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THE ECONOMIC CASE FOR WAR 5

involved in armament is the price which nations pay
for their safety and for their political power. The
power of Great Britain has been the main condition of
her past industrial success; her trade has been extensive
and her merchants rich, because she has been able to
make her political and military force felt, and to
exercise her influence among all the nations of the
world. If she has dominated the commerce of the
world, it 1s because her unconquered navy has
dominated, and continues to dominate, all the avenues
of commerce. This is the currently accepted argu-
ment.

The fact that Germany has of late come to the front
as an industrial nation, making giant strides in general
prosperity and well-being, i1s deemed also to be the result
of her military successes and the increasing political
power which she is coming to exercise in Continental
Europe. These things, alike in Great Britain and in
Germany, are accepted as the axioms of the p:oblem,
as the citations given in the next chapter sufficiently
prove. I am not aware that a single authority of note,
at least in the world of workaday politics, has ever
challenged or disputed them. Even those who have
occupied prominent positions in the propaganda of
peace are at one with the veriest fire-eaters on this
point. Mr. W. T. Stead is one of the leaders of the
big navy party in England. Mr. Frederic Harrison,
who all his life had been known as the philosopher
protagonist of peace, declared recently that if Great
Britain allowed Germany to get ahead of her in the race
for armaments, “famine, social anarchy, incalculable
chaos in the industrial and financial world, would be
the inevitable result. Britain may live on . . . but




