italy,
and Japan, thus carved out an overseas empire at the expense of weaker
nations. By 1914 the political map of the world had largely become the
map of the colonial possessions, protectorates, and spheres of economic
influence of the great States which dominated the international scene.

These remarkable transformations of the Western State System, which
was now literally a World System, greatly enhanced the power of its mem-
bers, enormously extended their territories and resources, and knit them
together into compact national units. But they did not modify the funda-
mental nature of the System or change the character of the competitive
struggle for power among its members. They rather extended the struggle
over the globe and intensified it to a great degrec because the stakes of
diplomacy were larger than ever before. The balance of power now depended
less upon power relationships in Europe than upon developments all over
the earth. The “Concert of Europe” operated fitfully to keep the pecace in
the race for empire, but rapid shifts in power relationships as a result of
national unification and colonial expansion were constantly threatening to
upset the equilibrium.

Bismarck’s system of alliances to preserve the status quo of 1871 was
superseded by new arrangements. Italy joined Germany and Austria-Hungary
in the Triple Alliance of 1882 out of pique over the French seizure of Tunis;
but her ambitions in the Near East and her hope of recovering lialia Irre-
denta made her an unreliable member of the combination. France, bent upon
recovering the territory and the prestige lost in the war with Prussia, won
Russia to her side in the Dual Alliance of 1894. After serious friction over
the partition of Africa and Asia, France entered into the Entente Cordiale
with England in 1904, which the Anglo-Russian agreements of 1907 con-
verted into the Triple Entente. Through these arrangements and the alliance
with Japan of 1902, Great Britain sought security from the menace of the
growing commercial and naval power of Germany. France sought the
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revanche, and Russia strove to extend her influence in the Near East and
the Balkans in competition with Germany and Austria-Hungary. The Central
Powers in turn similarly hoped to achieve security, expansion, and a place
in the sun by close cooperation with one another. The two great military
coalitions, cemented by common interests and secret treaties, faced one an-
other across the armed frontiers and competed with one another in a race
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of armaments and a struggle for colonial possessions. Each diplomatic con-
flict—the Franco-German controversies over Morocco of 1904-05, 1908, and
1911, the Austro-Russian disputes in the Balkans of 1908, 1912, and 1913,
and many lesser frictions—thus became crises between the alliances. An
unstable equilibrium between these immense aggregations of power was
maintained for some years, only to break down in a gigantic combat of
nation-states in 1914.

Pan-Serbian terrorists, with the connivance of Serbian officials, assassi-
nated the Archduke Francis Ferdinand, heir to the Hapsburg throne, at
Sarajevo, capital of Bosnia, on June 28, 1914. The very existence of Austria-
Hungary seemed to be at stake, for irredentist and autonomist agitation,
encouraged by Serbia, threatened dissolution to an Empire composed of
diverse national elements. Following an unsatisfactory reply to the ultima-
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tum of July 23, Austria-Hungary declared war upon Serbia on July 28.
Two days later the Russian Government mobilized its armies against Austria-
Hungary and her ally, Germany. To yield now to Russian pressure would
destroy Austrian prestige in the Balkans and pave the way for the disinte-
gration of the Dual Monarchy. If Germany refused to support Austria-
Hungary, the Triple Alliance would be weakened and Berlin would remain
isolated within a circle of enemies. By the secret terms of the Franco-Russian
alliance, mobilization was the signal for war. On July 31 the German Gov-
ernment dispatched a 12-hour ultimatum to St. Petersburg, demanding the
suspension of all Russian war measures. No reply was received. On August
1, 1914, Germany declared war on Russia. The French Government had
failed to restrain the Russian mobilization, which transformed the Austro-
Serbian War into a general war. France, as a loyal ally, stood as staunchly
behind Russia as Germany stood behind Austria-Hungary. War was declared
on France on August 3. The German invasion of Belgium as a means of
attacking France resolved British hesitancy and led to a declaration of war
on Germany on August 4. Italy remained neutral. All German patriots rallied
to the sacred cause of the Fatherland, certain that Germany had been at-
tacked by scheming enemies and that their only course was to hack their
way to victory through encircling foes.

In the colossal combat which ensued, Germany revealed herself to be
the most formidable of all the Powers in military might and more than a
match for any three of her major enemies. The defection of Italy left Ger-
many with Austria-Hungary as her only ally. Turkey joined the fray on
the German side on November 5, 1914; and Bulgaria followed suit on Octo-
ber 14, 1915. But, in this coalition of the four Central Powers, Germany
was not only the keystone of the arch but the supporting pillars and the
foundation stones as well. German industry and finance, German science and
technology, German efficiency and morale proved equal to what seemed at
the outset the impossible task of facing overwhelming odds. But here, as
always in the Western State System, the coalition which proved itself the
weaker was joined by one neutral State after another, alarmed at the pros-
pect of the conquest of Europe by the most powerful State on the Continent.
The blunders of German diplomacy contributed to this fatal result. The
prodigious feats of German arms were in the end unable to rectify diplomatic
mistakes and to turn the tide of battle against an anti-German coalition which
included all the other Great Powers of the world and half the Minor Powers
as well. Imperial Germany conquered vaster territories and won a position
of military preponderance greater than that enjoyed by the first Napoleon,
but in the end this military empire crumbled to pieces even more rapidly
and completely than that of Bonaparte.
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The major phases of the struggle need only be sketched here. The “Schlief-
fen Plan” of campaign contemplated a swift and decisive blow at France,
which would release the German armies to face the Russian invasion from
the east. French resistance was to be broken by a gigantic flank attack
through Belgium to the north of the great border fortresses. With crushing
efficiency, 53 of the 72 divisions in the German Army poured into Belgium,
pulverized the Belgian fortifications with heavy artillery, swept aside the
Belgian Army, defeated the French and English, and descended from the
northeast upon Paris. At the Marne, however, the German onrush was
stopped early in September, 1914, and the spear point of the invasion was
deflected. In the race for the Channel ports the Allied armies retained pos-
session of the French coast. The German lines were stabilized along the
Aisne, and the conflict on the western front became a long-drawn-out war
of attrition characterized by the costly and bloody futility of trench fighting.
The decisive blow had failed, but the German armies held Belgium and the
coal districts of northern France and could rest on the defensive, pending
developments elsewhere.

Meanwhile the Russian invasion of East Prussia was crushed at Tannen-
berg on August 29, 1914, and the war in the east carried into Russian
Poland. On May 24, 1915, Italy joined the Entente against her erstwhile
allies, but without any marked effect upon the combat. An Allied attack
upon the Dardanelles ended in disaster, and the entrance of Bulgaria into
the war enabled Germany and Austria-Hungary to conquer Serbia and
establish communication with Turkey. While the German command re-
mained on the defensive in the west, the Russian invaders of Austrian Galicia
were driven out, Poland was conquered, and Russia itself was deeply in-
vaded. In the spring of 1916 the German armies resumed the offensive on
the western front, with a gigantic but unsuccessful assault upon Verdun, key
to the southern half of the Allied lines. In the summer a great Allied offen-
sive on the Somme similarly broke down. The war in the west remained a
stalemate. In the east, Rumania joined the Allies by declaring war on
Austria, August 27, 1916, but was promptly conquered by the forces of the
Central Powers. The German lines were pushed deeper into Russia, and the
defeated and discredited Tsarist regime collapsed in revolution in March of
1917. The war in the east went on, but with diminished intensity, for Russian
powers of resistance were approaching the vanishing point.

The military ascendancy enjoyed by the Central Powers as a result of
greater fighting efficiency, a unified command, and interior lines of com-
munication was nullified by the diplomatic consequences of the war on the
sea. Only one great naval battle between the British and German grand fleets

was fought—off the coast of Jutland, on May 31, 1916. The German Navy
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inflicted heavier losses on the enemy than it suffered, but the result was
indecisive, and the German fleet remained in port for the balance of the war.
Allied naval superiority held the Central Powers in the grip of an unbreak-
able blockade, to which they responded by submarine blockades of Great
Britain and France. The resulting controversies with neutral governments
furnished the ground upon which the United States and other countries
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entered the war on the Allied side in the spring of 1917. Despite this enor-
mous accession to the power of the Allies, German victory still seemed
possible. The German armies remained on the defensive in France through-
out 1917; but a disastrous defeat was inflicted on Italy at Caporetto in
October, and a second revolution in Russia brought peace in the east. The
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk of March 4, 1918, was a conqueror’s peace, imposed
by Berlin and Vienna on a prostrate foe.

If German military might could be concentrated for a decisive assault in
the west before American fighting strength could turn the tide, there was
still a possibility of success. In March of 1918 a terrific offensive was
launched against the British lines in Picardy, which carried the German
armies forward 50 miles toward Amiens and the Channel. In April another
German attack in Flanders pushed the British back on Ypres. In May a third
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onslaught against the French resulted in a 30-mile gain and carried the
German forces to the Marne once more. Other attacks followed with less
spectacular gains, and by July the struggle had again reached a deadlock.
A final German effort to envelop Rheims in mid-July was checked at
Chateau-Thierry. The German effort to break through the western front
had failed. An allied counteroffensive was launched in July, and the German
divisions were gradually forced back toward Belgium. Bulgaria, defeated
by the Allied armies north of Salonika, sued for peace at the end of Sep-
tember. With Mesopotamia, Syria, and Palestine already lost, Turkey like-
wise surrendered. Austria-Hungary collapsed into chaos. On November 11,
1918, following a revolution and the overthrow of the Hohenzollern Dynasty,
the new German Government acknowledged defeat and signed an armistice
with Marshal Foch and his young aide, Maxime Weygand. The ceremony
took place in Compiégne Forest, near Rethondes.

7. INTO THE ABYSS

The test of the objects of a war is the peace which follows it.
Millions of human beings endured for four years the extremes of
misery for ends which they believed to be but little tainted with the
meaner kinds of self-interest. But the historian of the future will con-
sider, not what they thought, but what their statesmen did. He will read
the Treaty of Versailles; and he will be merciful if, in its provisions
with regard to coal and shipping and enemy property and colonies and
indemnities, he does not find written large the Machtpolitik of the
Acquisitive Society, the natural if undesired consequence of which is
war—R. H. Taw~ey, 1927.

The catastrophe of 1914-18 was called at the time the “World War,” the
%)‘Great War,” or, following Woodrow Wilson’s hopeful slogans, the “War
o Make the World Safe for Democracy” or the “War to End Wars.” The
bitter wisdom of hindsight later gave it the name “World War 1.” The
appalling waste of life and wealth which it inflicted on a great society was,
prior to World War II, the worst disaster to mankind since the Thirty
Years’” War. Popular revulsion against the beliefs and practices which had
produced this horror contributed powerfully to the seizure of power in
Russia by the Marxist followers of Lenin, who dreamed and plotted prole-
tarian “World Revolution.” During the Paris Peace Conference of 1919,
“Bolshevism” spread into Hungary and Germany. Wilson, Lloyd George,
Clemenceau, and Orlando were no less concerned with fighting the “Red
menace” than with imposing peace on the vanquished. Marxist Communism,
itself the product of exploitation and violence engendered by bourgeois
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capitalism, nationalism, and imperialism, was crushed by force in Central
Europe and almost (but not quite) crushed in Soviet Russia by Allied inter-
vention and blockade. Herewith a new schism appeared in the world com-
munity. The propertied elites of the West and the Marxist elite of Muscovy
henceforth looked askance at one another with eyes of fear and hatred. But
in 1919 the deadly fruits of this cleavage were still in the future.

The Treaty of Versailles of June 28, 1919, humbled Germany to the dust.
The Reich lost all its overseas colonies, Alsace-Lorraine, the Saar Valley,
Eupen-et-Malmédy, the Polish Corridor, part of Upper Silesia, and a portion
of Schleswig. German investments and property abroad were seized. Ger-
many’s coal production was reduced by one-third and her iron supplies by
three-fourths. The German Merchant Marine was confiscated by the Allies. -
The German battle fleet was surrendered. The German Army was limited to
100,000 men and was forbidden to possess tanks, heavy artillery, or air-
planes. The new German Navy was restricted to 6 battleships of not more
than 10,000 tons, 6 light cruisers, 12 destroyers, and no submarines. The
left bank of the Rhine and a 50-kilometer zone on the right bank were de-
militarized. The left bank and the bridgeheads were subjected to military
occupation for 15 years. A Reparation Commission was appointed to fix
Germany’s financial obligations to indemnify the victors for civilian dam-
ages, pensions, and the Belgian war debt, on the theory that the war was a
result of “the aggression of Germany and her allies.” Thanks to the collapse
of Russia and the attitude of President Wilson, the terms of the secret inter-
Allied Treaties of 1915-17 for the division of the spoils were not literally
executed. But Germany was nevertheless crushed to earth and not permitted
to join the League of Nations, which Wilson insisted on including in the
peace settlement.

The Treaties of St. Germain with Austria, Trianon with Hungary, and
Neuilly with Bulgaria furnished the basis for the relations between the
victors and Germany’s allies.''! Among the defeated States was Russia.
Despite the final triumph of the Red Army over the White Armies and the
Allied forces (1918-21), the Russian State lost sovereignty over Finland,
the Baltic States, and Poland and also over Bessarabia, which was annexed
by Rumania with Allied approval. The Dual Monarchy of Austria-Hungary
was completely destroyed as a political entity; and the House of Hapsburg,
like the Hohenzollern and Romanov Dynasties, passed into the shades. Re-

11 The Treaty of Sévres with Turkey was repudiated by the Turkish Nationalists, who
succeeded in driving the Greeks out of Asia Minor and in playing off the imperial
ambitions of Great Britain and France against one another. The final Treaty of Lausanne
of 1923 was consequently much more favorable to the new Turkish State than would
otherwise have been the case.
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publican Austria survived as the severed head of a truncated imperial body
and was forbidden to join Germany. Hungary was reduced to the position of
a small landlocked State, having lost most of its territory to its neighbors,
Jugoslavia (Serbia), Rumania, and Czechoslovakia. Bulgaria was cut off
from the Aegean Sea by the expansion of Greece; and Turkey was deprived of
control over Arabia, Palestine, Syria, and Iraq (Mesopotamia).

A tremendous explosion of nationalism in 1918 and 1919 led to the
political fragmentation of Central Europe in the name of self-determination.
As a means of further reducing the power of the defeated States, the Allies
approved the resurrection of an enlarged Poland, which was granted Aus-
trian Galicia, part of German Upper Silesia, and the Corridor to the sea
between East Prussia and the rest of Germany. In 1920, Poland extended
her frontiers eastward by waging war upon Russia and by annexing Vilna,
the ancient capital of Lithuania. The Allies likewise sanctioned the restora-
tion of the independence of Bohemia in the new State of Czechoslovakia.
They acquiesced in the creation of a Greater Serbia, into which Montenegro
was incorporated; and they approved the enlargement of Rumania at the
expense of Hungary and Russia. To the north of the Succession States of
Austria-Hungary appeared the new Russian border States, Lithuania, Latvia,
Estonia, and Finland, each with a total population smaller than that of the
capital cities of the great States of the west, but each intensely jealous of its
new sovereignty and independence.

In terms of power relationships, the chief effect of the war and the peace
was to upset completely the old equilibrium between the prewar coalitions
and to replace it by the imposition upon the Continent of the military and
diplomatic hegemony of France and her new allies in the east. The postwar
alliances among the beneficiaries of the new distribution of power—France,
Belgium, Poland, and the “Little Entente” States of Czechoslovakia, Jugo-
slavia, and Rumania—created a new coalition for the preservation of the
status quo. Italy became master of the Adriatic by the annexation of ter-
ritory at the expense of Austria and Jugoslavia and by the imposition of an
Italian protectorate on Albania. She became a potential enemy of France
and the Little Entente because of still unsatisfied territorial, colonial, and
naval aspirations which could be fulfilled only by an alteration of the status
quo disadvantageous to her neighbors. But she was incapable of realizing|
these ambitions unaided. Class conflict, impoverishment, political confusion,
and international frustration brought to power in Rome in October, 1922,
a new leader, Mussolini, and a new ideology and State form: Fascism, al-
ready foreshadowed in the “White Terror” in Hungary under Horthy. Here
was devised an ominous formula through which the elites of money and land
could protect themselves, so they believed, from proletarian and peasant

115



THE GROWTH OF THE WESTERN STATE SYSTEM

unrest by subsidizing gangsters to establish a despotism in the name of ultra-
patriotism and salvation from Communism. The Italy of il Duce was driven
to aggrandizement by its own internal tensions. It could scarcely challenge
France or Britain, however, until powerful allies could be found.

But the hegemony of the French bloc was destined to pass away in the
aftermath of world-wide economic and financial collapse—made almost in-
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evitable by the progressive disruption of the world market and the world
society after 1914. The universal insecurities and tensions engendered by
the Great Depression destroyed whatever possibility may have existed during
the relatively prosperous postwar years of establishing peace and plenty on
firm foundations. The victors of 1919 would yield up few of their gains
voluntarily. As years passed and difficulties accumulated, they became less
and less disposed to resort to force to preserve the status quo. The van-
quished (and the hungry States not among the vanquished) moved shrewdly,
by devious diplomacy, by force, and by threats of force, to redress the
balance. Japan seized Manchuria in 1931 in defiance of Washington, Geneva,
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Nanking, and Moscow. Germany succumbed to Fascism two years later.
Under Hitler the Reich threw off the shackles of Versailles and prepared to
make a new bid for mastery of the Continent. Fascist Italy conquered an
empire in Africa in 1935-36 and defied Great Britain and the League to keep
the peace, enforce the law, or say her nay. In fear of Fascist aggression, the
Soviet Union joined France and Czechoslovakia in a defensive coalition, but
this enhancement of French power did not halt the disintegration of the
system of alliances devised by the Quai d’Orsay. A hostile coalition began
to take shape. The new balance of power was unstable. It promised wars
and rumors of war in ever greater abundance. Less than two decades after
Versailles, the work of the Paris Peace Conference was in large part un-
done. The State System moved fatalistically toward new conflicts and dis-
asters. The cry for peace remained as empty as Dante’s despairing pleas for
unity six centuries earlier.

The genesis and course of World War II of the 20th century will be dealt
with in detail in later pages. Here it is enough to note that the new Armaged-
don was rendered “inevitable” by the restoration of a balance of power
between the victors and the vanquished of 1919 and that this result was due
to miscalculations and delusions on the part of the Western democratic
Powers which had no parallel in the earlier history of diplomacy. The
United States failed to become a member of the League and sought peace
through disarmament and paper pacts involving no entanglements, no re-
sponsibilities, and therefore, in theory, no risks. The unfortunate “National
Government” of Britain (1931-40) connived in the rearmament and in the
aggressions of the Fascist Powers in the hope that peace could be had
through “appeasement” and through the prospect of a Fascist attack on the
U.S.S.R. Successive French Cabinets betrayed the League and wrecked
France’s eastern alliances in the hope of pleasing Britain, appeasing Italy,
placating Hitler, and turning the Third Reich toward the east.

The processes of Fascist aggrandizement and democratic defeatism
marched in geometric progression from the plains of Manchuria to the
Fithrerhaus in Munich. The refusal of Britain and the U.S.A. to take any
effective measures to protect China from Japanese aggression in 1931 led
to correct conclusions in Rome and Berlin. Nazi Germany left the League
and the Disarmament Conference in October, 1933, and openly repudiated
the military clauses of Versailles in March, 1935. In violation of the Treaty,
Britain concluded a naval accord with the Reich in June, 1935, whereby
Germany was granted a new navy 35% as large as the British fleet with
100% parity in submarines. Mussolini, with a secret pledge of French
acquiescence from Laval, attacked Ethiopia in October, 1935, and made good
his conquest in the face of the hypocritical farce of League sanctions. Before
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his troops entered Addis Ababa, Hitler sent the Reichswehr into the Rhine-
land (March, 1936) in violation of Versailles and Locarno. London and
Paris contented themselves with paper protests. When Rome and Berlin
openly supported Franco’s Fascist rebellion in Spain in July, 1936, London
and Paris organized an international “Nonintervention” Committee to de-
prive the Spanish Republic of arms for its defense. Washington adopted
a similar policy. When Japan resumed aggression against China in July,
1937, the Western Powers wrote diplomatic notes and continued to permit
their citizens to sell munitions and war supplies to the Japanese military
machine. Warnings and appeals for action in resistance to the conquerors
fell on ears as deaf as those to which Demosthenes had addressed like ap-
peals 22 centuries previously.

The cooperation of aggressors and appeasers reached its apogee in 1938.
Hitler’s seizure of Austria in March was viewed with secret approval by
Downing Street and the Quai d’Orsay as foreshadowing the Nazi Drang
nach Osten. His designs on Czechoslovakia were looked upon in a similar
light. In the name of “self-determination” and “peace for our time,” Cham-
berlain and Daladier rejected Soviet offers of military aid to Prague and
compelled the Czech Republic to surrender the Sudeten areas, containing all
the Czech border defenses, to the Reich. The “Peace” of Munich of September
29, 1938, was followed by Polish and Hungarian seizure of other bits of
Czech territory and by Anglo-German (September 30) and French-German
(December 6) “peace” declarations which were designed to leave the West
secure while the Fascist Powers satisfied their appetites at the expense of
small countries and the U.S.S.R.

This tragic miscalculation proved fatal. The willingness and ability of
the U.S.S.R. to crush ruthlessly all internal traitors and agents of Berlin
and Tokyo, to resist Japanese attack on the borders of Manchuria and Mon-
golia, and to come to the armed aid of Czechoslovakia and the Western
Powers (had they been willing to accept Soviet aid) convinced the Fascist
Caesars that their path of least resistance lay elsewhere. The entire fagade
of the “Anti-Comintern” alliance was shrewdly and successfully designed
to confuse the Western democracies. Cooperation among its members was
directed toward purposes which could be realized only at the expense of
France, Britain, and the United States. The original German-Japanese Anti-
Comintern Pact of November 25, 1936, was signed by Italy on November
6, 1937. Manchukuo, Hungary, and Fascist Spain, each a satellite of one of
the original signatories, signed later. On September 27, 1940, Berlin, Rome,
and Tokyo signed a 10-year alliance which threatened joint war against the
United States if it attempted to save Britain or China from conquest.

Meanwhile the bitter fruits of appeasement had ripened. In mid-March,
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1939, Hitler liquidated the remnant of Czecho-Slovakia, annexing Bohemia
and Moravia, converting Slovakia into a German protectorate, and tossing
Carpatho-Ukraine to Hungary. This action belatedly convinced Chamberlain
and Daladier that the Western Powers, rather than the Soviet Union, were
in mortal danger of Fascist attack. Hitler seized Memel from Lithuania and
threatened Poland. Mussolini annexed Albania and threatened Greece. Lon-
don and Paris, having already thrown away the French alliance system and
the French-Soviet mutual assistance pact of 1935, now sought to build a
“peace front.” During the spring and summer of 1939 the Western Powers
guaranteed the “independence” of Poland, Rumania, Greece, and Turkey
and ultimately secured reciprocal pledges of common defense from Poland
and Turkey. These pledges, however, were strategically unworkable without
Soviet cooperation. Chamberlain declined to pay Stalin’s price for an al-
liance against the Reich—i.e., Soviet military control of the Baltic States
and military access to Poland. Moscow accordingly abandoned the Western
Powers and concluded a nonaggression pact with Berlin on August 23, 1939.

With its victims thus isolated, the Third Reich struck. Poland was invaded
on September 1, conquered in two weeks, and partitioned between Germany
and the U.S.S.R. by the Moscow agreement of September 28, 1939. Britain
and France declared war on Germany on September 3. The long winter
stalemate, carefully designed by the Nazi leaders to demoralize the Western
democracies, was marked by the imposition of Soviet protectorates on
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania and by a Soviet attack upon Finland which
finally compelled Helsingfors to accept peace terms in March, 1940, involv-
ing territorial cessions to the Soviet Union. With incredible speed, made
possible by a new technique of warfare, German divisions conquered Den-
mark and Norway on April 9, 1940, invaded and overran Luxemburg, Bel-
gium, and the Netherlands on May 10, pierced the French defenses at Sedan
on May 14, reached the Channel on May 21, drove the British Expeditionary
Force from Dunkirk on June 3, crushed the French Army south of the
Somme on June 5-10, took Paris on June 14, and compelled the French
Government to sign an armistice on June 23. The ceremony took place in
the same dining car in the Forest of Compiégne where the Second Reich
had acknowledged defeat 22 years previously. Italy meanwhile declared war
on France and Britain on June 10 and 15 days later signed an armistice
with a France already defeated by the Nazi hosts.

The fall of France caused the U.S.S.R. to seek safety by seizing Bessarabia
and northern Bucovina from Rumania and incorporating Lithuania, Latvia,
and Estonia into the Union. The United States was moved by the debacle
to give armed aid to Britain “short of war,” to appropriate $13,000,000,000
for armaments within the next four months, and to introduce military con-
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scription during “peace” for the first time in the history of the Republic.
Nazi plans to invade and subjugate Britain during the summer were frus-
trated. The Axis nevertheless dominated the Continent. Italian forces oc-
cupied Somaliland and invaded Egypt but were driven back into Libya,
most of which was lost to the British by February, 1941. They met with
equally humiliating defeat when they invaded Greece. Japan occupied French
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Indo-China and threatened Britain and America in the Far East. While Lon-
don and other British cities suffered the agonies inflicted earlier on Shanghai,
Addis Ababa, Madrid, Warsaw, and Rotterdam, a possibility developed that
the conquest of the world by the Fascist Triplice might yet be averted by
Soviet and American intervention. Given the temper and perspective of
American and Soviet leaders, however, such intervention would never have
taken the form of active hostilities had the enemy not forced the issue.

On April 6, 1941, as British forces liberated Addis Ababa and virtually
completed the conquest of Mussolini’s East African Empire, Germany struck
at Jugoslavia, after failing to win power in Belgrade by bribery and intrigue.
Hungary, Rumania, and Bulgaria were already in the Fascist camp. In an-
other blitzkrieg the invincible Wehrmacht crushed Jugoslavia in 11 days,
invaded Greece, took Athens on April 27, and then seized Crete from its
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British defenders through a daring assault by air-borne troops. At the same
time Rommel’s Africa Corps crossed the Mediterranean and drove toward
Egypt, while pro-Nazi elements in Syria, Iraq, and Iran jeopardized the
whole British position in the Middle East. But the German High Command
abandoned its opportunities in the Levant in favor of another plan, “Opera-
tion Barbarossa,” long-since formulated and delayed in execution only by
Jugoslav, Greek, and British resistance in the Balkans.

Hitler on June 22, 1941, like Napoleon on June 23, 1812, invaded Russia
with the largest and most formidable army thus far assembled for any cam-
paign. Having failed to invade England, der Fiihrer followed Bonaparte’s
precedent in deciding to destroy the only remaining Great Power on the
Continent, The risks seemed small, even though mighty America (unlike
the feeble America of 1812, which waged war on England even as Russia
was invaded) extended lend-lease aid to the U.S.S.R. as well as to Britain,
and viewed the new assault as further evidence of Nazi intent to conquer
all the earth. Tokyo, moreover, had concluded a nonaggression pact with
Moscow in mid-April and decided to remain neutral. But the ever-victorious
Wehrmacht, now supported by Italian, Finnish, Rumanian, Hungarian,
Slovak, French, and even Spanish divisions, was expected to crush the Red
Army, take Moscow, and end the war in the east in four months.

Here, as in 1812, miscalculation of Russian fighting power was to prove,
in the end, fatal to the enterprise and to bring the world conqueror to final
defeat. But years of savage combat intervened before the result was con-
summated. In troops engaged, casualties suffered, cities destroyed, provinces
devastated, atrocities committed, and global stakes gambled for, the war in
Russia was the most gigantic and hideous clash of man-made military mon-
sters in all the history of warfare. Irresistible forces of invasion overran
the Baltic, Byelorussia, and the Ukraine during the summer, besieged Lenin-
grad, took Rostov, and opened a vast assault on Moscow in the autumn.
But they had failed to break the Soviet will to resist or to destroy the Red
Army, despite Hitler’s frantic boasts. In the colossal Battle for Moscow
(October 1-December 5, 1941) the Wehrmacht suffered its first major de-
feat and was presently forced to relinquish a fifth of the huge regions it
had overrun.

The next phase of the dcath struggle of the titans was initiated by the
desperate decision reached in Berlin, Tokyo, and Rome to open war on
the U.S.A. as a means of cutting off American supplies to Britain, Russia,
and China. That such supplies would continue to flow to the peoples still
resisting the Fascist Triplice was clear from definitions of American policy
incorporated in the Lend-Lease Act of March 11, 1941, and in the Atlantic
Charter drawn up by Roosevelt and Churchill on August 14. Following pro-
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longed Japanese-American negotiations, deadlocked when Washington in-
sisted upon Japanese evacuation of Indo-China and China as the price of
economic concessions, the blow fell on December 7, 1941. Japanese carrier-
based airplanes put out of action the U.S. fleet at Pearl Harbor. Japan de-
clared war on America, Britain, and the Netherlands. On December 11,
Germany and Italy declared war on the U.S.A. Although Japan and the
Soviet Union were still “at peace,” the wars in Europe, Africa, and Asia
were now one in a world-wide combat of coalitions. In Washington on
January 1, 1942, agents of 26 governments signed the “Declaration of the
United Nations,” pledging themselves to joint efforts and to abstention from
any separate armistice or peace.

Within the next six months, however, the Triplice reached the zenith of
its conquests and came within an ace of global victory. With America and
Britain helpless in Asia, Japanese forces swiftly took Guam, Hong Kong,
the Philippines, Malaya, Singapore, Burma, and the Dutch East Indies,
threatened India, Australia, and Alaska, and isolated China from access to
outside aid. At the same time, Rommel drove into Egypt and reached a point
within 75 miles of Alexandria. Meanwhile the main body of the Wehrmacht,
now increased to 240 divisions on the Russian front, launched a new assault
in the south which carried it to the Caucasus and to Stalingrad and the Volga
by August. A junction of Axis forces in the Middle East or of German and
Japanese armies in India might well have left the United Nations incapable
of further effective resistance, despite their potential superiority of men
and arms. For some months in the summer of 1942, seven centuries after
the first Mongol conquest of most of Eurasia, it appeared possible that the
Triplice would win the world.

The tide of battle turned in three decisive engagements. On June 3-6, 1942,
southwest of MIDWAY, a Japanese armada was met by American task forces
under Admirals Spruance and Fletcher. In the first major naval battle
fought entirely by airplanes, the enemy lost 4 carriers, 1 heavy cruiser, 3
destroyers, and 275 aircraft, compared with 1 carrier, 1 destroyer, and 150
planes for the U.S.A. Henceforth Japanese naval power was largely on the
defensive in the western Pacific. At EL ALAMEIN, October 19-November 3,
1942, Montgomery’s Eighth Army defeated Rommel and began a long ad-
vance into the western desert. On November 8, Anglo-American forces landed
in French Morocco and Algeria and opened the campaign which was to drive
the Axis from North Africa by May, 1943. Finally, on November 19, 1942,
new Soviet armies came to the aid of the defenders of sTaLINGRAD, who had
clung to bridgeheads in the ruined city during three months of the most
ferocious struggle ever waged within the confines of a modern metropolis.
The counterattack, in a wide sweep of encirclement, trapped Paulus’s Sixth
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Army of 330,000 men and finally forced the surrender of the survivors on
February 3, 1943.

The balance of the bloody and bitter tale cannot here be told, save in
barest terms of grand strategy. Anglo-American leaders decided to concen-
trate their main effort against Germany and pledged themselves at Casa-
blanca (January, 1943) to “unconditional surrender.” Friction among allies,
always the bane of coalition warfare, was bred by Soviet suspicion that
Anglo-American delay in opening a Second Front in Europe was motivated
by a wish to see the U.S.S.R. bled white. Churchill favored an invasion of
Nazi “Fortress Europe” through Italy and the Balkans (the “soft under-
belly,” as he mistakenly called it), partly to forestall Soviet expansion west-
ward. Roosevelt and his aides were convinced that only a cross-channel in-
vasion of France would win victory. Sicily was invaded from North Africa
in July, 1943. Mussolini fell on July 25 but was rescued by the Germans
while the King and Marshal Badoglio surrendered to the Allies (September
3) and declared war on the Reich on October 14. But Nazi forces seized
the country and defended it so stubbornly that Allied armies did not reach
Rome until June 4, 1944. Meanwhile, despite American aid in growing
volume and increasingly destructive air attacks from Britain on the cities
of the Reich, almost the full weight of fighting the Wehrmacht continued to
fall on the U.S.S.R.

To the military historians, and to poets capable of telling of infinite
agony, unmeasured heroism, horror, misery, and triumph must be left the
story of the end: how Soviet armies fought their way westward 40 miles a
month for 30 fearful months, until they drove the frenzied foe from their
soil, imposed peace on Rumania, Finland, and Bulgaria in August and
September, 1944, helped free Jugoslavia, poured over Poland, stormed
Budapest and Vienna, and finally took Berlin (May 2, 1945); how Eisen-
hower’s armies at length swarmed onto the beaches of Normandy (June 6,
1944), defeated the defenders in northern France, liberated Paris, suffered
a setback in the Belgian “Battle of the Bulge” (December-January, 1944-
45), at last reached the Rhine, trapped 400,000 of the foe in the Ruhr,
joined the Russians on the Elbe, overwhelmed Bavaria, reached the Czech
frontier, and forced surrender on enemy commanders; how the fighting in
Europe ended on May 7-8, 1945, with Hitler and Mussolini both gone; how
Burma and the Philippines were taken from the Japanese, after bitter strug-
gles for Guadalcanal, New Guinea, the Solomons, Saipan, Guam, and scores
of other islands; how a fanatical enemy fought in vain to hold Iwo Jima
and Okinawa; how Japan’s cities were burned and blasted; how the U.S.S.R.
entered the Asiatic war; how Hiroshima and Nagasaki were turned into
columns of flame and smoke by atomic bombs; and how Tokyo surrendered
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on August 14, 1945. All this and much else can be read in a thousand books
and is burned into the souls of the millions who took part.

* * * * *

The diplomacy of Armageddon and its aftermath is dealt with below in
most of its aspects, both hopeful and dismal. Here a simple judgment is
enough to suggest that the Western State System and the world civilization
of which it is a part are still caught in the cleavages and paradoxes which
have brought immeasurable tragedy to its peoples in the recent past. That
judgment is this: The victory of 1945, purchased at frightful cost in tears
and blood, was again being wasted within three years after its attainment,
despite the establishment of U.N.O., just as the victory of 1918 was wasted
despite the establishment of the League. There can be no peace without
government. There can now be no beginnings of world government save
through collaboration for common purposes between America and the Soviet
Union as the two Super-Powers of the new day. The coalition of victors
having dissolved in a welter of new rivalries far more rapidly than hap-
pened after 1919 and 1815, common purposes appeared to be lost in mutual
fear and hatred—with Americans blaming Russia and Russians blaming
America for black villainy and base betrayal of all hopes of concord.

The defeat of the Fascist Powers had saved the world society from the
prospect of swift and irreparable descent into barbarism and madness. But
the grim disorders from which Fascism had sprung were all uncured: the
instability and recurrent breakdowns of capitalism; the schism of rich and
poor; the insecurities and neuroses of the middle classes; the loss of faith
and purpose in the non-Soviet world (and to some degree in the Communist
sphere as well); the march of cynicism, indifference, greed, and despair;
the constant temptation confronting elites and masses to achieve full produc-
tion and an illusion of social unity and direction through vast armaments,
rumors of war, appeals to panic and rage, and promotion of bitter intoler-
ances of class and creed and race, all in the name of freedom, peace, and
salvation . . .

From this strife could come nothing but more strife and anarchy in a
world still wrecked and starving (save in the Americas) from its most
recent cataclysm. In feverish preparations for new tests of force, the still,
small voice of old was lost. And the new voice of the scientists, who warned
that more war in the atomic age meant universal death, was as yet unheeded
by politicians and patriots, still dreaming of battles to come, of new “vic-
tories” to be gained, of One World to be made by imposing “our” will on
“their” will. In the spirit of Richelieu and Machiavelli, in the mood of Cato
and Cambyses and Thothmes, with the motives of Neanderthalers or ape-
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men, statesmen schemed and plotted, sketched out “empires,” imagined new
and more glorious annihilations, thumped their chests and bellowed their
wrath in the worship of the gods and ghosts of their tribes—all this in a
civilization made one by science and faced with a final choice between
unity or suicide. In these angry bewilderments and frustrations the old,
bright vision of "‘peace on earth, good will to men” seemed all but certain
to be betrayed and lost anew.

But our tale, though broken off, is by no means ended. Homo sapiens,
more apt at learning than all other organisms and yet desperately reluctant
to learn new ways, filled with self-destructive fury and yet imbued with
an indomitable will to survive, may yet somehow find the means to avoid an
irreparable collapse of his political and social artifacts into the fires of
chaos and the gloom of death. He may yet arrive at the vision of a mankind
reoriented in its loyalties, reawakened to its dangers and opportunities, and
remotivated and reorganized in its politics. Such a race might be capable
of using the wonder-working jinni released by the Aladdin’s lamp of science
to make all the earth a garden and all its children happy dancers in a new
dawn of a civilization brighter than any yet known. Perhaps . . . ? The
record of the past admits of hope. But man today must pause anew in the
stream of time, as he has so often through many yesterdays, before a fateful
question having as yet no answer.
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SOVEREIGN STATES OF THE WORLD

January 1, 1948

Order of States in each region is by population.

State Capital Area, Square Population
miles
A. The American Sphere
United States of America. . . ... Washington, D. C. | 3,022,387 145,000,000
Brazil....................... Rio de Janeiro 3,275,510 45,300,000
Mexico. ... Mexico City 763,944 24,000,000
Philippines. .. ................ Manila 115,600 18,000,000
Argentina.................... Buenos Aires 1,079,965 14,150,000
Colombia.................... Bogota 448,794 10,000,000
Peru........................ Lima 482,258 7,250,000
Chile... .................... Santiago 296,717 5,240,000
Cuba........................ Havana 44,164 4,780,000
Venezuela. . ............ ... .. Caracas 352,170 4,000,000
Bolivia...................... La Paz C. 480,000 3,600,000
Guatemala................... Guatemala 45,452 3,300,000
Ecuador..................... Quito 275,936 3,175,000
Haiti........................ Port-au-Prince 10,204 3,000,000
Uruguay.. . ...........c.oooo.. Montevideo 72,153 2,200,000
El Salvador.................. San Salvador 13,176 2,000,000
Dominican Republic. ... ... .. Ciudad Trujillo 19,332 2,000,000
Liberia...................... Monrovia 43,000 C. 1,500,000
Honduras.................... Tegucigalpa 44,275 1,200,000
Paraguay.................... Asuncion 149,770 1,150,000
Nicaragua................... Managua 57,143 1,015,000
Costa Rica................... San José 23,000 730,000
Panama..................... Panama 33,667 635,000
Iceland...................... Reykjavik 39,709 130,000
B. The Soviet Sphere

Union of Soviet Socialist Re-

publics. ................... Moscow 8,390,490 200,000,000
Poland...................... Warsaw 120,782 23,625,000
Rumania.................... Bucharest 91,671 16,500,000
Jugoslavia................... Belgrade 95,558 16,200,000
Czechoslovakia............... Prague 49,358 13,000,000
Hungary.................... Budapest 35,875 8,500,000
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SOVEREIGN STATES OF THE WoRLD.—(Confinued)

January 1, 1948

Area, square

State Capital miles Population
B. The Soviet Sphere.—(Confinued)
Bulgaria..................... Sofia 42,808 6,850,000
Finland...................... Helsingfors 130,160 3,750,000
Albania..................... Tirana 10,629 1,050,000
Mongolia.................... Ulan Bator Khoto 622,744 900,000
C. The British Commonwealth
United Kingdom............. London 94,663 47,800,000
Indi. .o ooeveeeeeeeennn Delhi 1,282,000 304,000,000
Pakistan..................... Karachi 300,000 85,000,000
BUrma. ........ooovvuneeenn. Rangoon 261,610 | C. 15,000,000
Canada.................c.... Ottawa 3,695,189 11,800,000
Union of South Africa......... Pretoria 472,550 11,265,000
Australia.................... Canberra 2,974,581 7,370,000
BATC. ..o Dublin 27,000 3,000,000
New Zealand................. Wellington 103,934 1,850,000
Newfoundland. .............. St. John’s 42,734 313,000
Labrador.................... St. John's 110,000 5,600
D. Western Europe
Germany.................... Berlin 123,627 66,000,000
TaLY . oo Rome 117,000 45,000,000
France...................... Paris 212,659 40,500,000
Spain.............. ...l Madrid 196,607 26,765,000
Netherlands.................. The Hague 13,712 9,300,000
Belgium..................... Brussels 11,775 8,375,000
Portugal..................... Lisbon 35,490 8,000,000
Greece.........ccouviuinnn.. Athens 50,257 7,500,000
Austria...................... Vienna 32,369 7,000,000
Sweden...................... Stockholm 173,347 6,675,000
Switzerland.................. Bern 15,944 4,275,000
Denmark.................... Copenhagen 16,575 4,050,000
Norway......coovvvevenne... Oslo 124,556 3,100,000
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SovEREIGN STATES OF THE WoRLD.—(Conlinued)

January 1, 1948

Area, square

State Capital miles Population
D. Western Europe.—(Conlinued)
Luxemburg.................. Luxemburg 999 300,000
Monaco...........covvvnnn.. Monaco 8 25,000
San Marino. ................. San Marino 38 15,000
Lichtenstein................. Vaduz 65 12,000
Andorra..................... Andorra 191 5,250
Vatican City................. Vatican City 0.1 1,000
E. Near and Middle East
Turkey...................... Ankara 296,107 19,000,000
EZYPt. o oo e Cairo 386,000 17,000,000
Iran........................ Teheran 628,000 15,000,000
Ethiopia..................... Addis Ababa C. 350,000 C. 12,000,000
Afghanistan. ................. Kabul C. 250,000 C. 11,000,000
Nepal....................... Katmandu 54,000 5,600,000
Saudi Arabia................. Mecca 350,000 C. 5,000,000
TEBQ. oo Bagdad 116,000 4,500,000
Yemen...................... San‘a 75,000 3,500,000
Syria............ ... .ol Damascus 58,456 2,250,000
Iebanon..................... Beyrouth 4,000 900,000
Oman....................... Muscat 82,000 500,000
Trans-Jordan................. Amman 34,740 C. 400,000
F. Far East
China....................... Chungking 4,278,352 470,026,252
Japan....................... Tokyo 146,690 73,115,000
Siam........................ Bangkok 200,148 18,000,000
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Peace through supremacy seems to be one of the more popular peace
devices. “We must win the peace by assuring the continuation of America’s
supremacy in the air,” said Col. N. Jay Boots the other day. “Common
sense,” said Alexander de Seversky, “indicates that we shall require air
power superior to that of any potential enemy or group of enemies.” In
short, be supreme. The advice is offered by a formidable group of thinkers,
and it reminds us of that charming bit of Gilbertian advice: “Oh, be Early
English, ere it is too late!” The thing we find hard to understand about
supremacy is why, if it is right for America, it isn’t right for every other
nation. If it’s sensible for Americans to establish American supremacy,
surely it is sensible for, oh, let’s say Russians to establish Russian su-
premacy. Or for Guatemalans to establish Guatemalan supremacy. Yet if
Russia were to announce that “common sense indicates” that peace could
be attained only through Russian air supremacy, Col. Boots would be fit
to be tied. One nation’s common sense is another nation’s high blood pres-
sure. Our advice for winning the peace is not to establish supremacy in
the air but to establish political union on the ground.—THE NEw YORKER,
August 12, 1944.

Book Two

IN QUEST OF GOVERNMENT

Peace is a personal thing, and it must be founded on individual persons,
not on nations. Freedom is a personal thing, it is a right of individual
persons, not of their governments. Union is a personal thing, it is a gov-
ernment of, by, and for individual persons, not a collection of collectivi-
ties. And the greatest hope we have today to advance these ancient aspira-
tions is that this war is not what we pretend it is, an impersonal drama
played by collective nouns—nations, armies, task forces, assembly lines,
but a thing that keeps facing each of us and all of us together with the
most personal mysteries of life and death. . . . This war is not less per-
sonal when one is far from action, waiting, waiting, in the lonely dread
that broke even the mighty warrior who slew Goliath. . . . How many
hearts will echo the vain lament of David: “O my son Absalom, my son,
my son Absalom! Would God I had died for thee, O Absalom, my son!”
They are not dying for us. They are dying for our mistakes, for our lack
of faith, hope, charity, courage, vision, for our failure to think things
through and act in time. The least we can do is to live henceforth for
them, live determined to bring now from all this suffering the great good
that conscience bids us each to bring—CLARENCE K. StrREIT, 1944.



INTRODUCTION TO BOOK TWO

Looking backward upon the lost unity of Christendom and the memory
of the shattered Pax Romana, Western mankind in our own age has been
increasingly moved to look forward to some means of recapturing tomorrow
the vanished peace of yesterday. The quest is made urgent by growing aware-
ness that today’s designs for world politics is a formula for bloodshed and
ruin, threatening the survival of the global society which Western civiliza-
tion has brought into being.

In the present inquiry a historical résumé of the political experience of
the species has been deemed useful as a prelude to an attempted analysis of
the contemporary forms and forces of the Western State System. That System
is essentially an aggregation of “sovereign” man-made monsters, struggling
with one another for ascendancy like a pit of writhing snakes, in which
every contestant both inflicts and suffers grievous injury in the striving of
each against all. But these reptiles have tongues and consciences as well as
fangs, and they speak invariably of “unity,” “justice,” “law,” “brotherhood,”
and “peace” as the goals of their efforts, even in their most tortured and
tormented combats for supremacy.

While such utterances may be dismissed as hypocrisy—i.e., “the tribute
which vice pays to virtue,” as La Rochefoucauld asserted—it will yet be well
in these pages, before examining the nature of the struggle for power as
such, to describe and evaluate the particular ways in which States and states-
men have sought to give at least some substance to the shadows of their pro-
fessed aspirations and ideals. The enterprise calls for an examination,
seriatim, of such rules of law, practices of diplomacy, procedures of agree-
ment, and agencies of collaboration as the nation-states have evolved as
limitations upon anarchy. The record of these endeavors, thus far, has been
one of repeated failure. But it is also one of partial success, and of hope.
On both counts, it merits exploration in the pages immediately following.
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LAW AMONG THE LAWLESS

1. SOURCES AND SANCTIONS

Positive (instituted or voluntary) law derives its origin from will and
is either human or divine. Human positive law includes civil law, which
proceeds from the power of the State, the law of nations, which receives
its binding force from the will of all nations or of many, and law which
does not emanate from the power of the State though subject to it,
such as the commands of a father or a master.—Huco GroTius, De jure
belli ac pacis, 1625.

The province of international law may be described as a province
half-way between the province of morals and the province of positive
law. It is law without a forceful sanction. There is no earthly power
of which all nations are subject; there is no power, therefore, to enforce
obedience to rules of conduct as between nation and nation. Inter-
pational law is, moreover, a law which rests upon those uncodified,
unenacted principles of right action, of justice and of consideration
which have so universally obtained the assent of men’s consciences,
which have so universal an acceptance in the moral judgments of men
everywhere that they have been styled laws of nature but which have
nearer kinship to ethical maxims than to positive law. International law
is, therefore, not law at all in the strict sense of the term. It is not, as
a whole, the will of any state—Wooprow WiLson, The State, 1890.

AWLESSNESS is the son of anarchy and the brother of violence. These
unpleasant companions flourish in communities where common pur-
poses, implemented by an effective central power, are insufficient to

enforce peace. In this generation the modern community of nations has
entered upon a “time of troubles” in which the restraints of law upon brute
force appear to be conspicuous by their absence. In an epoch of contending
States, with the great aspirants for mastery seeking to crush their rivals, a
consideration of “international law” will appear to some to be wholly aca-
demic or to have only historical interest. This view, however, is shortsighted.
Even in an age of wars of annihilation, the older rules of the law of nations
are still widely observed. Here (as elsewhere) respect for law attracts no
attention, whereas violations “make the headlines.” The painful processes
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of interstate unification, moreover, whether achieved by the sword of tyranny
or by the voluntary federation of those who survive the holocaust, will in-
evitably continue through the building of the world order of the future on
foundations derived from the world public law of the present and the past.
That law, therefore, cannot be dismissed as obsolete. So long as men and
nations find it useful to act in accordance with established rules, interna-
tional law will remain a living and growing body of legal principles, honored
more in the observance than in the breach.

For the past three centuries the States of the Western State System have
played the game of international politics in accordance with certain gen-
erally recognized rules which have usually been regarded as binding upon
all the members of international society. These rules were first systematically
formulated and set down as principles of the “Law of Nations” by Hugo
Grotius at the beginning of the 17th century. Like many rules of law, how-
‘ever, they had been developing for many centuries before they were reduced
to written form. Once put into writing and made the object of scientific
study, they developed at a much more rapid rate than before. They became:
a well-defined and logically integrated set of principles indicating the rights
and obligations of States in almost every conceivable international situation.
The mere recital of these principles in any complete fashion would fill
many hundreds of pages. Since the days of Grotius, innumerable scholars
and jurists in all lands have written elaborate textbooks and treatises for the
purpose of describing these rules and relating them to one another. Hun-
dreds of judicial tribunals, both national and international, in countless
thousands of cases, have developed international law by an endless process
of adapting established rules to new situations. Thousands of treaties and
conventions between States have made more specific the conceptions of,
rights and obligations which have grown out of custom and usage. This!
constant adaptation, reinterpretation, and elaboration of principles have
created a vast body of international jurisprudence which could not be de-
scribed adequately in many volumes, much less in one chapter of a single
volume. This circumstance, coupled with the fact that the great textbooks
are available in almost every part of the world, makes it unnecessary for
the purposes of the present study to undertake more than a brief and simple
sketch of the basic concepts underlying the whole structure.

Attention will be devoted only to that portion of international law which
applies to States, i.e., “public” international law, as distinct from “private”
international law. The former has to do with States as legal and political
entities. It consists of the rules and principles which the whole society of
States habitually expects its members to observe in their relations with one
another. It seeks to deduce from these rules and principles the legal rights
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and obligations of States in each particular situation. Private international
law, on the other hand, has to do with the rights and obligations of indi-
viduals as they are affected by differences in the legislation of States. The
name “conflict of laws” is often applied to this body of legal principles, for
it deals with situations in which the legal status of persons or property is
in doubt because of overlapping jurisdictions and divergencies of national
legislation.

Inasmuch as public international law differs in many respects from other
types of law, as has been suggested above, it will be useful to consider at
the outset the problem of its “sources” and “sanctions.” Every statesman,
diplomat, and jurist who is confronted with a legal problem concerning
the relations among States must know where to look for the principles,
precedents, and established rules and procedures which will indicate the
rights and obligations of the parties in the particular situation. In dealing
with problems of national, or “municipal,” law, as it is sometimes called,
this problem is comparatively simple; for lawyers and jurists can readily
“find the law” in wrillen constitutions, in statutes passed by national or
local legislatures, or (in Anglo-Saxon countries) in past judicial decisions
which furnish precedents for future cases. Once the law has been determined
upon and a decision has been reached, the judgment will be carried out by
the court, the sheriff, or, if need be, by the whole force of the State. In
criminal cases, the convicted offender is fined, sentenced to jail, or some-
times executed for his crime. In civil cases, the injured party is awarded
damages at the expense of him who has committed the injury(: In interna-
tional law, however, the situation is quite different. The law is not usually
reduced to statutory form, and there is no judge, jury, sheriff, or police
force to ensure its execution. In both its sources and its sanctions, i.e., the
means available to ensure its enforcement, it differs markedly from other
types of law.

The sources of international law may be divided into four categories in
order of their importance: (1) agreement; (2) custom; (3) reason; (4)
authority. In every international law case, the best and most conclusive
sources of information regarding the rights of the parties are the written
agreements, treaties, conventions, protocols, and the like, which the States
involved have concluded with one another. Such written agreements, if prop-
erly signed and ratified, are unqualifiedly binding upon the parties. All
modern States have hundreds of treaties with other States, dealing with an
enormous variety of matters. The texts of these treaties are usually pub-
lished by the signatory parties in a national treaty series. There is also
available a large number of privately published compilations of treaty
agreements. States are always free to make international law between thern-
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selves by treaty, provided that they do not violate the rights of third States.
In this way, they agree upon the rules and principles which they propose
henceforth to follow in dealing with one another. If such agreements cover
the case in hand, it is unnecessary to look further for sources of law, for
specific agreements supersede all other possible sources.

But if existing agreements do not cover adequately the situation under
consideration, the established customs, practices, and usages of States in
dealing with analogous problems in the past furnish the next best guide.
Differences of opinion are obviously more likely to arise regarding rights
based exclusively upon custom than is the case where rights are specifically
defined in written agreements. But the great bulk of modern international
law is based upon custom and practice. When it can be clearly shown that a
particular principle or practice has been generally observed by the majority
of States over a long period of time, no question will ordinarily be raised
regarding its legal validity. When, for example, the U.S. Supreme Court
was obliged to pass upon the legality of the capture of a Spanish fishing
smack during the Spanish-American War, it held the capture unlawful on
the ground that “at the present day, by the general consent of the civilized
nations of the world, and independently of any express treaty or other
public act, it is an established rule of international law, founded on con-
siderations of humanity to a poor and industrious order of men, and of the
mutual convenience of belligerent States, that coast fishing vessels, with their
implements and supplies, cargoes and crews, unarmed, and honestly pur-
suing their peaceful calling of catching and bringing in fresh fish, are
exempt from capture as prize of war” (The Paquete Habafia, 175 U.S. 677).
The Court further held that a practice which had originally been a matter
of custom or comity could readily become an established rule of law through
securing the general assent of States. This view has been followed by prac-
tically all courts, arbitral tribunals, jurists, and text writers.

When appeals to agreements and to customs both fail to indicate the
rights and obligations of States, recourse is had to reason and to authority,
i.e., to logical deductions from established general principles, and to arbitral
awards, the decision of courts, and the opinions of text writers and jurists.
Novel situations are constantly arising in contemporary international rela-
tions with regard to which no agreements have been concluded and no
customs have developed.iThese are ordinarily dealt with by seeking to apply
to the new facts a line of reasoning resting upon established general rules
accepted as a priori premises, If, by this procedure, a definition of rights
and obligations can be arrived at which appears to be in harmony with the
whole body of international jurisprudence, it is more than likely to be
accepted by the parties as a source of law in the novel situation. Similarly,
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the judgments of judicial tribunals, national or international, and the views
of widely recognized authorities are constantly relied upon as guides to the
law, chiefly to support the conclusions to which a consideration of agree-
ments, customs, and reason has already led. Judicial decisions and arbitral
awards are binding only upon the parties to the disputes of which they are
settlements, but taken as a whole they indicate to all States the prevalent
conception of rights and duties accepted in international society. Agreement
and authority are written sources of international law. Custom and reason
are unwritten only in the sense that they are not incorporated in treaties or
decisions. The precedents, practices, and usages out of which they emerge,
however, are to be found in the diplomatic correspondence and State papers
maintained in governmental archives.

The sanctions of international law may be classified, in order of their
importance, as (1) habit, (2) expediency, (3) good faith, and (4) organ-
ized force. Those rules and principles which have been habitually observed
for the longest period of time are obviously most likely to be observed in
the future, since the whole force of inertia lies behind them, and States, no
less than individuals, are prone to do things in ways which are easy because
traditional. The principle of the immunity and inviolability of diplomatic
representatives, for example, has been generally observed by States for
more than 2,500 years and is almost never willfully violated at the present
time. Considerations of self-interest and political expediency are also in-
fluential in securing the observance of established principles, particularly as
regards the international law of war. At the outbreak of the American Civil
War there was some disposition in Union circles to treat captured members
of the Confederate armies not as prisoners, in accordance with the laws of
war, but as rebels who might be punished for treason, arson, murder, and
other individual acts. Once it was realized, however, that the Confederacy
would promptly retaliale on Federal prisoners and that the Union cause
would be injured rather than aided by the contemplated departure from
established rules, the intention was abandoned and the usual principles
governing the conduct of hostilities were observed on both sides during the
conflict. A more farsighted view of military and political expediency on the
part of the German High Command would similarly have dictated observ-
ance of agreements forbidding the use of poison gas in World War I and
might have precluded the incredible Nazi atrocities of World War II. In
the former case, the Allies retaliated and soon demonstrated that their
facilities for the manufacture and use of poison gas were far greater than
those of the Central Powers. In the latter case, the rulers of the Third Reich
aroused against themselves an irresistible storm of hatred and finally ended
up in the dock and on the gallows at Nuremberg.
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Good faith as a sanction of international law has been conspicuous by its
absence in the 20th century. The high priests of sovereignty (including those
of the Atlantic democracies, despite their self-righteous denunciation of
“totalitarian” lawlessness) have increasingly accepted the Machiavellian
view that the law should be observed only when it is expedient to do so.
As for organized force, there is none—for this term refers, not to violence
by State against State, but to coercive authority exercised by the whole
community against lawbreakers. Covenants and Charters, solemnly signed
by sovereignties, have provided for collective coercion of international ag-
gressors and criminals. But so long as the culprits and the “police” are not
individuals but States, and so long as diplomats and patriots act in terms
of national self-interest, ‘“collective security” remains at best an empty
dream and at worst a rationalization of Realpolitik. Organized force thus
remains the least effective sanction of the law of nations.

2. RECOGNITION

Vast stretches of international law are always uncertain and am-
biguous and others may be so under certain conditions; for the balance
of interests and power to which international law owes ils existence as
a system of valid legal rules is uncertain and precarious in proportion
to the importance of the interests and elements of power at stake.
International law is certain only in those areas where the balance of
interests and power is relatively stable, as for instance with respect to
diplomatic immunities, territorial jurisdiction, extradition, arbitral pro-
cedure. It becomes temporarily uncertain even in these areas when the
balance of interests and power with respect to them is temporarily dis-
turbed. International law is, however, always and of necessity uncertain
when it deals with “political” matters—that is, those which directly
affect the power relations of states. The instability of these relations,
which is a function of the balance of power as the organizing principle
of the international community, is inevitably reflected in the legal
rules which try to regulate them. The endeavor to “re-establish the cer-
tainty of the law” on the international scene amounts, therefore, to the
attempt at reviving in wide areas of international law a fiction with
which positivist jurisprudence has blinded itself to the reality of inter-
national law.—HANs J. MoRcENTHAU, 1946.

Since States are the persons of public international law, it follows that
international law is concerned primarily with such sovereign political en-
tities as are generally recognized as “States” within international society.
With certain exceptions which will be noted below, no individual or corpora-
tion, no community or territorial group can claim rights under international
law unless it is regarded by the members of the State System as a State,

140



RECOGNITION"

independent and coequal with other States) It is generally agreed that a
State, in order to be worthy of the name, must possess citizens or subjects
and a well-defined territory. Since land was the most important form of
wealth and power, and sovereignty was associated with territorial property
at the time when the foundations of international law were being laid{ a ter-
ritorial basis has always been regarded as a prerequisite to statehood. But
the question of whether a particular political entity does or does not con-
stitute a State in fact (de facto) is not, in itself, a problem of international
law at all. A “State” may exist for a long period of time as a sovereign
political entity, but it does not become a State in the legal sense until it has
been received into the family of nations as a recognized member. Switzer-
land and the Netherlands before 1648, the United States between 1776 and
1778, Japan prior to 1854, and Turkey prior to 1856 all constituted de facto
States without being persons of international law, i.e., without being for-
mally admitted as full-fledged members into the Western State System! States
are initiated into the society of States only by the process of diplomatic
recognition extended to them by other States,

" When and under what circumstances established States shall recognize
new States is entirely a matter of policy. That is to say, the granting of
recognition of new States is entirely discretionary, and not mandatory, on
the part of other States already established and recognized./ It may be
granted at once, it may be delayed, or it may be withheld indefinitely for
legal reasons, for political reasons, for good, bad, or indifferent reasons. A
new State seeking recognition has no means of compelling other States to
grant it. Considerations of convenience and the obvious utility of maintain-
ing diplomatic contacts with a de facto State, however, will usually dictate
its recognition by other States as soon as its existence and independence
are firmly established. New States may be recognized individually or col-
lectively by other States. Greecec was recognized collectively by the Powers
at the London Conference of 1830. Belgium was likewise recognized collec-
tively in 1831, Montenegro, Serbia, and Rumania in 1878, and Czecho-
slovakia and Poland in 1918.

{Recognition may be granted in a variety of ways but once granted is ir-
revocable) When granted, it dates back, so far as legal rights and obligations
are concerned, to the date of the establishment of the new State.! Normally,
one State recognizes another by a formal declaration to this effect, followed
by an official exchange of diplomatic agents.) Either the dispatch or the
reception of a diplomat constitutes recognitionJThe reception of the consular
agents of a new State through the granting to them of “exequaturs” author-
izing them to assume their functions is also equivalent to recognition,
though the sending of a consular agent to receive an exequatur from the
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authorities of a new State does not necessarily imply recognition on the part
of the sending State.! The signature of an international agreement, a salute
to the flag, or any other similar act authorized by the responsible authorities
of the State whose officials take such action likewise constitutes recognition.
In the U.S.A., as in all other countries, the power to recognize new States
and governments is vested in the executive, i.e., the President and the Secre
tary of State. Congress has no power to grant, or to compel the granting of,
recognition; and the courts never question executive discretion in such
matters.? The United States has usually recognized new States by official
proclamation of the President or Secretary of State.

If an outside State recognizes the independence of a new State during
a period of conflict in which the new State’s claim to independence is still
being contested by the State formerly having jurisdiction over its territory,
the act of recognition takes on the appearance of intervention or unlawful
interference in the domestic affairs of another State. The injured party may
legitimately regard such premature recognition as a hostile act. France recog-
nized the independence of the United States by signing treaties of alliance
and commerce with American representatives at Paris on February 6, 1778,
when Great Britain was still making active efforts to subdue her rebellious
colonies. Great Britain consequently declared war against France. Had the
European Powers recognized the independence of the Confederacy during
the American Civil War, this action similarly would have been regarded as
a casus belli on the part of the Union. The recognition of Mexico and the
other Latin-American Republics by the United States in 1822 and 1823 was
granted at a time when Spain still asserted claims to her lost empire but
when all prospects of her recovering it had vanished. Japan’s recognition
of the Manchurian puppet State of Henry Pu-Yi on September 15, 1932, was
a violation of the territorial integrity of China and might have been treated
as an act of war by China had the latter been in a position to offer re-
sistance. In every such case, the State whose rights are violated by prema-
ture recognition has a valid complaint against the recognizing State, which
has thus sanctioned the partition of its territory before the alleged new
State has in fact established its independence.

Almost all the foregoing observations are also applicable to the recog-
nition of new governments within States already recognized. A revolution
within a State normally terminates its diplomatic relations with other States.
The State continues to be a person of international law, but in the absence
of the recognition of its new government by other governments it has no

1 See pp. 198-199.

2 See Williams v. Suffolk Insurance Co., 13 Pet. 415; Jones v. U. S., 137 U.S, 202;
Foster v. Neilson, 2 Pet. 253.
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means of communicating with outside States.Recognition of revolutionary
governments, no less than recognition of new States, is a question of policy
on the part of other governments.YDuring the period from 1793 down to the
first Wilson Administration, the United States usually adhered to the so-
called de facto theory of recognition, which holds that new governments
should be recognized as soon as they are in fact in control of the State, in
contrast to the de jure theory, which denies the right of revolution and holds
that only legitimate, constitutional governments are entitled to recognition.
When Washington’s Cabinet in 1793 granted an official reception to the new
French Minister, Citizen Genét, i.e., extended diplomatic recognition to the
revolutionary regime in France, it did so on the basis of Secretary of State
Jefferson’s view that the only relevant question was whether the new regime
was in effective control of France and therefore in a position to represent
the French State and discharge its international obligations.CThe de facto
theory was followed by the United States quite consistently with respect to
the various revolutions in Europe and Latin America during the 19th cen-
tury.D

The Wilson Administration (1913-21) reverted to the de jure theory of
recognition in a modified form designed to foster “democracy” in other
States and to prevent or penalize the revolutionary overthrow of constitu-
tional governments) This use of diplomatic recognition as a weapon of
national policy was effective among the lesser States of the Caribbean but
wholly fruitless in dealing with Russia.? Washington continued to recognize
the Kerenski regime for five years and more after it had been overthrown
by the Soviet Revolution and refused to recognize the Soviet Government
until November 16, 1933, sixteen years after its establishment( During and
after World War II the U.S.A. recognized new governments in accordance
with the dictates of political expediency,y Washington thus dealt with the
Vichy regime in vanquished France as legally identical with the Third Re-
public; withheld formal recognition of the De Gaullist regime of National

8 See F. L. Schuman, American Policy toward Russia since 1917, 1928. In 1907, and
again in 1923, the United States persuaded the Central American Republics to sign
treaties in which they pledged themselves not to recognize governments set up in their
territories by revolutionary means. The signatories thus bound themselves to accept the
de jure theory of recognition. When a revolution broke out in Salvador in December,
1931, the other States withheld recognition from the new government. In December,
1932, Costa Rica and Salvador denounced the 1923 treaty, but it is still theoretically
binding until three States denounce it. In January, 1934, all the Republics, as well as
the United States, recognized the new government of Salvador. In dealing with the
Latin-American Republics the United States has often recognized governments of which
it approves and denied recognition to governments of which it disapproved. Thus Wilson
refused to recognize Huerta in Mexico in 1913-15, and Roosevelt refused to recognize
the “radical” regime cf Grau San Martin in Cuba in 1933.
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Liberation until October 23, 1944; recognized the Badoglio regime in Italy
on September 3, 1943; and recognized new governments in Poland (July 5,
1945), Austria (October 20, 1945), and Hungary (November 2, 1945).
The U.S.A., on the other hand, withheld recognition of the quasi-Fascist
regime of Farrell and Péron established in Argentina in February, 1944,
only to reverse itself on April 3, 1945, following a belated Argentine declara-
tion of war on Germany.[On April 19, 1946, Secretary of State Byrnes indi-
cated that the U.S.A. would henceforth abide in principle by the de facto
theory of recognition;

These two divergent “theories” of recognition should not be confused
with the two kinds or stages of recognition, de facto and de jure. The former
phrase is applied to diplomatic recognition of a new State or government
not followed at once by an exchange of diplomatic representatives. Britain,
for example, extended de facto recognition to the Soviets by the trade agree-
ment of March, 1921. De jure recognition was not granted until February,
1924, when diplomatic agents were exchanged between London and Moscow.
Premature recognition granted to a pretended revolutionary government
when the lawful authorities are still fichting to suppress the uprising is, of
course, a violation of the rights of the legitimate government. Thus the
simultaneous German and Italian recognition of the Spanish Fascist Rebels
on November 18, 1936, was an act of intervention against the legal govern-
ment of Spain, as was the earlier recognition extended by Guatemala on
November 11, and the later recognition extended by France and Britain on
February 27, 1939.

If the premature recognition of a revolutionary government or of a seced-
ing State is a violation of the rights of those still asserting jurisdiction,
the refusal of outside States to recognize de facto control of territory by
those who have successfully asserted jurisdiction may also be deemed an
injury. Where such a policy is utilized as a sanction to deter or punish viola-
tion of earlier rights, however, it may be regarded as legally justified, what-
ever judgment may be passed upon its political expediency{ Under the
“Stimson Doctrine” of 1932 the United States and many members of the
League refused to recognize territorial changes brought about by force in
violation of the Nine Power Pact of 1922 and the Pact of Paris of 1928.
Washington thus refused to recognize Manchukuo or the Wang Ching-wei
puppet regime installed at Nanking in March, 1940, and recognized by
Japan as the “Government” of China on November 30. The United States
recognized the German annexation of Austria. It granted recognition to
the Franco regime in Spain on April 1, 1939. But it declined to recognize
the Nazi conquests of Czechoslovakia, Albania, Poland, Denmark, Norway,
Luxemburg, Belgium, the Netherlands, Jugoslavia, and Greece, preferring to
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maintain relations with the exiled governments of some of these States.
Britain followed a similar course. Roosevelt’s reply of June 15, 1940, to
Reynaud’s last despairing appeal declared that the United States would “not
consider valid any attempts to infringe by force the independence and the
territorial integrity of France.”

The granting or withholding of diplomatic recognition is by itself of no
particular efficacy in promoting or discouraging revolution and aggression.
In an organized community of nations, recognition would of course not be
granted to “rights” acquired in violation of the law. But, in such a com-
munity, collective measures of prevention and punishment would be applied
to prevent continued enjoyment of such alleged rights. In the absence of
such measures, the wisdom of ignoring political or military facts and adher-
ing to legal fictions is at best doubtful. In a world of hard and inescapable
realities, which the champions of legal rectitude have neither the desire nor
the power to change, Jeflerson’s de facto theory of recognition has much to
commend it.*

In summary, the rights and obligations of international law are in general
applicable only to States recognized by the members of the family of nations,
and States carr deal officially with other States only through recognized
governments. In both cases, recognition is a discretionary political act of
the executive authorities of other States. There are, nevertheless, certain
“persons” of international law which are not true Stales but which enjoy
a cerlain qualified legal status. Members of confederations and other unions,
though not sovereign States, may have their own diplomatic representation

4 A reductio ad absurdum of the nonrecognition doctrine was achieved in Soviet-
American relations. From 1917 to 1933 the United States denied recognition to the
Soviet Government. From 1917 to 1922 the United States, in the name of preserving
the “territorial integrity” of Russia, refused to recognize the independence of the Baltic
States, which had been promptly recognized by the unrccognized Soviet Government.
In the Anglo-Soviet negotiations of 1939, London refused to meet Moscow’s terms for an
alliance at the expense of the “independence” of the Baltic States. By virtue of this
refusal, Moscow came to terms with Berlin and later extinguished the independence of
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. On July 23, 1940, Sumner Welles, apparently forgetting
that the Baltic States had been early targets of the American nonrecognition policy,
issued a statement declaring “From the day when the peoples of these Republics first
gained their independent and democratic form of government the people of the United
States have watched their admirable progress in self-government with deep and sym-
pathetic interest. The policy of this Government is universally known. The people of
the United States are opposed to predatory activities no matter whether they are carried
on by the use of force or by the threat of force. They are likewise opposed to any form
of intervention on the part of one State, however powerful, in the domestic concerns of
any other sovereign State, however weak” (U.S. Department of State, Bulletin, July 27,
1940, p. 48). Britain also declined to recognize Soviet annexation of the Baltic States.
An empty legal formula thus became an obstacle to Anglo-American-Soviet collabora-
tion, despite the desperate need of such collaboration to safeguard each of the three
Powers from the Nazi threat.
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abroad and may be granted certain customary rights under international
law by outside States. Such is the peculiar position of some of the self-
governing Dominions of the British Commonwealth of Nations and of some
of the Republics of the U.S.S.R. Neutralized States, protectorates, and
suzerainties are sovereign only in part, but they may be recognized as States
by third parties. Insurgents and belligerents, i.e., groups of armed individ-
uals conducting hostilities for public purposes, are also entitled to the usual
rights of the international law of war, provided that they observe the re-
ciprocal obligations. When outside States recognize a condition of “insur-
gency” in a particular State, they take cognizance of hostilities in which
they are bound to abstain from, and to restrain their nationals from, any
interference which might aid the rebels. The local State is not answerable for
the acts of insurgents unless it can be shown to have been negligent in pro-
tecting foreign lives and property. When a status of “belligerency” is recog-
nized in a State afflicted with civil strife (e.g., U.S.A., 1861-65), outside
States are bound to observe all the rules of neutrality in dealing with both
sides. In these instances, entities which are not genuine States attain a qual-
ified legal status. With the exception of such special cases, however, public
international law is concerned only with recognized States and governments.’

3. RIGHTS AND DUTIES

Nations being free, independent, and equal and having a right to
judge according to the dictates of conscience, of what is to be done in
order to fulfill its duties; the effect of all this is, the producing, at least
externally, and among men, a perfect equality of rights between nations,
in the administration of their affairs, and the pursuit of their preten-
sions, without regard to the intrinsic justice of their conduct, of which
others have no right to form a definite judgment; so that what is per-
mitted in one, is also permitted in the other, and they ought to be con-
sidered in human society as having an equal right.—EMERric bE VATTEL,
Droit des gens.

In so far as the whole structure of public international law can be deduced
from elementary principles, it may be said to rest upon certain broad con-
cepts inherent in the idea of the sovereignty of the State which lies at the
basis of the whole Western State System.|A State which is sovereign is not

5 The severance of diplomatic relations, like the granting of recognition, is also an act
of policy, usually resorted to as a protest or as a prelude to war. War automatically
severs diplomatic relations between belligerents. Under the law of peace, a rupture
of relations may lead to political retaliation but usually does not create a legal grievance.
Contrary to popular impression, recognition, once granted, cannot legally be “with-
drawn.” To sever relations with a recognized government does not end its “recognition”
but expresses displeasure with its policies.
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subject to the will of any other State. ]It exists as an independent entity,
coequal with other sovereignties and with exclusive jurisdiction over its
territory. From this elemental fact, it follows that every State possesses cer-
tain fundamental rights and obligations with respect to other States. It
possesses, for example, a right of “existence,” or self-preservation, and an
obligation to recognize that other States enjoy the same right. It possesses a
right of “independence” and an obligation to respect the same right in other
States. It possesses a right of legal “equality” with other States and a right
of exercising its power and enforcing its legislation within its frontiers, i.e.,
a right of “jurisdiction.” It is sometimes said that States also possess funda-
mental rights of property and of intercourse. In view of the logical relation-
ship between these fundamental rights and the whole superstructure of rules
and principles, it will be legitimate for the purposes of the present survey
to suggest the superstructure by an examination of the meaning of the funda-
mental rights.

(The right of existence, or self-preservation, is obviously the most impor-
tant and elementary. That every sovereign State is free to take any action
which may be necessary to preserve itself as a political entity, even to the
extent of infringing upon the rights of other States, has long been recognized
as axiomatic.\This right must be strictly construed, however, for no State
can lawfully violate the rights of others on the basis of vague and general
allegations that its existence is menaced by acts taking place outside its own
frontiers) An attack upon an innocent third party, for example, can never
be justified on the plea of self-preservation. The German invasion of Bel-
gium in 1914, in violation of the Neutralization Treaty of 1839, was de-
fended on the ground that it was the only procedure available to Germany
for attacking France effectively and thus meeting the threat to Germany
represented by the Franco-Russian alliance. But since the existence of Ger-
many was by no conceivable stretching of the imagination jeopardized by
any act of Belgium, the invasion was unlawful. The German Chancellor,
Bethmann-Hollweg, recognized this in his address to the Reichstag of August
4, 1914, in which he declared, “We are in a state of necessity and necessity
knows no law.” Ribbentrop sought to justify German destruction of the in-
dependence of Czechoslovakia, Poland, Denmark, Norway, Luxemburg, Bel-
gium, and the Netherlands in 1939-40 by alleging that German minorities
were persecuted or that the victim of aggression had forfeited his rights
by conniving with France and Britain to attack Germany. These formula-,
tions, though ideologically interesting, are without juridical significance
since none of the States mentioned had in fact, apart from alleged intent,
violated German rights. Bethmann-Hollweg’s attitude was more honest. A
State can allege self-preservation as a justification for an infringement of
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the rights of other States only when it is directly and immediately menaced
by some action in the other State which can be thwarted in no other way.

This principle was laid down in its classic form by Secretary of State
Daniel Webster. During the Canadian rebellion of 1838 a body of insurgents
gathered on the American side of the Niagara River, seized guns from
American arsenals, occupied an island in midstream from which they fired
shots into Canadian territory, and prepared to recross in the American ship
Caroline to continue hostilities against the Canadian forces. In this emer-
gency, British troops crossed into New York State, broke up the expedition,
sent the Caroline over Niagara Falls, and returned to Canada. This violation
of the territory of the United States evoked a strong protest from Webster
in which he demanded an apology and reparation unless the British Gov-
ernment could “show a necessity for self-defense, instant, overwhelming,
leaving no choice of means, and no moment for deliberation. It will be for
it to show also that the local authorities of Canada, even supposing the
necessity of the moment authorized them to enter the territories of the
United States at all, did nothing unreasonable or excessive, since the neces-
sity of self-defense must be limited by that necessity and kept clearly within
it.” ¢ In this instance the British Government had no difficulty in justifying
its action, since an instant and overwhelming nccessity menacing the existence
of the established government in Canada did undeniably exist and the action
taken was limited to meeting this threat. Under such circumstances the right
of self-preservation renders legitimale any reasonable action to safeguard
the existence of the State or of its government.”

The right of independence entitles a State to formulate its own foreign
policy within the limits of the rights of other States and to conduct its
domestic affairs as it sees fit, provided that it does not ignore the obliga-
tions which international law imposes upon it. “Independence” as to domes-
tic affairs is subject to the qualification that a State is responsible for injury
to aliens within its territory, is required to maintain some degree of law
and order, and is bound to maintain some authority answerable to foreign
governments. A State must exercise due diligence in the protection of aliens,
who are entitled to at least the same degree of protection as it affords to
its own citizens. It is responsible for any obvious miscarriages of justice in
its courts. On March 14, 1891, eleven persons of Italian origin were taken
from jail, where they were confined on charges of complicity in the murder
of the chief of police, and were lynched by a mob in New Orleans. The local
authorities made no effort to afford them protection. The Italian Foreign

6 See W. E. Hall, International Law, 1924, pp. 323-324.

7 See also the case of the Virginius, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1894, pp.
922-1117, and Moore’s Digest, Vol. II, pp. 895f.
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Minister at once instructed the Italian Minister in Washington “to denounce
immediately to the United States Government the atrocious deed of New
Orleans, requesting immediate and energetic steps . . . to protect the Italian
colony endangered, and to punish severely the guilty.” Secretary of State
Blaine reminded the Governor of Louisiana that the Treaty of 1871 guar-
anteed reciprocal protection of persons and property; but no action was
taken to punish the lynchers, and no indemnity was paid to the relatives of
the victims. In protest, the Italian Minister was recalled from Washington,
and Blaine intimated that the Federal Government of the United States had
no Constitutional authority to compel action by the state officials of Louisi-
ana. The Italian Government denied the relevancy of this allegation; and, on
April 12, 1892, Blaine offered an indemnity of 125,000 francs, the accept-
ance of which was followed by a full resumption of diplomatic relations.®
Every State must maintain central authorilies responsible for the fulfillment
of its international obligations. Though the right of independence carries
with it the reciprocal obligation of respecting the independence of other
States, the Great Powers have frequently violated the independence of small
and weak States when conditions of domestic disorder have led to damage
to foreign lives and property. The extent to which States are justified in
taking such action is much disputed, but the general principles indicated
are universally accepted.

The right of equality has reference only to legal rights and obligations
and not, of course, to territory, population, power, or political influence.
The sovereign States of the world differ enormously among themselves in
these characteristics, the Great Powers having power vastly disproportionate
to that of the lesser countries. But, before the law, all sovereign States are
equal. Nicaragua enjoys the same rights and is bound by the same obliga-
tions as the U.S.A. The miniscule Vatican City occupies the same interna-
tional legal status as the gigantic Soviet Union. All States have equal oppor-
tunities to assert their rights and to demand that other States observe their
obligations. All have an equal right to make treaties, wage war, maintain
or sever diplomatic relations with other States, and the like. From the prin-
ciple of State equality is deduced the rule of unanimity in international con-
ferences, according to which each State has one vote and no State can be
bound without its consent. In practice, however, it has long been conceded
that theoretical legal equality is inconsistent with actual political disparity.
When controversies over conflicting claims lead to a resort to coercive meas-
ures, small, weak States are obviously less capable of protecting their rights
than large, powerful States. So long as self-help and coercion are the ulti-

8 Foreign Relations of the United States, 1891, pp. 658-728.
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mate means of protecting State rights, equality under international law, in
a system of unequal States, will remain almost as tenuous as individual
equality in domestic law in societies in which economic power is unequally
distributed among the citizenry. Anatole France once marveled at that
majestic equality of the law whereby the rich and poor alike were forbidden
to steal bread or to sleep under the bridges at night. Similarly, in the West-
ern State System there appear at times to be one law for the Great Powers
and another for the lesser nations. The principle of State equality is, never-
theless, a logical corollary of the concepts of sovereignty and independence,
and States always resent hotly any suggestion that they are not the equals
of their neighbors.

Any act by one State which infringes upon the sovereignty, the existence,
the independence, or the equality of another State is an act of intervention
and is ipso facto unlawful. Intervention is usually defined as any act of
dictatorial interference by a State in the internal or foreign affairs of an-
other State or any effort to coerce another State in its State action. “With
the right of independence goes the correlative obligation of nonintervention,
i.e., of refraining from all acts that would forcibly limit the freedom of
another State.” ® By its very nature, intervention is a violation of interna-
tional law, unless it has been authorized by specific treaty agreements, as has
sometimes been the case in the relations between the U.S.A. on the one hand
and certain Caribbean States on the other—notably Cuba, Haiti, the Domin-
ican Republic, and Panama. In all other cases, intervention is necessarily
unlawful, though under peculiar circumstances it may be justified if it is
essential to protect the fundamental rights of the intervening State. It is
generally agreed that a State may infringe upon the rights of another with-
out incurring liability for paying damages to the victim if its existence or
independence is menaced and it is acting, in Webster’s words in the Caroline
case, under an instant and overwhelming necessity for self-defense, leaving
no choice of means and no moment for deliberation. If an act of intervention
in such a situation is limited to meeting the immediate danger, it may be
permissible, though the burden of proof is always on the side of the inter-
véning State.

In spite of the indisputable logic of this principle, interventions have fre-
quently been resorted to on a variety of other grounds. The colonial empires
of the Great Powers were largely created by intervening in, and extinguish-
ing the independence of, small or weak States incapable of resisting imperial-
istic aggression. The U.S.A., before the advent of the “good neighbor” policy,
intervened repeatedly in the affairs of the States of the Caribbean. Inter-

8 G. G. Wilson, International Law, 8th ed., 1922, p. 87.
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ventions, individual and collective, have been embarked upon by States in
the name of upholding international law, enforcing treaty rights, preserving
the balance of power, maintaining humanitarian principles, ensuring the
payment of debts, affording protection to the lives and property of citizens
abroad, etc. Since international law rests no less upon custom than upon
reason, it might be contended that a general right of intervention had been
established by these practices. This is scarcely a tenable position, however,
since every act of intervention unauthorized by treaty terms is clearly a
violation of the rights of the victim and no amount of practice can establish
it as a principle of law that States have a right to violate the rights of other
States. The doctrine laid down by Webster would appear to indicate the
only legitimate grounds upon which intervention is justifiable. If this prin-
ciple is not always adhered to, it is because States, in the pursuit of the
objectives of high politics, do not always limit themselves to actions per-
mitted by the accepted principles of law and because the existing machinery
of international government is not yet adequate to ensure protection to the
rights of States incapable of defending themselves by self-help.

A powerful State can usually thwart intervention and compel respect for
its rights. Small States, like the Latin-American Republics, or weak States,
like China, are unable to protect themselves from intervention or to enforce
payment of damages for violations of their rights. The rights are the same
in both cases, and the interventions in question may be equally unlawful;
but since international law is still enforced primarily by State action, the
remedy which a State has available in such circumstances is likely to depend
on its size and power. Other States may lend it moral support or may refuse
to recognize the results of the intervention, as did the United States and the
members of the League of Nations on behalf of China in the Sino-Japanese
conflict of 1931-32; but the time is not yet when a State can rely exclusively
for the protection of its rights upon the organized force of international

society.*?

10 Under the “Good Neighbor” policy proclaimed by President Franklin D. Roosevelt
the United States renounced its former interventionist policy in Latin America. Article
8 of the Convention on Rights and Duties of States, signed at the Seventh International
Conference of American States at Montevideo, December 3-26, 1933, declared, “No State
has a right to intervene in the internal or external affairs of amother.” This principle
was reaffirmed at the Inter-American Conference for Maintenance of Peace, held in
Buenos Aires in December, 1936. At the Eighth Conference a “Declaration of Lima”
(December 24, 1938) asserted that the signatories were resolved to “maintain and de-
fend against all foreign intervention or activity” the principles of continental solidarity,
absolute sovereignty, territorial integrity, peace, security, and the “juridical equality”
of sovereign States. The “Declaration of American Principles” signed at the same time
asserted, “1. The intervention of any State in the internal or external affairs of another
is inadmissible. . . . 4. Relations between States should be governed by the precepts
of international law.” .
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4. TO HAVE AND TO HOLD

A thing may become our property by acquisition, original or deriva-
tive. Original acquisition formerly, when the human race could meet
together and agree, might be made by division; at present it is only
made by occupation.—Huco GroTtius, De jure belli ac pacis, 1625.

The sovereign State does not acknowledge a central executive author-
ity above itself; it does not recognize a legislation above itself; it owes
no obedience to a judge above itself.—I. LauterracuT, 1933.

Jurisdiction—Iliterally, authority to “say the law”—is the right to exercise
State authority. It is a corollary of the rights already discussed. States have
the right to exercise their jurisdiction, i.e., to legislate and to impose their
power, over the territories in which they are recognized as sovereign and
over the persons who are their nationals. Conflicting claims put forward
in the name of territorial jurisdiction and in the name of personal juris-
diction have been a fruitful source of international controversy in the past;
for if States, as was once the case, insist both upon exclusive jurisdiction
over their own territory, including all persons within it, and also over all
their citizens or subjects, wherever they may be abroad, it is clear that
difficulties will result. In the 20th century the principle of the “territorial”
basis of jurisdiction has in almost all countries been granted precedence
over the idea of “personal” jurisdiction. A State, therefore, has jurisdiction
over all persons within its territory, whether they be nationals or aliens, and
possesses no general right to claim jurisdiction over its nationals who hap-
pen to be in the territory of other States! The two forms of jurisdiction,
nevertheless, persist. It will be convenient to consider the various problems
of jurisdiction in terms of (1) territorial jurisdiction, (2) personal jurisdic-
tion, and (3) exemptions from jurisdiction.

A State may acquire territorial jurisdiction by “discovery and occupa-
tion,” by prescription, by accretion, by cession or leasehold, or by conquest.
Discovery of hitherto unknown and unclaimed land is no longer regarded
as conveying valid title to the State of the discoverer unless it is followed
by effective occupation. In the 16th century the maritime States of Europe
laid claim to vast regions of the New World on the basis of discovery alone.
England granted “sea-to-sea” charters to the Atlantic seaboard colonists,
who occupied only the coastal strip and had no notion whatever as to the
location of the other sea or the extent of intervening land. As late as the 19th
century, Germany sought, unsuccessfully, to lay down the “hinterland doc-
trine” with respect to Africa, according to which a State occupying a sea-
coast could claim all the unexplored interior region drained by its rivers.
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It is now conceded, however, that only effective and continued occupation
conveys title to newly discovered lands. This basis of title differs little from
“prescription,” which refers to a situation in which a State secures title to
territory by virtue of long-continued occupation acquiesced in by other
States. Similarly, if the natural processes of “accretion” build up deposits
on a seacoast or create new land by other means in the immediate vicinity
of an adjacent State, the latter has title to the new territory. The normal
method of acquiring territorial jurisdiction during the past century, follow-
ing the exploration and partition of the entire inhabitable globe by the
colonial Powers, has been by treaties of cession. Such cessions may take the
form of sales or exchanges of territory, with pecuniary or territorial con-
siderations attached; or they may be the result of war and conquest, with
the victors relieving the vanquished of their possessions.

The only continent not yet partitioned among sovereignties is Antarctica,
a vast wasteland of snow and ice around the South Pole, lacking a native
human population and having no permanent settlements from abroad. The
Byrd expedition of 1946-47 aroused new interest in the overlapping claims
to jurisdiction put forward by various governments. While the U.S.A. had
asserted no formal title to any of these territories, Chile, Argentina, and
Britain (long in dispute with Argentina over litle to the Falkland Islands)
all laid claim to areas of Antarctica between the Pole and Cape Horn. Nor-
way, Australia, I'rance, and New Zealand have claimed other regions on the
“sector principle” or on the ground of exploration. In the absence of any
occupation, however, none of these claims would appear to have legal
validity, nor is it likely that any valid titles will be established in Antarctica
save as the result of possible treaties among the claimants.

“Conquest,” in the form of military occupation so prolonged as to be
permanent, may confer title even when not followed by a treaty of cession,
though the League of Nations Covenant, in protecting the territorial in-
tegrity of all members (Article 10), and the Kellogg-Briand Pact of August
27, 1928, in prohibiting recourse to nonpacific means in the settlement of
disputes (Article 2), both sought to outlaw military conquest as a means
of acquiring territory. In accordance with the new dispensation, the U.S.A.
on January 7, 1932, declared to the Chinese and Japanese Governments that
“it cannot admit the legality of any situation de facto . . . and it does not
intend to recognize any situation, treaty, or agreement which may be brought
about by means contrary to the covenants and obligations of the Pact of
Paris.” On August 6, 1932, nineteen American Republics, including the
United States, informed Bolivia and Paraguay that they would “not recog-
nize any territorial arrangement of this controversy [over the Chaco] which
has not been obtained by peaceful means nor the validity of territorial
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acquisitions which may be obtained through occupation or conquest by
force of arms.” The Argentine Anti-War Pact of October 10, 1933, pledged
its signatories to similar obligations of nonrecognition of titles secured by
conquest, as did the Convention on Rights and Duties of States (Article 11)
signed at Montevideo on December 26, 1933. Such efforts to deny recognition
to titles secured by force have not thus far been effective in preventing resort
to conquest by hungry States. Finally mention may be made of “leaseholds”
as a means of acquiring territory. The status of the Panama Canal Zone
and of certain ports and “concession” areas in China is based upon agree-
ments by which the territories in question were leased to an outside State
by the State originally having jurisdiction.

The next problem deserving of consideration is that of the extent of ter-
ritorial jurisdiction, particularly with reference to air and water boundaries.
The question of aerial jurisdiction has assumed great importance in the pe-
riod of extensive international air communication, and many treaties have
been signed regarding it. All these are now based upon the universally ac-
cepted principle that a State has absolute jurisdiction over the air above its
territory and its territorial waters, extending into the farthest reaches of
space. It is generally recognized, however, that as a matter of comity a
State should grant a right of innocent passage through its air to foreign
aircraft, subject to such reasonable regulations as are necessary to ensure
observance of local laws relating to customs duties, immigration, public
safety, national defense, and the like. Jurisdiction over the waters adjacent
to a State, on the contrary, does not extend indefinitely but is limited to a
zone within 3 miles from the coast line. The 3-mile limit of territorial waters
or maritime jurisdiction, established at a time when three miles represented
the effective range of coast artillery, is now recognized by almost all States.
The waters beyond the 3-mile limit are the “high seas” and are not subject
to the jurisdiction of any State, except for purposes of punishing pirates,
who may be proceeded against by all States. In accordance with the so-called
“doctrine of hot pursuit,” however, coast-guard vessels may pursue foreign
ships suspected of violating local laws out into the high seas, provided
that the pursuit is begun within territorial waters and is continuous. Within
territorial waters, privately owned foreign vessels are subject to local laws,
though they are ordinarily granted a right of innocent passage and are
exempt from interference by the local authorities except where a violation
of local law occurs of such a nature as to disturb the peace of the port.
Foreign public vessels, i.e., war vessels and other ships owned by foreign
governments and engaged in public business, are exempt from local juris-
diction and may not be boarded for any purposes by local authorities, since
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the foreign sovereign is directly responsible for their conduct, which may,
if objectionable, be made a matter of diplomatic representations.

The most notable recent deviations from the 3-mile limit of maritime juris-
diction have been made by the U.S.A. During the regime of “prohibition”
of alcoholic beverages (1920-33), Washington negotiated a score of treaties
by which American authorities were permitted to exercise jurisdiction, within
an hour’s sailing distance from shore, over foreign vessels suspected of
“rumrunning” (e.g., Convention between U.S.A. and Chile for the Preven-
tion of Smuggling of Intoxicating Liquors, May 27, 1930, Treaty Series
829). By the Declaration of Panama, October 3, 1939, the American Re-
publics established a “neutrality zone” (dubbed by wits “chastity belt”),
extending out to sea 300 to 1,000 miles, within which they asserted “as of
inherent right” and “as a measure of continental self-protection” that they
were entitled to prevent the commission of any belligerent acts by non-
American nations. This astonishing repudiation of “freedom of the seas” was
rejected by both sets of European belligerents. The first important naval
battle of World War II (the Admiral Graf Spee vs. the Achilles, the Ajax,
and the Exeter, December 13, 1939) was fought off Montevideo, well within
the zone. London, Paris, and Berlin all denied that nonsignatory States
could be bound by an agreement departing from customary international
law.

On September 28, 1945, President Truman issued two proclamations and
executive orders (followed by similar action by Mexico) asserting the right
of the U.S.A. to exploit oil and other mineral resources in the submarine
continental shelf outside the 3-mile limit up to a water depth of 600 feet.
While no interference with navigation on the “high seas” was contemplated
and no international controversies followed this claim, it reflected a growing
tendency to regard the traditional 3-mile limit as inadequate under con-
temporary conditions. By the terms of the Inter-American Treaty of Re-
ciprocal Assistance signed at Petropolis, Brazil, September 2, 1947, by 19
American Republics (Articles 3, 4), each signatory agreed to regard as an
attack against itself any “attack” against any signatory within a vast area
of water bounded by the North Pole, the South Pole, and arbitrary lines
drawn in the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. Unlike the Declaration of Panama,
this formula did not seek to deprive non-American States of belligerent use
of the high seas against one another. Its legal meaning was otherwise unclear,
save that here again an attempt was being made to depart from the 3-mile
limit. When the imperatives of power politics conflict with well-established
rules of jurisprudence, the identity of the victor is seldom in doubt.

Other water boundaries, like land frontiers, are usually defined by treaty.
In the absence of treaty arrangements to the contrary, certain general rules
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are applied. River boundaries between two States follow the thalweg, or
deepest navigation channel of the stream. If a boundary river shifts its bed
gradually by accretion, the boundary shifts likewise; but where a sudden
change by avulsion takes place, the boundary remains in its old position.
Rights of navigation and of water diversion for irrigation or power purposes
are always dealt with by treaty provisions. Rivers, lakes, and canals which
are entirely surrounded by the territory of one State are completely within
its jurisdiction in the absence of treaty arrangements to the contrary. The
Boundary Waters Convention of 1909 between the U.S.A. and Britain opens
navigation on Lake Michigan to British vessels. Straits less than 6 miles in
width are within the jurisdiction of the shore State or States, though the
vessels of other States have a right of navigation, subject to reasonable local
regulations and duties for safety, the upkeep of lighthouses, and the like.
The right of Denmark to levy tolls upon vessels passing through the Danish
Sound connecting the North and Baltic Seas was successfully resisted by the
U.S.A. and other Powers and abandoned in 1857, though it had becn exer-
cised since 1368. The Bosporus and the Dardanelles, surrounded by Turkish
territory, were opened to Russian merchant vessels by the Treaty of 1774
and to foreign war vessels by the Treaty of Paris of 1856. The Treaty of
Lausanne of 1923 made elaborate provision for the neutralization of these
waterways and for freedom of navigation through them, but the right of
Turkey to fortify the Straits once more and to close them, in certain con-
tingencies, to foreign war vessels was acknowledged by the Powers in the
Montreux Convention of July 20, 1936. The Suez Canal was partly de-
militarized and opened freely to all vessels, public and private, both in war
and in peace, by the Convention of 1888. The Panama Canal is similarly
open on a basis of equality to vessels of all States by the Hay-Pauncefote
Treaty of 1901, though it is controlled and fortified by the U.S.A. Gulfs,
bays, and estuaries opening out onto the high seas are within the jurisdiction
of the State enclosing them, with the line of maritime jurisdiction parallel
to a line drawn from headland to headland, if the mouth is not more than
6 miles wide. Other arrangements have often been made by treaty, however,
and more recently a 10-mile limit for width of mouth of territorial bays
has been recognized.'*

Jurisdiction over persons, as distinct from jurisdiction over land, sea,
and air, has been claimed by States under two different theories which are
still only partly reconciled. Under the rule of jus soli (right of the soil),
States have claimed as nationals all persons born within their territorial

11 See the award of the arbitral tribunal in the North Atlantic Fisheries dispute be-
tween the United States and Great Britain, 1910, in G. G. Wilson, Hague Arbitration
Cases, pp. 180f.
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limits. Amendment 14 to the American Federal Constitution declares, “All
persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdic-
tion thereof, are citizens of the United States and the State wherein they
reside.” Under the rule of jus sanguinis (right of the blood), States have
claimed that all children of their nationals, wherever born, are their na-
tionals by virtue of parentage. The legislation of States regarding the bases
of nationality varies considerably, and no general international agreement
has yet been reached regarding these questions. Most States, however, now
adhere to the rule of jus soli, with certain qualifications. American legisla-
tion, for example, bestows American citizenship on children born abroad
of American parents provided that the parents have resided at some time
in the United States. Almost all States now permit their citizens to expatriate
themselves, i.e., to become nationals of other States, and also provide for the
“naturalization” of foreigners who desire to become citizens of the local
State. Many States provide that women acquire the nationality of their hus-
bands at marriage, though the American law of 1922 permits an American
woman marrying a foreigner to retain her citizenship and does not auto-
matically confer American citizenship on alien women marrying Americans.
Foreigners who have resided in the United States for five years may be-
come American citizens by taking out citizenship papers. Collective natural-
ization is often provided for in annexation treaties. Aliens, in general, are
entirely subject to the jurisdiction of the State where they reside. Aliens
who are fugitives from justice may be delivered up to the authorities of the
State from which they have fled by the process of extradition. This proce-
dure is almost invariably provided for by treaties which specify the crimes
for which extradition shall be granted and the categories of persons subject
to extradition. Political crimes, short of attempts at assassination, are nor-
mally exempted by specific provisions of such treaties.

Because of differences in the nationality laws of various States, it is pos-
sible for an individual to be a national of two States simultaneously, or
to lose his nationality entirely by taking some action which forfeits his
citizenship in one State without entitling him to citizenship in another. Such
unfortunate individuals (heimatlosen, in the German phrase) have no State
to afford them diplomatic protection abroad. Such problems of personal
jurisdiction make it desirable that the nationality laws of the various States
be made more nearly uniform. Such uniformity can be achieved in this field,
as in others, only through the process usually referred to as the “codifica-
tion of international law,” i.e., the conclusion of general international con-
ventions in which States agree upon the principles involved and pledge them-
selves to put their own national legislation in harmony with the agreement.

Certain common exemptions from local jurisdiction are universally rec-
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ognized. Sovereigns traveling abroad in their official capacity are entirely
exempt from the jurisdiction of the States through which they pass and may
not be arrested, proceeded against, or interfered with on any ground, either
as to their own persons, their families, their retinue, or their effects. Diplo-
matic representatives are similarly exempt from the jurisdiction of the State
in which they reside. The buildings and grounds of embassies and legations
are regarded as “extraterritorial,” i.e., as part of the territory of the foreign
State maintaining them rather than of the local State. They may not be taxed
or entered by the local police without permission, and local laws may not
be enforced within their precincts. Diplomatic agents, along with their fam-
ilies, staffs, and servants, are immune from local laws and enjoy complete
exemption from local civil and criminal jurisdiction, local police and ad-
ministrative regulations, taxes and duties, jury and witness duty, and the
like. They may not be arrested, subpoenaed, or otherwise interfered with in
the exercise of their functions. Consuls ordinarily enjoy certain limited
exemptions from local jurisdiction in order to enable them to cary on their
work effectively. Foreign armies granted a right of passage through a State
and foreign public vessels within its territorial waters are likewise exempt
from local jurisdiction. In certain Oriental States, notably China, special
treaty arrangements have been imposed by the Western Powers, whereby
Western nationals, when defendants in cases brought by natives, are exempt
from local jurisdiction and are usually tried in consular courts maintained
by their own governments. The recent efforts of China to terminate extra-
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