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MONG those fighting
A totalitarian. aggression
no dissenting voice can

be heard as to the necessity
for a new effort in the direc-
tion of international organi-
zation. Even among the
Tory refugees, the conserva-
tive politicians in exile, .no
group or outstanding indi-
vidual can be found advo-
cating a return to the pre-
1914 policies of alliance and
power alignment, This is,

“It was, in truth, an

attempt to make a
middle way where

there was me room

for a middle way, to

effeet a compromise
between two things
which do not admig
of a compromise, re-
sistance amd mnom-
resistance.””
—MACAULAY

attempt must be made first
to clarify fundamentals and
then to find a common
ground if possible. For we
must realize that our specu-
lations may have a consider-
able influence upon the con-
crete shape of the future in-
ternational order, as similar
speculations in the years
1916-17 had upon the shap-
ing of the League of Nations
Covenant.

An obstacle to the clarifi-

however, about all on which agreement is
© general,

As soon as one proceeds from generalities to
the concrete questions, the cleavage appears.
There are those who still believe that a kind
of League of Nations without any coercive
attributes is about the best arrangement men
can hope for. There are those who advocate
an improved League, leaving, however, its
essential characteristics untouched. 'This body
of opinion has the most impressive rostrum of
adherents and advocates; most of the former
League officials belong to it and the great ma-
jority of the teachers of international law and

- international affairs at American universites.
Moreover, there are theoretical regionalists or
de facto regionalists, like the adherents of
Federal Union. Most of the federalists are
regionalists, but not all regionalists are feder-
alists. There exists an infinite number of varia-
tions and combinations of opinion. A serious
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cation of the fundamental questions is to be
found in a false sentimentality for the League
of Nations, Exaggerated importance is at-
tached by some of the most penuine adherents
of a stable international order to the legal sur-
vival of the League of Nations, to the con-
tinuity of international organization. We are
told that so and so many people are still em-
ployed by the League, that so and so many
countries retain their membership, that certain
League services are still functioning, certain
studies still being continued. No possible ob-
jection could be taken to such statements were
they not accompanied by a kind of pathetic
pride that the League was still operative and
its machinery ready for the major tasks of in-
ternatjonal administration.

The League has failed, and it has not failed
only because of the ill will of the countries and
the weakness and lack of courage of the ma-
jority of the statesmen, It has failed also be-
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cause of some constitutional defects inherent in
the League of Nations Covenant. If we seri-
ously wish to prepare the ground for a work-
able international machine, we must get away
from the patterns of the recent past. We must
begin thinking and arguing fronTscratch,

The Covenant is the typical product of
Protestant Anglo-Saxon psychology as applied
to international affairs. This has more fatally
determined the fate of the first great experi-
ment in international government than is usu-
ally recognized. It has decisively influenced
the role assigned to power in the international

organization of 1920 and with this the most’

important single factor in the success of inter-
national government. It has sometimes been as-
serted that the League Covenant suffered from
an undervaluation of the power-factor in inter-
national affairs. This is not quite correct. The
tragic defect lies not in an underestimation of
power as such, but in a pathetic belief in the ef-
fectiveness of a certain type of power; not in a
misinterpretation of the role of power used, but
of the place to which it should be strategically
applied in international government.

The Covenant is based upon the axiomatic
belief that moral forces would prevail in any
future international crisis. It is this over-
emphasis on the decisive character of moral
sanctions against technical organization of col-
lective security which constitutes the fatal
weakness of the Geneva system. Those re-
sponsible for the drafting of the Covenant
belicved that agpression had been so utterly com-
promised by the World War 1914-18 that no
‘country would possibly revert ‘again to it in
our cra. 1f contrary to all rational probability,
any country were to embark again upon a

policy of aggression, public opinion would so.

violently react against the statesmen responsible
for such policies that the intended aggression
could not be consummated. If, nevertheless, a
country were to revert to aggression, public
opinion of all the other countries would auto-
matically line up against the aggressor. There
would inevitably be a common front of all
peace loving humanity ; the aggression would be
overwhelmingly crushed. The whole group of
articles of the Covenant, X-XVI, dealing with

this contingency, rests upon such hypothesis.

It explains the comparatively slight importance
which men like Wilson and Cecil (to take the
two chief exponents of the psychology of
Geneva) attributed to the question of sov-
ereignty, to hard and fast advance-rules govern-

ing the League in a crisis, to the automatism of
sanctions. ' Since they believed in a common
endeavor to crush the would-be-aggressor, they
saw no primordial necessity of any advance
cession of sovereignty.,

IT

THE Anglo-Saxon group of statesmen in
Paris, having desperately fought for the crea-
tion of the League, having overcome seémingly
insurmountable obstacles, naturally assumed
that the people of the world would enthusiasti-
cally and gratefully hail the new peace ma-
chinery. They simply could not understand the
lukewarm reception which the new creation
encountered. They had believed that they were
implementing the dreams of the anonymous
millions in all the countries, and they found
TFrance cynical, though appreciative; Italy
friendly in a noncommittal way; most of the
other Allies politely complimentary ; but hardly
anyone enthusiastic, with the sole exception,
perhaps, of Czechoslovakia which considered
itself duty-bound to salute the League in grati-
tude to Wilson. Moveover, the statesmen re-
sented the fact that the League was greeted
with thinly veiled enmity on the part of the
Germans, even by those passionately devoted
to the idea of a future peaceful collaboration
of the nations. ‘They had naively assumed that
Germany would consider the League as the
chief extenuating factor of the peace settlement.
A Gallup pell, undertaken in the first post—war
years, would have shown a most puzzlmg in-
difference to the League.

What was the reason for such sceptu:lsmp
It was by no means due to a dislike of inter-
national co-operation or to an unwillingness
to participate in international government, It
was due rather to the instinctive feeling that
the League somehow would not work. The
cudaemonism underlying the Covenant, its lack
of clearcut prescriptions for action and for
sanctions in. case of non-co-operation was con-
trary, not only to the instincts, but to all in-
dividual and collective experience of the Euro-
pean nations, and not the European nations
alone. The psychology of the Covenant was
alien and even puzzling to those who were to
be the majority of its members. By its under-
lying confidence in moral sanctions it presup-
posed 'a public opinion active and decisive in
international affairs. This hardly existed- in
England and was non-existent in the majority
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of countries, including the European democra-
cies. Even in an indisputably democratic coun-
try like France, public opinion in international
affairs was far more a correlative of govern-
mental action than in any Anglo-Saxon coun-
try., In the majority of countries, however,
public opinion was directed from above to
an extent that neither Cecil nor Wilson could
possibly conceive, for their own political ex-
periences at home afforded them no means
whereby this could be gauged. For most na-
tions the League was like a well-meant gift,
the giver of which is convinced that it is ar-
dently desired by the recipient, the latter un-
willing and unable to show his disappointment
to the influential donor.

The attitude, therefore, was one of wait-
and-see, Success or failure would obviously
depend upon the degree to which the two
Anglo-Saxon world powers would identify
their policies with the League. The early ab-
stention of America was the first blow. It
soon became evident that Great Britain was
not prepared to direct or determine the actions
of the League except in a negative sense.
This passive attitude of expectation on the part
of the majority of the League members must
by no means be confounded with active an-
tagonism. Most countries, including the Ger-
many of 1925-30 were resplved to make the
best of it. The League having been created, no
possible hope for a radical recasting could be
entertained as even minor amendments were
practically excluded by a cumbersome proce-
dure of revision, All the good will existing,
therefore, was bound to flow in the direction of
the new agency. This potential good will was
tremendous and it had to find an outlet. No
wonder that it crystallized around the only
body created for this special purpose. These
were the days when Geneva leaped into a be-
wildering variety of activities in the political,

" social, economic, and health fields. Instead of
interpreting this as a proof of the existence of
an accumulation of good will, the League
crusaders saw in it a proof of the excellence of
the League itself.

IIT

A T least part of the peace failure of 1919-39
Is attributable to the League itself. I am taking
as example the episode gravest in consequences,
the Ethiopian tragedy. Here was a clear case
of aggression, committed by a regime, a country
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as nearly morally isolated as any can and ever
will be. All, or nearly all the prerequisites of
successful action on behalf of the League were
assembled in rare completeness. The Covenant
contained in. Article X VI stipulations for such
a case. The sanctions machinery actually was
set into action, It failed, Not because of the
unvirillingness of the British to apply oil sanc-
tions and the noncommittal attitude of
America, not even because of Laval’s thinly
veiled treachery, much as this had to do with
the final outcome. It failed chiefly because of
the inadequacy of the stipulations of the
Covenant. In spite of hesitations by London,
Paris, and Washington, the smaller countrics,
especially Italy’s neighbors and satraps, over-

-whelmingly desired to stop Italy in Ethiopia.

This was not because of Ethiopia by any
means. The country meant little or nothing to
most of the nations eager to thwart Italy. Its
territorial integrity was Hecuba to them. Its
sovereignty did not  worry the man in
the street in Bucharest, Madrid, Sofia, and
Belgrade. But there was a violent antagonism
against the fascist spirit of aggression. What
they feared was the possibility of successful
aggression leading to an unwanted increase in
the prestige and power of the aggressor. The
whole existence of these states was at stake if
any aggression were to be successful in Europe.

These countries were, therefore, ready for
a collective action, including if need be, mili-
tary sanctions, but they were not prepared to
take any individual responsibility The Cove-
nant, unfortunately, left each country a free
agent in its decision, They simply could not
afford to be individually responsible to the
aggressor ; moreover, the necessity of individual
decision made them subject to blackmail, or
opened up vistas of profits from individual
bargaining. A system of automatic collective
sanctions would have saved them all these
troubles. They would have been protected by
their collectivity, They would not have faced
Rome; Rome would have faced the League.
The stipulations of the Covenant reflected the
ir}ability of those responsible for its constitu-
tion to envisage in practical terms the mechan-
ism o_f international psychology in a critical
s1tuat10n.‘

The above is based on the assumption that
Italy would have fought, even if the net of
sanctions had been more closely woven. In
all probability this would not have been the
case. Stipulations of automatic, progressively
stringent sanctions would, in practice, act in
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themselves as a formidable deterrent to aggres-
sion. The other alternative, that the powers
would not have declared Italy an aggressor if
this committed them to compulsory sanctions,
would have been extremely regrettable, but it
would not have been half as disastrous as sanc-
tions which peter out. It would have implied
the cynical abandonment of Ethiopia; it would
have shown that the guarantee of territorial
integrity contained in Article X of the League
was highly problematic; but it would not have
shaken to the ground the whole concept of
collective security,

IV

WHERE, then, is a way out of the vicious
circle constituted by potential aggression, po-
tential collective defense, and failure of col-
lective security? Certainly not in a mere
revision of the Covenant, consisting in the sup-
pression of the unanimity rule, in the creation
of an international police foree, in an amend-
ment of the revision clause embodied iIn the
famous Article XIX, in the compulsory inter-
vention of a Court of International Justice.
Whatever improvement this may constitute,
it would no more safeguard peace than did
the old League. The essential weakness, the
placing of confidence in moral sanctions when
the functioning of public opinion remains un-
certain, would not be abolished. Such a League
would still be an attempt to compromise be-
tween  “resistance and non-resistance”. The
much-advacated plan of “putting teeth” into
the League would invite a new disaster. Force
would still be placed in an ex-centric posi-
tion and not in the center of the future
machinery, and thus it would likely be wasted.

The way out is to recognize that interna-
tional organization must be transformed into
international government. An international
agencey, in order to function in an emergency,
must have a power of its own, in advance
delegated by the component parts for this pur-
pose and in itself sufficient to crush, if neces-
sary, a maximum of i1l will on the part of the
greatest number of its members. This can
only be achieved if the universal machine is
split up in regional bodies. International gov-
ernment can only succeed if its territorial range
is limited to such a reglon or regions as can
be effectively controlled by the permanent
power at its disposal, This is possible in a
federation, if the whole military power is
pooled and vested in a central agency. Any

agency whose states retain their military sov-
ereignty and their liberty of action, and only
promise ad hoc contingents is uncertain in its
efficiency. The international agency’s size
must, therefore, be directly proportionate to
the number and size of the countries who are
prepared to invest it with full military power.
It is, under present circumstances, out of the
question, that all the important states of the
globe would be prepared to make such sacri-
fice, even if the United States should come out
of the present conflict sufficiently shaken to
participate in such a body. But who would be
bold enough to assume that the USSR would
forego its military autonomy in favor of a
majority of capitalist states? That the Latin
American countries would voluntarily bind
themselves in such a manner? A universal
agency cannot at present be also a coercive
body. World anarchy will certainly not, in
the political and diplomatic field, disappear to-
morrow even if this war is fought and won on
a planetary basis, The world is not ripe far
planetary action in the political field.

What can be controlled are regions, sectors,
continents, and territories bound together by
some sort of geographical, economic, national,
social, spiritual bonds. Europe is one of these
regions. It is still the key to the pacification
of the world. Europe, not Russia and not
Asia, has twice plunged the world into world-
wide conflicts within one generation. If
Europe can be successfully pacified, one of the
chief permanent sources of wars will auto-
matically disappear.

The first question is, of course, why Europe

should be considered a unity. It is neither so

in an ethnological nor an economic scnse.
Moreover, it seems psychologically disunited
beyond repair. Yet, in spite of the permanent
divisions, Europe is essentially one, over and
above its violent antagonisms, It is one in
its outlook and what the Germans call
“Lebensgefiihl.”” There is a deep cleavage
between the Germans and the majority of the
other European nations, but this cleavage is
offset by deeper spiritual common traits. If
the end of the present conflict brings about the
expected collapse of totalitarianism, the com-

.mon denominator for all things European will

reassert itself,

Unable to create a universal enforcement
machine, the victors will be forced  into or-
ganizing Furope as a unit, if for no other
reason, in order to escape the necessity of occu-
pying great parts of Europe for an indefinite
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period. There are a thousand reasons why the
Europeans will never be able to undertake this
for themselves. There are a thousand equally
valid reasons to believe that, once this step has
been enforced upon them, the inhabitants of
Europe will do everything to make it work,
It is the kind of step they want to have
forced upon them from the outside, preferably
by America.

Such a European federation, which is the
only practical way to neutralize German ag-
gressiveness and to divert the great German
qualities to positive endeavors, would imply
a central authority with military and economic
power. Lurope is not too large to make an
effective control by its own forces hmpossible.
QOnce established, the comumon bonds will assert
themselves so overwhelmingly that no power
nside or outside will be in a position to de-
stroy the new status, Into the creation of an
European federation and perhaps of similar
regional organizations in other parts of the
world should go the major portion of the crea-
tive efforts aiming at pacification of the world,

v

A WORLID organization will certainly be
created after this war, It would, however,
be dangerous to attempt, as far as political
affairvs are concerned, anything more ambitious
than a purely consultative body.* Such univer-
sal machinery will not be able to safegnard or
guarantee peace. "There must be no guarantees

of territorial integrity; there must be no sanc-
tion paragraphs, as there will be no possibilities
to enforce sanctions on a world plane; there
must be no compulsory jurisdiction, as there
would be no policemin to compel the execu-
tion. Never must there be again o steep,
downwaurd grade of the kind which led from
the Manchurian aggression, to the Ithioplan
debacle, and to the World War, There must
never be belief in seeurity where there is no
security, paper guarantees where there are no
ready sanctions, hope where all the odds are
against its consunmativn, There is vne mortal
sin in international organization—the creation
of a false sense of security, Better nothing rthan
make-believe, The world will be in a better
position to defend dtself against damgzers it
knows, it expects, and it fears, than wrainst the
danger of seli-deceprion created by an agency
based purely on woeral sanctions. “TUhe world
must never again tread on the thin dve of
illusion,

#1he workl having become o de farte unity
in the so-called non-political field, T firmly believe
in the possibility of world-wide technieal ageticiey
aud control. The anti-navcotic work of the League
of Nations shows what potentialities of international
govermment exist, without constituting in itself the
maximum of what can probably be achieved immedi-
ately after the present war. It seems likely that the
states will he prepared to make ad loc sacrifices of
small sectors of their soverein rights for speeifie
purposes in clearly determined technical fields, My
seepticism regarding planetary action should clearly
be understood as applying exclusively o the dipla-
matic and political sphere, 1ot to international activi-
ties in the fields of health amd transportation.

N the interests of the fullest possible diseussion of the vital
problems of postacar world organization, we present the
essay of Mr. Ranshofen-Wertheimer although we are in

almost total disagreement with its thesis. Mr. Ranshofen-J¥ er
theimer's article is the typical expression of ¢ purely legalistic
and mechanistic concoption of international relations. Its laclk
of faith in the ability of society to establish a properly funetion-
ing structure for colloctive seontrity is due in a great measure to
the fact that he ignores the profound influence which the cons
ditions of the lust twenty years have oxerted upon the thoughts
of men. Similarly, his conelusion that the future worldd orgen-
ization must be a consultative body is due to the fect that he
attributes the failure of the League of Nations to its eonstitu.
tional defeets, whereas it was due to the disregard of its consti-
tutional provisions by those who were pledged to uphold and

r,mjflerrwnt them, as well as to the crisis in internal and inter
national democracy.
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