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Preface

As a graduate student at the University of Chicago following World War 11, 1
had the privilege of serving as Professor Morgenthau's research assistant.
Later we joined in the preparation of a book of text and readings entitled
Principles and Problems of International Politics. He was primarily responsi-
ble for my returning to the university in the early 1950s as a member of the
Department of Political Science. When it was agreed I should edit a festsch-
rift in his honor, we worked together in identifying former students, col-
leagues, and friends especially familiar with his writings. In later years when
our professional responsibilities brought us together in New York, we had
frequent contacts and long discussions. As a member of several advisory com-
mittees, he contributed significantly to the programs of the Rockefeller Foun-
dation for which I worked. A few weeks before he died he presented a paper
on the presidency and foreign policy at a Miller Center conference at the
University of Virginia. On a personal as well as a professional level, our
friendship and intellectual collaboration continued until his last days.

Our close association has made the preparation of a sixth edition of his
classic work, Politics Among Nations, both simpler and more difficult. On the
one hand, I have kept myself reasonably familiar with the evolution of his
thought from the publication of Scientific Man vs. Power Politics to the review
after his death of certain unpublished essays. When Bertrand W. Lummus,
Senior Editor of the College Department of McGraw-Hill, invited me to
prepare a new edition of Politics, I felt confident that I possessed the neces-
sary knowledge for the task. On the other hand, upon undertaking the revi-
sion and reviewing Professor Morgenthau's last writings, 1 discovered impor-
tant new developments in the final stages of his work of which I had not
known. It would have been surprising if this had not been true, for he took
as his guiding principle not the defense of an intellectual position but “the
quest for truth.”

In keeping with my discovery of the continuous unfolding of his thought,
I have attempted in this edition to let Morgenthau speak for himself when-
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i¢ Preface

ever possible. Thanks to the cooperation of his children, Susanna and Mat-
thew, my assistant and I have had access to his papers on deposit at Alderman
Library at the University of Virginia. Mr. Peter Gellman has been tireless in
joining me in the search for further writings, whether published or unpub-
lished, that touched on the most urgent problems confronting mankind in the
late 1970s and 1980s. In his preface to the fifth edition, revised, Morgenthau'
wrote of that edition’s continuing “in an organic and almost inevitable fashion
the work of the preceding editions.” Ever mindful of the fact that his great
work has had an integrity throughout successive editions, I have undertaken
to preserve it in ways that would have been impossible without the use of his
own writings. 1 have also consulted his draft manuscripts, letters to editors,
and professional correspondence.

At the same time, the fifth edition has had to be updated and revised to
reflect changes that have occurred since Professor Morgenthau's death. Mr.
Gellman and I have sought to substitute factual information and data wher-
ever required while recognizing that even as we worked, the tides of history
were making obsolete some of our evidence on topics like population, indus-
trial production, decisions of the International Court of Justice, and actions
by the United Nations. On subjects such as human rights, détente, and the
nuclear problem, I have made substantial revisions—introducing wherever
possible fragments of Morgenthau’s own writings. Because his mind was so
creative and subtle, no would-be literary executor can declare with certainty
that Morgenthau would have formulated his views and presented them in
precisely the context in which they are put forward here. I can only affirm
that I have tried to be faithful to his philosophy and to his views on problems
and policies as I understood them.

Charlottesville, Virginia Kenneth W. Thompson
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A Realist Theory of
International Politics

This book purports to present a theory of international politics. The test by
which such a theory must be judged is not a priori and abstract but empirical
and pragmatic. The theory, in other words, must be judged not by some
preconceived abstract principle or concept unrelated to reality, but by its
purpose: to bring order and meaning to a mass of phenomena which without
it would remain disconnected and unintelligible. It must meet a dual test, an
empirical and a logical one: Do the facts as they actually are lend themselves
to the interpretation the theory has put upon them, and do the conclusions at
which the theory arrives follow with logical necessity from its premises? In
short, is the theory consistent with the facts and within itself?

The issue this theory raises concerns the nature of all politics. The history
of modern political thought is the story of a contest between two schools that
differ fundamentally in their conceptions of the nature of man, society, and
politics. One believes that a rational and moral political order, derived from
universally valid abstract principles, can be achieved here and now. It as-
sumes the essential goodness and infinite malleability of human nature, and
blames the failure of the social order to measure up to the rational standards
on lack of knowledge and understanding, obsolescent social institutions, or
the depravity of certain isolated individuals or groups. It trusts in education,
reform, and the sporadic use of force to remedy these defects.

The other school believes that the world, imperfect as it is from the ra-
tional point of view, is the result of forces inherent in human nature. To
improve the world one must work with those forces, not against them. This
being inherently a world of opposing interests and of conflict among them,
moral principles can never be fully realized, but must at best be approximated
through the ever temporary balancing of interests and the ever precarious
settlement of conflicts. This school, then, sees in a system of checks and bal-
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4 Theory and Practice of International Politics

ances a universal principle for all pluralist societies. It appeals to historic prec-
edent rather than to abstract principles, and aims at the realization of the
lesser evil rather than of the absolute good.

This theoretical concern with human nature as it actually is, and with the
historic processes as they actually take place, has earned for the theory pre-
sented here the name of realism. What are the tenets of political realism? No
systematic exposition of the philosophy of political realism can be attempted
here; it will suffice to single out six fundamental principles, which have fre-
quently been misunderstood.

SIX PRINCIPLES OF POLITICAL REALISM

1. Political realism believes that politics, like society in general, is governed
by objective laws that have their roots in human nature. In order to improve
society it is first necessary to understand the laws by which society lives. The
operation of these laws being impervious to our preferences, men will chal-
lenge them only at the risk of failure.

Realism, believing as it does in the objectivity of the laws of politics,
must also believe in the possibility of developing a rational theory that re-
flects, however imperfectly and one-sidedly, these objective laws. It believes
also, then, in the possibility of distinguishing in politics between truth and
opinion—between what is true objectively and rationally, supported by evi-
dence and illuminated by reason, and what is only a subjective judgment,
divorced from the facts as they are and informed by prejudice and wishful
thinking.

Human nature, in which the laws of politics have their roots, has not
changed since the classical philosophies of China, India, and Greece endeav-
ored to discover these laws. Hence, novelty is not necessarily a virtue in
political theory, nor is old age a defect. The fact that a theory of politics, if
there be such a theory, has never been heard of before tends to create a
presumption against, rather than in favor of, its soundness. Conversely, the
fact that a theory of politics was developed hundreds or even thousands of
years ago—as was the theory of the balance of power—does not create a
presumption that it must be outmoded and obsolete. A theory of politics must
be subjected to the dual test of reason and experience. To dismiss such a
theory because it had its flowering in centuries past is to present not a rational
argument but a modernistic prejudice that takes for granted the superiority of
the present over the past. To dispose of the revival of such a theory as a
“fashion” or “fad” is tantamount to assuming that in matters political we can
have opinions but no truths.

For realism, theory consists in ascertaining facts and giving them mean-
ing through reason. It assumes that the character of a foreign policy can be
ascertained only through the examination of the political acts performed and
of the foreseeable consequences of these acts. Thus we can find out what
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statesmen have actually done, and from the foreseeable consequences of their
acts we can surmise what their objectives might have been.

Yet examination of the facts is not enough. To give meaning to the factual
raw material of foreign policy, we must approach political reality with a kind
of rational outline, a map that suggests to us the possible meanings of foreign
policy. In other words, we put ourselves in the position of a statesman who
must meet a certain problem of foreign policy under certain circumstances,
and we ask ourselves what the rational alternatives are from which a states-
man may choose who must meet this problem under these circumstances
(presuming always that he acts in a rational manner), and which of these ra-
tional alternatives this particular statesman, acting under these circumstances,
is likely to choose. It is the testing of this rational hypothesis against the actual
facts and their consequences that gives theoretical meaning to the facts of
international politics.

2. The main signpost that helps political realism to find its way through
the landscape of international politics is the concept of interest defined in
terms of power. This concept provides the link between reason trying to un-

"derstand international politics and the facts to be understood. It sets politics
as an autonomous sphere of action and understanding apart from other
spheres, such as economics (understood in terms of interest defined as
wealth), ethics, aesthetics, or religion. Without such a concept a theory of
politics, international or domestic, would be altogether impossible, for with-
out it we could not distinguish between political and nonpolitical facts, nor
could we bring at least a measure of systemic order to the political sphere.

We assume that statesmen think and act in terms of interest defined as
power, and the evidence of history bears that assumption out. That assump-
tion allows us to retrace and anticipate, as it were, the steps a statesman—
past, present, or future—has taken or will take on the political scene. We
look over his shoulder when he writes his dispatches; we listen in on his
conversation with other statesmen; we read and anticipate his very thoughts.
Thinking in terms of interest defined as power, we think as he does, and as
disinterested observers we understand his thoughts and actions perhaps bet-

" ter than he, the actor on the political scene, does himself.

The concept of interest defined as power imposes intellectual discipline
upon the observer, infuses rational order into the subject matter of politics,
and thus makes the theoretical understanding of politics possible. On the side
of the actor, it provides for rational discipline in action and creates that as-
tounding continuity in foreign policy which makes American, British, or Rus-
sian foreign policy appear as in intelligible, rational continuum, by and large
consistent within itself, regardless of the different motives, preferences, and
intellectual and moral qualities of successive statesmen. A realist theory of
international politics, then, will guard against two popular fallacies: the con-
cern with motives and the concern with ideological preferences.

To search for the clue to foreign policy exclusively in the motives of
statesmen is both futile and deceptive. It is futile because motives are the
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most illusive of psychological data, distorted as they are, frequently beyond
recognition, by the interests and emotions of actor and observer alike. Do we
really know what our own motives are? And what do we know of the motives
of others?

Yet even if we had access to the real motives of statesmen, that knowl-
edge would help us little in understanding foreign policies, and might well
lead us astray. It is true that the knowledge of the statesman’s motives may
give us one among many clues as to what the direction of his foreign policy
might be. It cannot give us, however, the one clue by which to predict his
foreign policies. History shows no exact and necessary correlation between
the quality of motives and the quality of foreign policy. This is true in both
moral and political terms.

We cannot conclude from the good intentions of a statesman that his
foreign policies will be either morally praiseworthy or politically successful.
Judging his motives, we can say that he will not intentionally pursue. policies
that are morally wrong, but we can say nothing about the probability of their
success. If we want to know the moral and political qualities of his actions,
we must know them, not his motives. How often have statesmen been moti-
vated by the desire to improve the world, and ended by making it worse?
And how often have they sought one goal, and ended by achieving something
they neither expected nor desired?

Neville Chamberlain’s politics of appeasement were, as far as we can
judge, inspired by good motives; he was probably less motivated by consid-
erations of personal power than were many other British prime ministers, and
he sought to preserve peace and to assure the happiness of all concerned. Yet
his policies helped to make the Second World War inevitable, and to bring
untold miseries to millions of people. Sir Winston Churchill’s motives, on the
other hand, were much less universal in scope and much more narrowly di-
rected toward personal and national power, yet the foreign policies that
sprang from these inferior motives were certainly superior in moral and polit-
ical quality to those pursued by his predecessor. Judged by his motives, Ro-
bespierre waszone of the most virtuous men who ever lived. Yet it was the
utopian radicalism of that very virtue that made him kill those less virtuous
than himself, brought him to the scaffold, and destroyed the revolution of
which he was a leader.

Good motives give assurance against deliberately bad policies; they do
not guarantee the moral goodness and political success of the policies they
inspire. What is important to know, if one wants to understand foreign policy,
is not primarily the motives of a statesman, but his intellectual ability to com-
prehend the essentials of foreign policy, as well as his political ability to trans-
late what he has comprehended into successful political action. It follows that
while ethics in the abstract judges the moral qualities of motives, political
theory must judge the political qualities of intellect, will, and action.

A realist theory of international politics will also avoid the other popular
fallacy of equating the foreign policies of a statesman with his philosophic or
political sympathies, and of deducing the former from the latter. Statesmen,
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especially under contemporary conditions, may well make a habit of present-
ing their foreign policies in terms of their philosophic and political sympathies
in order to gain popular support for them. Yet they will distinguish with Lin-
coln between their “official duty,” which is to think and act in terms of the
national interest, and their “personal wish,” which is to see their own moral
values and political principles realized throughout the world. Political realism
does not require, nor does it condone, indifference to political ideals and
moral principles, but it requires indeed a sharp distinction between the de-
sirable and the possible—between what is desirable everywhere and at all
times and what is possible under the concrete circumstances of time and
place.

It stands to reason that not all foreign policies have always followed so
rational, objective, and unemotional a course. The contingent elements of
personality, prejudice, and subjective preference, and of all the weaknesses
of intellect and will which flesh is heir to, are bound to deflect foreign policies
from their rational course. Especially where foreign policy is conducted under
the conditions of democratic control, the need to marshal popular emotions
to the support of foreign policy cannot fail to impair the rationality of foreign
policy itself. Yet a theory of foreign policy which aims at rationality must for
the time being, as it were, abstract from these irrational elements and seek
to paint a picture of foreign policy which presents the rational essence to be
found in experience, without the contingent deviations from rationality which
are also found in experience.

Deviations from rationality which are not the result of the personal whim
or the personal psychopathology of the policy maker may appear contingent
only from the vantage point of rationality, but may themselves be elements
in a coherent system of irrationality. The possibility of constructing, as it
were, a counter-theory of irrational politics is worth exploring.

When one reflects upon the development of American thinking on for-
eign policy, one is struck by the persistence of mistaken attitudes that have
survived—under whatever guises—both intellectual argument and political
experience. Once that wonder, in true Aristotelian fashion, has been trans-
formed into the quest for rational understanding, the quest yields a conclusion
both comforting and disturbing: we are here in the presence of intellectual
defects shared by all of us in different ways and degrees. Together they pro-
vide the outline of a kind of pathology of international politics. When the
human mind approaches reality with the purpose of taking action, of which
the political encounter is one of the outstanding instances, it is often led
astray by any of four common mental phenomena: residues of formerly ade-
quate modes of thought and action now rendered obsolete by a new social
reality; demonological interpretations of reality which substitute a fictitious
reality—peopled by evil persons rather than seemingly intractable issues—
for the actual one; refusal to come to terms with a threatening state of affairs
by denying it through illusory verbalization; reliance upon the infinite malle-
ability of a seemingly obstreperous reality.

Man responds to social situations with repetitive patterns. The same sit-
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uation, recognized in its identity with previous situations, evokes the same
response. The mind, as it were, holds in readiness a number of patterns ap-
propriate for different situations; it then requires only the identification of a
particular case to apply to it the preformed pattern appropriate to it. Thus the
human mind follows the principle of economy of effort, obviating an exami-
nation de novo of each individual situation and the pattern of thought and
action appropriate to it. Yet when matters are subject to dynamic change,
traditional patterns are no longer appropriate: they must be replaced by new
ones reflecting such change. Otherwise a gap will open between traditional
patterns and new realities, and thought and action will be misguided.

On the international plane it is no exaggeration to say that the very struc-
ture of international relations—as reflected in political institutions, diplomatic
procedures, and legal arrangements-——has tended to become at variance with,
and in large measure irrelevant to, the reality of international politics. While
the former assumes the “sovereign equality” of all nations, the latter is dom-
inated by an extreme inequality of nations, two of which are called superpow-
ers because they hold in their hands the unprecedented power of total de-
struction, and many of which are called “ministates” because their power is
minuscule even compared with that of the traditional nation states. It is this
contrast and incompatibility between the reality of international politics and
the concepts, institutions, and procedures designed to make intelligible and
control the former, which has caused, at least below the great-power level,
the unmanageability of international relations which borders on anarchy. In-
ternational terrorism and the different government reactions to it, the in-
volvement of foreign governments in the Lebanese civil war, the military op-
erations of the United States in Southeast Asia, and the military intervention
of the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe cannot be explained or justified by
reference to traditional concepts, institutions, and procedures.

All these situations have one characteristic in common. The modern fact
of interdependence requires a political order which takes that fact into ac-
count, while in reality the legal and institutional superstructure, harking back
to the ninteenth century, assumes the existence of a multiplicity of self-suffi-
cient, impenetrable, sovereign nation states. These residues of an obsolescent
legal and institutional order not only stand in the way of a rational transfor-
mation of international relations in light of the inequality of power and the
interdependence of interests, but they also render precarious, if not impossi-
ble, more rational policies within the defective framework of such a system.

It is a characteristic of primitive thinking to personalize social problems.
That tendency is particularly strong when the problem appears not to be sus-
ceptible to rational understanding and successful manipulation. When a par-
ticular person or group of persons is identified with the recalcitrant difficulty,
that may seem to render the problem both intellectually accessible and sus-
ceptible of solution. Thus belief in Satan as the source of evil makes us “un-
derstand” the nature of evil by focusing the search for its origin and control
upon a particular person whose physical existence we assume. The complexity



) A Realist Theory of International Politics 9

of political conflict precludes such simple solutions. Natural catastrophes will
not be prevented by burning witches; the threat of a powerful Germany to
establish hegemony over Europe will not be averted by getting rid of a
succession of German leaders. But by identifying the issue with certain per-
sons over whom we have—or hope to have—control we reduce the problem,
both intellectually and pragmatically, to manageable proportions. Once we
have identified certain individuals and groups of individuals as the source of
evil, we appear to have understood the causal nexus that leads from the in-
dividuals to the social problem; that apparent understanding suggests the ap-
parent solution: Eliminate the individuals “responsible” for it, and you have
solved the problem.

Superstition still holds sway over our relations within society. The de-
monological pattern of thought and action has now been transferred to other
fields of human action closed to the kind of rational enquiry and action that
have driven superstition from our relations with nature. As William Graham
Sumner put it, “The amount of superstition is not much changed, but it now
attaches to politics, not to religion.”! The numerous failures of the United
States to recognize and respond to the polycentric nature of Communism is a
prime example of this defect. The corollary of this indiscriminate opposition
to Communism is the indiscriminate support of governments and movements
that profess and practice anti-Communism. American policies in Asia and
Latin America have derived from this simplistic position. The Vietnham War
and our inability to come to terms with mainland China find here their ration-
ale. So do the theory and practice of counterinsurgency, including large-scale
assassinations under the Phoenix program in Vietnam and the actual or at-
tempted assassinations of individual statesmen. Signs of a similar approach
have been evident more recently in Central America.

The demonological approach to foreign policy strengthens another path-
ological tendency, which is the refusal to acknowledge and cope effectively
with a threatening reality. The demonological approach has shifted our atten-
tion and concern towards the adherents of communism—individuals at home
and abroad, political movements, foreign governments—and away from the
real threat: the power of states, Communist or not. McCarthyism not only
provided the most pervasive American example of the demonological ap-
proach but was also one of the most extreme examples of this kind of mis-
judgment: it substituted the largely illusory threat of domestic subversion for
the real threat of Russian power.

Finally, it is part of this approach to politics to believe that no prob-
lems—however hopeless they may appear—are really insoluble, given well-
meaning, well-financed, and competent efforts. I have tried elsewhere to lay
bare the intellectual and historical roots of this belief;® here I limit myself to
pointing out its persistent strength despite much experience to the contrary,

“Mores of the Present and Future,” in War and Other Essays (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1911), p. 159.
$Scientific Man versus Power Politics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1846).



10 Theory and Practice of International Politics

such as the Vietham War and the general decline of American power. This
preference for economic solutions to political and military problems is pow-
erfully reinforced by the interests of potential recipients of economic support,
who prefer the obviously profitable transfer of economic advantages to painful
and risky diplomatic bargaining.

The difference between international politics as it actually is and a ra-
tional theory derived from it is like the difference between a photograph and
a painted portrait. The photograph shows everything that can be seen by the
naked eye; the painted portrait does not show everything that can be seen by
the naked eye, but it shows, or at least seeks to show, one thing that the
naked eye cannot see: the human essence of the person portrayed.

Political realism contains not only a theoretical but also a normative ele-
ment. It knows that political reality is replete with contingencies and systemic
irrationalities and points to the typical influences they exert upon foreign pol-
icy. Yet it shares with all social theory the need, for the sake of theoretical
understanding, to stress the rational elements of political reality; for it is these
rational elements that make reality intelligible for theory. Political realism
presents the theoretical construct of a rational foreign policy which experience
can never completely achieve.

At the same time political realism considers a rational foreign policy to
be good foreign policy; for only a rational foreign policy minimizes risks and
maximizes benefits and, hence, complies both with the moral precept of prud-
ence and the political requirement of success. Political realism wants the pho-
tographic picture of the political world to resemble as much as possible its
painted portrait. Aware of the inevitable gap between good—that is, ra-
tional—foreign policy and foreign policy as it actually is, political realism
maintains not only that theory must focus upon the rational elements of polit-
ical reality, but also that foreign policy ought to be rational in view of its own
moral and practical purposes.

Hence, it is no argument against the theory here presented that actual
foreign policy does not or cannot live up to it. That argument misunderstands
the intention of this book, which is to present not an indiscriminate descrip-
tion of political reality, but a rational theory of international politics. Far from
being invalidated by the fact that, for instance, a perfect balance of power
policy will scarcely be found in reality, it assumes that reality, being deficient
in this respect, must be understood and evaluated as an approximation to an
ideal system of balance of power.

3. Realism assumes that its key concept of interest defined as power is
an objective category which is universally valid, but it does not endow that
concept with a meaning that is fixed once and for all. The idea of interest is
indeed of the essence of politics and is unaffected by the circumstances of
time and place. Thucydides’ statement, born of the experiences of ancient
Greece, that “identity of interests is the surest of bonds whether between
states or individuals” was taken up in the nineteenth century by Lord Salis-
bury's remark that “the only bond of union that endures” among nations is
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“the absence of all clashing interests.” It was erected into a general principle
of government by George Washington:

A small knowledge of human nature will convince us, that, with far the greatest
part of mankind, interest is the governing principle; and that almost every man
is more or less, under its influence. Motives of public virtue may for a time,or in
particular instances, actuate men to the observance of a conduct purely disinter-
ested; but they are not of themselves sufficient to produce persevering conformity
to the refined dictates and obligations of social duty. Few men are capable of
making a continual sacrifice of all views of private interest, or advantage, to the
common good. It is vain to exclaim against the depravity of human nature on this
account; the fact is so, the experience of every age and nation has proved it and
we must in a great measure, change the constitution of man, before we can make
it otherwise. No institution, not built on the presumptive truth of these maxims
can succeed.?

It was echoed and enlarged upon in our century by Max Weber's observation:

Interests (material and ideal), not ideas, dominate directly the actions of men.
Yet the “images of the world” created by these ideas have very often served as
switches determining the tracks on which the dynamism of interests kept actions
moving.*

Yet the kind of interest determining political action in a particular period
of history depends upon the political and cultural context within which foreign
policy is formulated. The goals that might be pursued by nations in their
foreign policy can run the whole gamut of objectives any nation has ever
pursued or might possibly pursue.

The same observations apply to the concept of power. Its content and
the manner of its use are determined by the political and cultural environ-
.ment. Power may comprise anything that establishes and maintains the con-
trol of man over man. Thus power covers all social relationships which serve
that end, from physical violence to the most subtle psychological ties by
which one mind controls another. Power covers the domination of man by
man, both when it is disciplined by moral ends and controlled by constitu-
tional safeguards, as in Western democracies, and when it is that untamed
and barbaric force which finds its laws in nothing but its own strength and its
sole justification in its aggrandizement.

Political realism does not assume that the contemporary conditions under
which foreign policy operates, with their extreme instability and the ever
present threat of large-scale violence, cannot be changed. The balance of
power, for instance, is indeed a perennial element of all pluralistic societies,
as the authors of The Federalist papers well knew; yet it is capable of operat-
ing, as it does in the United States, under the conditions of relative stability

3The Writings of George Washington, edited by John C. Fitzpatrick (Washington: United
States Printing Office, 1931-44), Vol. X, p. 363.

‘Marianne Weber, Max Weber (Tuebingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1826), pp. 347-8. See also Max
Weber, Gesammelte Aufsdtze zur Religionssoziologie (Tuebingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1920), p. 252.
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and peaceful conflict. If the factors that have given rise to these conditions
can be duplicated on the international scene, similar conditions of stability
and peace will then prevail there, as they have over long stretches of history
among certain nations.

What is true of the general character of international relations is also true
of the nation state as the ultimate point of reference of contemporary foreign
policy. While the realist indeed believes that interest is the perennial stan-
dard by which political action must be judged and directed, the contemporary
connection between interest and the nation state is a product of history, and
is therefore bound to disappear in the course of history. Nothing in the realist
position militates against the assumption that the present division of the po-
litical world into nation states will be replaced by larger units of a quite dif-
ferent character, more in keeping with the technical potentialities and the
moral requirements of the contemporary world.

The realist parts company with other schools of thought before the all-
important question of how the contemporary world is to be transformed. The
realist is persuaded that this transformation can be achieved only through the
workmanlike manipulation of the perennial forces that have shaped the past
as they will the future. The realist cannot be persuaded that we can bring
about that transformation by confronting a political reality that has its own
laws with an abstract ideal that refuses to take those laws into account.

4. Political realism is aware of the moral significance of political action. It
is also aware of the ineluctable tension between the moral command and the
requirements of successful political action. And it is unwilling to gloss over
and obliterate that tension and thus to obfuscate both the moral and the po-
litical issue by making it appear as though the stark facts of politics were
morally more satisfying than they actually are, and the moral law less exacting
that it actually is.

Realism maintains that universal moral principles cannot be applied to
the actions of states in their abstract universal formulation, but that they must
be filtered through the concrete circumstances of time and place. The individ-
ual may say for himself: “Fiat justitia, pereat mundus (Let justice be done,
even if the world perish),” but the state has no right to say so in the name of
those who are in its care. Both individual and state must judge political action
by universal moral principles, such as that of liberty. Yet while the individual
has a moral right to sacrifice himself in defense of such a moral principle, the
state has no right to let its moral disapprobation of the infringement of liberty
get in the way of successful political action, itself inspired by the moral prin-
ciple of national survival. There can be no political morality without prud-
ence; that is, without consideration of the political consequences of seemingly
moral action. Realism, then, considers prudence—the weighing of the con-
sequences of alternative political actions—to be the supreme virtue in poli-
tics. Ethics in the abstract judges action by its conformity with the moral law;
political ethics judges action by its political consequences. Classical and me-
dieval philosophy knew this, and so did Lincoln when he said:
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I do the very best I know how, the very best I can, and I mean to keep doing so
until the end. If the end brings me out all right, what is said against me won't
amount to anything. If the end brings me out wrong, ten angels swearing I was
right would mal:e no difference.

5. Political realism refuses to identify the moral aspirations of a particular
nation with the moral laws th govern the universe. As it distinguishes be-
tween truth and opinion, so it distinguishes between truth and idolatry. All
nations are tempted—and few have been able to resist the temptation for
long—to clothe their own particular aspirations and actions in the moral pur-
poses of the universe. To know that nations are subject to the moral law is
one thing, while to pretend to know with certainty what is good and evil in
the relations among nations is quite another. There is a world of difference
between the belief that all nations stand under the judgment of God, inscru-
table to the human mind, and the blasphemous conviction that God is always
on one’s side and that what one wills oneself cannot fail to be willed by God
also.

The lighthearted equation between a particular nationalism and the coun-
sels of Providence is morally indefensible, for it is that very sin of pride
against which the Greek tragedians and the Biblical prophets have warned
rulers and ruled. That equation is also politically pernicious, for it is liable to
engender the distortion in judgment which, in the blindness of crusading
frenzy, destroys nations and civilizations—in the name of moral principle,
ideal, or God himself.

On the other hand, it is exactly the concept of interest defined in terms
of power that saves us from both that moral excess and that political folly. For
if we look at all nations, our own included, as political entities pursuing their
respective interests defined in terms of power, we are able to do justice to all
of them. And we are able to do justice to all of them in a dual sense: We are
able to judge other nations as we judge our own and, having judged them in
this fashion, we are then capable of pursuing policies that respect the interests
of other nations, while protecting and promoting those of our own. Modera-
tion in policy cannot fail to reflect the moderation of moral judgment.

6. The difference, then, between political realism and other schools of
thought is real, and it is profound. However much of the theory of political
realism may have been misunderstood and misinterpreted, there is no gain-
saying its distinctive intellectual and moral attitude to matters political.

Intellectually, the political realist maintains the autonomy of the political
sphere, as the economist, the lawyer, the moralist maintain theirs. He thinks
in terms of interest defined as power, as the economist thinks in terms of
interest defined as wealth; the lawyer, of the conformity of action with legal
rules; the moralist, of the conformity of action with moral principles. The
economist asks: “How does this policy affect the wealth of society, or a seg-
ment of it?” The lawyer asks: “Is this policy in accord with the rules of law?”
The moralist asks: “Is this policy in accord with moral principles?” And the
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political realist asks: “How does this policy affect the power of the nation?”
(Or of the federal government, of Congress, of the party, of agriculture, as
the case may be.)

The political realist is not unaware of the existence and relevance of stan-
dards of thought other than political ones. As political realist, he cannot but
subordinate these other standards to those of politics. And he parts company
with other schools when they impose standards of thought appropriate to
other spheres upon the political sphere. It is here that political realism takes
issue with the “legalistic-moralistic approach™ to international politics. That
this issue is not, as has been contended, a mere figment of the imagination,
but goes to the very core of the controversy, can be shown from many histor-
ical examples. Three will suffice to make the point.®

In 1939 the Soviet Union attacked Finland. This action confronted
France and Great Britain with two issues, one legal, the other political. Did
that action violate the Covenant of the League of Nations and, if it did, what
countermeasures should France and Great Britain take? The legal question
could easily be answered in the affirmative, for obviously the Soviet Union
had done what was prohibited by the Covenant. The answer to the political
question depends, first, upon the manner in which the Russian action affected
the interests of France and Great Britain; second upon the existing distribu-
tion of power between France and Great Britain, on the one hand, and the
Soviet Union and other potentially hostile nations, especially Germany, on
the other; and, third, upon the influence that the countermeasures were
likely to have upon the interests of France and Great Britain and the future
distribution of power. France and Great Britain, as the leading members of
the League of Nations, saw to it that the Soviet Union was expelled from the
League, and they were prevented from joining Finland in the war against the
Soviet Union only by Sweden’s refusal to allow their troops to pass through
Swedish territory on their way to Finland. If this refusal by Sweden had not
saved them, France and Great Britain would shortly have found themselves
at war with the Soviet Union and Germany at the same time.

The policy of France and Great Britain was a classic example of legalism
in that they allowed the answer to the legal question, legitimate within its
sphere, to determine their political actions. Instead of asking both questions,
that of law and that of power, they asked only the question of law; and the
answer they received could have no bearing on the issue that their very ex-
istence might have depended upon.

The second example illustrates the “moralistic approach” to international
politics. It concerns the international status of the Communist government of
China. The rise of that government confronted the Western world with two

5See the other examples discussed in Hans J. Morgenthau, “Another ‘Great Debate’: The
National Interest of the United States,” The American Political Science Review, Vol. XLVI (De-
cember 1952), pp. 979 ff. See also Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics in the 20th Century, Vol. 1, The
Decline of Democratic Politics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962), pp. 79 ff; and
abridged edition (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971), pp. 204 ff.
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issues, one moral, the other political. Were the nature and policies of that
government in accord with the moral principles of the Western world? Should
the Western world deal with such a government? The answer to the first
question could not fail to be in the negative. Yet it did not follow with neces-
sity that the answer to the second question should also be in the negative.
The standard of thought applied to the first—the moral—question was simply
to test the nature and the policies of the Communist government of China by
the principles of Western morality. On the other hand, the second—the po-
litical—question had to be subjected to the complicated test of the interests
involved and the power available on either side, and of the bearing of one or
the other course of action upon these interests and power. The application of
this test could well have led to the conclusion that it would be wiser not to
deal with the Communist government of China. To arrive at this conclusion
by neglecting this test altogether and answering the political question in
terms of the moral issue was indeed a classic example of the “moralistic ap-
proach” to international politics.

The third case illustrates strikingly the contrast between realism and the
legalistic-moralistic approach to foreign policy. Great Britain, as one of the
guarantors of the neutrality of Belgium, went to war with Germany in August
1914 because Germany had violated the neutrality of Belgium. The British
action could be justified either in realistic or legalistic-moralistic terms. That
is to say, one could argue realistically that for centuries it had been axiomatic
for British foreign policy to prevent the control of the Low Countries by a
hostile power. It was then not so much the violation of Belgium’s neutrality
per se as the hostile . -tentions of the violator which provided the rationale
for British intervention. 1. the violator had been another nation but Germany,
Great Britain might well have refrained from intervening. This is the position
taken by Sir Edward Grey, British Foreign Secretary during that period. Un-
der Secretary for Foreign Affairs Hardinge remarked to him in 1908: “If
France violated Belgian neutrality in a war against Germany, it is doubtful
whether England or Russia would move a finger to maintain Belgian neutral-
ity, while if the neutrality of Belgium was violated by Germany, it is probable
that the converse would be the case.” Whereupon Sir Edward Grey replied:
“This is to the point.” Yet one could also take the legalistic and moralistic
position that the violation of Belgium’s neutrality per se, because of its legal
and moral defects and regardless of the interests at stake and of the identity
of the violator, justified British and, for that matter, American intervention.
This was the position which Theodore Roosevelt took in his letter to Sir Ed-
ward Grey of January 22, 1915: '

To me the crux of the situation has been Belgium. If England or France had
acted toward Belgium as Germany has acted 1 should have opposed them, exactly
as I now oppose Germany. I have emphatically approved your action as a model
for what should be done by those who believe that treaties should be observed
in good faith and that there is such a thing as international morality. I take this
position as an American who is no more an Englishman than he is a German,
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who endeavors loyally to serve the interests of his own country, but who also
endeavors to do what he can for justice and decency as regards mankind at large,
and who therefore feels obliged to judge all other nations by their conduct on
any given occasion.

This realist defense of the autonomy of the political sphere against its
subversion by other modes of thought does not imply disregard for the exis-
tence and importance of these other modes of thought. It rather implies that
each should be assigned its proper sphere and function. Political realism is
based upon a pluralistic conception of human nature. Real man is a composite
of “economic man,” “political man,” “moral man,” “religious man,” etc. A
man who was nothing but “political man” would be a beast, for he would be
completely lacking in moral restraints. A man who was nothing but “moral
man” would be a fool, for he would be completely lacking in prudence. A
man who was nothing but “religious man” would be a saint, for he would be
completely lacking in worldly desires.

Recognizing that these different facets of human nature exist, political
realism also recognizes that in order to understand one of them one has to
deal with it on its own terms. That is to say, if I want to understand “religious
man,” I must for the time being abstract from the other aspects of human
nature and deal with its religious aspect as if it were the only one. Further-
more, I must apply to the religious sphere the standards of thought appropri-
ate to it, always remaining aware of the existence of other standards and their
actual influence upon the religious qualities of man. What is true of this facet
of human nature is true of all the others. No modern economist, for instance,
would conceive of his science and its relations to other sciences of man in any
other way. It is exactly through such a process of emancipation from other
standards of thought, and the development of one appropriate to its subject
matter, that economics has developed as an autonomous theory of the eco-
nomic activities of man. To contribute to a similar development in the field of
politics is indeed the purpose of political realism.

It is in the nature of things that a theory of politics which is based upon
such principles will not meet with unanimous approval—nor does, for that
matter, such a foreign policy. For theory and policy alike run counter to two
trends in our culture which are not able to reconcile themselves to the as-
sumptions and results of a rational, objective theory of politics. One of these
trends disparages the role of power in society on grounds that stem from the
experience and philosophy of the nineteenth century; we shall address our-
selves to this tendency later in greater detail.® The other trend, opposed to
the realist theory and practice of politics, stems from the very relationship
that exists, and must exist, between the human mind and the political sphere.
For reasons that we shall discuss later’ the human mind in its day-by-day
operations cannot bear to look the truth of politics straight in the face. It must

%See pages 37 .
"See pages 101 ff.
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disguise, distort, belittle, and embellish the truth—the more so, the more
the individual is actively involved in the processes of politics, and particularly
in those of international politics. For only by deceiving himself about the
nature of politics and the role he plays on the political scene is man able to
live contentedly as a political animal with himself and his fellow men.

Thus it is inevitable that a theory which tries to understand international
politics as it actually is and as it ought to be in view of its intrinsic nature,
rather than as people would like to see it, must overcome a psychological
resistance that most other branches of learning need not face. A book devoted
to the theoretical understanding of international politics therefore requires a
special explanation and justification.



1T'he Science o
International Politics

UNDERSTANDING INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

Different Approaches

This book has two purposes. The first is to detect and understand the forces
that determine political relations among nations, and to comprehend the ways
in which those forces act upon each other and upon international political
relations and institutions. In most other branches of the social sciences this
purpose would be taken for granted, because the natural aim of all scientific
undertakings is to discover the forces underlying social phenomena and the
mode of their operation. In approaching the study of international politics,
one cannot take this purpose for granted; it therefore requires special empha-
sis. As Dr. Grayson Kirk has put it:

Until recent times the study of international relations in the United States has
been dominated largely by persons who have taken one of three approaches. First
there have been the historians who have considered international relations
merely as recent history, in which the student is handicapped by the absence of
an adequate amount of available data. A second group, the international lawyers,
have properly concerned themselves primarily with the legal aspects of inter-state
relations, but they have seldom made a serious effort to inquire into the funda-
mental reasons for the continuing incompleteness and inadequacy of this legal
nexus. Finally, there have been those who have been less concerned with inter-
national relations as they are than with the more perfect system which these
idealists would like to build. Only recently—and belatedly—have students un-
dertaken to examine the fundamental and persistent forces of world politics, and
the institutions which embody them, not with a view to praise or to condemn,

18
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but merely in an effort to provide a better understanding of these basic drives
which determine the foreign policies of states. Thus the political scientist is mov-
ing into the international field at last.?

Professor Charles E. Martin has taken up Dr. Kirk's theme by pointing to

. . . the problem which faces the students and the teachers of international re-
lations more than any other, namely, that dualism we have to face in moving in
two different and opposite areas. I mean the area of institutions of peace which
are related to the adjustment of disputes and the area of power politics and war.
Yet, it must be so. There is no escape from it. . . . I think probably one of the
greatest indictments of our attitude in teaching in the last twenty years has been
to write off glibly the institution of war and to write off the books the influence
of power politics. I think political scientists make a great mistake in doing so. We
should be the very ones who are studying power politics and its implications and
the situations growing out of it, and we should be the ones who study the insti-
tution of war.?

Defined in such terms, international politics as an academic discipline is
- distinct from recent history and current events, international law, and politi-
cal reform.

International politics embraces more than recent history and current
events. The observer is surrounded by the contemporary scene with its ever
shifting emphasis and changing perspectives. He cannot find solid ground on
which to stand, or objective standards of evaluation, without getting down to
fundamentals that are revealed only by the correlation of recent events with
the more distant past and the perennial qualities of human nature underlying
both.

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

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

The worst vice in political discussions is that dogmatism which takes its stand on
great principles or assumptions, instead of standing on an exact examination of
things as they are and human nature as it is. . . . An ideal is formed of some
higher or better state of things than now exists, and almost unconsciously the
ideal is assumed as already existing and made the basis of speculations which have
no root. . . . The whole method of abstract speculation on political topics is
vicious. It is popular because it is easy; it is easier to imagine a new world than
to learn to know this one; it is easier to embark on speculations based on a few

!American Journal of International Law, Vol. 39 (1945), pp. 369-70.
“Proceedings of the Eighth Conference of Teachers of International Law and Related Subjects
(Washington: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1946), p. 66.
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broad assumptions than it is to study the history of states and institutions; it is
easier to catch up a popular dogma than it is to analyze it to see whether it is
true or not. All this leads to confusion, to the admission of phrases and platitudes,
to much disputing but little gain in the prosperity of nations.>

Limitations to Understanding

The most formidable difficulty facing a theoretical inquiry into the nature and
ways of international politics is the ambiguity of the material with which the
observer has to deal. The events he must try to understand are, on the one
hand, unique occurrences. They happened in this way only once and never
before or since. On the other hand, they are similar, for they are manifesta-
tions of social forces. Social forces are the product of human nature in action.
Therefore, under similar conditions, they will manifest themselves in a similar
manner. But where is the line to be drawn between the similar and the
unique?

This ambiguity of the events to be understood by a theory of interna-
tional politics—it may be pointed out in passing—is but a special instance of
a general impediment to human understanding. “As no event and no shape,”
observes Montaigne, “is entirely like another, so also is there none entirely
different from another: an ingenious mixture on the part of Nature. If there
were no similarity in our faces, we could not distinguish man from beast; if
there were no dissimilarity, we could naqt distinguish one man from another.
All things hold together by some similarity; every example is halting, and the
comparison that is derived from experience is always defective and imperfect.
And yet one links up the comparisons at some corner. And so do laws become
serviceable and adapt themselves to every one of our affairs by some wrested,
forced, and biased interpretation.” It is against such “wrested, forced, and °
biased interpretation™ of political events that a theory of international politics
must be continuously on guard.

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

3Democracy and Responsible Government,” The Challenge of Facts and Other Essays (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1914), pp. 245-6.

‘The Essays of Michel de Montaigne, edited and translated by Jacob Zeitlin (New York: Alfred
A. Knopf, 1836), Vol. II1, p. 270. Montaigne's italics. -
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ences in two political situations. Furthermore, one must be able to assess the
import of these similarities and differences for alternative foreign policies.
Three series of events, taken at random, will illustrate the problem and its
difficulties.

On September 17, 1796, George Washington made a speech in which he
bade farewell to the nation, outlining the principles of American foreign pol-
icy in terms of abstention from European affairs. On December 2, 1823, Pres-
ident Monroe sent a message to Congress in which he formulated the princi-
ples of American foreign policy in similar terms. In 1917, the United States
joined France and Great Britain against Germany, which threatened the in-
dependence of both. In 1941, the United States followed a similar course of
action. On March 12, 1947, President Truman, in a message to Congress,
reformulated the principles of American foreign policy in terms of the world-
wide containment of Communism.

In 1512, Henry VIII of England made an alliance with the Hapsburgs
against France. In 1515, he made an alliance with France against the Haps-
burgs. In 1522 and 1542, he joined the Hapsburgs against France. In 1756,
' Great Britain allied itself with Prussia against the Hapsburgs and France. In
1793, Great Britain, Prussia, and the Hapsburgs were allied against Napo-
leon. In 1914, Great Britain joined with France and Russia against Austria
and Germany, and in 1939 with France and Poland against Germany.

Napoleon, William 1I, and Hitler tried to conquer the continent of Eu-
rope and failed.

Are there within each of these three series of events similarities that

allow us to formulate a principle of foreign policy for each series? Or is each
event so different from the others in the series that each would require a
different policy? The difficulty in making this decision is the measure of the
difficulty in making correct judgments in foreign policy, in charting the fu-
ture wisely, and in doing the right thing in the right way and at the right
time. .
Should the foreign policy in Washington’s Farewell Address be consid-
ered a general principle of American foreign policy, or did it stem from tem-
porary conditions and was its validity therefore limited to them? Are the for-
eign policies of Washington’s and Monroe's messages compatible with the
Truman Doctrine? To state the problem another way, is the Truman Doctrine
a mere modification of a general principle underlying Washington’s and Mon-
roe’s conception of foreign affairs, or does the Truman Doctrine constitute a
radical departure from the traditions of American foreign policy? If its does,
is it justified in the light of changed conditions? Generally speaking, do the
differences in the international position of the United States in 1796, 1823,
1917, 1941, and 1947 justify the different foreign policies formulated and ex-
ecuted with regard to these different political situations? What are the simi-
larities and differences in the situation with which Europe confronted the
United States in 1917, 1941, and 1947, and to what extent do they require
similar or different foreign policies on the part of the United States?

What is the meaning of those shifts in British foreign policy? Have they
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grown from the whim and perfidy of princes and statesmen? Or are they
inspired by the accumulated wisdom of a people mindful of the permanent
forces, transcending any particular alignment, that determine their relations
to the continent of Europe?

Are the disasters that followed in the wake of the three attempts at con-
tinental conquest so many accidents due to disparate causes? Or does the
similarity in results point to similarities in the over-all political situation, sim-
ilarities that convey a lesson to be pondered by those who might want to try
again? More particularly, were the policies the Soviet Union pursued in the
aftermath of the Second World War similar to those of Napoleon, William II,
and Hitler? If they were did they call for policies on the part of the United
States similar to those pursued in 1917 and 1941?

Sometimes, as in the case of the changes in British foreign policy, the
answer seems to be clear: that policy proceeded from wisdom rather than
from whim. Most of the time, however, and especially when we deal with the
present and the future, the answer is bound to be tentative and subject to
qualifications. The facts from which the answer must derive are essentially
ambiguous and subject to continuous change. To those men who would have
it otherwise, history has taught nothing but false analogies. When such men
have been responsible for the foreign policies of their countries, they have
achieved only disaster. William II and Hitler learned nothing from Napolean’s
fate, for they thought it could teach them nothing. Those who have erected
Washington’s advice into a dogma to be followed slavishly have erred no less
than those who would dismiss it altogether.

The Munich settlement of 1938 is another case in point. In retrospect, of
course, we all know from practical experience that it was a failure, and from
that experience we have developed the theoretical categories which demon-
strate that it was bound to be a failure. But I remember very well the consen-
sus with which the Munich settlement was approved at the time of its conclu-
sion by theoreticians and practitioners of foreign policy and by the man in the
street as well. The Munich settlement was then generally regarded as a great
act of statesmanship, a concession made to a would-be conqueror for the sake
of peace. E. H. Carr so regarded it then, and A. J. P. Taylor so regards it
now. The flaw in that reasoning, which few people were—and perhaps could
be—aware of at the time, was again the neglect of the contingencies inherent
in political prediction. That which reveals itself as a simple truth in retrospect
was either completely unknown in prospect or else could not be determined
by anything but an uncertain hunch.

Take finally the contemporary issue of nuclear war. From time to time
American policymakers speak openly about “prevailing” in a nuclear war. In
this they mirror comments made by Russian military leaders—although not
by Soviet political leaders such as Brezhnev, who more than once warned that
a thermonuclear war would be suicidal for both superpowers. Particularly in
the 1980s, as cold-war tensions mounted again, voices in both countries
echoed the belief that victory in a nuclear war was not unthinkable, provided
augmented strategic forces were formed through vastly increased defense ex-
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penditures. It is possible to develop a theory of nuclear war which assumes
nuclear war to be just another kind of violence, greater in magnitude but not
different in kind from the types of violence with which history has acquainted
us. It follows from this assumption that nuclear war is going to be much more
terrible than conventional war, but not necessarily intolerable, provided we
take the measures which will enable at least some of us to survive it. In other
words, once one starts with this theoretical assumption of the nature and the
consequences of nuclear war, one can logically arrive at the conclusion that
the foreign policy of the United States does not need to limit itself to trying
to avoid nuclear war, but that the United States must also prepare to survive
it. And then it becomes perfectly legitimate to raise the question, provided
100 million Americans were to be killed in a nuclear war and nine-tenths of
the economic capacity of the United States were to be destroyed, of how we
enable the surviving Americans to rebuild the United States with the remain-
ing one-tenth of economic capacity.

The contingent element in this theory of nuclear war is its utter uncer-
tainty, and this uncertainty is typical of all levels of theoretical analysis and
prediction in the field of politics, domestic and international. Even if one
were to accept all its estimates of deaths and material destruction and of the
rate of material recovery, this theory would have to be uncertain about the
human reactions to the kind of human and material devastation which nuclear
war is likely to bring about. Obviously, if a highly complex human society
could be visualized to operate like a primitive ant society, its recuperative
ability could be taken for granted. If one-half of the ants of one ant hill have
been destroyed together with nine-tenths of the material of the ant hill, it is
safe to conclude that the remaining ants will start all over again, building up
the ant hill and reproducing until the next catastrophe will force them to start
all over again.

But a human society does not have this type of mechanical recuperative
ability. Societies have a breaking point as do individuals, and there is a point
beyond which human endurance does not carry human initiative in the face
of such unprecedented massive devastation. Once that point is reached, civi-
lization itself will collapse. The exact location of that point in the scale of
human reactions is beyond theoretical understanding. What we are left with
are hunches which may or may not be confirmed by experience.

The first lesson the student of international politics must learn and never
forget is that the complexities of international affairs make simple solutions
and trustworthy prophecies impossible. Here the scholar and the charlatan
part company. Knowledge of the forces that determine politics among nations,
and of the ways by which their political relations unfold, reveals the ambiguity
of the facts of international politics. In every political situation contradictory
tendencies are at play. One of these tendencies is more likely to prevail under
certain conditions. But which tendency actually will prevail is anybody’s
guess. The best the scholar can do, then, is to trace the different tendencies
that, as potentialities, are inherent in a certian international situation. He can
point out the different conditions that make it more likely for one tendency
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to prevail than for another and, finally, assess the probabilities for the differ-
ent conditions and tendencies to prevail in actuality.

Thus world affairs have surprises in store for whoever tries to read the
future from his knowledge of the past and from the signs of the present. In
1776, Washington declared that “the Fate of our Country depends in all hu-
man probability, on the Exertion of a Few Weeks.” Yet it was not until seven
years later that the War of Independence came to an end. In February 1792,
British Prime Minister Pitt justified the reduction of military expenditures
(particularly a drastic decrease in the personnel of the British navy) and hela
out hope for more reductions to come by declaring: “Unquestionably there
never was a time in the history of this country when from the situation of
Europe we might more reasonably expect fifteen years of peace than at the
present moment.” Only two months later the continent of Europe was en-
gulfed in war. Less than a year later Great Britain was involved. Thus was
initiated a period of almost continuous warfare which lasted nearly a quarter
of a century. When Lord Granville became British Foreign Secretary in 1870,
he was informed by the Permanent Undersecretary that “he had never, dur-
ing his long experience, known so great a lull in foreign affairs, and that he
was not aware of any important question that he [Lord Granville] should have
to deal with.” On that same day Prince Leopold of Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen
accepted the Crown of Spain, an event that three weeks later led to the out-
break of the Franco-Prussian War. Six weeks before the Russian Revolution
of March 1917, Lenin told a group of young socialists in Zurich: “We old
people will probably not live to see the decisive battles of the coming revo-
lution.” Less than a year later, the decisive battles of the Russian Revolution
began under his leadership.

When the prophecies of great statesmen fare so ill, what can we expect
from the predictions of lesser minds? In how many books written on interna-
tional affairs before the First World War, when common opinion held great
wars to be impossible or at least of short duration, was there even an inkling
of what was to come? Was any book written in the period between the two
world wars which could have helped one anticipate what international politics
. would be like in the ninth decade of the century? Who could have guessed at
the beginning of Second World War what the political world would be like at
its end? Who could have known in 1945 what the world would be like in 1955,
or in 1860 what it would be like in 1970 or 19807 What trust then shall we
place in those who today would tell us what tomorrow and the day after will
bring or what the year 2000 will be like?®

In 1979 the intelligence community, and more particularly the Central

5The fallibility of prophecies in international affairs is strikingly demonstrated by the fantastic
errors committed by the experts who have tried to forecast the nature of the next war. The
history of these forecasts, from Machiavelli to General J. F. C. Fuller, is the story of logical
deductions, plausible in themselves, which had no connection with the contingencies of the actual
historic development. General Fuller, for instance, foresaw in 1923 that the decisive weapon of
the Second World War would be gas! See The Reformation of War (New York. E. P. Dutton and
Company, 1923).
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Intelligence Agency, were criticized for their failure to warn American poli-
cymakers of the upheavals that culminated in the Shah of Iran’s ouster. Pres-
ident Carter himself took the unprecedented step of publicly reprimanding
the highest authorities in the intelligence field for their lack of foresight.

What accounts for this failure of foresight on the part of otherwise intel-
ligent and responsible people? The answer lies in the nature of the empirical
material with which these individuals had to deal. The observer is confronted
with a multitude of factors, the totality of which shape the future. In order to
foresee the future, the observer would have to know all these factors, their
dynamics, their mutual actions and reactions, and so forth. What he actually
knows and can know is but a small fragment of the total. He must guess—
and only the future will show who chose rightly among the many possible
guesses.

" Thus, with regard to Iran the intelligence community guessed wrong.
Instead of blaming it indiscriminately, one ought to ask oneself two questions:
Could one have pinpointed in time the outbreak of popular discontent? If the
answer is in the affirmative, What could the United States have done about
it? The answer to the second question is, at best: very little. This is probably
why the intelligence community paid less attention to Iran than it might have
done in the first place.

It is sobering to note that the science of economics, presumed to be the
most precise of the social sciences because its central concept, wealth, is
quantitative by definition, is similarly incapable of reliable prediction. An ex-
amination of a large number of forecasts of year-to-year changes in the Amer-
ican GNP for the years 1853—63 established an average error of about 40 per
cent.® In October 1966, the Prudential Life Insurance Company predicted
that in 1967 consumer expenditures would rise by 31 billion dollars and in-
ventory investments would amount to 7.5 billion dollars. In October 1967, it
scaled its estimate of consumer expenditures down to 27 billion dollars, an
error of almost 15 per cent, assuming the correctness of the revised estimate;
it reduced its estimate of inventory investments to 7 billion dollars. The
Council of Economic Advisors overestimated the growth of the GNP for the
same year by about 12 per cent.

UNDERSTANDING THE PROBLEM
OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE

These questions lead us to the secondary purpose of this book. No study of
politics, and certainly no study of international politics in the final decades of
the twentieth century, can be disinterested in the sense that it is able to
divorce knowledge from action and to pursue knowledge for its own sake.

SViktor Zarnowitz, An Appraisal of Short-Term Economic Forecasts (New York: National Bu-
reau of Economic Research, 1967).
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International politics is no longer, as it was for the United States during most
of its history, a series of incidents, costly or rewarding, but hardly calling into
question the nation’s very existence and destiny. The existence and destiny of
the United States were more deeply affected by the domestic events of the
Civil War than by the international policies leading up to, and evolving from,
the Mexican War, the Spanish-American War, and the Roosevelt corollary to
the Monroe Doctrine.”

Two facts peculiar to our time have completely reversed the relative im-
portance of domestic and international policies for the United States. First of
all, the United States is at the moment of this writing one of the two most
powerful nations on earth. Yet, in comparison with its actual and potential
competitors, it is not so powerful that it can afford to ignore the effect of its
policies upon its position among the nations. From the end of the Civil War
to the beginning of the Second World War it mattered little what policies the
United States pursued with regard to its Latin-American neighbors, China, or
Spain. The self-sufficiency of its own strength, in conjunction with the oper-
ation of the balance of power, made the United States immune to the bound-
less ambition born of success and the fear and frustration which goes with
failure. The United States could take success and failure in stride without
being unduly tempted or afraid. Now it stands outside the enclosures of its
continental citadel, taking on the whole of the political world as friend or foe.
It has become dangerous and vulnerable, feared and afraid.

The risk of being very powerful, but not omnipotent, is aggravated by
the second fact: a threefold revolution in the political structure of the world.
First, the multiple-state system of the past, whose center was in Europe, has
been replaced by a world-wide, bipolar system, whose centers lie outside
Europe. Furthermore, the moral unity of the political world, which has dis-
tinguished Western civilization during most of its history, has been split into
two incompatible systems of thought and action, competing everywhere for
the allegiance of men. Finally, modern technology has made possible total
war resulting in universal destruction. The preponderance of these three new
elements in contemporary international politics has not only made the pres-
ervation of world peace extremely difficult, but has also increased the
risks inherent in war to the point where all-out nuclear war becomes a self-
defeating absurdity. Since in this world situation the United States holds a
position of predominant power, and hence of foremost responsibility, the un-
derstanding of the forces that mold international politics and of the factors
that determine its course has become for the United States more than an
interesting intellectual occupation. It has become a vital necessity.

To reflect on international politics from the vantage point of the contem-

"This corollary is found in the message of Theodore Roosevelt to Congress on December 6,
1904. In that message he proclaimed the right of the United States to intervene in the domestic
affairs of the Latin-American countries. For the text, see Ruhl J. Bartlett, editor, The Record of
American Diplomacy: Documents and Readings in the History of American Foreign Relations,
4th ed. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1864), p. 539.
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porary United States, then, is to reflect upon the vital problems that confront
American foreign policy in our time. While at all times the promotion of the
national interests of the United States as a power among powers has been the
main concern of American foreign policy, in an age that has seen two world
wars and has learned how to wage total war with nuclear weapons the pres-
ervation of peace has become the prime concern of all nations.

It is for this reason that this book is planned around the two concepts of
power and peace. These two concepts are central to a discussion of world
politics in the final decades of the twentieth century, when an unprecedented
accumulation of destructive power gives to the problem of peace an urgency
it has never had before. In a world whose moving force is the aspiration of
sovereign nations for power, peace can be maintained only by two devices.
One is the self-regulatory mechanism of the social forces, which manifests
itself in the struggle for power on the international scene, that is, the balance
of power. The other consists of normative limitations upon that struggle, in
the form of international law, international morality, and world public opin-
ion. Since neither of these devices, as they operate today, is likely to keep
the struggle for power indefinitely within peaceful bounds, three further
questions must be asked and answered: What is the value of the main current
proposals for the maintenance of international peace? More particularly, what
is the value of the proposal for transforming the international society of sov-
ereign nations into a supranational organization, such as a world state? And,
finally, what must a program for action be like that is mindful of the lessons
of the past and endeavors to adapt them to the problems of the present?
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Political Power

WHAT IS POLITICAL POWERP!

As Means to the Nation’s Ends

International politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power. Whatever the
ultimate aims of international politics, power is always the immediate aim.
Statesmen and peoples may ultimately seek freedom, security, prosperity, or
power itself. They may define their goals in terms of a religious, philosophic,
economic, or social ideal. They may hope that this ideal will materialize
through its own inner force, through divine intervention, or through the nat-
ural development of human affairs. They may also try to further its realization
through nonpolitical means, such as technical co-operation with other nations
or international organizations. But whenever they strive to realize their goal
by means of international politics, they do so by striving for power. The Cru-
saders wanted to free the holy places from domination by the Infidels; Wood-
row Wilson wanted to make the world safe for democracy; the Nazis wanted
to open Eastern Europe to German colonization, to dominate Europe, and to
conquer the world. Since they all chose power to achieve these ends, they
were actors on the scene of intermational politics.?

Two conclusions follow from this concept of international politics. First,
not every action that a nation performs with respect to another nation is of a
political nature. Many such activities are normally undertaken without any
consideration of power, nor do they normally affect the power of the nation

'The concept of political power poses one of the most difficult and controversial problems of
political science. The value of any concept used in political science is determined by its ability to
explain a maximum of the phenomena that are conventionally considered to belong to a certain
sphere of political activity. Thus the coverage of a concept of political power, to be useful for the
understanding of international politics, must be broader than the coverage of one adopted to
operate in the field of municipal politics. The political means employed in the latter are much
more narrowly circumscribed than are those employed in international politics.

$For some significant remarks on power in relation to international politics, see Lionel Rob-
bins, The Economic Causes of War (London: Jonathan Cape, 1939), pp. 63 ff.
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undertaking them. Many legal, economic, humanitarian, and cultural activi-
ties are of this kind. Thus a nation is not normally engaged in international
politics when it concludes an extradition treaty with another nation, when it
exchanges goods and services with other nations, when it co-operates with
other nations in providing relief from natural catastrophes, and when it pro-
motes the distribution of cultural achievements throughout the world. In
other words, the involvement of a nation in international politics is but one
among many types of activities in which a nation can participate on the inter-
national scene.

Second, not all nations are at all times to the same extent involved in
international politics. The degree of their involvement may run all the way
from the maximum at present attained by the United States and the Soviet
Union, through the minimum involvement of such countries as Switzerland,
Luxembourg, or Venezuela, to the complete noninvolvement of Liechtenstein
and Monaco. Similar extremes can be noticed in the history of particular
countries. Spain in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was one of the
main active participants in the struggle for power on the international scene,
but plays today only a marginal role in it. The same is true of such countries
as Austria, Sweden, and Switzerland. On the other hand, nations like the
United States, the Soviet Union, and China are today much more deeply
involved in international politics than they were fifty or even twenty years
ago. In short, the relation of nations to international politics has a dynamic
quality. It changes with the vicissitudes of power, which may push a nation
into the forefront of the power struggle, or may deprive a nation of the ability
to participate actively in it. It may also change under the impact of cultural
transformations, which may make a nation prefer other pursuits, for instance
commerce, to those of power. The tendency of countries to be involved to a
greater or lesser extent in the struggle for power prompted Amold Wolfers to
observe that they occupied positions at opposite extremes of a spectrum ex-
tending from what he called the pole of power to the pole of indifference.

Its Nature: Four Distinctions

When we speak of power in the context of this book, we have in mind not
man's power over nature, or over an artistic medium, such as language,
speech, sound, or color, or over the means of production or consumption, or
over himself in the sense of self-control. When we speak of power, we mean
man’s control over the minds and actions of other men. By political power we
refer to the mutual relations of control among the holders of public authority
and between the latter and the people at large.

Political power is a psychological relation between those who exercise it
and those over whom it is exercised. It gives the former control over certain
actions of the latter through the impact which the former exert on the latter’s
minds. That impact derives from three sources: the expectation of benefits,
the fear of disadvantages, the respect or love for men or institutions. It may
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be exerted through orders, threats, the authority or charisma of a man or of
an office, or a combination of any of these.

In view of this definition, four distinctions must be made: between power
and influence, between power and force, between usable and unusable
power, between legitimate and illegitimate power.

The Secretary of State who advises the President of the United States on
the conduct of American foreign policy has influence if the President follows
his advice. But he has no power over the President; for he has none of the
means at his disposal with which to impose his will upon that of the President.
He can persuade but he cannot compel. The President, on the -other hand,
has power over the Secretary of State; for he can impose his will upon the
latter by virtue of the authority of his office, the promise of benefits, and the
threat of disadvantages.

Political power must be distinguished from force in the sense of the ac-
tual exercise of physical violence. The threat of physical violence in the form
of police action, imprisonment, capital punishment, or war is an intrinsic ele-
ment of politics. When violence becomes an actuality, it signifies the abdica-
" tion of political power in favor of military or pseudo-military power. In inter-
national politics in particular, armed strength as a threat or a potentiality is
the most important material factor making for the political power of a nation.
If it becomes an actuality in war, it signifies the substitution of military for
political power. The actual exercise of physical violence substitutes for the
psychological relation between two minds, which is of the essence of political
power, the physical relation between two bodies, one of which is strong
enough to dominate the other’s movements. It is for this reason that in the
exercise of physical violence the psychological element of the political rela-
tionship is lost, and that we must distinguish between military and political
power.

The availability of nuclear weapons makes it necessary to distinguish be-
tween usable and unusable power. It is one of the paradoxes of the nuclear
age that, in contrast to the experience of all of prenuclear history, an increase
in military power is no longer necessarily conducive to an increase in political
power. The threat of all-out nuclear violence implies the threat of total de-
struction. As such, it can still be a suitable instrument of foreign policy when
addressed to a nation which cannot reply in kind. The nation armed with
nuclear weapons can assert power over the other nation by saying: Either you
do as I say, or I will destroy you. The situation is different if the nation so
threatened can respond by saying: If you destroy me with nuclear weapons,
you will be destroyed in turn. Here the mutual threats cancel each other out.
Since the nuclear destruction of one nation would call forth the nuclear de-
struction of the other, both nations can afford to disregard the threat on the
assumption that both will act rationally.

It is only on the assumption that the nations concerned might act irra-
tionally by destroying each other in an all-out nuclear war that the threat of
nuclear war is credible and has indeed been used by the United States and
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the Soviet Union against each other, for instance by the Soviet Union during
the Suez Crisis of 1956, by the United States during the Berlin Crisis of 1961,
and by both during the Arab-Israeli War of 1973. Yet while here the threat of
force can be used as a rational instrument of foreign policy, the actual use of
that force remains irrational; for the threatened force would be used not for
the political purpose of influencing the will of the other side but for the irra-
tional purpose of destroying the other side with the attendant assurance of
one's own destruction.

Thus the magnitude of its destructiveness, as compared with the limited
character of the political purposes which are the proper object of foreign pol-
icy, renders nuclear force unusable as an instrument of foreign policy. It can
be rational under certain conditions to threaten the other side with destruc-
tion through the use of nuclear force in order to change the other side’s will;
it would be irrational to actually destroy the other side, thereby inviting one's
own destruction. In contrast, conventional force is usable as an instrument of
foreign policy; for by inflicting limited damage with commensurate risks to
oneself, one can use it indeed as a suitable instrument for changing the other
side’s will.

Finally, legitimate power, that is, power whose exercise is morally or
legally justified, must be distinguished from illegitimate power. Power exer-
cised with moral or legal authority must be distinguished from naked power.
The power of the police officer who searches me bv virtue of a search warrant
is qualitatively different from the power of a robber who performs the same
action by virtue of his holding a gun. The distinction is not only philosophi-
cally valid but also relevant for the conduct of foreign policy. Legitimate
power, which can invoke a moral or legal justification for its exercise, is likely
to be more effective than equivalent illegitimate power, which cannot be so
justified. That is to say, legitimate power has a better chance to influence the
will of its objects than equivalent illegitimate power. Power exercised in self-
defense or in the name of the United Nations has a better chance to succeed
than equivalent power exercised by an “aggressor” nation or in violation of
international law. Political ideologies, as we shall see, serve the purpose of
endowing foreign policies with the appearance of legitimacy.

While it is generally recognized that the interplay of the expectation of
benefits, the fear of disadvantages, and the respect or love for men or insti-
tutions, in ever changing combinations, forms the basis of all domestic poli-
tics, the importance of these factors for intermational politics is less obvious,
but no less real. There has been a tendency to reduce political power to the
actual application of force or at least to equate it with successful threats of
force and with persuasion, to the neglect of charisma. That neglect, as we
shall see,® accounts in good measure for the neglect of prestige as an indepen-
dent element in international politics. Yet without taking into account the
charisma of a man, such as Napoleon or Hitler, or of an institution, such as

3Seo Chapter 6.
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the Government or United States Constitution, evoking trust and love
through which the wills of men submit themselves to the will of such a man
or institution, it is impossible to understand certain phenomena of interna-
tional politics which have been particularly prominent in modern times.

The importance which charismatic leadership and the response to it as
love of the subject for the leader has for international politics is clearly re-
vealed in a letter which John Durie, Scotch Presbyterian and worker for Prot-
estant unity, wrote in 1632 to the British Ambassador Thomas Roe, explaining
the decline of the power of Gustavus Adolphus of Sweden, then fighting for
the Protestant cause in Germany:

The increase of his authority is the ground of his abode; and love is the ground
of his authority; it must be through love; for it cannot be through power; for his
power is not in his own subjects but in strangers; not in his money, but in theirs;
not in their good will, but in mere necessity as things stand now betwixt him and
them; therefore if the necessity be not so urgent as it is; or if any other means
be shown by God (who is able to do as much by another man as by him) to avoid
this necessity; the money and the power and the assistance which it yieldeth unto
hlmwillfallﬁ'omhimandmhuanthodtyislost. and his abode will be no longer:
for the Love which was at first is gone .

The President of the United States exerts political power over the executive
branch of the government so long as his orders are obeyed by the members
of that branch. The leader of the party has political power so long as he is
able to mold the actions of the members of the party according to his will.
We refer to the political power of an industrialist, labor leader, or lobbyist in
so far as his preferences influence the actions of public officials. The United
States exerts political power over Puerto Rico so long as the laws of the
United States are observed by the citizens of that island. When we speak of
the political power of the United States in Central America, we have in mind
the conformity of the actions of Central American governments with the
wishes of the government of the United States.® Thus the statement that A
has or wants political power over B signifies always that A is able, or wants to
be able, to control certain actions of B through influencing B’s mind.
Whatever the material objectives of a foreign policy, such as the acqui-
sition of sources of raw materials, the control of sea lanes, or territorial
changes, they always entail control of the actions of others through influence
over their minds. The Rhine frontier as a century-old objective of French
foreign policy points to the political objective to destroy the desire of Ger-
many to attack France by making it physically difficult or impossible for Ger-
many to do so. Great Britain owed its predominant position in world politics

‘Gunnar Westin, Negotiations About Church Unity, 1628-1634 (Upsala: Almquist and Wik-
sells, 1632), p. 208. The spelling has been modemized.

‘Theenmplulnthetextmmmdwthedhﬁncﬁonbemnpoudc‘lpowetumnsodd
fact, as in the case of the lobbyist, and political power in the sense of legitimate authority; i.e.,
of the President of the United States. Both the President of the United States and the lobbyist
exercise political power, however different its source and nature may be.
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throughout the nineteenth century to the calculated policy of making it either
too dangerous (because Great Britain was too strong) or unnecessary (because
it strength was used with moderation) for other nations to oppose it.

The political objective of military preparations of any kind is to deter
other nations from using military force by making it too risky for them to do
so. The political aim of military preparations is, in other words, to make the
actual application of military force unnecessary by inducing the prospective
enemy to desist from the use of military force. The political objective of war
itself is not per se the conquest of territory and the annihilation of enemy
armies, but a change in the mind of the enemy which will make him yield to
the will of the victor.

Therefore, whenever economic, financial, territorial, or military policies
are under discussion in international affairs, it is necessary to distinguish be-
tween, say, economic policies that are undertaken for their own sake and
economic policies that are the instruments of a political policy—a policy, that
is, whose economic purpose is but the means to the end of controlling the
policies of another nation. The export policy of Switzerland with regard to the
United States falls into the first category. The economic policies of the Soviet
Union with regard to the nations of Eastern Europe fall into the latter cate-
gory. So do many economic policies of the United States in Latin America,
Asia, and Europe. The distinction is of great practical importance, and the
failure to make it has led to much confusion in policy and public opinion.

An economic, financial, territorial, or military policy undertaken for its
own sake is subject to evaluation in its own terms. Is it economically or finan-
cially advantageous? What effects has acquisition of territory upon the popu-
lation and economy of the nation acquiring it? What are the consequences of
a change in a military policy for education, population, and the domestic po-
litical system? The decisions with respect to these policies are made exclu- °
sively in terms of such intrinsic considerations.

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

When the United States provides loans or assistance to countries such as
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Poland which lie in the shadow of the Red Army, the purpose is not primarily
economic or financial. It is rather to enable such countries to move towards a
degree of independence of the influence and power of the Soviet Union. If
the repayment of loans to American agencies or financial institutions is post-
poned with U.S. government approval, this is not for humanitarian or chari-
table reasons alone. Rather, it is American policy to keep open certain options
for the government of Poland, options which prevent its total dependence on
the Soviet Union. Such actions in the economic sphere are based on political
objectives which in the long run may assure the survival of Poland as a sov-
ereign state—however much its geographic and political position may force it
to accept the position of a satellite within the sphere of the Soviet Union at
least in the short run. In a word, the aim of American economic policy toward
Poland is to limit Soviet influence and power in Central and Eastern Europe
while increasing the leverage of the United States in the area.

THE DEPRECIATION OF POLITICAL POWER

The aspiration for power being the distinguishing element of international
politics, as of all politics, international politics is of necessity power politics.
While this fact is generally recognized in the practice of international affairs,
it is frequently denied in the pronouncements of scholars, publicists, and
even statesmen. Since the end of the Napoleonic Wars, ever larger groups in
the Western world have been persuaded that the struggle for power on the
international scene is a temporary phenomenon, a historical accident that is
bound to disappear once the peculiar historic conditions that have given rise
to it have been eliminated. Thus Jeremy Bentham believed that the compe-
tition for colonies was at the root of all international conflicts. “Emancipate
your colonies!” was his advice to the governments, and international conflict
and war would of necessity disappear.® Adherents of free trade, such as
Cobden’ and Proudhon® were convinced that the removal of trade barriers
was the only condition for the establishment of permanent harmony among
nations, and might even lead to the disappearance of international politics
altogether. “At some future election,” said Cobden, “we may probably see
the test ‘no foreign politics’ applied to those who offer to become the repre-
sentatives of free constituencies.”® For Marx and his followers, capitalism is at

SEmancipate Your Colonies (London: Robert Heward, 1830).

"™Free Trade! What is it? Why, breaking down the barriers that separate nations; those bar-
riers, behind which nestle the feelings of pride, revenge, hatred, and jealousy, which every now
and then burst their bounds, and deluge whole countries with blood.” “Free trade is the inter-
national law of the Almighty,” and free trade and peace seem to be “one and the same cause.”
See Speeches by Richard Cobden (London: Macmillan & Company, 1870), Vol. 1, p. 79; Political
Writings (New York: D. Appleton and Company, 1867), Vol. 11, p. 110; letter of April 12, 1842,
to Henry Ashworth, quoted in John Morley, Life of Richard Cobden (Boston: Roberts Brothers,
1881), p. 154.

8] ot us suppress the tariffs, and the alliance of the peoples will thus be declared, their
solidarity recognized, their equality proclaimed.” Oeuvres complates (Paris, 1867), Vol. 1, p. 248.

°Quoted in A. C. F. Beales, A Short History of English Liberalism, p. 1985.
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the root of international discord and war. They maintain that international
socialism will do away with the struggle for power on the international scene
and will bring about permanent peace. During the nineteenth century, lib-
erals everywhere shared the conviction that power politics and war were res-
idues of an obsolete system of government, and that the victory of democracy
and constitutional government over absolutism and autocracy would assure
the victory of international harmony and permanent peace over power politics
and war. Of this liberal school of thought, Woodrow Wilson was the most
eloquent and most influential spokesman.

In recent times, the conviction that the struggle for power can be elimi-
nated from the international scene has been connected with the great at-
tempts at organizing the world, such as the League of Nations and the United
Nations. Thus Cordell Hull, then U.S. Secretary of State, declared in 1943
on his return from the Moscow Conference, which laid the.groundwork for
the United Nations, that the new international organization would mean the
end of power politics and usher in a new era of international collaboration.’
Mr. Philip Noel-Baker, then British Minister of State, declared in 1946 in the
House of Commons that the British government was “determined to use the
institutions of the United Nations to kill power politics, in order that, by the
methods of democracy, the will of the people shall prevail.®

While we shall have more to say later about these theories and the ex-
pectations derived from them,? it is sufficient to state that the struggle for
power is universal in time and space and is an undeniable fact of experience.
It cannot be denied that throughout historic time, regardless of social, eco-
nomic, and political conditions, states have met each other in contests for
power. Even though anthropologists have shown that certain primitive peo-
ples seem to be free from the desire for power, nobody has yet shown how
their state of mind and the conditions under which they live can be recreated
on a worldwide scale so as to eliminate the struggle for power from the inter-
national scene.* It would be useless and even self-destructive to free one or
the other of the peoples of the earth from the desire for power while leaving
it extant in others. If the desire for power cannot be abolished everywhere in
the world, those who might be cured would simply fall victims to the power
of others.

The position taken here might be criticized on the ground that conclu-
sions drawn from the past are unconvincing, and that to draw such conclu-
sions has always been the main stock in trade of the enemies of progress and
reform. Though it is true that certain social arrangements and institutions
have always existed in the past, it does not necessarily follow that they must
always exist in the future. The situation is, however, different when we deal

!New York Times, November 19, 1943, p. 1.

*House of Commons Debates (Fifth Series, 1946), Vol. 419, p. 1262.

3See Part Eight.

‘For an illuminating discussion of this problem, see Malcolm Sharp, "Aggression: A Study of
Values and Law,” Ethics, Vol. 57, No. 4, Part II (July 1947).
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not with social arrangements and institutions created by man, but with those
elemental bio-psychological drives by which in turn society is created. The
drives to live, to propagate, and to dominate are common to all men.® Their
relative strength is dependent upon social conditions that may favor one drive
and tend to repress another, or that may withhold social approval from certain
manifestations of these drives while they encourage others. Thus, to take ex-
amples only from the sphere of power, most societies condemn killing as a
means of attaining power within society, but all societies encourage the killing
of enemies in that struggle for power which is called war. Dictators look
askance at the aspirations for political power among their fellow citizens, but
democracies consider active participation in the competition for political
power a civic duty. Where a monopolistic organization of economic activities
exists, competition for economic power is absent, and in competitive eco-
nomic systems certain manifestations of the struggle for economic power are
outlawed, while others are encouraged. Ostrogorsky, invoking the authority
of Tocqueville, states that “the passions of the American people are not of a
political, but of a commercial, nature. In that world awaiting cultivation, the
love of power aims less at men than at things.™

Regardless of particular social conditions, the decisive argument against
the opinion that the struggle for power on the intermational scene is a mere
historic accident must be derived from the nature of domestic politics. The
essence of international politics is identical with its domestic counterpart.
Both domestic and international politics are a struggle for power, modified
only by the different conditions under which this struggle takes place in the
domestic and in the international spheres.

The tendency to dominate, in particular, is an element of all human as-
sociations, from the family through fraternal and professional associations and
local political organizations, to the state. On the family level, the typical con-
flict between the mother-in-law and her child’s spouse is in its essence a
struggle for power, the defense of an established power position against the
attempt to establish a new one. As such it foreshadows the conflict on the
international scene between the policies of the status quo and the policies of
imperialism. Social clubs, fraternities, faculties, and business organizations
are scenes of continuous struggles for power between groups that either want
to keep what power they already have or seek to attain greater power. Com-
petitive contests between business enterprises as well as labor disputes be-
tween employers and employees are frequently fought not only, and some-
times not even primarily, for economic advantages, but for control over each
other and over others; that is, for power. Finally, the whole political life of a

5Zoologists have tried to show that the drive to dominate is found even in animals, such as
chickens and monkeys, who create social hierarchies on the basis of will and the ability to domi-
nate. See e.g., Warder Allee, Animal Life and Social Growth (Baltimore: The Williams and
Wilkens Company, 1832), and The Social Life of Animals (New York: W. W. Norton and Com-
pany, Inc., 1838). Cf. also the theories of Lorenz and the controversies conceming them.
. Ostrogorsky, and the Organization of Political Parties (New York: The Mac-
millan Company, 1902), Vol. 1I, p. 502.
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nation, particularly of a democratic nation, from the local to the national level,
is a continuous struggle for power. In periodic elections, in voting in legisla-
tive assemblies, in lawsuits before courts, in administrative decisions and ex-
ecutive measures—in all these activities men try to maintain or to establish
their power over other men. The processes by which legislative, judicial, ex-
ecutive, and administrative decisions are reached are subject to pressures and
counterpressures by “pressure groups” trying to defend and expand their po-
sitions of power. As one of the Dead Sea scrolls puts it:

What nation likes to be oppressed by a stronger power? Or who wants his prop-
erty plundered unjustly? Yet, is there a single nation that has not oppressed its
neighbour? Or where in the world will you find a people that has not plundered
the property of another? Where indeed?

“Of the gods we know,” to quote Thucydides, “and of men we believe,
that it is a necessary law of their nature that they rule wherever they can.”’
Or, as Tolstoy put it: “ . . . the very process of dominatin.g another’s will was
in itself a pleasure, a habit, and a necessity to Délokhov.’

And in the words of John of Salisbury:

Though it is not given to all men to seize princely or royal power, yet the man
who is wholly untainted by tyranny is rare or nonexistent. In common speech the
tyrant is one who oppresses a whole people by a rulership based on force; and
yet it is not over a people as a whole that a man can play the tyrant, but he can
do so if he will even in the meanest station. For if not over the whole body of
the people, still each man will lord it as far as his power extends.®

In view of this ubiquity of the struggle for power in all social relations
and on all levels of social organization, is it surprising that international poli-
tics is of necessity power politics? And would it not be rather surprising if the
struggle for power were but an accidental and ephemeral attribute of inter-
national politics when it is a permanent and necessary element of all branches
of domestic politics?

TWO ROOTS OF THE DEPRECIATION
OF POLITICAL POWER

The depreciation of the role power plays on the international scene grows
from two roots. One is the philosophy of international relations which domi-
nated the better part of the nineteenth century and still holds sway over much
of our thinking on international affairs. The other is the particular political
and intellectual circumstances that have determined the relations of the
United States of America to the rest of the world.

"Thucydides, Book V, § 105.

Leo Tolstoy, War and Peace, Book Eight, Chapter XI.

%John of Salisbury, Policraticus, translated by John Dickinson (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1927), Vol. VII, p. 17.
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Nineteenth-Century Philosophy

The nineteenth century was led to its depreciation of power politics by its
domestic experience. The distinctive characteristic of this experience was the
domination of the middle classes by the aristocracy. By identifying this dom-
ination with political domination of any kind, the political philosophy of the
nineteenth century came to identify the opposition to aristocratic politics with
hostility to any kind of politics. After the defeat of aristocratic government,
the middle classes developed a system of indirect domination. They replaced
the traditional division into the governing and governed classes, and the mil-
itary method of open violence, characteristic of aristocratic rule, with the in-
visible chains of economic dependence. This economic system operated
through a network of seemingly equalitarian legal rules which concealed the
very existence of power relations. The nineteenth century was unable to see
the political nature of these legalized relations. They seemed to be essentially
different from what had gone, so far, under the name of politics. Therefore,
politics in its aristocratic—that is, open and violent—form was identified with
politics as such. The struggle, then, for political power—in domestic as well
as in international affairs—appeared to be only a historic accident, coincident
with autocratic government and bound to disappear with the disappearance of
autocratic government.

The American Experience

This identification of power politics with aristocratic government found sup-
port in the American experience. It can be traced to three elements in that
experience: the uniqueness of the American experiment, the actual isolation
of the American continent from centers of the world conflict during the nine-
teenth century, and the humanitarian pacifism and anti-imperialism of Amer-
ican political ideology.

That the severance of constitutional ties with the British Crown was
meant to signify the initiation of an American foreign policy distinct from what
went under the name of foreign policy in Europe is clearly stated in Washing-
ton’s Farewell Address. “Europe has a set of primary interests, which to us
have none, or a very remote relation. Hence she must be engaged in frequent
controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign to our concerns.
Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to implicate ourselves, by artificial
ties, in the ordinary vicissitudes of her politics, or the ordinary combinations
and collisions of her friendships or enmities.” In 1796, European politics and
power politics were identical; there was no other power politics but the one
engaged in by the princes of Europe. “The toils of European ambition, rival-
ship, interest, humor or caprice” were the only manifestations of the inter-
national struggle for power before the eyes of America. The retreat from Eu-
ropean politics, as proclaimed by Washington, could, therefore, be taken to
mean retreat from power politics as such.
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Yet American aloofness from the European tradition of power politics was
more than a political program. Certain sporadic exceptions notwithstanding,
it was an established political fact until the end of the nineteenth century.
This fact was a result of deliberate choice as well as of the objective conditions
of geography. Popular writers might see in the uniqueness of America’s geo-
graphic position the hand of God which had unalterably prescribed the course
of American expansion as well as isolation. But more responsible observers,
from Washington on, have been careful to emphasize the conjunction of geo-
graphic conditions and a foreign policy choosing its ends in the light of geog-
raphy, using geographic conditions to attain those ends. Washington referred
to “our detached and distant situation” and asked: “Why forego the advan-
tages of so peculiar a situation?” When this period of American foreign policy
drew to a close, John Bright wrote to Alfred Love: “On your continent we
may hope your growing millions may henceforth know nothing of war. None
can assail you; and you are anxious to abstain from mingling with the quarrels
of other nations.!

From the shores of the North American continent, the citizens of the
new world watched the strange spectacle of the international struggle for
power unfolding on the distant shores of Europe, Africa, and Asia. Since for
the better part of the nineteenth century their foreign policy enabled them to
retain the role of spectators, what was actually the result of a passing historic
constellation appeared to Americans as a permanent condition, self-chosen as
well as naturally ordained. At worst they would continue to watch the game
of power politics played by others. At best the time was close at hand when,
with democracy established everywhere, the final curtain would fall and the
game of power politics would no longer be played.

To aid in the achievement of this goal was conceived to be part of Amer-
ica’s mission. Throughout the nation’s history, the national destiny of the
United States has been understood in antimilitaristic, libertarian terms.
Where that national mission finds a nonaggressive, abstentionist formulation,
' as in the political philosophy of John C. Calhoun, it is conceived as the pro-
motion of domestic liberty. Thus we may “do more to extend liberty by our
example over this continent and the world generally, than would be done by
a thousand victories.” When the United States, in the wake of the Spanish-
American War, seemed to desert this anti-imperialist and democratic ideal,
William Graham Sumner restated its essence: “Expansion and imperialism are
a grand onslaught on democracy . . . expansion and imperialism are at war
with the best traditions, principles, and interests of the American people.™
Comparing the tendencies of European power politics with the ideals of the
American tradition, Sumner thought with George Washington that they were
incompatible. Yet, as a prophet of things to come, he saw that the settlement

!Quoted in Merle Curti, Peace and War: The American Struggle 1636-1936 (New York:
W. W. Norton and Company, 1936), p. 122,

*The Conquest of the United States by Spain,” Essays of William Craham Sumner (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1940), Vol. 11, p. 295.
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of the Spanish-American War irrevocably committed America to the same
course that was engulfing Europe in revolution and war.

Thus the general conception the nineteenth century had formed of the
nature of foreign affairs combined with specific elements in the American ex-
perience to create the belief that involvement in power politics is not inevi-
table, but only a historic accident, and that nations have a choice between
power politics and other kinds of foreign policy not tainted by the desire for

power.

THE SCIENCE OF PEACE:
CONTEMPORARY UTOPIANISM

A word should be said about a school of thought—still influential in political
and intellectual circles today—which proffers a “scientific” alternative to the
“perennial wisdom”™ of a rationalist approach to international politics. This
school of thought we may call “scientific utopianism” for lack of a better term;
like the sources of self-deception as to the persistence of political power dis-
cussed above, the scientific interpretation has strong roots in nineteenth-cen-
tury experience, both in Europe and in America. In this case, however, nei-
ther the relations of class domination nor geographical accident gave rise to
utopian hopes for a “science of peace.” Instead, the fantastic progress of the
natural sciences led various thinkers to assume that the same kinds of meth-
ods, applied to individual and collective human behavior, could yield progress
toward what Herbert Marcuse and others have called “the pacification of hu-
man existence.”

The modern science of peace starts from the assumption that the world
is thoroughly accessible to science and reason and that it contains in itself all
the elements necessary for the harmonious co-operation of all mankind. It is
for science to detect those elements, variously defined as harmony of inter-
ests, laws of economics, free trade, and modern communications; it is for law
to apply them where they do not prevail spontaneously; and it is for negotia-
tion and compromise to discover them under the surface of apparent conflict.

For such rationalism, it is the atavism of power politics that conceals and
distorts the harmony of interests which is the true nature of international
relations. Adam Smith, a founding father of classical liberalism as well as of
classical economics, discovered such a fundamental harmony of interests lying
beneath the surface manifestations of self-regarding, competitive economic
behavior. Selfish pursuits led to greater wealth for all through the workings
of an “invisible hand.” Governed by an inner logic, the free market operates
to dispose all for the best. Nineteenth-century liberalism had no use for even
such residual traces of the miraculous in its search for a means to establish
harmonious relations among states. Only strictly rational principles would do:
all international conflicts were considered capable of satisfactory solutions, ei-
ther through compromise or arbitration. Since all men partake of reason, they
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must sooner or later meet on that common ground, discovering that their
conflicts are apparent rather than real and can all be solved by a rational
formula acceptable to all. Were all nations at all times fully aware of their
real interests, they would realize that apparently opposing interests are
actually identical, that what is good for one country is of necessity good for
all other countries, and that conflict is merely the product of ignorance and
error.

Conflicts among nations are due, then, to maladjustments arising from
lack of understanding and to the influence of political passions. Except for
ignorance and emotion, reason would solve international conflicts as easily
and as rationally as it has solved so many problems in the natural sciences.
Proudhon was among the first to glorify the blessings of science in the inter-
national field.

Truth is everywhere identical with itself: science represents the unity of man-
kind. If therefore science, instead of religion or authority, is taken in each coun-
try as social norm, the sovereign arbiter of interests, with the government
amounting to nothing, all the laws of the universe will be in harmony. Nationality
or fatherland will no longer exist in the political meaning of the term; there will
only be birthplaces. Man, of whatever race or colour he may be, will actually be
a native of the Universe; the right of citizenship he will acquire everywhere. In
the same way in which in a certain district of the national territory the munici-
pality represents the nation and exercises its authority, each nation of the giobe
will represent humanity and in its natural boundaries act for it. Harmony will
reign among the nations, without diplomacy nor council; nothing shall from now
on disturb it.?

“The duty of the pacifist,” according to C.E.M. Joad, “is above all things to
be reasonable. He should, that is to say, rely on the use of his own reason in
making his appeal and he should assume that other men may be brought to
use theirs. . . . Truth, in fact, will win out, if people are only given a suffi-
cient chance to find it.”* It was with the same confidence in the power of
reason that Clarence Streit asserted in 1941 that “the really big men in the
United States Senate and British Parliament will champion the Union [of the
two countries], once they understand it.”®

Political history, then, becomes a succession of scientific problems capa-
ble of scientific solution—but most unreasonably handled by an ignorant and
impassioned humanity. Even for so realistic an observer as Homer Lea, the
problem of international affairs resolved itself into a problem of knowledge; if
the “valour of ignorance” is replaced by the knowledge of the pertinent facts,
man will be able to act successfully on the international scene. “The time can
and will come,” wrote the famous pacifist Bertha von Suttner, “when the

¥Idée générale de la révolution au dix-neuvidme sidcle,” Oeuvres complétes, 1X (1868), p.
300; see also Proudhon, La Guerre et la paix (Paris: E. Dentu, 1861).

“*Pacifism: Its Personal and Social Implications,” in G. P. Gooch, In Pursuit of Peace (Lon-
don: Methuen & Company, Ltd., 1933), pp. 61, 63.

SUnion Now With Britain (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1941), p. 197.
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science of politics will have replaced present day statecraft, when only those
will have legislative and political power . . . who sincerely seek only the
truth and through the truth strive to attain only the good—the universal good
comprehending all civilized nations.”

The time Suttner spoke of has already arrived as far as the mere posses-
sion of knowledge is concerned, according to Robert S. Lynd. “The diagno-
sis,” he wrote,

is already fairly complete, thanks to a long list of competent studies of national-
ism, imperialism, international finance and trade, and other factors within our
culture that encourage war. The problem of war, more than most others, has
engaged the attention of scientists from several disciplines, and the dissection has
proceeded to the point where fairly unequivocal knowledge exists. The causes of
war are known and accepted by a wide group of thoughtful students. But the
statement of what is to be done languishes because social science shrinks from
resolving the austere findings of scholarly monographs into a bold programme for
action. . . . In the case of an issue like this, where the problem does not arise
from lack of knowledge, what social science appears to need is the will to mass
its findings so that the truth they hold will not continue to trickle away as dispar-
ate bits of scholarship. We know enough about war and its causes to present these
findings, point their meanings, and propose action in a way that will hold this
damagh‘xg evidence steadily and authoritatively before the eyes of the humblest
citizen.

It was for this age of reason to replace the old methods of power politics,
secret diplomacy and war by a new, scientific approach. Territorial claims,
sovereignty over national minorities, the distribution of raw materials, the
struggle for markets, disarmament, the relation between the “haves” and the
“have-nots,” peaceful change, and the peaceful organization of the world in
general—these are not “political” problems, to be solved temporarily and al-
ways precariously according to the distribution of power among quarrelling
nations and its possible balance. They are “technical” problems for which rea-
son will find the one correct solution in each case.

Thus the nineteenth century developed a “science of peace” as a separate
branch of scientific knowledge. Scores of books were published bearing this
title. One even received first prize in a scholarly competition.” The concept
of a “natural frontier"—which had had a strategical and political, but not a
scientific, connotation in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries—was con-
strued by the French revolutionaries and Napoleon in the sense of a geo-
graphically “correct” frontier. In the seventies and eighties of the nineteenth
century, public opinion in Great Britain discussed seriously the problem of
the “scientific frontier,” that is, a frontier which corresponds to reason, and
which, consequently, makes all other frontiers in this geographical region sci-
entifically incorrect. In his speech at Mansion House on November 9, 1878,

*Knowledge for What? (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1939), p. 241.
"Louis Bara, La Science de la paix (1872).
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Disraeli justified the Second Afghan War by saying that the frontier of India
was “a haphazard and not a scientific one.”

The search for such a “scientific” frontier started in the second half of the
eighteenth century when, on the occasion of partitions and annexations of
territory, the relative value of the pieces of territory to be distributed was
determined on the basis of certain “objective” standards, such as fertility,
number and quality of population, and the like. Following this trend, the
Congress of Vienna, upon the suggestion of Metternich, appointed a special
statistical commission; it was charged with evaluating the territories under
discussion by the “objective” standard of number, quality, and type of popu-
lations.® The delimitation of territory thus became a kind of mathematical
exercise. The idea of the “good frontier,” developed in the last decades of the
nineteenth century in Germany with regard to Russia’s territorial aspirations,
had a somewhat similar connotation. The idea of the “scientific tariff” at-
tempted to introduce science into foreign trade, building in part upon ideas
put forth in the early nineteenth century by Friedrich List. The theory and
practice of international plebiscites are also typical manifestations of the ra-
tionalist approach to international problems; here the will of the majority is
the scientific test according to which sovereignty over territory is to be deter-
mined. In the thirties, Major Lefebure advanced his theories on “scientific
disarmament.” “Geopolitics” endeavoured to put foreign policy as a whole on
a scientific basis.

It was only after the First World War that this tendency to reduce polit-
ical problems to scientific propositions won general acceptance. “Reason is at
last becoming an independent agency,” wrote Lord Allen of Hartwood, “influ-
encing the conduct of men. This is due to the coming of science. . . . Feel-
ing himself now to be the master of nature, his mind is beginning to work
rationally instead of superstitiously. When forming an opinion he observes the
phenomena around him and draws his conclusions. From that moment mind
begins to be an independent agency of influence. It can now therefore be
considered as a political force, whereas that has never previously been possi-
ble in the history of civilization. During the last thirty years this has begun to
influence public opinion.™®

Thus began what can properly be called the age of the scientific approach
to international affairs, and the end is not yet in sight. Preceded by the Hague
Conferences and hundreds of smaller peace congresses, governments them-
selves embarked on a program of feverish activity unprecedented in recorded
history, with the purpose of solving all international problems through scien-
tific methods. The governments, the League of Nations, and private groups
vied with each other in organizing international conferences, in encouraging
teaching and research, and in publishing hundreds of volumes to cure the ills
of humanity in a scientific way. We have recently witnessed widespread ef-
forts to find a scientific solution for the problems of the postwar world. These

®For details see Charles Dupuis, Le Principe d'équilibre et le Concert Europden (Paris: Perrin
et Cie, 1909), pp. 38ff, 60 ff.
*Pacifism: Its Meaning and Its Task,” in Gooch, op. cit., pp. 22, 23. -
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are the latest, but probably not the last, manifestation of this modern intellec-
tual trend.’

Our age is forever searching for the philosophers’ stone, the magic for-
mula, which, mechanically applied, will produce the desired result and thus
substitute for the uncertainties and risks of political action the certitude of
rational calculation. However, what the seekers after the magic formula want
is simple, rational, mechanical; what they have to deal with is complicated,
irrational, incalculable. As a consequence they are compelled, in order to
present at least the semblance of scientific solutions, to simplify the reality of
international politics and to rely upon what one might call the “method of the
single cause.”

The abolition of war is obviously the fundamental problem confronting
international thought. To solve the problem one must clearly first determine
its cause or causes. What makes a solution appear so difficult for the non-
rationalist mind is the variety of causes involved—causes which have their
roots in the innermost recesses of the human heart. Were it possible to re-
duce all those multiple, complex factors to a single cause—one capable of
rational formulation—the solution of the problem of war would no longer
seem impossible. This is what liberal foreign policy has been trying to do
since its very inception; and since the heyday of the League of Nations most
people would take it for lack of creative thought if a statesman or political
thinker did not have a “constructive” plan as a remedy for the “single cause.”

Are not the remnants of feudalism the great single cause making for war
in this world? Let us do away with aristocratic government everywhere, the
classical liberals would say, and we will have peace. In practical politics this
general proposition was frequently narrowed down to more special remedies
intended to meet particular situations. Thus, as we have seen, Bentham and
the Benthamites pointed to the struggle for colonies as the main cause for
war; they advocated abstention from colonial policy as a remedy for war. For
others, tariffs were the source of all evils in the international sphere; to them,
free trade was the source of all good. Others would abolish secret treaties and
secret diplomacy in general and, through popular control of international pol-
icies, secure peace. Is not modern war an outgrowth of imperialism which, in
turn, is a result of the contradictions of monopoly capitalism? Hence, let us
do away with capitalism, the Marxists would say, and we will no longer have
war: socialism is peace.

The same one-track mode of thought is found also in domestic politics.

ICf. Charles A. Beard, A Foreign Policy for America (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1940), pp.
98-99: “In line with the new interests, the study of international law and diplomacy was encour-
aged in institutions of leaming. Old-fashioned courses on diplomacy—cold, scholarly perfor-
mances—were supplemented by courses on international relations, in which emphasis was laid
on world peace and the means of promoting it. Books, pamphleu.andtrﬂcluonp.dﬁuﬁon
were written, published and widely circulated, often with the aid of subventions from peace
funds. International peace conferences were organized and provided opportunities for travel and
extended discourses. Seldom had college presidents, professors, clergymen, and leeders among
women enjoyed such privileges and received such mnrkadoonsidendonatthehmdlofthe
general public. Itlookeduﬂ'anowmofusefulnoumddisﬁneﬁonhndbeonopenodforthem
in the fleld of great affairs, and they made the most of its opportunities.”
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All social evils stem from our ignorance of the laws of economics: the “single
tax” takes account of those laws and will solve all social problems. Our eco-
nomic system is out of joint because the government spends more than it
collects: balance the budget and our economic problems will be solved. Bad
linguistic habits are at the root of our social evils: with the acquisition of good
linguistic habits our social problems will be solved. Emerson, in “New En-
gland Reformers,” thus described this kind of thinking:

One apostle thought all men should go to farming; and another, that no man
should buy or sell; that the use of money was the cardinal evil; another, that the
mischief was in our diet, that we eat and drink damnation. These made unleav-

ened bread, and were foes to the death to fermentation. . . . Others attacked
the system of agriculture; the use of animal manures in farming; and the tyranny
of man over brute nature; these abuses polluted his food. . . . Even the insect

world was to be defended,—that had been too long neglected, and a society for
the protection of ground worms, slugs, and mosquitoes was to be incorporated
without delay. With these appeared the adepts of homeopathy; of hydropathy, of
mesmerism, of phrenology, and their wonderful theories of the Christian mira-
cles! Others assailed particular vocations, as that of the lawyer, that of the mer-
chant, of the manufacturer, of the clergyman, of the scholar. Others attacked the
institution of marriage as the fountain of social evils. Others devoted themselves
to the worrying of churches and meetings for public worship; and the fertile forms
of antinomianism among the elder puritans, seemed to have their match in the
plenty of the new harvest of reform.*

In the domestic field, however, the “method of the single cause” has
been of rather limited theoretical and practical importance; for here, except
in periods of collective insanity, immediate personal experience reveals the
absurdity of the approach; and the pressure of the affected interests prevents
the quack from being mistaken for the saviour.

The utopian internationalist, on the other hand, has no direct contact
with the international scene. His thought, if it is sufficiently general, can roam
over the globe without ever risking collision with the stark facts of politics.
He who would proclaim the Four Freedoms for the United States itself would
soon learn from personal experience the enormity of the social and political
problems entailed by any attempt at realizing those great principles. By con-
trast, proclamation of the Four Freedoms “everywhere in the world” is suffi-
ciently general to avoid contact with historic realities and political facts.

The reformer without responsibility finds in the armory of modern inter-
national thought what he is looking for. That one panacea is frequently incon-
sistent with another need not trouble him. For since the “single cause” is an
arbitrary abstraction from a multitude of actual causes, one abstraction and,
hence, one “single cause” is as good as the next one. Since, furthermore, the
hunt for the “single cause” derives from a vague desire to contribute some-
thing to the betterment of human affairs rather than from a fixed resolve to
intervene in a definite political situation in a definite way, virtually any gen-

*Ralph Waldo Emerson, Essays: Second Series (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1899), pp. 204—
205. -
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eral explanation of the ills of the world and any general plan to remedy them
will satisfy the psychic need involved.

Hence, the great hunting ground for the “single cause” and the “scien-
tific formula” to remedy it has been the international scene, while their great
season was the two decades between the world wars.? International society is
not organized; thus “international organization”—in its abstract rationality a
kind of legal counterpart to the utopian systems of eighteenth- and nine-
teenth-century philosophy—became the scientific formula which, since the
leading pacifist and Nobel Prize winner, A. H. Fried, propounded it at the
beginning of the century, has been the credo of a whole school of thought.
Others would look to material remedies. Are not wars being fought with
arms? Let us prohibit or at least reduce armaments, and war will no longer
be possible or at least will be less likely. Others, again, would combine dif-
ferent remedies, defending the combination—"on scientific grounds”—as the
only appropriate one. Thus the French Radical-Socialist party advocated “se-
curity, arbitration, disarmament” as logical successive steps for the establish-
ment of permanent peace; whereas the French Socialists reversed the se-
' quence and swore to the exclusive scientific value of the formula “security
through arbitration and disarmament.” French foreign policy has been espe-
cially productive in abstract schemes which, like the “plan Briand,” the “plan
Laval,” the “plan Tardieux,” the “plan Herriot,” or the “plan Paul-Boncour,”
pretended to give in one legal formula a scientific solution to the problems of
European security.

In other quarters, especially since the crisis of 1929, the “single cause”
of international unrest has been found in the economic field. Restrictions on
international trade, the lack of raw materials, and insufficient international
purchasing power drive nations to war, so the argument ran. Then let us find
a scientific formula for reciprocal trade agreements, for the redistribution of
raw materials, and for the floating of international loans—and there will be
peace. Faced by the imperialistic aspirations of the thirties, it was reasoned
that whenever nations cannot change the status quo peacefully, they will try
to change it by war; thus peaceful change, scientifically defined, would make
war unnecessary. Since bankers’ fears for their investments was responsible
for our involvement in the First World War, let us outlaw loans to belliger-
ents: we shall thus escape participation in the next one. More recently, it has
been “discovered” that national sovereignty is responsible for war; it follows
that the pooling of national sovereignties in a world federation or at least in a
federation of the democracies is a scientific solution to the problem of war and
peace. Thus our era is always in search of the scientific formula, but an obsti-
nate reality again and again makes the solution of today the fallacy of tomor-
row.

The “scientific” era of international relations resulted in the substitution
of supposedly scientific standards for genuine political evaluations; in some

3See Kenneth W. Thompson, Ethics, Functionalism and Power in International Politics: The
Crisis in Values (Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Louisiana University Press, 1979), pp. 35-45.
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cases this went so far as to impede, if not entirely destroy, the ability to make
any intelligent political decisions at all. Power, however limited and qualified,
is the value which international politics recognizes as supreme. The test to
which international political decisions must be subject refers, therefore, to the
measure in which those decisions affect the distribution of power. The ques-
tion which Richelieu, Hamilton (no less than Jefferson, for that matter), or
Disraeli would ask before they acted on the international scene was: Does this
decision increase or decrease the power of this and other nations? The ques-
tion of the international “scientist” is different. Since for him the history of
international affairs amounts to a succession of scientific problems, correctly
or incorrectly handled by informed or misinformed officials, the supreme
value is not power but truth. The quest for and the defense of power then
become aberrations from the scientific attitude, which looks for causes and
remedies. If we do not like the way things are, let us look for its cause and
change things by changing the cause. There is essentially nothing to fight for;
there is always something to analyze, to understand, and to reform.

How was it possible for the modern mind to make the belief in the all-
embracing powers of science the controlling force of its foreign policy? Here
again, the answer is to be found in the general premises of rationalistic phi-
losophy, seemingly verified in its universal assumptions by domestic experi-
ence. The victory of liberalism in the domestic field led to a peculiar narrow-
ing of the political, and a corresponding widening of the nonpolitical, sphere;
and thus the latter was open to detached rational examination. Objectives
which formerly had been seen as the prize in the struggle for political power
were now approached in a dispassionate, matter-of-fact way and mastered in
accordance with the specific techniques of economics, administration, or law.
First the natural sciences and religion had freed themselves from political
domination and had established their autonomy. Then liberalism, by con-
quering the state, freed an ever increasing domain from direct political dom-
ination; finally, liberalism seemed to expel even politics from the realm of the
state and to make statecraft itself a science. Commerce and industry were the
first to win their autonomy under reason. That which for the physiocrats was
still a political program, unsuccessfully suggested to the political powers of
the day, was for Adam Smith already a system of scientific truths verified by
experience, the practical implications of which no reasonable man could es-
cape. Political tribunals were replaced by independent courts composed of
judges trained to render justice according to the principles of legal science.
Antiquated and arbitrary election systems favoring certain political groups
made way for scientific devices which would secure full and equal represen-
tation for all citizens. The civil service system put the selection of government
personnel on an objective, nonpolitical basis. Today, legislative reforms are
increasingly prepared by committees of experts who seem to be influenced
largely by scientific instead of political considerations. Taxation, administra-
tion, and insurance become “scientific” in approach; and, finally, there is no
field of governmental activity which would not be regarded as a proper area
for the application of “political science.” -
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The use of the scientific method in politics, to which the modern mind
was led by its perception of the liberal experience, was and is a political fal-
lacy in domestic affairs. There, however, the refined mechanism of political
pressure and self-interest serves as an automatic check on doctrinaire excess.
In the international field such a mechanism, acting directly upon the individ-
ual, does not exist. It is here, therefore, that the belief in the limitless power
of the scientific formula has become particularly prolific—and particularly in-
effective. For it is here that the panaceas engendered by this belief have no
connection whatsoever with the forces which determine the actual course of
events. Events will, therefore, either follow their course as though all those
proposals by international commissions of experts and other rationalist-uto-
pian devices had never been invented. Or those devices will be applied in an
exceptional instance and will then produce effects unforeseen by their pro-
moters and frequently disastrous to them—such as the sanctions against Italy
during the Italo-Ethiopian war. Yet, as a supreme irony, this school of
thought attempts to monopolize for itself the virtue of being “practical”; it
treats with disdain the rare attempts to base international action on a genuine
" understanding of the forces determining political reality rather than on the
ideal postulates of abstract reason.*

‘As far back as 1877 James Lorimer could write in “Le probléme final du droit international,”
Revue du droit international et de legislation comparde, IX (1877), p. 184: “Strangely enough,
however, these speculations of English utilitarianism, taken as a whole, are of all the dissertations
on the subject I know the least useful from the practical point of view.” Cf. also Beard, op. cit.,
p. 128: “Nearly every evil that was inconcetivable in internationalist ideology in 1919 came to pass
within the span of twenty years. It would seem then that this scheme of thought had been besed
upon some misconceptions respecting the nature and propensities of men and nations or, if this
explanation is invalid, that internationalists had not adopted the correct ‘approach’ to the goal
they had set before themselves. Their image of the world had not corresponded with sufficient
exactness to its realities or their methods had been deficient in points of technique. They could,
and some of them did, ascribe their defeats to the madness of men and nations but this was a
confession that their former premises and actions had been founded upon errors of calculation.
In any event the verdict was the same, unless all the blame was to be laid on Americans as the

world's greatest scapegoats.”



1T'he Struggle for
Power: Policy of the

Status Quo

Domestic and international politics are but two different manifestations of the
same phenomenon: the struggle for power. Its manifestations differ in the two
different spheres because different moral, political, and social conditions pre-
vail in each. Western national societies show a much greater degree of social
cohesion within themselves than among themselves. Cultural uniformity,
technological unification, external pressure, and, above all, a hierarchic polit-
ical organization combine to make the national society an integrated whole set
apart from other national societies. In consequence, the domestic political
order is, for instance, more stable and less subject to violent change than is
the international order.

All history shows that nations active in international politics are continu-
ously preparing for, actively involved in, or recovering from organized vio-
lence in the form of war. In the domestic politics of Western democracies, on
the other hand, organized violence as an instrument of political action on an
extensive scale has become a rare exception. Yet as a potentiality it exists
here, too, and at times the fear of it in the form of revolution has exerted an
important influence upon political thought and action.! The difference be-
tween domestic and international politics in this respect is one of degree and
not of kind.

All politics, domestic and international, reveals three basic patterns; that
is, all political phenomena can be reduced to one of three basic types. A
political policy seeks either to keep power, to increase power, or to demon-
strate power.

'This is true especially of the nineteenth century, as Guglielmo Ferrero has pointed out in
The Principles of Power (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1942).

52 -
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To these three typical patterns of politics, three typical international pol-
icies correspond. A nation whose foreign policy tends toward keeping power
and not toward changing the distribution of power in its favor pursues a policy
of the status quo. A nation whose foreign policy aims at acquiring more power
than it actually has, through a reversal of existing power relations—whose
foreign policy, in other words, seeks a favorable change in power status—
pursues a policy of imperialism. A nation whose foreign policy seeks to dem-
onstrate the power it has, either for the purpose of maintaining or increasing
it, pursues a policy of prestige.? It should be noted that these formulations
are of a provisional nature and are subject to further refinement.®

The concept “status quo” is derived from status quo ante bellum, a dip-
lomatic term referring to the usual clauses in peace treaties which provide for
the evacuation of territory by enemy troops and its restoration to the prewar
sovereignty. Thus the peace treaties with Italy* and Bulgaria® terminating the
Second World War provide that “all armed forces of the Allied and Associated
Powers shall be withdrawn” from the territory of the particular nation “as
soon as possible and in any case not later than ninety days from the coming
" into force of the present Treaty.” That is, within this time limit the status quo
ante bellum shall be reestablished with regard to this territory.®

The policy of the status quo aims at the maintenance of the distribution
of power which exists at a particular moment in history. One might say that
the policy of the status quo fulfills the same function for international politics
that a conservative policy performs for domestic affairs. The particular mo-
ment in history which serves as point of reference for a policy of the status
quo is frequently the end of a war, when the distribution of power has been
codified in a treaty of peace. This is so because the main purpose of peace

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

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

‘See Article 73, New York Times, January 18, 1847, p. 26.

See Article 20, ibid., p. 32.

®For a great number of older examples, see Coleman Phillipson, Termination of War and
Treaties of Peace (New York: E. P. Dutton and Company, 1916), pp. 223 ff.
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treaties is to formulate in legal terms the shift in power which victory and
defeat in the preceding war have brought about, and to insure the stability of
the new distribution of power by means of legal stipulations. Thus it is typical
for a status quo policy to appear as defense of the peace settlement that ter-
minated the last general war. The European governments and political parties
that pursued a policy of the status quo from 1815 to 1848 did so in defense of
the peace settlement of 1815, which terminated the Napoleonic Wars. The
main purpose of the Holy Alliance, which these governments concluded in
1815, was the maintenance of the status quo as it existed at the conclusion of
the Napoleonic Wars. In consequence it functioned mainly as a guarantor of
the peace treaty, that is, the Treaty of Paris of 1815.

In this respect, the relation between the policy in defense of the status
quo of 1815, the Treaty of Paris, and the Holy Alliance is similar to the rela-
tion between the policy in favor of the status quo of 1918, the peace treaties
of 1819, and the League of Nations. The distribution of power as it existed at
the end of the First World War found its legal expression in the peace treaties
of 1919. It became the main purpose of the League of Nations to maintain
peace by preserving the status quo of 1918 as it had been formulated in the
peace treaties of 1919. Article 10 of the Covenant of the League, obligating
its members “to respect and preserve as against external aggression the ter-
ritorial integrity and existing political independence of all members of the
League,” recognized as one of the purposes of the League the maintenance
of the territorial status quo as established by the peace treaties of 1919. Con-
sequently, in the period between the two world wars the struggle for and
against the status quo was in the main fought either by defending or opposing
the territorial provisions of the Treaty of Versailles and their guarantee in
Article 10 of the Covenant of the League. It was, therefore, only consistent
from their point of view that the nations chiefly opposed to the status quo
established in 1919 should sever their connections with the League of
Nations—Japan in 1932, Germany in 1933, Italy in 1937.

It is not only in peace treaties and international organizations supporting
them that the policy of the status quo manifests itself. Nations desiring to
maintain a certain distribution of power may use as their instrument special
treaties, such as “The Nine Power Treaty relating to Principles and Policies
to be followed in Matters concerning China,” signed at Washington, February
6, 1922,7 and the “Treaty of Mutual Guarantee between Germany, Belgium,
France, Great Britain, and Italy,” signed at Locarno, October 16, 1925.

The Nine Power Treaty transformed the American policy of the “open
door” in China into a multilateral policy that the nations mostly interested in
trade with China, as well as China itself, pledged themselves to uphold. Its
main purpose was to stabilize the distribution of power with regard to China
which existed at the time between the contracting nations. This meant that

'Unlted States Treaty Series, No. 671 (Washington, 1923).
8American Journal of International Law, Vol. 20 (1926), Supplement, p. 22.
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the special rights which certain nations, especially Great Britain and Japan,
had acquired in certain parts of Chinese territory, such as Manchuria and
various ports, should not only remain intact but that no new special rights
should be ceded by China to any of the contracting parties.

The Locarno Treaty of mutual guarantee endeavored to supplement the
general guarantee of the territorial status quo of 1918, contained in Article 10
of the Covenant of the League, with a special one with respect to the western
frontiers of Germany. Article I of the Treaty expressly referred to the guar-
antee of “the maintenance of the territorial status quo resulting from the fron-
tiers between Germany and Belgium and between Germany and France."”

Alliance treaties, in particular, frequently have the function of preserv-
ing the status quo in certain respects. Thus, after the victorious conclusion of
the war against France, and the foundation of the German Empire in 1871,
Bismarck tried to protect the newly won dominant position of Germany in
Europe by alliances intended to prevent a war of revenge on the part of
France. In 1879, Germany and Austria concluded an alliance for mutual de-
fense against Russia, and, in 1894, France and Russia entered into a defensive
" alliance against the German-Austrian combination. The mutual fear lest the
other alliance be intent upon changing the status quo while professing to
maintain it was one of the main factors in bringing about the general confla-
gration of the First World War.

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

The manifestation of the policy of the status quo which has had the great-
est importance for the United States and has been the cornerstone of its for-
eign relations is the Monroe Doctrine. A unilateral declaration made by Pres-
ident Monroe in his annual message to Congress on December 2, 1823, the
Doctrine lays down the two essential principles of any status quo policy. On
the one hand, it stipulates respect on the part of the United States for the
existing distribution of power in the Western Hemisphere: “With the existing
colonies or dependencies of any European power we have not interfered and
shall not interfere.” On the other hand, it proclaims resistance on the part of
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the United States to any change of the existing distribution of power by any
non-American nation: “But with the governments who have declared their
independence, and maintain it . . . we could not view any interposition for
the purpose of oppressing them, or controlling in any other manner their
destiny, by any European power, in any other light than as the manifestation
of an unfriendly disposition towards the United States.” As President Franklin
D. Roosevelt expressed it in an address before the Governing Body of the
Pan-American Union on April 12, 1933: “it [the Monroe Doctrine] was aimed
and is aimed against the acquisition in any manner of the control of additional
territory in this hemisphere by any non-American power.®

We have said that the policy of the status quo aims at the maintenance
of the distribution of power as it exists at a particular moment in history. This
does not mean that the policy of the status quo is necessarily opposed to any
change whatsoever. While it is not opposed to change as such, it is opposed
to any change that would amount to a reversal of the power relations among
two or more nations, reducing, for instance, A from a first-rate to a second-
rate power and raising B to the eminent position A formerly held. Minor
adjustments in the distribution of power, however, which leave intact the
relative power positions of the nations concerned, are fully compatible with a
policy of the status quo. For instance, the purchase of the territory of Alaska
by the United States in 1867 did not then affect the status quo between the
United States and Russia, since, in view of the technology of communications
and warfare at the time, the acquisition by the United States of this then
inaccessible territory did not affect to any appreciable extent the distribution
of power between the United States and Russia.

Similarly, by acquiring the Virgin Islands from Denmark in 1917, the
United States did not embark upon a policy aiming at a change of the status
quo with regard to the Central American republics. While the acquisition of
the Virgin Islands greatly improved the strategic position of the United States
in so far as the defense of the approaches to the Panama Canal was concerned,
it did not change the relative power positions of the United States and the
Central American republics. The acquisition of the Virgin Islands may have
strengthened the already dominant position of the United States in the Carib-
bean, yet it did not create it and, therefore, was compatible with a policy of
the status quo. One might even say that, by strengthening the preponderance
of the United States over the Central American republics, it actually rein-
forced the existing distribution of power and thus served the purposes of a
policy of the status quo.

Beginning in 1962, the Soviet Union undertook to extend its influence
significantly through the emplacement of missiles on Cuba. The Kennedy ad-
ministration weighed the possible alternative courses of action it might take
to remove the missiles, including an air strike; eventually it chose a policy of

®Roosevelt’s Foreign Policy, 1933—41. F.D.R.’s Unedited Speeches and Messages (New York:
Wilfred Funk, Inc., 1842), p. 4.
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blockade and quarantine. The Soviets withdrew their missiles as the result of
a Kennedy-Khrushchev agreement but continued to support the Castro re-
gime with massive economic and military assistance. Meanwhile Cuba sought
to increase its own ideological influence in the Caribbean and in Central
America. By the 1980’s, Cuban and Soviet military assistance and military
personnel were identified in countries such as Grenada and Nicaragua. Leav-
ing aside the question of popular support for Cuban intervention in these
countries, the question which confronted American policymakers was the ex-
tent to which the status quo was threatened. Did independent Cuban inter-
vention threaten the status quo? Was Cuban action as a surrogate for the
Soviets the real threat? Was Soviet involvement a violation of the Monroe
Doctrine and the Kennedy-Khrushchev agreement and itself a threat to the
status quo? Successive administrations, beginning with that of John F. Ken-
nedy, were forced to address this question. On October 25, 1983, the Reagan
administration invaded Grenada—ostensibly to protect the lives of about
1,000 Americans on the island, but actually because Grenada was seen as an
arsenal for military action masterminded by the Cubans and by Soviet advi-
sors there and elsewhere in the Caribbean. Observers continued to ask
whether Cuban and Soviet activities had constituted a true threat to the status
quo in the region; conflicting answers were put forth in Europe and the
United States as President Reagan’s policy came under critical scrutiny. The
standard for judging Cuban-Soviet involvement and for determining the re-
sponse of American policymakers was whether an important shift in the dis-
tribution of power was taking place and hence of the status quo.



Power: rialism

The Struggle for
Trape

WHAT IMPERIALISM IS NOT

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

Anglophobes will refer to British imperialism as an actuality in 1980, as
they did in 1940 or in 1914. Russophobes will call imperialistic whatever the
Russians do in foreign affairs. The Soviet Union considered all participants in
the Second World War as waging an imperialistic war until it was attacked by
Germany in 1941; the war it then had to fight became anti-imperialistic
by definition. To enemies and critics of the United States everywhere,
“American imperialism” is a standard term. To add to the confusion, cer-
tain economic and political systems and economic groups, such as bankers
and industrialists, are indiscriminately identified with imperialistic foreign
policies.

In this process of indiscriminate usage the term “imperialism” has lost all
concrete meaning. Everybody is an imperialist to someone who happens to
take exception to his foreign policies. Under such circumstances it becomes
the task of theoretical analysis to break with popular usage in order to give
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the term an ethically neutral, objective, and definable meaning that at the
same time is useful for the theory and practice of international politics.!

Before we ask what imperialism actually is, let us ask first what imperi-
alism is not but is most often supposed to be. The three most popular miscon-
ceptions require our attention.

1. Not every foreign policy aiming at an increase in the power of a nation
is necessarily a manifestation of imperialism. We have already disposed of this
misconception in our discussion of the policy of the status quo.? We defined
imperialism as a policy that aims at the overthrow of the status quo, at a
reversal of the power relations between two or more nations. A policy seeking
only adjustment, leaving the essence of these power relations intact, still op-
erates within the general framework of a policy of the status quo.

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

2. Not every foreign policy aiming at the preservation of an empire that
already exists is imperialism. It is widely believed that whatever a nation,
such as Great Britain, China, the Soviet Union, or the United States, does in
order to maintain its preponderant position in certain regions is imperialistic.
Thus imperialism becomes identified with the maintenance, defense, and sta-
bilization of an empire already in existence rather than with the dynamic pro-
cess of acquiring one. Yet, while it may make sense to apply the term “im-
perialism” to the domestic policies of an existing empire, it is confusing and
misleading to apply the term to international policies of an essentially static
and conservative character; for in international politics imperialism is con-
trasted with the policy of the status quo and, hence, has a dynamic connota-
tion. The history of what is commonly called “British imperialism” is instruc-
tive in this regard.

'The term is frequently used as synonymous with any kind of colonial expansion, as, for
instance, in Parker Thomas Moon, Imperialism and World Politics (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1926). Such use is unobjectionable from a theoretical point of view, so long as
it implies no general theory of the nature of expansionist policies as such. Since in the text
we are concerned with the general characteristics of international policies of expansion, it is ob-
vious that a concept limited to the phenomena of colonial expansion is too narrow for our

purposes.
*On this point see the discussion in Chapter 4.
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The idea of British imperialism had its origin in Great Britain itself. It
was used for the first time by the Conservatives under Disraeli in the cam-
paign for the elections of 1874. The idea of British imperialism, as conceived
by Disraeli and developed later by Joseph Chamberlain and Winston Church-
ill, was opposed to what the Conservatives called the cosmopolitanism and
internationalism of the Liberals. It found its concrete expression in the polit-
ical program of “imperial federation.” The most important points of this pro-
gram were: (1) the unification and integration of Great Britain and its posses-
sions into a unified empire with the aid of protective tariffs, (2) the reservation
of free colonial land to Englishmen, (3) unified armed forces, and (4) a central
representative organ in London.

When this “imperialistic” program was postulated and put into effect, the
territorial expansion of Great Britain had in the main come to an end. The
program of British “imperialism” was, therefore, essentially a program of con-
solidation, not of expansion. It sought to secure and exploit what had already
been appropriated. It endeavored to stabilize the distribution of power which
had been brought about by the creation of the British Empire.

When Kipling justified British imperialism as “the white man’s burden,”
the burden was already shouldered. Since the 1870’s, British “imperialism”—
that is, British foreign policy with regard to Britain's overseas possessions—
was in the main a policy of the status quo and not imperialistic at all in the
exact meaning of the term. Yet the anti-imperialists in Great Britain and else-
where, accepting the imperialistic slogans of Disraeli and Chamberlain at face
value and mistaking the effects of imperialism for imperialism itself, opposed
the British policy of exploitation and consolidation, especially in Africa and
India, as “imperialistic.” In fact, when Churchill refused in 1842 “to preside
over the liquidation of the British Empire,” he was speaking not as an impe-
rialist but as a conservative in foreign affairs, a defender of the status quo of
empire.

British “imperialism” and its opponents are the outstanding examples of
the confusion between the consolidation and defense of empire, on the one
hand, and imperialism, on the other. But they are not the only examples.
When we speak of the Roman Empire and of Roman imperialism, we think
naturally of the period of Roman history which starts with Augustus, the first
emperor governing what was then called for the first time imperium Ro-
manum. Yet, when Augustus gave Rome and its possessions the constitution
of an empire, the expansion of Rome had essentially come to an end. The
foreign policy of the Republic, from the Punic Wars to its overthrow by Julius
Caesar, had indeed been imperialistic in the exact meaning of the term. In
that period, the political face of the earth had been changed and made Ro-
man. The foreign policy of the emperors and their perpetual wars served the
main purpose of securing and protecting what had been conquered before.
Not unlike the “imperialistic” policies of Great Britain from the time of Dis-
raeli to Churchill, Roman foreign policy was one of conservation, of the status
quo. When there were conquests, as under Trajan for instance, these pohcies
served to make the empire and Roman supremacy secure.
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The same is essentially true of the territorial aspects of American “impe-
rialism” from the beginning of the twentieth century to the Second World
War. The great debate for and against American imperialism which raged
during the first decades of the century followed the great imperialistic expan-
sion of the nineteenth century. The policy which was the subject of that de-
bate was essentially a policy of consolidation, of protection, of exploration;
that is, a policy of the status quo. When William Graham Sumner, in 1898,
referred to the American policy of territorial expansion as “the conquest of
the United States by Spain,”™ he referred to a policy that was already consum-
mated. When Senator Albert ]J. Beveridge declared that “God has made us
adepts in government that we may administer government among savage and
senile peoples,”™ he endeavored to justify dominion already established rather
than to support expansion planned for the future.

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

ECONOMIC THEORIES OF IMPERIALISM

The Marxist, Liberal, and “Devil” Theories of Imperialism

The economic theories of imperialism have been developed in three different
schools of thought: the Marxist, the liberal, and one that has aptly been called
the “devil” theory® of imperialism.

The Marxist theory of imperialism rests upon the conviction, which is the
foundation of all Marxist thought, that all political phenomena are the refiec-

3See previous quotation, page 42, note 2.

‘Speech in the Senate, January 8, 1800, reprinted in Ruh! J. Bartlett, The Record of Ameri-
can Diplomacy, 4th ed. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1964), p. 385.

3Charles A. Beard, The Devil Theory of War (New York: The Vanguard Press, 1938); see also
The New Republic, Vol. 88 (March 4, 11, 18, 1838).
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tion of economic forces. Consequently, the political phenomenon of imperi-
alism is the product of the economic system in which it originates—that is,
capitalism. Capitalist societies, according to the Marxist theory, are unable to
find within themselves sufficient markets for their products and sufficient in-
vestments for their capital. They have, therefore, a tendency to enslave even
larger noncapitalist and, ultimately, even capitalist areas in order to transform
them into markets for their surplus products and to give their surplus capital
opportunities for investment.

The moderate Marxists, such as Kautsky and Hilferding, believed that
imperialism was a policy of capitalism and that, therefore, an imperialistic
policy was a matter of choice toward which capitalism might be more or less
inclined according to circumstances. Lenin® and his followers, especially Buk-
harin,” on the other hand, identified imperialism and capitalism outright. Im-
perialism is identical with capitalism in its last—that is, monopoly—stage of
development. According to Lenin, “Imperialism is capitalism in that phase of
its development in which the domination of monopolies and finance-capital
has established itself; in which the export of capital has acquired very great
importance; in which the division of the world among the big international
trusts has begun; in which the partition of all the territory of the earth
amongst the great capitalist powers has been completed."®

In the eyes of the Marxists, capitalism is the main evil and imperialism
only its necessary or probable manifestation. The liberal school, of which John
A. Hobson® is the chief representative, is mainly concerned with imperialism
in which it finds the result, not of capitalism as such, but of certain malad-
justments within the capitalist system. In conformity with Marxism, the lib-
eral school diagnoses as the root of imperialism the surplus of goods and cap-
ital which seek outlets in foreign markets. Yet, according to Hobson and his
school, imperialist expansion is not the inevitable and not even the most ra-
tional method of disposing of these surpluses. Since the surpluses are the
result of the maldistribution of purchasing power, the remedy lies in the ex-
pansion of the home market through economic reforms, such as increase in
purchasing power and elimination of oversavings. It is this belief in a domestic
alternative to imperialism which in the main distinguishes the liberal school
from Marxism.

The “devil” theory of imperialism operates on a much lower intellectual
level than do its two companion theories. It is widely held by pacifists and
has become a stock-in-trade of Communist propaganda. It may be said to have

SCollected Works (New York: International Publishers, 1927), Vol. XVIII; Selected Works
(New York: International Publishers, 1835), Vol. V.

TImperialism and World Economy (New York: International Publishers, 1829). Of the writers
who, aside from those mentioned in the text, have particularly influenced the development of
the Marxist theory of imperialism, Rosa Luxemburg and Fritz Sternberg ought to be mentioned;
of. the latter’s The Coming Crisis (New York: The John Day Company, 1946).

SImperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism (New York: International Publishers, 1833),
p- 72

SImperialism (London: G. Allen & Unwin, 1838). ~
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been the official philosophy of the Nye Committee, which in 18934—-36 inves-
tigated on behalf of the United States Senate the influence of financial and
industrial interests on the intervention of the United States in the First World
War. The publicity which the proceedings of this committee received made
the “devil” theory of imperialism for a time the most popular explanation of
foreign affairs in the United States. The simplicity of the theory contributed
much to its popularity. It identified certain groups that obviously profited
from war, such as manufacturers of war matériel (the so-called munitions mak-
ers), international bankers (“Wall Street”), and the like. Since they profited
from war, they must be interested in having war. Thus the war profiteers
transform themselves into the “war mongers,” the “devils” who plan wars in
order to enrich themselves.

While the extreme Marxists equate capitalism and imperialism, and
while the moderate Marxists and the disciples of Hobson see in imperialism
the result of maladjustments within the capitalist system, for the adherents of
the “devil” theory imperialism and war in general amount to nothing but a
conspiracy of evil capitalists for the purpose of private gain.

Criticism of These Theories

All economic explanations of imperialism, the refined as well as the primitive,
fail the test of historic experience. The economic interpretation of imperialism
erects a limited historic experience, based on a few isolated cases, into a uni-
versal law of history. It is indeed true that in the late nineteenth and twen-
tieth centuries a small number of wars were waged primarily, if not exclu-
sively, for economic objectives. The classic examples are the Boer War of
1899—-1902 and the Chaco War between Bolivia and Paraguay from 1832-35.
The main responsibility of British gold mining interests for the Boer War can
hardly be doubted. The Chaco War is considered by some to have been pri-
marily a war between two oil companies for the control of oil fields.

But during the entire period of mature capitalism, no war, with the ex-
ception of the Boer War, was waged by major powers exclusively or even
predominately for economic objectives. The Austro-Prussian War of 1866 and
the Franco-German War of 1870, for instance, had no economic objectives of
any importance. They were political wars, indeed imperialistic wars, fought
for the purpose of establishing a new distribution of power, first in favor of
Prussia within Germany and then in favor of Germany within the European
state system. The Crimean War of 1854—-56, the Spanish-American War of
1898, the Russo-Japanese War of 190405, the Turko-Italian War of 1811-12,
and the several Balkan Wars show economic objectives only in a subordinate
role, if they show them at all. The two world wars were certainly political
wars, whose stake was the domination of Europe, if not of the world. Natu-
rally, victory in these wars brought economic advantages and, more particu-
larly, defeat brought in its wake economic losses. But these effects were not
the real issue; they were only by-products of the political consequences of
victory and defeat. Still less were these economic effects the motives that
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determined in the minds of the responsible statesmen the issue of war and
peace.

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

The evidence of history is still more unfavorable to the contentions of the
economic theories if one tests the theories against the evidence presented by
the precapitalist processes of empire building. The policies that in ancient
times led to the foundation of the Egyptian, Assyrian, and Persian empires
were imperialistic in the political sense. So were the conquests of Alexander
the Great and the policies of Rome in the last century before the Christian
era. The Arabian expansion in the seventh and eighth centuries showed all
the earmarks of imperialism. Pope Urban II used the typical ideological ar-
guments in support of an imperialistic policy when, in 1085, he expressed to
the Council of Clermont the reasons for the First Crusade in these words:
“For this land which you inhabit, shut in on all sides by the seas and sur-
rounded by the mountain peaks, is too narrow for your large population; nor
does it abound in wealth, and it furnishes scarcely food enough for its culti-
vators. Hence it is that you murder and devour one another, that you wage
war, and that very many among you perish in civil strife.”! Louis XIV, Peter
the Great, and Napoleon I were the great imperialists of the modern precap-
italist age.

All these imperialisms of precapitalist times share with those of the cap-
italist period the tendency to overthrow the established power relations and
put in their stead the dominance of the imperialistic power. Yet those two
periods of imperialism share also the subordination of economic objectives to
political considerations.

Alexander the Great and Napoleon I did not embark, any more than did
Adolph Hitler, on imperialistic policies for the purpose of personal gain or in
order to escape the maladjustment of their economic systems. What they
aimed at was exactly the same thing the captain of industry is aiming at when
he tries to establish an industrial “empire” by adding enterprise to enterprise
until he dominates his industry in a monopolistic or quasimonopolistic man-
ner. What the precapitalist imperialist, the capitalist imperialist, and the “im-
perialistic” capitalist want is power, not economic gain. The captain of indus-

'F.A. Ogg, editor, A Source Book of Medieval History (New York: American Book Company,
1907), p. 2886. _
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try is no more driven toward his “imperialistic” goal by economic necessity or
personal greed than was Napoleon I. Personal gain and the solution of eco-
nomic problems through imperialistic expansion are for all of them a pleasant
afterthought, a welcome by-product, but not the goal by which the imperi-
 alistic urge is attracted.

We have seen that imperialism is not determined by economics, capital-
ist or otherwise. We shall see now that capitalists per se are not imperialists.
According to the economic theories and, more particularly, the “devil”
theory, capitalists use governments as their tools in instigating imperialistic
policies. Yet the investigation of historic instances cited in support of the eco-
nomic interpretation shows that in most cases the reverse relationship actually
existed between statesmen and capitalists. Imperialistic policies were gener-
ally conceived by the governments who summoned the capitalists to support
these policies. Thus historic evidence points to the primacy of politics over
economics, and “the rule of the financier . . . over international politics”™ is
indeed, in the words of Professor Schumpeter, “a newspaper fairytale, almost
ludicrously at variance with facts. 2

Yet, far from being the instigators, capitalists as a group—aside from
certain individual capitalists—were not even enthusiastic supporters of im-
perialistic policies. The literature and policies of the groups and political par-
ties representing the capitalist element in modern societies are a testimony to
the traditional opposition of the merchant and manufacturing classes to any
foreign policy that, like imperialism, might lead to war. As Professior Viner
has stated:

It was for the most part the middle classes who were the supporters of pacifism,
of internationalism, of international conciliation and compromise of disputes, of
disarmament—in so far as these had supporters. It was for the most part aristo-
crats, agrarians, often the urban working classes, who were the expansionists, the
imperialists, the jingoes. In the British Parliament it was spokesmen for the
“moneyed interests,” for the emerging middle classes in the northern manufac-
turing districts and for the “City” in London, who were the appeasers during the
Napoleonic Wars, during the Crimean War, during the Boer War, and during
the period from the rise of Hitler to the German invasion of Poland. In our own
country it was largely from business circles that the important opposition came to
the American Revolution, to the War of 1812, to the imperialism of 1888, and to
the anti-Nazi policy of the Roosevelt administration prior to Pearl Harbor.?

*Joseph Schumpeter, Business Cycles (New York and London: McGraw-Hill Book Company,
1939), Vol. 1, p. 495, n. 1.

3Jacob Viner, “Peace as an Economic Problem,” International Economics (Glencoe: The Free
Press, 1851), p. 255. Cf. Philip S. Foner, Business and Slavery: the New York Merchants and
the Irrepressible Conflict (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1841), on the oppo-
sition of New York and New England merchants to the Civil Wnr,tndDismlil statement to
Lord Salisbury of September 26, 1876: “All the monied and commercial classes in all countries
are against war. . . .” Also significant in this respect is the report that the British Ambassador
to Germany sent on the eve of the First World War, June 30, 1814, to his Foreign Office: "I
hearinﬁctﬁom-llaidenthnttheﬂmdalmdindmmdclmumMWawinmy
shape. . . .” British Documents on the Origin of the War, 1898-1914 (London: His Majesty’s
Shtionery 0&@. 1928), Vol. XI, p. 361.
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From Sir Andrew Freeport in the Spectator at the beginning of the eigh-
teenth century to Norman Angell's The Great Illusion in our time, it has been
the conviction of the capitalists as a class and of most capitalists as individuals
that “war does not pay,” that war is incompatible with an industrial society,
that the interests of capitalism require peace and not war. For only peace
permits those rational calculations upon which capitalist actions are based.
War carries with it an element of irrationality and chaos which is alien to the
very spirit of capitalism. Imperialism, however, as the attempt to overthrow
the existing power relations, carries with it the inevitable risk of war. As a
group then, capitalists were opposed to war; they did not initiate, and only
supported with misgivings and under pressure, imperialistic policies that
might lead, and many times actually did lead, to war.

How was it possible that a body of doctrine, such as the economic theo-
ries of imperialism, which is so completely at variance with the facts of expe-
rience, could hold sway over the public mind? Two factors are responsible for
the success of that doctrine: the climate of opinion in the Western world and
the character of the doctrine itself. We have already pointed to the general
tendency of the age to reduce political problems to economic ones.* The cap-
italists and their critics are equally guilty of this fundamental error. The for-
mer expected from the development of capitalism, freed from the atavistic
fetters of the precapitalist age and following only its own inherent laws, gen-
eral prosperity and peace. The latter were convinced that these aims could
be achieved only through reform or the abolition of the capitalist system. Both
camps looked to economic remedies for political problems. Bentham advo-
cated the emancipation of the colonies as the means of doing away with the
imperialistic conflicts that lead to war. Proudhon, Cobden, and their disciples
saw in tariffs the sole source of international conflicts and reasoned that peace
lay in extending free trade.® '

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

The other reason for the ready acceptance of the economic interpretation
of imperialism lies in its plausibility. What Professor Schumpeter has said of
the Marxist theory of imperialism holds generally true: “A series of vital facts
of our time seems to be perfectly accounted for. The whole maze of interna-

‘See pages 368 ff. See also Hans J. Morgenthau, Scientific Man vs. Power Politics (Chicago:
Uni:;nity of Chicago Press, 1846; Phoenix Edition, 1963), pp. 75 ff.
ee page 37.
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tional politics seems to be cleared up by a single powerful stroke of analysis."®
The mystery of so threatening, inhuman, and often murderous a historic force
as imperialism, the theoretical problem of defining it as a distinctive type of
international politics, the practical difficulty, above all, of recognizing it in a
concrete situation and of counteracting it with adequate means—all this is
reduced to either the inherent tendencies or the abuses of the capitalist sys-
tem. Whenever the phenomenon of imperialism presents itself for either the-
oretical understanding or practical action, the simple scheme will provide an
almost automatic answer that puts the mind at ease.

DIFFERENT TYPES OF IMPERIALISM

The true nature of imperialism as a policy devised to overthrow the status quo
can best be explained by a consideration of certain typical situations that favor
imperialistic policies and that, given the subjective and objective conditions
necessary for an active foreign policy, will almost inevitably produce a policy
‘of imperialism.

Three Inducements to Imperialism

Victorius War

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

tic war; that is, for a permanent change in the status quo.
. The “Carthaginian Peace,” by which the Romans changed their power
relations with the Carthaginians permanently in their favor, has become the
byword for the kind of peace settlement which tends to perpetuate the rela-
tion between victor and vanquished as it exists at the conclusion of hostilities.
The Treaty of Versailles and its companion treaties, terminating the First
World War, had in the eyes of many observers a similar character. The ex-
pansion of the Soviet sphere of influence into Eastern Europe after World
War 11, especially as recognized in the Helsinki Accords, is a further example.
A policy that aims at a peace settlement of this kind must, according to our
definition, be called imperialistic. It is imperialistic because it tries to replace

%Joseph Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy (New York and London: Harper
and Brothers, 1947), p. 51.
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the prewar status quo, when approximately equal or at least not thoroughly
unequal powers oppose each other, with a postwar status quo where the vic-
tor becomes the permanent master of the vanquished.

Lost War

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

The typical example of imperialism conceived as a reaction against the
successful imperialism of others is German imperialism from 1935 to the end
of the Second World War. The European status quo of 1914 was characterized
by a concert of great powers, consisting of Austria, France, Germany, Great
Britain, Italy, and Russia. The victory of the Allies and the subsequent peace
treaties created a new status quo that was the fruition of the imperialistic
policies of France. This new status quo established the hegemony of France,
exercised in alliance with most of the newly created nations of Eastern and
Central Europe.

German foreign policy from 1919 to 1935 operated seemingly within the
framework of that status quo, while secretly preparing for its overthrow. It
tried to win concessions for Germany, but it nevertheless accepted, at least
for the time being and with mental reservations, the power relations estab-
lished by the Treaty of Versailles. It did not openly challenge these power
relations; rather, it aimed at adjustments that left their essence intact. Such
was particularly the character of the “policy of fulfillment”—that is, fulfill-
ment of the Treaty of Versailles—which the Republic of Weimar pursued. It
was this attempt to improve the international position of Germany while ac-
cepting at least temporarily the status quo of Versailles that aroused the vio-
lent opposition of nationalists and National Socialists. After the National So-
cialists had come to power in 1933 and stabilized their regime domestically,
they abrogated in 1935 the disarmament provisions of the Treaty of Versailles.
In 1936, in violation of the same treaty, they occupied the Rhineland and
declared void the demilitarization of the German territory adjacent to the
German-French frontier. With these moves the foreign policy of National So-
cialist Germany became openly imperialistic; for these were the first in a se-
ries of moves that expressed Germany’s resolution no longer to accept the
status quo of Versailles as basis for its foreign policy, but to work for the
overthrow of that status quo.

Weakness
Another typical situation that favors imperialistic policies is the existence
of weak states or of politically empty spaces, that are attractive and accessible
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to a strong state. This is the situation out of which colonial imperialism grew.
It is also the situation that made possible the transformation of the original
federation of thirteen American states into a continental power. Napoleon’s as
well as Hitler's imperialism had partly this character, the latter’s particularly
in the period of the “blitzkrieg” of 1940. During the closing phase of the
Second World War and the decade following it, imperialism growing out of
the relations between strong and weak nations was exemplified by the rela-
tions between the Soviet Union and the nations of Eastern Europe. The at-
tractiveness of power vacuums as an incentive to imperialism is at least a
potential threat to the survival of many of the new nations of Asia and Africa,
deficient as they are in the most important elements of power.

Three Goals of Imperialism

As imperialism grows out of three typical situations, so imperialism moves
toward three typical objectives. The objective of imperialism can be the dom-
ination of the whole politically organized globe; that is, a world empire. Or it
‘can be an empire or hegemony of approximately continental dimensions. Or
it can be a strictly localized preponderance of power. In other words, the
imperialistic policy may have no limits but those set by the power of resis-
tance of the prospective victims, or it may have geographically determined
limits, such as the geographical boundaries of a continent, or it may be lim-
ited by the localized aims of the imperialistic power itself.

World Empire
The outstanding historic examples of unlimited imperialism are the ex-
pansionist policies of Alexander the Great, Rome, the Arabs in the seventh
and eighth centuries, Napoleon I, and Hitler. They all have in common an
urge toward expansion which knows no rational limits, feeds on its own suc-
cesses and, if not stopped by a superior force, will go on to the confines of
the political world.” This urge will not be satisfied so long as there remains
anywhere a possible object of domination—a politically organized group of
' men which by its very independence challenges the conqueror’s lust for
power. It is, as we shall see, exactly the lack of moderation, the aspiration to
conquer all that lends itself to conquest, characteristic of unlimited imperial-
ism, which in the past has been the undoing of the imperialistic policies of

"Hobbes has given the classical analysis of this unlimited desire for power in the Leviathan,
Chapter XI (Everyman's Library), pp. 49 ff. “So that in the first place, I put for a generall
inclination of all mankind, a perpetual]l and restlesse desire of Power after power, that ceaseth
only in Death. And the cause of this, is not alwayes that a man hopes for a more intensive delight,
that he has already attained to; or that he cannot be content with a moderate power: but because
he cannot assure the power and means to live well, which he hath present, without the acquisi-
tion of more. And from hence it is, that Kings, whose power is greatest, turn their endeavours
to the assuring it at home by Lawes, or abroad by Wars: and when that is done, there succeedeth
a new desire; in some, of Fame from new conquest; in others, of ease and sensuall pleasure; in
others, of admiration, or being flattered from excellence in some art, or other ability of the
mind.”
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this l;ind. The only exception is Rome, for reasons that will be discussed
later.

Continental Empire

The type of geographically determined imperialism is most clearly pre-
sented in the policies of European powers to gain a predominant position on
the European continent. Louis XIV, Napoleon III, and William II are cases
in point. The kingdom of Piedmont under Cavour seeking the domination of
the Italian peninsula in the 1850’s, the different participants in the Balkan
Wars of 1912 and 1913 aspiring to hegemony in the Balkans, Mussolini trying
to make the Mediterranean an Italian lake—these are examples of geograph-
ically determined imperialism on a less than continental basis. The American
policy of the nineteenth century, consisting in the gradual expansion of Amer-
ican rule over the better part of the North American continent is primarily,
but not exclusively, determined by the geographic limits of a continent; for
the United States has not attempted to bring Canada and Mexico under its
domination, although it would have been able to do so. Continental imperi-
alism is here modified by its limitation to a localized section of the continent.

The same mixed type of imperialism constitutes the essence of American
foreign policy toward the Western Hemisphere as a whole. The Monroe Doc-
trine, by postulating for the Western Hemisphere a policy of the status quo
with regard to non-American powers, erected a protective shield behind
which the United States could establish its predominance within that geo-
graphic region. Within these geographic limits, however, American policy
was not always uniformly imperialistic. Toward the Central American repub-
lics and certain countries of South America it was at times frankly imperialis-
tic, but in its dealings with some other countries, such as Argentina and Bra-
zil, it sought only to maintain the existing superiority of the United States,
which was the result of a kind of natural process rather than of a deliberate
American policy. Even though the United States has had the power to impose
its superiority upon these countries in the form of actual hegemony, it chose
not to do so. Here again we find a localized imperialism within the general
framework of a geographically limited policy.

Local Preponderance

The prototype of localized imperialism is to be found in the monarchical
policies of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. In the eighteenth cen-
tury, Frederick the Great, Louis XV, Maria Theresa, Peter the Great, and
Catherine II were the moving forces of this kind of foreign policy. In the
nineteenth century, Bismarck was the master of this imperialistic policy,
which seeks to overthrow the status quo and to establish political preponder-
ance within self-chosen limits. The difference between such a localized im-
perialistic policy, continental imperialism, and unlimited imperialism is the

8See pages 537 fI. -
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difference between the foreign policies of Bismarck, William II, and Hitler.
Bismarck wanted to establish Germany’s preponderance in Central Europe;
William 11, in all of Europe; Hitler, in the whole world. The traditional ob-
jectives of Russian imperialism, such as control of Finland, Eastern Europe,
the Balkans, the Dardanelles, and Iran, are also of a localized nature.

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

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

Three Methods of Imperialism

Just as there are three types of imperialism with respect to the situations from
which imperialism typically arises, and three types of imperialism in view of
its objectives, so a triple distinction is to be made regarding the typical means
employed by imperialistic policies. Accordingly, we must distinguish between
military, economic, and cultural imperialism. A widespread popular miscon-
ception confuses these three methods with the objectives of imperialism, as
though economic imperialism, for instance, aimed at nothing but economic
exploitation of other peoples. This misconception has its origin in the eco-
nomic theories of imperialism as well as in the neglect of the power element
in international relations, referred to above.? In truth, military imperialism

%See pages 31 fI.
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seeks military conquest; economic imperialism, economic exploitation of other
peoples; cultural imperialism, the displacement of one culture by another—
but always as means to the same imperialistic end. That end is always the
overthrow of the status quo; that is, the reversal of the power relations be-
tween the imperialist nation and its prospective victims. This immutable end
is served by military, economic, and cultural means, either alone or in com-
bination. It is with these means that we are here concerned.

Military Imperialism

The most obvious, the most ancient, and also the crudest form of impe-
rialism is military conquest. The great conquerors of all times have also been
the great imperialists. The advantage of this method, from the point of view
of the imperialistic nation, lies in the fact that the new power relations result-
ing from military conquest can as a rule be changed only by another war
instigated by the vanquished nation, with the odds normally against the latter.
Napoleon I might have relied upon the sole power of the ideas of the French
Revolution to establish the hegemony of France in Europe and in the world;
that is, he might have chosen cultural imperialism instead of military con-
quest. On the other hand, if he could make and hold military conquests, he
would reach his imperialistic goal more quickly and derive from the process
of conquering that maximum of personal satisfaction which victory in combat
gives to the victor. Yet the very condition under which this statement is alone
correct indicates the great drawback of military conquest as a method of im-
perialism: war is a gamble; it may be lost as well as won. The nation that
starts war for imperialistic ends may gain an empire and keep it, as Rome did.
Or it may gain it and, in the process of trying to gain still more, lose it, as in
Napoleon’s case. Or it may gain it, lose it, and fall victim to the imperialism
of others, as in the case of National Socialist Germany and of Japan. Military
imperialism is a gamble played for the highest stakes.

Economic Imperialism

Economic imperialism is less obtrusive and also generally less effective
than the military variety and is, as a rational method of gaining power, a
product of modern times. As such, it is a concomitant of the age of mercantil-
ist and capitalist expansion. Its outstanding modern example is what is called
“dollar diplomacy.” It has also played an important role in the history of Brit-
ish and French imperialism. British influence in Portugal since the beginning
of the eighteenth century has been powerfully supported by economic con-
trol. British supremacy in the Arab world was the result of economic policies
for which the term “oil diplomacy” is not misplaced. Similarly, the Arab dis-
covery of the political uses of oil has given the oil-producing Arab nations
unprecedented power over the industrial nations importing Arab oil. The pre-
dominant influence France exercised in countries such as Rumania in the pe-
riod between the two world wars was to a considerable extent based upon
economic factors.
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The common characteristic of the policies we call economic imperialism
is their tendency, on the one hand, to overthrow the status quo by changing
the power relations between the imperialist nation and others and, on the
other hand, to do so not through the conquest of territory but by way of
economic control. If a nation cannot or will not conquer territory for the pur-
pose of establishing its mastery over other nations, it can try to achieve the
same end by establishing its control over those who control the territory. The
Central American republics, for instance, are all sovereign states; they possess
all the attributes of sovereignty and display the paraphernalia of sovereignty.
But, their economic life being almost completely dependent upon exports to
the United States, these nations, unless they receive significant support from
another source, are unable to pursue for any length of time policies of any
kind, domestic or foreign, to which the United States would object.

The nature of economic imperialism as an unobtrusive, indirect, but
fairly effective method of gaining and maintaining domination over other na-
tions is particularly striking where two rival imperialisms compete with eco-
nomic means for control over the same government. The century-old compe-
tition between Great Britain and Russia for control of Iran, though carried on
for a long time predominantly by military means, may serve as an example.
Professor P. E. Roberts described this situation in Iran, then called Persia,
before the First World War:

Russia presses on her from the north, Great Britain from the south, though the
influence of the two powers is very different. Great Britain holds in her hands
the bulk of the foreign trade of southern Persia, and claims a general control of
the whole Asiatic coastline from Aden eastwards to Baluchistan. . . .Great Brit-
ain has never coveted territorial possessions. . . . The development of naviga-
tion of the Volga and the construction of the Transcaspian railway have given to
Russia the bulk of the trade with northern Persia. But the commercial weapons
of Russia are a monopoly and prohibition. She has laid an interdict upon the
making of railroads in Persian territory, and has often opposed measures which

might regenerate the country.’

Only “the commercial and political rivalry of Great Britain” seemed to bar
the way to the complete absorption of Iran into the Russian orbit.

During the period of economic and political rivalry between Great Brit-
ain and Russia in that region, the foreign policies, and frequently also the
domestic policies, of the Iranian government faithfully reflected the intensity
of the economic, and sometimes military, pressures that the rival powers
brought to bear. When Russia promised or granted economic advantages that
Great Britain failed to match, or when Russia threatened to withdraw advan-
tages it had granted, Russian influence increased, and vice versa. Russia did
not dare realize its territorial ambitions with regard to Iran. Great Britain had

'Cambridge Modern History (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1910), Vol. XII, p. 491.
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none. But both tried to control the Iranian government, which in turn con-
trols oil fields as well as the road to India.

Cultural Imperialism®

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

This is, however, a hypothetical case. Cultural imperialism generally falls
short of a victory so complete as to make other methods of imperialism super-
fluous. The typical role cultural imperialism plays in modern times is subsid-
iary to the other methods. It softens up the enemy, it prepares the ground
for military conquest or economic penetration. Its typical modern manifesta-
tion is the fifth column, and one of its two outstanding modern successes is to
be found in the operations of the National Socialist fith columns in Europe
before the outbreak and at the beginning of the Second World War. Its suc-
cess was most spectacular in Austria, where in 1938 a pro-National Socialist
government invited the German troops to occupy the country. Its success was
considerable in France, where a number of influential citizens, inside and
outside the government, had been converted to the National Socialist philos-
ophy and its international objectives. It is hardly an exaggeration to say that
these countries were already partly conquered by means of cultural imperial-
ism before military conquest finished the task. Great Britain, by interning at
the outbreak of the Second World War all known National Socialists and their
sympathizers within its borders, paid tribute to the danger that cultural pen-
etration presented for the prospective victims of German imperialism.

The other outstanding example of cultural imperialism in our time, an-
tedating and surviving the National Socialist fifth column, is the Communist

*What is described under this heading goes frequently by the name of ideological imperial-
ism, the term “ideclogical” referring particularly to the contest of political philosophfes. Two
reasons, however, seem to make it advisable to use the term “cultural” instead. On the one hand,
the term “cultural” comprises all kinds of intellectual influences, political and otherwise, that
serve as means for imperialistic ends. On the other hand, we are using the term “ideological” in
Chapter 7 in its specific sociological sense, and it would only make for confusion if we used the
same term here in its general popular meaning.

-
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International. In its heyday, directed from Moscow, it guided and controlled
the Communist parties in all countries and saw to it that the policies pursued
by the national Communist parties were in accord with the foreign policy of
the Soviet Union. To the extent that Communist parties gained influence in
particular nations, the influence of the Soviet Union over these nations in-
creased, and where Communist parties gained control of national govern-
ments, the Russian government, controlling the Communist parties, con-
trolled these national governments.

The technique used by the Soviet Union for establishing its control over
the countries of Eastern Europe provides a classic example of the organic
interconnectedness between cultural imperialism and the other forms of im-
perialistic conquest. In those countries the promotion of Communism through
Communist parties, directed from Moscow, was a mere means to the end of
Russian domination and was co-ordinated with other means serving the same
end. Thus military conquest was the foundation for the Russian domination of
Eastern Europe. Supporting and in part supplanting it was Russian control
over the economic life of Eastern Europe, and the consequent economic de-
pendence of Eastern Europe upon the Soviet Union. Finally, the Soviet
Union endeavored to substitute loyalty to Communism and, in consequence,
to the Soviet Union for the loyalties the peoples of Eastern Europe have
traditionally felt to their respective nations, religions, and parties, endeavor-
ing thus to make them willing tools of Russian policies.

The competition between the Soviet Union and China for the domination
of the world Communist movement and for predominant influence in the un-
committed nations, too, uses primarily the instruments of cultural imperial-
ism. The two major Communist nations derive their claim to dominant influ-
ence from the assertion that each of them is the true heir of Marx and Lenin,
while the other is a heretic supporting the enemies of Communism. Wher-
ever governments and political movements adhere to Communist doctrine,
this argument is a source of power for the one of the two major Communist
nations that can make the argument credible.

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

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

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

The share of economic and cultural imperialism in the over-all interna-
tional activities of governments has greatly increased since the Second World
War. It has done so for two reasons. On the one hand, military imperialism
pursued openly and on a large scale is no longer a rational instrument of
foreign policy since it carries within itself the risk of escalation into a self-
destructive nuclear war. Thus a nation bent upon the imperialistic expansion
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of its power will often substitute economic and cultural methods for military
ones. On the other hand, the disintegration of the colonial empires into a
great number of weak states, many of which must rely for their very survival
upon outside assistance, opens up new opportunities for imperialistic nations
to expand their power by economic and cultural means. Thus China, the So-
viet Union, and the United States use their economic and cultural resources
in order to compete with each other for the expansion of their respective
power into the so-called uncommitted third of the world or at least for pre-
venting the other nations to expand theirs. The weakness of the new nations
offers them the opportunity, and the unacceptable risk of nuclear war has
transformed that opportunity into a rational necessity.

HOW TO DETECT AND COUNTER
AN IMPERIALISTIC POLICY

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

The Problem of Policy: Containment, Appeasement, Fear

As the policies of imperialism and the status quo are fundamentally different
in nature, so must the policies designed to counter them be fundamentally
different. A policy adequate to counter a policy of the status quo cannot be
sufficient to meet a policy of imperialism. A policy of the status quo which
seeks adjustments within the existing over-all distribution of power can be
dealt with by a policy of give and take, of balance, of compromise: a policy,
in short, that makes use of the techniques of adjustment within a given over-
all distribution of power in order to gain a maximum of advantage and to get
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by with a minimum of loss. Imperialism, which seeks to overthrow the exist-
ing distribution of power, must at the very least be countered by a policy of
containment which, in defense of the existing distribution of power, calls a
halt to further aggression, expansion, or other disturbances of the status quo
on the part of the imperialistic nation. The policy of containment erects a
wall, either a real one, such as the Great Wall of China or the French Magi-
not Line, or an imaginary one, such as the line of military demarcation drawn
in 1945 between the Soviet orbit and the Western world. It says in effect to
the imperialistic nation: “Thus far and no farther,” warning it that a step be-
yond the line entails the virtual certainty of war.

Appeasement is a foreign policy that attempts to meet the threat of im-
perialism with methods appropriate to a policy of the status quo. Appease-
ment tries to deal with imperialism as though it were a policy of the status
quo. It errs in transferring a policy of compromise from a political environ-
ment favorable to the preservation of the status quo, where it belongs, to an
environment exposed to imperialistic attack, where it does not belong. One
might say that appeasement is a corrupted policy of compromise, made erro-
neous by mistaking a policy of imperialism for a policy of the status quo.

It is important to note, in view of the contemporary tendency to use the
term “appeasement” indiscriminately as a term of opprobrium, that appease-
ment and imperialism are logically correlated. In other words, a policy of
appeasement on the one side presupposes a policy of imperialism on the other
side. If we say that State A pursues with respect to State B a policy of ap-
peasement, we are at the same time saying that State B pursues with respect
to State A a policy of imperialism. If the latter statement is incorrect, the
former is meaningless.

The appeaser sees in the successive demands of the imperialistic power
rationally limited objectives which in themselves are compatible with the
maintenance of the status quo and must be disposed of either on their intrin-
sic merits or by way of compromise. His error lies in not seeing that the
successive demands, far from being self-contained and growing from specific
grievances, are but the links of a chain at the end of which stands the over-
throw of the status quo. The conciliation of antagonistic policies on the basis
of legal or moral principles or through a diplomatic bargain is indeed the great
task of a diplomacy that operates on both sides within the recognized limits
of the status quo. Since both sides accept the existing distribution of power,
both sides can afford to settle their differences either on the basis of principle
or through compromise; for whatever the settlement may be, it will not affect
the basic distribution of power between them.

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

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

Later in 1938 Germany demanded the German parts of Czechoslovakia.
The Munich settlement granted the German demands. When Hitler, shortly
before the settlement of Munich, declared that the German parts of Czecho-
slovakia were the last territorial demands Germany had to make in Europe,
he was really saying that the annexation of these territories was an end in
itself, self-contained within its own rational limits. He pretended that German
policy operated within the general framework of the European status quo and
was not intent upon overthrowing it, and that the other European powers
ought to view German foreign policy in that light and deal with it correspond-
ingly. It was only by the end of March 1839, five months before the outbreak
of the Second World War, that the annexation of the whole of Czechoslovakia
and the territorial demands on Poland convinced the Western powers that
what had appeared to be a policy of the status quo had really been from the
beginning a policy of imperialism, of continental, if not world, dimensions.

At that moment, the distribution of power in Europe was already
changed in favor of Germany. It was changed to such an extent that a further
increase in German power could not be prevented short of war. Germany had
become strong enough to challenge openly the status quo of Versailles, and
the prestige—that is, the reputation for power—of the nations identified with
the order of Versailles had sunk so low that they were unable to defend what
was left of the status quo by mere diplomatic means. They could either sur-
render or go to war. Thus the appeasers of 1938 became either the quislings
(if they deemed resistance to German imperialism hopeless) or the heroes of
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193945 (if they thought that resistance was morally required regardless of
the outcome or that it had even a chance to succeed). The final catastrophe,
and the tragic choices with which the catastrophe confronted the actors on
the international scene, were predetermined by that initial error which re-
sponded to a policy of imperialism as though it were a policy of the status
quo.

Once a policy of containment has succeeded in checking a policy of im-
perialism, or the latter has run its course either because it has reached its
objective or has exhausted itself, containment (a policy of uncompromising
resistance) might will make way to compromise (a policy of give and take).
Such a policy, nefarious when it seeks to appease imperialism, becomes a
virtue when it aims at accommodating a policy of the status quo which has
left its imperialistic aspiration behind. It was this distinction to which Sir
Winston Churchill referred when he said on December 14, 1850, in the
House of Commons:

The declaration of the Prime Minister that there will be no appeasement also
commands almost universal support. It is a good slogan for the country. It seems
to me, however, that in this House it requires to be more precisely defined.
What we really mean, I think, is no appeasement through weakness or fear.
Appeasement in itself may be good or bad according to the circumstances. Ap-
peasement from weakness and fear is alike futile and fatal. Appeasement from
strength is magnanimous and noble and might be the surest and perhaps the only
path to world peace.

The other fundamental error into which those responsible for the conduct
of foreign affairs are most likely to fall is the reverse of the one thus far dis-
cussed. It mistakes a policy of the status quo for a policy of imperialism. By
doing so, State A resorts to certain measures defensive in intent, such as
armaments, bases, alliances, with respect to State B. The latter, in turn, re-
sorts to countermeasures, for it now sees State A embarking upon a policy of
imperialism. These countermeasures strengthen the initial misapprehension,
on the part of State A, of State B’s policies, and so forth. Ultimately, either
both countries correct their errors with regard to their respective policies or
else the ever increasing mutual suspicions, feeding upon each other, end in
war. Out of an initial error there develops a vicious circle. Two or more na-
tions, each only seeking to preserve the status quo, but each convinced of the
imperialistic designs of the others, find support for their own errors of judg-
ment and action in the errors of the others. In such a situation nothing but
an almost superhuman effort will deflect the trend of events from a cata-
strophic denouement.

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

After the dismissal of Bismarck in 1890, William II decided to let the
Reinsurance Treaty lapse, primarily because of the fear that its continuation
might alienate Austria and thus destroy the Triple Alliance. Russia then (in
1891 and 1894) entered into agreements with France which were defensive in
character and obviously inspired by fear of the intentions of the Triple Alli-
ance. The provisions of the Military Convention of 1894, in particular, antic-
ipated the possible transformation of the Triple Alliance from a defensive into
an imperialistic instrument. Thus the Convention was to remain a force as
long as the Triple Alliance. The main provisions of the Convention made the
following stipulations: If France were attacked by. Germany or by Italy sup-
ported by Germany, Russia would give military aid to France. France would
‘do the same in respect to Russia if the latter were attacked by Germany or
by Austria supported by Germany. In case of the mobilization of the forces of
the Triple Alliance, France and Russia would mobilize their forces without
delay.

First, the fear of hostile alliances led to the formation of the Triple Alli-
ance. Then, the fear of the latter’s dissolution led to the severance by Ger-
many of the friendly relations with Russia. Finally, the fear of the intentions
of the Triple Alliance brought about the Franco-Russian Alliance. It was the
mutual fears of these two defensive alliances, and the general insecurity cre-
ated by the erratic character of the imperialistic utterances of William 1I, that
inspired the diplomatic maneuvers during the two decades before the First
World War. These maneuvers sought either new combinations destructive of
existing alignments or the support of powers, thus far aloof, for the existing
alliances. In the end, the general conflagration in 1914 was made inevitable
by the fear that the other side would change the power relations decisively in
- its favor if not forestalled by such a change:in one’s own favor. In the two
antagonistic blocs, Russia and Austria especially were animated by this fear.
The fear of the other’s suspected imperialism bred imperialism in reaction,
which, in turn, gave substance to the original fear.

The distorting effects of mutual fear are particularly pronounced when
antagonistic foreign policies are overlaid with world-embracing ideologies® to
which the foreign policies actually pursued may or may not correspond. Thus
the Communist ideology of world revolution and of the Communization of the
world creates in non-Communist nations the fear that the foreign policies of
Communist nations are of necessity at the service of a world-wide imperial-

3For the explanation of the concept, see Chapter 7.
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ism. In consequence, every move a country such as the Soviet Union or
China makes on the chessboard of international politics is not judged on its
own merits but in terms of imperialistic ideology. On the other hand, since
Communist philosophy assumes that capitalistic nations are by nature warlike
and “imperialistic,” Western professions of dedication to law and order and
opposition to aggression and subversion are interpreted by Communist na-
tions as mere ideological disguises of imperialistic policies.

This mythological perception of reality on both sides calls forth policies
seeking to contain the imperialism of the other side, and these policies con-
firm in the minds of all concerned the original mythological interpretation.
The great powers are thus trapped in a vicious circle. First, fear makes them
interpret reality in terms of an ideology on which that fear can feed. Then,
the measures they take to protect themselves from what may be an imaginary
danger confirm the. other side in its fears and misinterpretation of reality.
Then, countermeasures are taken against these measures, carrying a similar
confirmation, and so forth. Thus the fear of one side sustains the fear of the
other, and vice versa. Enmeshed in mutual fear and engaged in an arms race
which seeks to still those fears, neither side is capable of putting the original
assumption of imperialism to the test of actual experience. What was origi-
nally a mythological perception of reality has now become a self-fulfilling
prophecy: the policies engendered by mutual fear appear to provide empirical
evidence for the correctness of the original assumption.*

The Problem of Detection

Appeasement, which is the attempt to compromise with an imperialism not
recognized as such, and the fear that creates imperialism where there is
none—these are the two wrong answers, the two fatal mistakes an intelligent
foreign policy must try to avoid. Such an intelligent foreign policy, which
recognizes imperialism where it exists and determines its specific nature, is
confronted with five difficulties, and they are all of a formidable character.
The first and most fundamental difficulty was pointed out by Bukharin,
the foremost exponent of the Communist doctrine from Lenin’s death to the
great purges in the mid-thirties. Arguing against the non-economic explana-
tion of imperialism, he summarized it thus: “Imperialism is a policy of con-
quest. But not every policy of conquest is imperialism.”® The statement is
indeed correct and squares with what we have said previously about the dis-
tinction between a policy of conq‘uest operating within the existing status quo
and one seeking to overthrow it.° To make this distinction in a concrete situ-

‘Cf. John H. Kautsky, “Myth, Self-fulfilling Prophecy, and Symbolic Reassurance in the East-
West Conflict,” The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. I1X, No. 1 (March 1965), pp. 1 ff.

®N. L. Bukharin, Imperialism and World Economy (New York: International Publishers,
1929), p. 114

®See pages 56 fI.
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cultural and economic ones and, hence, are not imperialistic, is indeed a dif-
ficult task. Here again reference to the typical situations favorable to imperi-
alistic policies will be of help.

The active economic policies Switzerland has been pursuing in the inter-
national sphere have never had an imperialistic tinge. British foreign-trade
policies at times have had an imperialistic character with respect to certain
countries. Today their end is in the main purely economic; that is, they try
to obtain for the inhabitants of the British Isles the necessities of life. They
aim at economic survival through favorable trade balances, not at the main-
tenance or acquisition of political power over foreign nations. It is only with
regard to certain strategic regions, such as Egypt and Iran, that since the end
of the Second World War British economic policies have at times been sub-
ordinated to political considerations. Some of these considerations might have
acquired, or under certain conditions will acquire, an imperialistic character.

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

When all these difficulties have been overcome and a foreign policy has
been correctly identified as imperialistic, yet another difficulty presents itself.
It concerns the kind of imperialism with which one has to deal. A successful
localized imperialism may find in its success an incentive to spread wider and
wider until it becomes continental or worldwide. More particularly, a country
may find it necessary, in order to stabilize and secure a local preponderance,
to acquire preponderance of power on an even greater scale, and it may feel
fully secure only in a worldwide empire. There is frequently in imperialism
a dynamic force, rationalized in aggressive or defensive terms, that proceeds
from a limited region to a continent and from there to the world. The Mace-
donian Empire under Philip and Alexander and Napoleonic imperialism were
of this kind. On the other hand, a policy of worldwide imperialism, opposed
by superior force, may retreat to a geographically determined region or be
satisfied with local preponderance. Or it may lose its imperialistic tendencies
altogether and transform itself into a policy of the status quo. The develop-
ment from geographically determined to localized imperialism and from there
to the permanent loss of imperialistic tendencies altogether can be traced in
the history of Swedish imperialism in the seventeenth and eighteenth centu-
ries.
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Thus the evaluation of imperialistic tendencies and, consequently, of the
policies countering them is never definitive. Both policies and counterpolicies
are ever subject to re-evaluation and reformulation. But the framers of foreign
policy are always exposed to the temptation to take a particular pattern of
imperialistic expansion or of any other type of foreign policy as permanent
ar to pursue a foreign policy adapted to that pattern even when the pattern
has chinged. A worldwide imperialism requires countermeasures different
from those which are adequate for one that is localized, and a nation that
counters the latter with measures appropriate to the former will bring on the
very dangers it tries to avoid. In this necessity to recognize quickly a change
in the imperialistic policy of another nation lies another difficulty and, in the
failure to adapt one’s own foreign policy quickly to such change, another
source of error.

Finally, imperialism poses a problem that it shares with all foreign
policy—presenting it, however, in a particularly acute manner. This is the
problem of detecting the true nature of a foreign policy behind its ideological
disguises. The 'actors on the international scene rarely present the foreign
' policy they are pursuing for what it is, and a policy of imperialism almost
never reveals its true face in the pronouncements of those who pursue it. The
true nature of the policies pursued disappears behind a veil of ideological
disguises. The reasons why this must be so and the typical shapes these ideol-
ogies take will be discussed in Chapter 7 of this book. How difficult it is to
distinguish between the appearance of a foreign policy and its essence will
become apparent in the course of that discussion.



I'he Struggle
for Power:

Policy of Prestige

The policy of prestige has rarely been recognized in modem political litera-
ture for what it is: the third of the basic manifestations of the struggle for
power on the international scene. The reasons for this neglect are threefold.
The policy of prestige shares this neglect with the subtle and intangible rela-
tionships the understanding of which, as we have seen,! has suffered from the
predominant theoretical and practical concern with the material aspect of
power in the form of force, actual or threatened. Furthermore, the policy of
prestige has used as one of its main vehicles the aristocratic forms of social
intercourse practiced in the diplomatic world. That world, with its ceremonial
rules, its quarrels about rank and precedence, and its empty formalisms, is
the very antithesis of the democratic way of life. Even those not fully per-
suaded that power politics is nothing but an elitist atavism have been inclined
to see in the policy of prestige as practiced by diplomats an anachronistic
game, frivolous and farcical and devoid of any organic connection with the
business of international politics.

Finally, prestige, in contrast to the maintenance and acquisition of
power, is but rarely an end in itself. More frequently, the policy of prestige
is one of the instrumentalities through which the policies of the status quo
and of imperialism try to achieve their ends. This makes it easy to conclude
that the policy of prestige is not important and does not deserve systematic
discussion. i

Actually, the policy of prestige, however exaggerated and absurd its uses
may have been at times, is as intrinsic an element of the relations between

1See page 33.
86 -
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nations as the desire for prestige is of the relations between individuals. Here
again it becomes obvious that international and domestic politics are but dif-
ferent manifestations of one and the same social fact. In both spheres, the
desire for social recognition is a potent dynamic force determining social re-
lations and creating social institutions. The individual seeks confirmation, on
the part of his fellows, of the evaluation he puts upon himself. It is only in
the tribute others pay to his goodness, intelligence, and power that he be-
comes fully aware of, and can fully enjoy, what he deems to be his superior
qualities. It is only through his reputation for excellence that he can gain the
measure of security, wealth, and power he regards to be his due. Thus, in
the struggle for existence and power—which is, as it were, the raw material
of the social world—what others think about us is as important as what we
actually are. The image in the mirror of our fellows’ minds (that is, our pres-
tige), rather than the original, of which the image in the mirror may be but
the distorted reflection, determines what we are as members of society.

It is, then, a necessary and important task to see to it that the mental
picture other people form of one’s position in society at least represents faith-
* fully the actual situation, if it does not excel it. This is exactly what the policy
of prestige is about. Its purpose is to impress other nations with the power
one’s own nation actually possesses, or with the power it believes, or wants
the other nations to believe, it possesses. Two specific instrumentalities serve
this purpose: diplomatic ceremonial in the widest meaning of the term, and
the display of military force.?

DIPLOMATIC CEREMONIAL

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

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

He went to meet the Pope on the road to Nemours. To avoid ceremony, the
pretext of a hunting-party was assumed; the attendants, with his equipages, were
in the forest. The Emperor came on horseback and in a hunting-dress, with his
retinue. It was at the half-moon on the top of the hill that the meeting took place.
There the Pope's carriage drew up; he got out at the left door in his white cos-

See also pages 352 ff. for the discussion of propaganda, which serves in good messure as an
instrument of the policy of prestige.
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tume: the ground was dirty; he did not like to step upon it with his white silk
shoes, but was obliged to do so at last.

~ . Napoleon alighted to receive him. They embraced; and the Emperor’s car-
riage, which had been purposely driven up, was advanced a few paces, as if from
the carelessness of the driver; but men were posted to hold the two doors open:

at the moment of getting in, the Emperor took the right door, and an officer of
the court handed the Pope to the left, s0 that they entered the carriage by the
two doors at the same time. The Emperor naturally seated himself on the right;

and this first step decided without negotiation upon the etiquette to be observed
during the whole time that the Pope was to remain at Paris.?

The other episode occurred in 1813 in Dresden, after the defeat in Rus-
sia, when Napoleon was threatened by a coalition of all of Europe, a coalition
that shortly afterward would inflict upon him the disastrous defeat of Leipzig.
In an interview lasting nine hours, Napoleon tried to restrain the Austrian
Chancellor, Metternich, from joining the coalition against him. Metternich
treated Napoleon as a doomed man, while Napoleon acted like the master of
Europe, which he had been for a decade. After a particularly stormy ex-
change, Napoleon, as if to test his superiority, dropped his hat, expecting the
spokesman of the hostile coalition to pick it up. When Metternich feigned not
to see it, it must have become clear to both men that a decisive change had
occurred in the prestige and power of the victor of Austerlitz and Wagram.
Metternich summed up the situation when he told Napoleon at the end of
the discussion that he was sure Napoleon was lost.

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

In most courts it was the custom to have foreign ambassadors introduced
to the sovereign by ordinary officials while royal ambassadors were introduced
by princes. When in 1698 Louis XIV had the Ambassador of the Republic of
Venice introduced by the Prince of Lorraine, the Grand Council of Venice
asked the French Ambassador to assure the King that the Republic of Venice
would be forever grateful for that honor and the Council sent a special letter
of thanks to Louis XIV. Through that gesture France indicated that it re-
garded the Republic of Venice to be as powerful as a kingdom, and it was for
that new prestige that Venice showed its gratitude. At the papal court the
Pope used to receive the diplomatic representatives of different types of states
in different halls. Ambassadors of crowned heads and of Venice were received
in' the Sala Reggia, the representatives of other princes and of republics in

3Memoirs of the Duke of Rovigo (London, 1828), Vol. 1, Part 11, p. 73.
‘For the different functions of diplomats, see Chapter 31.
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the Sala Ducale. The Republic of Genoa is said to have offered the Pope
millions in order to have its representatives received in the Sala Reggia in-
stead of in the Sala Ducale. The Pope, however, refused to grant the request
because of the opposition of Venice, which did not want Genoa to be treated
on equal terms with herself. Equality of treatment would have meant equality
of prestige—that is, reputation for power—and to this the state superior in
prestige could not consent.

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

Under President Theodore Roosevelt, all diplomatic representatives
were received together on the first of January in order to present their con-
gratulations to the President. President Taft changed the arrangement and
ordered that ambassadors and ministers be received separately. When the
Spanish Minister, who had not been informed of this change, appeared on
January 1, 1910, at the White House for the reception of the ambassadors he
was refused admission. Whereupon the Spanish government recalled the min-
ister and protested to the government of the United States. A nation that had
just lost its empire and passed to the rank of a third-rate power insisted at
least upon the prestige commensurate with its former greatness.

In 1946, when the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union was seated at a
victory celebration in Paris in the second row, while the representatives of
other great powers sat in the first, he left the meeting in protest. A nation
that for long had been a pariah in the international community had attained
the unquestioned position of a great power and insisted upon the prestige due
to its new status. At the Potsdam Conference of 1845, Churchill, Stalin, and
Truman were unable to agree on who should enter the conference room first;
finally they entered through three different doors at the same time. These
three political leaders symbolized the respective power of their nations. Con-
sequently, the precedence accorded to one of them would have given his
nation a prestige of superiority over the other two which the latter were not
willing to concede. Since they claimed equality of power, they were bound to
be concerned with upholding the prestige in which that equality found its
symbolic expression.

To cite two recent examples: France, since DeGaulle opposed the su-
pranational tendencies of the European Communities, objected

to the traditional style—striped pants, moming coat and champagne—in which
Dr. Walter Hallstein, president of the Common Market Commission, has been
receiving ambassadors presenting their credentials.
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Paris feels that such a ceremony creates the impression that Dr. Hallstein is
equal in rank, for the purpose of receiving ambassadors’ credentials, to a chief of
state, such as President deGaulle.

The French contend that the commission is not a government and the cere-
mony should be toned down. This is one aspect of French opposition to the so-
called supra-national features of the European communities. France views them
as groups of sovereign states.®

The peace negotiations among the United States, the South and North
Vietnam governments, and the National Liberation Front (Viet Cong) which
were supposed to have started in November 1968 were delayed for ten weeks
because of a dispute over the shape of the conference table. North Vietnam
proposed a square table, or four tables arranged in a circular or diamond
pattern, or a plain round table forming a complete unbroken circle. The
United States, on the other hand, proposed two half oval tables placed against
each other to form a broken oval, or two half-circular tables to form a broken
circle, or two half-circular tables, separated somewhat from each other, with
two rectangular tables for secretaries between them. As concerns the last pro-
posal, the United States made the concession that the two half-circular tables
could be pushed together to adjoin the secretarial tables between them. How-
ever, the secretarial tables would have to jut out a few inches on either side
from the curved tables.® Finally, a circular table without nameplates, flags or
markings was agreed upon. Two rectangular tables, measuring about 3 feet by
41 feet, were to be placed 18 inches from the circular table at opposite sides.

What lay behind these seemingly absurd proceedings? North Vietnam
insisted upon the recognition of the Viet Cong as an independent negotiating
party. The United States wanted the recognition of its assumption, basic to
its long-held conception of the war, that the Viet Cong were a mere extension
of the North Vietnamese regime. Thus the controversy over the shape of the
table was a symbolic manifestation of the substance of the conflict. Was the
Vietnam War the result of the aggression of the North Vietnamese, using the
Viet Cong as its instrument, or was the Viet Cong a genuine popular force,
aided and abetted but not created by the North Vietnamese? The shape of
the table, one way or other, would have prejudged that substantive issue.
The shape finally agreed upon appeared to leave that issue in abeyance.

The political importance of the entertainment in which all diplomats vie
with each other is well illustrated by these excerpts from an article dealing
with the Washington social scene:

Now the question of whether foreign embassies actually buy anything for their
countries with all this entertainment is naturally moot. There is no check on it.
But most amassadors pursue their social rounds with dead seriousness and regard
it as one of the most important and productive aspects of their job. They are
probably right.

3The New York Times, May 4, 1966, p. 16.
®The New York Times, December 14, 1968, p. 2. -
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After all, propriety severely constricts the activities of an ambassador in the
capital to which he is accredited. Certainly an ambassador doesn’t want to be
seen on the Hill, mingling with Congressmen or publicly registering reaction to
the tone and tenor of legislative debates. Yet he must get about enough to receive
accurate impressions of American affairs and officials, and in turn leave some
impress of his own and his country’s character on the public mind. For this, the
social avenue is almost his only approach, and unless he is attractive and adept
in the salon, he will not be of much use to his country in the chancery. . . .

Because the Latin Americans throw the biggest and most expensive parties
in Washington, and appear to profit the least thereby, there is a tendency to
write them off as mere playboys. That is a mistake. What the Latinos are striving
for, above all, is prestige, a place of equality in the family of American nations;
and who can say that by parading not only their wealth but their good manners
and bright, zestful minds in a series of unrivaled entertainments they are not
accomplishing something toward that end?’

The policy of prestige as the policy of demonstrating the power a nation
has or thinks it has, or wants other nations to believe it has, finds a particu-
_ larly fruitful field in the choice of a locality for international meetings. When
many antagonistic claims compete with each other and cannot be reconciled
through compromise, the meeting-place is frequently chosen in a country that
does not participate in the competition for prestige. For this reason, The
Hague in the Netherlands and Geneva in Switzerland have been favored
meeting-places for international conferences. Frequently, the shift from one
favorite meeting-place to another symbolizes a shift in the preponderance of
power. During the better part of the nineteenth century, most intermational
conferences were held in Paris. But the Congress of Berlin of 1878, held in
the capital of the re-established German Empire after its victory over France,
demonstrated to all the world Germany’s new prestige of being the prepon-
derant power on the European continent. Originally, the Soviet Union op-
posed the choice of Geneva as headquarters of the United Nations; for Ge-
neva, the former headquarters of the League of Nations, was symbolic of the
low point in Russian prestige in the period between the two world wars.
When the distribution of power within the United Nations, meeting in New
York in the aftermath of the Second World War, showed the Soviet Union in
what appeared to be a permanent minority, confronted with a majority under
American leadership, it advocated the transfer of the headquarters of the
United Nations to Geneva, which carried no symbolic reference to American
supremacy. That in 1972 President Nixon met the Chinese Prime Minister,
Chou En-lai, in Peking and not in Washington or at some neutral place has a
symbolic significance for the shifts that the nations concerned believe to have
occurred in the distribution of power in Asia and in the world.

Normally a nation that has a preponderance of power in a particular field
or region insists that international conferences dealing with matters concern-

"™R.S.V. Politics,” Fortune, February 1852, p. 120. (Used by permission of Fortune. Copy-
right Time Inc., 1952.)
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ing that field or region meet within, or at least close to, its territory. Thus
most international conferences dealing with maritime questions have been
held in London. International conferences concerned with Japan have met
either in Washington or in Tokyo. Most international conferences concerned
with the future of Europe after the Second World War have been held either
on Russian territory, such as Moscow and Yalta, or in territory occupied by
the Soviet Union, such as Potsdam, or in the proximity of Russian territory,
such as Teheran. Yet, by the end of 1847, the political situation had changed
to such an extent that President Truman could declare with considerable em-
phasis that he would meet Stalin nowhere but in Washington.®

DISPLAY OF MILITARY FORCE

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

‘Because of the high mobility of navies, which are able to bring the flag
and the power of a nation to the four corners of the globe and because of the
great impressiveness of their appearance, naval demonstrations have in the
past been a favorite instrument of the policy of prestige. The visit in 1891 of
the French fleet to the Russian port of Kronstadt and the return visit in 1893
of the Russian fleet to the French port of Toulon mark a turning point in the
political history of the world; for these mutual visits demonstrated to the
world a political and military solidarity between France and Russia which was
not long in crystallizing into a political and military alliance. The periodical

®New York Times. December 19, 1847, p. 1; July 27, 1848, p. 1; February 4, 1949, p. 1.
°Ibid., July 1, 1946, p. 3.
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dispatch, on the part of the great maritime powers, of naval squadrons to the
ports of the Far East demonstrated to the peoples of that region the superi-
ority of Western power. The United States has from time to time sent war-
ships to Latin-American ports in order to remind the nations concerned that
in the Western Hemisphere American naval power is supreme.

Whenever the claims of a maritime power were challenged in colonial or
semicolonial regions either by the natives or by competing powers, these na-
tions would dispatch warships to the region as symbolic representatives of the
power of the country. A famous example of this kind of policy of prestige is
the visit William II paid in 1905 on board a German warship to Tangier, a
port of Morocco, for the purpose of counteracting French claims on that state.
The Mediterranean cruises American naval squadrons have been making since
the Second World War to Italian, Greek, and Turkish ports are the unmistak-
able reply to Russian aspirations in that region. The selection of the most
exposed regions of Western Europe for maneuvers by the combined forces
of the Western allies is intended to demonstrate to the Soviet Union and
_ to the allies themselves the military power of the Atlantic Alliance and the
resolution to use this power in defense of the status quo in Western
Europe.

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

Here prestige—reputation for power—is employed both as a deterrent
to and as preparation for war. It is hoped that the prestige of one’s own nation
will be great enough to déter the other nations from going to war. At the
same time it is hoped that, if this policy of prestige should fail, the mobiliza-
tion of the armed forces before the actual outbreak of war will put one’s own
nation in the most advantageous military position possible under the circum-
stances. At that point, political and military policy tend to merge and become
two different aspects of one and the same policy. We shall have further otca-
sion to point to the intimate relations between foreign and military policy in
times of peace as well as of war.!

'See Chapters 9, 23, 32.
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TWO OBJECTIVES OF THE POLICY OF PRESTIGE

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

It is therefore not by accident that, as we have already pointed out, ob-
servers of international affairs who underrate the importance of power tend to
take questions of prestige lightly. And it is likewise not by accident that only
foolhardy egocentrics are inclined to pursue a policy of prestige for its own
sake. In modern times, William 11 and Mussolini are cases in point. Intoxi-
cated with newly acquired domestic power, they regarded international poli-
tics as a kind of personal sport where in the exaltation of one’s own nation and
in the humiliation of others one enjoyed one’s own personal superiority. By
doing so, however, they confused the international with the domestic scene.
At home, the demonstration of their power, or at least of its appearance,
would be at worst nothing more than harmless foolishness. Abroad, such a
demonstration is a play with fire that will consume the player who does not
have the power commensurate with his belief or his pretense. One-man gov-
ernments—that is, absolute monarchies or dictatorships—tend to identify the
personal glory of the ruler with the political interests of the nation. In view
of the successful conduct of foreign policy, this identification is a serious weak-
ness, for it leads to a policy of prestige for its own sake, neglectful of the
national interests at stake and of the power available to support them. Amer-
ican policy in Indochina from 1965 to 1975 could well be seen in the light of
this analysis.

The function the policy of prestige fulfills for the policies of the status
quo and of imperialism grows out of the very nature of international politics.
The foreign policy of a nation is always the result of an estimate of the power
relations as they exist among different nations at a certain moment of history
and as they are likely to develop in the immediate and distant future. The
foreign policy of the United States, for instance, is based upon an evaluation
of the power of the United States in relation to, let us say, the power of Great
Britain, the Soviet Union, and Argentina, and of the probable future devel-
opment of the power of these different nations. Likewise, the foreign policies



_ The Struggle for Power: Policy of Prestige 95

of Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and Argentina are based upon similar
evaluations, which are constantly subjected to review for the purpose of
bringing them up to date.

It is the primary function of the policy of prestige to influence these
evaluations. If, for instance, the United States could impress its power upon
the Latin-American nations to such an extent as to convince them that its
predominance in the Western Hemisphere was unchallengeable, its policy of
the status quo in the Western Hemisphere would not be likely to be chal-
lenged, and its success would thus be assured. The relative political stability
Europe enjoyed during the twenties and in the beginning of the thirties was
due mainly to the prestige of France as the strongest military power in the
world. German imperialism owes its triumphs in the late thirties mainly to a
successful policy of prestige. This policy was able to convince the nations
interested in the maintenance of the status quo of Germany's superiority, if
not invincibility. For instance, the showing of documentary films of the “blitz-
krieg” in Poland and France to foreign audiences composed preferably of mil-
itary and political leaders clearly served this purpose. Whatever the ultimate
" objectives of a nation’s foreign policy, its prestige—its reputation for power—
is always an important and sometimes a decisive factor in determining success
or failure of its foreign policy. A policy of prestige is, therefore, an indispens-
able element of a rational foreign policy.

The Cold War, which dominated the relations of the Western world and
the Soviet bloc during the two decades following the Second World War, was
fought primarily with the weapons of prestige. The United States and the
Soviet Union endeavored to impress each other with their military might,
technological achievements, economic potential, and political principles in or-
der to weaken each other’s morale and deter each other from taking an irrev-
ocable step toward war. Similarly, they tried to impress their allies, the mem-
bers of the hostile alliance, and the uncommitted nations with these same
qualities. Their aim was to keep the allegiance of their own allies, weaken the
unity of the hostile coalition, and win the support of the uncommitted nations.

Prestige has become particularly important as a political weapon in an
age in which the struggle for power is fought not only with the traditional
methods of political pressure and military force, but in large measure as a
struggle for the minds of men. In wide areas of Asia, the Middle East, Africa,
and Latin America, the Cold War has been fought primarily in terms of com-
petition between two rival political philosophies, economic systems, and ways
of life. This is another way of saying that in these regions prestige—reputation
for performance and power—has become the main stake for which political
warfare is waged. The chief instruments of this struggle are propaganda,
which seeks to increase the prestige of one’s own side and deflate that of the
enemy, and foreign aid, which intends to impress the recipient nation with
the economic and technological proficiency of the aid’s provider.

A policy of prestige attains its very triumph when it gives the nation pursu-
ing it such a reputation for power as to enable it to forgo the actual employment
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of the instrument of power. Two factors make that triumph possible: reputation
for unchallengeable power and reputation for self-restraint in using it. Of this
rare combination the Roman and the British empires and the Good Neighbor
policy of the United States, when it prevailed, are the classic examples.

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

The same reputation for power tempered by self-restraint was one of the
foundation stones of the British Empire. Observers have marveled at the abil-
ity of a few thousand British officials to dominate hundreds of millions of
Indians, not to speak of the voluntary ties of loyalty which kept the self-
governing dominions united in the Empire. But the ignominious defeats
Great Britain suffered in the Second World War at the hands of Japan shat-
tered forever its reputation for unchallengeable power. And the cry for na-
tional liberation, raised by the subject races throughout Asia, drowned out
the memory of a tolerant rule mellowed by age and wisdom. When that two-
fold prestige was gone and the resources to maintain the Empire by sheer
force had become. unavailable, the Asiatic part of the British Empire did not
for long survive the prestige of Britain.

During the era of the Good Neighbor policy, the hegemony of the
United States in the Western Hemisphere reposed likewise upon the repu-
tation for unchallengeable power rather than upon its actual exercise. The
superiority of the United States in the Western Hemisphere was so obvious
and overwhelming that prestige alone was sufficient to assure the United
States the position among the American republics commensurate with its
power. The United States even at times could afford to forgo insistence upon
the prestige that was its due, because the self-restraint thus manifested made
its hegemony more tolerable to its neighbors to the south. Thus the United
States made a point, from the inauguration of the Good Neighbor policy, to
have Pan-American conferences meet in Latin-American countries rather than
in the United States. Since in the Western Hemisphere the United States
had the substance of unchallengeable power, it deemed it the better part of
wisdom not to insist upon all the manifestations of the prestige that go with
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such overwhelining power, and to allow some other country in the Western
Hemisphere to enjoy at least the appearances of power in the form of pres-
tige. Only with the decline of the Organization of American States and a shift
in American policy did this outlook begin to change.

THREE CORRUPTIONS OF THE POLICY OF PRESTIGE

For a nation to pursue a policy of prestige is, however, not enough. It can do
too much or too little in this respect, and in either case it will run the risk of
failure. It does too much when, insecure in the awareness of its power, it
invests a particular move with a measure of prestige out of all proportion to
its actual importance. The prestige of a nation is not determined by the suc-
cess or failure of a particular move at a particular moment in history. Quite
to the contrary, it reflects the sum total of a nation’s qualities and actions, of
its successes and failures, of its historic memories and aspirations. The pres-
tige of a nation is very much like the credit of a bank. A bank with large,
" proven resources and a record of successes can afford what a small and fre-
quently unsuccessful competitor cannot: to make a mistake or suffer a setback.
Its known power is big enough for its prestige to survive such reverses. The
same is true of nations.

The pages of history are full of instances of nations which, secure in their
possession of great power and recognized as such by their peers, have suf-
fered defeat or retreated from exposed positions without suffering a loss in
prestige. When was the prestige of France higher: when it fought wars in
Indochina and Algeria which it could neither win nor thought it could afford
to lose, or after it had liquidated these losing enterprises? And how much, in
the long run, did American prestige suffer from the debacle of the Bay of Pigs
in 19627 When France demonstrated the wisdom and courage to liquidate
two losing enterprises on which it had staked its “honor,” its prestige rose to
heights it had not attained since the beginning of the Second World War, and
the Bay of Pigs has weighed little in the scales of American prestige, heavy as
they are with power and successes. Nations must take care not to confound
ephemeral fluctuations of public opinion with the lasting foundations of na-
tional power and prestige. Prestige in a particular instance, then, like the
power it mirrors, must be seen in the context of a nation’s over-all power and
prestige. The greatness of the latter is reflected in the former, and the defi-
ciences of the former are compensated for by the latter.

A nation also does too much when it paints an exaggerated picture of its
power and thus attempts to gain a reputation for power which exceeds the
power it actually possesses. In that case, it builds its prestige upon the ap-
pearances of power rather than upon its substance. Here the policy of prestige
transforms itself into a policy of bluff. Its outstanding example in recent his-
tory is the policy of Italy from the Ethiopian War of 1935 to the African cam-
paign of 1942. Embarking upon a policy of imperialistic expansion with the
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purpose of making the Mediterranean an Italian lake, Italy during the Ethio-
pian War and the Spanish Civil War of 1936-39 dared defy Great Britain,
then the foremost naval power on earth and the predominant power in the
Mediterranean. It did so by creating the impression that it was a military
power of the first order. Italy was successful in this policy so long as no other
nation dared to put its pretense of power to the actual test. When this test
came, it revealed the contrast between Italy’s reputation for power, deliber-
ately created by a number of propagandistic devices, and its actual power. It
unmasked its policy of prestige as a policy of bluff.

The essence of a policy of bluff is well illustrated in the theater device of
letting a score of extras, dressed as soldiers, walk about the stage, disappear
behind the scenery, and come back again and again, thus creating the illusion
of a great number of marching men. While the ignorant and the gullible will
easily be deceived by this appearance of armed might, the informed and de-
tached observer will not fall victim to the deception. And if the stage direc-
tions require that the “army” give battle to another “army” the bluff becomes
patent to anyone. Here the policy of bluff is reduced to its essentials, and its
mechanics are demonstrated in elemental form. It is easy for the policy of
bluff to succeed in the short run, but in the long run it can succeed only if it
is able to postpone forever the test of actual performance, and this even the
highest quality of statecraft cannot assure.

The best that luck and political wisdom can do is to use the initial success
of a policy of bluff for the purpose of bringing the actual power of one’s nation
up to its reputed quality. While the other nations are bluffed into giving that
power undeserved consideration, time is gained for bringing prestige and ac-
tual power into harmony. A nation, therefore, that has fallen behind in the
competition for power, especially in the field of armaments, might try to con-
ceal its weakness behind a policy of bluff while at the same time endeavoring
to overcome its handicap. When Great Britain, in the autumn and winter of
1940-41, was actually open to invasion, its prestige, far exceeding at that time
its actual military strength, was probably the most important single factor
deterring the Germans from the attempt to invade its territory. Subsequently,
while maintaining the appearance of its defensive strength, it was able to
acquire actual defensive strength. It must, however, be noted that luck came
to the assistance of that policy of bluff in the form of Hitler's military mistakes,
and that this policy was not so much freely chosen by Great Britain as forced
upon it as a desperate last resort by an almost irresistible necessity.? .

While it thus remains true that it is generally a mistake in international
politics to engage in a policy of bluff, it is no less a mistake to go to the other

*One can safely say that in the two most critical periods of its history Great Britain owed its
salvation, at least in part, to its prestige. When in 1797 all of Europe was at Napoleon's feet and
France concentrated all its efforts upon the destruction of Great Britain, a mutiny broke out in
the British fleet. For a time two loyal ships were all that stood between the continent and the
British Isles. In the winter of 1940—41, Great Britain was, for however different reasons, similarly
helpless. In both situations, the awe in which the British name was held was one of the factors
deterring its enemies from an attack that the distribution of material power greatly favored.
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extreme and be satisfied with a reputation for power which is inferior to the
actual power possessed. The outstanding examples of this “negative policy of
prestige” are the United States and the Soviet Union in the period between
the two world wars and, more particularly, in the first years of the Second
World War.

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

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

The Soviet Union had to cope with similar results not because it ne-
glected, but because it failed in, its policy of prestige. Throughout the period
between the two world wars, the reputation of the Soviet Union for power
" was low. While Germany, France, and Great Britain at times tried to secure
Russian support for their foreign policies, no nation had a sufficiently high
opinion of the power of the Soviet Union to overcome the aversion to Russian
political ideology and the fear of its spreading through the rest of Europe.
When, for instance, during the Czechoslovakian crisis of 1938 France and
Great Britain were confronted with the alternative of either approving the
imperalistic expansion of Germany or trying to check it with the aid of the
Soviet Union, the latter’s prestige was so low that the Western Europen pow-
ers rejected its proffered co-operation without much hesitation. The military
prestige of the Soviet Union reached its lowest point during the campaign

3Hermann Rauschning, The Voice of Destruction (New York: G. P. Putnam’'s Sons, 1840),
p. 7L
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against Finland in 1939—40, when little Finland seemed able to hold its own
against the Russian giant. That lack of prestige was one of the factors that
convinced the German general staff as well as the general staffs of the allied
nations that the Soviet Union would be unable to withstand a German attack.

For a wise foreign policy, however, such discrepancy between prestige
and actual power ought not to be a matter of indifference. For if the Soviet
Union had appeared to be as powerful in 1938 or 1939 or 1941 as it actually
was—that is, if its prestige had then been commensurate with its power—the
policies of the other nations with respect to the Soviet Union might easily
have been different, and the destiny of the Soviet Union and of the world
might have been different as well. Whether today the Soviet Union is as
strong as it seems to be, or stronger, or weaker, is a question of fundamental
importance for both the Soviet Union and the rest of the world. The same is
true of the United States and of any other nation playing an active role in
international politics. To demonstrate to the rest of the world the power one’s
own nation possesses, revealing neither too much nor too little, is the task of
a wisely conceived policy of prestige.



1'he ldeological

Element 1n
International Policies

THE NATURE OF POLITICAL IDEOLOGIES!

It is a characteristic aspect of all politics, domestic as well as international,
that frequently its basic manifestations do not appear as what they actually
are—manifestations of a struggle for power. Rather, the element of power as
the immediate goal of the policy pursued is explained and justified in ethical,
legal, or biological terms. That is to say: the true nature of the policy is con-
cealed by ideological justifications and rationalizations.

The deeper the individual is involved in the power struggle, the less
likely he is to see the power struggle for what it is. The words which Hamlet
addresses to his mother might be addressed with equal lack of success to all

hungry for power:

1The concept of ideology is frequently used in the general sense of philosophic, political, and
moral convictions; we are dealing with the subject matter referred to by this general concept of
ideology in later parts of this book. The concept of ideology used in this chapter corresponds to
what Karl Mannheim has called “particular ideology.” See Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1936), p. 49: “The particular conception of ideclogy
is implied when the term denotes that we are sceptical of the ideas and representations advanced
by our opponent. They are regarded as more or less conscious disguises of the real nature of a
situation, the true recognition of which would not be in accord with his interests. These distor-
tions range all the way from conscious lies to half-conscious and unwitting disguises; from calcu-
lated attempts to dupe others to self-deception.” See also p. 238: “The study of ideologies has
made it its task to unmask the more or less conscious deceptions and disguises of human interest
groups, particularly those of political parties.”
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. . Mother, for love of grace,
Lay not that flattering unction to your soul,
That not your trespass, but my madness speaks.

Or, as Tolstoy puts it in War and Peace:

When a man acts alone, he always carries within him a certain series of consid-
erations, that have, as he supposes, directed his past conduct, and that serve to
justify to him his present action, and to lead him to make projects for his future
activity.

Assemblies of men act in the same way, only leaving to those who do not
take direct part in the action to invent consideration, justifications, and projects
concerning their combined activity.

For causes, known or unknown to us, the French began to chop and hack at
each other. And to match the event, it is accompanied by its justification in the
expressed wills of certain men, who declare it essential for the good of France,
for the cause of freedom, of equality. Men cease slaughtering one another, and
that event is accompanied by the justification of the necessity of centralisation of
power, of resistance to Europe, and so on. Men march from west to east, killing
their fellow-creatures, and this event is accompanied by phrases about the glory
of France, the baseness of England, and so on. History teaches us that those
justifications for the event are devoid of all common sense, that they are incon-
sistent with one another, as, for instance, the murder of a man as a result of the
declaration of his rights, and the murder of millions in Russia for the abasement
of England. But those justifications have an incontestable value in their own day.

They remove moral responsibility from those men who produce the events.
At the time they do the work of brooms, that go in front to clear the rails for the
train: they clear the path of men’s moral responsibility. Apart from those justifi-
cations, no solution could be found for the most obvious question that occurs to
one at once on examining any historical event; that is, How did millions of men
come to combine to commit crimes, murders, wars, and so on?® '

The actor on the political scene cannot help “playing an act” by concealing
the true nature of his political actions behind the mask of a political ideology.
The more removed the individual is from a particular power struggle, the
more likely he is to understand its true nature. So it is not by accident that
foreigners have often a better understanding of the politics of a particular
country than have the natives, and that scholars are better equipped than
politicians to understand what politics is all about. On the other hand, politi-
cians have an ineradicable tendency to deceive themselves about what they
are doing by referring to their policies not in terms of power but in terms of
either ethical and legal principles or biological necessities. In other words,
while all politics is necessarily pursuit of power, ideologies render involve-
ment in that contest for power psychologically and morally acceptable to the
actors and their audience.

These legal and ethical principles and biological necessities fulfill a dual
function in the sphere of international politics. They are either the ultimate

*Epilogue, Part II, Chapter VII. -
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goals of political action, of which we have spoken before®—that is, those ul-
timate objectives for the realization of which political power is sought—or
they are the pretexts and false fronts behind which the element of power,
inherent in all politics, is concealed. These principles and necessities may
fulfill one or the other function, or they may fulfill them both at the same
time. A legal and ethical principle, such as justice, for example, or a biological
necessity, such as an adequate standard of living, may be the goal of a foreign
policy, or it may be an ideology, or it may be both at the same time. Since
we are not concerned here with the ultimate goals of international politics,
we shall deal with ethical and legal principles and biological necessities only
in so far as they perform the function of ideologies.

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

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

Power always thinks it has a great soul and vast views beyond the comprehension
of the weak and that it is doing God’s service when it is violating all His laws.
Our passions, ambitions, avarice, love and resentment, etc., possess so much
metaphysical subtlety and so much overpowering eloquence that they insinuate
themselves into the understanding and the conscience and convert both to their
party.

The ambivalence of this evaluation, characteristic of the approach of all
nations to the problem of power, is again inherent in the very nature of inter-

3See pages 31 1.
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national politics. The nation that dispensed with ideologies and frankly stated
that it wanted power and would, therefore, oppose similar aspirations of other
nations, would at once find itself at a great and perhaps decisive disadvantage
in the struggle for power. That frank admission would, on the one hand, unite
the other nations in fierce resistance to a foreign policy so unequivocally
stated and would thereby compel the nation pursuing it to employ more
power than would otherwise be necessary. On the other hand, that admission
is tantamount to flouting openly the universally accepted moral standards of
the international community and would thereby put the particular nation in a
position where it would be likely to pursue its foreign policy halfheartedly
and with a bad conscience. To rally a people behind the government’s foreign
policy and to marshal all the national energies and resources to its support,
the spokesman of the nation must appeal to biological necessities, such as
national existence, and to moral principles, such as justice, rather than to
power. This is the only way a nation can attain the enthusiasm and willingness
to sacrifice without which no foreign policy can pass the ultimate test of
strength.

Such are the psychological forces that inevitably engender the ideologies
of international policies and make them weapons in the struggle for power on
the international scene. A government whose foreign policy appeals to the
intellectual convictions and moral valuations of its own people has gained an
incalculable advantage over an opponent who has not succeeded in choosing
goals that have such appeal or in making the chosen goals appear to have it.
Ideologies, like all ideas, are weapons that may raise the national morale and,
with it, the power of one nation and, in the very act of doing so, may lower
the morale of the opponent. The enormous contribution Woodrow Wilson's
Fourteen Points made to the victory of the Allies in the First World War by
strengthening the morale of the Allies and weakening the morale of the Cen-
tral Powers is the classnc example of the importance of the moral factor for
international politics.*

TYPICAL IDEOLOGIES OF FOREIGN POLICIES

It follows from the nature of international politics that imperialistic policies
resort practically always to ideological disguises, whereas status quo policies
more frequently can be presented as what they actually are. It also follows
from this nature that certain types of ideologies are cooordinated with certain
types of international policies.

Ideologies of the Status Quo

A policy of the status quo can often afford to reveal its true nature and dis-
pense with ideological disguises, because the status quo has already, by virtue

‘On the problem of national morale in general, see pages 153 ff. -
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of its very existence, acquired a certain moral legitimacy. What exists must
have something in its favor; otherwise it would not exist. As Demosthenes put
it:

For no one would go to war as readily for aggrandizement as for the defense of
his own possessions; but while all men fight desperately to keep what they are in
danger of losing, it is not so with aggrandizement; men make it, indeed, their
aim, but if prevented, they do not feel thay have suffered any injustice from their
opponents.s

Since a nation that pursues a policy of the status quo seeks the preservation
of the power it already has, it may avoid the need to allay the resentment of
other nations and its own scruples. This is especially so when the preservation
of the territorial status quo is not open to moral or legal attack and when
national power has by tradition been exclusively used for the preservation of
this status quo. Such nations as Switzerland, Denmark, Norway, and Sweden
do not need to hesitate to define their foreign policies in terms of the main-
tenance of the status quo, since this status quo is generally recognized as
legitimate. Other nations, such as Great Britain, France, Yugoslavia, Czecho-
slovakia, and Rumania, which in the period between the two world wars in
the main pursued a policy of the status quo, could not afford simply to declare
that their foreign policies aimed at the defense of their possessions. Since the
legitimacy of the status quo of 1919 was itself being challenged within and
without these nations, they had to invoke moral principles able to meet that
challenge. Peace and international law fulfilled that purpose.

Peace and international law are eminently qualified to serve as ideologies
for a policy of the status quo. Since imperialistic policies, by disturbing the
status quo, frequently lead to war and must always take the possibility of war
into account, a foreign policy that proclaims pacifism as its guiding principle
is by the same token anti-imperialistic and supports the maintenance of the
status quo. By expressing in pacifist terms the objectives of the policy of the
status quo, a statesman puts the stigma of war-mongering upon his imperialis-
tic opponents, clears his and his countrymen’s conscience of moral scruples,
and can hope to win the support of all countries interested in the maintenance
of the status quo.®

International law fulfills a similar ideologital function for policies of the
status quo. Any legal order tends to be primarily a static social force. It de-
fines a certain distribution of power and offers standards and processes to
ascertain and maintain it in concrete situations. Domestic law, through a
highly developed system of legislation, judicial decisions, and law enforce-
ment, allows for adaptions and sometimes even considerable changes within
the general distribution of power. International law, in the absence of such a

5Demosthenes, For the Liberty of the Rhodians, sections 10-11.
®See pages 110 and 111, on the recent transformation of the ideology of peace; see also pages
256 and 284 f.



106 International Politics as a Struggle for Power

system making for lawful change, is, as will be shown later,” not only primar-
ily but essentially, by dint of its very nature, a static force. The invocation of
international law, of “order under law,” of “ordinary legal processes” in sup-
port of a particular foreign policy, therefore, always indicates the ideological
disguise of a policy of the status quo. More particularly, when an international
organization, such as the League of Nations, has been established for the
purpose of maintaining a particular status quo, support of that organization
becomes tantamount to support of that particular status quo.

Since the end of the First World War, it has become rather common to
make use of such legalistic ideologies in justification of a policy of the status
quo. While the alliances of former periods of history have not disappeared,
they tend to become “regional arrangements” within an over-all legal organi-
zation. The “maintenance of the status quo” yields to the “maintenance of
international peace and security.” A number of states-that have the same in-
terest in the maintenance of the status quo will -be likely to protect their
common interests against a threat from a particular source not by a “Holy
Alliance” but by a “system of collective security” or a “treaty of mutual assis-
tance.” Since changes in the status quo are frequently brought about at the
expense of small nations, defense of the rights of small nations, such as of
Belgium in 1914 and Finland and Poland in 1939, becomes under appropriate
conditions another ideology of the policy of the status quo. ‘

Ideologies of Imperialism

A policy of imperialism is always in need of an ideology; for, in contiast to a
policy of the status quo, imperialism always has the burden of proof. It must
prove that the status quo it seeks to overthrow deserves to be overthrown and
that the moral legitimacy which in the minds of many attaches to things as
they are ought to yield to a higher principle of morality calling for a new
distribution of power. Thus, in the words of Gibbon: “For every war a motive
of safety or revenge, of honor or zeal, of right or convenience, may be readily
found in the jurisprudence of conquerors.

In so far as the typical ideologies of imperialism make use of legal con-
_ cepts, they cannot well refer to positive international law; that is, to interna-
tional law as it actually is. As we have seen, the static character of interna-
tional law makes it the natural ideological ally of the status quo. The dynamic
quality of imperialism requires dynamic ideologies. In the domain of law it is
the doctrine of natural law—that is, of the law as it ought to be—that fits the
ideological needs of imperialism. Against the injustices of international law as
it exists, symbolizing the status quo, the imperialistic nation will invoke a
higher law that corresponds to the requirements of justice. Thus National

’See Chapter 26.
8The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (The Modern Library Edition), Vol. 1I, p. 1235,
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Socialist Germany based its demands for the revision of the status quo of
Versailles primarily upon the principle of equality which the Treaty of Ver-
sailles was said to have violated. The demand for colonies, for instance, of
which the Treaty of Versailles had deprived Germany completely, and the
demand for the revision of that treaty’s provisions for unilateral disarmament,
were derived from the same principle.

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

In modem times, especially under the influence of the social philoso-
phies of Darwin and Spencer, the ideologies of imperialism have preferred
biological arguments. Transferred to international politics, the philosophy of
the survival of the fittest sees in the military superiority of a strong nation
over a weak one a natural phenomenon that makes the latter the preordained
object of the former’s power. According to this philosophy, it would be con-
trary to nature if the strong did not dominate the weak and if the weak tried
to be the equal of the strong. The strong nation has a right to a “place in the
sun”; it is the “salt of the earth.” As the famous German sociologist Werner
Sombart discovered in the First World War, the Germanic “hero” must nec-
essarily win out over the British “shopkeeper.” That the inferior races should
serve the master race is a law of nature that only villains and fools will oppose;
slavery and extermination are the latter’s just dessert.

Communism, fascism, and Nazism, as well as Japanese imperialism, have
given these biological ideologies a revolutionary turn. The nations that nature
has appointed to be the masters of the earth are kept in inferiority by the
trickery and violence of the naturally inferior nations. The vigorous but poor
“have-nots” are cut off from the riches of the earth by the wealthy but deca-
dent “haves.” The proletarian nations, inspired by ideals, must fight the cap-
italist nations defending their moneybags. The ideology of overpopulation
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found particular favor with Germany, Italy, and Japan before the Second
World War. The Germans are a “people without space” who, if they cannot
obtain “living space,” must “suffocate” and, if they cannot obtain sources of
raw materials, must “starve.” With different variations, this ideology was used
in the thirties also by Italy and Japan to justify their expansionist policies and
to disguise their imperialistic goals.®

The most widely practiced disguise and justification of imperialism has,
however, always been the ideology of anti-imperialism.! It is so widely used
because it is the most effective of all ideologies of imperialism. As, according
to Huey Long, fascism will come to the United States in the guise of antifas-
cism, so imperialism has come to many a country in the guise of anti:imperi-
alism. In 1914 as well as in 1939, both sides went to war in order to defend
themselves against the imperialism of the other side. Germany attacked the
Soviet Union in 1941 in order to forestall the latter’s imperialistic designs.
Since the end of the Second World War, American and British as well as
Russian and Chinese foreign policy has been justified by the imperialistic ob-
jectives of other nations. By thus presenting one’s own foreign policy, regard-
less of its actual character, as anti-imperialistic—that is, defensive and protec-
tive of the status quo—one gives one’s own people that good conscience and
confidence in the justice of their own cause without which no people can
support its foreign policy wholeheartedly and fight successfully for it. At the
same time one may confound the enemy who, ideologically less well pre-
pared, may no longer be certain on which side justice is to be found.

The economic demands that the nations of the “Third World” have pre-
sented contain a strong ideological element. The responsibility for the eco-
nomic distress of many of these nations, which must be attributed to a variety

®The purely ideological character of the claim for colonies, justified in the period between
the two world wars by Germany, Italy, and Japan with population pressure and economic dis-
tress, is clearly demonstrated by the relevant population and economic statistics. The four African
colonies of Germany covered 830,000 square miles and had, in 1814, a population of almost
twelve million, of which only 20,000 were white. It was pointed out at that time that more
Germans were living in the city of Paris than in all of Germany’s colonies combined. After Eritrea
had been an Italian colony for fifty years, the 2,000 square miles of territory most suitable for
settlement contained about 400 Italian inhabitants. The Japanese colonies of Korea and Taiwan
absorbed within a period of forty years less than one year’s increase of the Japanese population.

As for the economic importance of colonies to their mother countries, the figures are elo-
quent in the case of Germany and Italy. The imports from, and the exports to, the German
colonies amounted in 1913 to 0.5 per cent of the total German imports and exports. In 1933, the
imports from the Italian colonies were 1.8 per cent of the total imports, and the exports to them
were 7.2 per cent of all the exports from Italy; a considerable portion of the latter must have
consisted of war material. Only for Japan were its colonies of paramount economic importance,
its trade with them in 1934 amounting to almost 25 per cent of its total trade (23.1 per cent of
the total imports, 22 per cent of the total exports). See Royal Institute of International Affairs,
The Colonial Problem (London, New York, Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1937), especially
p. 287.

!A variant of the ideology of anti-imperialism is the ideology of anti-power politics. According
to this ideology, other nations are motivated in their policies by aspirations for power, while one’s
own nation, free from such base motives, pursues purely ideal objectives.
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of reasons, such as natural poverty, irrational economic policies, corruption,
and incompetence, is typically laid at the door of the developed rich and
industrial nations. One stark and disquieting fact gives the concept of North-
South confrontation a semblance of plausibility: the extreme differences in the
standard of living between the industrial nations and those of the Third
World. From that supposed causal responsibility follows the moral responsi-
bility to make amends for the evils previously wrought and to contribute to a
more equal future distribution of the world’s wealth. The most salient case in
point is the unequal distribution of food, causing excess and gluttony in the
industrial nations and chronic undernourishment and even famine in many
countries of the Third World. However, both the causal and the moral nexus
between abundance in the industrial world and want in the Third World are
open to serious question.

Throughout history mankind has been divided by drastic differences in
standards of living. What sets the present situation apart is the awareness of
these differences by the advantaged and disadvantaged members of mankind
owing to the modern technologies of communication. That awareness coin-
cides with the ascendancy of the principle of equality, both of opportunity
and condition, throughout the world. Hence the aspirations of the disadvan-
taged to a narrowing of the gap between the rich and the poor—and the
moral embarrassment of the rich in the face of these aspirations.

It goes without saying that these aspirations and the attendant moral em-
barrassment—both incapable of satisfaction or relief on a worldwide scale—
are extensively used as ideological justifications and rationalizations for spe-
cific political aims in the service of concrete national interests. These aims are
naturally directed toward changes in the status quo at the expense of the rich
and in favor of the poor. The former, aware of the existing extreme inequality,
and persuaded by the moral principle which condemns it, are at an obvious
disadvantage in defining and promoting their own interests; they must do so,
as it were, with a bad conscience, no longer fully convinced of the rightness
of their case. Faced with the claim to economic equality, they are in a morally
helpless position, one similar to that in which the Western democracies found
themselves in 1938 when confronted with the German claim to a part of
Czechoslovakia, advanced in the name of the moral principle of national self-
determination.

The moral argument in favor of the equalization of the standard of living
throughout the world appears as a special application of the general argument
in support of humanitarian aid to nations in distress. The United States has
accepted this obligation in theory and practice. However, the situation pro-
viding a moral justification for humanitarian aid differs fundamentally from the
one calling for equalization of the standard of living throughout the world.
Humanitarian aid is justified by a sudden natural catastrophe, the conse-
quences of which the affected country finds hard to remedy with its own
resources alone. The worldwide differences in the standard of living are the
result of a complex of natural, cultural, economic, and political factors. Out-
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side intervention may be able to modify such differences in specific instances,
but it cannot expect to eliminate them throughout the world. It is this impos-
sibility to achieve—even with the best of intentions and the most extensive
commitment of resources—what is presumed to be morally required that ne-
gates the moral obligation. The principle of Roman law ultra vires nemo ob-
ligatur (beyond his ability nobody is obligated) applies also to presumed moral
obligations.

The supposed moral obligation for the industrialized, rich nations to raise
the standard of living of the nonindustrialized, poor nations throughout the
world is grounded in the causal relationship which is presumed to exist be-
tween the policies and the high standard of living of the former and the low
standard of living of the latter. However, the assumption of a simple causal
relationship of this kind is a myth. The colonialists, imperialists, and capital-
ists perform here the function of the devil to whom the evils of underdevel-
opment can be traced. In truth, these evils have multiple causes, of which
colonialism, imperialism, and capitalism are, at best, only one.

The elimination of inequalities in food supply is, then, not only—and not
even primarily—a matter of agricultural technology and collective generosity,
but of political interest and will. In many societies the perpetuation of pov-
erty, of which the scarcity of food is a striking manifestation, is not just an-
other unfortunate accident to be remedied by technological reform, but the
result of deliberate social, economic, and political choices. If one wants to rid
the world of hunger, one has to rid these societies of the arrangements that
have caused it. More likely than not, that means radical reform—if not revo-
lution. Whether the political elites of Third World nations are willing to fol-
low their own rhetoric is a matter of controversy.

Thus the terms in which the so-called North-South conflict is fought out
between the have and the nave-not nations of the world in good measure
conceal and at the same time justify a conflict between the traditionally pow-
erful and the new politically weak nations whose main real object is exactly a
new distribution of power.

Ambiguous Ideologies

The ideology of anti-imperialism draws its effectiveness from its ambiguity. It
confounds the observer, who cannot always be sure whether he is dealing
with an ideology of imperialism or with the true expression of a policy of the
status quo. This confounding effect is present whenever an ideology is not
made to order, as it were, for a particular type of policy, but can be worn by
the defenders of the status quo as well as by the promoters of imperialism.
Traditionally, and more particularly in the eighteenth and nineteenth centu-
ries, the balance of power has been used as an ideological weapon by the
defenders of the status quo and the promoters of imperialism.2 In our time,

See, for discussion in greater detail, pages 231 fI.





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































