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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

ASKING who won a given war, someone has said, is like
asking who won the San Francisco earthquake. That in
wars there is no victory but only varying degrees of defeat
is a proposition that has gained increasing acceptance in
the twentieth century. But are wars also akin to earth-
quakes in being natural occurrences whose control or
elimination is beyond the wit of man? Few would admit
that they are, yet attempts to eliminate war, however nobly
inspired and assiduously pursued, have brought little more
than fleeting moments of peace among states. There is
an apparent disproportion between effort and product, be-
tween desire and result. The peace wish, we are told,
runs strong and deep among the Russian people; and we
are convinced that the same can be said of Americans.
From these statements there is some comfort to be derived,
but in the light of history and of current events as well it
is difficult to believe that the wish will father the condi-
tion desired. '

Social scientists, realizing from their studies how firmly -
the present is tied to the past and how intimately the
parts of a system depend upon each other, are inclined to
be conservative in estimating the possibilities of achieving
a radically better world. If one asks whether we can now
have peace where in the past there has been war, the
answers are most often pessimistic. Perhaps this is the
wrong question. And indeed the answers will be some-
what less discouraging if instead the following questions
are put: Are there ways of decreasing the incidence of war,
of increasing the chances of peace? Can we have peace
more often in the future than in the past?
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Peacg 1§ one among a number of ends simultaneousl
entertained. The means by which peace can be sou h{
are many. The end is pursued and the means are ap l;ged
under varying conditions. FEven though one may ﬁgd it
hard to believe that there are ways to peace not yet tried
Py Statesmen or advocated by publicists, the very complex-
1ty'o-f _the problem suggests the possibility of combinin
activities in different ways in the hope that some corng—
bination will lead us closer to the goal. Is one then led to
conclude that the wisdom of the statesman lies in tryin
first one policy and then another, in doing what the );nog-
ment seems to require? An affirmative reply would sug-
gest that the hope for improvement lies in policy divorce%i
from analysis, in action removed from thought. Yet each
attempt to alleviate a condition implies some idea of jts
causes: to explain how peace can be more readily achieved
requires an understanding of the causes of war.

. It is such
an understanding that we shall seek in the following pages

To.bon:ow the title of a book by Mortimer Adler our
subject is “How to Think about War and Peace.” ’The
chapters t.hat follow are, in a sense, essays in poIiti.caI the-
ory. This description is justified partly by the mode of
mquiry—we proceed by examining assumptions and ask-
ing repeatedly what differences they make—and partly b

the fact that we consider a number of political hi;fosoy
phers directly, sometimes in circumscribed fashion pas with-
S.t‘ Augustine, Machiavelli, Spinoza, and Kant ar;d some
times at length, as with Rousseau. In otheli places w<;
shall concentrate on a type of thought, as in the chapte

on behavioral scientists, liberals, and socialists, But fvhrs
is Fhe rele_vance of the thoughts of others, many of the:r:;t
living far in the past, to the pressing and awful problems
of the: present?  The rest of the book is an answer to thj

question, but it is well at the outset to indicate the li :
along which we shall proceed. e
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Why does God, if he is all-knowing and all-powerful,

permit the existence of evil? So asks the simple Huron in
Voltaire's tale, and thereby confounds the learned men of
the church. The theodicy problem in its secular version
—man’s explanation to himself of the existence of evil—
is as intriguing and as perplexing. Disease and pestilence,
bigotry and rape, theft and murder, pillage and war, ap-
pear as constants in world history. Why is this so? Can
one explain war and malevolence in the same way? Is
war simply mass malevolence, and thus an explanation of
malevolence an explanation of the evils to which men in
society are prey? Many have thought so.
For though it were granted us by divine indulgence to be exempt
from all that can be harmful to us from without [writes John Mil-
ton], yet the perverseness of our folly is so bent, that we should
never cease hammering out of our own hearts, as it -were out of a
flint, the seeds and sparkles of new misery to ourselves, till all were
in a blaze again.

Our miseries are ineluctably the product of our natures.
The root of all evil is man, and thus he is himseif the root
of the specific evil, war. This estimate of cause, wide-
spread and firmly held by many as an article of faith, has
been immensely influential. It is the conviction of St.
Augustine and Luther, of Malthus and Jonathan Swift, of -
Dean Inge and Reinhold Niebuhr. In secular terms, with
men defined as beings of intermixed reason and passion
in whom passion repeatedly triumphs, the belief has in-
formed the philosophy, including the political philoso-
phy, of Spinoza. One might argue that it was as influen-
tial in the activities of Bismarck, with his low opinion
of his fellow man, as it was in the rigorous and austere
writings of Spinoza. If one's beliefs condition his expec-
tations and his expectations condition his acts, acceptance
or rejection of Milton’s statement becomes important in

1 Milton, “The Doctrine and Discipline of Divorce,” in Works, 11, 180.
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the affairs of men. And, of course, Milton might be

right even if no one believed him,

plain the recurrence of war in terms of, let us say, eco-
nomic factors, might still be interesting games, but they
would be games of little consequence. If it is true, as
Dean Swift once said, that “the very same principle that
influences a bully to break the windows of a whore who
has jilted him, naturally stirs up a great prince to raise
mighty armies, and dream of nothing but sieges, battles,
and victories,” ? then the reasons given by princes for the
wars they have waged are mere rationalizations covering a
motivation they may not themselves have perceived and
could not afford to state openly if they had. It would
follow as well that the schemes of the statesman Sully, if
sertously intended to produce a greater peace in the world,
were as idle as the dreams of the French monk Crucé—
idle, that is, unless one can strike at the roots, the pride
and petulance that have produced the wars as they have
the other ills that plague mankind.

There are many who have agreed with Milton that men
must look to man in order to understand social and politi-
cal events, but who differ on what man’s nature is, or can
become. There are many others who, in effect, quarrel
with the major premise. Does man make society in his
image or does his society make him? It was to be ex-
pected, in a time when philosophy was little more than a
branch of theology, that the theologian-philosophers would
attribute to human agency what many philosophers before
and since have described as the effects of the polity itself.
Rousseaun, among many who could be mentioned, makes a
clean break with the view that, man being a social a
one can explain his behavior in society by pointing to his
animal passion and/or his human reason. Man is born

and in his natural condition remains neither good nor
23wift, 4 Tale of a Tub.

If so, attempts to ex-

nimal,

. b
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1 1 in ‘men’s
bad. It is society that is the degrading fo;lce ;t:nd o
lives, but it is the moralizing agency as wed. e
latter effect Rousseau was unwilling to surren e; ev oh fhac
he thought it possible for men to retreft toﬁt : ; e o
. . .
is 1s hi ition, consistently refiec
nature. This is his pos oy - 4o
t he believe
1 the myth persists tha .
various works, though A : e
t of society.
d lamented the adven
the savage noble an . L of soaeny
' i ! nature, which some
Man’s behavior, his very - . ;
i t a product o
i Rousseau, in great par -
cause, is, according to - . o
i i i ty, he avers,
i h he lives. And socie
the society in whic And R
i litical organization. In
inseparable from po . iof the absenee
1 which as a minimum :
of an organized power, which as : e 2
the adjudicating authority, it is impossible Plf;)lr ntleg Yt(; o
i e stu -
1 a modicum of peace.
together with even | hestucy o'
i ted from the study of g
clety cannot be separa . SN
from either. Rousseau,
or the study of man Roussean, Iike Flate,
believes that a_bad polity makes men bad, a;:d a fooi t;; b
is i the s
i This is not to say that
ity makes them good. . . i
tl?e potter and man a lump of clay posu;lg no remstargzus
i i re, as -
uld impart. There are,
the shape the artist wo 1d R
seau recognized, similarities among men whereve A foz
may live. There are also differences, and the sezt;ch
) - - ex-
causes is an attempt to explain these dlﬁerence_s.. ; Z g
i ou
i —whether one is worried a
lanation of consquence—w _ : e
It)ht: recurrence of theft or of war—is to be foun;i_ in St:lu ry;‘
ing the varying social relations of men, and this in
requires the study of politics. Ud WET h/b{ ﬁ%mm
i 1 t be understoo
Can man in society bes :
or by studying society? The most satisfactory reply would
- : 1] LA wer—
'scem to be given by striking the word “or” and ans

’ i ion of
ing “both.” But where one begins his explanatio -

events makes a difference. The Reverend. Tf-lomas Mal-
thus once wrote that, “though human institutions zfppe‘aiE
to be the obvious and obtrusive causes of much mischie

3 For further discussion of Rou‘ u, see ch'. vi, below.
Lt/ e ./@/25 oy f}/f?év/c Cmuﬁv/bzg
sper o v /S,
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to mankind; yet, in reality, they are light and superficial
they./ are mere feathers that float on the surface in comi
parison with those deeper seated causes of impt’n‘it that
corrupt t_he springs, and render turbid the whole stre);m of
human life,” ¢ Rousseau looked at the same world, the

same range of events, but found th

_ : e locus of maijor ¢
1n a different ambit. : e

Foll.owing Rousseau’s lead in turn raises questions. As
men live in states, so states exist in a world of states. If
We now confine our attention to the question of wh .wa
occur, shall we emphasize the role of the state w?th i
social and economic content as well as its politi,cal f; :
or shall we concentrate primarily on what is somet(')rm,
caIled“the society of states? Again one may say strikeu:]he:
Word ‘or” and worry about both, but many have empha-
sized .either the first or the second, which helps to ex Pl)a'a
the discrepant conclusions reached. Those who em hp e
the first in a sense run parallel 1o Milton rplaine
the ills of the world by the evil in man; tl;e
great ill of war by the evil qualities of so;ne oz
The statement is then often reversed: If bad
wars, good states would live at peace with o
Wlth varying degrees of justification this vie
tributed to Plato and Kant, to nineteenth-ce

and revisionist socialists.
volved, though they diffe
states as well as on the P
existence.

s
ts

He explains
explain the
of all states.
States make
ne another.
w can be at-
ntury liberals
They agree on the principle in-
T 1n their descriptions of good
roblem of bringing about their

. Where‘ Marx.ists throw the liberals’ picture of the world
mto partial eclipse, others blot it out entirely,

" ‘ _Rousseau
_ mself ﬁnds_the_mgj'g_g___say§qs.of war neither in men nor

lr; states but in the state system itsclf. OF men in a state
o i ha

nature, he had pointed out that one man cannot begin
1 Malthus, An Essa

on th inci ]
of the 1798 et Y on the Principle of Population, pPp. 4748 (ch. x
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to behave decently unless he has some assurance that
others will not be able to ruin him. This thought Rous-
seau develops and applies to states existing in a condition
of anarchy in his fragmentary essay on “The State of War”
and in his commentaries on the works of the Abbé de
Saint-Pierre. Though a state may want to remain at
peace, it may have to consider undertaking a preventive
war; for if it does not strike when the moment is favor-
able it may be struck later when the advantage has shifted
to the other side. This view forms the analytic basis for
many balance-of-power ‘approaches to international rela-
tions and for the world-federalist program as well. Im-:
plicit in Thucydides and Alexander Hamilton, made ex-
plicit by Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Rousseau, it is at once
a generalized explanation of states’ behavior and a critical
point d’appui against those who look to the internal struc-
ture of states to explain their external behavior. While
some believe that peace will follow from the improvement
of states, others assert that what the state will be like de-
pends on its relation to others. The latter thesis Leopold
Ranke derived from, or applied to, the history of the states
of modern Europe. It has been used to explain the inter-
nal ordering of other states as well.? .

Statesmen, as well as philosophers and historians, have |
attempted to account for the behavior of states in peace
and in war. Woodrow Wilson, in the draft of 2 note writ-
ten in November of 1916, remarked that the causes of the
war then being fought were obscure, that neutral nations
did not know why it had begun and, if drawn in, would
not know for what ends they would be fighting.® But
often to act we must convince ourselves that we do know

5 Ranke, “The Great Powers,” tr. H. H. Von Laue, in Theodore H.
Von Laue, Leopold Ranke. And see, e.g., Homo, Roman Political In-
stitutions, tr. Dobie, especially pp. 146, 364-69.

6 Link, Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive Era, p. 257n.




3 Introduction

the answers to such questions. Wilson, to his own satis-
faction, soon did. He appears i};___higgc;ryM_§§__gng of the
many who, drawing a sharp distinction between peaceful
and aggressive states, have assigned to democracies all the
attributes of the first, to authoritarian states all the attri-
butes of the second. To an extent that varies with the
author considered, the incidence of war is then thought to
depend upon the type of national government. Thus
Cobden in a speech at Leeds in December of 1849:

Where do we look for the black gathering cloud of war? Where do
we see it rising? Why, from the despotism of the north, where one
man wields the destinies of 40,000,000 of serfs. If we want to know
where is the second danger of war and disturbance, it is in that
province of Russia—that miserable and degraded country, Austria—
next in the stage of despotism and barbarism, and there you see
again the greatest danger of war; but in proportion as you find the
population governing themselves—as in England, in France, or in
America—there you will find that war is not the disposition of the

people, and that if Government desire it, the people would put a
check upon it.7

The constant interest of the people is in peace; no gov-
ernment controlled by the people will fight unless set
upon. But only a few years later, England, though not
set upon, did fight against Russia; and Cobden lost his
seat in 1857 as a result of his opposition to the war, The
experience is shattering, but not fatal to the belief; for it
relives in the words of Wilson, for example, and again in
those of the late Senator Robert Taft. In the manner of
Cobden but in the year 1951, Taft writes: “History shows
that when the people have the opportunity to speak they
as a rule decide for peace if possible. It shows that arbi.
trary rulers are more inclined to favor war than are the
people at any time.” # Is it true, one wonders, that there
is a uniquely peaceful form of the statep If it were true,

7 Cobden, Speeches, ed. Bright and Rogers, I, 432-33.
BRobert A. Taft, 4 Foreign Policy for Americans, p. 23.
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how much would it matter? Would it enable some states
to know which other states they could trust? _Sl‘lould the
states that are already good seek ways of making other
states better, and thus make it possible fo.r all men to en-
joy the pleasures of peace? Wilson behev?d it morally-r
imperative to aid in the political regeneration of .othcrs,
Cobden thought it not even jusuﬁab.le. .Agref:mg on
where the causes are to be found, they differ in their policy
conclusions. .
But what of those who incline to a different estimate of
major causes? ‘‘Now people,” President Dw1.ght Eisen-
hower has said, “don’t want conflict—people in generfll.
It is only, I think, mistaken leaders that grow too bellig;
erent and believe that people really want to fight.
Though apparently not all people want peace ‘b-ac‘l‘lyé
enough, for, on a different occasion, he had t.hlS to say: I
the mothers in every land could teach their children to
understand the homes and hopes of children in every ot'hcr
land—in America, in Europe, in the Near East, in Asia—
the cause of peace in the world would indeed. be n'obly
served.” 1 Here the President seems to agree with Mlltm_m
on where cause is to be found, but without Milton’s pessi-
mism—or realism, depending on one’s pre‘conceintlor?s. _
Aggressive tendencies may be inherent, buf is their mis-
direction inevitable? War begins in the minds and emo-
tions of men, as all acts do; but can minds and emotions
be changed? And, if one agrees that they can t?e, how
much and how fast can whose minds and feelings be
changed? And, if other factors are relevant as well, how
much difference would the changes make? The answers
to these questions and to those of the preceding paragraph

® Quoted by Robert ]. Donovan, “Eisenhower Will Cable 1Secrct
Geneva Reports,” in New York Herald Tribune{ July 13, 1955, p- 1. "

10 Eisenhower, address to a meeting of the National Council of Catholic
Women. Text in New York Times, November 9, 1954, p. 14.
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are not obvious, but they are important. How can they
best be soughr?
Some would suggest taking possible answers as hypothe-
ses to be investigated and tested empirically. This is
difficult. Most English liberals at the time of the First
World War argued, as did Wilson, that the militarist and
authoritarian character of the German state prompted
Germany to seek the war that soor spread to most of the
world. At the same time some liberals, most notably G,
Lowes Dickinson, argued that no single state could be held
guilty. Only by understanding the international system,
or lack of system, by which the leaders of states were often
forced to act with slight regard for conventional morality,
could one understand and justly assess the processes by
which the war was produced.’' Dickinson was blasted by
liberals and socialists alike for reversing the dominant in-
side-out explanation. Acceptance or rejection of explana-
tory theses in matters such ‘as this most often depends on
the skill of the pleaders and the mood of the audience,
These are obviously not fit criteria, yet it would be foolish
to argue that simply by taking a more intensive look at
the data a compelling case could be built for one or the
other explanatory theory. Staring at the same set of data,
the parties to the debate came to sharply different conclu-
sions, for the images they entertained led them to selec
and interpret the data in different ways. In order to make
sense of the liberals’ hypothesis we need somehow to ac-
quire an idea of the interrelation of many possibly rele.
vant factors, and these interrelations are not given in the
data we study. We establish or, rather, assert them our-
selves.  To say “establish” would be dangerous; for,
whether or not we label them as such, we cannot escape
from philosophic assumptions. The idea we entertain
becomes a filter through which we pass our data. If the

11 Dickinson, T#e European Anarchy, passim,
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data are selected carefully, they will pass like milk through
cheesecloth. The recalcitrance of the dafa may cause us
to change one filter for another, to modify or .scrap.the
theory we hold—or it may produce ever more ingenious
selection and interpretation of data, as has. happene.d with
many Marxists trying to salvage the thesis thfit w1t}} t};e
development of capitalism the masses become increasingly
impoverished, o -

If empirical investigations vary in 1nc_1deflc_e and in re-
sult with the ideas the empiricists entertain, it is w.orth ask-
ing ourselves if the ideas themselves can be subjec‘te'd to
scrutiny. Obviously they can be. T%le study of pohuc.s is
distinguished from other social studies by concentration
upon the institutions and processes of government. Thls
focuses the political scientists’ concern without constitut-
ing a self-denying ordinance against -the use of materials
and techniques of other social scientists.’2 On th'e latter
point there is no difficulty for the student of interna-
tional relations; there is considerable difficulty on the for-
mer, for international relations are characteri.zed_by the
absence of truly governmental institutions, which in turn
gives a radically different twist to the relc?vant processes.
Yet there is a large and important sense in .whlch tradi-
tional political philosophy, concentrating as it do?s upon
domestic politics, is relevant for the stl.ldent of interna-
tional relations. Peace, it is often said, is the problem‘ of
the twentieth century. It is also one of the continul.ng
concerns of political philosophers. Ir_x times of relative
quiescence the question men put is likely to be: Whé.lt
good 1s life without justice and freedom? Better to die
than live a slave. In times of domestic troubles, of hunger
and civil war, of pressing insecurity, however, many will

12Cf. David B. Truman, “The Impact on Political Science of the
Revolution in the Behavioral Sciences,” in Bailey et al., Research Frontiers
in Politics and Government, pp. 202-31.
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ask: Of what use is freedom without a power sufficient to
establish and maintain conditions of security? That life
takes priority over justice and freedom is taken to be a
self-evident truth by St. Augustine and Luther, by Machia-
velli, Bodin, and Hobbes, If the alternative to tyranny is
chaos and if chaos means a war of all against all, then the
willingness to endure tyranny becomes understandable.
In the absence of order there can be no enjoyment of lib-
erty. The problem of identifying and achieving the con-
ditions of peace, a problem that plagues man and bedevils
the student of international relations, has, especially in
periods of crisis, bedeviled political philosophers as well.

R. G. Collingwood once suggested that the best way to
understand the writings of philosophers is to seek out the
questions they were attempting to answer. It is here sug-
gested that the best way to examine the problems of inter-
national political theory is to pose a central question and
identify the answers that can be given to it. One may
seek in political philosophy answers to the question:
Where are the major causes of war to be found? The
answers are bewildering in their variety and in their con-
tradictory qualities. To make this variety manageable,
the answers can be ordered under the following three head-
ings: within man, within the structure of the separate
states, within the state system. The basis of this ordering,
as well as its relevance in the world of affairs, is suggested
in the preceding pages. These three estimates of cause
will subsequently be referred to as Images of international
relations, numbered in the order given, with each image
defined according to where one locates the nexus of im
tant causes.

Previous comments indicate that the views comprised by
any one image may in some senses be as con
are the different images inter se.

por-

tradictory as

‘The argument that war
is inevitable because men are irrevocably bad, and the ar-
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gument that wars can be ended because men can b::
changed, are contradictory; but since in each of them mfh-
viduals are taken to be the locus of cause, both are in-
cluded in the first image. Similarly, acceptance of a thlrﬁi
image analysis may lead to the false optimism o.f tl}e wor
federalists or to the often falsely defined pessimism of a
Realpolitik position. Since in a.ll Tespects but one there
may be variety of opinion within images ar.ld since pre-
scription is related to goal as well as to analysis, there is no
one prescription for each image... Therc_ are, how'ever,‘ n;
relation to each image-goal pairing, logical and illogica
iptions. :
prg{r:::pcan say that a prescription is wrong if I}e can sho
that following it does not bring about t-he'predlcted result.
But can one ever show that a prescription was act‘l‘lally
followed? One often hears statements like .thlS’Z’ The
League of Nations didn’t fail; it was never tl:led. And1
such statements are irrefutable. But even if empirica
disproof were possible, the problem of proving a prescrip-
tion valid would remain to be solved. A pa.nen't who in
one period of illness tries ten different medications may
wonder just which pill producefl the cure. The appor-
tioning of credit is often more difficult than the assigning
of blame. If a historical study were to show that in coun-
try A increases in national prosperity allways_ followed in-
creases in tariffs, to some observers this rnllght seem to
prove that high tariffs are a cause of prosperity; to others,
that both of these factors are dependent ona third; and to
still others, nothing at all. The empirical app.roach,
though necessary, is not sufficient. The correlation of
events means nothing, or at least should. not be taken to
mean anything, apart from the analysis that accompa-
nies it.
If there is no empirical solution to the problem of pre-
scription verification, what solution is there? Prescrip-
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tion is logically impossible apart from analysis. Every
prescription for greater peace in the world is then related
to one of our three images of international relations, or to
some combination of them. An understanding of the ana-
lytical terms of each of the images will open up two addi-
tional possibilities for accepting or rejecting prescriptions,
(1) A prescription based on a faulty analysis would be un-
likely to produce the desired consequences. The Fssump.
tion that to improve men in a prescribed way will serve
to promote peace rests on the further assumption that in
some form the first image of international relations is valid.

- The latter assumption should be examined before the for-
smer is made. (2) A prescription would be upacceptable

if it were not looi

cally related to its analysis. One who
suffers from infected tonsils profits little from a skillfully

performed appendectomy. If violence among states is

/#~caused by the evilness of man, to aim at the internal re-

f‘/r

{
/ﬁi‘/ form of states will not do much good. And if violence

among states is the product of international anarchy, to
aim at the conversion of individuals can accomplish little.
One man’s prognosis confounds the other man’s prescrip-
tion. If the validity of the images themselves can be as-
certained, the critical relating of prescription to image be-
comes a check on the validity of prescriptions. There is,
however, an additional complicating factor. Some com-
bination of our three images, rather than any one of them,
may be required for an accurate understanding of inter-
national relations. We may not be in a situation where
one can consider just the patient’s tonsils or his appendix.
Both may be infected but removing either may kill the
patient. In other words, understanding the likely conse-
quences of any one cause may depend on understanding
its relation to other causes. The possible interrelation
of causes makes the problem of estimating the merit of
various prescriptions more difficule still.

Introduction - 15

What are the criteria of merit? Suppose we consider
again ‘the person who argues that “bad"” states produce
war, that “good” states would live peacefully _together,
that therefore we must bring states into accord with a pre-
scribed pattern. To estimate the merit_of such a_seru.es of
propositions requires asking the following questions: (1
Can the final proposition be implemented, and _1f o, how?
(2) Is there a logical relation between prescription and
image? In other words, does the prescription attack the
assigned causes? (3) Is the image adequate, or has the
analyst simply seized upon the most specta(.:ular cause or
the one he thinks most susceptible to manipulation and
ignored other causes of equal or greater importance? (4)
How will attempts to fill the prescription afff:ct other goals?
This last question is necessary since peace is not the only
goal of even the most peacefully inclined men or states.
One may, for example, believe that world government and
perpetual peace are synonymous, but one may also be con-
vinced that a world state would be a world tyranny and
therefore prefer a system of nation-states w'ith a perpetual
danger of war to a world state with a promise of perpetual
peace. ' ‘ .
We shall try to facilitate the answering of the questions
just raised, first by a critical consideration ?f each. image
and then by a consideration of the interrelation of images.
Of what follows, Chapters II, 1V, and VI give a basic ex-
plication of the first, second, and thirc? _images‘, respec-
tively, largely in terms of traditional political phllosopl}y.
Chapters 111, V, and VII further illustrate and exemplify
each of the images in turn. Chapter VIII serves both as a
brief essay on the interrelation of images and as a con-
clusion.




CHAPTER VIII. CONCLUSION

THROUGHOUT the first half of the present century,
Norman Angell has argued with persistence, ¢loquence,
and clarity the proposition that war does not pay. In-
creasingly, under the influence of “the balance of terror,”
one finds men speaking as though the argument Angell
first popularized fifty years ago has been made true by
recent advances in the technology of warfare. But, in
the sense Angell intended, it has always been true. Angell
was a rationalist and individualist in the nineteenth-cen-
tury mold, much less concerned with the relative gains and
losses of this or that nation than with the unchallengeable
fact that war at best takes men away from the work that
produces the necessities and comforts of life, at worst de-
stroys what they have already produced. War may achieve
a redistribution of resources, but labor, not war, creates
wealth. Perhaps not from the perspective of a nation or a
tribe but from the perspective of mankind, war has never
“paid.”

Yet war recurs. The beast in man may glory in the
carnage; the reason in man rebels. War and the threat of
war stimulate speculation upon the conditions of peace.
Seemingly critical thought may, however, embody un-
critical reactions to the immediately impressive aspects of
the situation faced. Peace programs, whether they would
rely for their efficacy upon irenic diplomacy, armed cru-
sade, moral exhortation, or psychic-cultural readjustment,
are based at least implicitly on the ideas of the causes of
war we entertain. As was argued in the introductory
chapter, our estimates of the causes of war are determined
by our presuppositions as much as by the events of the
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world about us. A systematic study of the assumed causes
of war then becomes a direct way of estimating the con-
ditions of peace. Our primary concern has not been with
building models from which policies promoting peace can
be derived but with examining the presuppositions upon
which such models are based. This puts the problem in
academic terms. Its relevance is much broader, for the
policies of statesmen as well as the interests and procedures
of scholars are the product of a conjunction of temper,
experience, reason, and event. The practice of politics is
greatly influenced by the images the politicians entertain.

When Ranke argued that the external relations of states
determine their internal conditions, his argument had
considerable cogency. So great was the importance of
diplomacy in nineteenth-century Europe and so many
were the statesmen trained in its ways that even internal
governance at times corresponded in method to the tech-
niques by which affairs among states were conducted.
One need mention only Metternich and Bismarck. Diplo-
macy then, as it often has, took on many of the qualities
of a game of chess. Perhaps the last illustration of this
on the grand scale is provided by Bismarck’s manipula-
tions in the Balkan crises of 1885-87. But already by the
dawn of the nineteenth century, factors internal to states
were becoming more important in international relations.
And with their greater importance, one finds a growing
tendency to explain relations among states in terms of
their internal condition. Most notably among English
liberals, the practice of Metternich as well as the dictum
of Ranke was reversed. Attempts were made to apply the
supposed methods and sanctions of internal governance—
judicial settlement, public opinion—to affairs among
states.

The vogue of an image varies with time and place, but
no single image is ever adequate. Thus Bismarck's skep—
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ticism about a possible alliance with Russia was based in
part on fear of her internal instability. One who would
play a game of chess has to consider the weight of the
different pieces as well as the possible moves, and in in-
ternational politics the weights change with time. Thus
John Stuart Mill, writing to an Italian correspondent in
June of 1859, expressed England’s sympathy for the cause
of Italian national freedom but justified England's in-
action by pointing out that Austria was the only ally on
which England could count should she have to fight for
her liberty against France and Russia united.! Mill's
thoughts and Bismarck’s policies can often be adequately
described in terms of the second and third images, re-
spectively, but especially when considering the possibilities
of state policy the calculations of each comprehended ele-
ments from more than one image. This is generally the
case. Yet the firmness with which a person is wedded to
one image colors his interpretation of the others. Bis-
marck was inclined more than Mill to keep his eye on the
map of Europe, the chessboard; Mill more than Bismarck
to focus upon the qualities of peoples and their govern-
ments, the chessmen,

In contrast to Metternich and Bismarck, who were diplo-
matists in domestic as well as international affairs, states-
men of the twentieth century more frequently transfer the
methods of the party politician to external politics.
Woodrow Wilson, to cite an example used earlier, saw
clearly one of the essential elements of a third-image
analysis, that everyone’s policy depends upon everyone
else’s. With many authoritarian states in the world, he
realized that even the nonauthoritarian state must on
occasion be prepared to use force in order to defend its
interests. But, convinced that democratic states are peace-
ful because their governments reflect the aspirations of

1]. 8. Mill, Letters, ed. Elliot, I, 222.
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the people, he foresaw a day when the internal condition
of all states would mean not the constant possibility of
war but rather the assurance of perpetual peace. Wilson's
emphasis upon the second image led him to particular
interpretations of the first and third, rather than to a
complete ignoring of them.

According to the third image, there is a constant possi-
bility of war in a world in which there are two or more
states each seeking to promote a set of interests and having
no agency above them upon which they can rely for pro-
tection. But many liberals and soctalist revisionists deny,
or at least minimize, the possibility that wars would occur
in a world of political or social democracies. An under-
standing of the third image makes it clear that the ex-
pectation would be justified only if the minimum interest
of states in preserving themselves became the maximum
interest of all of them—and each could rely fully upon the
steadfast adherence to this definition by all of the others.
Stating the condition makes apparent the utopian quality
of liberal and socialist expectations. The criticism could
be extended by questioning as well their interpretations
of the first image. But the point as it applies here—that
emphasizing one image frequently distorts, though it
seldom excludes, the other two-is perhaps sufficiently
clear. It may profit us more to shift our attention briefly
to similar effects that may follow from concentration upon
the third image.

While from the sociologist’s perspective government is
simply one of many social institutions, it is at the same
time a precondition of society. The first perspective with-
out the second is misleading, as was illustrated in one way
in Chapter III, in another way in Chapter VI. The state
of nature among men is a monstrous impossibility.
Anarchy breeds war among them; government establishes
the conditions for peace. The state of nature that con-
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tinues to prevail among states often produces monstrous
behavior but so far has not made life itself impossible.
The ahistorical analyses of Spinoza, Rousseau, and Kant
lay bare the logic of civil society and at the same time
make clear why the logic does not carry men past the
establishment of separate states to the founding of a world
state. Yet in the international as in the domestic sphere,
if anarchy is the cause, the obvious conclusion is that
government is the cure; and this is true even though the
disease in the former case is not fatal. The problem, how-
ever, becomes a practical one. The amount of force needed
to hold a society together varies with the heterogeneity of
the elements composing it. World federalists write as
though the alternatives before us were unity or death.
“World government is necessary and therefore possible,”
Robert Maynard Hutchins avers.? But demonstrating the
need for an institution does not bring it into existence.
And were world government attempted, we might find
ourselves dying in the attempt to unite, or uniting and
living a life worse than death.

The third image, like the first two, leads directly to a
utopian prescription. In each image a cause is identified
in terms of which all others are to be understood. The
force of the logical relation between the third image and
the world-government prescription is great enough to
cause some to argue not only the merits of world govern-
ment but also the ease with which it can be realized® It
is of course true that with world government there would
no longer be international wars, though with an ineffec-
tive world government there would no doubt be civil wars.
It is likewise true, reverting to the first two images, that

2 Hutchins, “The Constitutional Foundations for World Order,” in
Foundations for World Order, p. 105,

8 Cf. Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies, pp. 158-59, 574-79;
Esslinger, Politics and Science, passim.
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without the imperfections of the separate states there
would not be wars, just as it is true that a society of per-
fectly rational beings, or of perfect Christians, would
never know violent confiict. These statements are, un-
fortunately, as trivial as they are true. They have the un-
challengeable quality of airtight tautologies: perfectly
good states or men will not do bad things; within an effec-
tive organization highly damaging deviant behavior is not
permitted. The near perfection required by concentration
upon a single cause accounts for a number of otherwise
puzzling facts: the pessimism of St. Augustine, the failure
of the behavioral scientists as prescribers for peace, the
reliance of many liberals on the forces of history to pro-
duce a result not conceivably to be produced by the con-
sciously directed efforts of men, the tendency of socialists
to identify a corrupting element every time harmony in
socialist action fails to appear. It also helps to explain
the often rapid alternation of hope and despair among
those who most fully adopt a single-cause approach to this
or to almost any other problem. The belief that to make
the world better requires changing the factors that operate
within a precisely defined realm leads to despair whenever
it becomes apparent that changes there, if possible at all,
will come slowly and with insufficient force. One is con-
stantly defeated by the double problem of demonstrating
how the “necessary changes” can be produced and of sub-
stantiating the assertion that the changes described as
necessary would be sufficient to accomplish the object in
view.

The contrary assertion, that all causes may be inter-
related, is an argument against assuming that there 1s a
single cause that can be isolated by analysis and eliminated
or controlled by wisely constructed policy. It is also an
argument against working with one or several hypotheses
without bearing in mind the interrelation of all causes.
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The prescriptions directly derived from a single image
are incomplete because they are based upon partial
analyses. The partial quality of each image sets up a
tension that drives one toward inclusion of the others.
With the first image the direction of change, representing
Locke’s perspective as against Plato’s, is from men to
societies and states. The second image catches up both
elements. Men make states, and states make men; but
this 1s still a limited view. One is led to a search for the
more inclusive nexus of causes, for states are shaped by
the international environment as are men by both the
national and international environments. Most of those
whom we have considered in preceding chapters have not
written entirely in terms of one image. That we have thus
far been dealing with the consequences arising from differ-
ing degrees of emphasis accounts for the complexity of
preceding chapters but now makes somewhat easier the

task of suggesting how the images can be interrelated
without distorting any one of them.

THE FIRST AND SECOND IMAGES IN RELATION TO THE THIRD

It may be true that the Soviet Union poses the greatest
threat of war at the present time. It is not true that were
the Soviet Union to disappear the remaining states could
easily live at peace. We have known wars for centuries;
the Soviet Union has existed only for decades. But some
states, and perhaps some forms of the state, are more
peacefully inclined than others. Would not the multiplica-
tion of peacefully inclined states at least warrant the hope
that the period between major wars might be extended?
By emphasizing the relevance of the framework of action,
the third image makes clear the misleading quality of
such partial analyses and of the hopes that are often based
upon them. The act that by individual moral standards
would be applauded may, when performed by a state, be
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an invitation to the war we seek to avoid. The third
image, taken not as a theory of world government but as a
theory of the conditioning effects of the state system itself,
alerts us to the fact that so far as increasing the chances of
peace is concerned there is no such thing as an act good in
itself. The pacification of the Hukbalahaps was a clear
and direct contribution to the peace and order of the
Philippine state. In international politics a partial “solu-
tion,” such as one major country becoming pacifistic, might
be a real contribution to world peace; but it might as
easily hasten the coming of another major war.

The third image, as reflected in the writings of Rous-
seau, is based on an analysis of the consequences arising
from the framework of state action. Rousseau’s explana-
tion of the origin of war among states is, in broad outline,
the final one so long as we operate within a nation-state
system. It is a final explanation because it does not hinge
on accidental causes—irrationalities in men, defects in
states—but upon his theory of the framework within which
any accident can bring about a war. That state A wants
certain things that it can get only by war does not explain
war. Such a desire may or may not lead to war. My want-
ing a million dollars does not cause me to Tob a bank, but
if it were easier to rob banks, such desires would lead to
much more bank robbing. This does not alter the fact that
some people will and some will not attempt to rob banks
no matter what the law enforcement situation is. We still
have to look to motivation and circumstance in order to
explain individual acts. Nevertheless one can predict that,
other things being equal, a weakening of law enforcement
agencies will lead to an increase in crime. From this
point of view it is social structure—institutionalized re-
straints and institutionalized methods of altering and ad-
justing interests—that counts. And it counts in a way
different from the ways usually associated with the word
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“cause.”” What causes a man to rob a bank are such things

as the desire for money, a disrespect for social proprieties,

a certain boldness. But if obstacles to the operation of

these causes are built sufficiently high, nine out of ten

would-be bank robbers will live their lives peacefully ply-
ing their legitimate trades. If the framework is to he
"called cause at all, it had best be specified that it is 2 per
missive or underlying cause of war.

Applied to international politics this becomes, in words
previously used to summarize Rousseau, the proposition
that wars occur because there is nothing to prevent them.
Rousseau’s analysis explains the recurrence of war without
explaining any given war. He tells us that war may at any
moment occur, and he tells us why this is so. But the
structure of the state system does not directly cause state A
to attack state B. Whether or not that attack occurs will
depend on a number of special circumstances—location,
size, power, interest, type of government, past history and
tradition—each of which will influence the actions of both
states. If they fight against each other it will be for reasons
especially defined for the occasion by each of them. These
special reasons become the immediate, or efficient, causes
of war. These immediate causes of war are contained_in
the first and second images. States are motivated to attack
each other and to defend themselves by the reason and /or
passion of the comparatively few who make policies for
states and of the many more who influence the few. Some
states, by virtue of their internal conditions, are both
more proficient in war and more inclined to put their
proficiency to the test. Variations in the factors included
in the first and second images are important, indeed
crucial, in the making and breaking of periods of peace—
the immediate causes of every war must be either the acts
f individuals or the acts of states,
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If every war is preceded by acts that we can identify(or
at least try to identify) as cause, then why can we not
eliminate wars by modifying individual or state behavior?
This is the line of thinking followed by those who say: To
end war, improve men; or: To end war, improve states.
But in such prescriptions the role of the international en-
vironment is easily distorted. How can some of the acting
units improve while others continue to follow their old
and often predatory ways? The simplistic assumption of
many liberals, that history moves relentlessly toward the
millennium, is refuted if the international environment
makes it difficult almost to the point of impossibility for
states to behave in ways that are progressively more moral.
Two points are omitted from the prescriptions we con-
sidered under the first and second images: (1) If an effect
is produced by two or more causes, the effect is not per-
manently eliminated by removing one of them. If wars
occur because men are less than perfectly rational and
because states are less than perfectly formed, to improve
only states may do little to decrease the number and in-
tensity of wars. The error here is in identifying one cause
where two or more may operate. (2) An endeavor
launched against one cause to the neglect of others may
make the situation worse instead of better. Thus, as the
Western democracies became more inclined to peace,
Hitler became more belligerent. The increased propensity
to peace of some participants in international politics may
increase, rather than decrease, the likelihood of war. This
illustrates the role of the permissive cause, the inter-
national environment. If there were but two loci of cause
involved, men and states, we could be sure that the ap-
pearance of more peacefully inclined states would, at
worst, not damage the cause of world peace. Whether or
not a remedy proposed is truly a remedy or actually
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worse than none at all depends, however, on the content
and timing of the acts of all states. This is made clear in
the third image.

War may result because state A has something that state
B wants. The efficient cause of the war is the desire of
state B; the permissive cause is the fact that there is noth-
ing to prevent state B from undertaking the risks of war.
In a different circumstance, the interrelation of efficient
and permissive causes becomes still closer. State A may
fear that if it does not cut state B down a peg now, it may
be unable to do so ten years from now. State A becomes
the aggressor in the present because it fears what state B
may be able to do in the future. The efficient cause of
such a war is derived from the cause that we have labeled
permissive. In the first case, conflicts arise from disputes
born of specific issues. In an age of hydrogen bombs, no
single issue may be worth the risk of full-scale war. Settle-
ment, even on bad grounds, is preferable to self-destruc-
tion. The use of reason would seem to require the adop-
tion of a doctrine of “non-recourse to force.” One whose
reason leads him down this path is following the trail
blazed by Cobden when in 1849 he pointed out “that it is
almost impossible, on looking back for the last hundred
years, to tell precisely what any war was about,” and thus
implied that Englishmen should never have become in-
volved in them.* He is falling into the trap that ensnared
A. A. Milne when he explained the First World War as a
war in which ten million men died because Austria-
Hungary sought, unsuccessfully, to avenge the death of
one archduke® He is succumbing to the illusion of Sir
Edward Grey who, in the memoirs he wrote some thirty
years ago, hoped that the horrors of the First World War
would make it possible for nations “to find at least one

4 Cobden, Speeches, ed. Bright and Rogers, II, 165.
& Milne, Peace with Honour, p. 11.
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common ground on which they should come together in
confident understanding: an agreement that, in the dis-
putes between them, war must be ruled out as a means of
settlement that entails Tuin.” ®

It is true that the immediate causes of many wars are
trivial. If we focus upon them, the failure to agree to
settlement without force appears to be the ultimate folly.
But it is not often true that the immediate causes provide
sufficient explanation for the wars that have occurred.
And if it is not simply particular disputes that produce
wars, rational settlement of them cannot eliminate war.
For, as Winston Churchill has written, “small matters are
only the symptoms of the dangerous disease, and are only
important for that reason. Behind them lie the interests,
the passions and the destiny of mighty races of men; and
long antagonisms express themselves in trifles.” * Never-
theless Churchill may be justified in hoping that the fear
induced by a “balance of terror” will produce a temporary
truce. Advancing technology makes war more horrible
and presumably increases the desire for peace; the very
rapidity of the advance makes for uncertainty in every-
one’s military planning and destroys the possibility of an
accurate estimate of the likely opposing forces. Fear and
permanent peace are more difficult to equate. Each major
advance in the technology of war has found its prophet
ready to proclaim that war is no longer possible: Alfred
Nobel and dynamite, for example, or Benjamin Franklin
and the lighter-than-air balloon. There may well have
been a prophet to proclaim the end of tribal warfare when
the spear was invented and another to make a similar
prediction when poison was first added to its tip. Un-
fortunately, these prophets have all been false. The de-
velopment of atomic and hydrogen weapons may nurture

8 Grey, Twenty-five Years, 11, 285.
7 Churchill, The World Crisis, 1911-1914, 1, 52.
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the peace wish of some, the war sentiment of others. In
the United States and elsewhere after the Second World
War, a muted theme of foreign-policy debate was the
necessity of preventive war~drop the bomb quickly before
the likely opponent in a future war has time to make one
of his own. Even with two or more states equipped with
similar weapon systems, a momentary shift in the balance
of terror, giving a decisive military advantage temporarily
to one state, may tempt it to seize the moment in order to
escape from fear. And the temptation would be propor-
tionate to the fear itself. Finally, mutual fear of big
weapons may produce, instead of peace, a spate of smaller
wars.

The fear of modern weapons, of the danger of destroy-
ing the civilizations of the world, is not sufficient to estab-
lish the conditions of peace identified in our discussions of
the three images of international relations. One can
equate fear with world peace only if the peace wish exists
in all states and is uniformly expressed in their policies.
But peace is the primary goal of few men or states. If it
were the primary goal of even a single state, that state
could have peace at any time—simply by surrendering.
But, as John Foster Dulles so often warns, “Peace can be a
cover whereby evil men perpetrate diabolical wrongs."” 8
The issue in a given dispute may not be: Who shall gain
from 1t? It may instead be: Who shall dominate the
world? In such circumstances, the best course of even
reasonable men is difficult to define; their ability always
to contrive solutions without force, impossible to assume.
If solutions in terms of none of the three images is
presently—if ever—possible, then reason can work only
within the framework that is suggested by viewing the
first and second images in the perspective of the third, a

_ 8 “Excerpts from Dulles Address on Peace” {Washington, April 11, 1955),
in New York Times, April 12, 1955, p. 6.
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perspective well and simply set forth in the Federalist -
Papers, especially in those written by Hamilton and Jay.
What would happen, Jay asks, if the thirteen states,
instead of combining as one state, should form themselves
into several confederations? He answers:
Instead of their being “joined in affection” and free from all appre-
hension of different “interests,” envy and jealousy would soon ex-
tinguish confidence and affection, and the partial interests of each
confederation, instead of the general interests of all America, would
be the only objects of their policy and pursuits. Hence, like most

bordering nations, they would always be either involved in disputes
and war, or live in the constant apprehension of them.?

International anarchy, Jay is here saying, is the explana-
tion for international war. But not international anarchy
alone. Hamilton adds that to presume a lack of hostile
motives among states is to forget that men are “ambitious,
vindictive, and rapacious.” A monarchical state may go
to war because the vanity of its king leads him to seek
glory in military victory; a republic may go to war because
of the folly of its assembly or because of its commercial
interests. That the king may be vain, the assembly foolish,
or the commercial interests irreconcilable: none of these is
inevitable. However, so many and so varied are the causes
of war among states that “to look for a continuation of
harmony between a number of independent, unconnected
sovereigns in the same neighborhood, would be to disre-
gard the uniform course of human events, and to set at
defiance the accumulated experience of the ages.” *°

Jay and Hamilton found in the history of the Western
state system confirmation for the conclusion that among
separate sovereign states there is constant possibility of
war. The third image, as constructed in Chapter VI, gives
a theoretical basis for the same conclusion. It reveals why,

9 The Federalist, pp. 23-24 (No. 5).

10 Ibid., pp. 27-28 (No. 6); cf. p. 18 (No. 4, Jay), and pp. 3440 (No. 7,
Hamilton).
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in the absence of tremendous changes in the factors in-
cluded in the first and second images, war will be perpet-
ually associated with the existence of separate sovereign
states. The obvious conclusion of a third-image analysis is
that world government is the remedy for world war. The
remedy, though it may be unassailable in logic, is unat-
tainable in practice. The third image may provide a uto-
pian approach to world politics. It may also provide a
realistic approach, and one that avoids the tendency of
some realists to attribute the necessary amorality, or even
immorality, of world politics to the inherently bad
character of man. If everyone’s strategy depends upon
everyone else’s, then the Hitlers determine in part the
action, or better, reaction, of those whose ends are worthy
and whose means are fastidious. No matter how good
their intentions, policy makers must bear in mind the
implications of the third image, which can be stated in
summary form as follows: Each state pursues its own in-
terests, however defined, in ways it judges best. Force is
a means of achieving the external ends of states because
there exists no consistent, reliable process of reconciling
the conflicts of interest that inevitably arise among similar
units in a condition of anarchy. A foreign policy based on
this image of international relations is neither moral nor
immoral, but embodies merely a reasoned response to the
world about us. The third image describes the framework
of world politics, but without the first and second images
there can be no knowledge of the forces that determine
policy; the first and second images describe the forces
in world politics, but without the third image it is im-
possible to assess their importance or predict their results.
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