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FORWARD TO THE 1996 REPRINT

An outline of the argument

Major war--war among developed countries--seems to be becoming obsolete.

War is merely an idea. It is not a trick of fate, a thunderbolt from hell, a natural necessity,
or a desperate plot device dreamed up by some sadistic puppeteer on high.

Therefore it can be supplanted--rendered obsolete--if people come to embrace another idea:

one holding that, as an institution, war is abhorrent and, on balance, methodologically
unwise.

Two notable ideas that have undergone such a transformation are the ancient institution of
slavery and the popular and romantic problem-solving device of formal dueling. Both died
out because people came to regard them as undesirable, not because they had ceased to be
objectively viable or economically effective.

At least in the developed world, war seems to have followed a similar trajectory. Europe,
once the most warlike of continents, has now been substantially free of international war for
the longest period of time since the Roman empire.

This does not seem to have come about because war became physically more destructive.
There have been many instances in the past of wars or patterns of warfare that were

essentially annihilative, but this did not cause an effective revulsion against the institution
itself.

In fact, despite such experiences, until 1914 war was commonly viewed in the developed
world as ennobling, virtuous, glorious, beautiful, holy, manly, redemptive, beneficial,
progressive, necessary, natural, and inevitable.

In the late 19th century--only about 100 years ago--this notion was actively challenged on
a wide basis for the first time in history by various peace organizations which effectively

propagated the view that war was repulsive, immoral, uncivilized, and futile, particularly
economically.

World War I--the Great War--played perfectly into the hands of this gadfly peace movement.
At its end, its notion that war--or at least wars of that type--should be abolished came to be
commonly accepted in the developed world.



World War II in Europe came about not naturally or inevitably, but largely because of the
atavistic--if lucky, fanatically dedicated, and remarkably skilled--machinations of one man,
Adolf Hitler. He was allowed considerable leeway in part because other European leaders
desperately wanted to believe that no one could possibly desire another major war and
because he continually assured them, and the German people, that he abhorred war.

Whether one accepts that argument or treats World War II as simply an additional learning
experience for Europe (and as a terminal one for the distant Japanese who had largely missed
the lessons of World War I), the developed world came overwhelming to reject the notion
of major war at its conclusion.

The international Communist movement--the chief source of international instability since
1945--has embraced the idea that violence is necessary to overthrow the capitalist enemy.
It has, however, rejected major war as a sensible device for carrying out this mission even
while fearing--and preparing for--the possibility that the capitalist world might launch such
a war against it.

Since neither side in the Cold War ever saw major war as a remotely sensible device for
pursuing its agenda, nuclear weapons have not importantly affected history: things would
have turned out much the same if they had never been invented. They furnish dramatic
reminders of how destructive a major war could become, and they could conceivably be
useful in the future, for example if another Hitler should arise. But they have not been
necessary to inspire caution among the war-sobered people who have actually led the major
countries since World War II. Even at times of crisis, major war has never really been in the
cards.

While eschewing major war, the international Communist movement was willing to
experiment, somewhat cautiously, with a direct military probe in a neglected corner of the
world, Korea, as a method for advancing the revolution in 1950. The West's forceful
opposition seems permanently to have discredited this device and may have been an
important stabilizing event in the Cold War.

The Communists have also at times been enamored of crisis as a desirable method for
advancing the cause and for enhancing disagreement and conflict among the capitalist
enemy. After the traumas of the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, however, they substantially
abandoned the device as too dangerous.

Revolution and revolutionary civil wars continued to be romantically embraced by the
movement--particularly by the Chinese--as natural, desirable, and inevitable devices. The
United States entered the "test case” war in Vietnam principally to demonstrate to the
Communists that this method was unproductive and unwise. The war was lost not because
the United States had no effective military plan, but because the Vietnamese Communists

were willing and able to accept casualties at a rate that is all but unprecedented in modern
warfare.



In the meantime, however, and in the midst of a dangerous ideological clash with the Soviet
Union, China turned inward and, by the 1970s, substantially abandoned its support of the
movement. As it dropped out of the Cold War, it was quickly, if somewhat cautiously,
embraced by its former capitalist enemies.

The Soviet Union continued to support violent revolutionary movements around the world,
and at the end of the 1970s it gleefully welcomed several new countries into the camp--only
to see each become mired in economic and military chaos while looking to the Soviets for
maternal warmth and sustenance.

Burdened by such questionable adventures (including one in Afghanistan that became
militarily as well as economically costly), by foolish overexpenditures on defense, and by
aseverely mismanaged economy and empire, the Soviet devotion to international revolution
faded, often replaced by a distinctly unideological cynicism. As Mikhail Gorbachev
recognized this change and began to abandon the international revolution, the essential
ideological cause of the Cold War faded. As the book went to press at the end of 1988, the
Cold War seemed to be on the verge of terminal demise. As it turned out, it was.

Major war, like slavery and formal dueling, remains physically possible, and it could come
about if some aggressive Hitler-like world leader came to believe (quite possibly correctly)
that large crises and military ventures need not necessarily escalate to massive war.

However, major war has been substantially discredited over the last century. Moreover, two
important ideas have substantially taken hold: prestige and status principally derive from
economic prowess (a quality often disparaged as debased and disgustingly materialistic by
warlovers in the past); and war is a singularly ineffective and undesirable method for
attaining wealth.

As a result, major war may be becoming truly obsolete--subrationally unthinkable.
Countries like the once perennially hostile France and Germany reject war as a method for
resolving their difficulties not so much because they determine it to be unwise after mulling
over their options. Rather it is because--like dueling for quarreling aristocrats--war no
longer occurs to them as a option to be considered.

War remains rather common outside the developed world--indeed the book was written
while a war between Iran and Iraq was raging there, not to mention some 30 civil wars In
the last few hundred years, however, most major ideas have tended to flow from the
countries we now call "developed" to the rest. It seems possible--particularly with the Cold
War out of the way--that war aversion will follow a similar path.

Even if peace--the absence of war--comes to infuse the world, conflict, disharmony, turmoil,
trouble, and contentiousness will likely continue in fulsome measure. Unlike war, these
qualities do seem truly to be natural and inevitable.

Rochester, NY
July 16, 1996
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PREFACE TO THE
PAPERBACK EDITION

IT IS THE central burden of this book
that war is merely an idea—an institution, like dueling or slavery, that has been
grafted onto human existence. Unlike breathing, eating, or sex, war is not some-
thing that is somehow required by the human condition or by the forces of
history. Accordingly, war can shrivel up and disappear, and this can come about
without changing human nature; without creating an effective world government
or system of international law; without modifying the nature of the state or the
nation-state; without expanding international trade, interdependence, or commu-
nication; without fabricating an effective moral or practical equivalent; without
enveloping the earth in democracy or prosperity; without devising ingenious
agreements to restrict arms or the arms industry; without formally outlawing or
renouncing war; without reducing the world’s considerable store of hate, selfish-
ness, nationalism, and racism; without increasing the amount of love, justice,
harmony, cooperation, good will, or inner peace in the world; without altering
the international system; without establishing security communities; without
improving the competence of political leaders; and without doing anything what-
ever about nuclear weapons. ’

Not only does the book argue that such a development can take place, but it
contends that it has been taking place for a century or more, at least within the
developed world, an area that was once a cauldron of international and civil war.
Conflicts of interest are inevitable and continue to persist within the developed
world. But the notion that war should be used to resolve them has increasingly
been discredited and abandoned.

Readers-and reviewers have found these contentions to be somewhat unortho-
dox, and they have raised a number of queries and objections (even while hoping
that the book’s theme is correct). Accordingly, a few comments may be in order.
It is important to point out that the book nowhere contends that war has
become fully obsolete. While major war—war among developed countries—
seems to be going out of style, war obviously continues to flourish elsewhere.
There are reasons, arrayed in the final chapter, to believe that the developed
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world’s aversion to war may eventually infect the rest of the world as well. But
this development is not certain nor is its pace predictable. As slavery continued
to persist in Brazil even after it had been abolished elsewhere, the existence of
war in some parts of the world does not refute the observation that it is vanishing,
or has vanished, in other parts.
¢ Nor does the book contend that war, even war within the developed world,
has become, or could ever become, impossible. When it seems necessary, even
countries like the United States and Britain, which were among the first to
become thoroughly disillusioned with war, have been able to fight wars and to
use military force—often with high morale and substantial public support, at
least at first. The ability to make war and the knowledge about how to do so can
never be fully expunged—nor, for that matter, can the ability or knowledge to
institute slavery, eunuchism, crucifixion, or human sacrifice. War is declining as
an institution not because it has ceased to be possible or fascinating, but because
peoples and leaders in the developed world—where war was once endemic—have
increasingly found war to be disgusting, ridiculous, and unwise.
¢ In many important respects, the book argues, war in Europe had been thor-
oughly discredited by 1918; yet, obviously, Adolf Hitler was able to start another
one. (Put another way: after World War I, a war in Europe could only be brought
about through the maniacally dedicated manipulations of an exceptionally lucky
and spectacularly skilled entrepreneur; before World War 1, any dimwit—for
example, Kaiser Wilhelm—could get into one.) As acknowledged in chapter 10,
while Hitlers are rare, another one could conceivably arise. But this doesn’t mean
that the remarkable and unprecedented peace the developed world has enjoyed
for decades is necessarily fragile. The lessons of the 1930s have been well
learned—indeed, they have vitally informed the policies of containment and
deterrence that have been designed precisely to counter another Hitler. Further-
more, a new Hitler would have to contend with enemies who have nuclear
weapons. While the book contends that nuclear weapons have been essentially
irrelevant to the history of the postwar world, it does point out (on pp. 218-19)
that circumstances are at least imaginable under which they might prove useful.
« If countries in the developed world—particularly in the West—are so averse
to war, why have developed nations still gotten into any war at all since 1945?
The book, of course, focuses on major war—war among developed countries—
and argues that this kind of war is becoming obsolete. But it also traces the
historical rise in war aversion, and it seems clear that most developed countries
have generally come to abhor war of all varieties, not only the kind that might
happen to take place in their immediate neighborhood.

In general the wars that have involved developed countries since World War
II have been of two kinds, both declining in frequency and relevance. One of
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these concerns lingering colonial responsibilities and readjustments. Thus the
Dutch got involved in (but did not start) a war in Indonesia, the French in
Indochina and Algeria, the British in Malaya and the Falklands.

The other kind relates to the Cold War contest between East and West. The
Communists have generally sought to avoid major war, not so much because they
necessarily find such wars to be immoral, repulsive, or uncivilized, but because
they find them futile—dangerous, potentially counterproductive, wildly and ab-
surdly adventurous. However, for decades after 1945 they retained a dutiful
affection for what they came to call wars of national liberation—smaller wars
around the world designed to further the progressive cause of world revolution.

As discussed in considerable detail in Part II, the West has seen this threat
as visceral and as one that must be countered even at the cost of war if necessary.
Wars fought in this context, such as those in Korea and Vietnam, have essentially
been seen to be preventive—if Communism is countered there, it won’t have to
be countered later on more vital, closer turf. The lesson learned (perhaps over-
learned) from the Hitler experience is that aggressive threats must be dealt with
by those who abhor war when the threats are still comparatively small and distant;
to allow the aggressive force to succeed only brings nearer the day when a larger
war must be fought. Thus countries that abhor war have felt it necessary to wage
them in order to prevent wider wars.

With the ideological evisceration of the Communist threat (a process which
has accelerated since the book went to press at the end of 1988), this elemental
contest has largely dissipated. Unless it is replaced by something new, war partici-
pation by developed countries is likely to continue its decline.
® The apparent collapse of Communism, particularly of its ideology-impelled
expansionary threat, may also have brought about a correlated collapse in the
notion, propounded by some international relations theorists, that the postwar
world’s “bipolarity’” has been determined by military and economic capabilities
rather than by ideological differences. In fact, as Communist ideology and,
therefore, the Cold War become abandoned, the United States.and the USSR
seem not only to be significantly moderating their bipolar opposition, but also to
be embarked on a negative arms race and perhaps even the process of alliance
confederation discussed and recommended on pp. 258-63. (I have developed
these policy issues more fully in the Winter 1989-90 issue of Foreign Policy.)
¢ There are those who find the book’s central message to be optimistic. Since
just about everybody has now come to regard major war as a horror and a scourge,
it is to be expected that a book tracing its obsolescence would be so regarded.
While I happen to share that particular perspective, the book tries to be objective
about the historical process, and it should not be taken to suggest that the human
race is continually getting better and better in every way: the book is not an
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uncritical paean to the “advance of civilization.” It is quite possible that, as war
declines, the human condition will in other ways become worse. Indeed, the last
pages suggest that a world without war might in some respects betray more
contentiousness and less civility than one with it.

e Finally, some people have been concerned that the line of thought presented
in this book could be dangerous because it invites a relaxed complacency about
the possible reemergence of war in the developed world. The concern is a fair
one—and, indeed, chapter 10 spends quite a bit of time warning about ways that
a major war could still come about. ,

However, as has often been pointed out, there are dangers in being overly
anxious about war as well. Policies based on blind belligerence, a desperate
reliance on destructive arms, and a principled unwillingness to be open to the
possibility that old hostilities and methods of resolving conflicts might genuinely
be mellowing, could pointlessly generate the very dangers they are designed to -
deter or confront.

Clearly it makes sense to remain alert to the fact that major war will never be
impossible and could make an anachronistic comeback under special, and perhaps
bizarre, circumstances. But it seems unlikely that people—particularly after the
traumatic experience of the 1930s—will become so neglectful of one of history’s
most famous and grisly institutions that they will remain oblivious if it begins to
reappear. A policy of mindless, Panglossian complacency about major war would
be a mistake, but the conditions of our remarkable times do suggest that a degree
of wary optimism is justified.

Rochester, New York
November 27, 1989
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Introduction

Historys Greatest
Nonevent

ON MAY 15, 1984, the major coun-
tries of the developed world had managed to remain at peace with each other
for the longest continuous stretch of time since the days of the Roman Empire.
If a significant battle in a war had been fought on that day, the press would have
bristled with it. As usual, however, a landmark crossing in the history of peace
caused no stir: the most prominent story in the New York Times that day
concerned the saga of a manicurist, a machinist, and a cleaning woman who had
just won a big Lotto contest.

This book seeks to develop an explanation for what is probably the greatest
nonevent in human history. For decades now, two massively armed countries, the
United States and the Soviet Union, have dominated international politics, and
during that time they have engaged in an intense, sometimes even desperate,
rivalry over political, military, and ideological issues. Yet despite this enormous
mutual hostility, they have never gone to war with each other. Furthermore,
although they have occasionally engaged in confrontational crises, there have
been only a few of these—and virtually none at all in the last two-thirds of the
period. Rather than gradually drawing closer to armed conflict, as often happened
after earlier wars, the two major countries seem to be drifting farther away
from it.

Insofar as it is discussed at all, there appear to be two schools of thought to
explain what John Lewis Gaddis has called the “long peace.”?!

One school concludes that we have simply been lucky. Since 1947, the Bulletin
of Atomic Scientists has decorated its cover with a “doomsday” clock set omi-
nously at a few minutes before midnight. From time to time the editors push the
clock’s big hand forward or backward a bit to demonstrate their pleasure with
an arms control measure or their disapproval of what they perceive to be rising
tension; but they never nudge it very far away from the fatal hour, and the
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INTRODUCTION

message they wish to convey is clear. They believe we live perpetually on the
brink, teetering on a fragile balance; if our luck turns a bit sour, we are likely at
any moment to topple helplessly into cataclysmic war.2 As time goes by, however,
this point of view begins to lose some of its persuasiveness. When a clock remains
poised at a few minutes to midnight for decades, one may gradually come to
suspect that it isn’t telling us very much.

The other school stresses paradox: It is the very existence of unprecedentedly
destructive weapons that has worked, so far, to our benefit—in Winston Church-
il’'s memorable phrase, safety has been the “sturdy child of [nuclear] terror.”3
This widely held (if minimally examined) view is, to say the least, less than fully
comforting, because the very weapons that have been so necessary for peace
according to this argument, also possess the capability of cataclysmic destruction,
should they somehow be released. For many, this perpetual threat is simply too
much to bear, and to them the weapons’ continued existence seals our ultimate
doom even as it perpetuates our current peace. In his influential best-seller, The
Fate of the Earth, Jonathan Schell dramatically prophesies that if we do not “rise
up and cleanse the earth of nuclear weapons,” we will soon “sink into the final
coma and end it all.”4

This book develops a third explanation: The long peace since World War 11
is less a product of recent weaponry than the culmination of a substantial histori-
cal process. For the last two or three centuries major war—war among developed
countries—has gradually moved toward terminal disrepute because of its per-
ceived repulsiveness and futility.

The book also concludes that nuclear weapons have not had an important
impact on this remarkable trend—they have not crucially defined postwar stabil-
ity, and they do not threaten to disturb it severely. They have affected rhetoric
* (we live, we are continually assured, in the atomic age, the nuclear epoch), and
they certainly have influenced defense budgets and planning. However, they do
not seem to have been necessary to deter major war, to cause the leaders of major
countries to behave cautiously, or to determine the alliances that have been
formed. Rather, it seems that things would have turned out much the same had
nuclear weapons never been invented.

That something other than nuclear terror explains the long peace is suggested
in part by the fact that there have been numerous nonwars since 1945 besides
the nonwar that is currently being waged by the United States and the Soviet
Union. With only one minor and fleeting exception (the Soviet invasion of
Hungary in 1956), there have been no wars among the forty-four wealthiest (per
capita) countries during that time.> Although there have been many wars since
World War 11, some of them enormously costly by any standard, these have taken
place almost entirely within the third—or really the fourth—world. The devel-
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oped countries have sometimes participated in these wars on distant turf, but not
directly against each other.

Several specific nonwars are in their own way even more extraordinary than
the one that has taken place between the United States and the Soviet Union.
France and Germany are important countries which had previously spent
decades—centuries even—either fighting each other or planning to do so. For
this ages-old antagonism World War II indeed served as the war to end war: like
Greece and Turkey, they have retained the creative ability to discover a motiva-
tion for war even under an overarching nuclear umbrella if they really wanted to,
yet they have now lived side by side for decades, perhaps with some bitterness
and recrimination, but without even a glimmer of war fever. The case of Japan
is also striking: this formerly aggressive major country seems now to have fully
embraced the virtues (and profits) of peace.

In fact, within the first and second worlds warfare of all sorts seems generally
to have lost its appeal. Not only have there been virtually no international wars
among the major and not-so-major countries, but the developed world has experi-
enced virtually no civil war either. The only exception is the 1944-49 Greek civil
war—more an unsettled residue of World War Il than an autonomous event.
The sporadic violence in Northern Ireland or the Basque region of Spain has not
really been sustained enough to be considered civil war, nor have the spurts of
terrorism carried out by tiny bands of self-styled revolutionaries elsewhere in
Western Europe that have never coalesced into anything bigger. Except for the
fleeting case of Hungary in 1956, Europeans under Soviet rule have so far
accepted their fate, no matter how desperate their disaffection, rather than take
arms to oppose it—though some sort of civil uprising there is certainly not out
of the question.® :

Because it is so quiet, peace often is allowed to carry on unremarked. We tend
to delimit epochs by wars and denote periods of peace not for their own character,
but for the wars they separate. As Geoffrey Blainey has observed, “For every
thousand pages published on the causes of wars there is less than one page directly
on the causes of peace.”” But now, surely, with so much peace at hand in so much
of the world, some effort ought to be made to explain the unprecedented cornuco-
pia. Never before in history have so many well-armed, important countries spent
so much time not using their arms against each other.

To deal with this task, the book begins, in part 1, by tracing changing attitudes
toward war in the developed world. As early as 1800 a few countries, like Holland,
Switzerland, and Sweden, had begun to drop out of the war system, but war was
still generally accepted as a natural and inevitable phenomenon. Beginning in
1815 the institution of war for the first time in history came under organized and
concentrated attack. Opponents argued that war was repulsive, immoral, and
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uncivilized, and that it was futile, particularly economically. They remained a
noisy minority for the next century and were often derided by those who still held
war to be noble, thrilling, progressive, manly, and beneficial.

The holocaust of World War I turned peace advocates into a pronounced
majority in the developed world and virtually destroyed war romanticism. Were
it not for the astoundingly successful machinations of Adolf Hitler, just about the
last European who was willing to risk major war, and for the anachronistic forays
of distant Japan, World War | might have been the last major war.

Part 2 examines the long peace—the great nonevent—itself. Major war has
been most likely to develop from the Cold War that has dominated postwar
international history. The hostility of the era mostly derives from the Soviet
Union'’s ideological—even romantic—affection for revolution and for revolution-
ary war. Although this ideology is expansionistic in some respects, it has never
visualized major war as a remotely sensible tactic. The book traces the history of
the Cold War, dealing particularly with the wars in Korea and Vietnam and with
Cold War crises. It concludes that East and West have never been close to major
war and that nuclear weapons have not been important determinants of this
fact—insofar as a military deterrent has been necessary, the fear of escalation to
a war like World War I or I1 has been sufhcient. A large war, nuclear or otherwise,
'has never been remotely in the interest of the essentially contented, risk-averse,
escalation-anticipating countries that have dominated world affairs since 1945
and, even allowing considerably for stupidity, ineptness, miscalculation, and
self-deception, it is difficult to see how they could have gotten into one.

Because of economic crisis and persistent ideological failure, it appears in the
late 1980s that the Cold War may be on the verge of substantial improvement
as the Soviet Union, following the lead of its former ideological soulmate, China,
abandons its quest for ideological expansion and quests after prosperity and a
quiet, normal international situation.

Part 3 considers whether peace in the developed world is likely to linger or
‘break down (the prospects for lingering look good as long as the quest for
prosperity remains a popular goal). It also explores the possibility that major war
has become, or is becoming, obsolete: without being formally renounced or
institutionally superceded and without being undercut by notable changes in
human nature or in the structure of international politics, major war may have
gradually moved toward final discredit. In areas where war was once often casually
seen as beneficial, noble, and glorious, or at least as necessary or inevitable, the
conviction has now become widespread that war would be intolerably costly,
unwise, futile, and debasing.

The book concludes by suggesting how the military strategists’ concepts of
deterrence and stability can usefully be broadened to include often crucial non-
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military considerations. It also assesses the possibility that the apparent obsoles-
cence of war in the developed world will eventually infect those portions of the
globe where war remains endemic. And it examines the prospects that, in a world
without war or warlike tension, the arms race will gradually atrophy and a general
political settlement will be reached.

The Rising Costs of War

War is merely an idea. It is not a trick of fate, a thunderbolt from hell, a natural
calamity, or a desperate plot contrivance dreamed up by some sadistic puppeteer
on high. And if war begins in the minds of men, as the UNESCO charter insists,
it can end there as well. Over the centuries war opponents have been trying to
bring this about by discrediting war as an idea. In part, their message, which will
be more fully assessed in the next chapters, stresses that war is unacceptably
costly, and they have pointed to two kinds of costs: (1) psychic ones—war, they
argue, is repulsive, immoral, and uncivilized; and (2) physical ones—war is
bloody, destructive, and expensive.

It is often observed that war’s physical costs have risen. World War II was the
most destructive in history, and World War I was also terrible. World War 111,
even if nuclear weapons were not used, could easily be worse; and a thermonuclear
war might, as Schell would have it, “end it all.”

Rising physical costs do seem to have helped to discredit war. But there are
good reasons to believe that this cannot be the whole story.

In 1889, Baroness Bertha von Suttner of Austria published a sentimental
antiwar novel, Die Waffen Nieder!, that swiftly became an international best-
seller—the Uncle Tom’s Cabin of the nineteenth-century peace movement. In
it she describes the travails of a young Austrian woman who turns against war
when her husband is killed in the Franco-Austrian War of 1859. Now, in histori-
cal perspective, that brief war was one of the least memorable in modern history,
and its physical costs were minor in comparison with many other wars of that,
or any other, era. But Suttner’s fictional young widow was repelled not by the
war’s size, but by its existence and by the devastating personal consequences to
her. Opposition to war has been growing in the developed world because more .
and more people have come to find war repulsive for what it is, not simply for
the extent of the devastation it causes.

Furthermore, it is simply not true that cataclysmic war is an invention of the
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20th century.* To annihilate ancient Carthage in 146 B.c., the Romans used
weaponry that was primitive by today’s standard, but even nuclear weapons could
not have been more thorough. And, as Thucydides recounts with shattering calm,
when the Athenians invaded Melos in 416 B.c., they “put to death all the grown
men whom they took and sold the women and children for slaves, and subse-
quently sent out five hundred colonists and inhabited the place for themselves.”8

During the Thirty Years War of 1618-48 the wealthy city of Magdeburg,
together with its 20,000 inhabitants, was annihilated. According to standard
estimates accepted as late as the 1930s, Germany’s population in that war de-
clined from 21 million to under 13.5 million—absolute losses far larger than it
suffered in either world war of the twentieth century. Moreover, and more
importantly, most people apparently thought things were even worse: for centu-
ries a legend prevailed that Germany had suffered a 75 percent decline in
population, from 16 million to 4 million.% Yet the belief that war could cause
devastation of such enormous proportions did not lead to its abandonment. After
the Thirty Years War, conflict remained endemic in Europe, and in 1756 Prussia
fought the Seven Years War, which, in the estimate of its king and generalissimo,
Frederick the Great, cost it 500,000 lives—one-ninth of its population, a propor-
tion higher than almost any suffered by any combatant in the wars of the
nineteenth or twentieth centuries.10

Wars in the past have often caused revolts and economic devastation as well.
Historians have been debating for a century whether the Thirty Years War
destroyed a vibrant economy in Germany or whether it merely administered the
final blow to an economy that was already in decline—but destruction was the
consequence in either case. The Seven Years War brought Austria to virtual -
bankruptcy, and it so weakened France that the conditions for revolution were
established. When the economic costs of war are measured as a percentage of
the gross national product of the combatants, observes Alan Milward, war “has
not shown any discernible long-term trend towards greater costliness.”11

And in sheer pain and suffering wars used to be far worse than ones fought
by developed countries today. In 1840 or 1640 or 1240 a wounded or diseased
soldier often died slowly and in intense agony. Medical aid was inadequate, and

*To put things in somewhat broader perspective, it may be useful to note that war is not the
century’s greatest killer. Although there have been a large number of extremely destructive wars,
totalitarian and extreme authoritarian governments have put more of their own people to death—
three times more according to one calculation—than have died in all the century’s international and
civil wars combined (Rummel 1986). For example, the man-made famine in China between 1958
and 1962 apparently caused the deaths of 30 million people (see p. 165), far more than died during
World War 1. Governments at peace can also surpass war in their economic destruction as well:
largely because of government mismanagement and corruption, the average Zairian’s wages in 1988,
after adjusting for inflation, were 10 percent of what they had been in 1960 (Greenhouse 1988).
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since physicians had few remedies and were unaware of the germ theory, they
often only made things worse. War, indeed, was hell. By contrast, an American
soldier wounded in the Vietnam jungle could be in a sophisticated, sanitized
hospital within a half hour.

Consequently, if the revulsion toward war has grown in the developed world,
this development cannot be due entirely to a supposed rise in its physical costs.
Also needed is an appreciation for war’s increased psychic costs. Over the last
century or two, war in the developed world has come widely to be regarded as
repulsive, immoral, and uncivilized. There may also be something of an interac-
tive effect between psychic and physical costs here: If for moral reasons we come
to place a higher value on human life—even to have a sort of reverence for it—the
physical costs of war or any other life-taking enterprise will effectively rise as cost
tolerance declines.

It may not be obvious that an accepted, time-honored institution that serves
an urgent social purpose can become obsolescent and then die out because a lot
of people come to find it obnoxious. But this book will argue that something like
that has been happening to war in the developed world. To illustrate the dynamic
and to set up a framework for future discussion, it will be helpful briefly to assess
two analogies: the processes through which the once-perennial institutions of
dueling and slavery have been virtually expunged from the earth.

Dueling Ceases to Be a ““Peculiar Necessity’”

In some important respects war in the developed world may be following the
example of another violent method for settling disputes, dueling, which up until
a century ago was common practice in Europe and America among a certain class
of young and youngish men who liked to classify themselves as gentlemen. When
one man concluded that he had been insulted by another and therefore that his
honor had been besmirched, he might well engage the insulter in a short, private,
and potentially deadly battle. The duel was taken somehow to settle the matter,
even if someone was killed in the process—or even if someone wasn’t.12

At base, dueling was a matter of attitude more than of cosmology or technol-
ogy: it was something someone might want to do, and in some respects was even
expected to do, from time to time. The night before his famous fatal duel with
Aaron Burr in 1804, the methodical Alexander Hamilton wrote out his evaluation
of the situation. He could find many reasons to reject Burr’s challenge—he really
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felt no ill will toward his challenger, he wrote, and dueling was against his religious
and moral principles, as well as against the laws of New York (where he lived)
and New Jersey (where the duel was to be held); furthermore, his death would
endanger the livelihood of his wife, children, and creditors. In sum, “I shall
hazard much, and can possibly gain nothing.” Nevertheless, he still concluded
he must fight. All these concerns were overwhelmed because he felt that “what
men of the world denominate honor” imposed upon him a “peculiar necessity””:
his refusal to duel would reduce his political effectiveness by subjecting him to
contempt and derision in the circles he considered important. Therefore, he felt
that he had to conform with “public prejudice in this particular.”13 Although
there were solid economic, legal, moral, and religious reasons to turn down the
challenge of Vice President Burr, the prick of honor and the attendant fear of
immobilizing ridicule—Hamilton’s peculiar necessities—impelled him to ven-
ture out that summer morning to meet his fate, and his maker, at Weehawken,
N.J.

Dueling died out as a general practice eighty years later in the United States
after enjoying quite a vogue, especially in the South and in California. It finally
faded, not so much because it was outlawed (like liquor—and war—in the 1920s),
but because the “public prejudice” Hamilton was so fatally concerned about
changed in this particular. Since dueling was an activity carried out by consenting
adults in private, laws prohibiting it were difficult to enforce when the climate
of opinion accepted the institution. But gradually a consensus emerged that
dueling was contemptible and stupid, and it came to be duelers, not nonduelers,
who suffered ridicule. As one student of the subject has concluded, “It began to
be clear that pistols at ten paces did not settle anything except who was the better
shot. . . . Dueling had long been condemned by both statute book and church
decree. But these could make no headway against public opinion.” However,
when it came to pass that “solemn gentlemen went to the field of honor only
to be laughed at by the younger generation, that was more than any custom, no
matter how sanctified by tradition, could endure. And so the code of honor in
America finally died.” One of the last duels was in 1877. After the battle (at
which no blood was spilled), the combatants found themselves the butt of public
hilarity, causing one of them to flee to Paris, where he remained in self-exile for
several years.14

The American experience was reflected elsewhere. Although dueling’s decline
in country- after country was due in part to enforced legislation against it, the
“most effective weapon” against it, one study concludes, “has undoubtedly been
ridicule.”!5 The ultimate physical cost of dueling—death—did not, and could
not, rise. But the psychic costs did.

Men of Hamilton’s social set still exist, they still get insulted, and they still are
concerned about their self-respect and their standing among their peers. But they
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don’t duel. However, they do not avoid dueling today because they evaluate the
option and reject it on cost-benefit grounds—to use the jargon of a later chapter,
they do not avoid it because it has become rationally unthinkable. Rather, the
option never percolates into their consciousness as something that is available—
that is, it has become subrationally unthinkable. Dueling under the right condi-
tions—with boxing gloves, for example—would not violate current norms or laws.
And, of course, in other social classes duel-like combat, such as the street fight
or gang war, persists. But the romantic, ludicrous institution of formal dueling
has faded from the scene. Insults of the sort that led to the Hamilton-Burr duel
often are simply ignored or, if applicable, they are settled with peaceful methods
like litigation.*

A dueling manual from 1847 states that “dueling, like war, is the necessary
consequence of offense.”’ 16 By now, however, dueling, a form of violence famed
and fabled for centuries, is avoided not merely because it has ceased to seem
“necessary,” but because it has sunk from thought as a viable, conscious possibil-
ity. You can’t fight a duel if the idea of doing so never occurs to you or your
opponent.

The Prussian strategist Carl von Clausewitz opens his famous 1832 book, On
War, by observing that “‘war is nothing but a duel on a larger scale.”17 If war,
like dueling, comes to be viewed as a thoroughly undesirable, even ridiculous,
policy, and if it can no longer promise gains or if potential combatants no longer
value the things it can gain for them, then war could fade away first as a “peculiar
necessity” and then as a coherent possibility, even if a truly viable substitute or
“moral equivalent” for it were never formulated. Like dueling, it could become
unfashionable and then obsolete.

Slavery Abruptly Becomes a “‘Peculiar
Institution”

From the dawn of prehistory until about 1788 it had occurred to almost no one
that there was anything the least bit peculiar about the institution of slavery. Like
war, it could be found just about everywhere in one form or another, and it
flourished in every age.!8 Here and there, some people expressed concern about

*It is sometimes held that dueling died out because improved access to the legal system provided
a nonviolent alternative. But most duels were fought over matters of “honor,” not legality. Further-
more, lawyers, hardly a group alienated or disenfranchised from the legal system, were frequent
duelists—in Tennessee 90 percent of all duels were fought between attorneys (Seitz 1929, p. 30).
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excessive cruelty, and a few found slavery an unfortunate necessity. But the
abolitionist movement that broke out at the end of the eighteenth century in
Britain and the United States was something new, not the culmination of a
substantial historical process.

Like war opponents, the antislavery forces had come to believe that the institu-
tion that concerned them was unacceptable because of both its psychic and its
physical costs. For some time a small but socially active religious sect in England
and the United States, the Quakers, had been arguing that slavery, like war, was
repulsive, immoral, and uncivilized, and this sentiment gradually picked up ad-
herents. )

Slavery’s physical costs, opponents argued, stemmed from its inefhciency. In
1776, Adam Smith concluded that the “work done by slaves . . . is in the end
the dearest of any” because “a person who can acquire no property, can have no
other interest but to eat as much and to labor as little as possible.” Smith’s view
garnered adherents, but not, as it happens, among slaveowners. That is, either
Smith was wrong, or slaveholders were bad businessmen. Clearly, if the economic
argument had been correct, slavery would have eventually died of its own inefh-
ciency. Although some have argued that this process was indeed under way,
Stanley Engerman observes that in “the history of slave emancipation in the
Americas, it is difficult to find any cases of slavery declining economically prior
to the imposition of emancipation.” Rather, he says, “it took political and mili-
tary action to bring it to a halt,” and “political, cultural, and ideological factors”
played crucial roles. In fact, at exactly the time that the antislavery movement
was taking flight, the Atlantic slave economy, as Seymour Drescher notes, “was
entering what was probably the most dynamic and proftable period in its exis-
tence.”19

Thus, the abolitionists were up against an institution that was viable, profitable,
and expanding, and one that had been uncritically accepted for thousands—
perhaps millions—of years as a natural and inevitable part of human existence.
To counter this time-honored institution, the abolitionists’ principal weapon was
a novel argument: it had recently occurred to them, they said, that slavery was
no longer the way people ought to do things.

As it happened, it was an idea whose time had come. The abolition of slavery
required legislative battles, international pressures, economic travail, and, in the
United States, a cataclysmic war (but, notably, it did not require the fabrication
of a functional equivalent or the formation of an effective supranational author-
ity). Within a century slavery, and most similar institutions like serfdom, had
been all but eradicated from the face of the globe. Slavery became controversial,
then peculiar, and then obsolete.
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War

Dueling and slavery no longer exist as effective institutions and have faded from
human experience except as something one reads about in books. Although their
reestablishment is not impossible, they show after a century of neglect no signs
of revival. Other once-popular, even once-admirable, institutions in the devel-
oped world have been, or are being, eliminated because at some point they began
to seem repulsive, immoral, and uncivilized: bearbaiting, bareknuckle fighting,
freak shows, casual torture, wanton cruelty to animals, the burning of heretics,
Jim Crow laws, human sacrifice, family feuding, public and intentionally painful
methods of execution, deforming corseting, infanticide, laughing at the insane,
executions for minor crimes, eunuchism, flogging, public cigarette smoking.*

In the remainder of this book the possibility will be explored that war is in the
process of joining this list of recently discovered sins and vices. War is not, of
course, the same as dueling or slavery. Like war, dueling is an institution for
settling disputes; but it usually involved only matters of “honor,” not ones of
physical gain. Like war, slavery was nearly universal and an apparently inevitable
part of human existence, but it could be eliminated area by area: a country that
abolished slavery did not have to worry about what other countries were doing.
A country that would like to abolish war, however, must continue to be concerned
about those that have kept it in their repertoire. ‘

On the other hand, war has against it not only substantial psychic costs but
also very obvious and widespread physical ones. Dueling brought death and
injury, but only to a few people who, like Hamilton, had specifically volunteered
to participate. And although slavery may have brought moral destruction, it
generally was a considerable economic success in the view of those who ran the
system, if not to every ivory-tower economist.

In some respects, then, the fact that war has outlived dueling and slavery is
curious. But there are signs that, at least in the developed world, it has begun,
like them, to succumb to obsolescence. Like dueling and slavery, war does not
appear to be one of life’s necessities—it is not an unpleasant fact of existence that
is somehow required by human nature or by the grand scheme of things. One
can live without it, quite well in fact. War may be a social affliction, but in
important respects it is also a social affectation that can be shrugged off.

*Where death and injury have only been by-products of an institution rather than consequences
of its central intent, however, abolitionists have often failed to materialize. For a discussion about
the potential value of abolishing the private passenger automobile, the cause of far more death and
injury than most wars, see the Appendix.
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The Rise of Peace
Advocacy Before
World War 1

A S AN INSTITUTION, war had
picked up a fair amount of discredit before 1914. Obviously the discredit was not
enough to prevent the two tumultuous wars and the many smaller ones that have
taken place since that time. However, those memorable events should not be
allowed to obscure completely the fact that by the turn of the century some
interesting and potentially significant patterns contrary to war were in operation
and had been gathering momentum for a century or more.

This chapter focuses on four of these developments: (1) the beginning of a
quiet retreat from war by some countries in the developed world, (2) the rise in
the nineteenth century for the first time in history of an organized and vocal
antiwar movement, (3) the occurrence of the first modern war—the American
Civil War of 1861-65, and (4) the formation and propagation by antiwar activists
of various remedies for, and alternatives to war.
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 States Begin to Drift Away from War

Judging from the way they have strained to justify war, countries in the developed
world over the last centuries have become somewhat uncomfortable with it.
Some, in fact, have tried to drop out of the war system entirely, and here and
there (as in North America) once-hostile neighbors have managed to establish
conditions of perpetual peace.

War Becomes Rather Embarrassing.

In his insightful survey of war since 1400, War in International Society,
Evan Luard describes an interesting change in the way war has been justified.
In the first century or two of that period, no justification seemed necessary—
war was seen as a “glorious undertaking” and a “normal feature of human
existence, a favorite pastime for princes and great lords.” By 1700 or so, how-
ever, attitudes had changed enough so that rulers found they were “expected
to proclaim their own love of peace and their desire to avoid the tragedies of
war”—although they still managed to concoct plenty of reasons to fight, and
they continued to find war a “brilliant way to win glory,” as Louis XIV of
France put it. '

The notion that war was normal, honorable, and in some respects desirable,
persisted in the nineteenth century, as discussed more fully in the next chapter.
But by then, as Luard observes, leaders “found it necessary to proclaim that war
had been “forced’ on them.” After World War I, leaders felt a heightened sense
of necessity: even among those who were actively planning war, “affirmations of
peaceful intent now became obligatory.” Thus, Japan invaded China “to estab-
lish peace in the east without delay,” Mussolini invaded Albania “to restore law
and order” there, and Hitler invaded Poland because he claimed the Poles had
committed “21 frontier incidents” which made the situation quite “intoler-
able.”1

These shifts in justification suggest that changing attitudes toward war
caused some of the twentieth century’s chief warmongers to alter their rheto-
ric at least. They still managed to get into wars, of course. But no longer was
it possible simply and honestly to proclaim like Julius Caesar, “I came, I saw,
I conquered.” Gradually this has changed to “I came, I saw, he attacked
me while I was just standing there looking, I won.” This might be seen as
progress.
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The Hollandization Phenomenon.

While some countries were questing after creative justifications for their wars,
others were altering their whole international life-style and seeking to avoid war
entirely.

World histories are preoccupied particularly with discussions of the comings
and goings of those countries viewed as the “Great Powers.” Determining exactly
which countries in any historical period are Great Powers can be a bit tricky,
because no one knows for sure what “power” is; therefore, deciding who has an
especially large amount of it at any point calls for creativity. Nevertheless, a
considerable consensus exists among analysts.2 They tend to agree, for example,
that Austria-Hungary was a Great Power in 1880 (although, perhaps, a “sick”
one), only to be unceremoniously dropped from the register in 1918. Japan was
once a rather sleepy place, but eventually it woke up, got its act together, achieved
Great Power status early in the twentieth century, lost it in 1945, and, in classic
Great Power terms at least, hasn’t been heard from since. In 1880 the United
States was far wealthier and potentially more potent militarily than almost any
Great Power; but, oddly, it kept pretty much to itself, letting others “run” the
world, and was not an accepted member of the club. (Soon, however, it began
to find itself throwing its considerable weight around and has since gone on to
become so awesome that its “power” status is now often designated by the
comic-book prefix super.)

In general then, Great Powers are militarily significant countries that choose
to engage in a game with other Great Powers in which each uses or threatens
to use its military resources to advance its interests. Their interactions are often
called a system (although syndrome might be a better word), and prowess in war
is one of the chief indicators of Great Power status. “All historians agree,”
observed Leo Tolstoy in War and Peace in 1869, that states express their conflicts
in wars and “that as a direct result of greater or lesser success in war the political
strength of states and nations increases or decreases.” Says Kenneth Waltz a
century later, “The story of international politics is written in terms of the great
powers of an era.”3

As a chronicle of how the Great Powers roam the world arena, then, interna-
tional history has tended to deal extensively with the preludes to, and conse-
quences of, war, and to treat it as a fairly normal element of international life.
As Hans J. Morgenthau declares (rather tautologically), “The history of nations
active in international politics shows them continuously preparing for, actively
involved in, or recovering from organized violence in the form of war.”4 But
history also shows that some countries which had the means and potential to be
Great Powers chose not to be “active” in his sense. Consequently, they go almost
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totally unmentioned in Morgenthau’s influential textbook on international rela-
tions.

Some of these countries were Great Powers which came upon hard times and
resigned themselves to existing as nongreatpowers rather than make the painful
sacrifices necessary to regain their former exalted status. The Netherlands, for
example, was a Great Power until 1713. A wealthy, central, even dominant,
country, it got involved in the usual quota of conflicts. After 1713, however, it
dropped out of the Great Power system and concentrated on commercial and
colonial ventures. Although it has occasionally been swept into wider conflicts by
others, for over two and a half centuries Holland has generally sought to avoid
all international war in Europe, a pattern that can be called Hollandization.

Sweden, a Great Power—and a very warlike one—in the seventeenth century,
lost that status by 1721 after a series of wars that left Russia as the dominant
country in the Baltic area. Once, as one historian observes, “Sweden had been
drunk with victory and bloated with booty”; but eventually, “in the grey light
of everyday existence,” the country decided to prepare for “a future of weight
and dignity as a second-class power.”> Swedish kings tried warfare again a few
times between 1741 and 1814, sometimes being deposed by domestic opponents
in the process. Thereafter, the Swedes largely lost whatever residual enthusiasm
for war they could still muster, and they have now been at peace with the world
for over a century and a half.

Spain was nothing if not a Great Power in most of the fifteenth through
eighteenth centuries. Decline led to a fall from grace by 1808 at the latest, and
the country has been content to be a nongreatpower ever since, avoiding all
international war except for a few conflicts in the colonies and a brief, distant
fracas with the United States in 1898.

There are also European countries that might have struggled into the Great
Power club, or at least have gotten into the fringe of the war game, but simply
chose not to. They were Hollandized in advance. The best case is Switzerland,
a first-class military power in 1500. As one historian has observed, the Swiss have
consistently shown a “curious indifference” to “political or territorial aggrandize-
ment.”¢ Curious, indeed: the Swiss merely avoided war and became prosperous.
Denmark, often very warlike in some early periods, has followed a similar course,
as, generally, has Portugal.

To be sure, most of these nongreatpowers were smaller and economically less
impressive than, say, Britain or France over this period. But with enough effort
some of them could have lingered for a while in the ranks of the Great Powers;
enough, at least, to rival the less great Great Powers like [taly or Austria-Hungary.
In 1710, when they were dropping out, Holland and Sweden each had armies
bigger than those of Britain or Austria, and far larger than those of Prussia.” The
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sacrifices to remain in the club would probably have been proportionately no
more than those the Soviet Union has borne in its costly effort to keep up
militarily with the United States in the period since 1945 or those Israel has borne
in seeking to pursue its destiny in the Middle East or those North Vietnam bore
to expand its control into South Vietnam or those Japan paid to enter the club
early in this century. But the Hollandized countries have concluded that the
status simply isn’t worth the cost and effort, and that the wars that go with the
status don’t really seem very interesting or enjoyable. (The aloofness, or neutral-
ity, of these countries from war has sometimes been variously overseen by other,
stronger countries. But that didn’t cause their desire to leave the war system; it
simply helped facilitate it. Moreover, at least two Hollandized countries, Sweden
and Switzerland, have, in fact, armed themselves to the earlobes to maintain their
neutrality.) ‘

The Hollandized countries’ responses refute two popular notions: first, that
international war is endemic to human nature, and second, that war or “war
fever” is cyclic. If either of these propositions is true, one would expect the Swiss,
Danes, Swedes, Dutch, and Spaniards to be positively roaring for a fight by now.8

The Long Undefended Border.

Americans and Canadians are so accustomed to living peacefully side by side
that it is easy to assume this has always been the case.9 But once there was
enormous hostility between the United States and British Canada, and it was
registered in two wars: the American War of Independence of 1775-83 and the
War of 1812-14. One cause of the latter was the desire of many Americans to
take over their northern neighbor. ~

The war ended rather inconclusively and without a clear-cut winner largely
because the Napoleonic Wars in Europe, to which it was a side show, came to
an end. The United States and British Canada then lapsed into a period of wary
coexistence. Impelled as much by economic exhaustion as anything else, the
United States reduced its fleet of warships on the lakes between the countries
and proposed that the British do likewise. The British, who were also in the
process of reducing their fleet somewhat, eventually agreed, and the results were
formalized in the Rush-Bagot Agreement of 1817, which placed exact limits on
the number, size, and armaments of warships.

But there was no provision actually to destroy warships, and both sides kept
some in dockyards where they could always be put into action should the need
arise. Furthermore, there was quite a bit of evasion and technical violation over
the next half century: the agreement’s stipulation about ship tonnages soon
became obsolete as iron ships were introduced, while the United States built
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“revenue cutters,” and the British built merchant steamers that could easily be
converted to military use if necessary. Both sides continued to build forts along
the border (at one point the overzealous Americans accidentally built one in
Canadian territory and had to abandon it), and the British created an extensive
and expensive canal system in Canada as a military supply line.

These arms developments were accompanied by a series of conflicts between
the two neighbors. There were border skirmishes in 1837, a crisis in 1839 in
disagreement about the boundary between Maine and New Brunswick, continual
war apprehension over the Oregon boundary (settled in 1846), and sporadic raids
by Irish-Americans into British Canada. Meanwhile, many Americans were
caught up in the romantic notion that it was somehow in their “manifest destiny
to overspread the continent allotted by Providence for the free development of
our yearly multiplying millions.”10 Because of heightened hostility during the
American Civil War, the British sent 11,000 troops to strengthen its garrisons,
and in 1864 there was a raid from Canada on a Vermont town by a band of
Confederate soldiers that caused the United States to give notice that it was
withdrawing from the Rush-Bagot Agreement (a notice that was itself withdrawn
within a few months).

By the early 1870s, however, most of the claims and controversies had been
settled. Canada was granted independent status in part because British taxpayers
were tired of paying the costs of defending their large, distant colony, and with
the Americans focusing on settling the West and recovering from their calami-
tous civil war, it seemed safe to begin to withdraw the British army from Canada.
Without formal agreement, disarmament gradually took place between the two
countries, and their forts became museums where rusting cannon still point
accusingly but impotently in the direction of the nearby former enemy.

Peace came about mainly because both sides became accustomed to, and
generally pleased with, the status quo. In simple fact, there no longer seemed to
be any outstanding issue worth fighting over.1! The idea of war between these
former enemies faded, like dueling, beyond the realm of conscious possibility. 1f
war is intrinsic to human nature, these two countries have somehow managed to
suppress that instinct, at least as it pertains to their most likely target; and if
countries can be expected to overcome their natural war-weariness after a period
of peace, the Americans and Canadians seem to be singularly slow in doing so.

Today the Rush-Bagot Agreement has been hopelessly shattered in every way
but spirit. As it happens, the two countries have found the Great Lakes to be
convenient places to build, refit, and test warships, and by mutual agreement each
maintains a naval arsenal there that dwarfs anything imaginable in 1817. If all
the Canadian and American warships in the Great Lakes were to turn on each
other and on each other’s territory, the damage would be substantial. Each
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country lives with a tinderbox at its doorstep, but neither worries in the slightest
about a dropped match. That’s peace.

The Rise of the Liberal State.

It has amused a Canadian observer to note that relations between the United
States and Britain were improved by any developments which served “to reduce
the number of Americans who still thought of Britain in terms of King George
I11, and to multiply those who knew her as a sister democracy.””12 The phenome-
non seems to be general: liberal democracies tend to get along with each other
amazingly well. In fact, as Michael Doyle has shown, for the 200 years during
which there have been liberal countries, no constitutionally secure liberal states
have ever gone to war with one another.13

Building upon criteria and reasoning suggested by Immanuel Kant in his 1795
essay Perpetual Peace, Doyle defines a liberal regime as one that is externally
sovereign, has a market and private property economy, gives its citizens juridical
rights, and has a representative form of government with reasonably wide suf-
frage. There may be a few cases where one might quibble. Doyle determines that
Britain became liberal only with the Reform Act of 1832, so the War of 1812
does not register as a war among liberal states. Moreover, the American Civil War
might count as a war between two liberal entities, if not states, but Doyle
considers the South to have been illiberal until 1865. There were also substantial
elements of liberalism in Germany in 1914, particularly on domestic issues; but
Doyle argues that Germany was essentially authoritarian on foreign affairs, a
realm controlled by the kaiser and the army.14

With or without such caveats, the broad generalization is striking and provoca-
tive. Even though liberal countries have varied enormously in size, military
strength, and economic effectiveness; even though they have had plenty of
disagreements; and even though they have often gone to war against illiberal
regimes, they have been remarkably good at staying out of war with each other.
“Balances of power,” colonial rivalries, fits of nationalistic ego, hegemonic and
“power-maximizing” ambitions, seductive new weapons, dashing military doc-
trines—these have all come and gone, waxed and waned, over the last two
centuries. Yet liberal countries have managed to carve out a separate, and appar-
ently perpetual, peace among themselves.15

Part of the explanation for the phenomenon is that liberal countries subscribe
to what Doyle calls a “basic postulate of liberal international theory”: the notion
that ‘“‘states have the right to be free from foreign intervention.” 16 If liberal states
believe that—at least as far as it pertains to other liberal states—then no liberal
state has much to fear from any other liberal state. Essentially, then, since liberal
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countries tend to regard each other as legitimate and unthreatening, wars among
them are seen as immoral and unwise: immoral because they would involve
intervention against a just state and unwise because there is no perceived threat
to counter or contain.

That may put the liberal mystique into terms that are a bit too neat and
syllogistic, but the evidence of two centuries strongly suggests that something like
that has been going on. And it is an attitude or pattern of thought, not weaponry,
that has prevented war within the liberal community. The liberal British, after
all, could destroy American cities with nuclear weapons almost as readily as the
Soviet Union could, vet the liberal United States does not worry about that
prospect.

Of course it may be that war-avoiding liberalism is just a fad that will eventually
fade or evolve into something else. In the broad sweep of history perhaps that
is to be expected. But for now, and for some time to come, liberalism seems to
be on an upswing. By Doyle’s calculation there were only two liberal countries
in 1800—Switzerland and the United States (and then only in certain cantons
or states). There were twelve by 1900, thirty-three by 1950, and forty by 1980.17
To that degree, at least, peace within large and important portions of the planet
is likely to be around for a while.

The Rise of Antiwar Activism

The idea that war is foolish and contemptible is certainly not a recent one.
Euripides wrote The Trojan Women, a play that is often taken to be a powerful
statement against war, in 415 B.c.18 In Roman days the Stoics were antimilitaris-
tic, as were the early Christians—although after St. Augustine determined that
war was a punishment from God administered by men, Christianity became, as
Michael Howard has put it, “one of the great warrior religions of mankind.”19
The Dutch humanist Erasmus railed against war and its stupidities in such works
as the satire Praise of Folly in 1509, and several other notable thinkers from that
era and from somewhat later ones opposed war and proposed remedies: Sir
Thomas More, John Colet, the Spaniard Juan Luis Vives, the French monk
Eméric Crucé, the Duc de Sully, and Voltaire.20 There have also been war

opponents within Eastern religious movements, particularly the pacifist Jains of
India.
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The Quakers: War Is Immoral.

However, the first group that actively and persistently worked to reform war
out of the human spirit seems to have been the Quakers. Formed in England in
1652 in the aftermath of the Thirty Years War and of the English Civil War,
the Quakers stress in their faith that God can be found in, and speaks through,
every person. This notion has led them to revere not only the human soul but
also human life. It has also led them to renounce the taking of life. At the same
time, Quakers have generally been devoted to social activism, and they have often
been able to work from a secure and respected place in society because their
principles of diligence, strict honesty, frugality, and deep respect for the human-
ity of others have very frequently caused them to prosper in business.21 (It may
be an exaggeration to characterize twentieth-century liberal democratic society
as a Quaker invention, but the Quakers were among the very first to work actively
for principles that form an important basis of that society. These principles
include not only opposition to war and slavery but also religious tolerance; social
concern for the poor, the insane, the infirm, and the imprisoned; equality by class,
sex, and race; opposition to capital punishment and clericism; freedom of speech
and assembly; and reverence for human life.)

While Quakers were creating such major businesses as Lloyd’s of London and
Barclay’s Bank in England and founding the colony of Pennsylvania across the
Atlantic, they were also beginning to use friendly persuasion to conduct what they
like to call their “lamb’s war” against social injustice. By the beginning of the
nineteenth century their remarkably original and revolutionary idea that slavery
was an evil was very much catching on (see pp. 11-18). But they had made little
progress against war.

The Napoleonic Wars of 1803-1815, however, inspired substantial revulsion
against war, and in 1814 and 1815 the first antiwar societies in history were
formed in New York and London by Quakers and others. The movement spread
throughout Europe and North America. Although it waned somewhat in the
middle of the century, it was soon reinvigorated and was a political force of some
potency by the end of the century—by no means dominant, but certainly notice-
able. Books and pamphlets were published, international meetings were held,
protests were registered, antiwar novels were penned, and dispute-solving mech-
anisms like international arbitration were advocated and organized.22

The Humanists: War Is Repulsive and Uncivilized.

In addition to those who, like the Quakers, renounced war for moral or
religious reasons, there were many in the antiwar movement who opposed war
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for reasons that were essentially aesthetic or humanistic: they found it repul-
sive and uncivilized. Moreover, as civilization advanced, they believed, war
would wane.

Particularly inspiring to many were the writings in midcentury of the British
historian Henry Thomas Buckle. After 1814, Europe experienced something
new and remarkable: a long period free from significant war. Buckle discounted
the peace-breaking Crimean War of 1854 because it was produced by the con-
flicting interests of Russia and Turkey (“the two most barbarous monarchies
now remaining in Europe”) and concluded that the “warlike spirit” was “stead-
ily declining.” The progress he hailed was intellectual, not moral: “As intellec-
tual acquisitions of people increase, their love of war will diminish.” War truly
flourishes, he argued, only “in perfectly barbarous countries” where “the mind
being a blank and dreary waste, the only resource is external activity, the only
merit personal courage.” As early as 1849, Ralph Waldo Emerson had ex-
pressed similar sentiments: “War is on its last legs; and a universal peace is as
sure as is the prevalence of civilization over barbarism. . . . The question for us
is only how soon?”’23

Between 1854 and 1871 some of the more “civilized” countries of Europe
managed to get into several wars with each other, and a massive civil war took
place in the (at least semicivilized) United States. But the notion that peace was
progressing and the warlike spirit declining in the civilized world survived these
embarrassments.2* And when Europe lapsed after 1871 into another period of
peace that was to last over forty years, the notion gained renewed vigor. In 1889,
Bertha von Suttner, who had been deeply influenced by Buckle’s book, published
her vivid, if stilted, antiwar novel, Die Waffen Nieder/, in which she shattered
literary precedent by describing in detail the grotesque cruelties of warfare. The
novel, which was exultantly compared to Uncle Tom’s Cabin by pacifist Leo
Tolstoy, and which has been called the “greatest Peace novel of all time,” created
a sensation—thirty-seven editions in over a dozen languages. It made Suttner into
perhaps the most famous woman in Europe and helped enormously to fuel the
antiwar movement. For all its handwringing and protest, however, the novel
comes to an optimistic conclusion. It proclaims Europe to be “already standing
at the gate of a new period” and edging away from “savagery, with its idols and
weapons.” “Hail to the future!”’25

As the world advanced toward World War I through a period of crisis and
near-war, the notion of progress remained bright. In 1911 the distinguished
British historian G. P. Gooch concluded elegaically, “We can now look forward
with something like confidence to the time when war between civilized nations

will be considered as antiquated as the duel, and when peacemakers shall be called
the children of God.”’26
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The Economists: War and Conquest Are Futile.

~ Joining in the movement were a number of practical people who had con-
cluded that war and conquest, which they took to be the chief goal of war, were
economically counterproductive.

Versions of this idea had been around for some time. In 1795, reflecting a view
of Montesquieu and others, Immanuel Kant argued that the “spirit of com-
merce” is “incompatible with war” and that, as commerce inevitably gains the
“upper hand,” states would seek “to promote honorable peace and by mediation
to prevent war.”’27
" Peace activists of the next century were quick to make a similar argument and
often with a similar sense of optimism. Particularly prominent were two English-
men, Richard Cobden and John Bright, a Quaker, who saw international peace
as one of the benefits of free and unfettered trade. Buckle also considered the
economic discoveries of Adam Smith to be one of the “leading ways” in which
the “warlike spirit” had “been weakened by the progress of European knowl-
edge,” and in 1848 John Stuart Mill concurred: “It is commerce which is rapidly
rendering war obsolete.”28

As if to prove the economists correct, several important businessmen joined
the movement by the end of the century. Andrew Carnegie funded an Endow-
ment for International Peace in New York, and a Swede who had become rich
by discovering how to handle nitroglycerin without being blown up funded the
Nobel Peace Prize to honor people who were trying to discover how the nations
of the world could handle their affairs without blowing each other up.

One of the most influential proponents of the economic position was an English
journalist, Norman Angell. In 1908 he sought a publisher for a book he had written
concluding that war and conquest were incompatible with economic progress and
gain: “It is a logical fallacy,” Angell declared, “to regard a nation as increasing its
wealth when it increases its territory.” Britain, he pointed out, “owned” Canada
and Australia in some sense, yet it certainly did not get the products of those
countries for nothing—it had to pay for them just as though they came “from the
lesser tribes in Argentina or the USA.” The British, in fact, could not get those
products any cheaper than the Germans. Thus, he asked, “If Germany conquered
Canada, could the Germans get the wheat for nothing? Would the Germans have
to pay for it just as they do now? Would conquest make economically any real
difference?”’ The popular notion that there were limited supplies in the world and
that countries had to fight to get their share was nonsense, Angell argued. Indeed,
he contended, “the great danger of the modern world is not absolute shortage, but
dislocation of the process of exchange, by which alone the fruits of the earth can be
made available for human consumption.”29 ~
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Angell recalls that all the publishers he took the manuscript to “shied vio-
lently” from it on the grounds that “the public do not and cannot be persuaded
to read books about ‘peace’.” As it happens, they were wrong. Angell cut the
manuscript down and paid to have it published privately as a 126-page pamphlet;
within a few months it had become the talk of London. Then, expanded and
retitled The Great Illusion, it achieved formal publication and eventually went
into several editions and many printings, selling over a million copies in at least
seventeen languages.30

Critics, such as the prominent American naval historian Admiral A. T. Mahan,
found two central problems with Angell’s thesis. One was with his economics.
Some wars, particularly short and cheap ones, could be economically beneficial,
they said. Conquest could provide a place to send excess population, could
establish a country in a predominant position, and could break down invidious
tariff barriers by superimposing wider governments over pettier factions; after all,
large businesses are often more profitable than small ones.

The other criticism concerned Angell’s emphasis on economics. Mahan and
others argued that even if it were true that war is economically unprofitable,
nations mainly fight for motives other than economic ones; for example, for
“ambition, self-respect, resentment of injustice, sympathy with the oppressed.”’31

Angell replied by continuing to stress that the inescapable economic chaos of
war “makes economic benefit from victory impossible.” And, while fully aware
that motives other than economic greed very often impel countries into war, he
argued that nations fight for “what they believe to be their rights, particularly
the most elementary of all rights, the right to existence, the right of a population
to bread and a decent livelihood.” By stressing how war impinged on this “right,”
Angell hoped to reason with the warmakers, encouraging them to explore other,
less costly, methods of reducing disagreement and pursuing their destinies.32

Angell helped to crystallize a line of reasoning that has been gaining in accept-
ability ever since. Even at the turn of the century proponents were hard-pressed
to discover clear economic advantage in war. For example, Mahan conceded that
“nations are under no illusion as to the unprofitableness of war in itself” and
called it “a commonplace” to conclude “that war between two great nations
injures both.” That “commonplace” has since become even more common.33

Also very much gaining in credence is Angell’s suggestion that nations with
a “sense of proportion” should come to realize that “bread and a decent liveli-
hood”” are of paramount concern, not such vague and elastic goals as “honor” and
“power” and “influence.” A nation’s “wealth, prosperity, and well-being . . .
depend in no way upon its military power,” argued Angell, noting that “the
citizens of Switzerland, Belgium, or Holland, countries without ‘control,” or navy,
or bases, or ‘weight in the councils of Europe,” or ‘the prestige of a great Power,’
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are just as well off as Germans, and a great deal better off than Austrians or
Russians.”34 '

War is unlikely if countries take prosperity as their chief goal and if they come
to believe that war is a poor way to achieve that goal. That line of thought has
become quite popular since Angell's book was first published and is discussed
more fully later.35

Other War Opponents.

Opposition to war was being voiced by other activists as well. Many feminists
accepted world peace as a desirable goal, although their central concerns involved
other issues. Socialists often shied away from the bourgeois peace societies and,
indeed, often advocated revolutionary violence themselves; however, they tended
to see international war as an evil fomented by capitalists and to that degree
added their voices to the antiwar protest.36

Moreover, many of the wars of the era were protested on specific grounds by
people who were by no means pacifists. Substantial opposition existed, particu-
larly in New England, to the War of 1812; Abraham Lincoln criticized the
Mexican War and therefore lost his seat in Congress in 1848 (he returned to
politics later); and David Lloyd George (later to be Britain’s prime minister)
actively opposed the Boer War of 1899-1902.

An interesting development in military thinking in the nineteenth century also
deserves mention. In 1832, On War, an analytic tome by a Prussian officer, Carl
von Clausewitz, was published. As the title suggests, the book is largely an analysis
of the problems and procedures involved in conducting war, but at center it is
a concerted effort to demythologize and deromanticize war. “War,” Clausewitz
declares in his most quoted, and most misunderstood, aphorism, “is merely the
continuation of politics by other means.” For Clausewitz war did not have a life
or existence of its own: it was not “something autonomous,” but simply—
merely—“an instrument of policy.” To fight a war for the sake of war was for
Clausewitz, if not for many of the dashing officers of his century, utterly ridicu-
lous. As an analyst and theorist, Clausewitz had only limited impact on military
thought in his own century, but he was to become quite influential in the next
one.37 ‘

Resistance to the Antiwar Movement.

By 1914, then, war as an institution had for the first time in history inspired
a significant amount of organized disdain and opposition on moral, ideological,
and practical grounds. However, for all their zeal—indeed in part because of
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it—peace advocates had a substantial image problem. Although they sometimes
caught the attention of prominent people—even the czar of Russia for a while—
their protests and proposals were often frantic, muddled, and politically naive.
The crusadingly idealistic Suttner was characterized by one observer as “a gentle
perfume of absurdity,” and the public image of her German Peace Society, as
one analyst has put it, was of “a comical sewing bee composed of sentimental
aunts of both sexes.”38 In England publishers had been unwilling to take on
Angell's manuscript mainly because they were fed up with books about peace.
Angell tried to assure them that his book was “about peace with a difference”—
that it was, to use an anachronism, hard-nosed. The weary publishers waved him
away with the suggestion that he try a Quaker publisher, and blunt friends advised
him to “avoid that stuff or you will be classed with cranks and faddists, with
devotees of Higher Thought who go about in sandals and long beards, live on
nuts.”’39 »

As discussed in the next chapter, war opposition was far from a majority view
in 1914; and, of course, the essential impotence of the movement was to be
demonstrated with the cataclysmic war that began in August of that year—a war
in which most peace activists soon found themselves taking sides. (Mercifully,
perhaps, Bertha von Suttner died in June.)

But peace activism was on the march by 1914, and the marchers were winning
converts and felt a strong, and not entirely unjustified, sense of progress. In his
memoirs, Norman Angell even allows himself a wistful speculation about the
incident that triggered the war: “If the fanatic’s shot at Sarajevo had been delayed
a few years, Western Europe might have acquired a mood which would have
enabled it either to avoid the war, or if the war had come, to have made
afterwards a peace that would not have led to the Second World War.”’40

Be that as it may, the people questing after that “mood” were about to be given
an enormous boost by the very institution they so passionately opposed. World
War [ may have shattered their short-term hopes and clipped their myopic
optimism, but it also established their respectability, vastly multiplied their num-
bers, and hardened their determination.

The American Civil War

For huge majorities in the developed world, World War | permanently discred-
ited major war both as an appealing activity and as a potentially profitable
instrument of national policy. Some of the experiences and results of that war,
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however, were anticipated in a war that took place half a century earlier—the
American Civil War, a calamity that has often been called the first total war or
the first modern war.

Great issues were at stake in 1861—slavery and the splintering of the Union—
but it was not clear that these would necessarily lead to war. The fighting was
begun by war-eager hotheads in South Carolina who were imbued, like many
other Southerners, with a romantic, almost chivalric conception of war and
honor—the “Sir Walter disease,” Mark Twain called it, arguing that the im-
mense popularity of the novels of Sir Walter Scott “had so large a hand in making
Southern character, as it existed before the war, that he is in great measure
responsible for the war.”41 War was triggered in an appropriately romantic
fashion by an event that was both consequential and costless: the shelling and
forced surrender of the federal garrison at Fort Sumter in Charleston harbor, a
battle in which no one—no one—was killed. After the battle two federal soldiers
were accidentally killed during a ceremonial salute, and they became the first
fatalities in a war that eventually claimed the lives of 623,026 soldiers (one for
every six slaves) and cost nearly eight times as much money as it would have taken
to purchase the freedom of every slave in the country.42

After Sumter, men on both sides flocked excitedly to enlist for an adventure
that was widely expected to be concluded quickly in one or two decisive encoun-
ters—enlistments were commonly for only three months.#3 This anticipation
may have come close to fulfillment, because the first major battle, at Manassas
in northern Virginia, was a clear success for the South. Had the victors pursued
their advantage by capturing the nearby underdefended federal capital at Wash-
ington, the war could possibly have been settled at that point.

Instead, however, the adventure degenerated into four years of bitter attrition
warfare characterized by huge battles that were both excruciatingly indecisive and
unprecedentedly costly: in battle after battle more men perished than had been
killed in all previous American wars. Eventually, one of the Northern military
leaders, William Tecumseh Sherman, sometimes reckoned the first modern gen-
eral, helped devise a strategy in which his troops were sent across Georgia and
South Carolina sowing a wide path of devastation in order to hamper supplies
and communication and to break the Southern will to resist. “We have made fine
progress today in the work of destruction,” he reported in 1863. “The inhabitants
are subjected. They cry aloud for mercy. The land is devastated for 30 miles
around.” For Sherman war was “hell” and “cruelty,” and he believed that “the
crueler it is, the sooner it will be over.”44

The purpose of Sherman’s “fine progress” was not only to end the war as
quickly as possible but also to teach a long-range lesson: As he explained it, “We
cannot change the hearts of those people of the South, but we can make them
so sick of war that generations would pass away before they would again appeal
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to it.” And in a victory speech at the end of the war, he admonished, “For fifty
years to come, at least, | never want to hear a word about war in America.”’45

The war resembled World War [ in its casual ignition, in its opening enthusi-
asm, in its grindingly inconclusive battles, and in its bitter, catastrophic costs. But
these alone were not enough to bring about the kind of visceral disillusionment
with war that followed World War I: “No demythologizing of the soldier and
of combat took place at that time, nor did any renunciation of war as a social
experience, as occurred following the Great War,” notes Gerald Linderman.
Indeed, by the end of the century, as discussed in the next chapter, war was again
being touted in many quarters of the United States as a great romantic adventure:
as Twain grumbled in the 1870s, the “harms” committed by Scott’s novels still
lingered, and “in our South they flourish pretty forcefully still.”’4¢

Thus, as suggested in the Introduction, extensive physical costs in war are not
enough alone to stamp out what Buckle called the “warlike spirit”; the sense that
war is repulsive, immoral, and/or uncivilized must also be there. The American
Civil War, despite its huge physical costs, apparently was too early historically
for these combined forces to mesh and to have the impact in America that they
were to have in the developed world a half century later.

But the war did create a bone-deep war-weariness, a pervasive sense of loss, and
that has proved to be lasting at least as it pertains to the “war in America” that
Sherman hoped might be put oft for fifty years or for generations. Since 1865
there have been scores, possibly hundreds, of civil wars in the world, but unless
one considers the conflicts with American Indians to be civil wars, none of these
have taken place in the United States. After 1865 Americans, like the English
two centuries earlier, became permanently sick of civil war. Neither the South
nor any other section of the country has ever risen again—or, apparently, has ever
even considered it seriously. On that score, Sherman proved to be a pessimist.*
The experience of over a century suggests that the idea of civil war in the United
States has become obsolete.

*This came largely from memories of the war experience itself, not from the persistent policing
actions of the federal army. Indeed, that army, a million strong during the war, was soon reduced
to a ghost: ten years after the war its authorized strength was 27,000, and in 1881 war opponent
Andrew Carnegie was happily claiming that “the glory of America” lay in the fact that it had “no
army worth the name” (Linderman 1987, pp. 272-73).
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Remedies for War

By 1914 a great many people had given a great deal of thought to the issue of
war and how it might be prevented or its effects mitigated and had proposed a
wide variety of remedies or partial remedies. All of these proposed solutions are
still with us, and it would be useful to summarize them.

Solve the Root Causes of War.

Quakers have taken the léad in advancing the proposition that all violence,
including the organized violence of war, is wrong, immoral, and illegitimate, and
they have sought to repudiate and banish it in part by refusing to participate in
it. Others have seen the essential causes of war in poverty and injustice and
believe war can be eliminated if those evils are eradicated. Some, like Angell, see
an important root cause in the popular notion that one can profit economically
from war; their solution is to appeal to reason to show the falsehood of this
assumption and the futility of war for economic gain.

Buckle argued that the “warlike spirit” was being undermined by intellectual
progress. Others, however, like the American intellectual and pacifist William
James, found “reason” to be “one of the very feeblest of nature’s forces” and
proclaimed “our permanent enemy” to be “the rooted bellicosity of human
nature.” James's remedy, which he felt could be a “moral equivalent to war,” was
to conscript all youths, forcing them into armylike work battalions digging mines,
building roads, constructing skyscrapers, and washing dishes. Others have pro-
posed that commercial competition could serve as an equivalent—moral or other-
wise—for the war spirit.47

A central cause of war, according to the nineteenth-century Italian writer
Giuseppe Mazzini, was that state boundaries did not correspond to national
boundaries. Peoples should be grouped according to their natural national aspira-
tions (sometimes it might take war to do this), and governments should then be
erected on these bases. Thus, harmony and peace would reign, because everybody
would be essentially satished.48

Others have argued that war arises because certain kinds of states are naturally
warlike. Many socialists saw the cause of war in capitalism and imperialism. Karl
Marx determined that if “the conflict of classes within nations” were ended, “the
hostile attitude of nations against each other” would be removed. He advocated
both class war and some kinds of international war to bring about this state of
tranquility. Others have characterized authoritarian states or states that are inter-
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nally unstable as especially warlike or aggressive. Many, including Kant, have
maintained that states with representative forms of government are “very cau-
tious” about war because decisions about war are made by those who would have
to bear the costs of the “calamities of war,” rather than by the ruler who would
not have to endure “the least sacrifice of the pleasure of his table, the chase, his
country houses, his court functions, and the like.”49

Change the State System.

Moving to another level of analysis, some commentators have focused on the
state system itself, not on the nature of either people or the states themselves.>0
Some sort of world government or world federation has often been proposed as
a solution. It would supposedly create an international police force to put down
or to deter wars among component members or among warlike outcasts, and thus
it would release the international arena from its essentially anarchic condition.
Since crime and feuding have not exactly been eliminated even in societies with
strong police forces, and since civil war is as frequent and often as costly as
international war, this proposed solution with its facile analogy to domestic bliss
has had its detractors. Nevertheless, many have seen it as a distinct improvement
over what they take to be international anarchy.

Others, like Kant, Buckle, and the antiwar economists, have suggested that a
prerequisite for international stability is world community. Although some truly
massive wars have taken place between countries that knew each other only too
well, they have proposed measures to enhance a sense of community and to
eradicate misunderstanding and nationalistic rivalries and jealousies by increasing
trade and communications links.

Provide a Substitute for War.

Some people who oppose war would admit that it has some positive effects in
that it does generally settle disputes. For them the problem is that it does so in
a singularly undesirable manner. Therefore, they propose other mechanisms to
get the same result but without the terrible cost: systems of international law or,
a very common theme in the last half of the nineteenth century, international
arbitration. Also, proposals have been made for cooling-off periods when a dispute
arises so that peaceful solutions can be invented and explored.

Control the Symptoms of War.

In part because they despaired of quickly controlling, or even really understand-
ing, the basic or systemic roots of war, some individuals proposed in the late
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nineteenth century that the increasingly destructive instruments of war be con-
trolled instead—a theme that, of course, came to dominate antiwar discussions
after the invention of the atomic bomb in 1945. Some argue that the arms
themselves can cause wars, perhaps through the mechanism of the arms race or
through weapons accidents; others believe that countries that do not have arms
readily at hand will at least have more difficulty getting into war and that, even
if they do, the wars will be less destructive. Furthermore, arms control and
disarmament measures can be used to reduce the advantage of a surprise attack,
and they can reduce the control of munitions makers, whom some see as a
sinister, self-interested force for war. -

Most proponents of arms control and/or disarmament also hope that measures
which restrict armaments will lead to more fundamental improvements—easing
tensions and enhancing sympathetic understanding among potential enemies.

Make War Bearable.

If the calamitous nature of war could be somehow constrained, then war would
at least be somewhat bearable, although perhaps still undesirable. Limitation of
damage is, after all, something that might appeal to all combatants; therefore,
it might well be more easily accomplished than an elimination of war itself,
however admirable that might be as an ultimate goal. -

In the late nineteenth century quite a bit of effort was made along these lines,
leading to the establishment of the Red Cross, to the Geneva Conventions of
1864 and 1909 (further elaborated in 1925, 1929, 1949, and 1977), and to other
agreements at St. Petersburg in 1868 and The Hague in 1899 and 1907. These
efforts provided that prisoners of war and the wounded should receive humane
treatment and that as much as possible killings should be limited to young men
in uniform. '

Make War Worse.

As discussed more fully in the next chapter, one reason peace advocates were
so ineffectual at the turn of the century was that many people simply hadn’t come
to agree with their central premise that war is bad. The antiwar activists desper-
ately needed to establish the soundness of this premise, because all their proposals
and gimmicks and devices to deal with war sprang from that crucial axiom. They
tried to handle their problem by declaiming their premise loudly, repeatedly, and
with shrill urgency. But most people were deaf to, even contemptuous of, their
cry.

Occasionally the idea surfaced in the years before the Great War that what
the peace activists really needed was for war to become so much worse that their
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premise would in consequence become fully convincing and utterly inescapable.
In the early 1890s, Alfred Nobel speculated to Bertha von Suttner, who had been
his secretary and had helped to urge upon him the idea of a peace prize (which
she later won), that “my factories may end war sooner than your congresses.” But
even as he expressed the hope that “the terrible effects of dynamite would keep
men from war,” he concluded to his “utter dismay” that his explosives were too
limited “‘to be efficacious.” He was “pessimistic about mankind” and decided that
“the only thing that will ever prevent them from waging war is terror.” What
was needed, therefore, was a device that would threaten to destroy an army corps
or a whole nation “in a second”—perhaps germ warfare, he speculated, could do
the trick. Then “all civilized nations will recoil from war in horror.”51

The combatants never got around to using germs in the war that followed, but
Nobel’s sardonic wish was largely fulfilled even without an ultimate weapon. The
“civilized nations” of the world did come to recoil from war in horror.
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A Recent Antiquity:
War Advocacy Betore
World War I

, IF WAR IS AN EVIL, it's a mitigated
one. That sentiment may sound odd, even perverse, today; but if so, that very
fact shows how far we've moved from the not-so-distant days when many people
would quite firmly have declared that war was at worst a mitigated good. The
great danger in casually assuming that war is unrelievedly evil is that this leads
rather logically to the conclusion that wars can be started only by monsters or
maniacs. But wars tend to be started by people who, while not necessarily careful
of thought or clever of invention, are generally quite reasonable. Such people are
far more numerous than monsters and maniacs; but it should be kept in mind
by those who find this fact regrettable that reasonable people, unlike monsters
and maniacs, are affected by reality and influenced by argument and experience.

In fact, it is possible to say some quite nice things about war. Consider the
views of Mahatma Gandhi, probably the most famous pacifist in history. After
declaring that “war is an unmitigated evil,” he immediately contradicted himself
by adding, “But it certainly does one good thing. It drives away fear and brings
bravery to the surface.”! If even war’s most devoted enemies can find some
limited good in it, its friends and lovers must discern much virtue. Before World
War I, war had many such friends and lovers—they may have constituted some-
thing of a majority, in fact.
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The Appeals of War

‘Military historian Michael Howard has observed that “before 1914 war was
almost universally considered an acceptable, perhaps an inevitable and for many
people a desirable way of settling international differences.” And, lapsing into
intentional hyperbole, he concludes, “The diplomats may have been desperately
anxious to avoid a war, as were the businessmen, but . . . they were about the
only people who were.” It was not only curmudgeonly militarists who found
virtue in war. In an extensive study of the attitudes of the era, Roland Stromberg
was impressed by “the mountain of tracts and manifestos in which the intellec-

. tual elite of Europe embraced the war not merely as unpleasant necessity . . . nor

even as potential excitement after many dull years, but as spiritual salvation and

hope of regeneration.” Bertrand Russell, a rare war opponent, also recalled the
widespread support war enjoyed: “I discovered to my amazement that average
men and women were delighted by the prospect of war.”

It is important, therefore, to appreciate how very long ago 1914 was. In
terms of war attitudes it was a different era. Bernard Brodie quotes composer
Alban Berg: “Believe me, if the war ended today, we should be back within the
same old sordid squalor within a fortnight. . . . The war’s great surprise will be
in the guns, which are going to show a frivolous generation their utter empti-
ness.” As Brodie concludes, “It would probably be the last time that anyone
with pretensions to being a civilized European would express such views.” War
opponents like Norman Angell—whose lectures at German universities in 1913
were often broken up by rioting students and professors—may have felt history,
progress, and logic were on their side; but they were well aware of their diffi-
culties. As Bertha von Suttner acknowledged wistfully in 1912, “War continues
to exist not because there is evil in the world, but because people still hold war
to be a good thing.” And William James pointed out, “The plain truth is that
people want war.”?

Despite the Civil War’s horrors and trauma, war—at least international war—
regained its appeal in the United States by the end of the century. There had
been something of a period of war quietism until about 1880—there were few
Civil War novels, membership in veterans’ organizations was small, and the army
fell into low esteem. With a revival of interest in the Civil War came a revival
of enthusiasm for things martial, so that by the 1890s war-devastated America

was about as war-eager as undevastated Europe. Astoundingly, this change even
affected war-is-hell William Tecumseh Sherman. By 1890 he had concluded that
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war was almost heaven: “Now my friends, there is nothing in life more beautiful
than the soldier. A knight errant with steel casque, lance in hand, has always
commanded the admiration of men and women. The modern soldier is his
legitimate successor. . . . Now the truth is we fought the holiest fight ever fought
on God’s earth.”3

Many of the most fervent war supporters seemed beyond logical or practical
appeal because they were so intensely romantic about their subject. Others were
attracted to war because they believed it to be beneficial and progressive, and
many, including some who loathed war, considered it to be natural and inevitable.
Most of these views, particularly the romantic ones, were encouraged by the
widespread assumption that war in the developed world would be short and
cheap.

A consideration of these views is a journey into a recent antiquity, for virtually
none of these lines of thinking has serious advocates today, particularly as far as
they pertain to international war in the developed world. Indeed, for vast majori-
ties, these patterns of thought, so popular and attractive in 1914, had lost all
appeal by 1920, two decades before science had split its first atom.

War Is Noble, Uplifting, Virtuous, Glorious, Heroic,
Exciting, Beautiful, Holy, Thrilling.

Gandhi was far from alone in observing that war can bring out admirable
qualities like bravery. For example, the distinguished American jurist Oliver
Wendell Holmes, Jr., told the Harvard graduating class in 1895 that a world
without the “divine folly of honor” would not be endurable. At a time in which
he felt he was witnessing “the collapse of creeds,” the one thing Holmes found
to be “true and adorable” was “the faith . . . which leads a soldier to throw away
his life in obedience to a blindly accepted duty, in a cause which he little
understands, in a plan of campaign of which he has no notion, under tactics of
which he does not see the use.”* Winston Churchill, writing in 1900, observed
that in civilization “joy” is sacrificed to “luxury,” whereas in the field of battle
life is “at its best and healthiest” as one “awaits the caprice of the bullet.” The
great French social scientist Alexis de Tocqueville concluded that “war almost
always enlarges the mind of a people and raises their character,” and Frederick
the Great observed, “War opens the most fruitful field to all virtues, for at every
moment constancy, pity, magnanimity, heroism, and mercy shine forth in it;

*Holmes’s saga was a microcosm of the war spirit in America. He had gone into the Civil War
filled with romantic enthusiasm and had become severely disillusioned, referring to battles as “butch-
ery” and praying he might lose a foot to escape further combat. By 1895 he was telling college
students that war's message was ‘“‘divine” (see Linderman 1987, pp. 281-82).
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every moment offers an opportunity to exercise one of its virtues.” In Britain,
Adam Smith held the “art of war” to be “certainly the noblest of all arts,” and
the nineteenth-century German general Helmuth von Moltke found that war
“developed the noblest virtues of man.” When the trustees voted in 1898 to
admit women to the University of Rochester, local dignitary Susan B. Anthony
was elated and called it even “better news to me than victory over Spain.” In
England the Reverend Father H. I. D. Ryder observed in 1899 that war evokes
“the best qualities of human nature, giving the spirit a predominance over the
flesh,” and he found this true not only for the actual belligerents but also for “all
those who care for them at home.”#

The historian Heinrich von Treitschke in his carefully followed lectures in
Germany before the turn of the century assured all listeners that war inspired
great selflessness and self-sacrifice, and in that lay war’s “sublimity” and “gran-
deur”: “It brings out the full magnificence of the sacrifice of fellow-countrymen
for one another . . . the love, the friendliness, and the strength of that mutual
sentiment.” Treitschke readily acknowledged that war had its unpleasant side,
but these defects, he held, were overwhelmed by its many virtues: “War, with
all its brutality and sternness, weaves a bond of love between man and man,
linking them together to face death, and causing all class distinctions to disap-
pear. He who knows history knows also that to banish war from the world would
be to mutilate human nature.” In 1913 the German Youth League called war
“the noblest and holiest expression of human activity’” and found it to be “beauti-
ful” because “its august sublimity elevates the human heart beyond the earthly
and the common.”’5

In 1866 the English essayist and art critic John Ruskin delivered a lecture to
soldiers at the Royal Military Academy. Ruskin (whose military experience,
speculated A. A. Milne, “must have included several drawing-room renderings
of The Charge of the Light Brigade’’) expressed his hope that “you love fighting
for its own sake,” and then went on to assure them that war is the “foundation
of all the high virtues and faculties of men.”®

The thrill, adventure, and sheer excitement of war brought out many pae-
ans in its praise. A popular rhetorical piece by Edward Carpenter, published
in the 1880s, concluded with a flurry of exclamation points and capital letters:
“From this hour, War! Ever more splendid and glorious War!” The Futurists
proclaimed, “There is no beauty except in strife” and proposed to “glorify
war.” In the United States the usually skeptical folk pundit Finley Peter
Dunne, creator of the sage Mr. Dooley, believed “the good reporter, like the
good soldier, must look upon war as the supreme adventure in the great drama
called Life.””

Pacifists often found such exclamations to be profoundly unsettling, gloomily
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concluding with Bertrand Russell that “the impulse to danger and adventure is
deeply ingrained in human nature, and no society which ignores it can long be
stable.” (So much, as usual, for the Swiss.) Similarly, the American pacifist
philosopher William James argued in 1910 that “military feelings are too deeply
grounded to abdicate their place among our ideals until better substitutes are
offered.” War, which he called “supremely thrilling excitement” and “the su-
preme theater of human strenuousness,” has “so far . . . been the only force that
can discipline a whole community.” His somewhat desperate hope was that the
“martial virtues,” which he called “absolute and permanent human goods,” could
be “bred without war” by conscripting all young men into work battalions—a
device he claimed could be a “moral equivalent to war.” After that experience,
he concluded, “they would tread the earth more proudly, the women would value
them more highly, they would be better fathers and teachers of the following
generation.”8

War Is Manly.

As his solution suggested, James had concluded that war and the preparations
for it were a sort of natural passage for men. He found that war apologists
considered peace and the “pleasure-economy” to be “feminism unabashed,” and
he thought it important that a substitute for war “must make new energies and
hardihoods continue the manliness to which the military mind so faithfully
clings.”® That is, it was widely held that militancy and war appeal to real men
and peace only to mere women.

In the United States, Homer Lea made a parallel in a 1909 book: “As manhood
marks the height of physical vigor among mankind, so the militant success of a
nation marks the zenith of its physical greatness.” And President Theodore
Roosevelt, who was to win the Nobel Peace Prize in 1906, observed in 1901, “We
do not admire the man of timid peace. We admire the man . . . who has those
virile qualities to win in the stern strife of actual life.” Ruskin had gone even
further in his discussion in 1866 of “manly war.” For him, apparently, even
women who disliked war were effeminate: ““All healthy men like fighting, and like
the sense of danger; all brave women like to hear of their fighting, and of their
facing danger.”10

It followed from this that lovers of peace must-be effeminate. The 1913
editorial from the German Youth League crowed, “Let us laugh as loud as we
can at the old women in men’s trousers who are afraid of war and therefore
complain that it is ghastly or ugly.” By the time he published his memoirs in
1951, Norman Angell found it difficult to explain this prevailing prewar attitude
to his readers: “It is perhaps impossible to bring home to one age or generation
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the intellectual and moral odor of a previous one. At the turn of the century, it
was not merely the implication of crankery which made it difficult for any man
to state a cause for the avoidance of war. There was the implication of a want
of manliness, virility, in such an attitude.” But, Angell noted with some satisfac-
tion, “nearly all of this now has, of course, disappeared.”!!

Peace Is Immoral, Decadent, Corrupt, Materialistic, Base.

While war opponents were arguing that war is immoral and economically
futile, war advocates were arguing that peace is immoral and that to preoccupy
oneself with economic concerns is base and corrupt. Thus, said Treitschke, “war
is both justifiable and moral. . . . The ideal of perpetual peace is not only
impossible but immoral as well.” He contended, furthermore, that “it is a false
conclusion that wars are waged for the sake of material advantage. Modern wars
are not fought for the sake of booty. Here the high moral ideal of national honor
is a factor handed down from one generation to another, evoking something
positively sacred, and compelling the individual to sacrifice himself to it.” The
German general Friedrich Bernhardi was of the opinion that “all petty and
personal interests force their way to the front during a long period of peace.
Selfishness and intrigue run riot, and luxury obliterates idealism. Money acquires
an excessive and unjustifiable power, and character does not obtain due respect.”
Although not a proponent of war, H. G. Wells in 1908 saw considerable virtue
in military organization: “When the contemporary man steps from the street of
clamorous insincere advertisement, push, adulteration, underselling, and inter-
mittent employment, into the barrack-yard, he steps on to a higher social plane,
into an atmosphere of service and co-operation and of infinitely more honorable
emulations.” 12

For some it followed that periodic wars were necessary to cleanse the nation
from the decadence of peace. Bernhardi approvingly quoted the German philoso-
pher Hegel on this: “Wars are terrible, but necessary, for they save the State from
social petrifaction and stagnation.” Treitschke noted “the corroding influence of
peace” on the Dutch, who once were “a glorious people.” War, he found, “fosters
the political idealism which the materialist rejects.” According to Friedrich
Nietzsche, “It is mere illusion and pretty sentiment to expect much (even
anything at all) from mankind if it forgets how to make war,” and Von Moltke
declared “perpetual peace” to be “a dream and not even a beautiful one. . . .
Without war, the world would wallow in materialism.” Similarly, J. A. Cramb,
a British professor of history, characterized universal peace as “a world sunk in
bovine content,” and, waxing eloquent, considered it “a nightmare which shall
be realized only when the ice has crept to the heart of the sun, and the stars,

42



A RECENT ANTIQUITY: WAR ADVOCACY BEFORE WORLD WAR I

left black and trackless, start from their orbits.” Five years before writing his
treatise, Perpetual Peace, Immanuel Kant had held that “a prolonged peace
favors the predominance of a mere commercial spirit, and with it a debasing
self-interest, cowardice, and effeminacy, and tends to degrade the character of
the nation.” It was the German poet Schiller who intoned

Man is stunted by peaceful days,

In idle repose his courage decays . . .
But in war man’s strength is seen,
War ennobles all that is mean.

At Yale, William Graham Sumner identified peace with “selfishness,” a time
“when men look with indifference upon wickedness and injustice”’; war, however,
proves that men “have a deeper horror of falsehood than of bloodshed.” The
president of the Naval War College found peace to be “more degrading” than
war’s “simple savagery.”13*

For art critic John Ruskin, war is “the foundation of all great art.” “As peace
is established . . . the arts decline,” and they become costly, “lose their life,” and
wallow in “luxury and various corruptions.” In fact, “among wholly tranquil
nations” the arts “wither utterly away,” remaining only in “partial practice
among races who, like the French and us, have still the minds, though we cannot
~ all live the lives, of soldiers.” Peace, he finds, is historically associated not with
“loving,” “plenty,” and “civilization,” but rather with “sensuality,” “selfishness,”
“corruption,” and “death.”14

The notion that war could be a purifying, cleansing experience was extremely
popular among European intellectuals at the turn of the century. English writer
Hilaire Belloc enthusiastically declared, “How I long for the Great War! It will
sweep Europe like a broom.” A German lawyer, Karl von Stengel, compared war
to storms that “cleanse the air and throw decayed and putrid trees to the ground.”
Georg Heym, a German poet, longed, “If only there were a war, even an unjust
one. This peace is so rotten.” Stromberg, in his study of intellectual thought of
the era, Redemption by War, concluded that there was a “similarity of the war
mood in all the belligerent countries. The structure of bellicosity was the same
in London (or, indeed, Dublin) to Moscow.” War was seen “as restoration of
community and as escape from a trashy and trivial way of life,” even “as salva-
tion.” When war finally came, “the commonest images around . . . were the
cleansing fire or flood.”15

*Gerald Linderman argues that the revival of militarism in the United States at the end of the
nineteenth century was in part impelled by the desire of ordinary ex-soldiers and others to protest
rampant industrialization and to capture some of its popular esteem (1987, pp. 287-90).
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War Is Beneficial, Progressive, Necessary.

As noted in the previous chapter, the notion that war is economically profitable
was in substantial dispute by 1914. Many saw virtue in conquest, colonization,
hegemony, dominance, and expansion, but these were valued at least as much for
their beneficial impact on a country’s international status and self-respect as for
any potential economic advantage.16

Still, it was sometimes argued that war, and the preparations for it, acted as
a stimulus to economic and technological innovation. In 1908, Wells found
commercial advances to be “feeble and irregular” compared to the “steady and
rapid development of method and appliances in naval and military affairs.” He
noted that the household appliances of his era were “little better than they were
fifty years ago” but that the “rifle or battleship of fifty years ago was beyond all
comparison inferior to those we now possess.”17

Beyond any short-term economic advances war might stimulate, many found
war to be a key element in promoting broad-scale historical development. In
severe contradiction to H. T. Buckle and others who argued that progressive
forces were on the side of peace, Treitschke proclaimed that “the great strides
which civilization makes against barbarism and unreason are only made actual by
the sword.” “Brave people alone have an existence, an evolution or a future; the
weak and cowardly perish, and perish justly. The grandeur of history lies in the
perpetual conflict of nations, and it is simply foolish to desire the suppression of
their rivalry.” Therefore, “the appeal to arms will be valid until the end of history,
and therein lies the sacredness of war.” Bernhardi maintained that war was a
“powerful instrument of civilization” and “a political necessity . . . fought in the
interest of biological, social and moral progress.” For him it had “a necessary
place in historical development” because it was “a regulative element in the life
of mankind which cannot be dispensed with.” “Without war,” Bernhardi as-
serted, “inferior or decaying races would easily choke the growth of healthy
budding elements, and a universal decadence would follow.”18

In this Treitschke and Bernhardi were reflecting the views of some Social
Darwinists like the British statistician Karl Pearson, who felt he had discovered
a correlation in 1900: “The path of progress is strewn with the wreck of nations
.. . who found not the narrow way to great perfection. These dead peoples are,
in very truth, the stepping stones on which mankind has arisen to the higher
intellectual and deeper emotional life of today.” In 1869, Walter Bagehot, in his
book Physics and Politics, announced a “law” central to his theory: “Thaose
nations which are the strongest tend to prevail over the others; and in certain
marked peculiaries, the strongest tend to be the best.”” In 1886 a Russian sociolo-
gist maintained, “Nature is a vast field of carnage. . . . No cessation is possible.
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... International policy is the art of conducting the struggle for existence between
social organisms.” In 1871 a French intellectual, Ernest Renan, called war “one
of the conditions of progress, the cut of the whip which prevents a country from
going to sleep, forcing satished mediocrity itself to leave its apathy”; and in 1899
British intellectual H. W. Wyatt argued, “The only means, revealed to us by past
experience, whereby the vigorous people has supplanted the weaker, has been
war, without which change and movement must have ceased.” In 1891, Emile
Zola found war to be “life itself. . . . We must eat and be eaten so that the world
might live. It is only warlike nations which have prospered: a nation dies as soon
as it disarms.” In America, Henry Adams concluded that if war made men
“brutal,” it also made them “strong” and “called out the qualities best fitted to
survive in the struggle for existence”’; and Admiral Stephen Luce declared that
“war is one of the great agencies by which human progress is effected.” One
German writer worked himself into ecstasies on the theme in 1907: “War is the
great chiming of the world clock . . . the opening of new paths for human culture;
the expulsion of stagnation by progress; the struggle of the stronger and more
vigorous, with the chance to create new cultural values of a richer existence; a
necessity that cannot be eliminated.” Or, as Russian camposer Igor Stravinsky
put it simply, war is “necessary for human progress.”’19

Even some war opponents bought the notion that war could be progressive;
they tried to argue, however, that while war may once have been productive and
necessary, it was no longer so. In a lecture published in 1849, the American
essayist Ralph Waldo Emerson concluded that “in the infancy of society’” war
was “‘part of the connection of events, and, in its place, necessary.” This was
because “war educates the senses, calls into action the will, perfects the physical
constitution, brings men into swift and close collision in critical moments that
man measures man.” But, he felt, “it is the ignorant and childish part of mankind
that is the fighting part”’; and he argued that since civilization was now maturing
and entering “higher stages,” war was in “decline”—indeed, “on its last legs.”
All to-the good, opined Emerson, as he approvingly quoted the French scientist
and man of letters, Fontenelle: “I hate war, for it spoils conversation.”20

Herbert Spencer, a prominent Social Darwinist, came to a similar conclusion.
Writing in 1908, he argued, “From war has been gained all that it had to give”
and “no further benefits are to be looked for.” Although “indispensible” as a
“process by which nations have been consolidated, organized, and disciplined,”
and by which “certain traits of individual human nature” have been developed,
war had done its work. Since “the peopling of the Earth by the more powerful
and intelligent races is in great measure achieved,” said Spencer, all that remains
is to allow the workings of “the quiet pressure of a spreading industrial civilization
on a barbarism which slowly dwindles.”21

45



THE DECLINE AND PERSISTENCE OF WAR

War proponents, however, would have none of this. Observed Homer Lea, an
American military analyst, in 1909, “Commercialism grows as militancy deterio-
rates, since it is in itself a form of strife,” but it is a “debased one—a combat
that is without honor or heroism.”’22 No matter how much peace might aid polite
conversation, they concluded, it tended to cause crass materialism to take prece-
dence over higher matters.

War Is Natural and Inevitable.

The argument was commonly heard that whether war was progressive or not,
it was natural. An American major general, J. V. P. Story, was one of many who
held this view: “A few idealists may have visions that with advancing civilization
war and its dread horrors will cease. Civilization has not changed human nature.
... Armed strife will not disappear from the earth until human nature changes.”
In 1895, Oliver Wendell Holmes maintained that “now, at least, and perhaps
as long as man dwells on the globe, his destiny is battle, and he has to take the
chances of war.” Even William James agreed that bellicosity was “rooted” in
“human nature”; and Leo Tolstoy, who was to become an ardent pacifist at the
end of the century, concluded in 1868 that men killed each other by the millions
to fulfill an “elemental zoological law.” Thus, as Story was quick to conclude,
“The nature of man makes war inevitable.” Cramb found war “a permanent
factor in the life of states” and approvingly quoted Frederick the Great: “Run-
ning over the pages of history I see that ten years never pass without a war. This
intermittent fever may have moments of respite, but cease, never!”’23

It does not follow, of course, that war will materialize on a particular date just
because there is a general feeling that it is inevitable. But, as Robert Jervis has
observed, “a major cause of past wars was the belief that armed conflict could
not be avoided.” That belief was widespread in 1914, fed not only by the notion
that war was natural (which Angell tried to counter, ineffectually, by observing
that dueling and religious warfare had once also been so regarded), but also by
the continuing international tension, imperial rivalries, and the prewar arms
competition. Furthermore, because of this belief James Joll has concluded, “the
protagonists in 1914 often felt that they were the victims of objective forces
which they could not control.”24

War Is Cheap.

If many people found that there was a great deal to be said in war’s favor at
the turn of the century, most of them also believed that war’s benefits could be
achieved at a cost that was bearable. Bernhardi saw only gain: “The appropriate
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and conscious employment of war as a political means has always led to happy
results.” Conclusions like these rested largely on the widely held assumption that
while war might be nasty and brutish, subsequent wars would be short—and
therefore cheap. As Michael Howard has observed, any future war was generally
foreseen to be “brief—no longer, certainly, than the war of 1870 that was
consciously or unconsciously taken by that generation as a model.”25

As Emile Driant, a member of the French parliament put it, “The first great
battle will decide the whole war, and wars will be short.” In 1906 a French general
predicted that “the outcome of the next war will be decided in less than a
month.” When war came in August 1914, the kaiser told departing German
troops, “You will be home before the leaves have fallen from the trees.” Others
in the German camp predicted the war would last six to ten weeks; one an-
ticipated a “short, cleansing thunderstorm,” another a “brisk and merry war.” In
Russia they debated whether the war would take two months or three; the few
who guessed six were derided as pessimists and defeatists. The English, too,
anticipated a conclusion within a few months.26 '

The short-war thesis was supported by two lines of reasoning, one military, the
other economic. ‘

Most military thinkers had come to the conclusion that wars would be short
because the fast-paced offensive technically dominated the stodgy defensive. A
massive, well-equipped army properly concentrated at the right point could rout
the defense: “The best strategy consists in being very strong, first everywhere and
then at the decisive point,” as one important German commander summarized
it. Other Germans chimed in: “Attack is the best defense”; “the offensive mode
of action is far superior to the defensive mode.” The French declared that their
army “no longer knows any other law than the offensive”; and British generals
assured all listeners that the offensive “will win as sure as there is a sun in the
heavens” and that “the defensive is never an acceptable role to the Briton, and
he makes little or no study of it.”27

The few responsible leaders who took issue with this notion were ineffective
in advancing their argument. General Helmuth von Moltke of the German
general staff at times said he feared a “long, wearisome struggle” (but at others
predicted a short one); and General Joseph Joffre, his counterpart in France, said
the war might be of “indefinite duration.” However, both continued to plan for
a short war and made no allowance in these plans for the possibility that a long
war of attrition might occur. More forceful was Lord Kitchener in Britain, who
became war minister early in the war. He not only insisted that “we must be
prepared to put armies of millions in the field and maintain them for several
years,” but he acted as if he believed it. Foreign Secretary Edward Grey reports
that the British War Council largely discounted Kitchener’s startling prediction
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because he was utterly unable to disclose “how or by what process of reasoning
he made this forecast.” They concluded it arose simply “by some flash of instinct
rather than reasoning.” Grey also reports that Kitchener was as perplexed as any
when static trench warfare developed later in the war, declaring: “I don’t know
what is to be done; this isn’t war. 28 Thus, the council was very likely nght about
Kitchener, if not about the war.* :

Variously characterized as the cult of the offensive, the mystique of the offen-
sive, the exaltation of the offensive, the ideology of the offensive, or the offensive
syndrome, the basic line of thought derived from certain selected military experi-
ences. All the wars in mid-Europe over the preceding 100 years had been short
and had been attended by costs that were considered bearable: The First Schles-
wig-Holstein War of 1848 had lasted a few months and cost 6,000 lives, the
Franco-Austrian War of 1859 had lasted seventy-four days and cost 22,500 lives,
the Second Schleswig-Holstein War of 1864 had lasted three months and cost
4,500 lives, the Seven Weeks War of 1866 had actually lasted only six weeks and
cost 36,100 lives, and the Franco-Prussian' War of 1870-71 had lasted seven
months and cost 187,500 lives. To be sure, there had been recent wars where the
strength of the defensive had proven substantial, causing the wars to be far longer
and far more costly than originally anticipated: the American Civil War of
1861-65 (650,000 lives), the Russo-Turkish War of 187778 (285,000 lives), the
Boer War of 1899-1902 in South Africa (22,000 lives), and the Russo-Japanese
War of 1904-05 (130,000 lives). But these were all elsewhere, were on very
different kinds of terrain, and generally seemed rather primitive to the sophis-
ticated Europeans of 1914. Germany’s chief general characterized the American
war as “armed mobs chasing each other around the country, from whom nothing
can be learned.” Anyway, the Russian troops lacked the true “spirit of the
offensive,” it was pointed out, and the British finally won the Boer War once they
got onto the offensive. Furthermore, even in these outlying areas there had been
wars that fit the offensive model: the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-95 (eight
months and 15,000 lives), the Spanish-American War of 1898 (four months and
10,000 lives, mostly from disease), as well as a number of quick colonial wars.2°

In 1898, Ivan Bloch, a rich Polish-Jewish entrepreneur, vehemently took ex-
ception to these conclusions. After eight years of research he published a six-

*Grey himself is sometimes considered to be a prophet of the impending horrors, because on the
eve of the war he tellingly remarked, “The lamps are going out all over Europe; we shall not see them
lit again in our lifetime.” The remark has become famous, although Grey apparently can’t recall ever
saying it and simply reports in his memoirs, published eleven years later, that a friend remembers
him making the remark. But, assuming everyone has the quote correct, it probably stems from Grey’s
frustration over his inability to stop the momentum toward war in 1914 rather than from any
knowledgeable anticipation that the war would be long and costly, for Grey also makes it clear that
he as much as anyone expected the war to be short (1925, pp. 20, 71).
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volume study of these same wars and of advances in weaponry, tactics, munitions,
and logistics. As he saw it, the defense now had the advantage, and he envisioned
the next war as one in which soldiers would dig in and, using rapid-firing,
long-range firearms, simply mow down those on the offensive: “The spade will
be as indispensable to the soldier as the rifle. . . . Battles will last for days, and
at the end it is very doubtful whether any decisive victory can be gained.”
Furthermore, he argued, the “increased slaughter” on the stalemated battlefield
would lead to “a long period of continually increasing strain upon the resources
of the combatants,” then to “entire dislocation of all industry and severing of all
the sources of supply by which alone the community is enabled to bear the
crushing burden,” and ultimately to famine, the “bankruptcy of nations,” and
“the break-up of the whole social organization.” Thus, war—by which he meant
all-out war among the major European countries—‘has at last become impossi-
ble”: it could not be carried out “except at the price of suicide.” Nonetheless,
he gloomily concluded, “I do not for a moment deny that it is possible for nations
to plunge . . . into a frightful series of catastrophes which will probably result in
the overturn of all civilized and ordered government.”30

Bloch’s argument had little impact on military planners. They had already been
considering the effect of such developments as the machine gun. In France,
Colonel Ferdinand Foch argued that improved firepower could benefit the of-
fense; if accomplished in large enough numbers and in appropriate coordination
with artillery, the offensive charge could still succeed. In Germany, Bloch was
read seriously by the military establishment, but his arguments were dismissed
as those of a dilettante and “an ignorant theoretician.” His lack of firsthand
military experience caused him, the critics held, to focus exclusively on material
matters of machines and weaponry, ignoring the great importance of human and
moral factors. Troops on the offensive were in a morally superior position—they
had the initiative and were spurred on by a sense of emotional superiority.
Furthermore, even if war became protracted, which few believed, it would simply
be a more extended test of a nation’s highest qualities. Sacrifice and human
resourcefulness would keep the war machine functioning.3! ,

We now know that many of Bloch’s predictions came true: the war that began
in 1914 turned out to be a long, slogging war of attrition costing some 9 million
lives in which the defense proved dominant. Nevertheless, a reasonable case can
be made for the proposition that the offense cultists were almost proved right.
As Howard has observed, in some areas the offensive worked as planned: “On
the eastern front . . . battles of this kind did occur. Fronts did crumble. The
victorious cavalry did pursue.”32 Furthermore, on the western front where many
things went wrong from the start, the Germans nonetheless came close to defeat-
ing the French within two months, as planned. The French, in fact, call the
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battle that stopped that victory “the Miracle of the Marne.” Had the Germans
done a few things better or the French a few things worse, the miracle might
have struck on the other side, and history books would now conclude in their brief
section on the War of 1914 that it proved the offensive cultists had had their
exaltations right.?3* '

Moreover, although Bloch was certainly right about the stalemate and trench
warfare on the western front, he vastly underestimated the ability—amazing even
in retrospect—of embattled economies to cope with the adversities of a long war.
Economic collapse never happened, and famine never ensued. But he was not
unusual in making this error. Because of the quick exhaustion of available capital,
“the war could not last much more than a year,” economist John Maynard
Keynes informed his friends, one of whom recalls that “it was a great relief to
have Maynard’s assurances on this point.” Peace activist Andrew Carnegie con-
fidently informed people that if war were to occur, “We won’t give them any
money.” 34

In fact, the widely accepted notion that a long war would bring severe eco-
nomic strain or even collapse, far from discouraging enthusiasm for war, often
perversely nourished the notion that war would be short and, consequently,
cheap. The work of Norman Angell, to his lifelong dismay, has often been taken
to suggest that “war is impossible.” Angell, like Bloch, specifically and repeatedly
stated that although war would be futile and absurd, it was entirely possible that
countries could be foolish enough to get into one. However, one could conclude
from his argument that, while countries might be able to get into a war, the
dawning economic calamity would keep them from allowing the war to become
very large. One of Angell’s followers, David Starr Jordan, president of Stanford
University, argued exactly this way in 1913 when he denied the possibility of a
large-scale war, although not necessarily of a small, short one: “What shall we
say of the Great War of Europe, ever threatening, ever impending, and which
never comes? We shall say that it will never come. Humanly speaking, it is
impossible. . . . The bankers will not ind the money for such a fight, the industries
will not maintain it, the statesmen cannot. . . . There will be no general war.”35

It is clear, in fact, that much of the colossal martial enthusiasm that war
glorifier Treitschke was able to muster stemmed from his conclusion that eco-
nomics would keep the war from becoming too unpleasantly costly: “Wars will
become rarer and shorter, but at the same time far more sanguinary.” He ex-

*Things might have been much different, for example, if the Belgians had decided, following the
German plan, to let the Germans cross their territory without opposition. Instead, they decided to
be “crushed gloriously.” Another possibility, debated endlessly since 1914, concerns what would have
happened if the German commanders had not decided to move troops from the right wing of their

_ advancing army to shore up the left wing, thereby undercutting their own plan and disastrously
weakening the offensive dynamic in a key area.
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plained his reasoning this way: “Civilized nations suffer far more than savages
from the economic ravages of war, especially through the disturbance of the
artificially existing credit system, which may have frightful consequences in a
modern war. . . . Therefore wars must become rarer and shorter, owing to man’s
natural horror of bloodshed as well as to the size and quality of modern armies,
for it is impossible to see how the burden of a great war could long be borne under
the present conditions.”3%

This sort of economic reasoning was a basis on which German general Alfred
von Schlieffen fashioned his dynamic strategy of conquest: “In an age in which
the existence of nations is based on the uninterrupted progress of trade and
commerce . . . a strategy of exhaustion is impossible.” Therefore, he anticipated
a war in which the will of one side or the other would be quickly shattered.
Interestingly, however, while denying that war would be lingering, Schlieffen
provided for the possibility that he might be wrong and Bloch correct. He
believed that if the aggressive sweep into France failed and got bogged down,
Germany should immediately seek a negotiated peace rather than continue to
slog onward with a costly and unproductive war. As Bernard Brodie has noted,
“To the enormous subsequent cost not only of Germany but of the whole world,
such a thought never entered the heads of those who finally executed the plan
and saw it fail.”37 Had the thought done so and had they acted on it, the war
would probably have been fully as short as almost all the pundits were predicting.

Deterrence and the Lessons, If Any,
of World War I

As has often been noted, World War I was an event that really should never have
happened: there was not really a great deal to fight about because important
territorial issues like the unification of Germany and Italy had been solved, most
colonial rivalries had been worked out, and there were no severe economic
problems.38 The lesson most commonly derived from the calamity of 1914 has
been that war could have been prevented if the leaders of the rival nations had
understood each other better and if they had been more sweetly reasonable and
accommodating with each other. As discussed in the next chapter, this lesson was
to inform the 1930s policy of appeasement, which was such a spectacular failure
at preventing the next world war.
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However, war in 1914 might also have been prevented—deterred—if the
antagonists had been able credibly to threaten that the war would be as disas-
trously destructive and costly as it in fact turned out to be. But as Michael
Howard has observed, armies in 1914 were not particularly conceived of as
deterrents, but rather simply as “instruments for fighting a war which was widely
regarded—and not by soldiers alone—as being inevitable, necessary, and even
desirable.” Moreover, most historians agree that Germany was impelled by a
strong desire for expansion and hegemony and was quite prepared to use military
means to achieve this. They anticipated that their goals could be accomplished
quickly and cheaply, but a few even welcomed a long war.39 A guarantee that
they would lose would have deterred them, but little else.

The international political climate of the post-1945 period is often compared
with that of the pre-1914 period. There are quite a few similarities. In both eras,
large well-armed nations have jockeyed for position in an atmosphere fraught with
rivalry, hostility, distrust, misperception, confusion about intent, and appeals to
patriotism. There have been alarming crises in both periods; and in both, arms
races or competitions have taken place, built around weapons systems that have
been held to give significant advantage to the side that starts the war.

But there are also pronounced differences that make the comparison strained
at best. In the post-World War II period there have been conscious efforts at
deterrence built around some important and comparatively unambiguous alliance
commitments. Moreover, since 1945 it has been very difficult to find anyone who
seriously maintains that war, particularly war among advanced countries, would
be an interesting test of manliness or that it would be profitable, desirable,
virtuous, ennobling, cleansing, beautiful, heroic, glorious, uplifting, necessary,
progressive, romantic, redemptive, beneficial, or, certainly, cheap. The maneuver-
ings and posturings and fulminations and crises that took place before 1914 were
carried out in an atmosphere where such views were the prevailing wisdom. A
central theme of this book is that a profound—and consequential—change in the
climate of opinion about war has occurred since that time.

In 1987 in the Algonquin Hotel's Oak Room in New York City, a talented
young cabaret performer, Michael Feinstein, was rendering a series of songs by
Irving Berlin. As he delivered the 1911 song “Alexander’s Ragtime Band,”
Feinstein came to the line announcing that the way the band plays a bugle call
is “so natural that you want to go to war.” Struck by the line’s odd sentiment,
he remarked to his audience in wistful explanation, “It’s an old song.” Indeed.
They don’t write ’em like that anymore. '
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World War I: Major War
Becomes an Anachronism

ALTHOUCH THE intervening expe-
rience of World War 11 tends to cloud more distant recall, it should be remem-
bered that a most powerful effect of World War I on the countries that fought
it was an overwhelming—and so far, permanent—desire for international peace
in the developed world. Had the only countries capable of starting another major
war been Britain, France, the United States, Canada, Spain, Czechoslovakia,
Poland, the Soviet Union, Austria, and probably even Italy, World War I might
well have been the war to end war—at least war of that scope and type. Almost
the entire developed world had been Hollandized.

This chapter examines the desperate quest for peace after World War I and
the simultaneous drive for war by some of the few remaining war advocates in
the developed world. '

The Impact of the Great War

The Great War (as it was to be called for over two decades) was greeted with
considerable jubilation—even euphoria—in Europe in 1914.1 To many, it
seemed a noble and inevitable clash of national wills that would quickly and
dramatically settle old scores and determine new destinies. Impelled by the
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excitement of the hour and by the conviction that the war would be short, men
all over the continent rushed to enlist to get in on the action before the war was
over.* Remarkably, support for the war persisted even when it began to prove
to be a long, costly, static war of defense. With the combatants locked in brutal,
unending, and decidedly unromantic warfare, millions of young men continued
to enlist for the slaughter, and the economies at home rose to the unprecedented
challenge as each side strained to outlast the other. As Bernard Brodie suggests,
what kept them going was a “fierce dedication to the goal of victory . . . at
whatever price and however long it might take.””2

By 1916, however, discontent appeared, and in 1917 there were mutinies
within the French army and a collapse of the Russian forces to mutiny and
revolution. After the entry of the United States into the war, the Germans tried
a major offensive and, upon its eventual failure and degeneration into mutiny,
sued for peace. An armistice between the exhausted combatants took effect on
the eleventh hour of the eleventh day of the eleventh month of 1918. Some 9
million soldiers, as well as millions of civilians, had died in the war.?

At the end of the war and during its immediate aftermath, bitterness, disillu-
sionment, recrimination, and revulsion blossomed. As Roland Stromberg notes,
“Romantic illusions vanished in the grimness of trench warfare and mass slaugh-
ter.” ‘“Mechanized slaughter,” he observes, “was to destroy forever the heroic
image of war.” Michael Howard refers to the war as “‘a dark scar across the history
of Europe,” and Barbara Tuchman calls it a “band of scorched earth” dividing
time. While the war obviously did not change attitudes enough to make further
conflicts impossible, it did mark, as Arnold Toynbee has observed, the end of a
“span of five thousand years during which war had been one of mankind’s master
institutions”; or in Brodie’s words, it brought about “a basic historical change
. . . in the attitudes of the European (and American) peoples toward war.”4 For
most, war was no longer supreme theater, redemptive turmoil, a chess game for
high stakes, a riveting diversion, a natural progression, or an uplifting afhrmation
of manhood. It was what the first modern general, William Tecumseh Sherman,
had called it a half century earlier: hell.

People who had often praised war and eagerly anticipated its terrible, deter-
mining convulsions now found themselves appalled by it. Within half a decade,

*Said one British recruit, “I will dash into the great adventure with all the pride and spirit an
ancient race has given me.” A German poet, Ernst Lotz, declared, “At last war! All the people are
wildly enthusiastic, and so am 1.” The British poet Rupert Brooke effused, “It’s all great fun”; and
another British poet, Julian Grenfell, proclaimed, “I adore war. It is like a picnic without the
objectlessness of a picnic.” When a friend in the army wrote that he found war to be “something,
if often horrible, yet very ennobling and very beautiful,” English diarist Vera Brittain replied,
“Women get all the dreariness of war, and none of its exhilaration.” (Fussell 1975, p. 21; Miesel 1978,
p. 11; Stromberg 1982, p. 50; Mosley 1976, p. 239; Brittain 1934, p. 104.) '
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war opponents, once a derided minority, had become a decided majority: every-
one now seemed to be a peace advocate. War, just about everyone in the
developed world now seemed to agree, was repulsive, immoral, uncivilized, and
futile *

That World War 1 was a watershed event in attitudes toward war in the
developed world is clear. Exactly why is less clear. The war’s physical costs were,
of course, enormous. But the Americans suffered far worse in their civil war of
fifty years earlier and, while civil war fever never revived there, a degree of
romanticism about war in general did rise again. The suffering and destruction
of World War I were proportionately not all that much different from that borne
during the Napoleonic Wars of a century earlier, and they were far less than that
borne in the Thirty Years War of the seventeenth century, at least according to
accepted wisdom. Contrary to prewar predictions, the major combatants were
able to handle the unprecedented strains and disruptions economically; and
rather than descending into the economic barbarism Ivan Bloch had predicted,
most had substantially recovered from the war’s ravages within a few years. The
war toppled political regimes.in several countries, but it was certainly not new
in that respect.

The impact on war attitudes of the Great War’s physical devastation and of
its horrifying weaponry should not be discounted, nor should the impact of the
war’s evident political pointlessness. But the bone-deep revulsion it so widely
inspired and the very substantial blow it administered to the war spirit so preva-
lent just a few years earlier should be credited at least in part to the insidious
propagandistic efforts of the prewar peace movement. The war proved to be a
colossal confirmation of its gadfly arguments about the repulsiveness, immorality,
and futility of war and of its uncivilized nature. Of course, the war also shattered
the peace movement’s airy optimism, and it certainly undercut its proposition
that Europe was becoming progressively more civilized; but that was nothing
compared to what it did to the notion that war was progressive—as well as
glorious, manly, and beneficial.> For those who now wished to believe that war
was neither natural nor inevitable, the antiwar movement had already conve-
niently formulated a set of arguments and alternatives. Since the peacemakers of
1918 were substantially convinced that the institution of war must be controlled -

*A. A. Milne crisply characterized the change this way: “In 1913, with a few exceptions we all
thought war was a natural and fine thing to happen, so long as we were well prepared for it and had
no doubt about coming out the victor. Now, with a few exceptions, we have lost our illusions; we
are agreed that war is neither natural nor fine, and that the victor suffers from it equally with the
vanquished” (1935, pp. 9-10). Some young men might still see excitement and adventure in war,
but a visceral change in romanticism clearly took place: as Linderman has observed, the “honorable
wound” of the American Civil War became in World War I the “million-dollar wound” because
it removed the victim from the war theater and from the theater of war (1987, p. 12).
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or eradicated, they tried to apply some of the devices and approaches the peace
movement had long been advocating.

For reasons that seem in reflection to have been special, it didn’t work out so
well. In Germany a leader arose who almost single-handedly brought major war
to Europe, while Japan, a country that had not substantially participated in
World War I nor learned its lessons, set itself on a collision course in Asia that
was to lead to national cataclysm.

The Desperate Quest for Peace

In his 1914 book, The War That Will End War, H. G. Wells argued that “this,
the greatest of all wars, is not just another war—it is the last war!” Likewise, an
American historian dared to hope in 1921 that, because “public opinion is now
turning against war,” the age “is witnessing the dawn of universal peace.” Others
were far less confident. Associated with the revulsion against war, however, was
a deeply felt and widely held conviction that, as a British historian recalls, “all
wars were unnecessary.” Many, in Britain and elsewhere, simply refused to
countenance the possibility of another major war and assumed that no sane
person could possibly ever want to experience one.®

As the victors convened in Paris to fashion appropriate punishments for Ger-
many and to dismember the Austro-Hungarian empire, they also sought to keep
the Great War from recurring. War, they now assumed, was no longer an
inevitable fact of life; it could, and should, be prevented. As the militarily trained
King George V of Britain put it, “I will not have another war. 1 will not.”7

Peace Devices and Institutions.

Several of the devices peace advocates had long been promoting were adopted,
at least in part. A sort of world government, the League of Nations, was set up
to speak for the world community and apply moral and physical pressure on
potential aggressors. As fabricated, the league hardly superceded the warring
nation-state system, but it did create an international organizational apparatus
that could in time be gradually strengthened and developed. ;

Legal codes and bodies that might be able to deal peacefully with international
disputes were also set up. A Permanent Court of International Justice was
established at The Hague in war-avoiding Holland in 1922. And in 1928 fifteen
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nations signed the Kellogg-Briand Pact, a document that “outlawed” war and
declared its signatories’ intent to seek peaceful remedies to disagreements. By
1934 sixty-four nations had signed up—virtually all the countries in the world at
the time. The pact is still theoretically in effect, although it has garnered a fair
amount of ridicule over the decades.

Efforts were also made to deal with the issue of armament. First, Germany,
officially branded the sole cause for the war by the victors, was substantially
disarmed. Then, in an effort to deal with the burgeoning strength of the Japanese,
the United States, Britain, France, and Italy worked out an agreement with them
in 1922 to limit the strength each would enjoy in battleships and cruisers.

Quite a bit of thought, in fact, went into the issue of arms control during the
postwar period, in part because of the theory that the Great War, like lesser ones
before it, had principally been caused by the greed of munitions makers. Confer-
ences were held in 1919 and 1925 in an effort to establish procedures for restrict-
ing or climinating the private arms trade. The munitions-maker theory was
particularly popular in the 1930s in the United States, where many concluded
that a conspiracy of arms makers had dragged the country into that appalling war;
this led to calls for unilateral arms reductions and for isolation from the quarreling
Europeans and their contemptible foreign wars.8

Visions of Doomsday: War Becomes the Enemy.

The Great War caused revulsion not only for the extent of the casualties that
were suffered but also for the way they were suffered. The war was remembered
not for dashing cavalry charges or for heroic individual displays of derring-do but
for a method of warfare in which masses of men swarmed out from muddy
defensive trenches to slaughter each other in huge numbers with new mech-
anized devices like machine guns and tanks. And above all there was the war’s
most ghastly innovation of all: chemical warfare.

The Germans introduced gas into the war in 1915. The greenish-yellow chlo-
rine gas they used killed in a peculiarly agonizing manner that could take up to
two days: the victim suffocated—or, really, drowned—as his lungs filled with
. fluid. Gas caused panic in the British troops on whom it was first used, and very
shortly three lines of activity were set in motion: (1) the use of gas in retaliation
(the British did so in five months); (2) the hasty development and distribution
of protective masks; and (3) as part of the ongoing British program to entice the
United States into the war on its side, intense propaganda efforts to stigmatize
the Germans as inhuman monsters for introducing chemicals into the art of war.
(It is estimated that for effect the British quintupled their gas casualty figures
from the first German attack.)®
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Innovation in gas technology continued throughout the war—some thirty
different gases and at least seven different kinds of gas masks were tested in
combat. Until July 1917 defensive measures proved dominant: since all the gases
had to be breathed into the lungs to be effective, they could be neutralized by
masks. But then the Germans introduced mustard gas, an agent that works by
coming into contact with the skin. It took a year before Germany’s opponents
had their own supply of this gas, and both sides used it extensively during the
last portion of the war. The British, for example, suffered 20,000 gas casualties
before July 1917 and over 160,000 during the last sixteen months of the war. Gas
accounted for over 34 percent of all American casualties in the last month of the
war.10

Thus, although chemical weapons accounted for only a small portion of the
war’s total injuries and an even smaller portion of its deaths, they were becoming
progressively more effective at the war’s end. Delivery systems were also rapidly
improving: by 1918 half of the German artillery shells were filled with gas, and
war plans for 1919 anticipated massive applications of chemical weapons. Further
improvements in effectiveness were certainly to be expected. As Winston
Churchill put it in 1925, “As for Poison Gas and Chemical Warfare in all its
forms, only the first chapter has been written in this terrible book.”11 And, used
in combination with aircraft—another rapidly developing innovation of the
Great War—the weapons could easily be used against not only military forces
but also civilian populations far behind the lines.

Soon quite a few people (though by no means all) were envisioning doomsday.
Paris could be “annihilated” in an hour by 100 airplanes each carrying a ton of gas,
some claimed, and a former British War Ministry official told the House of Lords
that forty tons could ““destroy the whole population of London.” Others claimed
that twenty large gas bombs could destroy Chicago or Berlin, or that “one air force
group . . . could completely paralyze all activities in a city the size of New York for
any protracted period.” Some military theorists, especially the influential Italian
general Giulio Douhet, concluded from the experience of the Great War that any
ground war would quickly and necessarily degenerate into a stalemate while air
power would determine the outcome. He calculated that 500 tons of bombs,
mostly gas, could destroy a large city and its inhabitants. The effects of gas could be
lingering as well as devastating: gas dropped on an area could remain disabling for
several weeks and might cause or aggravate later illnesses. Thus, one report
concluded, a potential combatant could anticipate “the depopulation of large
sections of the country, as to threaten, if not destroy, all that has been gained
during the painful centuries of the past.”’12 In Britain many concluded that an air
attack could deliver a “knock-out blow”” to the country, particularly to London. As
one prominent politician recalled in 1966, “We thought of air warfare in 1938
rather as people think of nuclear warfare today.”13
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Where war was once seen as progressive, many people now concluded that they
had had about all the progress they could tolerate. Churchill concluded that war
was now “the potential destroyer of the human race. . . . Mankind has never been
in this position before. Without having improved appreciably in virtue or enjoy-
ing wiser guidance, it has got into its hands for the first time the tools by which
it can unfailingly accomplish its own extermination.” Psychoanalyst Sigmund
Freud concluded his 1930 book, Civilization and Its Discontents, by expressing
his own discontent with the way civilization had developed: “Men have brought
their powers of subduing nature to such a pitch that by using them they could
now very easily exterminate one another to the last man.” British Prime Minister
Stanley Baldwin was one of many who declared, “When the next war comes
... European civilization [will be] wiped out.” It was also widely assumed in the
West that (assuming anything was left standing) a major war would lead to a
worldwide depression.14

We have no experience with atomic war to judge the predictions of what it
would be like, but we do have World War II to judge the predictions of those
who envisioned major war before 1939. Obviously, doomsday and apocalypse in
the sense of the extermination of the human race did not occur; bombing was
far less decisive than many anticipated; and, for reasons discussed in the next
chapter, gas was scarcely used at all. But the central notion that the next Great
War would be vastly more horrible than the first one (which, of course, was
already sufficiently horrible for virtually everybody) certainly did come to pass.
There were some 15 million battle deaths, and, following the interwar predic-
tions, civilians became important targets; consequently, the total destruction of
human life in the war probably reached 35 million or more. -

For many, then, the real threat and the true enemy had become war itself. In
a study of fictional accounts of future war, I. F. Clarke notes that World War
I produced a pronounced change, which World War 11 and atomic weapons were
later only to embellish: “Since 1914 the literature of imaginary warfare has seen
a constant retreat from the old, heroic, and aggressive attitudes. The chief enemy
is no longer some foreign power; it is the immense destructiveness of modern
weapons. . . . All that has been written about future wars since Hiroshima merely
repeats and amplifies what was said between the two world wars.”15*

Now, if it is a choice between two evils, the enemy and war, and if the enemy
is the lesser of the two evils, then anything the enemy.wants must be preferable

*Typical was a 1931 novel, The Gas War of 1940, which envisioned a war begun by a German
attack on Poland that escalated to worldwide ruin from poison gas and high explosives. Other British
works of the era have such titles as The Poison War, Empty Victory, War upon Women, People of
the Ruins, The Last Man, The Collapse of Homo Sapiens, Invasion from the Air, Last of My Race,
At the End of the World, Day of Wrath, and The World Ends. Similar tales were penned in Germany
and France. The Germans even had a name for the genre: Weltuntergangsroman—world-downfall
novels.
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to war. In the 1936 motion picture Things to Come, with a screenplay by H. G.
Wells, an English character observes on Christmas Day 1940, as cataclysmic war
is about to break out, “If we don’t end war, war will end us.” Britons were at
war by the end of 1940, as Wells had predicted; but they went into the war
saying, essentially, “If we don’t end Hitler, Hitler will end us.” It was not an easy
transformation to make.

The Lessons of 1914.

Throughout, all were haunted by the 1914 experience. As suggested in the
previous chapter, there were two ways that the Great War might have been
prevented. One of those was through calm negotiation—talking things over in
an accommodating manner. Grievances might have been ironed out, and hostili-
ties, many of them based on misperception or simplistic mindsets, might have
been lessened. There are historians who doubt this process would have been
successful in 1914, because in their view Germany was looking forward to a fight
and anticipating a victory that would greatly expand its area of control and firmly
establish it as the dominant country in the area.l¢ But it was often touch and
go in 1914, and a few wise moves could have averted war at that time. And
~perhaps, given some breathing space, the protagonists might have eventually
abated or diverted the momentum toward war. The lesson is not unreasonable,
and it was the one principally derived by Western peace-preferrers from the
political and military maneuvers that led to catastrophe in 1914.

The other method for preventing World War I would have been to make it
clear to any would-be aggressor that war would be exactly as counterproductive
and horrible as, in fact, it proved to be. Given the overwhelmingly common
assumption that war would be short and cheap, this deterrence process was
probably simply not feasible in 1914. But after the war it might have been
accomplished through either of two methods: (1) the development of weapons
that could promise mass destruction or (2) the creation among the peace-
preferring nations of a firm alliance that could promise quick, enveloping esca-
lation.

If after World War 1 the peace-preferring nations had assiduously sought to
develop chemical and similar weapons and the methods for delivering them, they
might have been able eventually to create a force capable of massively retaliating
against the civilian population of any aggressor nation in Europe.17 To use the
jargon of a later era, they would have had an effective countervalue capability:
even if they had been attacked first, they could have responded with a severely
punishing retaliatory strike.

There are several reasons why the peace seekers of the interwar period never
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tried to develop this capability. One clearly was that the other side could have,
and in all probability would have, also developed such a capability. Thus, the fear
was that in any major conflict chemical warfare would be used by both sides
against civilian targets, causing death rates far beyond those suffered in the Great
War. Furthermore, the purposeful targeting of civilians was a notion that no one
was yet willing to accept. When civilian targets were bombed at Guernica in 1937
during the Spanish Civil War and at Warsaw and Rotterdam early in World War
I1, great horror and outrage were registered. (One of the most notable develop-
ments of World War II was that, by its end, this moral concern had been fully
overcome: the cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki were considered to be military
targets by the people who bombed them in 1945.)18 In addition, chemical
warfare had picked up a particularly negative onus, in part because of the effective
British propaganda branding its initiator, Germany, as morally degenerate. Some-
what trapped by their own argumentation, the British took the lead in seeking
to ban this method of killing in favor of more old-fashioned ones like bullets,
bayonets, and shrapnel. There was also strong hostility to gas among military
establishments, which found chemical warfare to be disgustingly mechanistic,
uncivilized, and dishonorable, as well as extremely messy to use on the battlefield;
accordingly, they never really assimilated it into their military plans. Among those
who had a personal aversion to gas was Adolf Hitler, who had been temporarily
blinded by a British gas attack in 1918.19

However, even if the peace preferrers of the interwar penod were unpre-
pared to develop weapons of unprecedented civilian destruction as a deterrent,
they could have sought to deter by banding together in a firm alliance that
would have threatened a potential aggressor with another massive, multiple-
front war like World War 1. In other words, deterrence might have worked
if the countries opposing war had credibly threatened to coalesce into exactly
the sort of alliance they actually did form once the war began. Suggestions
that this be done were common enough at the time, particularly as the threat
from Germany grew in the 1930s. But neither small nor large countries could
bring themselves to fashion such an alliance. The lessons of 1914, in fact,
seemed to suggest that alliances could actually drag a country into a pointless
war. And there were other barriers to alliance. The Soviet regime, with its
advocacy and promotion of worldwide violent revolution, was often considered
in the West to be even more threatening than the Nazis. And effective alli-
ance within the West was hampered by several factors, including economic
“crises in Britain and constant political turmoil in France, as well as disillu-
sioned isolationism in the United States.

Thus, the experience of 1914 taught those questing for peace after the Great
War that the best way to prevent war was to be accommodating and unthreaten-
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ingly reasonable. Three countries had leaders who were prepared to exploit such
attitudes: Italy, Germany, and Japan. '

Mussolini’s War

Although Benito Mussolini may not occupy an exalted place in the pantheon of
warmongers, he is in there somewhere. Mussolini came into authority in Italy in
1922 and seized dictatorial, or near-dictatorial, control in 1927. By then he had
formulated a plan—even a kind of theory—of conquest. Italy, he felt, deserved
a more prominent place in world affairs. To achieve this status, he proposed an
expansionistic policy—but, conveniently, in a direction away from the major
military countries of Europe. Italy had managed to fight on the victorious side
in the Great War, and most border issues with the nations to the north had been
settled. It was Mussolini’s notion that his country’s destiny—its “‘national mis-
sion”—now lay in the reestablishment of the Mediterranean as “the sea of
Rome” which Italy ought to control “by right of its geographical configuration
and the maritime traditions of its race.” Furthermore, he felt, war could unite
his country and could promote the process of revolution he was trying to further
~ there.20 ;

Mussolini was one of those few souls after the Great War who still thrilled at
the thought of war. His Fascist philosophy believed “neither in the possibility nor
the utility of perpetual peace,” he once wrote, and he found pacifism in its
“renunciation of the struggle” to be “an act of cowardice,” because “war alone
brings up to its highest tension all human energy and puts the stamp of nobility
upon the peoples who have the courage to meet it.”’2!

Impelled in part by such anachronistic ravings, Mussolini cast about for a war
he could wage courageously and energetically to win his nobility stamp. His
schemes had to be kept manageable, however, because of economic, industrial,
and military weakness, and because of the memory of the Great War that
haunted too many Italians. By October 1935, with Germany rearmed and en-
couraging, France catatonic over internal disunity and the growing German
threat, and Britain and the United States bogged down in a major economic
depression, Mussolini found his target: Ethiopia, a weak, backward, landlocked,
underpopulated, tribal/feudal country in Africa that was of little or no interest
to other European colonizers.

Even then Mussolini had to struggle to win acceptance of his distant war. The
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army, the monarch, the conservative establishment, and even prominent mem-
bers of his own Fascist party were extremely reluctant to take what they saw as
“a great gamble.” The venture did get some support from the Roman Catholic
Church, which was looking forward to converting and civilizing the Ethiopians,
and it also enjoyed a fair amount of public popularity because it would avenge
a humiliating defeat that the Italians had suffered there in 1896 and were still
smarting over.22 It took seven months, but with the aid of aerial bombing and
poison-gas attacks, the Italians defeated the Ethiopians.

Mussolini was emboldened by this popular victory in a land whose value was
‘apparent to no one else in Europe, and he was greatly encouraged by the unwill-

ingness of the peace-preferring nations to do much of anything about his aggres-
sion. Accordingly, he tinkered onward, more or less following his old theories of
advance. In 1938 he sent arms and troops to help the Fascist cause in the Spanish
- Civil War; in 1939 he annexed Albania; and on June 10, 1940, he joined
- Germany in war against France and Britain.

But he dragged his country kicking and screaming every step of the way.
Glorious plans to attack Egypt were scuttled by the army, and the generals and
admirals went along with his war declaration only after it was obvious that the
Germans had defeated France (Italy quickly flew over a few planes to get in on
the kill) and only after Mussolini had tricked them with assurances that there
actually would not be any war to fight thereafter. “The generals,” he complained
disgustedly later, “didn’t want to make war.” And although a superior dema-
gogue, Mussolini was unable to generate in the Italian people the sort of enthusi-
asm for war that had been so prevalent in Europe in 1914. As MacGregor Knox
has observed, he “struggled in vain for years to prepare the day when the Italian
public would rise to its feet and demand war.”23

It would be scant comfort to the families of the 20,000 Ethiopians who died
fighting the invader, but even under the leadership of a charismatic, self-deluded,
and fairly crafty war enthusiast, Italy was hardly the model of a modern major
aggressor. As their early collapse in World War II was to demonstrate, the
Italians had little stomach—that is, were too civilized—for war. Without the
coordinated machinations of their German ally and, later, master, the puffed-up,
self-conscious adventures of Mussolini and his reluctant Italians would have been
only a minor blot on the peace that broke out in Europe at the eleventh hour
in 1918.
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Hitler’'s War

It is not true that no one in Europe besides Adolf Hitler wanted war, or at any
rate the gains of war. Obviously, he found enough residual war spirit to inflame,
and others found his vision of an expanded Germany attractive. It does seem true,
however, that after 1918 Hitler was the only person left in Europe who combined
the requisite supreme political skills with a willingness to risk major conflagration
to quest after his vision. Not only did he manufacture a reason for war, but against
great internal and external opposition, he crafted a military strategy that prom-
ised to achieve these gains without repeating World War I; and for a decade he
experienced an amazing record of success against his timorous opponents.

There was great discontent with the status quo in Germany after the defeat
of 1918 and after the punishing, often gratuitously insulting terms that were
imposed upon it, and there was enormous frustration with the enervating domes-
tic combat between the political left and right, and with the waffling, ineffectual
center. In places the war spirit lingered: in the 1920s Germany produced not only
Erich Maria Remarque’s famous antiwar novel, All Quiet on the Western Front,
but also Ernst Jiinger’s popular and blood-curdling, if less well-remembered, 7he
Storm of Steel. Moreover, there was economic chaos, political instability, class
hostility, and ethnic turmoil throughout Central and Eastern Europe. Some
limited military clashes might have developed out of the various festering national
resentments and rivalries—perhaps some border conflicts or land seizures, bitter
but brief. However, given the overwhelming horror of major war that prevailed
throughout the continent, and the profound exhaustion with it, the idea that
another world war would somehow have naturally evolved out of the conflict and
chaos in Europe is singularly unconvincing. A spectacularly skilled, and unusually
lucky, entrepreneur was necessary for war.

Hitler needed the chaos and discontent to work with—although he created
much of it, too. And surely he needed assistance—colleagues who were worship-
fully subservient; a superb army that could be manipulated and whipped into
action; a population capable of being mesmerized and led to slaughter; foreign
opponents who were confused, disorganized, gullible, myopic, and faint-hearted,;
neighbors who would rather be prey than fight—although he created much of
this as well. Hitler took the conditions of the world as he found them and then
shaped and manipulated them to his own ends. He created the machinery to
allow him to carry out his war plans and then ran the machinery himself. To a
considerable degree, World War 1l came about because one man wanted it to
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occur and, with astonishingly single-minded and ruthless guile and craft, made
it happen.

Hitler’s Centrality.

Hitler was central to the Nazi system both creatively and operationally. As
Norman Rich observes, “The point cannot be stressed too strongly; Hitler was
master of the Third Reich.” Hitler received “dictatorial powers” within his own
party in 1921; and after seizing control of the country in 1933, he moved quickly
and decisively to persuade, browbeat, dominate, outmaneuver, downgrade, and,
in many instances, murder opponents or would-be opponents. He possessed
enormous energy and stamina, exceptional persuasive powers, an excellent mem-
ory, strong powers of concentration, an overwhelming craving for power, a fanat-
ical belief in his mission, a monumental self-confidence, a unique daring, a
spectacular facility for lying, a mesmerizing oratory style, and an ability to be
utterly ruthless to anyone who got in his way or attempted to divert him from
his intended course of action.24 Although he could be laughable with his strut-
tings and fulminations and Chaplinesque moustache, he was, as historians like
Rich, Allan Bullock, and Hugh Trevor-Roper have suggested, “a political genius.”
Because he was a moral criminal, 2 monster, it is easy to conclude that he must
also have been an irrational fanatic with little grasp of reality. Trevor-Roper calls
this the error of “extrapolating low intelligence from moral degradation.”25 To
conclude that he could not recognize reality and manipulate it to his benefit
would be to continue the underestimation of his talents that helped drag his
contemporaries into history’s most terrible war. '

Hitler, in short, was neither symptom nor figurehead. He invented Nazism, he
made it work, and he caused World War I1.

Hitler’s Theory of Conquest.

Although he was quite capable of seizing political opportunities when they
arose, Hitler was at core a man with a plan that derived from a cosmic, if
appalling, theory. The German people, he had convinced himself, were destined
to dominate the world—with himself, of course, at the helm. As he figured it,
this destiny derived from their racial superiority. As the master race, they natur-
ally needed something to master; and the races to the east, which Hitler had
concluded were inferior, seemed to him ideal for this role. The essence of Hitler's
thought, according to Rich, was that “the German population was too small and
its territorial base too limited to guarantee the survival of the racially superior
Germans in the world arena of racial competition; if the German race was to
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survive, both its population and territorial base would have to be extended—at
once and on a vast scale.” It was therefore necessary for the German people to
gain land, particularly in the <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>