
Chapter Nine PEACE STRATEGIES
OF DETERRENCE
AND ACCOMMODATION

IN THE PRECEDING chapters peace was discussed only inci-

dentally, as one environmental goal among others, for instance, or

as the desired outcome of a balance of power policy conducted by
status quo powers. Yet policies dealing with peace, or with the pre-

vention of war, occupy a prominent place in the foreign policy of

most nations much of the time. It would be distressing if this were

not so, particularly now that war threatens unprecedented destruc-

tiveness and, at least in the case of unrestricted war between two

nuclear powers, has ceased to be a rational instrument of policy.

Despite the widespread public clamor for peace and the unending
stream of official professions of peaceful intent, it is often said that

peace itself is never the actual goal of foreign policy. This conten-

tion rests on the misapprehension that in order to qualify as a goal,

peace would have to be regarded as an absolute value for which

all other values would be sacrificed. But few objectives, even the

protection of such a core value as territorial integrity, are absolute

in this sense: Czechoslovakia, for example, ceded much of her terri-

tory to Hitler in 1938 in order to save the rest. Peace too competes
with other values, with justice in one instance, with honor in

another. It may therefore be sacrificed if avoiding war would re-

quire resigned acceptance of intolerable injustice or the violation of

solemn pledges. As a rule, only a nation facing defeat will "buy"

peace at the extreme price of an unconditional surrender which

means placing itself and all it values at the mercy of the enemy.
Between this contingency and the opposite extreme at which a

nation prefers war to making any sacrificeor actually cherishes

war as a value in itself lie the wide range of choices by which
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nations decide what losses to incur or what gains to forfeit in order

to restore, preserve, or consolidate peace.

It stands to reason that peace is valued most by nations for whom
war and violence can promise nothing but loss and destruction.

The more satisfied nations are with the established order, or the

weaker they are compared to their potential enemies, the more they

can be expected to be
'

'peace-loving/' i.e., willing to make sacrifices

to preserve the peace. But even powerful dissatisfied countries will

sometimes be found on the peace-loving side; the restraint of these

countries, which are capable of contesting the status quo through

force but instead accept the conditions that provoke their dissatis-

faction, is all the more praiseworthy.
1 Of course, under present

nuclear conditions such resignation is not difficult for countries that

could not hope to change the status quo except by resort to a war

of devastating self-destruction. Germany's resignation to partition,

at least for an indefinite time, or the resignation of the United

States to Moscow's continued rule over Eastern Europe can be better

explained by their realization of the costs of the alternative to peace
than by either a passionate desire for peace or a condemnable indif-

ference to the injustices of the status quo.
The varying value different men and nations attach to the bless-

ings of peace and to the lives and property that war would destroy

are not irrelevant in accounting for their respective propensity to

resort to war, whether offensively, to change the status quo,, or

defensively, to preserve it; but if, in times ahead, the readiness to

initiate war should decline, it will be less for greater love of peace
or greater indifference to unjust conditions than for greater fear

of nuclear destruction. Evidence of this has not been lacking since

the dawn of the nuclear age. In places such as Indochina, Suez,

Tibet, and Goa, where the danger of nuclear weapons' being used,

or of escalation of war to the nuclear level, was considered small,

nations and factions within nations have demonstrated no unusual

restraint in the resort to violence and even less in the use of threats

of warnot all bluff for purposes of both deterrence and blackmail.

1
George Kennan suggests that Americans, particularly, are prejudiced in

favor of the status quo and peacefulness. He points out that "to the American
mind, it is implausible that people should have positive aspirations, and ones
that they regard as legitimate, more important to them than the peacefulness
and orderliness of international life," and goes on to say that "we tend to
underestimate the violence of national maladjustments and discontents elsewhere
in the world." American Diplomacy, 1900-1950 (University of Chicago Press,

Chicago, 1951) , p. 96.
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When governments do concern themselves with the promotion
of peace, they are faced with a wealth of suggestions and an ever

growing volume of literature on how peace can be attained or made
to endure. 2 Most of the advice on peace addressed to the problem
of how to order the worldlegally, politically, and militarily to

make wars among nations impossible fails to spell out how na-

tional governments responsible for the security of their countries

could go about creating such an order.

The plans of exponents of world government offer the most strik-

ing example of the dichotomy between the ideal and the practical

peace strategy. In maintaining that a world authority enjoying a

monopoly of military power would make war impossible, they are

stating a truism. The important question is whether national gov-
ernments are in a position to replace the multistate system with a

single sovereign power possessing unchallengeable authority over

the entire political world. To affirm this as a practical possibility

the exponents of world government point out, correctly, that sov-

ereign nations have on occasion merged their independence into a

union or federation with others, forfeiting their separate control

over military forces and thus their ability to resort to war. This

argument fails to consider, however, the amount of amity and
mutual confidence necessary among nations to make their merger
conceivable. Wherever peace is endangered and conflict and enmity

reign as they do, for instance, in the cold war today, peace through
world government and thus its greatest purpose, the elimination of

the danger of nuclear war presupposes that the two opposing power
blocs agree on its establishment. Such agreement, however, as men-

tioned earlier,
3 assumes willingness on the part of the opposing blocs

to place their countries in the hands of an authority wielding a

monopoly of power over which their opponent might later manage
to gain control.

Here lies the Utopian joker. If ever the United States and the

Soviet Union gained such boundless confidence in each other, no

world government would be needed. For a nation to favor world

2 See the elaborate and useful bibliographies and research proposals pub-
lished by the Institute for International Order (11 West 42 Street, New York

36, New York) . These include the quarterly bibliographical publication Cur-

rent Thought on Peace and War, and five "Research Designs for Peace/' Also

prominent in the field of nonutopian peace research is the Center for Research

on Conflict Resolution of the University of Michigan, which publishes the

quarterly Journal of Conflict Resolution.
8 See Chapter 8, "The Balance of Power in Theory and Practice."
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government even in the absence of such mutual confidence, on the

ground that the envisaged constitutional or legal provisions and

commitments would make it impossible for the other nation to seize

control, would be to demonstrate an almost inconceivable degree

of ignorance on the part of responsible leaders about the limits of

the power of law under conditions in which a deeply rooted con-

sensus on major issues and a genuine community among the parties

are conspicuously absent.

Some other well-known peace proposals or panaceas for peace are

similarly Utopian in that they lie beyond the range of practical poli-

cies open to the "powers that be." Peace would be safer, for in-

stance, if human nature could be changed so as to bring all states-

men to value peace more than anything their countries could hope
to attain or defend by a resort to force. Similarly, there would be

no danger of war if all governments could be made to abide by a

rule of law prohibiting war's initiation. The question is how gov-

ernments interested in peace could effect not only in their own

people but also in their opponents the radical switch in psychology
and behavior that would be required. If the answer is that nations

who failed to change the nature of their citizens or went to war

in violation of the law should be punished by the ones who have

been reformed, the result still would be war even though it would

be called enforcement of the peace, police action, or military sanc-

tions.

Yet another set of ideas about peace is put forth with at least

implicit advice that they be made the basis of national peace poli-

cies, in this case policies of a domestic type. As was mentioned

earlier,
4
many of the social scientists who have digressed from their

chief field of interest and competence into the field of relations

between nations have treated international war as an event origi-

nating in the minds of psychoneurotic men characterized by abnor-

mal aggressiveness, dogmatism, or hatred of other peoples. From
this assumption of which, to my knowledge, no empirical verifica-

tion has ever been attemptedit follows that the prevention of war
calls for measures designed either to cure the unbalanced minds of

the men who are in a position to initiate war, to prevent such men
from attaining power, or, best of all, to combat the causes of psycho-
neuroses within the society itself,

4 See Chapter 3, "The Determinants of Foreign Policy/' and especially fn. 3
thereto.
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I do not propose to inquire here into the validity of the under-

lying psychological thesis, which reminds one of the similar ethical

thesis ascribing all initiation of war to the action of evil men. No
doubt many wars have been the work of mad or vicious men; but

I would argue that the Hitlerian wars of the "mad Caesars" are

the exception rather than the rule. Yet even if the "neurosis thesis"

were correct, it is hard to see how governments to whom it might

appeal could go about eliminating the disease or seriously reducing
it even at home, if one considers the number of neurotics in every
nation from whose ranks future "mad Caesars" and their followers

could be drawn. It is impossible, moreover, to envisage how these

same governments could hope to affect the incidence and influence

of men of a neurotic type in countries other than their own. Prob-

ably the promotion of nonaggressiveness in some countries would

merely strengthen other countries that are more inclined toward

war and therefore opposed to the suggested reforms or therapy. The
result would be a unilateral psychological disarmament and a dan-

gerous undermining of peace efforts based on deterrence.

Leaving aside, then, both Utopian and domestic policy proposals
recommended as peace strategies, I shall turn to the practical ways
in which governments concerned with peace can express their con-

cern in a manner compatible with the pursuit of the nation's inter-

ests as traditionally conceived. They can express this concern and

indeed have done so- again and again by measures designed to pro-
mote peace. Three different objectives of such measures can be

distinguished: first, the restoration of peace after it has been broken,

or "peacemaking"; second, the preservation of peace by prevention
of war; and third, the consolidation or stabilization of peace.

If it had not been amply proved before that peacemaking is one

of the most ticklish tasks of diplomacy, the two world wars should

have removed all doubts. Even if both sides become keenly inter-

ested in ending hostilities, they often continue to fight because there

is more at stake for them than peace, the price of which in terms

of other values may change with every turn of the war. Moreover,

even within the camp that sees a chance of victory there is fre-

quently passionate controversy between those who advocate a puni-
tive peace and those who prefer to settle for a conciliatory peace.

The goal of both factions is an "enduring peace," but the proper
road to that goal is not clear. Those who would continue the fight

may be sincerely convinced that only total defeat will deter the

enemy from ever renewing the war; those who advocate reconcilia-
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tion hope thereby to remove some of the dissatisfactions that origi-

nally provoked the resort to force. Because the kind of order estab-

lished at the close of a war may become the chief cause of a

subsequent war, one would wish that more of the "peace research"

to which scholars are dedicating themselves would focus on the

problems raised by peacemaking.
Policies designed to preserve the peace form a regular and often

predominant part of the foreign policy of nations that consider

themselves exposed to military attack. If they see no way to change

the intention of the would-be attacker, and are unwilling to sur-

render to such an attack, they must seek to prevent it. This means

engaging in a policy known as deterrence; it is designed to frighten

off the opponent or to dissuade him from carrying out his intention

to fight. Nuclear deterrence is only one form of this policy, but

one in which the means of causing fright are particularly awesome.

If effectiveness means no more than that hostilities are avoided or

postponed, deterrence can be an effective peace strategy. But while

the opponent has been prevented from carrying out his aggressive

intentions, neither his intentions, nor his means of putting them

into practice, nor the underlying conflict between the opponents

has been altered. Peace remains no less precarious for having been

preserved in this fashion and may continue to be what today is

called the cold war.

Because governments concerned with peace are interested in

going beyond the mere prevention of open hostilities, much of their

foreign policy or peace strategy is aimed at consolidating and sta-

bilizing the peace. Since as in the case of the restoration of peace,

deterrence is not, or not by itself, sufficient, consolidation calls for

accommodation In its broadest sense. Deterrence, to preserve the

peace, and accommodation, to consolidate it, then, are the chief

peace strategies of nations and they usually can be pursued simul-

taneously. While they may at times get into each other's way,

neither strategy is likely in the long run to achieve satisfactory

results alone. Nations that have neither the means to deter nor the

means to accommodate their opponents must rely on others for their

protection from war. They are incapable of any policy that would

deserve the name of peace strategy, although they may mistake pro-

fessions of peaceful intent or the advocacy of sweeping universal

schemes for peace, such as total disarmament, as substitutes for such

a strategy.
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Deterrence through military power Is as old as the multistate

system itself: si vis pacem para bellum was a classic commentary.
It is a prominent aspect of the balancing of power process because

it defines the purpose of the balancing operations of countries seek-

ing to prevent the initiation of war by their opponents.
5 Most of

the discussion on deterrence lies beyond the scope of the present

study which concerns international politics without extending into

the field of military policy and strategy.
6 The relationship between

deterrence policy and peace preservation deserves some considera-

tion here, however. It is often claimed that preparations for war

(for that matter, preparations for any coercive action), which are

inherent in all military deterrence, increase rather than reduce the

danger of war. For this reason the United States has been criticized

for an alleged overemphasis on deterrence and thus on military

preparedness or "positions of strength." There is some truth in the

contention that what is intended to deter an opponent may instead

provoke him and thus lead to the war it was supposed to prevent.
This may happen even when there is no unnecessary sabre-rattling

and no lack of communications between the parties. No govern-
ment can ever be certain that a build-up of forces and weapons

systems by the other side is not a preparation for offensive action,

or that it will not turn into such preparation even if not originally

so intended. Under nuclear conditions a strong suspicion on this

count might even trigger a pre-emptive strike.

Yet, however serious the risks inherent in polices of deterrence,

particularly when the full intensity of nuclear brinkmanship is

reached, the alternative involves risks of far more ominous propor-
tions. It means placing oneself at the mercy of an actual or poten-
tial opponent, who as a rule will not fail to justify to himself, if

5 For further consideration of this point see Chapter 8, "The Balance of

Power in Theory and Practice/'
6 The present author has contributed to the discussion of military and

especially nuclear deterrence in the following articles: "The Atomic Bomb in

Soviet-American Relations," in The Absolute Weapon, ed. Bernard Brodie

(Harcourt, Brace & Co., New York, 1946) ; "Could a War in Europe be

Limited?" The Yale Review, Winter, 1956; "Europe and the NATO Shield,"

International Organization, No. 4, 1958; "Limits on Disengagement" in East-

West Negotiations, published by the Washington Center of Foreign Policy

Research, 1959; "Nuclear Restraint: A Two-Edged Sword," Marine Corps
Gazette, May, 1960; and by his part in the report of the Washington Center

of Foreign Policy Research to the Committee on Foreign Relations of the

United States Senate entitled, "Developments in Military Technology and
Their Impact on United States Strategy and Foreign Policy," December, 1959,

of which he was a coauthor and the responsible editor.
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not to others, actions designed to take advantage o-f his superiority.

Instead of being provoked, opponents are being tempted here by

the lack of resistance they expect to meet.

But while deterrence is indispensable, it can be accepted as the

sole peace policy only when chances of accommodation at a tol-

erable price are nonexistent. After all, at best deterrence can affect

the underlying dispute only by "laying it on ice" for a more or

less prolonged period. Occasionally such postponement of hostili-

ties may allow the old conflict to be superseded by new preoccupa-

tions and consequently to fade away. Some people in the West, for

instance, cherish the hope that during a prolonged Soviet-Western

stalemate, Red China will develop into a major threat to the Soviet

Union and that this will induce Moscow eventually to lose interest

in communizing the West. As a rule, peace resting on deterrence

alone, whether it be deterrence of only one party or mutual deter-

rence, leaves nations in a state of conflict and thus in the precarious

position of sitting on the lid of a boiling kettle. This is particularly

true in an age troubled both by fanatical demands for change and

by profound fears for the security of national core values.

Accommodation is no more a panacea for peace than is deter-

rence. It takes two to accommodate just as it takes two to make war.

If one side cannot be deflected from the demands that produce

conflict and, therefore, threaten violence no matter what compro-

mises the other is in a position to offer, the only remaining alter-

natives to war are either deterrence or surrender. But even if

successful, accommodation cannot guarantee enduring peace and it

may, in fact, have an unstabilizing effect. There is no way of telling

in advance whether concessions will satisfy the other side or merely

whet its appetite. If accommodation takes the form of unequal or

unilateral concessions, it becomes "appeasement" in the invidious

sense the term has taken on since Munich, which implies that it will

call forth new demands. To point to the dangers of the chain re-

action or domino effect of such appeasement does not mean, how-

ever, to rule out accommodation by unilateral concession under all

circumstances. To give up untenable positions with a view to

creating better chances of effective deterrence and accommodation

further in the rear, as belligerents frequently have done with suc-

cess, may be the lesser of two evils.

Leaving aside the case of unilateral concessions, accommodation

aims at compromise in which the difference between the parties is

split at a point acceptable to both. Most of the work of diplomacy
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and of international organizations such as the United Nations con-

sists of efforts at accommodation. Not only do parties to disputes

rarely offer inflexible resistance to accommodation, which usually

requires direct negotiation at some point, but "third parties" that

are prepared to get into the act if given an opportunity are even

more rarely lacking, although the role of the mediator is known to

be neither easy nor thankful. Their overriding incentive is to mod-

erate or resolve conflict between others before it erupts into violence

and destroys the peace, the benefits of which all parties share. Left

to their own devices, conflicting parties engaged in measuring their

respective strength encounter great difficulties initiating a policy of

accommodation because they become exposed to the suspicion of

weakness. This explains why the mediator almost invariably is a

crucial figure in accommodation.

The question of what makes a successful mediator deserves much
more attention than it has received. A reputation for impartiality

may be only one characteristic of the suitable mediator, but it is

indispensable; therefore the present lack of genuinely neutral coun-

tries or of individuals in these countries recognized as neutral by
both sides Khrushchev has even denied that there can be such

individuals seriously reduces the chances for effective mediation

and thus for peace through accommodation. The United Nations,

though in many respects an ideal mediator, is no substitute for

individuals or individual nations with a reputation for impartiality:
it cannot set up acceptable mediatory boards or committees unless

at least chairmen can be found who are recognized as neutrals by
both parties.

The most serious obstacle to any accommodation that is not

merely a verbal cloak for the surrender of one party is the depth
of the gulf that separates parties whose conflicts constitute a threat

to the peace. It would be defeatist, however, provided a balance of

coercive power is maintained on all levels of confrontation, to as-

sume a priori that maximum demands and counterdemands cannot

be whittled down and compromised or that the issues are as indi-

visible as the political labels used to characterize them would indi-

cate. Of course, mediation and negotiations may fail, as they have

frequently failed in the past. But while their failure should serve

as a warning to those who would sacrifice or jeopardize deterrence

for the sake of the more "peaceful" road of accommodation, nations

with a vital stake in the prevention of war have strong reason to

wish to meet their opponents part way whenever there is any chance
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of resolving conflict by agreement. Those seeking change may be

induced to accept less than they originally demanded or to resign

themselves to no change at all particularly if a determined and

credible show of counterpower or the odium of initiating violence

makes the price of forceful change appear high. It may prove more

difficult to induce a nation defending its established rights and

possessions to negotiate away any part of the status quo both because

the use of force in response to an attack is unlikely to provoke moral

condemnation and because the impression of weakness is deeply

feared as a threat to the security of all of a nation's rights and

possessions. Stringent advance commitments to take or to hold add

further obstacles to peaceful change. Yet without such change
nations can hope at best for the "peace" of a tenuous stalemate

or truce.

No mention has been made so far of arms control or disarma-

ment as instruments of peace strategy, although in the public mind

they hold a key position among such instruments. Disarmament

proposals are not necessarily Utopian, although of course they may
be. On many occasions nations have cut back their armaments uni-

laterally, often because the danger to their security declined, some-

times because they could no longer afford to- continue their previous

military efforts. But only in rare cases have limitations and reduc-

tions of armaments been agreed upon, either tacitly or formally, by
two or more nations. This phenomenon calls for some explanation
here because of its discouraging implications for a peace strategy

of agreed disarmament.

Arms control agreements, if they turn out to be practical, can

bridle an arms race that aggravates tensions by heightening the fear

o both accidental and offensive war. The dangers arising from a

nuclear arms race are particularly serious because a nation might
strike preventively if it foresaw a change in its relative power posi-

tion arising from technological advantages gained by its opponent
in the field of decisive weaponry. The most formidable practical
obstacle to arms control agreements is the justified fear that mutual
reduction or abolition of military establishments will destroy an

existing distribution of military power on which deterrence rests.

It can be taken for granted that no nation locked in conflict with

another will consent to a change in its relative military power posi-
tion by an arms control agreement, yet the difficulties posed by the

technical problem of making reductions proportional in their effect
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on the power of the opposing parties tends to defeat even the most

serious efforts at accommodation in this field.

The question has been raised whether general and complete dis-

armament would not obviate the need for proportionality. If both

sides reduce their forces to zero how, it is asked, can one of them

then increase its relative military strength remembering that by
the terms of the agreement it retains none? Here, however, the

problem of reliable inspection is raised, in a most acute form. As

others have pointed out, instability would be vastly increased under

nuclear conditions if one side could gain a monopoly of nuclear

power merely by hiding a limited number of warheads and missiles

in contravention of an agreement. Nor is this the sole objection
to total disarmament as a peace strategy. Under the best of cir-

cumstances it would take time to cover the road to total disarma-

ment. Every step in the process, therefore, raises the same problem
of proportionality as is encountered in the case of less than total

disarmament or arms control measures. Then too, nations consid-

ering the total elimination of military forces and weapons must

ascertain whether such elimination would leave intact their remain-

ing relative power position. The country with superior capabilty
for coercion short of war, or for more rapid rearmament, would by
total disarmament improve and under certain circumstances deci-

sively improve its relative power position.
7

It can be concluded that tacit or formal agreements for the pro-

portional reduction of military power if faithfully carried out would

tend to consolidate the peace by reducing the dangers inherent in

an arms race, although in leaving the underlying conflict unre-

solved, such agreements could not by themselves eliminate the pre-

cariousness of peace nor would they make efforts at accommodation

beyond the field of armaments superfluous. Total disarmament,

however, presents such difficulties under nuclear conditions in terms

both of proportionality and inspection that it can be ruled out as

impractical and relegated to the category of Utopian schemes.

7 For an imaginative exploration of problems that total disarmament would
not solve, see T.C. Schelling, "The Stability of Total Disarmament," Study
Memorandum Number 1, Special Studies Group, Institute for Defense Analyses,

Washington, D.C., October 6, 1961.
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occurs, the vicious circle of what John Herz has described as the

"security dilemma" sets in: the efforts of one side provoke counter-

measures by the other which in turn tend to wipe out the gains of

the first. Theoretically there seems to be no escape from this frus-

trating consequence; in practice, however, there are ways to con-

vince those who might feel threatened that the accumulation of

power is not intended and will never be used for attack. 13 The
chief way is to keep the target level within moderate bounds and to

avoid placing oneself in a position where the level has to be raised

suddenly and drastically. The desire to escape from this vicious

circle presupposes a security policy of much self-restraint and mod-

eration, especially in the choice of the target level. It can never be

expedient to pursue a security policy which by the fact of provoca-
tion or incentive to others fails to increase the nation's relative

power position and capability of resistance.

The question of what means are expedient for the purpose of en-

hancing security raises even more thorny problems. Policy-makers
must decide how to distribute their reliance on whatever means are

available to them and, particularly, how far to push the accumula-

tion of coercive power. No attempt can be made here to decide

what the choice should be in order to be expedient. Obviously,
there can be no general answer that would meet the requirements
of every case. The answer depends on the circumstances. A weak

country may have no better means at its disposal than to prove to

stronger neighbors that its strict neutrality can be trusted. Poten-

tially strong countries may have a chance to deter an aggressor by

creating "positions of strength." In some instances they may have

no other way of saving themselves, while in others even they may
find it more expedient to supplement such a policy, if not to replace

it, by a policy intended to negotiate their opponent out of his ag-

gressive designs.

The reason why "power of resistance" is not the general panacea
which some believe it to be lies in the nature of security itself. If

security, in the objective sense of the term at least, rises and falls

with the presence or absence of aggressive intentions on the part of

others, the attitude and behavior of those from whom the threat

emanates are of prime importance. Such attitude and behavior

12 Not everyone agrees that this can be done. Jeremy Bentham wrote that

"measures of mere self-defense are naturally taken for projects of aggression"
with the result that "each makes haste to begin for fear of being forestalled"

Principles of International Law, Essay IV.
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need not be beyond the realm of influence by the country seeking to

bolster its security. Whenever they do not lie beyond this realm the

most effective and least costly security policy consists in inducing

the opponent to give up his aggressive intentions.

While there is no easy way to determine when a nation can and

should use means that are directed not at resistance but at the pre-

vention of the desire of others to attack, it will clarify the issue to

sketch the types of hypotheses that would link specific security

policies, as expedient, to some of the most typical political constel-

lations.

One can think of nations lined up between the two poles of maxi-

mum and minimum "attack propensity/' with those unalterably

committed to attack, provided it promises success, at one pole and

those at the other, whom no amount of opportunity for successful

attack could induce to undertake it. While security in respect to the

first group can come exclusively as a result of "positions of

strength" sufficient to deter or defeat attack, nothing could do more

to undermine security in respect to the second group than to start

accumulating power of a kind that would provoke fear and counter-

moves.

Unfortunately it can never be known with certainty, in practice,

what position within the continuum one's opponent actually occu-

pies. Statesmen cannot be blamed, moreover, if caution and sus-

picion lead them to assume a closer proximity to the first pole than

hindsight proves to have been justified. We believe we have ample

proof that the Soviet Union today is at or very close to the first pole,

while Canadian policy-makers probably place the United States in

its intentions toward Canada at the second pole.

It is fair to assume that, wherever the issue of security becomes a

matter of serious concern, statesmen usually will be dealing with

potential opponents who occupy a position somewhere between but

much closer to the first of the two poles. This means, then, that an

attack must be feared as a possibility,
even though the intention to

launch it cannot be considered to have crystallized to the point

where nothing could change it. If this be true, a security policy in

order to be expedient cannot avoid accumulating power of resist-

ance and yet cannot let it go at that. Efforts have to be made simul-

taneously toward the goal of removing the incentives to attack.

This is only another way of saying that security policy must seek to

bring opponents to occupy a position as close to the second pole as

conditions and capabilities permit.
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Such a twofold policy presents the greatest dilemmas because

efforts to change the intentions of an opponent may run counter to

efforts to build up strength against him. The dangers of any policy
of concessions, symbolized in contemporary thought by Munich,
cannot be underestimated. The paradox of this situation must be

faced, however, if security policy is to be expedient. It implies that

national security policy, except when directed against a country un-

alterably committed to attack, is the more rational the more it suc-

ceeds in taking into consideration the interests, including the

security interests, of the other side. Only in doing so can it hope to

minimize the willingness of the other to resort to violence. Rather

than to insist, then, that under all conditions security be sought by
reliance on nothing but defensive power and be pushed in a spirit

of national selfishness toward the highest targets, it should be

stressed that in most instances efforts to satisfy legitimate demands
of others are likely to promise better results in terms of security.

13

That is probably what George Kennan had in mind when he ad-

vised policy-makers to use self-restraint in the pursuit of the

national interest. While in the face of a would-be world conqueror
who is beyond the pale of external influence it is dangerous to be

diverted from the accumulation of sheer defensive power, any mis-

take about his true state of mind or any neglect of opportunities to

influence his design, where they have a chance of being successful,

violates the rules of expediency. It should always be kept in mind
that the ideal security policy is one that would lead to a distribu-

tion of values so satisfactory to all nations that the intention to

attack and with it the problem of security would be minimized.

While this is a Utopian goal, policy-makers and particularly peace-

makers would do well to remember that there are occasions when

greater approximation to such a goal can be effected.

We can now focus our attention on the moral issue, if such there

be.14 Those who advocate a policy devoted to national security are

not always aware of the fact (if they do not explicitly deny it) that

13 As A.D. Lindsay puts it, "The search for perfect security . . . defeats its

own ends. Playing for safety is the most dangerous way to live." Introduction

to Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (J.M. Dent & Sons, London, 1914), p. xxii.

14 On the moral problem in international relations, see Chapter 4, "States-

manship and Moral Choice." In one of his statements on the subject, Reinhold

Niebuhr (The Irony of American History, Charles Scribner's Sons, New York,

1952, p. 39) , points specifically to the moral problem involved in security policy
"No imperiled nation," he writes, "is morally able to dispense with weapons

which might insure its survival."
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they are passing moral judgment when they advise a nation to pur-

sue the goal of national security or when they insist that such means

as the accumulation of coercive power or its use should be em-

ployed for this purpose.
15

Nations like individuals or other groups may value things not

because they consider them good or less evil than their alternative;

they may value them because they satisfy their pride, heighten their

sense of self-esteem, or reduce their fears. However, no policy, or

human act in general, which calls for the sacrifice of other values,

as any security policy is bound to do, can escape being made a sub-

ject of moral judgment whether by the conscience of the actor

himself or by others. Here it becomes a matter of comparing and

weighing values in order to decide which of them are deemed suffi-

ciently good to justify the evil of sacrificing others. If someone

insists that his country should do more to build up its strength, he

is implying, knowingly or not, that more security is sufficiently de-

sirable to warrant such evils as the cut in much-needed social wel-

fare benefits or as the extension of the period of military service.16

Many vivid examples of the moral dilemma are being supplied

by current controversies concerning American security policy. Is a

"deal with fascist Spain" morally justified, provided it adds an

increment to our security, though principles valued highly by some

are being sacrificed? Should we engage in subversive activities and

risk the lives of our agents if additional security can be attained

thereby? Should we perhaps go so far as (when ready) to start a

preventive war, with its enormous evils, if we should become con-

vinced that no adequate security can be obtained except by the

defeat of trie Soviet Union? In this last case, would not the expo-

nents of amoralism have some moral qualms, at least to the point of

rationalizing a decision favoring such a war by claiming that it

15 It is not without irony that of the two authors who have recently come
out for a policy of the national interest, the one, George F. Kennan, who calls

for a policy of national self-restraint and humility, usually identified with

morality, should deny "that state behavior is a fit subject for moral judgment"
(American Diplomacy, 1900-1950, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1952,

p. 100) , while the other, Hans Morgenthau (op. cit.) , calling for a policy of

unadulterated national egotism, claims to speak in the name of morality.
16 It would be unrealistic to assume that policy-makers divide their attention

strictly between ends and means and only after having chosen a specific target
level as being morally justified decide whether the means by which it can be
attained are morally acceptable. Moral judgment is more likely to be passed
on the totality of a course of action which embraces both the desired end and
the means which lead to it.
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would serve to satisfy not primarily an egotistical national demand
for security but an altruistic desire to liberate enslaved peoples? It

is easier to argue for the amorality of politics if one does not have

to bear the responsibility of choice and decision!

Far be it from a political scientist to claim any particular compe-
tence in deciding what efforts for national security are or are not

morally justified. What he can contribute here is to point to the

ambiguities of any general normative demand that security be

bought at whatever price it may cost. He may also be able to make
it more difficult for advisers or executors of policy to hide from

themselves or others the moral value judgments and preferences
which underlie whatever security policy they choose to recommend
or conduct.

The moral issue will be resolved in one of several ways depending
on the ethical code upon which the decision is based. From one

extreme point of view it is argued that every sacrifice, especially if

imposed on other nations, is justified provided it contributes in any

way to national security. Clearly this implies a position placing
national security at the apex of the value pyramid and assuming it

to constitute an absolute good to which all other values must be

subordinated. Few will be found to take this position because if

they subscribed to a nationalistic ethic of this extreme type they

probably would go beyond security (the mere preservation of

values) and insist that the nation is justified in conquering what-

ever it can use as lebensraum or otherwise. At the opposite extreme

are the absolute pacifists who consider the use of coercive power an

absolute evil and therefore condemn any security policy that places

reliance on such power.
For anyone who does not share these extreme views the moral

issue raised by the quest for national security is anything but clear-

cut and simple. He may have no doubts about the right of a

nation to protect and preserve values to which it has legitimate title

or even about its moral duty to pursue a policy meant to serve such

preservation. But he cannot consider security the supreme law as

Machiavelli would have the statesman regard the ragione di stato.

Somewhere is drawn a line, which in every instance he must seek to

discover, that divides the realm of neglect, the "too-little," from the

realm of excess, the "too-much."

Decision-makers are faced then, with the moral problem of

choosing first the values that deserve protection, with national in-

dependence ranking high not merely for its own sake but for the
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guarantee it may offer to values like liberty, justice,
and peace.

They must further decide which level o security to make their

target. This frequently will be the most difficult moral task al-

though terms such as adequacy or fair share indicate the kind of

standards that may serve as guides. Finally, they must choose the

means and thus by scrupulous computation of values compare the

sacrifices, which this choice of means implies, with the security they

promise to provide.

It follows that policies of national security, far from being all

good or all evil, may be morally praiseworthy or condemnable de-

pending on their specific character and the particular circumstances

of the case. They may be praised for their self-restraint and the

consideration that this implies for values other than security;

they may instead be condemned for being inadequate to protect

national values. Again, they may be praised in one instance for

the consideration given to the interests of others, particularly of

weaker nations, or condemned in another because of the reckless-

ness with which national values are risked in quest of some chimera.

The target level falls under moral judgment for being too ambi-

tious, egotistical, and provocative or for being inadequate; the

means employed for being unnecessarily costly in other values or

for being ineffective. This wide range of variety which arises out of

the multitude of variables affecting the value computation would

make it impossible, and in fact meaningless, to pass moral judg-

ment, positive or negative, on "national security policy in general."

It is this lack of moral homogeneity that in matters of security

policy justifies attacks on so-called moralism, although not on moral

evaluation. The "moralistic approach" is taken to mean a whole-

sale condemnation either of any concern with national securityas

being an expression of national egotism or of a security policy

relying on coercive and therefore evil power. The exponent of such

"moralism" is assumed to believe that security for all peoples can

be had today by the exclusive use of such "good" and altruistic

means as model behavior and persuasion, a spirit of conciliation,

international organization, or world government. If there are any

Utopians who cling to this notion, and have influence on policy, it

makes sense to continue to disabuse them of what can surely be

proved to be dangerous illusions.

It is worth emphasizing, however, that the opposite line of argu-

ment, which without regard for the special circumstances would

praise everything done for national security or more particularly
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everything done for enhancement of the national power of resist-

ance, is no less guilty of applying simple and abstract moral prin-

ciples and of failing to judge each case realistically on its merits.

Normative admonitions to conduct a foreign policy guided by
the national security interest are seen, then, to be ambiguous and

misleading. In order to be meaningful such admonitions would

have to specify the degree of security that a nation shall aspire to

attain and the means by which it is to be attained in a given situa-

tion. It may be good advice in one instance to appeal for greater

effort and more armaments; it may be no less expedient and morally
advisable in another instance to call for moderation and for greater

reliance on means other than coercive power. Because the pendu-
lum of public opinion swings so easily from extreme complacency
to extreme apprehension, from Utopian reliance on "good will" to

disillusioned faith in naked force only, it is particularly important
to be wary of any simple guide, even one that parades in the realist

garb of a policy directed solely by the national security interest.





Chapter Eleven COLLECTIVE SECURITY
AND THE
WAR IN KOREA

THE ACTION TAKEN by the United Nations in 1950 to

halt the attack on South Korea has been heralded as the first experi-
ment in collective security.

1 The implication is that a radical break

with the traditional foreign policy of nations has occurred; power
politics, we are told, has been replaced by police action of the

world community. Quite likely, many who suffered in the Korean
War on our side have been comforted by the thought that they
served the cause of law enforcement by community action, although
others who* believe that no vital interests of their country were at

stake may have found the ordeal harder to bear. Whatever the

emotional reaction, it is necessary to investigate dispassionately
whether a turning point in world politics was reached when the

United Nations flag was unfurled in Korea. On the answer may
depend what future policy we and others are entitled to expect of

this country.

It may sound like quibbling to ask whether Korea was an ex-

ample of "collective security/
'

Obviously, the answer depends on

the definition of the term. If one chooses to make collective secu-

rity include every collective action undertaken for defensive pur-

poses by a group of nations, then the Korean intervention by the

United States and its associates falls under the term. As a matter

of fact, it has become the habit of official spokesmen of our govern-
ment to use the term in this way. For instance, they speak of NATO
as a means of "collective security," although the treaty was legally

1 This chapter is reprinted, with minor changes, from The Yale Review,
Vol. XLIII, No. 4 (June, 1954) , by permission of the publisher.
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justified by reference to Article 51 of the United Nations Charter,

which explicitly permits "collective self-defense" in cases where the

universal collective security provisions of the United Nations fail

to protect a victim of aggression. But there is nothing new or revo-

lutionary in nations' aligning themselves for purposes of defense

against their common national foes. Except for countries that pur-

sue a "going it alone" policy, such conduct has been traditional

among the members of multistate systems. But what exponents of

the principle of collective security have in mind is to urge nations

to change the customary direction of their defense policy. They
call upon them to go beyond aligning themselves with one another

only to meet threats emanating from common national enemies and

instead to embrace a policy of defense directed against aggression

in general or, more precisely, against any aggressor anywhere. Hav-

ing made arrangements to name the aggressor by community deci-

sion, nations instead of reserving their power to defend or enforce

their national interests would be lined up like a police force to

strike against any country, friend or foe, that had been declared

an aggressor. Such a policy would constitute a radical break with

tradition.

Since there are fundamental differences between these two types

of collective action, with only one of them constituting a break

from traditional national foreign policy, to avoid confusion and

misunderstanding the two should be distinguished by the use of

different labels. And since "collective security'* has become the sym-
bol for a break with power politics, it should be reserved for action

that meets this test. It will be so used in this discussion, while

other types of multilateral defensive action will be called, "collective

defense." Aside from semantics then, the problem is whether inter-

vention in Korea represents a radical break with the traditional

foreign policy of nation-states and, as a consequence, fulfills the

expectations widely held for "collective security."

How serious a break with tradition the policy of collective secu-

rity would be is evident when one considers what risks and sacrifices

nations would incur in order to make such a policy effective and

meaningful. Provisions and commitments for police action pre-

sumably would add nothing to the protection that victims of aggres-

sion have enjoyed under the old system unless such victims could

now expect more military assistance than they would have received

otherwise. The exponents of collective security have stressed this

point, advocating a system under which, they assume, overwhelming
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force would be placed behind the law and at the disposal of a

victim of attack. As in municipal affairs, the power of the police

usually would suffice to deter any would-be attacker and thereby
serve to maintain the peace rather than merely to punish the

offender.

For collective security to add in this way to the strength of the

defense and to the chances of deterrence, some nations, including
one or more of the great powers, must be prepared to resort to

force that is, for all practical purposes, go to war whereas if they
had not been devoted to the principle of collective security, they
would have remained neutral or fought on the side of the aggressor.
Instead of being allowed to reserve their military strength for the

exclusive task of balancing the power of countries considered a

threat to themselves or their allies, nations committed to a policy
of collective security must divert their strength to struggles in re-

mote places or, worse still, take action against friends and allies on
whom reliance had been placed for defense against common foes.

In extreme cases, a nation might even be called upon to defend

and strengthen a foe at the expense of a friend or ally, if this ally

were condemned as an aggressor.

If these should seem to be farfetched contingencies, French expe-

rience, as well as possibilities now facing this country, prove them

to be anything but theoretical. When Italy attacked Ethiopia the

French were urged in the name of collective security to participate
in sanctions and if need be military sanctions against Italy, a coun-

try which had just become a virtual ally against Germany (then

considered France's number-one opponent); in the Korean War
France came under pressure to divert more of her strength to the

fight with the North Koreans and Chinese aggressors at a time

when she already felt too weak at home even to dare consent to

German rearmament.

To justify the assertion that collective security became a living

reality in the Korean War, it is necessary to show that one or more

countries proved ready to run the risks and consent to the sacri-

fices that this radical break with traditional defense policy pre-

supposes. This means inquiring whether there is evidence that such

a switch to defense against aggression per se was made by the United

States and its associates. Before doing so, it may be worthwhile to

ask whether it is possible to conceive of incentives that might be

powerful enough to induce nations to change their habits in so

radical a fashion.
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Those who seek to make a case for collective security, either

as having become a reality or as being a practical goal for the

future, argue along two lines, one more idealistic, the other more

realistic. Nations, it is said, might take up arms against any aggres-

sor anywhere simply because the crime of aggression arouses their

moral indignation. The existence of such indignation both here

and abroad is not in doubt. The desire to see perpetrators of

wanton attack stopped and punished is widespread in a world with

so much experience of brutal attack on weak and peaceful peoples.

Yet, it is one thing to be indignant; it is another to be prepared

to plunge one's country into war (though it be called police action)

especially in an age of increasing wartime horror and destruction.

Even aside from narrow nationalist preoccupations which might

lessen the ardor for punitive action on behalf of the world com-

munity, there is reason to doubt whether moral indignation alone

can be relied upon to carry nations into military action when no

vital national interests push them in the same direction. In order

to have a chance, it seems that collective security itself would have

to appeal to those interests traditionally considered vital to the

nation.

According to the more realistic argument, such a vital interest

is in fact at stake, although nations may often fail to realize it. The

argument rests on what has been called the principle of "indivis-

ible peace/' If aggression is allowed to go unpunished anywhere,

it is said, potential aggressors will be encouraged everywhere, and

as a result no nation will be secure. Instead, if any aggressor any-

where is stopped or deterred by overwhelming police power, all

other potential aggressors will understand the warning and cease

to constitute a threat. Thus, by a kind of detour, nations which

for reasons of collective security are forced to divert strength or to

weaken alignments against specific opponents gain more security

in the end, even against their national foes.

A discussion of Korea might appear necessarily to focus attention

on the United Nations rather than on its members. In a sense this

is true. Had no world organization such as the United Nations

existed in 1950, there could have been no question of police action

on behalf of the world community. Collective security presupposes
that the aggressor be named and condemned by means of some rec-

ognized procedure; resort to violence in defense of the law against

such an aggressor must be authorized by an organization which can

claim to speak for the community. Yet no provisions, resolutions,
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commands, or recommendations of a world organization of sov-

ereign nations can suffice to make collective security a reality. It

can become real only by the employment of military power for

police purposes; the decision rests with the members who possess
such military power and can use it for collective security if they
will. In regard to the United Nations, the question is merely
whether it did its part in inducing members of the organization
to take police action on its behalf and under its auspices.
This is not the place to investigate whether the Charter of the

United Nations was aimed at collective security as defined here

or whether it offered the best means of inducing countries to act

in accordance with this principle. The veto provision certainly
allowed members to assume that they never would be expected to

participate in police action which would seriously antagonize one
or more of the major powers. Furthermore, Article 43 left the

Implementation of any commitment to participate in such action

to subsequent negotiations which have not taken place. However,
when the members of the United Nations subscribed to the pur-
pose of the organization as being "to take effective collective meas-
ures ... for the suppression of acts of aggression," they accepted
the principle of common defensive action against any aggressor any-
where. Their legal or at least moral obligation to do so whenever
the competent organs of the United Nations order or recommend
such action would seem to be beyond doubt, unless one were to

assume that the "inherent right of self-defense" permits nations to

beg out of any military action that would endanger their security.
If one accepted this reservation, the Charter could not be said to

create much legal embarrassment for members who wanted to avoid
the risks of collective security.
The attack by the North Koreans occurred on June 25, 1950.

On the same day, the Security Council in the absence of the Soviet

delegate, determined that a breach of the peace had occurred. It

called upon North Korea to withdraw its forces and proceeded to

invite its members "to render every assistance to the United Nations
in execution of this resolution/' Some hours prior to the second

meeting of the Council on June 27, the United States government
announced that it had ordered American air and sea forces to go
to the assistance of South Korea for the specific purpose of executing
the June 25 resolution of the Security Council. If this were
not enough to qualify American intervention as United -Nations

action, the Security Council identified itself with the action of
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the United States by voting on the same day that urgent military

measures were required. The members were now called upon to

furnish assistance of the kind necessary to repel the attack. From

then on, the action of the United States and its associates was

carried forward in the name of the United Nations, under the

United Nations flag, and under a unified United Nations command

set up by the United States in accordance with a resolution of the

Security Council. Limited to recommendations, the United Nations

continued to put what little pressure it could on its members to

get them to participate or to make larger contributions; at the

same time it sought to influence the United Nations command in

the conduct and termination of the war, acting in this respect as

a restraining factor.

Aside from this rather marginal though not unimportant role

played by the United Nations itself, the character of the action in

Korea must be judged by the decisions and acts of the United States

and its associates. It would seem permissible, in fact, to concentrate

on the conduct of the United States because the other nations which

made contributions to the defense of South Korea might conceivably
have done so as friends and allies of the United States, whether

this country were acting traditionally in what it considered to be

its national interest and that of its friends or were conducting

police action on the principle of collective security.

It is not a simple matter to discover whether or not United States

intervention in Korea qualifies as collective security in the restricted

sense in which the term is used here. The motivations of the chief

architects of the policy are not decisive. The devotion of men like

Mr. Truman and Mr. Acheson to the idea of collective security as

they conceived it is not in doubt, any more than their desire to

prevent the United Nations from suffering the same dismal fate

that befell the League of Nations at the time of Italy's aggression

against Ethiopia.
What is being asked is whether the United States, even if it

believed itself to be engaging in police action in conformity with
the concept of collective security, did in fact break with traditional

national defense policy by accepting the kind of risks that such a

break presupposes. If the aggressor had been South Korea rather

than North Korea, the answer could not be in doubt. To take up
arms in that case against South Korea would have meant siding
with this country's chief national enemy, the Soviet bloc, and

strengthening the Communist countries at the expense of a coun-
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try on which the United States could have relied as an ally in the

cold war. No more striking proof could have been given of unquali-
fied American support for police action against any aggressor any-
where. But, the aggressor was Communist North Korea backed by
the Soviet Union. It becomes necessary therefore to investigate how
intervention in these circumstances looked from the point of view

of American security interests as interpreted in Washington at the

time.

Speaking negatively first: the United States obviously was no-t

taking up arms against a friend or ally. On the contrary, it was

setting out to stop expansion by the Soviet bloc, thus serving what

had long been proclaimed to be the major goal of American foreign

policy. It might be argued, however, that in extending the "con-

tainment" policy to Korea the United States was diverting military

power from Europe, which was considered the chief danger area.

As the war proceeded, and American involvement exceeded all early

expectations, much fear of such diversion was in fact expressed in

Europe. But in this country, the opinion continued to prevail that

in terms of the cold war it would have been even more danger-
ous for Europe if Communist aggression had gone unpunished in

Asia. Moreover, powerful groups in Congress had long pressed for

a stronger stand against Communism in Asia. Thus while the sacri-

fices in men and resources borne by the American people in the

course of the Korean War were far in excess of even the most pessi-

mistic initial expectations, they did not include the sacrifice or

diversion of defensive military power from the tasks of the cold war.

Instead, the rearmament effort provoked by Communist aggression
in Korea led to a multiplication of this power.
The fact that no sacrifice in terms of national protection against

a major enemy was involved is not enough, however, to explain

why this country should have decided to resort to military force.

Except for a radical break with tradition, nations are not expected
to take up arms unless there are interests at stake that they con-

sider vital. Accordingly, the apparent absence of any vital Amer-

ican interest in South Korea made it seem as if devotion to col-

lective security alone could have induced the United States to

intervene. It was known that our civilian and military leaders did

not consider the defense of the Thirty-eighth Parallel or the pres-

ervation of a free South Korea a matter of vital strategic importance
to this country, despite the fact that loss of the area to the Com-
munists would have rendered Japan more vulnerable to attack.
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The Joint Chiefs of Staff had reached this decision at the time

American troops were withdrawn from the territory of the Republic
of Korea, long before Secretary Acheson made his famous "perim-

eter" speech. It is also true that the United States was not bound

by any treaty of alliance to go to the assistance of South Korea.

However, this lack of what might be called a local strategic interest

and the absence of any specific commitment to assist South Korea,

other than that implied in the United Nations Charter, do not

suffice to prove that vital interests of the United States were not

at stake. Rather, one can discern a threefold American interest of

exactly the kind that governments thinking along the line of tra-

ditional power politics would normally consider serious enough to

justify military action if not to make it imperative.

In the first place, according to the views prevailing in both politi-

cal parties at the time of the North Korean attack, any further

expansion in any direction on the part of the Soviet bloc consti-

tuted a threat to American security. The "containment" policy was

under attack not because it went too far in this respect but because

it was thought too negative. As a matter of established policy, then,

no area adjoining the Soviet Empire was held to be strategically

nonvital; any addition to territory behind the Iron Curtain would
threaten to upset an already precarious world balance of power.

In the second place, the United States was vitally interested in

proving to its European allies that they could rely on American

military assistance in case of a Soviet attack. NATO, this country's
main bulwark against the threat from the East, was weakened by

European fears of a resurgence of isolationism in this country. It

was strongly felt, therefore, particularly by Secretary Acheson, that

if South Korea were left at the mercy of the attacker, all of Russia's

weak neighbors and there were none but weak neighbors would
lose what confidence they gradually had gained that this country
meant business when it promised to prevent further Soviet conquest.
As if this were not enough, there was a third reason for this

country to be most seriously interested in not allowing a challenge

by its number-one enemy to go without military response. The
United States was engaged in a vast and strenuous effort to unite

the entire free world in a common effort of defense against the

Soviet and Communist menace. From most countries, particularly
in Asia, it had not succeeded in obtaining commitments of mutual
assistance of the kind customarily laid down in treaties of bilateral

or multilateral alliance. Therefore, all other non-Communist coun-
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tries were committed to common defense against Communist aggres-

sion only if they could be made to accept the United Nations

Charter as such a commitment. From the point of view of American

security policy, consequently, it was of paramount importance that

the United Nations be made to serve as a substitute for a formal

alliance of the free world. If there were any chance of achieving
this result and subsequent events showed how slim the chance was

it could only be done by demonstrating that under the Charter

the United States considered itself committed to take up arms

against the North Korean aggressor.
If it is correct, then, to assert that strong American national

interests, beyond an interest in collective security, pointed in the

direction of intervention in Korea, certain conclusions can be drawn

concerning the character of this action. In order to avoid miscon-

ceptions, it is important to point out certain other conclusions

which do not follow from what has been said.

In the first place, because the resort to force against North Korea

served to maintain and even to strengthen this country's power
position relative to its major national opponent, it cannot be con-

sidered the kind of break with tradition earlier defined as a pre-

requisite of effective collective security. However, this does not

mean that the Korean action did not represent a drastic change
or call it a break in United States policy. This country demon-
strated its intent to stop Soviet and satellite aggression everywhere,

thereby identifying its interests with those of the entire non-Com-

munist world. This is a far cry from earlier isolationist policies

which sought national security in withdrawal from areas of conflict.

Moreover, the fact that American security interests were at stake

does not prove that the Administration or the public would have

considered them sufficiently vital to warrant a resort to1 force if

defense of these interests had not coincided with the assertion of

the principle of United Nations police action against aggression.

Faith in this principle may at least help to explain the almost

unanimous support Mr. Truman received at the start of the war.

In the second place, despite the popularity that collective secu-

rity undoubtedly enjoyed in 1950, American military action against

a member of the Soviet bloc cannot be taken as evidence that this

country would be prepared to follow the same road in the case of

an aggressor who was not a member of the Soviet bloc, or had

attacked a member of that bloc. Here the national interest as tra-

ditionally understood and the interest in collective security would
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not coincide; instead, they might run directly counter to each

other. 2

Korea, then, has not established the practicability or reality of

collective security in the sense the term is used here. Instead of

being a case of nations' fighting "any aggressor anywhere" and for

no other purpose than to punish aggression and deter potential

aggressors, intervention in Korea was an act of collective military

defense against the recognized number-one enemy of the United

States and of all the countries that associated themselves with its

action. If would-be aggressors have reached the same conclusion,

they will not be deterred by the Korean War unless they belong
to the Soviet bloc.

This is disheartening news to those who have placed their faith

in deterrence through collective security, unless they believe that

aggression by non-Communist countries is out of the question any-

way. Disappointment of the high hopes placed on the "first experi-

ment in collective security" should be weighed, however, against

possible advantages accruing to this country for not having com-

mitted itself by precedent to fight all aggressors everywhere.

While it will always remain a matter of controversy whether a

certain commitment or course of action is or is not in the national

interest, one may assume wide agreement on the proposition that

in the present circumstances this country cannot afford seriously to

jeopardize its ability to balance the power of the Soviet bloc. If

this is so, any military action against an aggressor would run counter

to the elementary rules of prudence if it threatended to tip the

balance in favor of the Soviets. It need not do- so in the case of

every non-Communist aggressor. One can imagine cases of aggres-

sion by a non-Communist country against another non-Communist

country in which the United States would have more to lose from

allowing such aggression to be successful than from weakening and

antagonizing the aggressor and his friends. In some instances there

might be grave danger in allowing violence to continue and spread.
But it needs little imagination to see how rare the cases are likely

to be in which military intervention against a non-Communist coun-

try would favor this country's security position in the cold war.

One need think only of the disastrous consequences that might fol-

2 The Suez crisis of 1956 during which Britain, France, and Israel attacked

Egypt occurred after these lines were written. The American reaction and its

bearing on the problem of collective security is discussed in Chapter 12, "Collec-

tive Defense versus Collective Security/'
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low from a resort to force against, say, one of the Arab countries,

or against Yugoslavia, or against a member of NATO. These con-

sequences would be particularly grave if a large part of American

military strength had to be diverted to such an operation.
A commitment to intervene would be most serious if a non-

Communist country launched an attack on a member of the Soviet

bloc. While it is to be hoped that this will remain a theoretical

contingency, it nevertheless must be taken into consideration. Police

action in such instances necessarily would favor the Soviet bloc if

not lead to Soviet expansion; it would be hard enough for the

United States to remain on the sidelines while one of its erstwhile

allies was being defeated by Communist "police" forces. In the

present situation, when this country and the other members of the

free world are having the greatest trouble mustering enough
strength for their defense against the East, how could their states-

men risk destroying what non-Communist solidarity and common
defense positions now exist, even if in doing so they were serving
the cause of collective security and the deterrence of future aggres-

sion?

This does not answer the moral question. Some insist that it

is the duty of nations to participate in police action because peace
and the establishment of the rule of law in the world require that

aggressors be stopped or punished. This means placing higher value

on such punishment than on national self-defense whenever the two

conflict. Against this view it can be argued on moral grounds that

when as today everything the American people and most free peo-

ples cherish, from independence to their way of life, is in grave

danger of Soviet and Communist attack, precedence must be given
to the defense of these values. After all, even staunch supporters
of collective security are apt somewhere to draw a line beyond
which nations cannot be expected to go in their devotion to- the

cause of police action; they will not expect governments to commit
national suicide for the sake of observing the long-run interests of

the world community.
But what about world public opinion? Will people abroad not

be shocked to learn that the United States cannot be counted upon
to use force against all aggressors, Communist or non-Communist,
and will this not make enemies for this country? Where the public
stands on this issue is a matter of conjecture. Experience during
the Korean War may be revealing, however. This country was given
almost unanimous and in most cases enthusiastic moral support by
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articulate opinion throughout the non-Communist world when it

first took up arms to stop the North Koreans. Yet, when the ques-

tion arose of taking more forceful action against Red China after

that country had been declared an aggressor, condemnation of any

such "adventurous" or "militaristic" move was hardly less wide-

spread. Liberal opinion always most keen to see collective security

appliedwas now most vigorously opposed to any extension of the

war.

The reason for this apparent inconsistency is not hard to discover.

Punishment of an aggressor is desired but not if it means plunging

nations into major war, in this case a world war, and not even

perhaps if it means gravely endangering the immediate security of

nations. "Before the great powers can join in sacrifices of blood

and treasure to keep the peace in regions where they have no real

interest," as Samuel Flagg Bemis said, prior to the Korean War,

"a great transformation of will must take place among the peoples

of the nations." This would still seem to hold true, more particu-

larly so, of course, where intervention runs directly counter to these

"real interests." Thus, however tempting a system of collective secu-

rity may appear in the abstract, its implementation in the case of

aggressors of considerable military power runs into serious objec-

tions on the grounds of morality as well as of prudence.
If it is doubtful, to say the least, whether this country will inter-

vene against any aggressor anywhere, serious disadvantages will ac-

crue to it if the popular label of "collective security" is applied to

United States foreign policy. There is first the danger of future

disillusionment. There has been some already because Red China,

found guilty of aggression by the United Nations, did not receive

the same punishment as North Korea, the weaker country. If the

expectation takes root that American military forces will be avail-

able against any aggressor anywhere and if in some future instance

this expectation is disappointed, the bitterness of the victim of an
attack and its friends might have embarrassing consequences.
A second disadvantage also has been borne out by the events.

If the American people are made to believe that this country in-

volved itself in a costly and in many ways inconclusive war for no
other interest than to serve the cause of collective security, is it

surprising that there is resentment against other members of the

United Nations who failed to live up to a principle to which they
were no less committed than the United States? Such criticism of

our friends and allies may be silenced if it is understood that this



Collective Security and the War in Korea 179

country in fact did have what were then considered to be very

pressing national interests in stopping the North Koreans. It will

also be better appreciated that some of the other members of the

United Nations, including India, went quite far in backing the

United Nations when, in disregard of what they believed to be their

interest in neutrality, they voted to authorize the actions of the

United States and its associates and to condemn the North Koreans
and Chinese as aggressors.

It may be objected that if Korea has not opened the way for a

universal system of collective security against all aggression, then
it has served merely to demonstrate once more the tragic hold that

power politics has on the nations even of the free world. The
United Nations as a security organization, it will be said, can have
no place in such a world. Such conclusions are not warranted. The
United States and its associates made good on a policy of "collec-

tive defense of the free world" carried out under the authority and
control of the United Nations. While the control was weak, it

nevertheless brought a restraining influence to bear on one of the

world's greatest powers engaged in a bitter and costly defensive

struggle. The one great contribution to the development of more
lawful conditions in the world which this country can claim to have
made in Korea consists therefore in its willingness to recognize the

authority of the United Nations over actions that required sacrifices

mainly from the American people. If some deplore the way in

which the majority in the General Assembly exercised this control,

believing that it would have been better for this country and the

free world to have fought for victory at all costs, they give testimony
thereby to the price countries may have to pay for the advantages
of having collective defense operate according to the rules and with
the approval of an international organization.
As to the United Nations itself, it gained stature because it proved

useful to the free world in its defense against Communist aggression
without having to give up its universal character and its mediatory
potentialities. Obviously, its role has been a more modest one than
that contemplated by the exponents of collective security. Instead

of being able to order the bulk of its members to fight aggressors
whatever their relations to the aggressor, all the United Nations
could do was to name the aggressor, to authorize and recommend
action by its members, to lend its name to their action, and to

seek to exert influence on the way this action was carried out and
terminated. If nations will resort to force only against national
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opponents when it accords with their national defense interests,

as was true in Korea, the United Nations must limit itself to func-

tions that are consistent with the needs of collective defense of like-

minded countries. This has now been shown to be a practical and

beneficial way of using an organization which, it should be added,

has many important tasks to perform other than to stop or punish

aggression.



Chapter Twelve COLLECTIVE DEFENSE
VERSUS
COLLECTIVE SECURITY

THE RADICAL CHANGE that took place in American for-

eign policy at the close of World War II when the United States

shifted from a policy of "going it alone" to its new policy of "going
it with others" has been widely discussed, explained, and acclaimed

and therefore may seem to require no further discussion. 1
Yet, at-

tention here once more is to be directed toward the new policy not

because the wisdom or necessity of the shift is to be questioned, but

on the contrary because there may arise along the new path troubles

that, not properly handled, might compel the United States to re-

turn to the old policy of isolation out of sheer desperation. There

may seem to be no cause for worry. Rarely has a foreign policy

enjoyed as much public support as the new policy of collaboration

has. Hardly any isolationist rumblings have been heard despite

many disappointments and many harsh words against the United

States from most of the "others" with whom the United States set

out to collaborate. If the present unqualified dedication to the

new policy were to lead into serious dilemmas and provoke wide-

spread disillusionment, a swing of the pendulum to the other ex-

treme could not be ruled out. The following discussion does not

cover all of the pitfalls on the road of collaboration with other

nations; it is limited, instead, to those problems arising out of the

collective security system of the United Nations, widely heralded as

the chief instrument of an up-to-date policy of "going it with

others."

1 This chapter is reprinted, with minor changes, from Alliance Policy in the

Cold War, ed. Arnold Wolfers (The Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore, 1959) ,

by permission of the publisher.
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I

BEFORE ENTERING upon the particular case of the United States, I

shall take up in a general or theoretical way the problems posed by

a nonisolationist course of action under conditions as they exist in

the contemporary world. Without seeking any precise definition of

the terms (which will not prove necessary) I shall take an "isola-

tionist" course to mean a policy of national security that neither

relies on commitments by other nations to give assistance in defense

nor involves the country in such commitments to others. The al-

ternative, a policy of "collaboration," then is one in which promises

of future assistance, usually mutual and military in character, form

one of the cornerstones of national defense, second in importance

only to national armaments.

Prior to the establishment of the League of Nations in 1919, non-

isolationist countriesincluding most of the major powers based

their collaborationist policy on treaties of alliance and related pacts,

also known under the name of pacts of mutual assistance. As I shall

hope to show, such alliances and pacts continue to represent the

chief instrument and an indispensable means of every policy of col-

laboration for defense. Starting with the League of Nations Cove-

nant and revived after World War II under the Charter of the

United Nations, however, a second and clearly distinguishable
course of collaboration, operating through a different instrument,

has come into existence side by side with the traditional alliance; it

is known as "collective security" and is generally considered the

chief function of the United Nations. The question is whether the

two types of policy and instruments can be relied upon to work in

constant harmony with each other, or whether there are possibilities

of clashes between them that might seriously endanger the national

security of countries caught between their conflicting demands.
There are some striking similarities in substance between these

two types of collaborationist policy. They have recently acquired a

similarity in name, too, which is confusing as we have seen because

it tends to obscure their divergence. Both in the case of alliances,

now usually called collective defense arrangements, and in the case

of collective security under the United Nations, countries commit
themselves to assist others against attack. In both instances, then,
the victim of an attack expects his own defensive strength to be sup-

plemented by the strength of other nations. And yet the two

policies differ fundamentally in respect to both intent and modes
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of action, so that the cases in which they are complementary and

helpful to each other are largely a matter of happy coincidence.

Nations enter into collective defense arrangements to ward off

threats to their national security interests, as traditionally con-

ceived, emanating from some specific country or group of countries

regarded as the chief national enemy, actual or potential. The
motive behind such arrangements is the conviction that the creation

of military strength sufficient to ward off the specific threat would
be beyond their national capacity or would prove excessively and

unnecessarily costly in view of the opportunities for mutual support
and common defense.

The peculiarity of collective defense arrangements exists, there-

fore, because they are directed against an opponent known to the

partners of the pacts, although he may not be named in the pact for

reasons of diplomatic caution. One further peculiarity following
from the first is that the allies can define in geographical terms the

danger they are seeking to thwart and are thus able to make their

military preparations and work out their strategy in advance of any

conflagration. For example, in the 1890's when France and Russia

(later France and the Soviet Union) were parties to an alliance,

they were promising to assist each other against Germany with

armed forces suited to and deployed for the particular purpose.
Similar pacts and arrangements some bilateral like our pact with

South Korea, some multilateral like NATO are so familiar today
that no further elaboration is necessary. It is obvious also that such

collective defense arrangements against specific opponents, when
entered into by countries devoid of offensive purposes, are aimed

primarily at deterrence, i.e., deterrence of the country against which
the common strength and determination of the allies are visibly

pitted.

Collective security belongs to a different and presumably better

world, as Woodrow Wilson once said, which explains why it is so

dear to the idealist who wants nations to have at least a foothold

in the better world right now. In contrast to alliances, it is not the

goal of collective security arrangements to provide their members

with strength either against their national enemies or for the de-

fense of their national interests, unless one redefines the terms

"national enemy*' and "national interest" in accordance with the

philosophy upon which collective security rests. Collective security

is directed against any and every country anywhere that commits an

act of aggression, allies and friends included. The theory holds that
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"any aggressor anywhere'* is in fact the national enemy of every

country because in violating the peace and law of the community
of nations it endangers, if indirectly, the peace and security of every

nation. It is further argued that every country, as a consequence,

has a "national interest" in protecting every victim of aggression,

even if in so doing it may have to turn its back on its immediate

national opponent or antagonize a reliable ally.

Whatever the merits or demerits of such a system of all-round

protection against aggressionabout which more will be said later

there is one difference in the effects of collective action under the

two systems that needs to be stressed. Few of even the most forceful

exponents of collective security expect it to assure the deterrence of

all aggressors at the outset. Instead, they place their hopes on the

success of a kind of learning process in which the punishment of

one or more actual aggressors will deter subsequent would-be ag-

gressors from deeds that would provoke "police action" against

them. By itself this delay in the immediate effectiveness of the col-

lective security system rules out any prestabilized harmony between

collective defense and collective security. After all, during the

period of the learning process with its indefinite duration, nations

may be attacked or annihilated by their chief national opponents
because they have diverted their strength to a struggle with some

other aggressor or have antagonized and weakened an indispensable

ally. There are other types of clashes that may occur between the

two lines of policy, but it is worthwhile at this point to inquire into

the tendency, existing at least in Western countries, to regard col-

lective security and collective defense as supplementary and as mere

variations of one and the same policy.

This assumption of harmony has several roots. One is of a legal

character. The United Nations Charter in Article 51 explicitly

permits collective self-defense or, briefly, collective defense which

it calls an inherent right of nations. In the Covenant of the League
of Nations there was no such provision, a fact that caused a country
like France embarrassment since she sought national security very

largely through alliances. While she insisted that her alliances were

merely "underpinning" the collective security system, others con-

sidered them incompatible with the League Covenant. 2
It was

understandable, therefore, that France and the Soviet Union, allied

2 See the discussion of the problem in Arnold Wolfers, Britain and France

Between Two Wars (1st ed., Harcourt, Brace & Co., New York, 1940) , pp.
167 ff.
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once more against Germany, should have been particularly eager at

San Francisco that the United Nations Charter legitimize alliances.

The Charter does this under the name of "collective self-defense," a

provision supported by the United States, although for different

reasons.

A second factor tending to make the two lines of policy appear
not only compatible but practically identical is of a semantic

nature. If confusion were intended, nothing could promote it

better than to describe alliances or coalitions as "collective defense

arrangements," thereby joining them with collective security

through the use of the same term "collective." It seems not unlikely
that confusion was in fact intended, at least in some quarters. One
can see why American statesmen should be particularly inclined to

use the two terms as synonymous, often applying the term "collec-

tive security" to such collective defense arrangements as NATO and

SEATO or even to such bilateral military pacts as the ones con-

cluded with South Korea or Nationalist China. Consciously or un-

consciously, they are seeking to make these arrangements more

palatable to a people they believe to be adverse to alliances as the

"power-political" instrument that Woodrow Wilson condemned as

a chief cause of war. One would think, however, that the time has

come to combat what popular prejudice against alliances may still

exist. If a country's security is in serious danger and popular sup-

port for its defense measures is badly needed, the true value of alli-

ances and related pacts of military assistance all of which serve the

same purpose as national armamentsshould be widely recognized
and accepted without moral qualms or inhibitions.

Finally, the self-deluding expectation in Western democratic

countries that collective security and collective defense will regu-

larly support each other grew out of the particular historical cir-

cumstances under which collective security was introduced and

activated between 1919 and 1956. Collective security was first

written into the law of nations at a time when aggression by the

autocratic governments of the Central Powers was foremost in the

minds of the peoples of the West. Later, when in the early thirties

collective security became a live issue, it again was directed against

nondemocratic countries: Fascist Italy, Nazi Germany, and auto-

cratic Japan. Finally, when the United Nations acted under the

Charter provisions on collective security, the aggressor was North

Korea, a member of the totalitarian Communist bloc. Thus, all

through the period from the establishment of the League to the



186 DISCORD AND COLLABORATION

war In Korea, it was natural for many people in Western democ-

racies to assume that committing themselves to deter or punish

"any aggressor anywhere" meant in fact committing themselves to

oppose nondemocratic aggressors who were their national enemies

anyway. As long as this coincidence lasted, collective security and

collective defense were indeed directed against the same opponent,
and the two concepts supplemented rather than contradicted each

other.

For France, the happy dream of a kind of prestabilized harmony
between the two policies came to an end as early as the Ethiopian
War of 1 935, which was the only occasion on which the provisions

for collective security in the League Covenant were applied. On
that occasion, France was called upon to participate in a leading

capacity in collective action against Italy just after she had allied

herself with Italy against her national enemy, Nazi Germany. Some

might argue that France had only herself to blame for the dilemma,
inasmuch as she had allied herself with a nondemocratic and there-

fore potentially aggressive country, but such an argument carries

little weight today when a limitation of collective defense pacts to

the few truly democratic countries would almost certainly spell

defeat for the West. And other more recent events struck further

blows at the illusion of harmony.
Soon after the Korean War had rekindled the hope that collec-

tive security under the United Nations would of necessity be

directed against nondemocratic countries belonging to the Soviet

bloc the same countries, therefore, against which all Western col-

lective defense arrangements were directed the Suez crisis brought
a rude awakening. The "aggressors" on this occasion were two of

the leading democracies of Europe, and democratic Israel. The
three countries resorted to war against Egypt in the very fashion

that their own leaders and publicists, no less than those of other

countries, had persistently labeled as "aggression" and condemned
as a crime. No longer was there any necessity for proof that action

against "any aggressor anywhere" might mean action against closest

friends or allies even though they be democratic. Instead of supple-

menting each other, the two policies of collective defense and collec-

tive security crashed head-on as far as the West was concerned:

countries committed to both had to choose between their conflicting
commitments.

But the possible clashes between the two types of commitments to

collective action are not limited to the kind of clash illustrated by
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the Suez or Abyssinian crises. Instead, there are three different

kinds, all of which pose serious problems for countries caught in

the dilemma.

So far, both under the League and under the United Nations,

only the one kind of clash just mentioned actually has occurred: the

case in which nations are called upon to participate in collective

security action, even in the mild form of condemnation, against a

friendly or allied country on whose support they depend for defense

against a recognized national enemy. When faced with the choice

of either losing the support of Italy or else defaulting on collective

security, France chose the latter course. In the Suez crisis, the

United States took the opposite line, upholding the principles of

collective security despite the damage that might have resulted for

two of her most essential alliances. Fortunately for the United

States, the outcome was not calamitous because the three "aggres-

sors" did the exceptional thing of restoring the status quo ante

despite the absence of collective military sanctions. The members

of the United Nations can hardly expect to resolve the dilemma as

easily on every occasion.

A second type of clash may arise from the participation of a

country's national enemy in collective security action against a third

power. To take a fictitious example: if Greece were condemned for

committing an act of aggression against Turkey and punitive action

were recommended by the General Assembly of the United Nations,

Bulgaria, as a member of the United Nations, would have the right

to participate in "police action" against Greece and might do so

with enthusiasm. In the course of such collective action, Bulgaria's

troops might occupy Thrace, thereby upsetting the balance of

power between East and West in the vital area of the eastern

Mediterranean. Who would venture to predict that, once the

United Nations decided to call a halt to collective action and in-

vited its members to restore the status quo ante, the Bulgarians in

such a case would withdraw from territory they had long coveted

and now occupied? Instead, it would be in line with historical ex-

perience to expect the military situation at the close of hostilities to

affect profoundly the territorial provisions of any subsequent settle-

ment. The results of initiating collective security measures in this

hypothetical case, therefore, would probably be favorable to Bul-

garian interests and damaging to the West. This example illustrates

one of the dangers a country might face at a time of serious tension
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if the universal collective security system led national opponents to

take part in common military action against a third power.

The third type of clash will not appear serious to people who

are confident that their own country never will commit an act many
nations would condemn as aggression. Surely few American states-

men have been worried that they were restricting their own freedom

to act in defense of American security either by their constant

efforts to strengthen and broaden the scope of collective security

under the United Nations or by their success in popularizing the

idea of "police action" against every aggressor. Yet, as Britain once

an equally staunch proponent of collective securitydiscovered to

her sorrow in 1956, a policy that emphasizes the principles of collec-

tive security can, under certain conditions, prove a dangerous trap.

If what is condemned as "aggression" were necessarily an act similar

to Hitler's military invasion of Poland in 1939 or even to Britain's

initiation of war against Egypt in 1956, some countries might well

feel satisfied that they would never commit such follies or crimes

nor risk, therefore, being accused of aggression. But if earlier events

under the League of Nations were not enough to prove that the

definition of aggression and the identification of the aggressor are

most difficult problems and may often become highly controversial

political issues, recent developments under the United Nations

should be driving the point home.

Even in the era in which a country's expansion would usually
take the form of an armed attack across national boundaries, it was

often uncertain which of the belligerents had first attacked or which

could be held responsible for the hostilities. One can recall the

heated and prolonged controversy after World War I on the "war

guilt" question.
Since the dawn of the cold war, with conditions of revolutionary

upheaval and ideological conflict, the issue of defining aggression
has become a subject of new controversy. Now, countries like the

Soviet Union or North Vietnam have been seeking to extend con-

trol beyond their national boundaries by methods that are more
subtle than "armed attack." In response, an even more elusive con-

cept, "indirect aggression," has been developed and come to be

equated with the traditional type of aggression.
This extension of the meaning of aggression has had the un-

intended effect of leading to new and possibly more frequent situa-

tions in which the identification of the aggressor rests almost

entirely on the sympathies, ideological predilections, fears, and



Collective Defense versus Collective Security 189

alignments of the United Nations members who are called upon to

vote on the issue. One might easily imagine a case in which a

nation that has decided to send troops into another country to help
it defend itself against "indirect aggression" arrives only to be faced

with a government installed by rebellion. This new government

might seek to resist with its own armed forces what it would call

foreign military intervention, condemning it as an act of aggression.

Especially at a time when it is not rare for two governments to exist

side by side, both claiming to represent the same country and each,

moreover, recognized by large groups of nations as the legitimate

government, it is no longer possible to predict on which side the

General Assembly might place the blame for aggression: on the side

responsible for "indirect aggression" or on the side responsible for

"military intervention." This uncertainty is greatly enhanced by
the fact that "outside support" or "instigation" of a rebellion, as

well as "military intervention" for its suppression, are terms refer-

ring to a wide variety of actions which lend themselves to an equally
wide variety of judgments or rationalizations regarding their rela-

tive "aggressiveness."

Therefore, whether a country powerful enough to undertake

military action is vulnerable to condemnation for aggression de-

pends not simply on the danger that mad or vicious men will take

over the reins of policy. Its vulnerability will depend no less on

what collective defense measures it may feel compelled to take for

its security. Here lies another source, then, of possible conflict

between collective security and collective defense.

Despite the possibilities of such clashes between the policies of

collective defense and collective security, it cannot be concluded, as

a general proposition, that nations would do well to give up their

commitments to one or both of these policies. Many states cannot

forego collective defense because they lack the power of defending

themselves without outside assistance; many may find that with-

drawal from the collective security system in order to avoid the

possible future embarrassment of conflicting commitments would

cause them losses they dare not take. Because there is not likely to

be any general answer that would fit the best interests of all coun-

tries, the possible solutions to the problem will be discussed in rela-

tion to the particular situation of the United States.
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II

Once the outstanding exponent of an isolationist foreign policy,

the United States has become involved in collaboration with other

states on a scale and with a thoroughness unprecedented in history.

As a consequence, the vexing problems that can arise from the con-

tradictions between the two different collaborative policies may bear

down on the United States with particular weight.

In the closing phases of World War II when the Roosevelt Ad-

ministration decided that the United States should break away from

its isolationist past, a move that gained broad public support-
neither the Administration nor the public had any intention of

involving the country in a system of alliances or what today are

called collective defense arrangements. Instead, isolation was to

give way to "collective security." Any policies smacking of old-time

alliances would have found little favor at that time. A few advo-

cates of the United Nations may have seen in a collective security

system a kind of continuing alliance of the victors of World War II

by which to deter and hold down the onetime Axis powers, or an
alliance of the great powers that would enable them to control

small mischief-makers. But, despite the veto provisions of the

Charter which excluded collective security action against the great

powers and their clients, the general view was that the United
States was committing itself to a policy designed to prevent or to

fight aggression anywhere.
Even at San Francisco, where the United States joined with the

Soviet Union and France in their demand for collective defense to

be explicitly sanctioned by the Charter as it was by the inclusion of

Article 5Ithe United States was not contemplating entering into

the traditional type of military alliance. The United States, it is

true, had signed the Act of Chapultepec in the spring of 1945. This
act prepared the ground, however, not for an alliance but fo-r a

regionally circumscribed system of collective security for the Amer-

icas, directed against any country, inside or outside the group of

signatories, that was deemed to have attacked any state in the

Western Hemisphere. However, the Act of Chapultepec shared

with the Franco-Soviet concept of alliances one essential feature: its

signatories, like allied nations, insisted on the right to take common
military action against a country they considered an aggressor with-

out waiting for the Security Council to identify the aggressor or to

decide on the action that should be taken against him. Thus, by a
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happy coincidence, the United States helped make compatible with
the United Nations collective security system the concept of collec-

tive defense on which its own subsequent alliance policy was based.
The American position, and with it the American policy of

"going it with others/' underwent a second and highly conse-

quential change when involvement in a life and death struggle with
the Soviet bloc became a recognized fact. Now the danger was no
longer the abstract "aggressor anywhere," but the very concrete

potential aggressor beyond the Iron Curtain who was soon to re-

quire the concentration of almost the total power of the United
States together with the power of a large array of allies. From then
on except for a continuing reluctance to call alliances by their tra-

ditional name the old American aversion to alliances evaporated.
In fact, the United States now became the architect and leader of
the most widespread and intricate system of alliances any country
has found it necessary to establish in peacetime.
As a further consequence, the United States now became engaged

in a double-track course, committing itself simultaneously to collec-

tive security undei the United Nations and to numerous collective

defense arrangements that were not subject to United Nations

authority. It became vulnerable, thereby, to the adverse effects of

any clashes that might arise between its two policies of collective

action particularly vulnerable, in fact, since it had become more
deeply involved along both lines of policy than had any other

country.
Before considering ways and means of eliminating or minimizing

the adverse effects of such clashes, it is necessary to gain some idea of

the relative importance of collective defense arrangements, on the
one hand, and of collective security, on the other, as instruments
toward the attainment of American foreign policy goals. It stands

to reason that if one track is less important than the other, it will

have to bear the brunt of any concessions necessary to free United
States policy from the consequences of dangerous contradictions.

If one considers the position of the United States in the world

today, the paramountcy of collective defense should hardly be open
to question. The task of balancing the power of the Soviet bloc, as

a minimum and necessary goal of American foreign policy, is a
formidable one. Its successful accomplishment would probably
transcend the power of the United States acting alone, even if the

American people were prepared to make unlimited sacrifices. It is

certainly a task that no country would voluntarily consent to under-
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take alone as long as other states were ready and able to share it.

For this reason, pacts with other countries intended to assure the

United States of allied support in the struggle with the Soviet bloc

are, taken together, one of the two pillars on which American na-

tional security presently is based, the other being the American

national military establishment.

The character and significance of the support the United States

can expect to receive from its partners in collective defense arrange-

ments are not readily recognizable in every instance. Although far

from negligible, the military forces that other states are maintaining

at their own expense for defense against the Soviets are on the

whole disappointing. But there are other contributions, besides

military assistance in the literal sense of the term, that other coun-

tries are able and willing to make for the cause of Western security.

In its remoteness from the confines of the Soviet bloc, the United

States continues to be dependent on its ability to operate from ter-

ritory beyond the seas. Many countries are making heavy sacrifices

in terms of national pride, sovereignty, and safety against nuclear

attack by placing their territory at the disposal of the United States,

whether for the deployment of troops or for the establishment of

air bases and missile-launching sites. Even when a country merely

decides to place itself under American protection, accepting the

United States as the guarantor of its security, it may thereby con-

tribute to the purposes of the alliance system by making itself acces-

sible to the military forces of the West while denying itself and its

resources to the Soviet camp.
In speaking of mutual military assistance, one is moving within

the realm of the classical alliance, or what may be called "collective

defense*' in the narrow sense of the term. Mutual military assist-

ance forms the core but not the whole of the American system of

pacts and agreements. It alone can serve to block Soviet military

expansion. Despite its continued importance, however, military as-

sistance is not enough. Even from the point of view of American

and Western defense, agreements with other nations that contain

no military provisions have become necessary. The Soviet bloc has

not been slow to discover in the absence of opportunities for

military expansion or in addition to them other methods of gain-

ing control over foreign governments and countries and thus of up-

setting the world balance of power. The Communist drive for

economic, ideological, and eventually political control over other
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states is hardly more easily contained than a Soviet military drive.

Here, too, the support of other nations against the Communist
threat is essential. In fact, if these "others/* who are the direct

targets of such nonmilitary expansion, refused to co-operate in

warding off attacks on their independence, there is little the United

States could do to meet the attacks. It was logical, therefore, that

after realizing the new dimensions of the struggle, the United States

should have extended the scope of its pacts and agreements with

other states beyond the confines of a traditional alliance system. It

is more accurate to speak of an American "alignment system" when

discussing the United States collective defense effort.

There is no need to discuss in detail the kinds of arrangements
that fall under the heading of alignments and do not constitute

pacts of mutual assistance. The many agreements between the

United States and other countries for economic and military aid

and for support against subversion are well known. But it is worth

pointing out that even "uncommitted" countries which by defini-

tion are unwilling to enter into formal pacts of any sort can be

drawn into the alignment system by what might be called a tacit

agreement that they will remain genuinely neutral and will not

grant special favors to the Soviet Union. 3

Ties with uncommitted countries are bound to remain extremely

tenuous, however. It has become customary in the West to speak of

the free world as if all of the non-Communist nations were aligned

with one another in a common cause. Actually the term is the sym-

bol of an aspiration rather than of a reality. Ever since the cold

war started, one of its chief features has been a bitter East-West

struggle for the "in-between" world. Early hopes have long been

dashed that a policy of military containment would not merely
arrest the tide of Soviet military expansion at the Iron and Bamboo

Curtains, but also prevent the spread of Soviet influence to new

areas. In many parts of Asia and Africa, a Soviet alignment system

is in competition with the American system. The result so far has

been to leave some non-Communist countries leaning toward the

Soviet bloc, others vacillating between the two sides, still others re-

3 The aftermath of the Eisenhower Doctrine demonstrated how difficult and

politically inexpedient it may be for some governments to enter into formal

pacts with the United States that would tie them to one of the "military blocs/'

Although the doctrine was nothing but a unilateral American declaration, any
Arab government that expressed approval of the doctrine was open to attack

at home for "allying" its country with the United States.
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maining strictly uncommitted and, finally, others favoring loose ties

with the West. Under these circumstances, the United States as the

leader of the West has particularly cogent reasons to fear any situa-

tion in which it is compelled to antagonize non-Communist coun-

tries, as may happen if collective security commitments are invoked

against one of them.

There is a certain irony in the way in which the process of antag-

onizing friends or allies tends to work. At times, the United States

has more reason to worry about actions that antagonize a doubtful

friend than about those that hurt a trusted ally. The "friend" may
have more opportunity or more inclination to change over to the

Soviet camp, or, by threatening to do so, may be in a better position

to blackmail the United States. However, alliances even with na-

tions that depend heavily on American protection are also vulner-

able to the divisive effects of unwelcome American participation

in collective security action. Unlike some of the uncommitted na-

tions, such as Egypt or Yugoslavia, France would hardly think of

accepting Soviet military aid, not to speak of switching camps, if

antagonized or humiliated by the kind of action under collective

security that the United States took at the time of Suez. Yet, her

government might not be able to assure continued French solidarity

with the West if large sectors of the French public, out of resent-

ment, were to join the ranks of those Frenchmen who already prefer

nonresistance to the Soviets to the horrors of war.

It can be said, therefore, that American participation in United

Nations collective security action against any one of its many
partners allies, friends, and neutrals might lead any one of them

to beg out of the alignment system or at least to become an unreli-

able, worthless, or even dangerous member of it. Whether there is

any way in which the United States can protect itself against the

possibility of arousing the sensitivity of its friends and allies to

moves they consider inimical will be discussed later. Attention must

first be directed to the American collective security commitments

under the United Nations Charter,

If the collective defense system has become a chief mainstay of

American national security, for the foreseeable future at least, its

survival is worth any price in risks and sacrifices lower than the

price of "going it alone." This being so, it will not be easy to find

arguments justifying commitments under collective security that,

potentially, have a disruptive influence on American collective de-
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fense arrangements.
4

However, the services the United States may
expect from its participation in the United Nations collective

security system need to be given careful consideration before we
turn to a discussion of methods for preventing serious clashes be-

tween the two collective policies pursued by the United States.

There are cases in which collective security can serve as a valu-

able supplement to the American collective defense arrangements.

Occasionally, it is the only available instrument with which to draw

some uncommitted or neutral countries toward an attitude of

partisanship and moral support for the United States and its allies

and in favor of their actions of collective defense. Korea is a case in

point. Since American intervention on behalf of South Korea was

widely interpreted as representing police action for the world com-

munity and was placed under the auspices of the United Nations, it

was easier for countries like India to side with the United States on

the issue of North Korean aggression and to sympathize with its

intervention in the war. Some countries were even willing to go

beyond the mere condemnation of North Korea because in their

opinion the war constituted United Nations police action. Here,

the United Nations played the role of a kind of loose free-world

alliance in accordance with the expectation mentioned earlier: that

collective security and collective defense would be in harmony with

each other.

The Korean case may repeat itself in the case of other satellite

attacks on non-Communist countries. In the event of aggression by
the Soviet Union itself, however, the situation in all probability

would be different. Even if the countries that created the United

Nations at San Francisco had not been assured thanks to the

great-power veto in the Security Council that they would never be

called upon to take action against a major power, it is hard to

4 Readers may suspect that the present author will find such justification

particularly difficult if they know that he has taken a dim view o collective

security ever since its inception under the League of Nations. See Chapter 11,

"Collective Security and the War in Korea/' and Chapter 16, "Policies of Peace

and Security after World War I." For a thorough and critical analysis of col-

lective security by other authors, see Kenneth W. Thompson, "Collective Secu-

rity Re-examined," American Political Science Review, XLVII, No. 3 (1953) ,

753-72; Howard C. Johnson and Gerhart Niemeyer, "Collective Security The
Validity of an Ideal," International Organization, VIII, No. 1 (1954) , 19-35;

Ernst B. Haas, "Types of Collective Security: An Examination of Operational

Concepts," American Political Science Review, XLIX, No. 1 (1955) , 40-67; also

George Liska, International Equilibrium (Harvard University Press, Cambridge,
Mass., 1957) , pp. 81-118.
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imagine them, merely because they were partners in the United

Nations collective security system, daring to assume the risk of con-

demning the Soviet Union as an aggressor or recommending its

punishment. As a matter of fact, the conduct of most of the mem-
bers of the United Nations at the time of Red China's intervention

in the Korean War speaks for itself in this respect. Their readiness

to take sides against the North Korean attacker did not reappear in

the face of the danger that action against Red China might set off

a major conflagration.

Collective security, then, may be useful to the United States and

its allies in deterring or stopping Soviet satellite countries, but obvi-

ously it would be folly to rely on collective security as a means of

arresting the Soviet Union itself. Even in respect to the former case,

it would be well to reckon with the possibility that events since

Korea the rise of Soviet and Red Chinese power and the new

danger of two-way nuclear warmay have dampened the inclination

of many countries to take hostile steps even against relatively weak

members or associates of the Soviet bloc. It is necessary, therefore,

to search for other advantages to be derived from commitment to

United Nations collective security less far-reaching than the gain of

additional allies in a war.

Because the American policy of alignment requires dozens of

countries to remain on good terms not only with the United States

but also with one another, the pacification of the entire non-

Communist world has come to be a goal of American foreign policy,

second in importance only to the containment of the Soviet bloc

itself. Therefore, to the extent that the threat of sanctions under

United Nations collective security provisions serves to deter non-

Communist countries from undertaking aggressive action against
one another, the United States stands to gain from the restraints

thus imposed on its friends and allies. The importance of this

service is hard to estimate. It is impossible to say how effective such

deterrence has been or is likely to prove in the future, because there

is no way of telling what wars would have occurred in the absence

of these provisions. Fear of provoking the United States by flagrant
violation of the peace quite likely acts as the main deterrent and
would operate even if the United States were not committed under

the Charter to take part in collective action against aggressors.

There is another line along which the collective security system

may affect the United States, but here only hindsight will tell

whether its impact is helpful or harmful on the whole to the United
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States. The fear of being accused of aggression in the United
Nations General Assembly, even by a minority of its members, may
place restraints on the United States itself. Whether this has actu-

ally happened in the past is hard to judge. If such restraints were

operative at the time of the Lebanese crisis in 1958, preventing a

"march on Baghdad," they probably were imposed more by the

fear of Soviet reactions than of any displeasure of the United

Nations. For better or for worse, however, defensive action, par-

ticularly against what the United States regards as "indirect aggres-

sion/' is rendered more difficult by the fact that "world opinion,"

being opposed to any steps involving the risk of war, may in the

name of collective security be turned against the United States.

The services discussed so far that collective security can render to

the United States can hardly compensate for the danger and losses

that may arise from clashes between this collective security and
American collective defense. Therefore, if continued participation
is justified, or even indispensable, the reason must lie elsewhere.

Promotion of the idea of collective security has created a psycholog-
ical situation In which the United States cannot turn its back on the

concept, not because of what collective security can accomplish and

actually has accomplished, but because of what millions of people
inside and outside the United States believe it may accomplish in

time. Collective security has come to be the chief symbol of hope
that someday international relations will be brought under the rule

of law and that a community of nations will develop in which there

will be no more war. A reputation for dedication to such a system
of collective security and for leadership in its operation has become

an asset that the United States could forego only at a high cost in

terms of appeal to foreign peoples and also in terms of public sup-

port for its foreign policy at home.

Thus, by a kind of irony, a collective security system that may
seriously interfere with the alignment system has become an impor-
tant ingredient of the latter because of the place it holds in the

minds of people throughout the world. With suspicion of Amer-

ican intentions rife as it is throughout the non-Communist world,

withdrawal from the collective security system, however carefully

explained, would be interpreted in many places as a move dictated

by American aggressive or imperialist aims. Many friends would be

lost and much antagonism aroused if it could be saidand made a

topic of Soviet propaganda that the United States was betraying

man's hopes for peace and lawfulness.
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III

FROM WHAT has been said about the two lines of collective policy,

then, it seems that the United States must remain on its double-

track course, with simultaneous commitments to collective defense

and collective security. While a collapse of the collective defense

system would be a calamity of the first magnitude and would allow

no alternative except return to a highly hazardous and extremely

costly policy of "going it alone," withdrawal from collective security

commitments and exclusive reliance on collective defense would

also be imprudent methods of escaping the dilemmas of the double-

track policy.

How serious are these dilemmas likely to be in the particular

case of the United States? There is no doubt that a direct conflict

between the American commitment under the United Nations

Charter and its commitment to allies and friends under the align-

ment system can become a reality. Yet if attention were limited to

the Suez experience, one might be inclined to minimize the potenti-

alities for serious trouble. While one could not imagine a more

severe blow to the American collective defense effort than would

have resulted from an actual break with Great Britain, America's

most important ally, and with France, such a break did not in fact

occur. However, there are a number of reasons, which may never

be duplicated, why the break was avoided in this particular in-

stance. Britain, France, and Israel gave in to the demand for re-

establishing the status quo ante before any more compelling action

than condemnation was recommended or taken. One need only

imagine the gravity of America's dilemma if Britain and France

or even Israel alone had persisted in military efforts and if the

United States had been unable to prevent a United Nations vote

recommending coercive measures against the "aggressor" or "aggres-

sors." Moreover, in the Suez case, the American decision to favor its

collective security commitments and to join in condemning the

"aggressors" did not antagonize the entire British and French

peoples, large sectors of which were no less hostile to the invasion

than was the American government. Many realized, too, that the

United States had pulled the rug out from under Soviet interven-

tion and, for the time being at least, had prevented a radical shift

of the Arab countries in the direction of the Soviet camp.
It is easier to imagine situations that would lack these redeeming

features. To take a fictitious illustration: if France were to be con-
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demned for launching a military attack on Tunisia and if she

persisted in her action as constituting defense of her own territory,

another American decision in favor of collective security might
leave France with no alternative but to get out of NATO. Here,

then, would be a case in which the collective security commitment
would lead to an almost irreparable disruption of the American
alliance system in Europe and thus of the Western policy of collec-

tive defense against the East.

The potential threat to American security from the second type
of clash that is, the dangers posed by the participation of its na-

tional enemy in "police action" of the United Nations follows from
what has been said earlier. Whether or not the United States de-

cided to join in supporting action recommended by the United

Nations, the existence of the collective security system would open
the door to Soviet military action beyond its borders. If Britain,

France, and Israel in 1956 had not complied in time with the recom-

mendations of the United Nations General Assembly, there was

nothing to prevent the Soviet Union from taking the lead in mili-

tary sanctions, arrogating to its armed forces the title and function

of a "police force of the community of nations/* The collective

security provisions of the Charter would legalize such Soviet mili-

tary action, which might completely upset the world balance of

power. One cannot help pointing to the grotesque contradiction

between a collective defense system directed against a national

opponent and a collective security system that may call for military

action by that same opponent against an indispensable ally in the

collective defense effort.

Finally, one cannot rule out the possibility that the United States

could become involved in the third type of clash: that is, American

collective defense action opposed by other nations in the name of

collective security. Restraints imposed upon the United States in

its efforts to stop or defeat what it considers "indirect aggression'*

were mentioned earlier. Under the Truman Doctrine although
not under the Eisenhower Doctrine, which speaks only of "overt

armed aggression" the United States proclaimed its intention of

supporting "free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation

by armed minorities or by outside pressures," whether by "direct or

indirect aggression." The United States confirmed this intention by
its action in Lebanon. If American military assistance for this pur-

pose reaches a threatened country before its government has been

overthrown, as was the case in Lebanon, there can be no question
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either of American aggression or of American initiation of inter-

national hostilities.

But It takes little imagination to visualize a situation in which

the dispatch of military forces would coincide with the overthrow

of the native government and lead to hostilities with the armed

forces at the disposal of the new rebel government. In such a case,

there can be no assurance that a majority of the United Nations

members would see eye to eye with the United States in deciding

which of the two belligerents was to blame for the hostilities or for

their continuation. Even if no formal condemnation of the United

States occurred, the American position might be gravely damaged

by the present world-wide inclination to pin the label of aggressor

on one party to every military encounter, an inclination that has

been fostered by years of collective security propaganda. The

choice might be between losing a friend or an area deemed vital to

American security and arousing the opposition, if not open hostil-

ity, of large numbers of nations belonging to the American align-

ment system. The dilemma would be particularly serious for an

American government that had sought to present the United States

as the chief champion of collective security.

IV

IF IT is TRUE, then, that serious embarrassments are in store for the

United States on its double-track course of "going it with others,"

the question of how to meet the problem is of immediate impor-

tance.

One way out is usually open: a course of action known as "mud-

dling through/' which means trusting one's ability to avoid major

damage by ad hoc maneuvers taken on the spur of the moment.

Sometimes there is no better solution, but it is useful even then to

anticipate the kind of difficulties that may lie ahead so that im-

provisation or ad hoc adjustments will not aggravate rather than

remedy a distressing situation. It need not be left entirely to in-

stinct, for example, to decide whether it is wiser to antagonize ally

X, at the risk of losing him, than to run counter to the views of a

large body of opinion in the General Assembly. A continuous and

careful check on the value of ally X to American defense policy and

an equally careful scrutiny of the respect and authority enjoyed by

changing majorities in the General Assembly may prove helpful to

future decisions.
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There is no need, however, to resign ourselves to the hazardous

game of improvisation. Even though continuing along the course

of both collective security and collective defense, the United States

can modify the execution of its two policies of collective action in a

way conducive to greater harmony between them.

The necessity of preserving the alignment system in fact, con-

tinuously and substantially strengthening itdoes not imply that

every member of the system is essential to American security and

no member can be antagonized. Even if there were no collective

security system, the United States could not always escape the neces-

sity of choosing among its friends and allies. At one time, for ex-

ample, it looked as if the Cyprus crisis might create the need for

such a choice irrespective of whether questions of aggression and

collective security were to arise. If the United States wants to be in

a position to participate on occasion in the condemnation or even

punishment of a non-Communist country, it must be prepared to

get along without that particular country.
While not every ally is dispensable if France turned her back on

NATO, the chance of defending Europe, slim enough as it is, might

disappear completely the United States might compensate in some

cases for the loss of a weak, half-hearted, or unreliable member of

the alignment system by increasing its own armaments or its eco-

nomic and military aid to the remaining members. Excessive fear

of losing friends opens the door to blackmail. Moreover, such fear

may be predicated only on an unwillingness, often allegedly dic-

tated by limitations on American solvency but in fact stemming

only from limitations on our readiness to raise and pay higher
taxes. The United States cannot afford to tell every blackmailing

country to go over to the Communists if it pleases, as has sometimes

been proposed, since the support of some nations is strategically

indispensable. Nevertheless the present boundary line separating

East and West is largely accidental, after all, and therefore allows

for some flexibility. If the United States was able to survive the loss

of Czechoslovakia and of continental China, it would be sad in-

deed if it had now become so vulnerable to defections and loss of

prestige that it could not make up for the loss of less important

countries, particularly if the loss consisted merely in their shift from

alliance to neutrality.

Flexibility may help in yet another direction without requiring

sacrifices at the expense of collective defense. The United States

will not always lose a friend or ally if, in pursuit of collective
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security action, it antagonizes a non-Communist government. The

government in question and its policy may be so unpopular with its

own people that American opposition to its policy even action

against itwill win more reliable support for the United States in

the long run than could be obtained by surrender to its demands.

However, the narrow limitations on this type of flexibility need to

be stressed. Only too frequently the choice today is between a

government that is unpopular at home but strongly pro-Western

and one that gains most of its popularity by its hostility toward the

United States or even by its pronounced partisanship for the Soviet

Union.

All in all, only a minimal alleviation of the dilemmas discussed

here seems possible through modifications of the American policy

of collective defense and alignment. It becomes all the more im-

portant, therefore, to look for practical changes in the American

policy toward collective security that may offer a solution. Fortu-

nately, there is more room for modification in this area.

Since American security is dependent upon the continuation of

her alignment system, the United States has a major interest in

avoiding situations where it has to take sides against any member
of this system, whether to condemn, stop, or punish it. Under these

circumstances, it should be the objective of American policy within

the United Nations to discourage rather than promote a policy of

labeling as the aggressor one of the parties to every violent inter-

national conflict. Some of the weaker would-be aggressors may be

deterred by fear of condemnation or punishment, but the price of

this deterrence is high. If it fails, and i the "police force" is called

into action, all of the dangerous consequences discussed earlier

threaten to unroll themselves: an essential ally may be antagonized

beyond repair; hostilities may spread far beyond the confines of the

original theater of conflict; the Soviet bloc may be given an oppor-

tunity to take "police action" beyond its borders; the United States

itself may be accused of initiating the trouble. It is suggested,

therefore, that American efforts to turn the United Nations into a

"strong reed" efforts to which the other members of the United

Nations have given lip service at best may backfire. There is no
doubt that the United States has engaged in such efforts. American
initiative has been directed, for example, toward a reinterpretation
of the Charter which would permit the veto-free General Assembly
to recommend police action and make such recommendations bind-

ing upon United Nations members. The United States has even
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Insisted that it has the right and the intention to enforce the prin-

ciples of the Charter against an aggressor in cases where neither the

Security Council nor the General Assembly is prepared to recom-

mend police action.

The possibility of dangerous clashes between collective defense

and collective security commitments can be minimized by a reversal

of the present trend of American policy, namely by an effort to

push into the background rather than to emphasize the concepts of

"enforcement of the peace" and "police action." These concepts
should better be reserved for cases of unmistakable and flagrant

initiation of war across recognized national boundaries and be con-

sidered the ultima ratio of American and United Nations peace

strategy.

If taken alone, modifications in the tenor of United States collec-

tive security policy along the lines suggested might be mistaken as

a sign of a general decline of American confidence in the United

Nations as an instrument for the prevention of war. Such a view

would be based, however, on an excessively narrow conception of

the ways in which the United Nations can help promote peace, a

misconception fostered over the years by official and unofficial

American pronouncements. Because the major emphasis has been

placed on the collective security or "enforcement of the peace" func-

tions of the United Nations, the role the world organization can

play as a mediator and conciliator on the road to compromise and

peaceful settlement as well as the importance of such mediation-

has received scant attention and credit. In practice, the chief serv-

ices the United Nations has been able to render to the peace of the

world have been in this noncoercive field and specifically in its

efforts to bring the parties to a dispute to some form of accommoda-

tion or truce. These efforts include the dispatch of observation

teams and the policing of borders or strips of territory undertaken

in agreement with both parties. Therefore, if the value of the

United Nations to the cause of world peace is not to be jeopardized,

and if the intentions of the United States are not to be misunder-

stood, it is imperative that any reduction in American zeal for the

identification, condemnation, or punishment of aggressors be ac-

companied by conspicuous efforts both to strengthen the role of the

United Nations as mediator and conciliator and to convince world

opinion that the best services the United Nations can render in the

field of pacification lie in the pursuit of such a role.
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The United States has a special stake in elevating respect for

United Nations mediation above that for "enforcement." It has

little need, if any, for the assistance of collective security in its

great struggle with the Soviet bloc; in its national armaments and
collective defense arrangements, it has more reliable means of deter-

rence and defense than anything collective security could provide.
In addition, the reliability of these arrangements will suffer if col-

lective security is not prevented from throwing roadblocks in their

path. And within the non-Communist world, all the way from

North Africa through the Middle East to Southeast Asia and the

Far East, where impassioned antagonism and violence are erupting

again and again, mediation by the United Nations offers the most

promise of preventing a split or breakdown of the American align-

ment system. Not that mediation is a panacea: it has failed con-

spicuously on more than one occasion, whether undertaken by the

United Nations or by the United States itself. Also, it may hurt

American interests if the majority of the members of the United

Nations, fearful of war, expect the United States to make most of

the concessions. But collective security may fail, too, even when it

enjoys the complete support of the United States. It failed as a

deterrent prior to the Korean War and to the Suez adventure; and,

when put into practice, it means war rather than peace, though
such war be called "police action." The United States will have

done all it can both for its own protection and for that of its friends

and allies if it succeeds in maintaining a reliable collective defense

network backed by adequate national armaments and if, in addi-

tion, it gives strong support to United Nations mediatory and

conciliatory efforts within the non-Soviet world while preserving
United Nations collective security as a last resort.


