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PUBLISHERS’' PREFACE

The publishers announce, separate and distinet from, but to be
used in connection with the present volume, the Diplomatic Corre-
spondence between the United States and Germany from August 1,
1914, to April 6, 1917, the date of the declaration of a state of war
by the Congress of the United States against the Imperial German
Government, and President Wilson’s Messages, Addresses, and Papers
on Foreign Policy. These volumes are of the same format as the Sur-
vey of International Relations between the United States and Ger-
many, 1914-1917, and they are edited by its author

The differences of opinion, crystallizing into opposition, and
resulting eventually in war between the United States and Germany,
are stated clearly, unmistakably, and officially in the Diplomatic
Correspondence between the two Governments since the outbreak of
the European War in 1914, and up to the declaration of war by the
United States because of the controversies between the two countries
The Diplomatic Correspondence makes the case of the United States,
Just as the Diplomatic Correspondence is the defense of Germany.
Upon this Correspondence each country rests its case, and upon this
Correspondence each is to be judged. It is thought best to present
it in a volume by itself, disconnected from narrative or from corre-
spondence with other belligerent nations, which would indeed have
been interesting but not material to the present case.

President Wilson’s views upon foreign policy were important
during the neutrality of the United States, and it is even more
important to understand them now, inasmuch as they are the views
of the United States at war and indicate in no uncertain way the
attitude which the United States under President Wilson’s guidance
may be expected to assume in the negotiations which must one day
bring about peace to a long-suffering and war-ridden world. This
volume is of interest to Mr. Wilson’s countrymen; it is of interest
to the belligerents; it is of interest to the neutrals, whose cause
Mr. Wilson has championed.

The publishers have pleasure in announcing that the author of ‘A
Survey of International Relations between the United States and Ger-
many " and editor of ‘‘President Wilson’s Messages, Addresses, and
Papers on Foreign Policy’” and of the ‘*Diplomatic Correspondence,’’
has directed that the royalties due him be presented to the Depart-
ment of State War Relief Work Committee, of which Mrs. Robert
Lansing is President.

OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS

. " » American Branch
September 16, 1917, i .
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INTRODUCTION

1. ADDRESS OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED

STATES DELIVERED AT A JOINT SESSION OF THE
TWO HOUSES OF CONGRESS APRIL 2, 1917:

GENTLEMEN OF THE CONGRESS:

I have called the Congress into extraordinary session because
there are serious, very serious, choices of policy to be made, and
made immediately, which it was neither right nor constitution-
ally permissible that I should assume the responsibility of
making,

On the third of February last I officially laid before you the
extraordinary announcement of the Imperial German Govern-
ment that on and after the first day of February it was its
purpose to put aside all restraints of law or of humanity and
use its submarines to sink every vessel that sought to approach
either the ports of Great Britain and Ireland or the western
coasts of Europe or any of the ports controlled by the enemies
of Germany within the Mediterranean. That had seemed to be
the object of the German submarine warfare earlier in the war,
but since April of last year the Imperial Government had some-
what restrained the commanders of its undersea craft in con-
formity with its promise then given to us that passenger boats
should not be sunk and that due warning would be given to all
other vessels which its submarines might seek to destroy, when
no resistance was offered or escape attempted, and care taken
that their crews were given at least a fair chance to save their
lives in their open boats. The precautions taken were meager
and haphazard enough, as was proved in distressing instance
after instance in the progress of the cruel and unmanly busi-
ness, but a certain degree of restraint was observed. The new
policy has swept every restriction aside. Vessels of every kind,
whatever their flag, their character, their cargo, their destination,
their errand, have been ruthlessly sent to the bottom without
warning and without thought of help or mercy for those on
board, the vessels of friendly neutrals along with those of bel-
xiii



INTRODUCTION

ligerents. Even hospital ships and ships carrying relief to the
sorely bereaved and stricken people of Belgium, though the latter
were provided with safe conduct through the proseribed arcas
by the German Government itself and were distinguished by
unmistakable marks of identity, have been sunk with the same
reckless lack of compassion or of principle.

I was for a little while unable to believe that such things
would in fact be done by any government that had hitherto sub-
scribed to the humane practices of civilized nations. Inter-
national law had its origin in the attempt to set up some law
which would be respected and observed upon the seas, where
no nation had right of dominion and where lay the free high-
ways of the world. By painful stage after stage has that law
been built up, with meager enough results, indeed, after all was
accomplished that could be accomplished, but always with a clear
view, at least, of what the heart and conscience of mankind de-
manded. This minimum of right the German Government has
swept aside under the plea of retaliation and necessity and
because it had no weapons which it could use at sea except those
which it is impossible to employ as it is employing them without
throwing to the winds all scruples of humanity or of respect for
the understandings that were supposed to underlie the intercourse
of the world. I am not now thinking of the loss of property
involved, immense and serious as that is, but only of the wanton
and wholesale destruction of the lives of noncombatants, men,
women, and children, engaged in pursuits which have always,
even in the darkest periods of modern history, been deemed
innocent and legitimate. Property can be paid for; the lives of
peaceful and innocent people cannot be. The present German
submarine warfare against commerce is a warfare against man-
kind.

It is a war against all nations. American ships have been
sunk, American lives taken, in ways which it has stirred us very
deeply to learn of, but the ships and people of other neutral and
friendly nations have been sunk and overwhelmed in the waters
in the same way. There has been no diserimination. The chal-
lenge is to all mankind. Each nation must decide for itself how
it will meet it. The choice we make for ourselves must be made
with a moderation of counsel and a temperateness of judgment
befitting our character and our motives as a nation. We must

put excited feeling away. Our motive will not be revenge or
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the victorious assertion of the physical might of the nation, but
only the vindication of right, of human right, of which we are
only a single champion.

When I addressed the Congress on the twenty-sixth of Febru-
ary last I thought that it would suffice to assert our neutral rights
with arms, our right to use the seas against unlawful inter-
ference, our right to keep our people safe against unlawful
violence. But armed neutrality, it now appears, is impracticable,
Because submarines are in effect outlaws when used as the Ger-
man submarines have been used against merchant shipping, it is
impossible to defend ships against their attacks as the law of
nations has assumed that merchantmen would defend themselves
against privateers or cruisers, visible craft giving chase upon the
open sea. It is common prudence in such circumstances, grim
necessity indeed, to endeavor to destroy them before they have
shown their own intention. They must be dealt with upon sight,
if dealt with at all. The German Government denies the right
of neutrals to use arms at all within the areas of the sea which it
has proscribed, even in the defense of rights which no modern
publicist has ever before questioned their right to defend. The
intimation is conveyed that the armed guards which we have
placed on our merchant ships will be treated as beyond the pale
of law and subject to be dealt with as pirates would be. Armed
neutrality is ineffectual enough at best; in such circumstances
and in the face of such pretensions it is worse than ineffectual :
it is likely only to produce what it was meant to prevent; it is
practically certain to draw us into the war without either the
rights or the effectiveness of belligerents. There is one choice
we cannot make, we are incapable of making: we will not choose
the path of submission and suffer the most sacred rights of our
nation and our people to be ignored or violated. The wrongs
against which we now array ourselves are no common wrongs;
they cut to the very roots of human life.

With a profound sense of the solemn and even tragical char-
acter of the step I am taking and of the grave responsibilities
which it involves, but in unhesitating obedience to what I deem
my constitutional duty, I advise that the Congress declare the
recent course of the Imperial German Government to be in fact
nothing less than war against the government and people of the
United States; that it formally accept the status of belligerent
which has thus been thrust upon it; and that it take immediate
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INTRODUCTION

steps not only to put the country in a more thorough state of
defense but also to exert all its power and employ all its resources
to bring the Government of the German Empire to terms and
end the war.

What this will involve is clear. It will involve the utmost
practicable cooperation in counsel and action with the govern-
ments now at war with Germany, and, as incident to that, the
extension to those governments of the most liberal financial
credits, in order that our resources may so far as possible be
added to theirs. It will involve the organization and mobiliza-
tion of all the material resources of the country to supply the
materials of war and serve the incidental needs of the nation
in the most abundant and yet the most economical and efficient
way possible. It wiil involve the immediate full equipment of
the navy in all respects but particularly in supplying it with the
best means of dealing with the enemy’s submarines. It will
involve the immediate addition to the armed forces of the United
States already provided for by law in case of war at least
five hundred thousand men, who should, in my opinion, be chosen
upon the principle of universal liability to service, and also the
authorization of subsequent additional increments of equal force
80 soon as they may be needed and can be handled in training.
It will involve also, of course, the granting of adequate ecredits to
the government, sustained, I hope, so far as they can equitably be
sustained by the present generation, by well conceived taxation.

I say sustained so far as may be equitable by taxation because
it seems to me that it would be most unwise to base the credits
which will now be necessary entirely on money borrowed. It is
our duty, I most respectfully urge, to protect our people so far
as we may against the very serious hardships and evils which
would be likely to arise out of the inflation which would be pro-
duced by vast loans.

In carrying out the measures by which these things are to be
accomplished we should keep constantly in mind the wisdom of
interfering as little as possible in our own preparation and in the
equipment of our own military forces with the duty,—for it will
be a very practical duty,—of supplying the nations already at

war with Germany with the materials which they can obtain
only from us or by our assistance. They are in the field and we
should help them in every way to be effective there.

I shall take the liberty of suggesting, through the several
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INTRODUCTION xvii
executive departments of the government, for the consideration
of your committees, measures for the accomplishment of the sev

eral objects I have mentioned. I hope that it will be your pleas-

ure to deal with them as having been framed after very careful
thought by the branch of the government upon which the respon-
sibility of conducting the war and safeguarding the nation will
most directly fall.

While we do these things, these deeply momentous things, let
us be very clear, and make very clear to all the world what our
motives and our objects are. My own thought has not been
driven from its habitual and normal course by the unhappy
events of the last two months, and I do not believe that the
thought of the nation has been altered or clouded by them. I
have exactly the same things in mind now that I had in mind

when I addressed the Senate on the twenty-second of January

last ; the same that I had in mind when I addressed the Clongress
on the third of February and on the twenty-sixth of February.
Our object now, as then, is to vindicate th

e principles of peace
and justice in the

life of the world as against selfish and auto-
cratic power and to set up amongst the really free and self-
governed peoples of the world such a concert of purpose and
of action as will henceforth insure the observance of those prin-
ciples. Neutrality is no longer feasible or desirable where the
peace of the world is involved and the freedom of its peoples,
and the menace to that peace and freedom lies in the existence
of autocratic governments backed by organized force which is

controlled wholly by their will, not by the will of their people.

We have seen the last of neutrality in such circumstances. We
are at the beginning of an age in which it will be insisted that
the same standards of conduct and of responsibility for wrong
done shall be observed among nations and their governments that
are observed among the individual citizens of civilized states.

We have no quarrel with the German people. We have no
feeling towards them but one of sympathy and friendship. It
was not upon their impulse that their government acted in enter-
ing this war. It was not with thei

previous knowledge or
approval.

It was a war determined upon as wars used to be
determined upon in the old, unhappy days when peoples were
nowhere consulted by their rulers and wars were provoked and
waged in the interest of dynasties or of little groups of ambitious
men who were accustomed to use their fellowmen as pawns and
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tools. Self-governed nations do not fill their neighbor states
with spies or set the course of intrigue to bring about some eriti-
cal posture of affairs which will give them an opportunity to
strike and make conquest. Such designs can be successfully
worked out only under cover and where no one has the right to
ask questions. Cunningly contrived plans of deception or aggres-
sion, carried, it may be, from generation to generation, can be
worked out and kept from the light only within the privacy of
courts or behind the carefully guarded confidences of a narrow
and privileged class. They are happily impossible where publie
opinion commands and insists upon full information concerning
all the nation’s affairs.

A steadfast concert for peace can never be maintained except
by a partnership of democratic nations. No autoeratiec govern-
ment could be trusted to keep faith within it or observe its cove-
nants. It must be a league of honor, a partnership of opinion.
Intrigue would eat its vitals away ; the plottings of inner circles
who could plan what they would and render account to no one
would be a corruption seated at its very heart. Only free peo-
ples can hold their purpose and their honor steady to a com-
mon end and prefer the interests of mankind to any narrow
interest of their own.

Does not every American feel that assurance has been added
to our hope for the future peace of the world by the wonderful
and heartening things that have been happening within the last
few weeks in Russia? Russia was known by those who knew it
best to have been always in fact democratic at heart, in all the
vital habits of her thought, in all the intimate relationships of
her people that spoke their natural instinct, their habitual atti-
tude towards life. The autocracy that crowned the summit of
her political structure, long as it had stood and terrible as was
the reality of its power, was not in fact Russian in origin, char-
acter, or purpose; and now it has been shaken off and the great
generous Russian people have been added in all their naive
majesty and might to the forces that are fighting for freedom
in the world, for justice, and for peace. Here is a fit partner
for a League of Honor.

One of the things that has served to convince us that the
Prussian autocracy was not and could never be our friend is
that from the very outset of the present war it has filled our
unsuspecting communities and even our offices of Government
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with spies and set criminal intrigues everywhere afoot against
our national unity of counsel, our peace within and without, our

industries and our commerce, Indeed it is now evident that its

spies were here even before the war began; and it is unhappily
not a matter of conjecture but a fact proved in our courts of
justice that the intrigues which have more than once come peril-
ously near to disturbing the peace and dislocating the industries
of the country have been carried on at the instigation, with the
support, and even under the personal dirvection of official agents
of the Imperial Government accredited to the Government of the
United States. Even in checking these things and trying to
extirpate them we have sought to put the most generous inter-
pretation possible upon them because we knew that their source
lay, not in any hostile feeling or purpose of the German people
towards us (who were, no doubt as ignorant of them as we our-
selves were), but only in the selfish designs of a government
that did what it pleased and told its people nothing. But they
have played their part in serving to convince us at last that that
government entertains no real friendship for us and means to
act against our peace and security at its convenience. That it
means to stir up enemies against us at our very doors the inter-
cepted note to the German Minister at Mexico City is eloquent
evidence,

We are accepting this challenge of hostile purpose because we
know that in such a government, following such methods, we
can never have a friend ; and that in the presence of its organized
power, always lying in wait to accomplish we know not what
purpose, there can be no assured security

for the democratic
governments of the world.

We are now about to accept gauge
of battle with this natural foe to liberty and shall, if necessary,
spend the whole force of the nation to check and nullify its pre-
tensions and its power., We are glad, now that we see the facts
with no veil of false pretense about them, to fight thus for the
ultimate peace of the world and for the liberation of its peoples,
the German peoples included: for the rights of nations great
and small and the privilege of men everywhere to choose their
way of life and of obedience. The world must be

» made safe for
democracy.

Its peace must be planted upon the tested founda-
tions of political liberty. We have no selfish ends to serve. We

desire no conquest, no dominion. We seek no indemnities for

ourselves, no material compensation for the sacrifices we shall
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INTRODUCTION

freely make. We are but one of the champions of the rights of
mankind. We shall be satisfied when those rights have been made
as secure as the faith and the freedom of nations can make them

Just because we fight without rancor and without selfish
objeet, seeking nothing for ourselves but what we shall wish to
share with all free peoples, we shall, I feel confident, conduct
our operations as belligerents without passion and ourselves
observe with proud punctilio the principles of right and of fair
play we profess to be fighting for.

I have said nothing of the governments allied with the Im-
perial Government of Germany because they have not made war
upon us or challenged us to defend our right and our honor.
The Austro-Hungarian Government has, indeed, avowed 1ts un
qualified indorsement and acceptance of the reckless and lawless
submarine warfare adopted now without disguise by the Imperial
German Government, and it has therefore not been possible for
this government to receive Count Tarnowski, the Ambassador
recently accredited to this government by the Imperial and
Royal Government of Austria-Hungary; but that government
has not actually engaged in warfare against citizens of the United
States on the seas,

1

i I take the liberty, for the present at least,
of postponing a discussion of our relations with the authorities
at Vienna. We enter this war only where we are clearly forced
into it because there are no other means of defending our rights

[t will be all the easier for us to conduct ourselves as bellig
erents in a high spirit of right and fairness because we act with
out animus, not in enmity towards a people or with the desire
to bring any injury or disadvantage upon them, but only in
armed opposition to an irresponsible government which has
thrown aside all considerations of humanity and of right and is
running amuck. We are, let me say again, the sincere friends
of the German people, and shall desire nothing so much as the
early re-establishment of intimate relations of mutual advantage
between us.—however hard it may be for them, for the time
being, to believe that this is spoken from our hearts. We have
borne with their present government through all these bitter
months because of that friendship,—exercising a patience and
forbearance which would otherwise have been impossible. We
shall, happily, still have an opportunity to prove that friend-
ship in our daily attitude and actions towards the millions of
men and women of German birth and native sympathy who live

OF
GO
PL1
TO



GOVERNMENT AND THE
PLE OF THE UNITED STATES

INTRODUCTION

xxi

amongst us and share our life, and we shall be proud to prove it

towards all who are in fact loyal to their neighbors and to the

government in the hour of test. They are, most of them, as

true and loyal Americans as if they had never known any other

2'1':1!1_\ or :l”x;_'lu!)u'. 'l‘nl"\' \\‘lll lw |)1'<m|[,: to stand \\'U; us n

rebuking and restraining the few who may be of a different mind

and purpose. If there should be disloyalty, it will be dealt with

with a firm hand of stern repression ; but, if it lifts its head at all,

it will lift it only here and there and without countenance except
from a lawless and malignant few.

It is a distressing and oppressive duty, Gentlemen of the Con-
gress, which 1 have performed in thus addressing you. There
are, it may be, many months of fiery trial and sacrifice ahead
of us. It is a fearful thing to lead this great peaceful people
into war, into the most terrible and disastrous of all wars, civili-

zation itself seeming to bhe in the balance. But the right is more

precious than peace, and we shall fight for the things which we
have always carried nearest our hearts,—for democracy, for th
right of those who submit to authority to have a voice in their

own governments, for the rights and liberties of small nations,

for a universal dominion of right by such a concert of free peo
ples as shall bring peace and safety to all nations and make th
world itself at last free. To such a task we can dedicate our
lives and our fortunes, everything that we are and everything
that we have, with the pride of those who know that the day
has come when America is privileged to spend her blood and her
might for the principles that gave her birth and happiness and
the peace which she has treasured.

God helping her, she can
do no other.

2. JOINT RESOLUTION DECLARING THAT A STATE
WAR EXISTS BETWEEN THE IMPERIAL GERMAN
GOVERNMENT AND THE PEO-
AND MAKING PROVISION
PROSECUTE THE SAME.

Whereas the Imperial German Government has committed
repeated acts of war against the Government and the people of
the United States of America: Therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the state

-
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of war between the United States and the Imperial German
Government which has thus been thrust upon the United States
is hereby formally declared ; and that the President be, and he is
hereby, authorized and directed to employ the entire naval and
military forces of the United States and the resources of the
Government to carry on war against the Imperial German Gov-
ernment; and to bring the conflict to a successful termination
all of the resources of the country are hereby pledgzed by the

Congeress of s U 'd States ‘ Y
ongress of the United States CuAMP CLARK,

Speaker of the House of Representatives.
Traos. R. MARSHALL,
Vice President of the United States and
Approved, April 6, 1917, President of the Senate.
Woobrow WILSON,

3. GERMAN CONCEPTIONS OF THE STATE, INTER-
NATIONAL POLICY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW.
Because the good old rule
ulliceth them . —the \///‘,,"1 }'/IIN,
That they should take who have the power,

And they should /.lf./‘! who can.

(a) Frederick the Great (1712-1786)

I'o keep up the role of an honest man with knaves is very perilous;
to play a sharp game in the company of cheats is desperate. Success
in such an attempt is very doubtful. What, then, is to be done?
Either war or negotiation, just as your very humble servant and his
minister are now doing. If there is anything to be gained by it, we
will be honest; if deception is necessary, let us be cheats.

Sinee it has been agreed upon among men that cheating one’s
fellowmen is a cowardly aet, an expression has been sought for
which might soften this act and the word Polities has been chosen
to that end. This word has most certainly been employed only in
favor of sovereigns, because in decency we cannot be treated as
rogues and rascals,

But be that as it may, here is what I think of politiecs. My dear
nephew, by the word Politics I understand that we must seek to
deceive others; it is a means of having the advantage, or at least

' Frederick the Great to Minister de Podewils, dated the Camp at Mollwitz,
May 12, 1741. (Politische Correspondenz Friedrichs des Grossen [Berlin, 1879},
vol. 1, pp. 244-245
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INTRODUCTION xxiii

of being on a par with the rest of mankind; for you may be abso-
lutely certain that all the states of the world run the same career
and that it is the hidden goal at which the high and the lowly of
the world aim.

This principle having been stated, never blush for making alli-
ances with a view to your being the only one to draw advantage
from them. Do not ecommit the stupid mistake of not abandoning
them whenever you believe that your interests are at stake, and
especially maintain vigorously this maxim, that to despoil your
neighbors is to take away from them the means of doing you injury.

Properly speaking, it is politics which founds and preserves king-
doms. Therefore, my dear nephew, you must understand politics
thoroughly and conceive of it in the clearest light. To this end 1
shall divide it into Polities of the State and into Private Polities.
The former concerns only the great interests of the kingdom; the
latter concerns the particular interests of the Prince.

Politics of the State reduces itself to three principles: the first,

to preserve, ;|I]<I_ ;n'\n]l]mg 10 circumstances, to ;tL'uI‘m'L/’l‘ one'’s \r"l :

l
the second, not to make any alliance except for one’s own advantage;
' Les Matinées Royales, ou U'Art de Régner. Opuscule inédit de Frédéric 11,
dit le Grand, roi de Prusse London, Williams
General Savary, Duke of Rovigo, who accomj 1 Napoleon in his visit to
Sans Souci in 1806, purloined from Frederick's de a copy of the Matinées
Royales, said to be in Frederick’s own handwriting. A copy of this
in 1816 by one C. Whittall, with the Duke’s permission and was published in
1901 by the copyist’s grandson, Sir James William Whittall, in a book entitled
Frederick the Great on Kingeraft. From the original MS. (London
Green & Co.,, 1001), pp. 15-16
I'he French text of Les Matinées Royales, ou U'Art de Régner, to which refer-
ences are made, was edited in 1863 by the late Lord Acton from a copy made at
Sans Souci in 1806 by Baron de Méneval, Private Secretary to Napoleon. It con-
tains five of the seven Matinées and fills the thirty-five pages of this little volume
In 1870 an English translation of Lord Acton's edition was issued in Boston
in a pamphlet of fifty-two pages, under the highly significant and accurate titl
of * Origin of the Bismarck policy; or, The Hohenzollern doctrine and
described and defined by

Norgate, 1863, pp. 18-19

was made

LOngmans

maxrims
rederick the Great; his opinions on religion,
yustice, morals, politics
Written by himself expressl)
fully translated from an authentic copy of the original manuseript by M. C. L
Boston; Crosby & Damrell, 1870

statesmanship, the German people, etc., et

use of his successor to the throne.” Care-

For the origin, natur and authenticity of the Matinées Royales, see an
article entitled 7he Confessions of Frederick the Great, and a review of Buffon
sa famille, ses collaborateurs et ses familiers Mémoires par M. Humbert-

Bazile, son Secrétaire; mis en ordre, annotés et augmentés de documents inédit
par M. Henri Nadault de Buffon Paris: Renouard (1863), in Home and Foreign
Review for 1863, vol. 2, pp. 1562-171; vol. 3, pp. 704-711, both written by Lord
Acton, the most critical and painstaking of historians, commonly called * the
most erudite man of his generation.” (See A Bibliography of the Historical
Works of Dr. Creighton, Dr. Stubbs, Dr. 8. K. Gardiner, and the Late Lord
Acton. Edited for the Royal Historical Society by U. A. Shaw, London, 1903,
pp. 45, 47, 53.)
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XX1V INTRODUCTION
and the third, to make one’s self feared and respected in the most
untoward times.

When I ascended the throne I visited the coffers of my father;
his great economy enabled me to form great projects. Some time
afterwards I reviewed my troops, and I found them superb. After
this review, I returned to my coffers and found the wherewith to
double my military force. As I had just doubled my power, it was
natural that I should not limit myself to preserving what I already
had. Thus I had soon resolved to profit by the first opportunity that
should offer. Meanwhile I thoroughly trained my troops and made
every effort to keep the eyes of all Europe riveted upon my
manacuvers. 1 renewed them every year, in order to appear the more
thoroughly versed in the art, and finally I attained my purpose. I
turned the head of all the Powers. Everyone considered himself
lost, if he could not move arms, feet and head in the Prussian style.
All my soldiers came to think that they were twice the men they had
been before when they saw that they were everywhere aped.

When my troops had thus acquired an advantage over all other
troops, I was busy only with examining what pictensions I could
lay to various provinces. Four principal points offered themselves
to my view, Silesia, Polish Prussia, Dutch Gueldre, and Swedish
Pomerania.

I limited myself to Silesia, because that object deserved more of
my attention than all the others, and also because the circumstances
were more favorable to me. I left to time the care of the execution
of my projects upon the other points, and I shall not undertake to
prove to you the validity of my pretensions upon that province. I
have had these pretensions established by my orators; the Empress
opposed them with her own and the case was ended by cannon, sabre
and rifle,

From all this there results that we must always be attempting
something, and be thoroughly persuaded that all available means
are proper to our purpose. But it is good policy to be careful
not to announce one’s pretensions with too much vanity, and espe-
cially to maintain at your court two or three eloquent men, and to
leave it with them to justify your aets.'

Posterity will perhaps be surprised to find in these memoirs

* Les Matinées Royales, pp. 20-32

“The matter of right is the business of the ministers; it is your business;
it is time to work it up in secret, for the troops have received their orders.”
( Frederick the Great to Minister de Podewils, November 7, 1740; Politische Corre-
spondenz Friedrichs des Grossen |Berlin, 1879], vol. 1, p. 91.)
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INTRODUCTION XXV

accounts of treaties entered into and broken; although such examples
are common in history, the author of this work could not justify
himself, if he had no better reasons for excusing his conduect.

The interest of the State must serve as the rule for the conduct
of sovereigns. (‘ases when alliances must be broken are the following:
(1) When the ally fails to fulfill his engagements; (2) when the ally
plans to deceive one, and when one has no other means to prevent
him; (3) when force majeure hangs over one and compels one to
break one’s treaties; (4) finally, when one lacks the means for con-
tinuing the war. By a sort of fatality, which I cannot explain,
wealth of resources exercises an influence upon everything, and
princes are the slaves of their means; the interest of the State is a
law unto them, and this law is inviolable. If the prince is under
obligation to sacrifice his very self for the salvation of his subjects,
he must a fortiori sacrifice engagements, the continuation of which
might become harmful to them. Examples of treaties of this nature
which have been broken are commonly met with in history; it is not
our intention to justify all such cases; I venture, however, to affirm
that there are such treaties which necessity, wisdom, prudence, or
the welfare of the people compel sovereigns to break, because there is
no other means left by which to avoid ruin. . . . It appears to me
clear and obvious that a private individual must serupulously observe
his pledged word, even if he should have inconsiderately made such
a pledge: if another private individual fails to observe his given
word, the person against whom such violation is committed can have
recourse to the protection of the laws, and, whatever may be the
result of such an aet, it is only an individual who suffers; but to
what tribunals can a sovereign have recourse if another prince vio-
lates engagements entered into with him? The word of a private
individual involves but the misfortune of one man; the word of
sovereigns may lead to calamities involving entire nations. This
matter may, therefore, be stated as follows: Is it better that a people
should perish, or that a prince should break his treaty? Where
would one find the imbecile who would hesitate in answering this
question ?

In this work you will meet with treaties entered into and broken;
and I must tell you, in regard to this matter, that we are subordinated
to our means and to our capacities: when our interests change, we
must change our actions accordingly. We are employed to watch

' Histoire de mon temps, tome i, avant-propos (1775), pp. xxvi-xxvii; Fuvres
de Frédéric le Grand, tome ii
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XXVl INTRODUCTION

over the happiness of our peoples: therefore, as soon as we realize
that danger or risk are involved for them in an ailiance, it is our
duty to break such alliance, rather than to expose them to the evil
effects thereof; in such case the sovereign sacrifices himself for the
good of his subjects. The annals of the whole world furnish such
examples; and in truth, one can hardly act otherwise. Those who
are 80 severe in condemning such conduet are people who regard
the pledged word as something sacred; they are right, and as a
private individual, I think as they do, for a man who pledges his
word to another, even although he promised inconsiderately some-
thing which might turn out to his greatest prejudice, must keep
his word, because honor is above interest; but a prince who gives
his word, does not commit only himself; for if he did commit only
himself, the case would be the same as that of a private individual ;
but he exposes great states and great provinces to a thousand and
one misfortunes: it is better, therefore, that the sovereign should
break his treaty rather than that the people should perish. What
would we say of a ridiculously scrupulous surgeon, unwilling to
amputate the gangrenous arm of a man, because it is an evil act
to cut off a man’'s arm? Is it not readily seen that it would be by
far a greater evil to let a citizen perish who might have been saved?
I venture to state that it is the circumstances of an act, that which
accompanies and flows from such act, by which one is to judge
whether or not it is a good or an evil act; but there are few people
able to judge of such cases in full knowledge of the facts; men are
like sheep and blindly follow their leader: let a wit deliver himself
of a catchy phrase, and a thousand fools will repeat him.

To form alliances for one’s own advantage is a maxim of the State,
and there are no powers which are warranted in neglecting to
observe it. Thus results this consequence, that an alliance must be
broken whenever it becomes prejudicial. During my first war with
the Queen, 1 forsook the French at Prague, because in doing so I
acquired Silesia, If I had taken the French to Vienna, they would
never have given me so much. Some years afterwards, I coneluded a
new alliance with France, because I desired to attempt the conquest
of Bohemia, and because I wished to treat them generously for the
possible need I might have of them. Since then I have neglected
this nation in order to go into closer relations with the one that
offered me more. When Prussia, dear nephew, shall have made her
fortune, she will then be able to assume an air of good faith and of

Histoire de mon temps, tome i, avant propos (1746), pp. xvi-xvii; (Buvres
de Fyédéric le Grand, roi de Prusse, tome 1i
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INTRODUCTION Xxvii

constancy such as, at the most, becomes only great states and little
sovereigns. I have told you, dear nephew, politics and rascality are
synonymous, and this is true; still, you will find in this respect,
some people of good faith who have formed for themselves certain
systems of probity. Thus, you may chance anything with your
ambassadors. I have found some who have served me faithfully,
and who, in order to uncover a mystery would have rifled the pockets
of a king. Attach yourselves especially to those possessing the talent
of expressing themselves in vague, ponderous, or ambiguous phrases.
You will make no mistake in keeping some political locksmiths and
doctors; they may be of great use to you. I know from experience
all the advantages to be derived through them.

One of the first principles of polities is to endeavor to become
an ally of that one of one’s neighbors who may deal the most dan-
gerous blows to one’s state. [t is for this reason that we have an
alliance with Russia, because : long as the alliance lasts, Prussia’s
rear will have nothing to fear from Russia

It has been said, and the phrase has been thoughtlessly

reéxpressed that treaties are useless because all their stipulations are
hardly ever fulfilled, and because men are no more scrupulous in
our century than they have been in other centuries. I answer to
those who think in this way that I have no doubt whatever that
there have been, in ancient and even in very recent times, Princes
who have not exactly fulfilled their engagements; but that it is
always most advantageous to conclude treaties. For every ally one
secures there will be in each case an enemy the less, and, if one’s
allies are of no assistance, still they always ought to observe an
exact neutrality.

Nothing was more contrary to the welfare of the Prussian state

than to allow the form:

of an alliance between Saxony and
Russia, and nothing would have seemed more unnatural than to
sacrifice a Princess of the royal blood in order to dislodge the Saxon
Princes. Another expedient was resorted to. Of all the German
Princesses of marriageable age none but the Princess of Zerbst was
more suitable to Russia and more l!];ri‘\' to serve the Prussian
interests. .

When the Empress had made up her mind to choose the Princess
of Zerbst for marriage with the Grand Duke, less difficulty was met

' Les Matinées Royales, pp. 32-33

2 Exposé du gouvernement prussien—@F uvres /,h.]._\r.‘uh,,lms, tome ii, p 187;
Fuvres de Frédérie le Grand, tome ix

* L’Antimachiavel—Euvres philosophigues, tome i, p. 94; Huvres de Frédérie
le Grand, tome viii.
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Xxviii INTRODUCTION

with to secure her consent for the marriage of the Prussian Princess
Ulrica with the new royal Prince of Sweden. It was upon these
two alliances that Prussia relied for her security: a Prussian Princess
near the Swedish throne could not be the enemy of the king, her
brother, and a Russian Grand Duchess educated and brought up on
Prussian Territory and who owed her fortune to the king, could not
be hostile to him, without being ungrateful.'

By careful management and intrigue the king succeeded in indue-
ing the Russian Czarina to choose the Princess of Darmstadt, the
sister of the Princess of Prussia, as a wife for her son, the Grand
Duke Paul. In order to have influence in Russia it was necessary
for Prussia to place there persons who were likely to favor Prussia.
It was to be hoped that the Prince of Prussia, when succeeding King
Frederick, would be able to draw great advantage from the fact that
his wife’s sister had married the heir to the Russian throne.

Natural allies are those States the interests of which are iden-
tical with our own. Nevertheless alliances may be concluded among
nations the interests of which differ, although they will be only
short-lived.

In the present position of Europe all States are strongly armed,
and as a Power of superior strength can destroy the weaker ones,
1t 18 necessary to conclude alliances either for mutual defense or for
foiling the plans of one’s enemies. However, alliances by themselves
do not suffice. It is necessary to have in one’s neighbor States, and
especially among one’s enemies, agents who report faithfully all they
see and hear. Men are bad. It is most necessary to protect one’s self
against being surprised. ’

It is a well-known fact in polities that the most natural and
hence, the best allies are those whose interests are identical with
our own. . . . Strange events sometimes lead to extraordinary
combinations . . . between nations that have at all times been
inimical and hostile to each other; . . . such alliances can be only
short-lived. . . . In the present position of Europe when all the
princes are armed and when from their midst there may arise pre-
ponderating powers capable of crushing weaker ones, prudence
requires that one enter into alliance with other powers, either to

Histoire de mon temps, tome ii, pp. 29-31; (Buvres de Frédéric le Grand,
tome 11i

2 Memoirs depuis la paix de Hubertsbourg, jusqu’d la paiz de Teschen—
(Euvres de Frédéric le Grand, tome vi, p. 67

* Kssar sur les formes de gouvernement et sur les devoirs des souveraing—

Euvres philosophiques, tome ii, pp. 201-202; (Euvres de Frédéric le Grand,
tome 1x
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INTRODUCTION xxix

insure to one’s self assistance in case of attack or to foil the dan-
gerous projects of one’s enemies. . . . But this is not enough;
it is necessary to have in one’s neighbor state, especially among
one’s enemies, open eyes and ears that will faithfully report that
which they have seen and heard.

If the Cabinet in Vienna can be gained to Prussia’s interests by
bribery, my Ambassador, von Borcke, had instructions given him on
the 7Tth of this month to offer up to 200,000 thalers to the Grand
Chancellor, Count Zinzendorff, and 100,000 thalers to the Secretary
of State, Toussaint. If others have to be bribed, Count Gotter should
let me know, and I will give my orders.

Thus, you will skillfully throw an apple of discord among the
ministers, in order that we may play an easy game and realize our
main object; and I leave you full liberty to employ, besides fiatteries

and promises, as much money as you may judge proper, and Major

Winterfeld may draw on the treasury of the company

The situation in which the King found himself was delicate and
embarrassing. It might have become dangerous if he had not had
the good luck to corrupt two persons, by means of whom the King
was informed of the most secret plans of his enemies. One was named
Weingarten, the secretary to the Count de La Puebla, envoy of
Austria to the Court of Berlin; the other, a clerk [Frederick William
Menzel] in the secret chancellery of Dresden. The secretary fur-
nished copies of all the dispatches which the minister received from
Petersburg, Vienna, and London; the clerk of the seeret chancellery
at Dresden supplied a copy of the treaties between Russia and Saxony
and of the correspondence which Count Briihl earried on with Bes-
tusheff as well as of the dispatches of Count Fleming of Vienna.

Thus, through the agency of these two men whom we have
just mentioned, there was nothing hidden from the King, and their
frequent reports were to him as a compass to direct his course between
the rocks which he had to avoid, and prevented him from having
recourse to open measures against a plan devised to declare war
upon him immediately.

Religion is absolutely necessary to a state, This is a maxim which
it would be foolish to dispute. A king is very foolish to permit
his subjects to make ill use of it; on the other hand, a king is

' Politische Correspondenz Friedrichs des Grossen (Berlin, 1879), vol. 1,
P 134

2 Ibid., vol. 1, p. 172

* Histoire de la guerre de sept ans, tome i, pp. 18-19; Euvres de Frédéric le
Grand, tome iv
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unwise in having any religion. know h
in the {
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tual an

Prussia

Listen well to this, my dear nephew:
there is nothing that tyrannizes the mind and the heart more than
religion, because it agrees neither with our passions, nor with those
great political views which a monarch must have. The true religion
of a prince consists in desiring the interests of men and his own
glory because of his station; he must be dispensed from having any those w

Prus
fore, be
the mili

other; he must have maintained a respectable outward appearance
in order to conform himself to those who notice and surround him.
[f he fears God, or, to speak as women and priests do, if he fears hell,
as did Louis XIV in his old age, he becomes timid and worthy of
being a Capuchin.

the case
ascender
.\1'1!![)]]1
with the
remotest

If we are desirous of entering into a treaty with other powers and
we remember that we are Christians, we are undone, we are always
dll[u(l. As regards war, it is a trade in which the least M'l‘\l]rllluilx
would spoil everything. Indeed, what man of honor would ever
wage war, if he had not the right to make those rules permitting
of plunder, fire, and carnage

stimulat
emulatio
enter th
A celebrated author has compared the military to bulldogs which to distin
it was necessary to chain up carefully, and who must not be loosed to requi
except when necessary. This comparison is carried too far, but, is a par
in spite of that fuet, it will serve you not as a maxim, but as a
warning
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By its nature my kingdom is military, and, properly speaking,
it is only by its help that you must hope to maintain and aggran-
dize yourself; it is necessary, therefore, that your mind should
ever be fixed upon this.

A Prince who rules independently and has formed his own must fre
without

political system will never be placed in an embarrassing situation

when a prompt decision must be made; for all his acts are directed liberally ;

to the finer object he has set unto himself. He must especially have he must
acquired the greatest imaginable knowledge with regard to the

details of army organization. Seated by the green table a man

The King
the comn
To m:

the very s

devises but unsatisfactory plans for military campaigns; and what
can be the use of the finest plans for a campaign when they break

down through the ignorance of those who are intrusted with their ways: firs

execution? The man who does not know the needs of an army, how to n
within the
might pui

that an en

who does not concern himself with the innumerable details of its

commissariat, who does not know how an army is mebilized, who
understand the rules of the art of

' Les Matindées Royales pp. 6-7
2 Whittall, Frederick the Great on Kingeraft (London; Longmans, Green
& Co., 1901), pp. 97-08
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know how to train soldigrs while in garrison nor how to lead them
in the field, such a man will never accomplish great things, if he is
not himself a military leader, even although he were a most intellee-
tual and a most skillful statesman. Unreservedly, the King of
Prussia must make war his principal study and inspire the zeal of
those who have chosen the noble and dangerous profession of arms.

Prussia is surrounded by mighty neighbors. You must, there-
fore, be prepared to face many wars. From this there follows that
the military in Prussia must occupy the first position even as was
the case with the old conquering Romans during the period of their
ascendeney, and as was also the case in Sweden, when Gustavus
Adolphus, when Charles X and Charles XII filled the world
with their fame and the glory of Sweden’s name penetrated into the
remotest lands. Offices, honors, and rewards conferred each in turn,
stimulate and inspire talent. Praise bestowed for merit arcuses noble
emulation in the heart of the nobility, encourages its members to
enter the profession of arms, to acquire knowledge and leads them
to distinction and fortune. To show contempt toward officers and
to require of them at the same time that they serve with honor,
is a paradox. You must encourage a profession which forms the
power of the kingdom; you must respeet the I ' the state
(if T may so express myself with regard to that profession), and
prefer it to the effeminate and weak-hearted race of men who are
only fit as a decoration for an ante-chamber.

Finally I venture to assert that the ruler himself alone can intro-
duce and maintain this wonderful discipline in the army. For he
must frequently assert his authority; some he must blame severely
without distinction of person or rank; others he must reward
liberally ; he must, as frequently as possible, review the troops and

he must not allow the slightest negligence to escape his attention.
The King of Prussia must, therefore, of necessity be a soldier and
the commander-in-chief

To make one’s self respected and feared by one’s neighbors is
the very summit of high polities. One may attain this object in two
ways: first, to have real power and actual resources; second, to know
how to make the most of one’s available strength. We are not
within the first case. For this reason I have neglected nothing that
might put me in the second case. There are powers that imagine

that an embassy must always be carried on with great pomp.

Bolz, Ausgewdhlte Werke Friedrichs des Grossen (Berlin, 1916), vol.
PP 69-71.
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Xxxil INTRODUCTION

Never ask for anything in half-hearted fashion. Rather, have
the air of exacting it. If anyone fail you, reserve your vengeance
until the moment when you can get complete satisfaction, and,
above all, do not fear reprisals. Your glory will never suffer from
them; so much the worse for your subjects upon whom these
reprisals will fall. But here is the real point. All your subjects
should be convinced that you suspeet nothing and that nothing can
astonish you.

Above all, endeavor to pass with them for a dangerous man who
knows no other principles but those that lead to glory. Act in such
a manner that they will certainly feel that you would rather lose
two kingdoms than not to play a rdle for posterity. As these senti-
ments demand an uncommon soul, they strike, they bewilder the
greater part of men, and it is this which constitutes the greatest
monarch in this world.

[f a stranger should come to your court, shower civilities upon
him, and especially endeavor to have him always near you; this is
the true means of concealing from him the vices of your govern-
ment. If he is a soldier, make your regiment of guards manceuver
before him, and let it be yourself who is in command. If he is a
wit who has composed a work, let him see it lying on your table
and talk with him of his talents. If he is a merchant, listen to him
with kindness, flatter him and try to get him to establish himself
in your country.’

The number of troops maintained by a State must be in propor-
tion to the troops of its enemies; . . it may be said perhaps
that the prince must rely upon the help of his allies . . .; this
would be true if the allies were what they should be; but their zeal
is but lukewarmness, and we are certainly deceiving ourselves if we
rely upon other than ourselves.

I give you a problem to solve, When one has the advantage,
should he or should he not avail himself of it? I am ready with

my troops and all else; if T do not make use of them, I hold within

my hands a good thing which I fail to use; if I do make use of
them, it will be said that I have the skill to avail myself of the
superiority which I have over my neighbors.’

The polities of invasion has established as its prineiple that the
first step for the conquest of a country is to get a footing upon it,
' Les Matinées Royales, pp. 33-35 ]

Essar sur les formes de gouvernement—(Euvres philosophiques, tome ii,

p. 203; (Euvres de Frédéric le Grand, tome ix
* Politische Correspondenz Friedrichs des Grossen, vol. 1, p. 84
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INTRODUCTION

and it is this which offers the greatest difficulty; the rest is decided
by the fate of arms and by the right of the stronger.

The permanent principle for Princes is to aggrandize their
dominions as far as their power permits them to do so; and although
such aggrandizement be subject to different and infinitely varied
modifications, either in view of the geographice position of the states,
or of the strength of one's neighbors, or again as the constellations
are of good augury, the principle is none the less invariable, and
Princes never depart from it; their pretended fame is at stake;
in other terms, it is necessary for them to extend their dominions.?

Politics must look as far as possible into the future, and ecaleulate
the political affairs of Europe, either with a view to forming
alliances or to thwart the plans of one’s enemies. It is wrong to
believe that politics can create the desired events; but when they
present themselves, it must seize them in order to profit by them
This is the reason for keeping one’s finances in good order. It is also
for this reason that money must always be kept in reserve, in order
that the government may be ready to act as soon as political reasons
make it clear that the moment for action has come. War itself must
be waged in accordance with the principles of polities, in order to
deal the most sanguinary blows to one’s enemies.

When sovereigns wish to come to a break, they are not restrained

by the form of the manifesto which is to make the matter public;
they make up their minds to that effect, wage war, and leave to some
painstaking jurisconsult the trouble of justifying them.*

There are wars of precaution which it is wise for princes to
undertake. In truth, such wars are offensive wars, but they are
nevertheless just wars.

When the excessive greatness of a state seems on the point of
overflowing its boundaries and threatening to swallow up the world,
it is prudent to oppose dykes against it and to stop the tempestuous
course of a torrent while there is still time to make one’s self master
of it. Clouds are gathering, a tempest is on the rise and lightning
announces its coming; and the sovereign threatened by this danger—
if alone he cannot control the tempest—will, if he be wise, combine
with all those imperiled alike and whose interests are identical.

' Considérations sur UEtat présent du corps politique de U'Europe—@Euvres
philosophiques, tome i, p. 10; uvres de Frédéric le Grand, tome viii

*lbnd, p. 15

* Exposé du Gouvernement prussien—@Euvres philosophiques, tome ii, p. 100;
uvres de Frédéric le Grand, tome ix

* Histoire de la guerre de sept ans, tome i, p. 25; (Huvres de Frédéric le
Grand, tom: iv
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If the kings of Egypt, of Syria, and of Macedonia had united against
the power of Rome, the latter would never have been able to over-
throw them; a carefully devised alliance and a vigorously prosecuted
war would have thwarted those ambitious plans whose realization
enslaved the world.

It is better, therefore, that a prince engage in an offensive war
while he is still free to choose between the olive branch and the
laurel wreath, than that he should wait until times become desperate
and when a declaration of war could but postpone for a short
while his enslavement and ruin. It is an accepted maxim that it is
better to anticipate than to be anticipated; all great men have fared
well in following it. !

As the state is not rich care must be had, above all, not to have
anything to do with wars where nothing is to be gained, because
one’s strength becomes exhausted to no purpose, and also because
if a good opportunity should present itself afterward, one could not
take advantage of it. All distant acquisitions are a burden to the
state. A village on the frontier is more important than a prineis
pality sixty leagues away. It is necessary to conceal, as far as
possible, one’s designs of ambition, and, if possible, to awaken the
envy of Europe against other powers, under the auspices of which
one strikes the intended blow. . . . Seecrecy is an essential virtue
both in polities and in the art of war.?

Polities, the army, and the finances are branches so closely bound
together that they cannot be separated; all three must be carefully
attended to, and from their combination, controlled by the rules
of sound politics, there result the greatest advantages for the
states.

The prince, therefore, is not a despot, whose only rule is caprice,
who must be looked upon as the central point where all the lines
of the circumference unite. This government maintains in its delibera-
tions the secrecy which is absent in republics, and the various
branches of the administration being coirdinated, can get together
like the ancient Ronan quadriga, mutually coiperating for .the gen-

eral public welfare. Furthermore, you will find less party spirit

and less strife in monarchies than in republies, provided the former
have ¢ strong sovereign at their head, it being a fact that republies

' L’Antimachiavel ou Examen du Prince de Machiavel—@ uvres philosophiques,
tome i, p. 159; (Buvres de Frédéric le Grand, tome viii

* Exposé du Gouvernement prussien—(Euvres philosophiques, tome ii, p 190
(uvres de Frédéric le Grand, tome ix
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INTRODUCTION XXXV

are frequently torn asunder by the citizens who are intriguing and
caballing to overthrow one another.?

Sweden, which under rulers like Gustavus Adolphus and Charles
XII had been regarded as the home of valor, became in these times a
model of cowardice and infamy; . . . thus, kingdoms and empires,
after having risen to the greatest glory, may grow weak and rush
to their fall. .

The political reason for these changes may probably be
found in the different forms of government through which the
country passed. While Sweden was a monarchy, the army was held
in honor; it was useful for the defense of the state, and could never
have become a danger to it. In a republic we witness the opposite
conditions; by its very nature the government must be peaceful and
the army must be held under; one has everything to fear from gen-

erals to whom the troops are devoted; it is such generals who may
bring about a revolution. In republies ambition and intrigue combine
)

if one would achieve success; corruption gradually debases them,
and the true sense of honor is lost sight of, because success may be
attained through means which do not require any merit on the part
of the office seeker. Furthermore, secrecy is never observed in the re-
publies ; the enemy knows their plans in advance and can thwart them.?

(b) Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831)

In that which has just been stated we have discovered the ethical
motive of war, which is not to be regarded as an absolute evil
or as a mere external accident which may have its own acci-
dental ground, no matter where it may be met with, either in
the passions of those wielding power or of peoples, in injustice,
ete., or generally speaking in anything which ought not to be.

War regarded as the state in which the vanity of temporal goods
and things is taken seriously—a view frequently expounded with
impressive eloquence—is therefore the motive by which the idealiza-
tion of that which is particular receives its right and becomes an
actuality ;—it has this higher significance, in that through war, as

' Exposé du Gouvernement prussien—(Euvres philosophiques, tome ii, p- 216;
Euvres de Frédéric le Grand, tome ix

* Histoire de mon temps, tome i, p. 139; (Buvres de Frédéric le Grand, tome ii
* Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts (von Georg Wilhelm Friedrich

Hegel; Berlin, 1821); neu herausgegeben von Georg Lasson; (Leipzig, Felix
Meiner, 1911)
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I have elsewhere expressed it, ‘‘the moral soundness of peoples is
preserved in their indifference toward the stability of the finite cer-
tainties, even as the movement of the winds preserves the ocean
from foulness, into which a perpetual calm would place it, and even
as a lasting or even a perpetual peace would corrupt the nations.”” !

In peace the civie life develops constantly; all the divisions of
this life become exclusive and at length society becomes stagnant;
the peculiarities of men become more and more fixed and ossified.
But the health of the body demands the unity of the body, and
where the parts thereof become hardened, then death ensues. Eternal
peace is frequently proclaimed as an ideal towards which mankind
shall steer its course. Therefore, Kant proposed the alliances of
princes which should settle the disputes between states, and the
Holy Alliance probably purposed to become an institution of this
kind. But the state is an individual, and in individuality negation
is essentially contained. Hence, if a number of states form them-
selves into a family, this union, as an individuality, must therefore
create an opposition, and thus beget an enemy. Peoples not only
issue from wars as strengthened bodies, but nations which by their
nature cannot get on with one another, secure peace within their
boundaries by means of wars which they wage abroad. It is true
that property is made insecure through war, but this real insecurity
is a moving action which is necessary. Irom the pulpits we hear

much about the insecurity, the vanity and instability of temporal

things; though the speakers may be stirred to the depths of their

hearts by the expression of such thought, they nevertheless think

at the same time that they will somehow manage to hold on to what
they have. But when this insecurity comes in the form of hussars
with glistening sabers and is made manifest in vigorous fashion,
then that stirring eloquence which prophesied everything, turns its
shafts and hurls curses at the conquerors. In spite of this, wars
are being waged when they lie in the nature of the matter; the seeds
sprout again, and all idle talk is silenced in the presence of the
earnest repetitions of history.

States are not private persons, but in themselves completely inde-
pendent entities, and, hence, their relation presents itself other than
one merely of morality and of private right. It has often been
desired to regard states from the viewpoint of private right and of
morality, but in the case of private persons, the position is such that

* Hegel, Grundlinien der Philosophie des Recht, p. 263.
*1bid., pp. 368-369

they
'l‘ll h(
of rig
that i
power
mn its
n reg
such
to one
N'l\'v\"
ance.’
Th
reason
on ear
sovere)
Jet
mediat
1'!11!\4 n
eternal
dispute
would
the re
accord
reasons
special
i'}' the
So
dispute
Because
tions of
easily a
as a def
honor, |
state my
separate
proporti
internal
its activ
The

' Hegel
* Ibid.,



INTRODUCTION Xxxvii

they have over them a tribunal which realizes that which is right.
To be sure, a relation between states should also be in itself one
of right, but in the affairs of the world that which exists in itself,
that is to say, right, should also have power. But as there is no
power which shall decide with regard to the state, to wit, that which
in itself is right, and which shall realize this decision, the question
in regard to this matter, therefore, must be left in suspense until
such time as that power shall be evolved. The relation of states
to one another is one of independence; they stipulate between them-
selves, but at the same time these stipulations are held in abey-
ance.’'

The people considered as the state are the spirit in its substantial
reasonableness and immediate reality, hence, it is the absolute power
on earth; consequently, each state in relation to other states exercises
sovereign i!l(ll']v(lulvllwx‘

Between states there is no judge, at most only an arbitrator or

mediator, and the latter only as an accidental thing, that is to say,

chosen according to particular needs. The Kantian concept of an
eternal peace is an alliance between states which would settle every
dispute, and which as a power recognized by each individual state
would adjust every misunderstanding and thus make impossible
the resort to arms for a decision. It assumes a unanimous
accord of the states which, strengthened by moral, religious, or other
reasons and considerations, rests, nevertheless, and always, on the
special will of the sovereign and therefore is liable to be disturbed
by the element of chance.

So far as the particular wills can come to no agreement, the
dispute between states can therefore be settled only through war.
Because of the widely expanding realm and the multitudinous rela-
tions of the citizens of different states to one another, offenses oceur
easily and frequently. Thus, these offenses which are to be viewed
as a definite breach of a treaty or as a violation of recognition and
honor, cannot, in their very nature, but remain indefinite, for a
state may introduce its infinitude and honor into every one of its
geparate compartments. It is more inclined to this irritability, in
proportion as a powerful individuality feels itself impelled by a long
internal rest to seek and find abroad an object on which to exercise
its activity.?

The European nations form one family in accordance with the

' Hegel, Grundlinien der Phitosophie des Rechts, p. 370
* Ibid., p. 266. ' Ibid., p. 268.
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xxxviii INTRODUCTION
general principle of their legislation, of their customs, and of their
civilization, and their international conduct is accordingly being
improved, while elsewhere mutual infliction of evils is the rule. The
relation of states to other states is inconstant; there is no judge to
settle disputes. The higher judge is alone the general and absolute
spirit: the world spirit.!

As states are particular, there is manifested in their relation to
one another a shifting play of internal particularity of passions,
interests, aims, talents, virtues, force, wrong, vice, and external con-
tingency on the very largest scale. In this play even the ethical
whole,—national independence,—is exposed to chance. The spirit of a
nation is an existing individual having in particularity its objective
actuality and self-consciousness. Because of this particularity it is

limited. The destinies and deeds of states in their connection with
one another are the visible dialectic of the finite nature of these

alectic the universal spirit, the spirit of the

spirits. Out of this «
world, the unlimited spirit, produces itself. It has the highest right

of all, and exercises its right upon the lower spirits in world-history.

The history of the world is the world’s court of j

1dgment.

In the mutual relations of the states—because in these relations
they appear as distinct entities—there manifests itself on a very
large scale, the exstremely shifting play of the respective inner par-
ticularity of passions, of interests, of aims, of talents and virtues, of
force, wrong, vice and external adventitiousness,—a play wherein the
ethical whole and the independence of the state are exposed to chanee

Because of the particularity of each respective national spirit, the

principles in virtue of which, as an existing individual, it has its
objective actuality and self-consciousness, are limited; the destinies
and acts in the mutual relations of the states constitute the visible
dialectic of the finitude of the different national spirits; from this
dialectic issues the general spirit, the spirit of the world: a spirit
unlimited in its essence; and this \]xll‘il which possesses the highest
right, applies this right in the history of the world, which s the
tribunal of humanity.?

' Hegel, Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts, p- 371
* Ibid., pp. 270-271
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(e) Karl von Clausewitz (1780-1831)!

We shall not, by way of preliminaries, here enter into a ponderous
definition of war such as is given by publicists, but we shall confine
ourselves to the element of war itself, which is a duel. War is nothing
but an extended duel. If we would represent to ourselves as a unit
the numberless duels in which war consists, we had better think of
two wrestlers. By physical force, each seeks to compel the other to
submit to his will; his immediate object is to throw his opponent
and thereby to render him incapable of further resistance.

War, there _/.'/l'/, s an act uf ful'r' intended to compel the opponent
to !:r’<',';// our will.

Force arms itself with the inventions of the arts and sciences for

the purpose of contending against violence. Under the term of

international customs, force imposes upon itself limits imperceptibls

and hardly worth mentioning, without essentially impairing its power
Force, that is to say, physical force (for there is no moral force
without the conception of state and law), is therefore the m

eans,

and the object of force is to impose our will upon the enemy. To

make sure of attaining this object, we must disarm the enemy, and

disarmament is the real aim of the act of war. It takes the place
of the object and somehow puts it aside as something not pertaining
to war itself.

Now, altruistic souls might readily believe that there is a skillful
method for disarming and throwing the opponent without occasioning
overmuch bloodshed, and that this is the true tendency of the art
of war. Plausible though this may appear, it is an error which must
be done away with, for in such dangerous things as war, errors which
]»l‘m‘«'ul from gentleness of spirit are the worst. As the use of physical
force to the utmost extent does in no manner exclude the cooperation
of the intelligence, it follows that he who uses this force unsparingly,
without regard to the bloodshed involved, must secure a superiority,
if his opponent uses that force less vigorously. Thereby he imposes
his law upon his opponent, and both thus resort to the extremest
measures limited only by the immanent countervailing forces.

The matter must, therefore, be viewed in this light, and it is a
useless, even an ill-judged effort, to disregard the real nature of the
thing because its horrors are repugnant.’

' Vom Kriege—Hinterlassenes Werk des Generals Karl von Clausewitz (Ber-

lin; Ferdinand Diimmler, 1832-1834; 3 vols.).
* Ibid., vol. 1, pp. 3-5.
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xl INTRODUCTION

The war of a community—of whole peoples—and especially of
civilized peoples, always arises from a political condition, and it is
called forth only by a political motive. It is, therefore, a political
act. . . . Now, if we bear in mind that war arises from a political
object, it is quite natural, therefore, that this first motive which
called it into being, must remain the first and highest consideration
in its conduet. Still, the political object is no despotic lawgiver on
that account; it must conform to the nature of the means, and while
the object is frequently modified by the latter, still it must always
have first consideration. Policy is, therefore, interwoven with the
entire act of war and must exercise a continuous influence
upon it, as far as the nature of the forces liberated by it will
permit.

We see, therefore, that war is not merely a political act, but a
true political instrument, a continuation of political intercourse, a
carrying out of this intercourse by other means. All else which
remains peculiar to war relates merely to the peculiar nature of its
means . . . but, however powerfully this may react on political
views in particular cases, still it must always be regarded as a modi-
fication of them, for the political intention is the object, war is the
means, and the means can never be thought of without including
the object.

We maintain . . . that war is nothing but a continuation of
political intercourse with a mixture of other means. We say
with a mixture of other means in order thereby to maintain at the
same time that this political intercourse does not cease through the
war itself, that it has not changed into something entirely different,
but, that in its essence, it continues to exist, in whatever form the
means which it uses may appear, and that the chief lines along which
the events of the war progress and to which they are bound, are the
only lines along which the war is prosecuted until peace is concluded.
And how could we imagine it to be otherwise? Have the political
relations of different nations and governments ever ceased with the
cessation of diplomatic notes? Is not war merely another kind of
writing and of language of their political thoughts? It has, to be
sure, its own grammar but not its own logie.?

Therefore, once more, war is an instrument of policy; it must
necessarily bear its character and measure with its scale; the con-
duct of war in its general features, is therefore, policy itself, which

' Clausewitz, Vom Kriege, vol. 1, pp. 26-28.
* Ibid., vol. 3, p. 140.

the ]
cease

&
Holl:
an a
the n
gium
war

Chan
T
proto
whicl
Switz
land

contiz
the g
strug;
man
wheth
say, ¢
to the
attack

Belgiun
remove
Englan
question
‘Ar
* b
states
not beer
have be
England

wih
you wil
reap m
Bit quie
venture
that me
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the pen exchanges for the sword, but which has not on that account
ceased to think according to its own laws.’

(d) Ernest Moritz Arndt (1769-1860)2

If it was impossible to restore the union between Belgium and
Holland, the next thing was a union of the land with Germany,
an ancient right, hence an old and new duty, and at the same time
the most obvious advantage to England.* For on the fields of Bel-
gium Germany and England will of necessity be everlastingly at
war for the possession of
Channel. . . .4

the Rhine and the supremacy of the

This neutrality belongs to the many expedients of the London
protocols. It was the apparent desire to stop the turning of a wheel
which threatened much destruetion. Belgium can never be that which
Switzerland was: a land well situated to face the enemy but not a
land for battlefields; and it is even doubtful if Switzerland can long
continue to bask in its earlier good fortune. But as for Belgium,
the granary and armory, it is predestined to be the battlefield in the
struggle for the Meuse and the Rhine. I ask any general or states-
man who has seriously considered the problems of war and polities,

whether Belgium can remain neutral in a European war—that is to

say, can be respected as neutral any longer than may appear expedient
to the power which feels itself possessed of the best advantages for
attack.

Clausewitz, Vom Kriege, vol. 3, p. 150

* Schriften fir und an seine licben Deutschen (von Ernst Moritz Arndt; Leip-
zig, 1845; 3 vols

* Arndt here had in mind the fear in England that France would acquire
Belgium. On the other hand, the union of Belgium with Germany would have
removed this fear, and at the same time taken the question of conflict between
England and Germany out of the realm of possibility; for as long as that
question was not so settled, the possibility of conflict was ever present,

* Arndt, Schriften fir und an seine lieben Deutschen, vol. 3, p. 164,

Ibid, p. 178. Arndt’s vision was not confined solely to the neutralized
states. He knew and appreciated England and ventured a prediction which has
not been hailed with enthusiasm, as in the case of Belgium, but which might well
have been pondered by his countrymen, for in the same volume he thus writes of
England

“That which you will certainly have on your hands and the weight of which
you will find a heavy burden to bear, if you nevertheless itch to wage war and
reap misfortune, listen to what I here state: old England, which will not
sit quiet for a moment, will in the first place be roused as soon as you
venture to reach out for Antwerp, Mainz, and Coblenz. You know what
that means. All your calculations about Ireland, about unrest in England her-
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(e) Frederick William IV, King of Prussia (1795-1861)

All written constitutions are only seraps of paper.

The plaintiff states that he is absolute monarch of the kingdom
of Prussia, and as king thereof is the sole government of that coun-
try; that he is unrestrained by any constitution or law, and that his
will, expressed in due form, is the only law of that country, and is

the only legal power there known to exist as law.

(f) Theodor Mommsen (1817-1903)

When from the miserable monotony of political selfishness which
fought its battles in the Curia and in the streets of the capital, the
course of history again turns to matters which are of greater impor-
tance than the question as to whether or not the first monarch of
Rome should be called Gnaeus, Gaius, or Marcus, we may well be
granted, on the threshold of an event whose effects influence even
now the destinies of the world, to look about us for a moment and
to characterize the connection of things under which the conquest
of the present France by the Romans, and the latter’s first contact
with the inhabitants of Germany and of Great Britain are to be
viewed in their bearing upon the history of the world.—By virtue
of the law that a people which has developed into a state gathers
within its limits all neighbors politically immature and the civilized
people absorbs all neighbors who are in intellectual nonage—by
virtue of this law which is as generally valid and as much a law

of nature as the law of gravitation, the Italian nation, the only one

of antiquity which was able to combine the higher political develop-

ment and the higher civilization, although it appropriated the latter

self will go for naught. That great people has such a thorough appreciation
for real freedom and lawfulness, that it does not, as you and your ilk are wont
to do, impatiently fly into a passion at sight of every evil; through its sensible
and equable nature it has learned the meaning of the proverb, time brings
counsel; and even though some local troubles should break out, it will have
them put down by its own citizens, and be able to overwhelm you with the
fearful power of its fleets and armies.” (/bid., pp. 120-121.)

' Speech from the throne, April 11, 1847. In L'Intermédiare des Chercheurs
et Curieux for May 30, 1015, at p. 371, the reader will find an interesting
comment, under the caption * Scraps of Paper,” upon this famous statement of
Frederick William IV

* King of Prussia, Plaintiff in Error, ». Kuepper’s Administrator, Defendant in
Error, 22 Missouri Reports (1856), p. 550

* Rimische Geschichte, von Theodor Mommsen (Berlin; Weidmanische Buch-
handlung, 1889), 5 vols.; vol. 4 not published
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xliii
in only an imperfect and

1

external manner, the Italian nation was
entitled to reduce to its subjection the Greeck states of the East

which were on the decline, and by means and through its settlers

to crowd out the peoples of a lower grade of culture in the West,
such as the Libyans, Iberians, Kelts, and Germans, even as England

has with equal right, in Asia, subjected to its authority a civiliza-

tion of equal rank, but politically impotent, and in America and

Australia characterized and ennobled, and still continues

acterize and ennoble extensive barbarian countries with the stamp
of its nationality. The Roman aristoeracy had fulfilled the pre-
liminary condition of this task: the union of Italy; however, it never
solved the task itself; it regarded the extra-Italian conquests either
as a necessary evil or as

to char-

a fiscal possession without the pale of the
state. It is the imperishable glory of the Roman democracy or

monarchy—for the two coincide—to have correctly understood and
vigorously realized that highest destination.

(g) Prince

Otto von Bismarck (1815-1898)2

Prussia must

brace herself up for the fitter moment which has
than once been missed ; Prussia’s borders

able to the development of a healthy

already more are not favor-
state. Not by speechifying and
majorities can the great questions of the time be decided—that was
the mistake of 1848 and 1849—but by blood and iron.’

On July 12 [1870], I decided to leave Varzin for Ems to persuade
His Majesty to convoke the Reichstag for the purpose of mobilization
As I passed through Wussow, my friend Mulert, the old preacher,
stood before the door of the parsonage and greeted me in friendly

manner; my answer from the open carriage was a thrust in quart
and tierce in the air, and he understood that I believed 1 was going
to war. When I drove into the court of my Berlin home, and even
before I had left the carriage, 1 received telegrams informing me
that the king continued to negotiate with Benedetti, even after the

French threats and offenses in parliament and in the press, instead

! Mommsen, Ramische Geschichte, vol. 3, pp. 220-221

2 Quotations from Bismarck, with the exception of the first, are taken from
Qedanken und Ervinnerungen, von Otto Fiirst von Bismarck (New York and
Stuttgart, I. G., Gotta’sche Buchhandlung Nachfolger, 1898)
*In Military Committee of Prussian Chamber of Deputies [1862]. Prince
Bismarck. By Charles Lowe. (New York and London; Cassell & Co., Ltd.), vol.
1, p. 200
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of referring him with calm reserve to his ministers. During the
meal at which Moltke and Roon were present, announcement arrived
from the ambassador in Paris that the Hohenzollern prince had
renounced his candidature in order to prevent the war with which
France had threatened us. My first thought was to sever my con-
nection with the service, because, after all the offensive provocations
which had gone before, I perceived in this extorted yielding a humilia-
tion of Germany for which I did not wish to be held officially
responsible.’

Having decided to resign in spite of the remonstrances addressed
to me in the matter by Roon, I invited him and Moltke to dine with
me alone on the 13th, when I communicated to them my views and
ntentions. Both were greatly depressed and indirectly reproached
me for selfishly availing myself of my greater facility, as compared
with theirs, for leaving the service. I told them that I could not
sacrifice my sense of honor to politics, and that both of them, as

professional soldiers, unable to decide because not free to do so,

need not take the same view. During the conversation announce-
ment was made to me that a telegram from Ems, in cipher (if I
remember correctly) of about 200 groups, signed by Privy Councilor
Abeken, was being translated. When the copy had been handed to
me, it showed that Abeken had drafted and signed the telegram ati
His Majesty’s command. I read it to my guests, whose depression
became so great that they turned away from food and drink. Upon
reéxamining the document I gave my particular attention to the
authorization of His Majesty, including an order immediately to
communicate Benedetti’'s new demand and its rejection both to our
ambassadors and to the press. I put a few questions to Moltke with
regard to the measure of his confidence in the state of our arma-
ments, especially as to the time they might yet require in order
to meet the danger of war, which had so suddenly arisen. He
answered that if there was to be war, he would expect no advantage
to us by deferring its outbreak; even if we should not be strong
enough immediately to protect all the territory on the left bank
of the Rhine against a French invasion, our preparations would
soon overtake the French, while at a later period this advantage
would decrease; on the whole, he regarded an immediate outbreak
of war as more advantageous for us, than delay.

The dispateh handed in at Ems on July 13, 1870, at 3:50 p. m.,
and received at Berlin at 6:09, read, when deciphered, as follows:

! Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinmerungen, p. 434
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INTRODUCTION xlv

His Majesty writes to me: ‘‘Count Benedetti joined me on
the promenade, finally to request me in a very urgent manner
to authorize him to telegraph forthwith that I pledge myself
for all future time, never again to give my consent if the Hohen
zollerns should again present their candidature. I declined
somewhat brusquely to do so for the reason that I neither could
nor would enter into engagements of this kind a fout jamais.
I told him, of course, that I had received no news as yet, and
as he would receive earlier news from Paris and Madrid than
myself, he could readily see that my Government again had no
hand in the matter.”” His Majesty has since received a letter
from the Prince. As His Majesty had told Count Benedetti
that he was expecting news from the Prince, His All-Highest
Majesty had decided, in reference to the above presumption,
upon the proposal of Count Eulenburg and myself, not to receive
Count Benedetti again, but to have him informed through an
adjutant: that His Majesty had now received from the Prince
confirmation of the news which Benedetti had already received
from Paris, and that he had nothing further to communicats
to the Ambassador. His .\Illj"\"» requests the opinion of Your
Excellency as to whether Benedetti’s new demand and its rejec-
tion should not be communicated forthwith to our Ambassador
and to the press.

All these considerations, conscious and unconscious, strengthened
my feeling that the war could be avoided only to the detriment of our
Prussian honor and of the national confidence in it.

Under this conviction I made use of the royal authorization sent
to me by Abeken, to publish the contents of the telegram, and in the
presence of my two table guests I reduced the telegram through
omissions, but without adding or changing one word, so that it read
as follows:

‘“ After the news of the renunciation of the hereditary prince of
Hohenzollern had been officially communicated to the Imperial
French Government by the Royal Spanish Government, the French
Ambassador at Ems further demanded of His Majesty, the King,
that he would authorize him to telegraph to Paris that His Majesty
the King pledged himself for all future time never again to give his
consent if the Hohenzollerns should again present their candidature.
His Majesty the King thereupon declined to receive the French
Ambassador again and had him informed through the adjutant on
duty, that His Majesty had nothing further to communicate to the
Ambassador.”” The difference in the effect of the condensed text

' Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinnerungen, pp. 436-437.
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xlvi INTRODUCTION

of the Ems dispatch as compared with that produced by the original
was not the result of stronger words, but of the form which made
this announcement appear as final, while the wording of Abeken
would only have appeared as a fragment of negotiations still pending
and to be continued at Berlin.

After I had read the condensed text to my two guests, Moltke
remarked: ‘‘In this form, it has a different ring; it sounded before
like a parley ; now it sounds like a flourish in answer to a challenge.’’
I went into details: ‘‘If in execution of the All-Highest’s order I
forthwith communicate this text which contains no alterations in
and no additions to the telegram, not only to the newspapers, but
as well by telegraph, to all our embassies, it will be known in Paris
before midnight, and there, not only on account of its contents, but
also because of the manner of its distribution, it will have the effect
of a red rag upon a Gallic bull. We must fight if we do not want
to appear in the réle of the vanquished without a battle. Success
depends essentially upon the impression which the origin of the war
produces upon ourselves and others; it is important that we should

be the party attacked, and Gallic conceit and excitableness will make of

us the party attacked if through a European-wide publicity we an-
nounce, so far as we can do so without using the speaking-tube of the
Reichstag, that we fearlessly meet the public threats of France.'

The durability of all treaties between great states is conditional
as soon as it is put to the test ‘“in the struggle for existence.”” No
great nation can ever be induced to sacrifice its existence on the
altar of faithfulness to contract, if it is compelled to choose between
the two. The ultra posse nemo obligatur cannot be made ineffective
through any contractual eclause; nor can any treaty guarantee the
measure of zeal and force by which the obligation is fulfilled when
the private interest of him who is to fulfill the provisions of the
treaty no longer reinforces the text to which he put his signature,
and its earlier interpretation. Therefore, if changes occur in the
currents of European polities, such as would make an anti-German
policy appear salus publica for Austria-Hungary, self-immolation for
the sake of faithfulness to treaty could be as little expected as was
gratitude in the Crimean War, thcugh the obligation was perhaps
stronger than the provisions recorded on the parchment of a political
treaty.*

International policy is a fluid element which under certain

' Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinnerungen, pp. 439-440.
* Ibid,, p. 588
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INTRODUCTION xlvii

circumstances becomes a solid for the time being, but in atmos-
pheric changes reverts to its original state. In political treaties
which require the fulfillment of certain obligations, the clausula rebus
sic stantibus tacitly is accepted. The Triple Alliance is a strategic
position which, in view of the perils threatening at the time of its
conclusion, was advisable, and feasible under the then prevailing
conditions. . . .?

The Triple Alliance which I originally sought to bring about
after the Frankfort Peace and about which I had already, sounded
Vienna and St. Petersburg in September, 1870, from Meaux, was
an alliance of the three emperors with the further thought of per-
suading monarchical Italy to join it, and directed to the struggle
which, I f ared in some form or other confronted the two l')lllu[n an
tendencies, which Napoleon called the Republican and the Cossack,
and which, according to present concepts, I would designate on the
one hand as the system of organization on a monarchical basis, and
on the other, as the social republie to the level of which, either gradu-
ally or by leaps, the anti-monarchical development usually sinks,
until the unbearable conditions created under its sway dispose the
disappointed people to return, through violence, to monarchical insti-
tutions of a Cwmsarean form. . . . Since 1871 I have sought for
immediate security against those struggles in the alliance of the
three emperors and in the effort to secure a firm support in that
alliance for the monarchical principle in Italy.

Treaties are scraps of paper. All depends upon the manner of

turning them to account. Even an excellent weapon, in inexperienced

hands, may cause more damage than good.

(h) Count Helmuth von Moltke (1800-1891) ¢

You have been kind enough to transmit to me the Manual which
the Institute of International Law has published, and you wish my
approval of the work.

In the first place, I fully honor the humane endeavor to alleviate
the sufferings which war carries in its train.

Eternal peace is a dream, not even a beautiful dream; war is a

! Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinnerung, pp. 596-507

* 1bid., pp. 569-570

* Chiala, Pagine di storia contemporanea (Torino, 1808), vol. 3, p. 408

* Schriften und Denkwiirdigkeiten des General-Feldmarschalls Grafen Helmuth
von Moltke (Berlin, 1892), 8 vols. in 7.
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part of God’s cosmic system. Man’s noblest virtues: courage and
self-denial, loyalty to duty, and self-sacrifice even to the staking of
his life, are developed through war. Without war the world would
sink into materialism. I perfectly agree with that sentence of the
preface which announces that advancing civilization will also improve
warfare, but I go farther in believing that it alone, and not a codi-

fied military law, will be able to attain this goal.

Every law requires an authority to supervise and enforce its
execution, and there is no such authority with regard to the observ-
ance of international agreements. What third state will take up
arms because of two belligerents, one—or both—have violated the
lois de la qguerre ? For such cases, there is no "llhlLN’ on earth,
can only be expected from the religious and moral education of the
from the sense of justice

Success

individuals, from the sense of honor and
of the leaders who are a law unto themselves and act accordingly,
in so far as the abinormal conditions of the war permit.

It cannot be denied that humaneness in the conduct of war has
l‘l':(|]_\' [\;«]l! pace with the general progress of !Iml;lll"‘\ﬂ

One need but compare the lawlessness of the Thirty Years’ War
with the wars of modern times.
An important thing for the realization of the desired goal has

been found in our day in the introduction of a universal military

service which has 11]“!![[“'1'711"‘1 the educated classes In the armies.
To be sure, the rough and violent elements have also remained in
them, but, they are not, as in former times, the only elements con-
stituting the armies.

Two other effectual means remain in the hands of the govern-

ments, in order to prevent the worst excesses. On the one hand,

the striet discipline introduced and maintained in the armies even

in times of peace, and on the other, the administrative foresight

for the maintenance of the troops in the field.

Without this foresight, discipline can be maintained in only a
limited degree. The soldier who is exposed to suffering and priva-
tion, to exertion and danger, cannot be satisfied en proportion avec
les ressources du pays; he must seize everything that is necessary to
his existence. We cannot demand the impossible of him.

The greatest good in war is its quick termination, and to this
end all means, not directly reprehensible, must be used. I can
in no manner agree with the Déclaration de St. Pétersbourg that the
““weakening of the hostile fighting power, ete.,”’ is the only justified

proceeding in the war. Noj; all auxiliary resources of the hostile
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government must be seized: its finances, railroads, necessaries of
life, and even its prestige.

With this energy, and yet with more moderation than ever before,
the last war against France was waged. After two months of fighting
the campaign was decided, and only when a revolutionary govern-
ment continued it for four months to the detriment of its own coun-
try, did the battles assume an embittered character.

I readily acknowledge that the Manual defines in clear and short
sentences, in a higher degree than has been the case in
attempts, the necessities of war, But even the recognition by gover
ments of the rules which it lays down, does not insure their execution
It has long since been a universally recognized usage of war not to
fire at the bearer of a flag of truce, and yet this usage was repeat
edly violated during the last ecampaign. No paragraph which has

been Icarned by heart will convince the soldier that the unorganized
population which (spontanément, that is to say, of its own impulse

takes up arms and from which he is not safe a moment by da;
or night, is not a regular enemy (8§§2 and 43 Specific demands
of the Manual are, to my mind, impossible in practice, for instance
the identifying of the fallen after a great battle. Other demands
of the Manual would give rise to serious doubt if the insertion of
"[,1)1'.\‘4[1(1 les circonstances le permettent, s'il s¢ peut, si {'m.nH«,
s’il-y-a nécessité, ete.,”’ did not give them an elasticity without which
the bitter earnestness of reality would break the chains which they
iln]m.\‘\'.

In war everything must be looked at from its own distinet point
of view; I believe that only those paragraphs of the Manual which
refer essentially to the leaders, can become effective. The same is
true of those parts of the Manual dealing with the wounded, the
sick, the physicians and the sanitary materials. General recognition
of these principles, as well as those in reference to the treatment
of the prisoners would mark real progress towards the aim which

the institute of international law is striving for, with such praise-

worthy perseverance,

' Moltke, Gesammelte Schriften und Denkwiirdigkeiten, vol. 5, PP 194-197
This was in reply to a letter from Professor Bluntschli, who, under date of
November 19, 1880, wrote as follows:

Herewith, the undersigned has the honor, respectfully to transmit some
copies of the Manual Les Lois de la Guerre sur terre, prepared and pub-
lished by the Institute of International Law, in conformity with the Brussels
Declaration, with the instructions recently issued by some European states
and with scientific literature. The Commission has sincerely endeavored
to harmonize the practices and the interests of the army with the necessary
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(1) Adolf Lasson (1832-)*

We, especially in Prussia, are still under the immediate impres-
sion of events which, only two years ago, passed before our very
eyes, and whose world-transforming importance is every day more
and more revealed to the intelligent mind. At the same time every-
one realizes the possibility that the great war movement has not even
been brought to a momentary conclusion, and that the successes so
suddenly obtained must first be secured through new tests. The iron
age demands an iron generation. . . .2

If war is to be done away with, all states must in that case submit
to the judgment of a higher court, that is to say, they must renounce
being states. This would mark the end of the plurality of states;
the universal state would arise and the whole of mankind, at least the
civilized part of mankind, would be subject to it. Actual force
would be resorted to only against the savages who might perhaps not
be forced into the paths of civilization. Removal of war means
therefore abrogation of all states and transformation of the whole
of civilized mankind into a single political being. . . .

Even as the necessity of doing away with war means the doing
away with the plurality of the states, even so does the continuance of
the plurality of the states mean that war is unavoidable. For a
state cannot exist without a supreme will which wills for the entirety
of the state; but between two wills of which each wills for itself,
the conflict is ever imaginable and possible, and as long as two states
differ from one another, that is to say, as long as they have no com-
mon law, no common judge, and are subject to no common com-

pulsion, there is no other means to settle the conflict, except by mutual

resort to foree, that is to say, to war. . . .
Force per se may be regarded as absolutely justified whenever
alcitrant arbitrariness will not submit to law; but force, before

principles of right and the needs of the civilian world, and to state the laws
of warfare in a form fundamentally correct, and comprehensible to the plain
mind of any layman and of the ordinary soldier

The undersigned, and especially the reporter and the other members of
the Institute of International Law, would feel much requited and very
pleased, if the work, intended for practical use, were to meet with the
approval of your Excellency (Moltke, Schriften und Denkwiirdigkeiten, p

193.)

Das Culturideal und der Krieg, von Adolf Lasson (Berlin, 1868), and
Princip und Zukunft des Vilkerrechts, von Adolf Lasson (Berlin, 1871).

2 Lasson, Das Culturideal und der Krieg, p. 1

* Ibid., p. 5
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INTRODUCTION li
the decision upon the legal question involved, appears thoroughly
appropriate to such a case; and it does indeed seem unreasonable
that he exercise the force which law lays claim upon and which is

disputed by the opponent. The real question is as to whether there

can be a law in regard to the relations between states, as there is in
regard to the relations of the nationals of one and the same state?
The question seems a quite different one;

. for there is no inter-
national law.

Right exists by the limitation of the activity of the will through
law; it is through the law that that which is right is judged and the
exercise of right is secured through force.

Force is the characteristic
feature of right.

In international intercourse, in consequence, there

are ;nul Hlt‘x'v can lll' no l;l\\s, .\'uppn\m;:. ])l)\\‘t'\'l ) [h;n there were

laws, the transgressor would then have to be subject to the superior
force; one to whom such force were applied, he would have
to be extremely weak and incapable of resistance. In that case he
would be living only by the grace of the mightier; the state would
not be sufficient unto itself and thus would be no state. A state
exists only where there is present the unconditional possibility of
resistance to the consciousness of capacity to resist. A so-called small
state is no state at all, but a community that is suffered to . xist,
which in risible fashion pretends to be a state, but without being able
to exercise the most essential function of the state, without being able

to ward off force through force. A minor state resting its

existence upon the hope that for fear of another state it will not be
attacked, is no state at all, but the vassal of the one which is to
protect it, on whose generosity its existence depends. Between states
there can be no thought of superior force, and hence there can be
no thought of law and right. Between states there can be but

one form of right: the right of the strong; and because, as long as

there are states, there will be conflicts between states which must
be decided, it is therefore conformable to reason that war will

be
waged between states.

There is no right where there is no law, no judge, no superior
compelling force. All these matters in the relations between states,
are not open to discussion; hence, the relations of states to one
another are not based upon right.

States have absolutely no mutual duties, because as between them,
there is no law or right. There is no cornmandment of right
to observe political treaties; but to observe political treaties is a com-

* Lasson, Das Culturideal und der Krieg, p. 7
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mandment of circumspect sagacity. Whenever a state breaks a treaty,
it must expect to have each of its treaties broken in turn; any state
resorting to deceit must expect everywhere to be repaid in kind.
Infraction of the right by foree is a erime in civil life; a state can
commit no erime. The greatest mistake a state can be guilty of is
lack of circumspect sagacity.

The state breaking a treaty enters into a state of
unwisely whenever it challenges a decision through the f
unless it is sure of its superior force. If it has thi
may do whatever it pleases; for between states the
strong alone prevails.

If the state is to endure, its first task is to husband its force;
for the weaker is, in spite of any and all treaties, the prey of the
stronger, whenever the latter wills to and can prey upon it.

Because every state seeks only its own advantage, war is there-
fore the natural condition between states. But it is also this advantage
which induces the state not to live in constant warfare. As long as
a state is a real state, no other state can attack it without at the
same time staking its own existence. Success in war cannot be mathe-
matically established. The reasonable state risks its existence only
in case of extreme necessity. . . .

Every civilized state is a peace-loving state; but it can, of course,
not escape the necessity of war., Riches that have been amassed by
a state rouse envy on the part of other states; they confer superior
influence and hence, awaken the natural effort of every other state
not to be obseured, not to lose in position of power. The further

civilization progresses, and the success of the laboring masses has

been realized, the more it becomes necessary to insure real protection
of it through strong military defensive force against foreign encroach-
ments, against hatred and envy which, to be sure, may have sprung
not from certain viewpoints of civilization, but from quite different
ones, from political causes, but which, nevertheless, first and mainly,
with all the might and all the fury of the attack, are directed against
civilization. . . .*

The will of the state is bound and restricted by the will of some
other state. This condition predicates the conflict, and the ability
militarily to meet attack and offer defense becomes the fundamental
condition for the existence of the state. For it is untenable for one
to argue for a legal organization, for a court and force whereby to

' Lasson, Das Culturideal und der Krieg, pp. 8-9
*1bid., p. 10
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control the relations between states. Between states as intelligent
beings the conflict can be decided only through actual force. War is
therefore included in the concept of the word *‘‘state.” .

Without the state, man cannot be man; without war, the state
would not be a state; hence war is included in the conecept of the word
““mankind,’”’ not simply as mankind was or now is, but as it will
be ever more. Once the fire ceases to burn, once the light ceases
to illumine and matter ceases to move, then war will also cease.

War necessarily completes all the other institutions. . . . The

state when at peace is no real state; it is only when in war that the
state reveals its complete significance. ;

““‘Law is the friend of the weak’’; but the strong also becomes
weak when it is deprived of the burden to put its strength to the
test. . . Peace organization and all regulations to curb impulse
are the tomb of courage. Peace is intended to generate a busy,
patient, and an amiable race; . . . war, on the other hand, rouses
the slumbering demon in the breast of man: great deeds are then
accomplished ; the eye feasts on brave feats; the ruder and the highly
developed qualities of man perform in the service of the highest
purposes; .

War demands all there is in man. Contempt for death is the
first proof of the right appreciation of life.

In the state everything must be done to meet the possibility of
war, everything must be appointed in such manner that in war there
shall be the greatest possible fullness of strength. . . . There is
no greater drama than to see a people who wage a war in a manner
worthy of the war.

If the state is capable of existing, it must train its citizens or a
part of its citizens to be able to bear arms, that is to say, the state
must rear them for war. . . . A state without the institution
of war would be no state at all because it fails to meet the mast
important part of its task.

Hence there must be an inexorably strict law of subordination,
and for each man the feeling that he is but an infinitesimal atom
in the aggregate, but a cog in the machinery, a means for the great
purpose of the totality of its people. . . . He deserves to be free
who, conscious of the purpose in question, is willing blindly to obey
the man higher up; and he is a real man who in the midst of danger,
quietly and thoughtfully, makes, in the higher one’s place, the best
use of the gift granted to him for the great purpose. . o

' Lasson, Das Culturideal und der Krieg, pp. 15-17.
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A people that makes light of its oath and whose warriors, instead
of obeying, want to guide and direct the action of the state, is with-
out the slightest doubt on the brink of ruin, and when the moment
of danger approaches, becomes the prey of destruction.

Military training is a health bath for any people, and a rejuve-
nating bath for a people that is growing old. Without such training
any people will degenerate physically, even as it must morally degen-
erate when those psychic activities which find their sufficient excite-
ment in war only, are stunted in permanent peace. .

When in an atmosphere of freedom, people are but talking of
rights and not of obligations, there can be no idea of what freedom
is and such people are not ripe for it. . . . The real warrior is the
best citizen; a people militarily trained can best bear and thrive in
the atmosphere of freedom.

War is but the natural condition between states. Between states
there is no friendship, only a community of interests which in turn
may develop into a conflict of interests. For as a reasonable natural
being, the state is an absolutely selfish being, and like any other mere
natural being, it is everywhere completely justified in its selfishness;
no one has a right to demand anything else of it; no one may expect
anything else from it.

It is not society, but the state that wages war. The state is not
society; nor does it exist in the interest of society. . . . From
the point of view of the state, the progress of civie society is merely
to increase the power of taxation and the military power of the
state.

A small state has no honor because it has no mission. In the true
state, however, all living forces serve the honor of the state as the
.\lm]r}" expression of its ﬁl“_\' _jll.\f]liw'll historic existence, The poet
is therefore right in saying that that nation is unworthy to exist

which does not stake its all for the sake of its honor. :

The peculiar culture of a people is its highest possession, at least

the form in which the highest possession exists for that people. Its
honor, its human dignity depends thereon. Where the condition of
this culture is threatened by the foreigner, there the elemental state
of things reasserts itself, and the eternally indestructible and sound
natural basis of the human being, the physical power of the body,
directed by the intellectual power and by the resolve of the will,
seeks to ward off this foreign encroaching invasion through war.

Lasson, Das Culturideal und der Krieg, pp 18-21
Ibid., p. 22 *lbid., pp. 26-28
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INTRODUCTION lv

Every reasonable war is a war in behalf of the form of culture,
though it may even develop into a war for the existence of the
state.

Once a war has broken out, then all is at stake; for every war
postulates the ‘‘to be or not to be.”” Each of the belligerents means
to strike at the heart of his opponent and seek out his most vulner-
able spots, that the intended blows may strike the more effectively.
In war, a state must be ready for the worst; it would therefore be
weak, to exercise any sympathy before the decision has been brought
about, and it would be miserable on the part of either of the belliger-
ents to count upon sympathy. . . . Where there is an aggregate
compound that feels itself as such, it must have room to |

ey

NAEN D

-
>

abor to
obtain the material positions and the ideal purposes of culture, in
its own peculiar outer organization of right, in conformity with its
own peculiar moral ethics; this free action must not be denied it
Such is the all comprehensive concept of popular freedom; that
which is contrary thereto is servitude.

One can never tell in advance what tremendous dimensions a war
may assume, even when it has an apparently trifling beginning.
To begin a war without real necessity is to tempt Providence,

A people may never cease to be warlike. Where extreme neces-

sity does not force the sword into the hand of the opponent, a people
of culture will with noble resignation avoid entering into war. And
even though the opportunity were ever so favorable and its superi-
ority over the opponent undoubted: war must not bhe waged so long
as it can be avoided. There is but one thing that justifies war: the
freedom of the people must be indirectly or directly threatened
Every reasonable war is a war for freedom or for the necessary

conditions of freedom, and a war for freedom is alone moral and
rational.
It is mere idiocy to preach against wars of conquest as such.

An industrial state which has an insufficient coast outlet, a people
distant from the seas, a state whose territory lacks natural conneec-
tion because of territories lying between it and the seas, or other
states lacking the controlling heights or river courses and the natural
points of support for their own defense, or which are excluded from
the use of the most important lines of communication: all such states
have the natural and absolutely justified right to supplement the
necessary conditions for their existence, to secure that which they need

' Lasson, Das Culturideal und der Krieg, pp. 20-31.
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and that which they must necessarily have in order to be able to
exist in safety. Through generosity they may secure it in rare cases
only; they must therefore obtain it through force by clearly and
forcibly profiting by the most favorable opportunity.

It is clear that the ideal effort must react against the real forms
historically evolved. Wherever culture has risen to a high level and
the impulse for freedom has become strong, the people look to the
national state to secure that which has been established, because only
in the state is there a real preserver through which the most precious
treasure of the cultural people, its peculiar form of culture, its
language, its rights, its poetry, its science and its schools can thrive
and develop. While this looked-for state is being created, other states

which oppose this ideal, must be destroyed. This question, of course,
can be settled through force only; for no state is generous enough to
be willing, for the sake of sentimental reasons, to permit of its dis-

integration. v

Any wholesome culture is characterized by a strong, sufficient,
proud, and glorious state which in case of need, may through ener-
getic action, prove to the other states its greatness and its right.

The right to exist in national independence is not the innate right
of a people; rather, it must be acquired through high endeavor. Only
a people which actually develops the necessary power for the defense
of its independence has thereby shown its right to such independence,
and such right will remain secured to it if the people do not grow
debilitated. .

Whoever wishes to realize his desire, must will to have the
means to bring it about; whoever desires independent development,
must adequately organize the powers to safeguard it. . . . It is
the mission of culture to make itself felt as a power. If culture
reglects this mission, it shows itself thereby a one-sided feature in the
life of mankind, and another people must take in hand the mission
it has failed to fulfill; the former people must in such case eat the
hard bread of servitude, a bread which is enjoyed the less, if in
spiritual development the people feel themselves superior to their
ruler.

No one is compelled to be a serf. Whoever is not able to bear
servitude, may escape it by surrendering his life. Let war in such
case decide, a war in which each of the serfs is ready to surrender
his life in order to save freedom. . . . From the generosity and

Lasson, Das Culturideal und der Krieg, p. 32
2Ibid., p. 35.
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INTRODUCTION lvii

considerateness of people of high culture, people of a lesser culture
must not expect anything; that which they wish to obtain let them
obtain it in battle with the watchword: Freedom or Death.

The builders of new worlds upon the ruins of decayed races are
appointed to take in tow those other peoples unable to develop inde-
pendently and to establish things perpetually valuable, and to appro-
priate their physical powers for their own purposes, so that they may
not be wholly wasted to mankind. A war waged by an active people
in order to subject a ]).‘\\i\'l’ [W(lplﬂ is a rational war,

Every nation is justified in hating any other nation; it is com-
pelled to do so whenever the foreign nationality threatens its own
existence ; the word nation is here to be understood in its most striet
sense ; individuals as such are not referred to. To curb or to loosen
this hatred, as ecircumstances may require, is the task of state-
craft, according to the prevailing inferior or superior interests of
national egotism and of the general human movement of culture.

National hatred fosters the durable possibility of war; the con-
flicting interests of national cultures bring it ever and anon into the
realm of reality. For there is always a moment when foreign cul-
ture is not furthering the naiional culture, but obstruets it, and then
is the time, under any and all conditions to stand for the national
culture and to combat the foreign influences if unavoidable, by means
of the physical force organized by the state.?

Whoever possesses the power, let him use it; whoever does not
trust his power, let him be careful not to interfere in matters where
might only confers upon him the right to enforce his advice and his
judgment. !

In war, . . . strength is ineffectual if it is not accompanied
by skill and readiness to act, if it is not supported by the clever use
of the moment, through the ever ready presence of mind, through the
true love for the duty and the cause for which one fights, through
the sacrificial enthusiasm for the whole; for any war, when the strug-
gle for life and death is being waged, when at the same time victory
means immortal glory and defeat endless disgrace, an irreparable

loss, all minor and base motives are lost sight of and the vast pur-
pose of mankind discovers its well appointed arena.

The outcome of war is therefore always righteous; it is a true
judgment of God. The highest right, the last right depends on the
sword. The weak succumbs to the strong; in the political realm this

' Lasson, Das Culturideal und der Krieg, pp. 37-40
2 Ibid., p. 42. * Ibid., p. 45.
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Iviii INTRODUCTION
means that wrong succumbs to right or the lesser right to the higher
right

No state which itself is powerful doubts the right of might.

The small state finds comfort in the feeling that that which has
been agreed upon through treaty shall not be violated, because it will
guarantee its wretched existence. . . . A treaty as a result of which
a state can no longer exist nor fulfill its mission, is null and void,
for the simple reason that the state is strong emough to tear it to
pieces. A contractual right between states is guaranteed in only
one way : through a sufficient military power to compel the observance
of the treaty.

We must learn to distinguish between the letter of the contrac-
tual right and right in its true sense. The treaty at some time
may have been a righteous treaty; but it will certainly become
unrighteous, for the conditions, under which it was held to be
righteous, change. ‘

[mportant as is the security of the status of peace for peaceful
labor, it is destructive of all real virility. War, therefore is a liber-
ating element and rejuvenates a civilized people. .

Under certain conditions, the state demands war as an extreme
necessity ; in such case no subjective disinclination must prevent it
from taking such action. It would be highly immoral, it would be
an evident violation of primordial ethical principles for kindly and
humanitarian reasons and the like, not to wage the war that must
be waged. . . . A king shall not be a lover of peace, nor shall he,
of course, be a lover of war; he must love peace when the state needs

peace, and he must not avoid war, when war is necessary for the

s

state,

The fact that states practice self-seeking, . . . and are not will-
ing to enter into strict legal relations, appears to be the constant
cause for those fearful hostilities which, recurring intermittently,
threaten with ruin all that has been established by ecultural labor
through the years, and force at times the people of different states
to think out in what manner they may inflict upon one another as
much evil as possible.

Can it be said that man has to perform a duty where his will-
power cannot exert itself? and can it be a matter of practical reason
to endeavor to ameliorate things upon which reason is denied the
power to act? Let us suppose that human will-power were able to

* Lasson, Das Culturideal und der Krieg, pp. 50-52
* Ibid., p. 6. *Ibid., p. 63.
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INTRODUCTION lix

establish those conditions of social life which eternal peace postu-
lates: would eternal peace be a matter of practical reason if, together
with its conditions, it (eternal peace) presented a much greater evil
than that which it is to do away with?

The average man means to do away with the evils that arise in
the community of mankind by establishing everywhere a thorough-
going legal organization. By such a super-state organization it is
thought that the painful and destructive conflicts between the states
may be removed. .

That the right is intended to prevail within the state, lies within
the concept itself of the state; but it is not quite so clear that
without and between states a legal organization is possible: the
question seems appropriate as to whether states can be subjects of
a legal organization and whether a legal organization is possible
where there are no subjects.

The power of the state seems immeasurable, its ways and means
seem inexhaustible; but that both these attributes have their limit,
and that the state possesses nothing except it be given to it, these
are matters which the average man has difficulty in comprehending.

Of all things existing on this earth, the existence of the state is
most confronted with danger, ever full of fear and compelled to infuse
fear, and therefore, with all its power, the state is the most neccessi-
tous of all beings. . . . Its needs are indeed infinite, and the means
offered it to meet these needs are limited, even under the most favor-
able circumstances. The state must secure these means by force, for
it possesses nothing itself, and without forece it obtains nothing.

Thus it has ever been, thus it is even now, and thus it shall ever
essentially remain, as long as man is man and state is state. Only
the visionary . . . can deceive himself upon this matter. %

The eternal laws of nature are, however, an irremovable barrier
to the power of will, and this power of will cannot but let these laws
have their course. . . . From the beginning of time, even to the
present day, it has been a fact without exception that hostility rules
between state and state, between people and people; an absolutely
unfeeling relation exists between state and state, between people and
people for the acquisition of all things of the earth and their existence
itself ; there are passing moments of friendship between them, but in
the background of it all there lurks naked selfishness; and in every
moment there lies the possibility of a fearful outbreak into extreme

' Lasson, Princip und Zukunft des Vilkerrechts (Berlin, 1871), pp. 2-3
* Ibid., pp. 4-7.
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hostility which means to rob the other party of this or that posi-
tion or this or that comfort of life, because each has to fear the same
from the other, and, with all means of destruction and the loosing of
the fiercest hatred, would deprive one another of the roots of their
existence. It is this fact which in all its causes and inner necessity
we must realize and understand.

1.—The plurality of states cannot be done away with. Where
there are men, there must be a legal organization protected by force.
But men are not free so long as the legal organization which compels
them to submission does not meet their inner nature and conscious-
ness, but is imposed upon them as a yoke. But men are intended to
be free; it would therefore be unreasonable to subject different peo-
ples to one and the same law of right, because in such case only one
of the peoples thus united, or even none at all would find the road
open to free development in accordance with its own inner principle
of life, and because those would not be free to whom this road were
closed.

It would be an unreasonable state of affairs if national natures,
so different in their inner being, did not, so far as possible, have
A people stakes

their own appropriate national boundaries.
its honor to preserve its culture; it would incur the stigma of self-
contempt, it would dishonor itself and become enslaved if it could

no longer uphold its own peculiar culture; and along with the people
as a whole, each single component individual of it would become dis-

honored and rob itself of its better self.

The universal state as a legal organization binding upon all men
alike, is impossible so long as there are different national natures in
which, in part, the outward circumstances of existence establish
fundamentally different needs and require mstitutions of different out-
ward organization, and in which, on the other hand, peculiar currents
of the activity of the will are reflected in the mind in an essentially
different form. The universal state would therefore be against the
nature of things and of man; it would lead to an extreme despotism
and to the forcible servility of the peoples, and quite apart from
the evident outward impossibility of its realization when once incor-
porated into the life of mankind, it would not present a higher and
more complete organization of things than the present organization
does, but it would merely serve to debase mankind and throw into
chaos all the constitutive elements of the present organization.

The will which we call state, has its inner limitation only in the

* Lasson, Princip und Zukunft des Vilkerrechts, pp. 8-10.
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INTRODUCTION Ixi

positiveness of its purpose; but it extends unlimited over all things
in the entire realm of nature that can serve that purpose. Hence it
is possible that the will of different states is directed to one and the
same object and that between them the conflict may arise even as,
under like conditions, it may arise between the will of the individual
human beings. .

A tremendous step in advance was made when a bold mind dared
to free statecraft unceremoniously from all theological notions and to
build it up on its own peculiar principles. Statecraft is really ruled
by the principle of interest. For the state is essentially a purpose,
a definite final purpose; that is to say, it does not will merely the
good, but the really useful in this respect; in all its activities it is
guided by its interest and by nothing else. . . . To succeed in
establishing a real state, a temporary despotism of the strongest was

the inevitable means, and for this purpose, that is to say, to build

the national state, Machiavelli advocates in the deed the uttermost
inconsiderate use of lawless force. . . .*

Machiavelli is indeed right when he asserts that the standard
of the outward activity of the state is not controlled by morality,
not by right, but by shrewdness. Yet when he explains how this
shrewdness proceeds, he teaches indeed how one can, with calculated
cunning, obtain momentary and transitory successes, but not how
durable and permanently insured things are created. . . . To
awaken and to foster confidence is therefore the first commandment
of shrewdness, and confidence one secures only through honesty. If
durable peace is to be acquired by the state, honesty is therefore the
best means to secure it, and institutions must be created which are
the expression of this mutually prevailing honesty between state and
state. Such institutions are, however, made impossible by a state-
craft such as is taught by Machiavelli; he falsifies that which is in
itself a correct principle when he regards shortsighted faithlessness,
baseness of mind, absence of all moral viewpoints—all attributes which
in many ways characterize his own nation and his entire generation,
but especially the statesmen of those times,—as the logical conse-
quence of the shrewd selfishness which is the rule of the political
activity of the state; and those institutions which are based upon
honesty have their source in selfishness. .

The state which is not controlled by the idea of that which is
right is not in any way whatever bound by anything but its own

* Lasson, Princip und Zukunft des Vilkerreckts, pp. 12-13
2 I'bid., p. 16. * Ibid., p. 17.
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Ixii INTRODUCTION

purposes; hence, everywhere and in any manner it sees fit, it seeks
that which is useful to it, and it is its nature to be shrewd and noth-
ing but shrewd in pursuing its selfish interests.

All that which may be required of the person of the statesman
is that he understand this will of the state and that he carry it out
regardless of his own will and his own interest. '

By nature and independent of his own will and choice, the indi-
vidual being is the subject of a legally organized community; the
state, however, can never be a subject, not even if it wanted and
desired to be a subject, unless it surrendered itself completely and
ceased to be a state. A legal organization with compulsory force at
its command and to which the states were subject, would itself be a
state, and the states subject to it would no longer be states, but
subjects. Instead of the many states we would therefore have a uni-
versal state, and such a state cannot and shall not be. With such
a state all freedom would vanish from the earth, and to mankind
there would be nothing else in store except general decay and decom-

position, .
Therefore, a state can never submit to a judicial deci-

sion.

This treatment of a legal organization to be established over and
between states is an idle and senseless dream, born of cowardice and
false sentimentalism surrounded with a halo of possible realization
and reasonableness through the misuse of words and through con-
flicting and confused pictures. -

In the first place, the state must protect the interests of its
people which in part are its own interests as well; at the same time,
however, the state has its own peculiar interests which it must guard
and which command it to secure, wherever it may find it, that which
is useful for its existence.

Wherever on earth there may be goods accessible to two states,
the latter may come into conflict and will most certainly get into
confliet.

Antipathy exists between peoples differently constituted at
heart, regardless even of the danger which mutually confronts one
another, and regardless of the mutual fear arising therefrom.

One people is unfriendly to another people; in the conflict of interests
this aversion develops into an embittered deadly hatred, and this
repulsive power of the consciousness of one’s own worth and of one’s

' Lasson, Princip und Zukunft des Vilkerrechts, p. 21.
21bid., p. 23. *1bid., p. 26 ¢ Ibid., pp. 31-32.
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own nature belongs inseparably to and forms a part and parcel of
the healthiness of a people’s life. A people that cannot hate what
is alien to it, are a wretched people, unworthy of independence
and destined to be plundered and robbed. It is a repulsive picture
for a people which has been scorned and mistreated, ‘‘to do
penance in sackcloth and ashes’’ and to live in shame, instead of
striking the violator to the earth, at the risk of their own existence,

or of going down in defeat with honor.

The state itself is, of course, unable, on its part, to share in this
hatred of the peoples; for the state is a thoroughly heartless being;
its egotism is, for that very reason, all the more inconsiderate in the
interests of others. It is the task of the state to safeguard the legal

organization adequate for the people and at the same time to realize
and secure those conditions making for the development of the
peculiar culture of the people.

To this end, it resorts to any and
all means at its disposal.

In the hatred of peoples it finds such
a means for safeguarding the treasured possessions of the Father-
el . .t

Right and morality do not bind the will of the state. There is
but one thing which may hinder the state in the pursuit of its selfish

interests, namely, fear of a foreign power. It is only toward the

weak that a state acts boldly and dares to do what it pleases; uneasi-
ness and fear compel the state to act considerately toward the strong;
for the issue of the battle would be uncertain, and the danger for
success and existence alone would be evident. Hence, all international
relations are controlled by the point of the sword ; might alone decides;
the strong alone can exist; and the weak, because of their very weak-
ness, are destined to succumb.

The state of self-defense excludes any and all consideration, and
it is a war of all against all, if not a war of open violence, yet the
latent war of cunning and prudence. A right without guarantees
is no right at all. For lack, therefore, of a guaranteeing force, the
states are engaged in an incessant warfare,

There is a system of provisions which is closely related to the
legal organization established within the states, and which system,
in contradistinction to the system of laws prevailing within a state,
has been called the law of nations, international law, public law. But
along with the similarity existing between these two systems we must
not lose sight of the differences between them in order that we may

' Lasson, Princip und Zukunft des Vilkerrechts, pp. 33-34.
* Ibid., pp. 35-36.
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not confound the two and not attribute to this law of nations the
qualities of the real law, with which, in the nature of the things,
international law has nothing to do. For such a confusion would
lead not only to a grievous political error, since in our everyday life
we can see how through such a confusion of different conceptions
in the one indistinct representation of the law, consequences most
inimical to the practical treatment of political relations arise and
misrepresent the sentiments of the people.

International institutions have no guarantees of a legal nature.
Their observance cannot be compelled; for there is no greater power
than the power of the state. The state will observe stipula-
tions which are not causing it essential injury so long as urgent
interests do not compel it to disregerd such stipulations; it will
observe its word and an obligation which it has taken upon itself as
long as it can continue to exist under these limitations and fulfill
and it will do so the more certainly, if it comprehends

its purposes;
must wish that another state

thoroughly its interests. For the state
observe its given faith and meet it in honesty, so that it may enjoy
some security and some peace, and it can secure these only provided
it keep faith itself. But in case of an urgent necessity, the state will
of course not be able to observe this honesty altogether, especially
so when reciprocity cannot be depended upon. It will suffice that
other states know that it means to observe its given faith up to the

point where its own self-preservation might be endangered, that is
break its

to say, where a compelling mnecessity will force it to
fosth., . . .
Through historie
about vital interests of the states will always occur and cannot be
It is of the nature of things that

evolution and without any ill-will, conflicts

settled except by force.
where blind, barbarous passion does not govern, but where the interest
of the state comes to expression, this part of international law is able
to lead to a lasting and certain peaceful intercourse. And something
precarious is even involved in this matter because it can never be
certainly determined in advance as to whether along with the progress
of things in general, something agreed upon may become so fraught
with contingencies as will directly threaten the prosperity of the
state. In such case, and in the nature of things, the state cannot,
under the pressure of its urgent interests, keep from violating its
given word or the regulation agreed upon, provided it cannot free

' Lasson, Princip und Zukunft des Volkerrechts, p. 43
* Ibid., p. 45.
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itself of this obligation in any other way. The state itself must, how-
ever, decide when such urgency has arisen; no other state can pass
judgment upon such a matter, because it does not comprehend the
situation and the needs of the former or because it is not impartial,
but prejudiced against it. All rules of international law, both those
that immediately concern the self-preservation of the state and those
directed to the regulation of less important relations, are valid only
upon certain conditions, namely, only as long as a state believes that
its self-preservation is not threatened by such stipulations. In the
latter case, the will of the state cannot be controlled by outer barriers;
it will do what it pleases to do without regard for anything else
whatever, This is the nature of the matter, and in this sense every
rule of international law should be understood, that is t. say, never
should the state be required to observe the rule absolutely, nor should
the state itself make such a promise

Because of this precariousness, the law of nations is no law.
International law is a voluntary agreement between coordinate
powers which the latter cannot be compelled to observe. -5

International law is a means of progress for the states, These
could of course exist in unrestricted independence without it; but
international law is of advantage to them in order that in time of
peace they may the more easily and more safely realize their pur-
poses. And even if here and there the rules of international law
assume the form of legal principles, yet according to the tenor and
the form of obligation, they are principles of quite a different kind.
They constitute rules of shrewdness; they are not commandments of
WW, « o *

All barriers are rendered powerless under the pressure of neces-
sity : we know of what little use has been the promise between states
affirmed under oath with regard to the observance of the promise
itself, . . .’

The unrestricted sovereignty of the state freely to dispose of
itself and to direct its actions in accordance with the necessities of
its situation cannot be impaired through international law.

In dire necessity, the state will not observe agreements, and no-
body must complain about the unexpected or hateful when the state,

driven by necessity, does not keep the faith of obligations which it
has taken upon itself. We must be on our guard against the
state; it can never be bound absolutely, and any obligations it takes

* Lasson, Princip und Zukunft des Vilkerrechts, p. 47.
2 Ibid., p. 49.

* Ibid., p. 51.
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upon itself, it goes without saying, have but a relative value, though
this may nowhere be expressed, even in the face of the most explicit

assurance to the contrary. .

An agreement entered into between the strong and the weak has
no sense at all. As soon as the strong is confronted by a pressing
interest to break such an agreement, the latter is by that fact abro-
gated and destroyed as though it had never existed. Only he
who has sufficient force to threaten the other party to the same extent
as he himself is threatened, may on the basis of treaties entered into
expect in some measure a lasting state of peace.

Smaller states can therefore exist in complete independence by
the side of the larger ones, only in case they can find confederates
But he alone can secure
Hence, the small-
For, a

who can reénforce their power of resistance.
confederates if his existence is of value to others.
ness of states is reasonably limited by this consideration.
state whose worthlessness for the entire system is plainly evident,
which as a confederate is of no importance in the general scheme and
in whose existence no one takes an interest, such a state cannot really
continue in independence; and as soon as it is drawn into a crisis
of conflicting interests of the strong states, it will completely dis-
appear. A relatively small state can prove its right to its existence
only in case its existence is an essential advantage in the balance
of the entire system. .

A further question is as to what significance political treaties may
have with regard to the matters therein agreed upon. In view of
what we have already said it must be evident that they have not
the strict effect of legal obligation.

By nature every state is so constituted that it cannot accept any
fetters to its will except on the condition that by its own volition it
may cast them off again, of course not whenever it may see fit to
do so,—for the state possesses no such arbitrary and unfounded
right—but only in case its pressing interests demand that it
li(l 8O,

A treaty will be observed only so long as it is advantageous, and
it is not advantageous so long as there is a force at hand by which
its observance may be compelled. Whoever concludes a treaty
must realize that he eannot rely upon its being observed.

War is waged with a view to the treaty of peace which is to be
concluded; . . . war has a political aim in view, namely, to

' Lasson, Princip und Zukunft des Vilkerrechts, pp. 53-564
2Ibid., p. 58 * Ibid., pp. 60-61 * Ibid., p. 65.
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reorganize on a new and reasonable basis all the mutual relations
between the states.

War is therefore, in effect, merely a continuation of the usual
negotiations between states, but

rarried on in different form and
with different means.

States are not subject to a law of right, and it is vain to attempt
to control their action by a so-called law. There is no praetor above
them who might sit in judgment upon them; rather war is the only
praetor which does not render its judgment with regard to the states
according to a code of laws, but according to justice. This praetor is
inexorable; he cannot be bribed; there can be no appeal nor escape
from his sentence,

The power of the state lies in the discipline, in the virility, in the
manliness and in the education of its citizens; the powerful state
is the better state; its people are the better people; its culture is the
more valuable culture. Whoever succumbs must acknowledge that
he has deserved his fate; the victor may say unto himself, not that

he was good, but that he was the better one as between himself and
his opponent. Chance cannot decide a fight or battle, nor a war.
For no defeat, no victory is definitive.

All international

relations
are in constant flux and undergoing a constant change.

The defeated
party, however low he has fallen, may rise again; the victor, however
great his victory may have been, may sink into ignominy. A people
must constantly assert itself; it must not permit the fountain of its

strength to run dry; on the contrary, it must ever enrich and increase
the flow of its strength.

The state must be strong. This is
its mission and its duty; woe to the state if it neglects this first duty

and chases after other possessions at the cost of its might! In the
great historic world process that which is weak succumbs because it
is worthless, and that which is strong maintains itself because in par-

ticular events and at a particular time it is able better to serve the
great mission of mankind.

Such is the eternal impartiality of world
history. . . .’

The nature of things is mightier than mere vain wishes: it neither
permits now, nor will it ever permit that the states shall live in
friendship and mutual love or that they shall be restricted in their
actions by obedience to a compulsory legal organization. From a
greater perfection of international law we can, therefore, not expect
that international relations could ever be regulated on the basis of
right or morality; from such perfection we may however expect

* Lasson, Princip und Zukunft des Vilkerrechts, pp. 72-75.
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that, more than hitherto, the true interests of the states will be
safeguarded and that the relations of honesty and mutuality, based
upon a justified self-interestedness will be further developed and
strengthened. -

The international law of contract has no absolute value for the
simple reason that no impartial decision and no absolutely correct

interpretation of it can be expected.
The states do not fight for the ‘‘right,”” nor yet for ‘‘ideas,’” but
for their interests, and they bind themselves to ‘‘right’’ in so far as

their interests permit. . . . Truth and simplicity alone can ameliorate

human institutions and ennoble mankind; if things on earth are to
be made better, it will be necessary in the first place to rid inter-
national relations of the hypoeritical phrase of ‘‘right’’ and of the

‘‘sacredness of treaties’’; in the second place it will be necessary to

recognize expressly that international law has no other guarantees

than its own inner worth and its conformity to that which is advan

tageous for the self-preservation of the states. It can be of value

only in case statesmen comprehend the true interests of their states
and in case the propositions of international law correspond to these
interests. :

All civilized peoples wishing to live in peace have evident need
of a code of international law, generally recognized, and apt to cover
any and all cases of disputes that may arise between them. But such
a code must be restricted to the field within which falls the real
international law in its narrower sense, and not attempt to reach
in each concrete case, into the field governed by temporary treaties.
It is difficult to draw the line of demarcation in this matter;
such a code must not lose sight of the fact that international law is
a very precarious thing; it must not attempt to bind the states abso-
lutely and for every case that may arise; for in the presence of
the necessity of self-preservation, all rules of international law
disappear.

There is no promising prospect that war can be certainly pre
vented once and for all; this can be accomplished neither by a law,

nor by the discretion or the goodwill of a person, nor by any insti
tution, however excellent it may be. It is however a reasonable and
most important aim of all human endeavor to prevent wars, except
where they cannot be avoided. ;
The weak neighbor sharpens the appetite of the stronger and he

84

Lasson, Princip und Zukunft des Vilkerrechts, p
¢ Ibid., pp. 93-94.
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will certainly disappear if he is in the way of the stronger and if the
proper opportunity to attack presents itself. Small states,—we do
not even refer to minor states, for minor states have never been real
states, but have always, through a fiction, been merely looked upon
as such,—small states should not exist at all; they are a danger to
peace; they are the bone of contention of the strong states; they
are the natural cause and theaters of wars and through their desire
to exist, they are constantly engaged in intrigues to keep apart from
one another and in constant conflict all other great states which might
do injury to them.

All there is left for the small states to do is to get together and
constitute themselves into a federation on the basis of equality, or to
join a stronger state under whose hegemony, or even, when the exist-
ence of such a state in full independence is by exception a need of
the entire system of states, to surrender a part of its political sover-
eignty and become neutralized, in other words, to renounce foreign
politics. Neutralization, moreover, is something precarious; the ever
present question in this respect is as to whether or not in a pressing
conflict, its recognition can be safeguarded.

It is necessary, therefore, that the states should, as far as pos-
sible, do everything to develop their power. An army as large as
possible, with soldiers as intelligent as can be, with the best trained
officers and disposing of all auxiliary means procurable through
science, worth, and practice, all these are an assurance to the state
that it will not be heedlessly attacked. Rid the world of all the armies
which are now ready to do battle, and social life will be the same as
in the middle ages, before there were standing armies, and war
will incessantly govern between the states, as feud reigned between
the members of the state in the middle ages. Standing armies alone
are a guarantee for a lasting state of peace; without them the bal-
ance of power is not possible, and therefore no real negotiations, no
honesty and reciprocity can prevail. The institution of the standing
armies alone saves the world from barbarism. In the world of cul-
ture, armies can only be increased, never diminished. They will in-
crease to the uttermost limits of possibility, even to the point when
it will no longer be possible to secure the means for their maintenance
and when their existence will sap rather than protect the productive
strength of the nation. Hence, to make war the exception and peace
the general rule is a problem which is identical with that other prob-
lem: to make the armies as large as possible and as inexpensive as

possible. This problem can be solved only with a standing army just
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large enough to furnish the framework for its enlargement, with the
entire population armed back of it, so that all who are physically
fit may be disciplined in the use of arms from their youth up and
for a short time trained in real military technique, and able
through the years of vigorous manhood to strengthen, in case of war,
the power of the Fatherland.

The actual facts of history go to prove that, other conditions being
equal, the people which possesses the better universities, the better
scientific laboratories and public schools is, in a military sense, the
fitter and stronger. The strength of people in war is in general
only the expression for its moral and intellectual capacity and for
the healthiness of its institutions, in the home, in the community, and
in the state.

An army of professional soldiers or an army of mercenaries is
ever at the command of the caprice of the ruler; an armed people
can be put into action only for the true and for the highest interests
of the Fatherland

Even as a military organization which permits of the highest
development of power is the surest guarantee for peace, so the reali-
zation of the ever recurring project of a general disarmament is the
greatest imaginable danger for the peace of the world. For, taking
things as they are, it is a fact that might can be held in check only
through might; so soon as the fear of a foreign might ceases the
possibility of negotiation for peace also ceases. The voice of the nego-
tiator exerts a proper influence only in case it is backed by the neces-
sary number of bayonets and guns in order to make it respected.

Mirabeau justly answered a deputation of Quakers who came
to him with a petition seeking to secure peace through disarma-

ment: ‘‘It is weakness which causes war; universal resistance would

mean universal peace.”’

(3) Gustav Riimelin (1815-1889)2

Is politics, that is to say, is the self-determined administration of
all the affairs of the state subordinated to the law of morality, or
shall it follow independent laws of its own? And, accordingly, are
their actions permissible in politics, but forbidden by moral law,
and vice versa?’

! Lasson, Princip und Zukunft des Vilkerrechts, pp. 109-114

*Ueber das Verhiltniss der Politik zur Moral—Reden und Aufsitze von

Gustav Riimelin, vol. 1 (Freiburg, n. d.)
*Ibid., p. 144
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We praise and honor the men who have freed their people from
servitude, from degradation and from impotency, and raised them
to a higher plane of welfare, power, and liberty, without our losing
sight of or being misled in our judgment by the fact that they have
accomplished those things by intrigue, by foree, by blood and iron,
and by other means which, under other circumstances, we would
condemn,

The universal validity of the moral requirements is beyond all
question. There can be absolutely no individual nor any class of

free human actions that might be regarded as beyond or even above

the law of morality.?

In consequence, if politics is the handiwork of man and the result
of his free resolve, it must, of necessity, and to its full extent, become
subject to conscience and to the control of moral laws. The states-
man cannot be separated into two beings, of which the one, the non-
politician, would possess a conscience, and the other, the politician,
none. e

Now, it would be just as illogical as it is impracticable, to demand
from the community itself the same course of action as from those
of its members who are in its employ. The injunetions ‘* Thou shalt’’
and ‘‘Thou shalt not”’ of the ten commandments and of all legal
language, have their proper sense only when the state is the party
which commands, and the individual the party upon whom the
command is enjoined. The state, as we well know, has no parents
to honor; it has contracted no union which it might break. The
injunction ‘‘Thou shalt not kill’’ cannot be directed against him
who alone wields the sword, in order to punish the murderer, and
who must spend millions for the purpose of preparing the most
effective instruments of death, should it become necessary to resort
to their use in self-defense. In order to accomplish its purpose,
the state must likewise covet our houses and fields, our oxen and
asses and any other of our property, without asking the individual
how he likes it. '

It may well be asked how the injunction ‘‘Love thy neighbor as
thyself’’ could be practicable in the relations of one state to other
states? None of all the ties which bind man to man, can bind the
states one to another. Even although, in this respect, more ideal
aims should be considered and striven for, still nations actually
confront one another as in the state of nature, that is to say, they

' Riimelin, Ueber das Verhiltniss der Politik zur Moral—Reden und Aufsitze,
vol. 1, p. 145.
2id., p. 147. * Ibid., pp. 147-148. ¢ Ibid., pp. 149-150.
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are strangers to each other, and are compelled to observe foresight
and mistrust, even as wanderers meeting one another in the desert.
Over them there is no higher power than their own to regulate and
settle their relations. ‘‘Love thy neighbor as thyself’’ cannot be
applied here.'

In short the entire chapter of the duties of love, hence the chief
part of all morality, is not practicable for the states. . . . Na-
tions must not depend upon the love of others, but upon love of
self, upon the preservation and development of their own power and
welfare, It may not be maintained that it is the unconditional duty
of the state to observe treaties into which it has entered or which
it may have recognized. . . .2

Thus, with regard to the duties of justice, we have finally reached
the same conclusion as with regard to the duties of love. Even as
all human actions, polities is subject to a moral duty; but a morality
which prescribes virtues and duties for the individual, cannot be
made use of in the administration of the affairs of the state. In their
very roots, morality and polities differ from each other."

In this sense, we must answer No, to our first question—Is politics
subordinated to the moral law? And we must answer Yes, to our
second question—Does politics bear within itself a self-governing
and independent principle for its actions? By these answers we
merely repeat the true sense of the old maxim: salus publica suprema
lex esto, that is to say, every other consideration is subordinated to
the preservation and welfare of the community. :

The interests of an individual or of a minority are subordinated
to those of a majority or of the whole community. Individual liberty
is subject to the limitations required by the general well-being. =

The interests of a foreign state can be considered only in so far
as they are compatible with our own. The preservation of the state
justifies every sacrifice and is superior to every commandment.®

The principle of self-abnegation applies to the individual citizen ;
the principle of self-preservation applies to the state. The individual
is a servant of the law which the state creates, directs, and executes.
The individual is only a transient member of the moral organism;
the state, if not this organism itself, is nevertheless its real regulat-
ing force; the state is immortal and sufficient unto itself. N

In cases of political actions of an extraordinary character which

' Rtimelin, Ueber das Verhiltniss der Politik zur Moral—Reden und Aufsitze,
vol. 1, pp. 149-150

2 Ibid., p. 160 * Ibid., pp. 156-157 ¢ Ibid., p. 166.
* Ibid., p. 166. 61bid., p. 161.
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no individual is compelled to perform, introspection and wisdom are
a bounden duty, and stupidity becomes a eriminal offense. For the

politician, caution is not only an intellectual but a moral quality
and whoever lacks this quality,

or even whoever
sound judgment,

is incapable of
commits a sin by the faet that he aspires to a
position for which he is unfit and by virtue of \\hnh he is called

upon to consider interests other than his own.

But the condition of moral politics of the state is Ihn moral sense
of the peoples themselves. Only if among the German people the
receptivity for ideal possessions maintains its preponderane
the desire for gain and enjoyment
ties of the community

over
, over indifference to the
, over narrow prejudices,—can the politics of
a national administration, based on an equal suffrage, be administered
in a similar spirit.

activi-

I'he morality of the people and that of their
statesmen go hand in hand. It is but the passing good fortune when,
in free states, the government of a people is better than their own
standard of morality.

rocal action lies the

this address.

And only in this constant and living recip-

ultimate solution of the riddle considered in

(k)

Heinrich von Treitschke

(1834-1896)"

The state is the people legally united as an independent power.
Briefly speaking, by the word ‘‘people’’ we understand a
of families permanently living side by side
that the state is primordial and necessary, that it exists as long as
there is a history of mankind and that it
mankind than speech itself.*

number
This judgment implies

is no less essential to

The state is power
toward other powers,
istration of justice
state.

for the sole purpose of asserting itself
equally independent. War and the admin-
are the first tasks of even the most barbarie
In history we meet throughout with only virile characters; his-
tory is not for sentimental or feminine natures. Only brave peoples
have a secure existence, a future, an evolution; weak and cowardly

' Riimelin, Ueber das Verhiltniss der Politik zur Moral—Reden und Aufsitze
vol. 1, p. 166

2 Ibid., pp. 170-171
* Politik (Vorlesungen gehalten an der Universitiit zu Berlin von Heinrich
von Treitschke). Zweite, durchgesehne Auflage (Leipzig: G. Hirzel, 1899-1900,
2 vols.).

* Treitschke, Politik, vol. 1, p- 13
& Ibid., p. 29.
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peoples perish, and justly so. In this eternal conflict of different
states, we find the grandeur of history; it is an evident un-reason

to wish to do away with this world struggle. Mankind has at all

times found this to have been so.

[f we examine more closely our definition, that ‘‘a state is the
people legally united as an independent power,”” we will find that
we may shorten this definition to read as follows: ‘‘The state is the

publie power for defense and offense.”” Above all, the state is power

in order to assert itself; it is not the totality of the people them-
selves as Hegel assumed in his deification of the state.®

The state is not an academy of fine arts; if it neglects its power
in favor of the ideal pursuits of mankind, it repudiates its own nature

and perishes. Repudiation of its own power is, indeed, so far as the

state is concerned, equivalent to the sin against the Holy Ghost;

to follow, from purely sentimental reasons, in the train of a foreign

state, as we (Germans have so frequently done with regard to Eng-
land, is indeed a mortal sin. :

The real nature of the state is characterized by the fact that it

cannot suffer to have a higher power over itself. How proudly and

truly statesmanlike Gustavus Adolphus has expressed this thought

when he said: ‘‘1 recognize no one over me except God and the

sword of the victor.”” This is so unreservedly true that again we
see forthwith that it cannot be the view of mankind to form a single

political power, but that the ideal toward which we are striving

is a harmonious society of peoples, who, by means of treaties which
they freely conclude among themselves, set restrictions upon their
sovereignty without abrogating it.

Nor can the spirit of sovereignty be inelastic; it is flexibly rela-
tive like all political conceptions. For its own sake, every state will
by means of treaties limit its sovereignty in certain directions. When
states enter into treaties with one another, they restrict somewhat
their absolute power. But the rule will still hold, for every treaty
is a voluntary restriction upon individual power, and all inter-
““rebus sic stantibus.”” No

national treaties contain the clause:
The state has

state can bind its will for the future to another state.
no higher judge than itself, and, therefore, it will conclude all its
treaties with the above tacit reservation. For it is true that as long
as there shall be an international law, all treaties between the belliger-
ent states lapse with the moment of declaration of war; as sovereign,

! Treitschke, Politik, vol. 1, p. 30
2 Ibid., p. 32 *Ibid., p. 34
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each state has, however, the indubitable right to declare war when-
ever it sees fit, and in consequence, every state is then entitled to
abrogate any treaties it may have concluded. Upon this constant
change of treaties rests the progress of history; every state must see
to it that no other power will denounce them with a declaration of
war. For treaties which have ceased to be useful, must be denounced,
and new ones, consonant with the new cirecumstances, must take their
places.

All this makes it clear that the international treaties which limit
the power of a state are not absolute, but voluntary self-restrictions.
From this we conclude that the organization of an international

arbitral court, as a durable institution, is incompatibl

with the
nature of the state.

At all events, only in matters of second or third
rate importance could the state submit to such arbitral court. There
is, moreover, no impartial outside power to judge of vital matters
If we were to commit the folly of treating the Alsace-Lorraine matter
as an open question and to submit it to an arbitrator, who would
really believe that such an arbitrator could be impartial? It is,
furthermore, a matter of honor for a state to settle such questions
for itself. Therefore, it will be impossible to constitute a court that
shall sit in judgment over peoples. The only thing we may look
forward to is that international treaties may become more frequent.
But until the end of history, the appeal to arms will maintain its
right; and therein lies precisely the sacredness of war

We have, therefore, seen that the concept of sovereignty is flex-
ible; but we are not to infer from this that this concept is a

We are rather to determine in what consists the inalien-
able kernel of sovereignty!

non-sense,

Legally, this kernel lies in the authority
to determine the scope of one’s own rights of sovereignty, and politi-
cally in the appeal to arms. An unarmed state which is not in a
position to draw the sword when it sees fit, is subject to the higher
power, which, in its stead, has the right to declare war. To speak
of a war sovereignty in times of peace implies an obvious contradictio
in adjecto. A state admitting the claim to such a sovereignty may still
be called a kingdom for conventional reasons and from pure flattery,
but science, whose first duty is to ascertain the truth, shall boldly
speak out and declare that in the nature of the thing itself such a
country is no longer a state.

This, therefore, is the one essential eriterion: the right of arms
distinguishes the state from all other corporate bodies, and whoever
cannot take up arms for himself cannot be regarded as a state, but

Ixxv
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only as a member of a federated organization of states. Already we
perceive the difference between the erown of Prussia and the other
German states, namely, that the King of Prussia is himself the war
lord, and therefore, that Prussia has not lost its sovereignty, as the
other states have lost theirs.’

In matters of this kind we may not follow the guidance of scholars,
When, one day, Bismarck observed to

but that of statesmen.
William I that the empire wou!d not give its consent in the matter

of a certain political decision, the latter, in a moment of indignation,
replied: ‘‘What, the empire! The empire, as yoa know, is merely

an extended Prussia.”” This expresses the thing in trooper fashion,

but it is true.’
When we look more closely into the matter, it becomes quite evi-

dent, that if the state is power, then only that state which is really
t the undeniably ridiculous
Weakness

powerful, meets that idea. Thence we g
phase which we perceive in the existence of a small state.
not itself ridieulous; but that other weakness which

is, of course,
In small states there develops

demeans itself as power, is ridiculous.
that beggarly spirit which judges the state by the taxes which it
levies; a spirit which feels that if the state does not repress as an
egg-shell, it will not be able to afford protection, and that the moral
possessions which we owe to the state are inestimable. The small
state exercises a destructive influence upon the spirit of its citizens,
because it generates that kind of materialism.

Moreover, the small state lacks absolutely the capacity of admin-
istering justice which characterizes the great state

Therefore, when all things have been considered, we come to the
conclusion that the large state possesses the nobler parts. This is
especially true with regard to the great fundamental functions of the
state, such as the protection afforded through its arms, and the pro-
Both can be much better accomplished by the great
The small state cannot wage war with any

tection of right.
than by the small state.
prospect of success. .

Furthermore, the economie superiority of great states is an obvious
In organizations on a vast scale greater security is also found.

fact.
a big state can successfully meet

More easily than the small state,
economic crises; for instance, a failure of crops can hardly extend
over all of its parts. Only in great states can there develop a real
national pride which is a mark of the moral thoroughness of a

! Treitschke, Politik, vol. 1, pp. 37-39
2Ibid., p. 40 *Ibid., pp. 43-44.
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people; in aggregations on a large scale the world-view of the citizens
becomes freer and greater.

When we see the state as a personality, it becomes evident that
it must seek its goal within itself, . . On sight of a living being,
we shall not confine ourselves to inquire: What is the purpose of
that being? But we must put to ourselves the further question:
What is the moral task of this personality? And in the case of the
state, we shall, therefore, have to inquire: What is its task in the
world of civilization? And first of all: What are the national boun-
daries of its activity??

The second essential funection of the state is the conduct of war.
That this should have been left unconsidered for such a long time,
is proof of the fact that the science of government, evolved by civilian
minds only, had thoroughly degenerated. In our century, since the
time of Clausewitz, this sentimental conception has vanished; its
place was, however, taken by a one-sided materialistic conception,
which, after the fashion of the Manchester school, looks upon man
as a two-legged being whose destiny it is to buy cheap and to sell dear.
That this conception is likewise incompatible with war, can be readily
explained ; only after the experiences of the later wars, a more whole-
some view of the state and of its military power has gradually arisen.
Without war there would be no state. All states we have any
knowledge of came about as the result of wars; the protection of its
citizens by armed force remains the first and most essential task
of the state. Therefore, wars there will be to the end of history,
as long as theire is a multiplicity of states. That the course of history
should, in this respect, ever change, is neither to be inferred from

the loss of human thought or of human nature, nor is it in any
manner whatever to be wished for. The blind worshipers of an
eternal peace commit an error of thought when they isolate the state
or when they dream of a universal state, which we have already found
to be against reason.

As we have furthermore seen that it is impossible to conceive
even of a higher judge over the states, which in their very essence
are sovereign, it is likewise impossible to conceive of the world as
without the condition of war. It is the favorite fashion of our time
to point to England as especially ready for peace. But England,
as we well know, is perpetually waging war; there is hardly a moment
to which we may point in modern history when England has not

' Treitschke, Politik, vol. 1, pp. 44-45
2 [bid., pp. 68-69
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been obliged to fight somewhere., The great cultural progress of
mankind can be realized by the sword only against the resistance of
barbarism and unreason. Between civilized peoples, war remains,
likewise, the form of the process by which the claims of the states
are made valid. The proofs evidenced in these terrible conflicts

between peoples are compelling to a greater extent than the proofs
evidenced in civil processes. In theory we have frequently endeavored
to convince the small states that Prussia alone can be the leader in
Germany ; we were compelled to furnish the really convineing proof
of this on the battlefields of Bohemia and by the Main. .

We must not consider all these things by the light of the student’s
lamp only ; the historian who lives in the world of the Will sees forth-
with that the demand for an eternal peace is in its essence reaction-
ary; he sees that if war disappears, all movement and all growth
will disappear from history. The really spiritless degenerate times
have ever been the only ones i which men have toyed with the
dream of an eternal peace. There have been three such periods in
modern history. In the first place, we have the dismal time after
the peace of Utrecht, after the death of Louis XIV. The world
seemed to be breathing afresh; but Frederick the Great pointedly
declared that these years were a period of general degeneracy in
European politics. The Holy Roman Empire in its then ridiculous
position, the unfinished Prussia faced with the problem of growth
or deeline—all these immature conditions were declared moral condi-
tions by the apostles of reason. The elder Rousseau, the Abbé Castel
de Saint Pierre, and still others came forthwith and wrote their
foolish books about eternal peace. The second epoch during which
the pipe of peace was again being smoked generally, arose under
similar conditions. After the Congress of Vienna the Viennese
treaties were looked upon as ratio scripta; it was held to be reason-
able and moral to eripple for all eternity, two noble peoples, the
Italians and the Germans. We are living now in the third epoch,
again after a great war which seems to have destroyed idealism
in Germany. Does not the neighing laughter of vulgarity resound
loud and shameless when anything of all that which has made Ger-
many great, is destroyed? The foundations of our old and noble
culture are now being destroyed; all that which once made us an
aristocracy among the peoples, is being scoffed at and trampled upon.
This, then, is certainly the proper time to toy once more with the
concept of an eternal peace. As for the rest, it is scarcely worth

! Treitschke, Politi”, vol. 1, pp. 72-73.
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INTRODUCTION Ixxix

the trouble further to consider this matter; the living God will see
to it that war shall ever return as a terrible medicine for mankind.'

And the economie ravages of war play also greater havoe with
civilized peoples than with barbarians. In our day, a war may have
especially hard and fearful consequences in destroying the artificial
system of eredit. If a conqueror should ever enter London, the effect
would be terrible beyond anything we can imagine. The threads
which bind the eredit of millions are gathered together there, and
a conqueror as inconsiderate as Napoleon might there perpetrate
devastations of which we can altogether have no idea. From the
natural repugnance of mankind against bloodshed and from the size
and quality of modern arms, there necessarily follows that wars
must become rarver and shorter, for it is impossible to understand
how the burdens of a great war can long be borne in their present
day conditions. It is, however, illusory to conclude from all of this
that wars will ever entirely cease. Wars cannot and should not cease
80 ](JHL‘ as the state is sovereign and confronted ll.\' other sovereign
states.

As contrasted with the conception of antiquity, our modern views
of individualism, adorned with various appellations, are as great as
the difference hbetween night and day. The modern view of individual
ism starts with the idea that the state should be satisfied with pro
tecting life and property at home and abroad, and to this restricted
state it applies the name of ‘‘constitutional state.’”’ This doectrine
is the legitimate child of the doetrine of the old natural law. Accord
ing to this doetrine, the state can only be a means for the purposes
of the existence of the individuals, something which we have already
shown to be contrary to reason.’

The complicated activity of our state results from our world
position, from our history and geographical situation, through all of
which we are pursuing aims which, in the opinion of other peoples,
are incompatible with each other. . . . Moreover, we are the most
monarchical people of Europe; at the same time, however, we must
endeavor to harmonize with that fact a respectable popular repre
sentation. We have solved the riddle of how a civilized people can
also be a people in arms; and we desire to solve the even greater
riddle of how a rich people can preserve the moral benefits of an
army and of a military service.'

When we look upon a state as a mora! community which from

' Treitschke, Politik, vol. 1, pp. 75-76
2 Ibid., p. 77 * Ibid., pp. 78-79 ¢ Ibid., p. 86

TOTWR

RN

<

b 4




Ixxx INTRODUCTION

its appointed place shall cotperate in the education of mankind,
the state must then undoubtedly be subject to the general law of
morality. Still, we constantly hear about the conflict between poli-
ties and morality, This general aspect of the matter shows clearly
that the relation between the two cannot be so very simple and
evident, . . .?

It was Machiavelli who gave expression to the thought that in
case the salvation of a state was at stake one should not stop to
inquire if the means resorted to are or are not permissible; that the
state must be preserved ond that afterwards everybody would justify
their use. . . . It will ever remain Machiavelli’s glory, first, for
having put the state upon its own feet, and in questions of morality,
for having freed it from the influence of the church, but above all,
for having been the first to declare that the state is power. :

This genial Florentine was the first, with the mighty force of
his intellect, to put into the center of all polities this great thought
that the state is power. For this is the truth; and whoever is not
virile enough to look this truth squarely in the face would better

leave politics alone.*
Now, if we apply this standard of a deeper, and really Christian
morality to the state, and we will remember that the nature of this

great collective personality is power, we realize at once that it is
the highest moral duty of the state to uphold its power. The indi-
vidual must sacrifice himself for a higher community of which he is
a member; the state itself is, however, the highest in the external
community of man; hence, the duty of self-effacement cannot apply
to it. The Christian duty of self-sacrifice for something higher does
not apply to the state, because in the history of the world there is
nothing whatever that is superior to it; in consequence it cannot
sacrifice itself to something which is higher than itself. Only the
state clearly beholds its destruction, yet we give it praise, when it
succumbs with sword in hand. Sacrifice for a foreign people is not
only not moral, but is contrary to the idea of self-assertion, which
is the highest volition of the state.

From all of this there results that it becomes necessary to differ
entiate between public and private morality. As the state is power
the rank of its different duties must necessarily be different from
the rank of the duties of the individual man. A number of these
duties which devolve upon the individual cannot be considered at all

' Treitschke, Politik, vol. 1, p. 87
2 Ibid., pp. 89-91
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INTRODUCTION Ixxxi

with reference to the state. Its highest command is to assert itself;
for the state this is absolutely moral. It

must therefore be said
that of all political sins, the sin of weakness is the most reprehensible

and the most despicable,
polities.

It is the sin against the Holy Ghost of
In private life there are excusable weaknesses of character.
There can be no question of such weaknesses in a stat

the state
is power, and if it repudiates this which is its nature, it cannot be
too thoroughly judged.

From the nature of the state as a sovereign power, it further
follows that it can recognize no arbitrary authority over it and, there

fore, that in the last analysis, its legal obligations are subjeet to its own
decision.

This we must clearly bear in mind, so that in great crises

we may not judge from the advocate’s philistine point of view

Prussia broke the treaty of Tilsit, Prussia was wrong from the
of view of the civil law. But who would have the
to assert now that it did wrong?
do so. This is likewise 1

When
point
brazen affront
The French themselves no longer

rue of international treaties which are not
quite as unmoral as that which was forced upon Prussia and France

Every state, therefore, reserves to itself the right to be the judge of its
own treaties, and the historian cannot
with a merely formal standard

in such cases content himself
He must put to himself the deeper
question whether the unconditional duty of self-preservation does not
justify the state.

Everyone knows that the well known Jesuit expression is

raw and radical in its erudity; but no one can deny that it contains
a modicum of truth,

Unfortunately,

in public as in private life
there are numberless cases when the use of absolutely irreproachable
means is impossible.

And if the use of irreproachable means is pos
sible and a moral goal can be attained through moral means
latter are to be

the
preferred, even when they lead more slowly and
more uncomfortably towards the goal.?

Political history

begins with a system of

small states. The
next development witnesses the conflict

between these tribes and f
the combination of larger masses into a common organization; thus, ¢
conquest and subjugation become the real active motive for the

building of larger states., Th«

P ‘
states have not issued from the |« WA,
sovereignty of the people, but were created against their will; the L3 2 |
state is the self-determined power of the strongest tribe. (n’ :
There is nothing in all this to complain of. In such simple

' Treitschke, Politik, vol. 1
3 Ibid., p. 105
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conditions of life, the physical power must decide, and this power
of the victor is morally justified, because it makes for protection,
and in this way it works beneficially, . . . Through the subsequent
course of history we find that, of all the powers of which we know,
war is the mightiest and the most efficient for building up nations.
In war alone a people is woven together into a people, and the exten-
sion of existing states results in most cases through conquest, even
if subsequently the results of the armed conflict are confirmed by
treaty. .
That federalistic atmosphere from which have issued political
organizations such as Switzerland and the North American Union
could, therefore, not be generated within our territorial possessions.
Rather, in the whirl of forces and counter-forces, but one has finally
remained as the real and living force: ‘‘ Any impartial judge cannot
but agree that ever since the days of the Great Elector the political
history of Germany has been wholly and absolutely the history of
Prussia. Every clod of land which had been lost through the sins
of the ancient empire, and has been won back, has been won back
through Prussia. Thenceforth, the political strength of the German
nation lay in that state as surely as that same state had failed for a
long time to accept its ideal forces, nay, had almost repelled them.
Against the will of all Germany, the Prussian state cre-
ated with its faithful sword a constitution which, of course, could
be nothing else except a complete subordination of the smaller states,
a subordination of the conquered to the victor, although the consti-
tution expressed this fact in generous and friendly forms. .
Prussia was not swallowed up in Germany. This expression which
is still current in our own day, states the very opposite of that
which is palpable to our hands: Prussia extended its own institu-
tions over the rest of Germany.

It is a fact that it required all of the fatuous forces of the
learned German pedagogy to establish the theory which may be
found in nearly every manual of German constitutional law, to the
effect, that Prussia, in order to reserve itself for its victories in
Bohemia and by the Main, has committed suicide and placed itself
in the same situation as the states which it conquered. It is said
that Prussia, along with all the other individual German states, has
been swallowed up in the new empire. This idea is so extremely
ridiculous that it would have been impossible to evolve it in any

! Treitschke, Politik, vol. 1, pp. 113-114.
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INTRODUCTION

other country of the world but our own,
engulfed by the flood of theory.

What would become of Germany if the Prussian state ceased
to be? The German Empire, in such case, could not continue to
exist. From this results a truth unpleasant to most people, yet not
at all offensive to non-Prussian people, to the effect, that within this
German Empire, Prussia alone of the former German states has
preserved its sovereignty.
state.

Ixxxiii

because we are so frequently

Prussia alone has remained a sovereign
Prussia has not lost the right of arms; nor need Prussia per-
mit other states to curtail its sovereign rights. The German Emperor
is also the King of Prussia; he is the military leader of the nation,
and we are indulging in unavailing hair-splitting when we imagine
cases in which the German Emperor and the King of Prussia might
come into conflict with one another.?

It was an error of the old political science when it regarded the
army merely as an instrument of diplomacy, and when in the chapter
dealing with foreign politics, it assigned to the army a subordinate
place in its system.

It was purely and simply regarded as a means
of diplomacy.

But in our age of universal military service this idea,
about the army has vanished. Everyone now feels that the army
is not merely a means for attaining the aims of diplomacy, but that
the very constitution of a state rests upon the nation’s share in
bearing arms. For the state is maintained by the physical strength
of the nation, which is represented by the army. If power, within
and without, is the nature of the state then the organization of the
army must be one of the first constitutional questions of the state.
The state’s innermost character is determined by the organization of
the army, dependent on whether the constitution will preseribe uni-
versal service, organize a territorial militia, or establish conscription
with substitution. oy

Even those who look upon the army as an evil, must in any case
regard it as a necessary evil, If the existence of the state itself is
necessary and reasonable, it follows, of course, that it must assert
itself towards other states. . . .*

It is an advantage to a nation to have a strong and well organ-
ized army, for the very reason that the army is not only intended
as a means which shall serve its foreign policy, but because a noble
nation with a glorious history can for a long time use the army as a
weapon for maintaining order, and because it forms a school for
' Treitschke, Politik, vol. 2, pp. 338-340.

2 Ibid., pp. 343-344. * 1bid., p. 3565. ¢ Ibid., p. 367.
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the really virile virtues of the people which are so easily lost in an
age bent on gain and luxury.

It is, therefore, normal and reasonable when, by its physical
strength, a great nation embodies and develops the essence of the
state, which is power, through an organized military system. And,
as we have lived in a warlike age, the very sentimental and philan-
thropic way of looking at these things has passed more and more
even as Clausewitz, we regard war as
All the peace-pipe smokers in

into the background, so that
the continuation of polities by force.
the world will never succeed in bringing the political powers into
agreement, and if these powers are not agreed among themselves,
then the sword alone can decide between them., We have learned to
know the moral majesty of war in the very things which to the super-
ficial observer seem brutal and inhuman, That for the sake of the
Fatherland we must overcome our natural feeling of humanity, that
men shall murder one another who never before have done one another
an injury and perhaps respect one another as chivalrous enemies,
it is this which at first sight seems to constitute the abhorrent part of
war, but at the same time its grandeur as well. Man shall not merely
sacrifice his life, but even natural, deeply justified instinets of the

human soul ; he shall sacrifice his whole soul for the sake of a great
patriotic idea; and it is this which constitutes the morally sublime
part of war. When we further examine this thought, we will see how

with all its hardness and brutality, war weaves a bond of love between
men, how in war the difference between classes disappears, how the
peril of death links man to man. He who understands history knows
full well that when scholars study these matters, they start out with
the idea that the state is only intended to be an academy of arts

And it shall be this also, but it is not its primary
When a state neglects its physical strength for the sake

and sciences
profession
of promoting its intellectual strength, then it perishes

If the army is the organized political power of the state, this
organization can be nothing but power and can have no will of its
own, for it is intended for the carrying out with unconditional obedi
ence the will of the supreme authority of the state.'

Since that time (after the peace of the Pyrenees), the map
of our hemisphere has become mueh more natural; its center has
been strengthened, and the brilliant thought that the center of gravity
of Europe should be found in the middle of it, has become a reality

' Treitschke, Politik, vol. 2, p. 360
2 [bid., pp. 301-362 * Ibid., p. 365
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Through the establishment of the German Empire a calmer atmos-
phere has prevailed within the system of states inasmuch as Prussia

may now repress its ambition; in all essentials, Prussia has attained
all the power it needs.'

" 3
When we ask, is there really an international law? we are

confronted with two contradictory, and at the same time extreme

and untenable, conceptions of the international life of states.
first, the naturalistic, whose chief representative we

e

The L
have already

found in Machiavelli, starting with the idea that the state is power,

purely and simply, and that it may do anything which may be useful
to 1t; 1t can

therefore, not bind itself to an international law
position towards other states is mechanically
mutual relations of strength

1ts
determined by the

Alongside of this view we meet with the equally false and moral-
1zing conception of liberal theorists.

It regards the state as a good
youngster to be washed and combed and sent to school, and he should

have his ears boxed so that he may be obedient; he is expected to be
grateful and just,

and God knows what else besides The

theoretical German teacher of international law thinks that he need
only formulate a few principles and that the nations, as reasonable
beings, will then be obligated to observe them.

Ever and anon he
forgets that stupidity and passion are great powers in history. Who

cannot see what a real force nationalistic passions have become again in
this our century!

And whence do individual men, such as Rotteck,

Bluntschli, and Heffter, derive their authority toward states in such
a thing as ‘‘Thou shalt’’'?

There is no human being placed so high
that he could impose binding preseriptions upon all states

he must
expect to find that his arguments are overcome and modified by the

living life. The idea that
to naught in that

there is somc

imaginary law is brought

living life. Only

a positive law exists, and no
theorist can invent principles which shall forthwith pass as positive
law. As long as the

conviction about the truth and the reasonable

ness of certain legal prineiples has not become a life convietion among

the people, the labor of science can only be preparatory and break
the way.

If we carry the abstract conception of a state to its last
analysis a supreme power on earth, endowed with extraordinary
authority, would be necessary. But there shall be no such

authority on earth, for our fair world shall be a world of freedom
as well,

If then we have established the fact that these two extreme views

' Treitschke, Politik, vol. 2, p. 540,
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cannot be carried out in practice, it is, on the other hand, quite pos-
sible to establish a doctrine of international law, based upon history
and, therefore, a doctrine which can be put into practice.

We must, therefore, go to work with history as our lmwu\ and
regard the state as that which it really is: physical power, but at the
same time, as an institution which shall cooperate in the education of
the human race. As physical power, the state will naturally be
inclined to appropriate unto itself as many necessaries of life as it
may regard as useful, for in its essence the state is an intruder.
But every state will, of course, of its own accord, have certain con-
siderations for the neighboring powers. From reasonable considera-
tions and from the mutual recognition of personal advantage, a more
definite feeling of law will in time be evolved. It will be found
that a state is bound to the communal life of all the states within
which it is situated, and that it must in one way or another be
able to adapt itself to this communal life. This consideration rests
upon the very real sentiment of reciprocity, and not upon love for
mankind.’'

Gortschakow was right in saying that neither the nations con-
stantly fearing attack, nor the very powerful nations belicving them-
selves at all times ready to attack, would take up the time of the
last conference on international law. The expression was to the
point and can be reinforced by living examples. In countries like
Belgium and Holland, which, to the great detriment of the science
of international law, have unfortunately been for a long time the
home of the theories of international law, a sentimental conception
of international law has arisen because these countries are in constant
fear of being attacked; it is customary in the name of humanity
to present to the victor demands which are contrary to the power
of the state, which are unnatural and unreasonable. . . . Asitis
certain that publiec law has its roots in practice, it is equally certain
that a state placed in an abnormal position will occasion an abnormal
misconstruction of international law. Belgium is a neutral state;

in its essence it is a erippled state; and how then could sound prin
ciples of international law be evolved in such a state? I beg you to
bear that fact in mind when later on you are confronted by the
voluminous Belgian literature upon this subject.

If we do not wish to be mistaken as to the real meaning of inter-

national law, we must constantly bear in mind the fact that all the

paraphernalia of international law cannot put an end te the essence

' Treitschke, Politik, vol. 2, pp. 6542-546
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INTRODUCTION Ixxxvii

of the state. Never can the state regard as reasonable any demand
made upon it which would lead, if carried out, to its suicide. Like-
wise, every state must remain a sovereign in the society of nations;
in international reiations as well, the preservation of its sovereignty
is its highest duty. The best principles of international law are
those which do not touch upon the matter of sovereignty, that is to
say, principles of international etiquette and of international private
law.’

From all these considerations there results further that all the
restrictions which the states impose upon themselves by treaties, are
voluntary and concluded on the tacit reservation: rebus sic stantibus.
There has never been a state and there never will be a state which
upon concluding a treaty really intends to preserve it throughout all
time. No state will ever be in position to conclude for perpetuity a
treaty containing a restriction in its own sovereignty. It always
reserves unto itself the right to annul such a treaty; it will be valid
only so long as the present circumstances have not been completely
changed. This is a principle which has been looked upon as inhuman,
but which in its last analysis will prove to be the contrary, When
the state realizes that all its treaties possess only a conditional validity
then it will conclude treaties with the greatest prudence. History is
not meant to be looked at from the point of view of a judge of a civil
suit.

Politics must never neglect to take account of the free moral
powers of the people’s life. No state in the world is able to renounce
the “‘I’” of its sovereignty. When conditions are imposed upon it
which eripple it and which it cannot prevent, then ‘‘the breach brings
it more honor than the observance of it.”” It is, indeed, one of the
fine things about history, that a state would rather suffer material
losses than to allow things which would do injury to its honor.?

When a state realizes that existing treaties no longer express the
real relations of power and it cannot, by peaceful negotiation, persuade
the other state to yield, then the international suit, that is to say,
war sets in. The declaration of war by a state in such position

follows from the consciousness of a necessary duty. There is no per
sonal greed whatever involved, but the parties interested realize that
the existing treaties no longer express the real relations of power, and
because we cannot agree peacefully, the great international suit
must decide."

' Treitschke, Politik, vol, 2, pp. 548-549.
2 Ibid., pp. 550-651. * Ibid., p. 562
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No international court of arbitration will ever succeed in removing
war from the world. In the great vital questions of a nation, impar-
tiality on the part of the other members of the society of states is
absolutely impossible. They must take sides, precisely because they
form a living community, and because of the manifold and mutual
interests they are either bound together or driven apart. If Germany
were foolish enough to allow the Alsace-Lorraine question to be
decided by a court of arbitration, what European power could be
impartial in the matter? We cannot think of a single one which
could be impartial. Thence results the well known fact that inter-
national congresses are indeed capable of putting the results of war
into formulas and of clothing them in juridical phrases, but that they
cannot prevent a threatening outbreak of war. A foreign state can
be impartial in matters of third-rate importance only.

We have already secen that war can be justified and that it is

moral ; we have seen also that the thought of an eternal peace is an
impossible, and at the same time, an immoral idea. It is unworthy
of man to regard the impracticable as practicable; but a purely intel-
lectual activity has only too often an enervating influence upon the
thinker. War cannot be banished from the earth so long as the
human race with its foibles and nassions remains what it is.
Once more, it must be repeated that the violent form of the inter-
national conflict results from the nature of the state itself. In the
multiplicity of states we find, once and for all, the reason for the
necessity of war. Frederick the Great said that the dream of per-
petual peace is a phantom which every man casts off when force is
marching against him ; and he also said that it is impossible to imagine
an international balance of power which can last.

It is, however, precisely within the field of war that the triumph
of human reason reveals itself most clearly. All noble nations have
felt that the unfettering of physical strength in war needs to be
regulated by definite laws, and as a result, international rules of
warfare have been elaborated on the basis of reciproeity. It is within

the sphere of the rules of warfare, which fools regard as barbarous,

that we meet with the greatest triumph of the science of international
law. In modern times we are seldom confronted with barbarous viola-
tions of these rules. The especially fine thing about international law
is the unmistakable fact that these rules show constant progress and
that through a universalis consensus alone a series of principles of
international law has been so firmly established as to warrant us in say-

ing that they stand as securely as any principle in the private law of
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any state. . . . In the course of the centuries, international law
has reached such a degree of understanding of justice that its formal
side may at least be regarded as fully secured. The publicity of our
modern political life is contributing much to that end. . . . But
the whole character of international life has become so publie that
any gross violation of international law will immediately arouse great
indignation in all ecivilized countries,

All international rights are guaranteed by international treaties.
It is clear that in many respects these international treaties must
differ from the contracts entered into under private law. They differ
in the first place in that they ean be concluded only upon a basis
of loyalty and faith, because there is no judge who can compel their
observance . Hence, the Athenians understood the matter cor-
rectly when they contracted their international agreements only for a
limited time. Christian peoples think otherwise; they conclude their
treaties for all time. For all time, however, means for as long as
the relations of power between the two states do not absolutely change.
This we must emphasize and every sober-minded state must realize
its soundness; for then treaties will be more secure, and every state
will take care not to enter into treaties which can be readily
denounced. .

The life of nations is counted by eenturies, so that a preserip-
tion period could enter into it only after an infinitely long period
Frederick the Great was absolutely justified in laying claim to the
four Silesian duchies for his state, although treaties which secured
them to his house were more than two hundred years old.?

When a war has actually begun, the uppermost principle of justice
by which that war is conducted must be directed to the ereation of a
new international status of law such as will express the real relation
of power between the contending parties, and which must then be

recognized by both. It is right, therefore, to wage war in the most

effective manner, because its goal, which is peace, will be more quickly

reached. Therefore, we must endeavor to land our thrust in the heart
%
1eed

less suffering to the wounded, are in such cases absolutely permissible ;
nothing in all this can be changed by the declamations of philan

of the enemy. The sharpest weapons, exeept when they cause 1

thropists in regard to explosive shells landing in the powder chamber
of wooden battleships. Such weapons as shall not be allowed have
been decided upon by agreement of the states. At Russia’s behest,

' Treitschke, Politik, vol. 2, pp. 553-555
2 Ibid., pp. 6566-658
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explosive bullets for small arms may not be used. It is permissible
to take advantage of all weak points shown by the enemy. A state is
allowed to use the conspirator and agitator of its enemy for its own
purposes.

Nor can the belligerent state be denied the right to use all its
troops for fighting purposes no matter whether they be barbarians
or civilized men. In this matter one must be unbiased in order to
guard against prejudices against any nation. The Germans raised
a great hue and cry against the French because, in the last war,
they set the Turcos against a civilized European people. Such things
may indeed happen amid the passions of war; science, however, must
remain calm and sober and declare that this was in no way contrary
to international law. For it remains ever true that the state engaged
in war, is justified and bound to throw all of its physical resources
and all of its available troops into the battle. How is it possible to
draw the line in a matter of this kind? Where, for instance, would
Russia, which has so many attractive races within its boundaries,
draw the line in this matter? The physical strength of a state may
and must be used to its full extent in war, but in accordance with
the chivalrous usages which have been established as the result of
much experience in war. It is true that the claim of the French that
they march at the head of civilization was put in a curious light
through the use of such troops. This leads to a long list of com-
plaints because demands are made upon a state which it cannot pos-
sibly comply with. In the natiornal wars of the present day every hon-
est subject is a spy. Therefore, the expulsion of 80,000 Germans from
France in 1870 was not contrary to international law. But the French
laid themselves open to criticism in this matter because they went
about it with some brutality. . . .}

Even although the force exerted by the enemy is purely military,
still, private property should be respected to the widest extent when-
ever it is possible to distinguish between civilian property and prop-
erty belonging to the enemy enrolled in the army. Requisitions are
permitted; it is customary to give receipts in exchange; it devolves,
of course, upon the defeated party to see to it that these receipts
are subsequently redeemed. Destruction of private property as such,
of which the devastation of the Palatinate by Melae, is such a fear-
ful example, and the burning of villages from mere wantonness,

now regarded by all civilized states as crimes against international

' Treitschke, Politik, vol. 2, pp. 564-565.
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law. Private property may be injured only to the extent in
which this is unavoidably

necessary for the successful

issue 4.’.
of the war. But international law becomes mere clap-trap when we f
mean to apply these principles to barbarous peoples. A negro tribe [ ',1
must be punished by the burning of its villages; without this one !
would get nowhere with such people. It is not owing to humaneness P, ‘\
nor to a higher regard for law, but to shameful weakness, that the v
German empire is not now acting in accordance with these principles. F

It is self-evident that every state is not merely entitled to wage
war, but to declare itself neutral in the wars of others, in so far as
material conditions permit of a declaration of neutrality. If a state
is not in position to uphold its neutrality, then it is mere mockery
to speak of its neutrality. Neutrality needs defenders as much as
do the respective belligerent states

Every armed soldier who
crosses the frontier must be disarmed by the neutral state; if the
latter is unable to do so, belligerent states are under certain cireum-

stances justified in no longer recognizing the neutrality of the state,
even if it let the armed enemy enter a single village.?

(1) Kriegsbrauch im Landkriege (1902)°

A vigorously prosecuted war can be directed not merely against
the fighting force, of the enemy state and its fortified places, but
such a war should and must seek to destroy the total spiritual,
material, and auxiliary resources of the state.

Humanitarian claims,
such as the sparing of life and property, ecan ouly be considered in so
far as the nature and the purpose of the war permit.

Therefore, if the ‘‘reason for war’’ permits every belligerent state
to use all means which make it possible to realize the object of the
war, still, practice has taught that it is to one’s own interest, on the
one hand, to restrict the use of certain means of war, and, on the
other hand, to renounce the use of others altogether, . . .*

But as the trend of thought of the past century was dominated
by humanitarian considerations which frequently degenerated into

g

sentimentality and unmanly emotionalism, attempts were not wanting
to influence the development of the usages of war in

=\

a manner

* Treitschke, Politik, vol. 2, pp. 568-569.

* Ibid., p. 572.

® Kriegsbrauch im Landkriege (Kriegsgeschichtliche Einzelschriften. Her-
ausgegeben vom Grossen Generalstabe. Heft 31. Berlin, 1902). J. H. Morgan
has translated and edited this book under the title The War Book of the Great
General Staff of the German Army (New York, 1915), pp. 1-2.

* Kriegsbrauch im Landkriege, pp. 1-2
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not at all compatible with the nature of war and its ultimate
object.

A deep insight into the history of war will guard an officer
against exaggerated humanitarian considerations; it will teach him

that war cannot be waged without recourse to certain rigors; rather,
that the only true humanity frequently lies in their ruthless appli-

cation.. .

Every means of war, without which the object of the war cannot
be attained, may be resorted to; on the other hand, every act of
violence and of destruction not required for the realization of the
object of the war is to be condemned.?

From these generally valid and fundamental principles it follows
that wide limits are left to the subjective freedom and will of the

commander,’

(m) Friedrich von Bernhardi (1849-)3

Whoever desires to direct the policy of a great state must have
a perfectly clear idea of the aims which he pursues. =

It is especially important in the times in which we are living
that the German people should understand clearly the aims which
they are pursuing and the tasks which they propose to themselves;
for the German people stand undoubtedly at a turning point in their
history. ‘‘World power or ruin’’ is the decisive question which calls
for an answer. In the equivocal position in which we are now placed,
that is to say, between the status of a manifold restricted European
Continental power and the status of a World Power entitled and
capable of securing everywhere to Germanism its justified place, we
cannot persist for much longer. ‘‘This thing must be decided,’”’
Frederick the Great would say; for there is no standstill in political
evolution. . . In the midst of all the fine-sounding words of
statesmen and the Utopian speeches of the apostles of peace, and in
spite of the phantom-fetters by which European diplomacy endeavors
to shackle the stupendous forces operating in the life of the nations,
‘I already hear God’s advancing steps, tearing them asunder amid
great calamity.’’®

' Kriegsbrauch im Landkriege, p. 3

2 Ibid., p. 9

* Unse re Zukunft, ein Mahnwort an das deutsche Volk (Stuttgart and Berlin;
1912), which appeared the year after his larger work, Deutschland und der
nichste Krieg, had been published. The later book can be considered as an
abridgment of the earlier, and the author’s matured views are there stated with

greater clearness, force, precision, and positiveness
* Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, p. 1 ® Ibid., p. 3.
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The German people must take thought of themselves and of their
power; they must acquire that self-confidence which corresponds to
this power, so that as a whole they may have the courage to strive
for an enlarged circle of action and for a greater future such as the
foremost minds of the nation have already contemplated. The mir
rored image of its real greatness must be held up before the German
nation so that it may thereby recognize the neccessity of a further
development and strengthen its will for the deed

Sure of our strength and of the value of our ecivilization, we
Germans must, therefore, by all means strive to secure the political
power which corresponds to our actual importance and to which we
are entitled, It is certain that in this striving we shall meet with
powerful opposition. On the other hand, it ought to be clear to us
that if we are not staking our everything in order that we may become
a real and very influential World Power, we will not be able to main-
tain our present position in the world. If our political power declines
because we dare not assert it by acts or by deeds, it will not be long
then before our economic importance will retrogress, and as in forme:
times, the excess of our population will strengthen foreign powers
and as a result of our political decline, our intellectual power will

also lose its freshness and its expansive force. It is only upon the

enlarged stage of world politics that we will be able to solve our
highest intellectual and moral tasks; as an exclusively European
Continental power and as a Colonial power by the grace of England
we would sink back into that position of utter insignificance which
we occupied before 1866. ‘‘World power or ruin’’ is the watch-
word forced upon us by the evolution of history. There is no
alternative.*

The general aim of Germany’s cultural and political tasks has
been firmly established. Whoever recognizes the importance of Ger-
manism in the field of human activities, an importance to which,
in accordance with its achievements in the past, it is entitled in the
future, will readily understand that Germanisra must expand into
a world power, in order to procure for the German people the neces-
sary space for expansion and to secure to Germanism and to the
German intellect that influence in the world to which they are entitled.
That is our watchword, and as the Star of Bethlehem once pointed
out to the Wise Men of the East the Way to the desired goal, even
so shall this watchword bear a light before us on the way to a great
and influential future.

' Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, p. 7. * Ibid., pp. 25-26.
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This goal cannot, however, be reached all at once. It must be
won through self-sacrificing and self-denying labor.}

The task . . . consists in fostering, in accordance with their
relative value, all the elements which are necessary and useful for
the progress of the whole nation, and at the same time, within these
limits, to secure for the individual the greatest possible degree of
cultural possessions and of personal freedom. ‘‘Every expansion of
the activities of the state,’’ said Heinrich von Treitschke, ‘‘is a bless-
ing and is reasonable as long as it stimulates the independent action
of free and reasonable men; it is an evil if it stifles and stunts the
independent action of free men.”’

In many quarters the view is held that this ideal can be realized
only in the organized republie, because only under such an organiza-
tion the individual can freely develop, and because the equality of
all individuals finds actual expression, while in every form of mon-
archy there is a tendency towards servility. As against this view it
should be observed that the republic ever leads to the rule of the
majority, to the oppression of the minority, and that it lacks the
power which might restrain the abuse of influential personalities over
the ignorant masses, and further, that servility may luxuriate under
a republican as well as under any other form of government. In
monarchies, on the contrary, there is an independent power, a power
essentially impartial, which stands above the strivings of the party,
which recognizes the highest of the minority and is able to assert
the will of the state with greater logic and with greater unity than
the ever changing and vacillating majorities of a republic. History
teaches that democracy is ever in danger of degenerating into dema-
gogy; that the power of the state is controlled by the greedy and
incalculable instincts of the masses and thus leads to moral and
political collapse, while in a constitutionally restricted monarchy
the power of the state is able to combat these destructive elements
without the danger of such power being abused either by an indi-
vidual or by a class.

In opposition to the radical political efforts of our day, it becomes,
therefore, one of the most important cultural tasks of the German
people to strengthen the monarchical idea, and to bring it to general
acceptance. If we were to repudiate this idea, which has such a
firm historical foundation among us, which we have inherited and
of the correctness of which we are convinced, then in view of the
individualistic character of the German people, we would, in all

o7

! Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, p. 27.
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probability, sink into complete anarchy and perish as a civilized
nation. No nation more than our own needs a more coherent and
closer unity in order to organize the opposing powers under one will,

This short survey of our cultural tasks shows that they can be
solved only by great spiritual effort, such as from time immemorial has
been the special attribute of the German people. German science
must therefore remain conscious of its whole duty and contribute,
with ever renewed energy, to the solution of the great world ques-
tions and scientifically to establish the moral duties of the people.
At the same time, it must endeavor, with all means, to expand the
mastery of men over nature, and thus to advance our economic devel-
opment; but in all this striving, it must not forget its highest task,
which consists in ever laying new foundations for the strengthening
and expanding of ideal aims and indefatigable effort.

To accomplish this purpose, three powerful auxiliary means are
available to the state: the school, the press, and universal military
service.'

These thoughts bring us immediately to a consideration of Ger-
many’s tasks which lie exclusively within the sphere of foreign
poliey.

As we have already shown elsewhere, Germany occupies a very
dangerous political position. On nearly every side we are surrounded
by hostile states whose united populations exceed that of Germany
and which oppose all efforts of our foreign policy with a determined
hostility and constantly confront us with the choice either to fight
or to renounce. It is, therefore, our first duty to make an end of
this state of affairs; we must regain our political freedom, before we
can act as a World Power, we must establish our continental position
as a power upon foundations that are unshakable by extending our
sphere of power in Europe itself. In saying this, I do not, of course,
have in mind a policy of conquest; such a policy would be against
the spirit of the times and contrary to our true advantage; for in
Europe we could acquire only territories whose subjugated popu-
lations would ever meet us in a spirit of hostility. But it seems
necessary, after all, to have a final reckoning with France, and it
seems furthermore quite possible to enlarge the Triple Alliance into
a central European Union of States whose component elements would
retain their complete independence ; thus we would not merely improve
our military position in essential respects, but give as well a broader
basis to our over-sea policy.

* Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, pp. 31-33.
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This Union of States would have to join the Triple Alliance, and
the latter itself broadened beyond the scope of action which it has
hitherto maintained. Its purely defensive professions have been
proven sufficient in order to do justice to the interests of the parties
composing it. These professions must be extended into a defensive
and offensive alliance in accordance with a very definite regulation
of the interests which are to be regarded as common to all concerned

Only when we shall have attained this goal and freed ourselves
from the condition of constraint which now prevents us from taking
independent action, only then ecan we think of attending to the
second task which acerues to us by reason of historic conditions:
the extension of our colonial empire and the strengthening of ourl
world position.

[f we would assure to Germanism the respect to which it is
entitled, and if we would win for German intelligence, for German
labor and German idealism, that influence to which they are entitled
by their civilizing importance, then we must secure a firm footing
on this earth and everywhere create points of support for our civil-
w2ang labor. .

Finally, however, although late, we have recognized the impor-
tance of colenial activities for the eivilization of a people; that
colonization which preserves emigrants for their nationality and
thereby creates new centers for the civilization of this people, has
become a factor of immeasurable importance for the future of the
world. It will depend on colonization to what extent every people
will, through the white race, take part in the mastery of the world;
and it is quite conceivable that a country without colonies will no
longer be counted among the great Powers of Europe, however power-
ful it may otherwise be.

Thus, if only for the general interest of civilization, it is our duty
to strive to enlarge our colonial possessions and thus, although not
politically, yet nationally, to gather together all Germans scattered
throughout the whole world, and to regard German ecivilization as
the most necessary factor of human progress; it is, furthermore, an
imperative necessity that we should fulfill this duty. By all means
we must strive to acquire new land, because we must politically pre-
serve for the German Empire the millions of Germans who will be
born in the future, and even under foreign climes procure for them
not only food and labor, but a German life as well.*

* Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, pp. 39-40
21bid., p. 42
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““‘Security and enlargement of power’’; in these two words we
may summarize our international political tasks. In order to be able
to judge of the manner by which the object thus outlined may be
achieved, we must become acquainted with the means available to
German statecraft for its work, and we must at the same time con-
sider the obstacles which, in present world conditions, we have
to overcome. Finally, we must clearly realize that the struggle for
high purpose, that the striving for an enlarged activity, in short, that
war itself is a means for the progress of civilization.

The intellectual and moral powers which in the end are most
important, cannot thrive and grow in the undisturbed quiet of a
secure peace; they thrive and grow in the storm and stress of a
great stirring time, under the influence of an active self-confident
policy which places great, common aims before the people, which
challenges self-sacrifice and which is not afraid of danger when the
future and ideals of a noble people are at stake. Such a policy is
the best educator of the people t
and great successes.’

In view of the fact that the general law of humanity, which, to

) patriotism, to moral earnestness

be sure, can never be codified, stands higher in all agreements
based on formal law, it follows that internati | agreements have

only a conditional value, that is to say, they are valid only so long
as the conditions will at least generally remain like those under
which they were concluded. It cannot be demanded of any state
that it stake its own existence for the sake of a formal legal obliga
tion, if such state can better and more securely maintain its existence
in any other way.

Now, when by the assertion of the question of right, an agree-
ment between states cannot be reached, the statesman has actually
nothing else left but to appeal to might and to endeavor to find
out how much he can accomplish when he throws the power of the
state into the balance. This may sound contradictory, in view of the
numerous negotiations which apparently take place in peaceful
fashion between the different states: it is true, nevertheless, and has
always been recognized by all true statesmen. . . .2

It is clear, furthermore, that actually existing and effective
power is always the decisive factor in all negotiations, that it is,
therefore, all-important for every state which desires to assert itself
in international relations and to enlarge its sphere of influence, to

' Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, p. 43
* Ibid., pp. 50-51.




xeviii INTRODUCTION

increase its effective means of power, that is to say, its army, its

navy, and its finances. .
The statesman who should deny the relation of interdependenecs

between the defensive power and policy, and who should not, although
he does not say so, constantly rely upon the living forces of the state,
could never reckon upon success, if he were to enter the lists with
a more cautious opponent.’

If in diplomatic negotiations, in the course of which we show
our reliance upon our armed strength, we do not succeed by peaceful
means either in carrying our point or in adjourning the decision:
if, for instance, in case of serious differences concerning a question
of territory, we cannot obtain its neutralization or the preservation
of the status quo, then we must go to war and defend our justified
claims. The stronger our armed forees are, the greater is the proba
bility that we shall be successful. Besides, the better our army and
navy are organized, the more highly developed is the military, moral,
and mental strength of the nation and the greater is the confidence
in the political determination of Germany among her allies, the more
likely will be Germany’s victory.

War is the continuation of policy with other means; at the same
time, it is the most effective, even although the most dangerous means
of policy. It may even be asserted that the possibility of war as
one of the extreme means, is a necessary quality implied in the idea
of policy. It is impossible to imagine a foreign policy without the
possibility, under certain ecircumstances, of an appeal to arms.
Between states unable to come to a peaceful settlement of opposing
interests, there is no other gauge than war, and only a clear idea of
the disadvantageous consequences which may result from war, can
induce a state to sacrifice a part of its most valuable interests to its
opponent.

This view of the matter has, to be sure, not been accepted gen-
erally. Even in many of the leading cireles the erroneous view is
held that real political advantages can be obtained through negotia
tions only, that is to say, that one may persuade the opponent to
sacrifice his own interests; and in numerous social strata there is a
manifest striving to banish war altogether from international life
and to replace it with international legal organizations and courts
of arbitration. These people think that war is barbarism which causes
untold misery to mankind; that war opposes right through violence
and arouses the brutal instinets of man; that it is in contradiction

Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, p. 53
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to the Christian law of

love, and therefore, that it
characterized as unworthy of a modern and progressive civilized
state.

We must deprive this propaganda of all its props. We must
restore the moral justification and political importance of war in
the minds of the public.

Its high significance as the mightiest pro-
moter of

civilization must be properly and generally recognized.
We must realize that economic and personal interests alone must
never be the decisive factor; that moral possessions and not material
possessions are the ones which it is truly worth while striving for,
and that sacrifices and suffering in the interest of a great cause
place man on a higher plane than luxury and the greedy snatching
after sensuous objects; in short, that war for ideal purposes or for
the self-assertion of a noble people should not be regarded as bar-
barism, but as the highest expression of true civilization; and as a
political necessity in the interest of biological, social, and moral
progress.

A continuous struggle for possession, for power and mastery
dominates the relations between states, and right is generally
respected only in so far as it can be made to coincide with it. While
within the state the social struggle is regulated by law and by the
public authority, there is no similar power of any sort which might
act in the same way with regard to the society of states: there is
neither a law of humanity nor a central power which might settle,
moderate, or promote the interests of the parties involved. Therefore,
when irreconcilable questions of interest come into conflict, there is,
in the last analysis, nothing left but war to remedy that which is
wrong and to afford the conditions for existence of which the forces
of a promising people are in need.

[f men and states everywhere would act unselfishly, this necessary
result could be prevented. That would, however, predicate the condi-
tion of things which can neither be expected nor hoped for, and thus,

from this single point of view, we must recognize the inevitableness
of war.

It may happen, of course, that biologically weak nations unite and
together constitute a superior force, in order to conquer a nation of
vitality ; frequently they may be successful for a time. But in the
long run—and in the history of the world we must count by long

periods of time—the stronger vitality gains the upper hand, and
while the united opponents decline through the abuse of their victory,
Jernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, pp. 54-56.
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the strong nation aecquires new forces after a temporary defeat,
forces which will be its final victory even over numerical superiority.
German history is an eloquent illustration of this truth.

The biological law of war is found in the fact that it is conducive
to the progressive development of humanity; for it is clear that the
forces which prove their superiority in war, namely and above all,
the intellectual and moral forces which can thrive only among a
people of great vitality are at the same time the forces which make
progressive development of civilization possible, For the very reason
that they bear in themselves the elements of progress, they lead to
the vietory which provides for the people of strong vitulity an
enlarged and more favorable possibility for life and an increased
influence. Without war we should probably find that less worthy
and degenerate races would overcome the healthy and vigorous ele-
ments which would lead to general retrogression. The creative power
of war lies in the fact that it causes selection. While war and war
alone affects this seleetion, it becomes a biological necessity, a regu-
lator in the life of mankind such as eannot be dispensed with, because
without it there would result an unhealthy species, and a develop-
ment which would exclude every sort of progress of the species, and
hence, every sort of real civilization.

Thus, if for biological reasons, we are led to the conviction that
war is a necessary element of progress, we reach the same conclusion
if we look at it from the moral point of view: for war is not only
a biological necessity, but under circumstances it is a muml necessity,
and as such an indispensable means of civilization. . . .?

[t cannot be denied that this ideal side of war h.n its counter-
part in the blessings of peace; still, history teaches that an all too
long period of peace, in particular when it is secured through the
abandonment of ideal possessions, and thus dishonors the people in
its own eyes, cannot be a blessing for mankind. All narrow-minded

selfish impulses extend their range of activity; idealism is destroyed
by material enjoyment to which the austerity and simplicity of morals
succumb. Money acquires an all-mighty and unjustified power and
the proper meed of respect is denied to men of sturdy character.

The more deeply we study history, the more clearly we realize
that peace is indeed the normal and desirable state, that, how
ever, as human forces are constituted here on earth, the sweep
of a martial tempest is required from time to time, in order to
purify the moral atmosphere. Political tensions may become so

Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, pp. 59-60 2 Ibid., p. 63.
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great, the contending interests may become so manifold and mvolved
that the Gordian knot of these difficulties can be cut with the sword
only, for it alone is able to bring the real relations of power into the
light and to relegate arrogance to its proper place,

Therefore, when power, understood in its higher sense, is put into
question—the power to solve one’s own problems of civilization and
to live for one’s own ideals—and when no accord can be effected
to secure the highest possessions of a people, war then becomes a
moral duty!

In view of the compelling logic of these considerations, it seems
most surprising that the peace movement could acquire so great an
influence. This fact may be explained in part by this other fact that
it has been supported by very important private interests which
operate through huge moneyed capital.

A clear illustration of this may be found in the contrast between
the views of the United States of North America and Germany with
special reference to the question of peace, which views control publie
opinion in the two countries respectively.

In glorious battles, the United States has conquered its inde-
pendence and unity ; it has, as a result, acquired a heritage of glory,
self-confidence and spirit of liberty which has given its impress to
the nation, for a measurable space of time. At present, the Union
has many competitors, but no enemies. Its relations with England
are to some extent secured by the community of language, which is
often but falsely interpreted as a community of race; even the present
existing differences of interests with Japan—even if some day war
were to break out between them—cannot seriously endanger the
vital interests of the powerful republic. For a measurable space of
time, America need not fear over-population; in the North and in
the South of the United States there are wide expanses of territory
to which, in case of need, the surplus population may be diverted
without detriment to the American spirit. The wealth of the natural
resources of the country which make it independent of foreign coun-
tries, and the spirit of enterprise of the people, on a large scale,
secure to the country the most favorable conditions for peaceful com-
petition. At the same time, the struggle with nature, which has
not yet been subjected and mastered everywhere, offers an oppor-
tunity to steel the national muscles to undertake great and difficult
tasks.

Under these circumstances it is quite natural that the people of
that country should, in general, regard the peace movement with
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sympathy, for peace can only bring them advantages, while war
might, to all appearances, impede the development of the country
and disturb the security of the money market.

Look at Germany and see how different its position is! Since the
collapse of its ancient splendor, the German people has had to defend
itself against hostile forces. Through difficult wars it has wrested
from the Slavs its infertile territories in the East, and to-day the
Slavonic flood surges against its frontier with increased hostility.
In the West and in the South, the German people had to defend
itself against the Romanic peoples and through struggles extending
over centuries it has had to defend its political independence without
having been able to disarm the fanatical hostility of the French. The
most recent political and economic rise of Germany has at last made
England also our bitter enemy, for England is afraid to lose her
mastery of the sea, and the supremacy of her trade. In all parts of
the earth she meets us in hostile fashion and opposes our colonial
expansion which for us is a vital question.

When we consider all these conditions it will be readily under-
stood why the idea of universal peace has muany adherents in Ger-
many but that it meets with but little success among the masses
of the patriotic and of the educated people. History has taught us
that a state situated as ours is can assert itself only with sword
in hand. .

If we regard every war as a breach of right, and if we regard
the absolute predominance of right not only as the highest expres-
sion of civilization, but also as the necessary foundation of the true
welfare of the state, we cannot but conclude that the differences aris-
ing between states should be settled through arbitration, by looking
upon these differences as resulting from different conceptions of
that which is right.

This idea is extremely one-sided, for in the disagreements between
great states we are concerned in no way, as we have seen already,
with questions of right only, but especially with questions of power
which formal law can never adjudicate. Still, there is much that
is good in this idea, and this we ecannot deny when we are considering
a question of right. For this reason, arbitration treaties have been
entered into between numerous states dealing with purely legal
questions. When it is sought, however, to extend the scope of such
treaties, to include in them the settlement of questions of power and
thus to attribute to them a validity extending to all questions—as

Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, pp. 65-68.
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has been most recently the case with the United States—it has ever
appeared that very definite restrictions have been laid upon the
importance of international arbitration proceedings.!

A general law of humanity is therefore as impossible &s is a
general understanding of right. Individual questions and others of
only secondary importance may indeed be regulated by international
legal rules; all legal questions arising in the life of all nations can-
not be sought in written provisions, It will never be possible to
establish by law, how far the will to power is or is not justified.
Even if this were attempted, and even if an all-encompassing inter-
national law were written, no self-respecting people would sacrifice
to such a law its own conception of that which is right without sur-
rendering its own ideals, without submitting to an injustice which
violates its own conception of right and without dishonoring
itself.

Thus, the international court of arbitration lacks a generally
recognized legal and material basis for its decisions, and I almost
believe that even the second question with regard to the power which
is to enforce its decisions, must be answered in a manner unfavor-
able to the champions of universal courts of arbitration.

In America, in 1908, the then Secretary of State, Elihu Root,
expressed the opinion that the High Court of International Justice
established by the Second Hague Conference could actually, in virtue
of the pressure exercised by public opinion, reach final and unobjec-
tionable decisions; and I believe that the present leaders of the Ameri-
can Peace Movement share this view. I think, however, that the
conception of the uniformity of international views and its com-
pelling force is greatly overestimated.

In reality, public opinion cannot be the same throughout the
world, for the very reason that the conceptions of right in the
different nations differ one from the other, and there would be nothing
else to do in order to carry out the will of the court of arbitration,
in case one of the parties would not submit, except to have recourse
to war which it is precisely intended to prevent. In that case, who
would wage the necessary war? We believe that on the sole question
of solving this difficulty the idea of a universal court of arbitra-
tion will fall. Only in a universal state, as in the ancient Roman
empire, could one imagine an arbitral court for the settlement of
disputes between the individual component elements. But it will
hardly be possible ever to establish such a universal state. To be

' Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, pp. 69-70.
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sure, the idea of a world organization of the English speaking peoples
has been frequently considered, and in England this aim is being
openly pursued. I believe, however, that the world would not long
put up with such a yoke, and at all events, I am quite certain that
we Germans would never submit to it.

As long, therefore, as we live in the system of states as at present
organized, the Imperial German Chancellor was right when declaring
in a speech which he delivered on March 30, 1911, that arbitral
treaties between states would have to be limited to clearly defined
questions of right—even as I have stated in this present discus-
sion—and that, on the other hand, a general arbitral treaty between
two states can in no manner guarantee enduring peace between them.
In matters touching upon the vital interests of the two states, it
would lose all of its effect.

It should finally be observed, that even the practical consequences
of an accepted arbitral decision can never take the place of a vie-
tory won by arms, not even of the state in whose interest the decision
might be rendered.

General treaties of arbitration could not but be especially dan-
gerous to an upward-striving people which, like the German people,
has not yet reached the height of its political and national develop-
ment, and which is compelled to enlarge its power in order to do
justice to its cultural tasks. . . .}

War will always remain a forcible means of policy which,
under any circumstances, imposes great sacrifices upon the one
resorting to it, and appears, therefore, only justifiable when the
question at issue concerns the highest vital interests of really civi-
lized peoples. It is, therefore, undoubtedly the duty of mankind to
confine the political use of war to such cases, and as far as possible
to eliminate all such causes of war as have nothing whatever to do
with the great interests of mankind. Whoever resolves upon war
takes a great responsibility upon himself; we must, therefore, con-
sider more in detail the question as to the practical political aims
which may justify the resort to arms.

It is exceedingly difficult to answer this question in a generally
acceptable way. It seems to me, however, that it may be to some
extent satisfactorily answered if we consider the nature of the task
of the state.

If it is a fact, as we have attempted to show in our discussion,
that the task of the state consists in promoting the highest intellec-

' Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, pp. 71-74
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tual and moral development of its eitizens and to contribute to the
education of mankind, then the personal actions of the state must
of necessity be subject to moral laws, and war must be justified on
moral grounds. But, of course, we must not allow ourselves to be
misled in this matter, that is to say, we must not apply the concep-
tion of individual morality to that of the state. The morality of the
state must rather grow out of its own special nature; the moral judg-
ment of the state must be sought in the nature and in the object
of the existence of the state itself, even as the morality of the indi-
vidual has its roots in its personal existence and in its social duties.

But the essence of the state is power because when in virtue of
an increasing political power it is able, in its competition with the
rest of the peoples, to do justice to its highest cultural tasks and to
offer to its citizens ever wider and more advantageous possibilities
of existence and of development.

To sacrifice its own interests to those of a foreign state, no matter
under what pretext, is, therefore, always an immoral act, because it
is contrary to self-assertion which is the foremost task of the state.
Weakness is, however, the most reprehensible and most contemptible
political sin. It is, as Treitschke has expressed it, the sin against
the Holy Ghost of policy. Equally immoral it is if policy is not
directed to increase the power of the state which is needed as the
necessary basis for the further cultural development of the people.’

Therefore, we see clearly, that for us Germans it is not only
practically expedient but morally necessary to carry on an honest
but at the same time strong, determined policy of power, a policy
which looks not only to the welfare of the present, but above all to
the organization of our national future; that arbitral courts in
important political questions only impede our progressive develop-
ment; finally that we have the right and the duty to take up arms
when irreconcilable differences arise in our international relations
and when we realize that the neighboring states intend to prevent and
to repress our political development which is historically and biologi-
cally necessary.*

We must make the best of things as they are. The tension between
the two states (England and Germany) will continue until the dis-
pute has been settled either by resort to arms or until one of the
two states voluntarily yields its point of view.

As a yielding to the demands and claims of England would be
nsere Zukunft, pp. 74-76
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for us the same as a complete sacrifice of our political and national
future, we must therefore resolve to view that other possibility and
see if England will either extend her hand to us to effect an under-
standing, or if she will compel us to defend our best national claims
with arms in hand.

Under these circumstances there still remains the possibility of
a limited understanding with England, an understanding which
would not render a final battle impossible, but which might put it off
for a little while, if in doing so, we thought it might be of advan-
tage to us. It is worth the trouble to study this possibility more
in detail, because many of our people count upon such an under-
standing. 1 believe that in this expectation we shall be likewise
miserably disappointed.

We need not, therefore, give up the attempt to bring about such
an understanding upon an acceptable basis, but we must draw a sharp
line beyond which we shall make no concessions, and at the same
time we must prepare with the utmost energy for the more probable
result: that the sought for understanding will not be realized.

Such a result, however, means war, not only war with England,
but with the United Powers of the Triple Entente. In view of the
present world state of affairs it is our imperative duty to create the
most favorable conditions possible for that struggle.?

To negiect the defensive power and thus undermine the defensive
force of a people is the greatest crime that can be committed. The
school of arms is the true iron-springs for character, and the defen-
sive power based upon a healthy defensive force offers at all times
to the state the only security and the only guarantee of a favorable
political, social, and cultural development, which, as we well know,
are all interdependent. The moral, the intellectual, and physical
defensive power is at the same time the truest measure of civiliza-
tion; it finds its living expression in actual defensive power.
When the latter is neglected, or when it loses respect among the
people, the organism of the nation sickens and gives rise to ominous
agitations; on the other hand, a superior and properly used defensive
power always guarantees political success, which in turn results in
a moral economic and cultural progress.

The most recent history clearly shows this to be the truth.’

In view of this recognition, it is the imperative duty of every
upwards-striving state to inquire ever and anon whether or not

Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, pp. 100-101
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sufficient attention has been given to the improvement of the defen-
sive force, whether or not the military organization responds to the
demands of the political state of affairs, and whether or not the
defensive force is sufficient to put the totality of the people on a
military basis in such manner that the people will come to regard
the benefits of military training as a high attribute. This self-
examination becomes particularly necessary in times when great
world-historic decisions are felt and recognized by everyone as
impending.’

Today the German Empire finds itself in this position. [t must
be clear even to the most short-sighted—as has already been shown
in another part of this discussion—that in the present conditions
of world affairs Germany is confronted by the question as to whether
she will seek and secure equal rights and privileges with the great
world powers, England, Russia, and the United States, or whether
in the matter of the European balance of power she will permit her-
self to be shoved to the level of a second-rate state and at the same
time lose gradual.y her economic position as a great power.

We must not allow ourselves to be deceived by the constantly
reémphasized love of peace, or by the official agreement of the various
cabinets! These diplomatic measures are, after all, only a cloak
under which every state hides its own interests, and this cloak will
be thrown off as soon as the favorable opportunity affords of the
realization of the individual aims of the respective states. Power is
the only regulator of policy, and every state would commit a crime
against itself if at the favorable moment it did not make use of its
power. We must take account of this and of everything else if in the
last analysis we are not to be deceived and pay with our blood for
our illusion.?

When we come to study the political history of the states, we soon
reach the conclusion that the greatest successes have everywhere
been obtained where an active policy with sharply defined aims and
purposes has uninterruptedly endeavored to organize and utilize the
state of world’s affairs for its own advantage, and in all of its enter-
prises has relied only upon the actually existing means of power and
recognized no other law than the law of its own advantage. On the
other hand, when success has been expected from an inactive and
waiting policy with the uncertain prospeect that possibly some advan-
tage might be snatched, or when the conduct of the state was even

* Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, p. 105.
2 Ibid., p. 111.
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influenced by the sentimental peace dreams of its statesmen, the
national policy was, as a rule, without beneficial results if it did not
actually lead to ruin.

That this is so, and that it will ever remain so is predicated by
the nature of things.!

Foreign policy is a struggle between opposing interests, and who-
ever does not retain the initiative in this struggle, will soon lose his
favorable position and find himself surrounded by the pack of his
enemies. ;

I have already shown on the whole the aims for which we must
strive. We are no longer to consider the means by which these aims
may be attained. Let us, therefore, once more summarize the leading
ideas which should guide our foreign policy:

Security of our position as a power on the European Continent
an be attained only, provided we succeed in breaking the Triple
Entente, and in reducing France, which cannot, once and for all,
be pursuaded to cooperate with us, to that position which she deserves.

Our political power can be enlarged by gathering in a central
European union all the middle European states which still oceupy
an independent position, a union which must not be concluded in
a one-sided manner only for the purpose of defense, but a union for
defense and offense which must be able actually to look after the
manifold interests of its members,

This objeet can, in all probability, be realized only after a vie-
torious war which shall finally strengthen the confidence in German
power and make it impossible for its opponent to thwart our aims
by force.

Enlargement of our colonial possessions and acquisition of colonies
fit for settlements.

Within this field much can perhaps be accomplished by peaceful
means. But we must not conceal from ourselves the fact that Eng-
land will undoubtedly oppose all colonial acquisition that might
actually increase our power, and prevent us by all means, to acquire
coaling stations and supporting points for our fleet abroad. Colonies
fit for settlement cannot be secured without military action against
other states.

Whithersoever we turn our eyes we find that the road to the
peaceful realization of our aims is barred and that we are confronted
by the alternative of either giving up our plans or of preparing our-
selves for the necessity of obtaining our objects by the sword. An

! Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, p. 132
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understanding with England by reason of which she would have to
recognize the justice and necessity of our efforts and obligate herself
to support us in our political efforts, would indeed essentially diminish
the necessity of military complications. But, as we have already
shown, we cannot reckon with such an understanding. England’s
hostility toward us is rather founded upon our entire political sys-
tem and we will merely harm our most essential interests if we chase
after the phantom of such an understanding or even if we make
sacrifices in order to bring this mirage within our reach.

Even as Bismarck himself clearly and finally recognized that a
further successful development of Prussia and of Germany was
possible only after the rivalry between Austria and Prussia had been
finally settled, even so must every unprejudiced man have now been
convinced that Germany’s further development as a world power is
possible only when the rivalry with England shall have been settled
finally ; and even as a cordial alliance between Germany and Austria
had become possible only after Austria’s defeat in the war of 1899,
so we shall come to the settlement with England which is desirable
from every point of view, only after we shall some day have crossed
swords with her. As long as our foreign policy does not make this
its leading thought, it will, in my judgment, be forced to it without
accomplishing much success.

It is evident that we need not acknowledge publicly this as our
view of world conditions, nor openly submit our real political aims
to our opponents; we may indeed earnestly endeavor to realize our
aims by peaceful means and to win our opponents over to our view-
point without resort to war. ‘We must not, however, permit of our
taking a single step which might be in conflict with our ultimate
aims, and we must indefatigably keep before our eyes our real task,
that is to say we must prepare politically and militarily for the
apparently unavoidable struggle and to make sure of our ultimate
success. ‘

A farsighted policy is in such a case a command of self-preserva-
tion and political wisdom. Great danger lurks in a waiting policy.
The truth of this is clearly shown by the history of our past.

Let us be on our guard not to wait again until our allies
are defeated and we are placed before the choice of either fighting
alone or to enter war under the most unfavorable conditions. Not
only the army and the fleet, but our foreign policy also must be ready
for immediate action.

* Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, pp. 133-135.
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Our foreign policy must be restlessly active and bring about the
most favorable conditions for the approaching struggle. Although,
in order to attain special aims, our foreign policy may for the time
being codperate with the other great powers, still it must always
bear in mind that the agreement with the powers of the Triple
Entente can, in its nature, be only provisional and confined to
definite objects; that the continuance of the agreement is guaran-
teed by nothing except paper which bears signatures; therefore, our
foreign policy must be resolved to interfere by force of arms, when-
ever our interests are seriously endangered: for the responsibility
of bringing about a necessary war under favorable conditions is much
smaller than the responsibility of making an unfortunate war
inevitable for the sake of momentary advantages or from lack of
decision. '

The foregoing pages were written before a decision had been
reached in Turkey. .

For a long time, the Turkish Empire has been in the process of
disintegration; still it was absolutely in the interests of the Triple
Alliance to delay the absolute expulsion of the Turks from Europe
until the great European War, which will decide the fate of the middle
European states, shall have been fought.

The Triple Alliance will now have to wage this war under far
less favorable conditions.

Before Turkey’s defeat by the River Ergene, the Triple Alliance,
in case of a European War, could count upon coiperation, on its
side, by Turkey and Roumania. . . . Today all this has changed
and a state of affairs has been created which bears the greatest
dangers for Germany and her allies.

If Austria recognizes the enlargement of the Balkan states in
the hope of securing in them an authoritative influence, she will
clash with Russia, which is pursuing the same objeet. . . . Serbia
at least will ever be hostile to Austria as long as several million
Serbs are under Austrian rule who strive for a reunion with their
compatriots; and, furthermore, as long as the Serbian state strives
to secure an outlet on the Adriatic Sea, and she will never cease
to work to that end.

Roumania also will in all probability cease to be a possible future
auxiliary power of the Triple Alliance. For the present she still
sides, it is true, with the middle-European group of states, in order
to secure through the latter an enlarged territory to the detriment

' Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, pp. 141-142
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of Bulgaria. It seems, however, more than doubtful whether she
will be able to continue in this attitude. Wedged in between the
mighty Russia and a considerably enlarged Bulgaria, Roumania will
no longer be able to continue an independent policy, but in all proba-
bility will either completely fall under the influence of Russia or
join the Balkan union. In either case she can hope for nothing more
from the Triple Alliance, and forced by necessity, she will more or
less side with our enemies. o

Because of all these conditions the danger of a general war has
been increased. The strained relations alone which exist between
Austria and Serbia may possibly lead to such a war. But, even if
that struggle may for the moment be settled, the Austro-Serbian
contentions will continue, and it can scarcely be thought that the
powers of the Triple Entente will not exploit the advantageous posi-
tion in which they now find themselves, supported and urged thereto
by public opinion, and attempt to force their orders upon Germany.
It would be but the logical and natural consequence of their com-
bined policy. There is still hope, of course, that it might be possible
to use the opposing interests of Russia and England, arising from the
Balkan question, in such a manner that codperation against Germany
on the part of these two powers might be prevented. Such a solu-
tion is, however, not probable. For this reason a far-sighted and
cautious policy must take into account the possibility of a military
conflict. Up to the present time France and Russia have not con-
sidered the present moment quite favorable for waging war. The
unexpected Balkan events have totally altered their position also.
Under these circumstances, it behooves those who conduct our foreign
policy to watch out.

All the weak-spirited adherents of a ‘‘small policy,”’” who ever and
anon attempt to depress the justified claims of our people, who warn
us to be moderate in our aims, who do not wish to know anything about
a real world policy, and wish to see Germany persist in the narrow
sphere of action of a Continental power, these adherents will, under
the momentary circumstances, certainly assert themselves in order
to prove that Germany has no sort of vital interests to look after

in the Balkans and to warn against every attempt to any energetic
action. Do not desire anything! Do not strive for anything! And
above all, do not risk anything! These represent the watchword of
those Philistine politicians who wish for peace above all things, even
if the greatness and future of our Fatherland must be sacrificed

' Bernhardi, Unsere Zulkunft, pp. 147-150.
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for it. They will certainly not fail to point emphatically to the
dangers of a war against superior opponents and demand that the
Government should through ‘‘moderate’’ conduet avoid the war,
no matter what the circumstances, instead of preparing for it by
energetic action.

Our enemies would even deprive us of our position of power
which we have won through two victorious wars, and the world-wide
trade, which increases our national wealth from year to year. Even
as they would not that Frederick the Great should have ‘‘Silesia’’
nor the ‘“hundred millions in his treasury,’’ even so would they now
pull us down and in its germ stifle our world-importance.

Our claim to world importance may certainly lead to a war similar
to the Seven Years’ War; but we shall be as vietorious in that war
as Prussia’s heroic king was in the Seven Years’ War. That is my

absolute and joyous confidence.

Our future lies in our own hands.

The weak-spirited will discuss the financial question and com-
plain that we cannot afford to spend the money necessary to wage
such a war. I believe that in case of need we can provide the neces-
sary money through a domestic loan.

It seems absolutely eriminal, in the tremendously wealthy Ger-
many, to talk of financial difficulties when the future of the state and
of the nation is at stake.

Germany does not lack money for the purpose of asserting its
position; but we must have the courage to will great things and the
active force to attain great things.

Every one of us must do a man’s work; all true Germans must,
as one, and willing to sacrifice, gather around the Emperor, and be

ready at all times, with treasure and blood, to serve the honor, the
greatness, and the future of the German people: through battle to

victory !

(n) Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg (1856-)

We are now in a state of necessity, and necessity knows no law.
Our troops have occupied Luxembourg and perhaps are already on
Belgian soil. Gentlemen, that is contrary to the dictates of inter-
national law. It is true that the French government has declared
at Brussels that France is willing to respect the neutrality of Bel-

*Von Bernhardi, Unsere Zukunft, pp. 151-154
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gium, as long as her opponent respects it.
France stood ready for invasion.
not wait.

might have been disastrous.

just protest of the Luxembourg and Belgian governments.

good as soon as our military goal has been reached.

i1s threatened as we are threatened, and is fighting for his highest
possessions, can only have one thought—how he is to hack his way
through. . . .’

I found the Chancellor very agitated. His Excellency at once
began an harangue which lasted for about twenty minutes. He said
that the step taken by His Majesty’s government was terrible to a
degree; just for a word—*‘neutrality,”” a word which in war time
had so often been disregarded—just for a scrap of paper Great Britain

was going to make war on a kindred nation who desired nothing
better than to be friends with her.

' Speech of the Imperial German Chancellor in the Reichstag, August 4, 1914.
(London Times, August 11, 1914)

At the session of the Reichstag on August 27, 1015, the [mperial German
Chancellor is reported to have said:

“On the part of Germany no attempt has ever been made to justify the
German invasion of Belgium through subsequent allegations of guilty con-
duct on the part of the Belgian Government.” (Norddeutsche Allgemeine
Zeitung, August 28, 1915, p. 1.)

2 The British Blue Book (No. 1), d. No. 160; Diplomatic Documents Relating
to the Qutbreak of the European War, vol. 2, p. 1007.

I was received this morning [August 4] at 9 o'clock by the Minister for
Foreign Affairs. He said to me: “ We have been obliged by absolute necessity
to address to your Government the request of which you are aware. . . It is
only with the utmost anguish (la mort dans I’ime) that the Emperor and the
Government have seen themselves obliged to come to this decision. For me it is
the most painful one that I have ever had to make. . . Germany has nothing
with which to reproach Belgium, whose attitude has always been correct.” .

On August 5 was received by the Under Secretary of State. Herr
Zimmermann expressed to me, with much emotion, his profound regrets for the
cause of my departure. He sought no pretext to excuse the violation
of our neutrality. He did not invoke the supposed French plan of pass-
ing through Belgium in order to attack Germany on the lower Rhine
[To all remonstrances he] simply replied that the Department for Foreign
Aflairs was powerless. Since the order for mobilization had been issued A
all power now belonged to the military authorities. It was they who had con-
sidered the invasion of Belgium to be an indispensable operation of war.
(Reports of Baron Beyens, Belgian Minister at Berlin, to the Belgian Foreign
Minister, Belgian Grey Book (No. 2), does. 2

5, 61, 652; Diplomatic Documents
Relating to the Outbreak of the European War, part 1, pp. 448, 474-477.)

exiii

We knew, however, that

France could wait, but we could
A French movement upon our flank upon the Lower Rhine

So we were compelled to override the

The wrong
~I speak openly—that we are committing we will endeavor to make

Anybody who
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(o) William II, German Emperor and King of Prussia (1859-)

Here it was that the Great Elector, by his own right, created him-
gelf the sovereign Duke in Prussia; here his son set the king’s crown
upon his head ; and the sovereign house of Brandenburg thus became
one of the European powers. . . . And here my grandfather, again,
by his own right, set the Prussian crown upon his head, once more
distinctly emphasizing the fact that it was accorded him by the will
of God alone and not by parliament or by any assemblage of the
people or by popular vote, and that he thus looked upon himself as
the chosen instrument of Heaven and as such performed his duties
as regent and sovereign.

Looking upon myself as the instrument of the Lord, without re-
gard for daily opinions and intentions, I go my way. "

1 Speech at Konigsberg, August 25, 1010; Gauss, The German Emperor as
shown in his Public Utterances (New York, 1915), pp. 280-284

On other occasions the Emperor William has expressed the theory of divine
right in pithy and telling phrases, such as “ You Germans have only one will,
and that is My will; there is only one law, and that is My law.” “ 8ic volo,
aic iubeo.” *“ Only one master in this country. That is I, and who opposes Me
I shall crush to pieces.” (See Barker’s Foundations of Germany, London, 19186,
p- 120.)

What, William II meant by his statement that he would crush anyone stand-
ing in his way is evidenced by the treatment of Belgium

In 1914 he said in his letter of August 14, to the President of the United
States, that it was necessary for strategic reasons to invade Belgium. (Post.)

In 1910, as the guest of the King and Queen of Belgium he said, in an address
delivered on October 27th at the Royal Palace in Brussels:

“Tt is with friendliest sympathy that I and all Germany follow the astound-
ing results which have accrued to the untiring energy of the Belgian people in
all departments of trade and industry, the crowning display of which we have
seen in the brilliantly successful World Exposition of this year. Belgian com-
merce embraces the whole circle of the earth, and it is in the peaceful work of
culture that Germans and Belgians everywhere meet. Their cultivation of the
more spiritual arts fills us with similar wonder when we behold to what a con
spicuous place the poets and artists of Belgium have attained. May the trustful
and friendly feelings, to which in recent times the relations of our governments
bore such pleasing evidence, be ever more closely preserved! From your Majesty’s
reign may happiness and blessing stream forth upon your house and upon your
people! It is with this wish, which comes from the very depths of my heart,
that I propose long life to your Majesties, the King and Queen of the Belgians!’
(Gauss, The German Emperor as shown in his Public Utterances, pp. 291-292.)




4. DECLARATIONS OF A STATE OF WAR.!

1914
July 28  Austria V8. Serbia
August 1 Germany vs Russia
August 3 Germany v8 France
August 3 France ve. Germany
August 4 Germany v8 Belgium
August 4 Great Britain V8. Germany
August 6 Austria V&, Russia
August 6 Serbia V8. Germany
August 8 Montenegra va Austria
August 9 Montenegro Vs, Germany
August 9 Austria V8. Montenegro
August 13 Great Britain V8. Austria
August 13 France v8 Austria
August 23 Japan \L] Germany
August 27 Austria \L Japan ?
August 28 Austria V8. Belgium
November 3 Russia V8 Turkey
November 5 France \L Turkey
November 5 Great Britain V8. Turkey
November 23  Turkey V8 Allies
November 23 Portugal V8 Germany *
December 2  Serbia v8 Turkey

1915
May 19  Portugal ve Germany *
May 24 Italy ve Austria
May 24 San Marino ) Austria
August 21 Italy ve Turkey
October 14 Bulgaria V8. Serbia
October 15 Great Britain ve Bulgaria
October 16 Serbia v8 Bulgaria
October 16 France ve Bulgaria
October 19 {ussia V8 Bulgaria
October 19 Italy ve Bulgaria

1916
March 9 Germany ve. Portugal
August 27 Roumania Ve Austria ®
August 28 Italy v8 Germany
August 29 Turkey Vs Ronmania
September 14 Germany V8 Roumania
November 28 Greece (Provisional Government ) v8 Bulgaria
November 28 Greece (Provisional Government ) V8 Germany

* The following list is, with two exceptions, identical with that published on
December 11, 1917, in the Official Bulletin issued by the Committec on Public In-
formation. In the first place, the declaration of Serbia against Germany appears
to have been made August 6, instead of August 9, 1014, as stated by the Bulletin
In the second place, that of Japan against Germany appears to have been made
August 23, 1914, instead of August 23, 1917, as stated by the Bulletin,

* On August 27, 1014, the Austro-Hungarian Ambassador to the United States
notified the Department of State that Austria-Hungary had severed diplomatic
relations with Japan and that the Austrian cruiser Queen Elizabeth had been
ordered to join the German fleet in the Far East. On this information, the De-

partment of State issued a neutrality proclamation, dated August 27, 1014,
Neither Government has issued a declaration of war

* Resolution passed authorizing military intervention as ally of England.
Official Bulletin, Dee. 11, 1917,

* Military aid granted. Official Bulletin, Dec. 11, 1917.

* Allies of Austria also consider it a declaration. Official Bulletin, Dec. 11,
1017.

<,




4. DECLARATIONS OF A STATE OF WAR (Cont.).

1017
April United States . Germany
April Cuba . Germany
April Panama v8.  Germany
July p Greece (Government of Alexander) vs.  Bulgaria
July Greece (Government of Alexander) vs. Germany
July Y Siam 8. Austria
July p Siam ys.  Germany
August Liberia /8.  Germany
August China 8. Austria
August 14 China ; Germany
October Brazil ys.  Germany
December United States . Austria
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CHAPTER 1

GENESIS OF THE WAR OF 1914

While the purpose of the present volume is not to dwell upon the
causes of the European War, but to state and consider the reasons
which led the United States, on April 6, 1917, to declare the existence
of a state of war with the Imperial German Government, it is never-
theless desirable to chronicle, by way of introduction, the events imme-
diately preceding the declaration of war by Germany against Russia
on August 1, 1914, and to sketch briefly the course of events since
Prussia started out to weld the German states into an empire under
its leadership, and since this empire, an enlarged Prussia,' started
out to dominate the world, of which the United States is a part.

For generations it had been the desire and the longing of the
German-speaking peoples, split up into hundreds of insignificant
states and petty principalities, to be united into a large and powerful
nation which would administer to their comforts at home and make
them respected abroad. The Holy Roman Empire, which it has been
wittily said was neither Holy nor Roman, was dissolved in 1806
as a consequence of the Napoleonic Wars, and upon the reorganiza-
tion of Europe in 1814-15 at the Congress of Vienna the German

' When, one day, Bismarck observed to William I that the Empire would
not give its consent in the matter of a certain political decision, the latter,
in a moment of indignation, replied: * What, the Empire! the Empire, as
you know, is merely an extended Prussia.” This expresses the thing trooper
fashion, but it is true (Treitschke, Politik, vol. 1, p. 40.)

Prussia was not swallowed up in Germany. This expression, which is met
with even in our time, denotes the exact opposite of the palpable fact: Prussia
extended its own institutions over the rest of Germany (Ibid., vol. 2, p. 339.)

While the Federal States, as far as possible, must seek to prevent inequality
between the members, yet, the German Empire rests upon this very inequality.
That is to say, there is within the Empire one leading state which has feder-
atively annexed and subordinated the other states to itself What would
become of Germany, if the Prussian State should cease to be? The German
Empire, in such a case, could not continue to exist at all. From this results
a truth unpleasant to most people, yet not at all offensive to non-Prussian
people, to the effect, that within this German Empire, Prussia alone of the
former Ge.man States has preserved its sovereignty Prussia alone has
remained a sovereign state. Prussia has not lost the right of arms; nor
need Prussia permit other states to curtail its soverecign rights. The German
Emperor is also the King of Prussia; he is the military leader of the nation,
and we are indulging in unavailing hairsplitting when we imagine cases in
which the German Emperor and the King of Prussia might come into conflict
with one another. (/bid., pp. 343-344.)

1
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States were loosely confederated under the leadership of Austria.
The presence in the Confederation of Austria, composed in large part
of foreign peoples, was disagreeable to the advocates of a union of
the German States as such, and especially so to Prussia because it
aspired to a leadership which was inconsistent with the presidency
of the Confederation held by Austria.

In 1848 the overthrow of Louis Philippe led to revolutionary
outbreaks in Germany and elsewhere, and representatives of the
German people meeting in Frankfort sought to create an empire,
from which Austria was to be excluded, and offered the crown to
Frederick William IV, then King of Prussia. The offer was rejected.
The reason given for the refusal was that Frederick William might
have accepted the erown had it been freely offered to him by the
German princes, but that he would never stoop ‘‘to pick up a crown
out of the gutter.”’

In 1858, Frederick William, whose conduct had been erratic for

vears, was recognized as insane and his brother, Prince William,
3 g

became Prince Regent. Upon the death of Frederick William in 1861
without children, Prince William became William I of Prussia, and
later German Emperor. A year later Bismarck became Prime Min-
ister, and in less than a decade thereafter the German Confederation
was dissolved, Austria was excluded from the circle of German States,
and the States, united in theory into a German empire, were in fact
merged into an enlarged Prussia.

It had long been the ambition of Prussia to assume the leader-
ship of the German States, and from the time of Frederick the Great
the possibility of such leadership was evident. What Frederick
began Bismarck finished, and the policy of Prussia, controlled and
carried to a successful conclusion by Bismarck, was to put an end to
the rivalry of Austria by crushing and excluding it from the circle
of German States, in order that Prussia might be, in fact and in
theory, the leader of the new Germany.

To accomplish this purpose two wars of the first water were
“‘necessary,’’ one with Austria, the other with France; and the states-
manship of Bismarck was equal to each occasion.

Denmark was to be the first vietim on the altar of German
nationalism.

For present purposes it is sufficient to say that the Duchies of
Schleswig-Holstein, although separate, were closely united under a
common Duke ; that the northern part of Schleswig was wholly Danish,
the southern slightly so; that Holstein was wholly German and that,
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while the King of Denmark was Duke of both, Holstein formed a part
of the German Confederation, just as Hanover under an English king
formed a part of the Holy Roman Empire and of its successor, the
German Confederation. The Danes, very unwisely as it happened,
attempted to stamp out the German element in Schleswig, and, con-
trary to the Treaty of London of 1852 by which the Powers had
settled the affairs of the Duchies, practically annexed Schleswig,
leaving Holstein a part of the Confederation. As this body refused
to intervene in the affairs of Schleswig, because the Duchy was
beyond its sphere of influence, Bismarck turned to Austria to main-
tain the sanctity of a treaty to which both were parties. Austria con-
sented, and an ultimatum was, on January 16, 1864, dispatched to
Denmark, ordering a withdrawal within the space of two days of the
Constitution practically annexing Schleswig. In vain the Danish
Minister informed the self-constituted mandatories of the Powers that

the Danish Parliament was not then in session and that it was impos-

sible to comply with their demands within the time set. Upon the
expiration of the limit of two days, or forty-eight hours, Prussia and
Austria (which seem to have a fondness for this time-limit in their
relations with small states) fell upon the gallant but misguided little
country and dispossessed it of the Duchies of Schleswig-Holstein, one
of which was placed under the control of Austria, the other under
the control of Prussia, in order that a quarrel might be picked and
a pretext be at hand for a war against Austria. This disposition of
the Duchies was in the teeth of the Treaty of London.?

A distinguished English historian, the late Mr. C. A. Fyffe, says,
in his History of Modern Europe, that:

From this time the history of Germany is the history of the
profound and audacious statecraft and of the overmastering will

1 To the Treaty of London of May 8, 1852, Great Britain, Austria, France,
Prussia, Russia, Sweden, and Norway, on the one hand, and Denmark, on the
other, were parties. By the first article the succession to the Duchies, in default
of the royal male line of Denmark, devolved upon Prince Christian of Schleswig-
Holstein-Sonderbourg-Gliicksbourg. By the second article the Powers were to
consider the question of subsequent descent should Prince Christian have no
heirs by his marriage with his then wife. By the third article the relations
of the Duchies of Holstein and Lauenburg to Denmark, on the one hand, and
to the Confederation, on the other, were not to be affected by the present treaty
For the text of this treaty see British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 41, p. 13

2 By the Treaty of Vienna of October 30, 1864, between Austria and Prus
on the one hand, and Denmark, on the other, it was provided in the third article
that “ His Majesty the King of Denmark renounces all his rights over t
Duchies of Schleswig, Holstein, and Lauenburg in favor of their Majesties tl
King of Prussia and the Emperor of Austria, engaging to recognize the disposi-
tions which their said Majesties shall make with reference to those Duchies’
(Ibid., vol. 54, p. 522.)
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of Bismarck ; the Nation, except through its valour on the battle
field, ceases to influence the shaping of its own fortunes. What
the German people desired in 1864 was that Schleswig-Holstein
should be attached, under a ruler of its own, to the German
Federation as it then existed; what Bismarck intended was that
Schleswig-Holstein, itself incorporated more or less directly with
Prussia, should be made the means of the destruction of the
existing Federal system and of the expulsion of Austria from
Germany.’

In later passages of his history, Mr. Fyffe says:

That Prussia should have united its forces with Austria in
order to win for the Schleswig-Holsteiners the power of govern-
ing themselves as they pleased, must have seemed to Bismarcl
a supposition in the highest degree preposterous. He had taken
up the cause of the Duchies not in the interest of the inhabitants
but in the interest of Germany; and by Germany he understood
Germany centered at Berlin and ruled by the House of Hohen-
zollern, . . . That Austria would not without compensation
permit the Duchies thus to fall direetly or indirectly under
Prussian sway was, of course, well known to Bismarck; but so
far was this from causing him any hesitation in his policy, that
from the first he had discerned in the Schleswig-Holstein ques
tion a favorable pretext for the war which was to drive Austria
out of Germany

An agreement was patched up at Gastein by which, pending
an ultimate settlement, the government of the two provinces was
divided between their masters, Austria taking the administration
of Holstein, Prussia that of Schleswig, while the little distriet
of Lauenburg on the south was made over to King William in
full sovereignty.® An actual conflict between the representatives
of the two rival Governments at their joint headquarters in
Schleswig-Holstein was thus averted; peace was made possible
at least for some months longer; and the interval was granted

'C. A. Fyffe, A History of Modern Europe (1889), vol. 3, pp. 346-347
2 I'bid., p. 356
* A convention was concluded between Austria and Prussia at Gastein on
August 14, 1865. Article 1 is as follows

The Exercise of the Rights acquired in common by the High Contracting
Parties, in virtue of Article III of the Vienna Treaty of Peace of 30t}
October, 1864, shall, without prejudice to the continuance of those rights
of both Powers to the whole of both Duchies, pass to His Majesty the
Emperor of Austria as regards the Duchy of Holstein, and to His Majesty
the King of Prussia as regards the Duchy of Schleswig
Article 9 reads

His Majesty the Emperor of Austria cedes to His Majesty the King of
Prussia the Rights acquired in the aforementioned Vienna Treaty of Pea
with respect to the Duchy of Lauenburg; (British and Foreign State
Papers, vol. 66, p. 1026.)
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to Bismarck which was still required for the education of his
Sovereign in the policy of blood and iron, and for the comple-
tion of his own arrangements with the enemies of Austria outside
Germany.’

The quarrel came as Bismarck had planned it; his understanding
with Russia in the Polish insurrection of 1863 made that Power his
debtor; the ingratitude of Austria to Russia for the aid that saved
Hungary in 1850, manifested by its unsympathetic attitude in the
Crimean War, not only astonished the world but deprived Austria
of help from Russia in the impending war with Prussia. Vague assur-
ances of ‘‘compensation’’ to Louis Napoleon kept France neutral.
Austria, therefore, stood alone; the war with Austria, after proper
preparation of the ground, broke out in 1866, and the crowning vie-
tory of Sadowa accomplished the Prussian purpose.

Immediately after the peace with Austria, the North German
Confederation was formed, composed of the northern States and of
Prussia, swelled by the annexation of Hanover, the Duchy of Nassau,
a part of Hesse, and the free city of Frankfort. An understand

ing was reached with the southern States by which they were to

join Prussia in the event of a war with France—for a war with
France lay, as Bismarck said, in the logic of events, and just as the
war with Austria resulted in the acquisition of the northern States,
so the war with France was to result in the acquisition of the southern
States. That is to say, the war with France was not to be the initia-
tion as in the case of Austria, but was to be the completion of German
national unity under the leadership of the King of Prussia, and, that
there might be no doubt about the leadership, the States were not
to be formed into a confederation but into an empire, whose crown
was to be held by the King of Prussia as such.?

' Fyffe’'s History of Modern Europe, vol. 3, pp. 358-359.
2 The material portions of the treaty of peace between Austria and Prussia
concluded at Prague on August 23, 1866, are

Art. 2. For the purpose of carrying out Article VI of the Preliminaries
of Peace concluded at Nikolsburg on the 26th July, 1866, and as His
Majesty the Emperor of the French officially declared through his accredited
Ambassador to His Majesty the King of Prussia, on the 20th July, 1866,
“qu'en ce qui concerne le Gouvernement de I'Empereur, la Vénétie est
acquise & I'Italie pour lui étre remise A la Paix "—His Majesty the Emperor
of Austria also accedes on his part to that Declaration and gives his consent
to the Union of the Lombardo-Venetian Kingdom with the Kingdom of
Italy, without any other burdensome condition than the liquidation of those
Debts which, being charged on the Territories ceded, are to be recognized in
accordance with the precedent of the Treaty of Zurich.

Art. 4. His Majesty the Emperor of Austria acknowledges the disso-
lution of the Germaric Confederation as hitherto constituted, and gives
his consent to a new organization of Germany without the participation
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But Prussian policy required that Austria should be a henchman,
not an enemy, and, in pursuance of this policy, Bismarck did not
saddle Austria with an impossible indemnity or impose humiliating
conditions upon it. Austria was destined to become an ally, a friend,
a satellite. In speaking of the policy to be pursued toward Austria,
Bismarck says, in his autobiography :

With a view to our future relations with Austria, T was
very careful to avoid, as far as possible, cause for grievous
memories, if this could be brought about without prejudice to
our German policy. . . . A political reason lay back of this
consideration; I was more inclined to avoid than to bring about
a triumphal entry into Vienna in the Napoleonic style. In situ-
ations such as ours was at that time, it is a political precept,
after a vicetory not to inquire how much one can squeeze out
of one’s opponent, but aim only to secure what is politically
necessary.

The reason for this seeming mercy on the part of Bismarck was due
o . I

to his belief, as he wrote many years later in his autobiography,

“‘that in the logic of history,”” which he himself was to make, ‘‘a war

’

with France would succeed that with Austria.””? Or as he expressed
it at the time in an interview with our own Carl Schurz in 1868:

Sound statesmanship required that the Austrian Empire,

the existence of which was necessary for Europe, should not be

of the Imperial Austrian State. His Majesty likewise promises to recognize

the more restricted Federal relations which His Majesty the King of Prussia

will establish to the north of the line of the Main; and he declares his
concurrence in the formation of an Association of the German States situ-
ated to the south of that line, whose national connexion with the North

German Confederation is reserved for further arrangement between the

parties, and which will have an independent international existence.

Art. 5. His Majesty the Emperor of Austria transfers to His Majesty
the King of Prussia all the rights which he acquired by the Vienna Treaty
of Peace of 30th October, 1864, over the Duchies of Holstein and Schleswig,
with the condition that the populations of the Northern Districts of
Schleswig shall be ceded to Denmark if, by a free vote, they express a
wish to be united to Denmark

Art. 6 On the other hand, His Majesty the Emperor of Austria
promises to recognize the new arrangements that will be made by His
Majesty the King of Prussia in North Germany, including the Territorial
alterations. (British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 56, p. 1050.)

It is of interest to note in this connection that the “ free vote” to determine
the ultimate destiny of Schleswig never took place, as Prussia insisted that it
was a stipulation of a treaty between itself and Austria, giving no rights to
third parties, and by the treaty between the two countries of October 11, 1878,
the provision of this treaty regarding Schleswig was abrogated by Prussia, that
is to say the German Empire, and Austria-Hungary. (/bid., vol. 69, p. 773.)

Bismarck, Gedanken und Evinnerungen, p. 391.

2 Ibid
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reduced to a mere wreck; that it should be made a friend, and,
as a friend, not too powerless; and what Prussia had gone to
war for, was the leadership in Germany, and that his leader-
ship in Germany would not have been fortified, but rather weak-
ened, by the acquisition from Austria of populations which would
not have fitted into the Prussian scheme. Besides, the Chan-
cellor thought that, the success of the Prussians having been
so decisive, it was wise to avoid further sacrifices and risks.

The wisdom of this policy was seen in 1870 when Austria, then
converted into the dual monarchy of Austria-Hungary, did not join
France in the Franco-Prussian War as Napoleon I1I had anticipated.

The next vietim was to be France.

Just as Bismarck had planned a war against Austria and had
made his arrangements in advance, so he planned a war against France
and made his arrangements in advance, saying: ‘‘I regarded it as
certain that war with France would . . . necessarily have to be
waged on the road to our further national development;’’ and ‘‘I had
no doubt that a Franco-German war would have to be waged before
the complete organization of Germany could be realized.’’*

Bismarck’s purpose in the war with Austria was, as has been
said, to exclude it from the circle of German States and to put
Prussia in its place, or as Bismarck himself put it:

Our task was the establishment or preparation for the estab-
lishment of a German national unity under the leadership of
the King of Prussia.’

In an interview in 1868 with Carl Schurz, the distinguished
American statesman, Bismarck adverted to the war with Austria,
then two years behind him, and to the war with France, two years
off, saying:

My calculation is that the ecrisis will come in about
two years. We have to be ready, of course, and we are. We
shall win, and the result will be just the contrary of what
Napoleon aims at—the total unification of Germany outside of
Austria, and probably Napoleon’s downfall.*

On this Mr. Schurz comments:

This was said in January, 1868. The war between Krance
and Prussia and her allies broke out in July, 1870, and the
' Reminiscences of Carl Schurz (New York; McClure, 1907-1908, 3 vols
vol. 3, p. 271
2 Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinnerungen, p. 404
* Ibid., p. 399
* Reminmscenses of Carl Schurz, vol. 3, p. 274.
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foundation of the German Empire and the downfall of Napoleon
were the results. No prediction was ever more shrewdly made
and more accurately and amply fulfilled.’

It was indeed a marvelous prediction, but one which Bismarck
could safely make, as to the time which he himself was to choose
and as to the results which he had already predetermined. He was,
as he said, ready. The pretext, as distinet from the cause, of the
war, was found in the offer of the crown of Spain to a prince of
the Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen line. The Spanish people had rid
themselves of Queen Isabella and were looking around for a king.
They hit upon Prince Leopold of this line, who was willing, although
apparently not overanxious, to accept the ecrown, but Napoleon III,
already tottering and fearful, was unwilling to be wedged in, as it

were, between two Prussian rulers. As the result of Napoleon’s pro-
test, King William of Prussia, as the head of the Hohenzollern house,
approved the refusal of the crown by his kinsman in order to avoid

It is interesting to an American reader to learn that Carl Schurz, who
found fortune and fame in the New World, refused to desert it for place and
position in the Fatherland, as appears from the following quotation from his
interview with Bismarck

Throughout our conversation Bismarck repeatedly expressed his pleasure
at the friendly relations existing between him and the German Liberals,
some of whom had been prominent in the revolutionary troubles of 1843
He mentioned several of my old friends, Bucher, Kapp, and others, who,
having returned to Germany, felt themselves quite at home under the new
conditions, and had found the way open to public positions and activities
of distinction and influence, in harmony with their principles Ag he
repeated this, or something like it, in a manner apt to command my
attention, I might have taken it as a suggestion inviting me to do likewise
But I thought it best not to say anything in response. I simply dropped
a casual remark in some proper connection that my activities in the
United States were highly congenial to me and that, moreover, I was
attached to the American Republic by a sense of gratitude for the distinc
tions which it had so generously bestowed upon me (Reminiscences of
Carl Schurz, vol. 3, p. 279.)

It is of more than passing interest to quote a further passage from the
interview dealing with the question which must be uppermost in the minds of
our people today. In reply to Bismarck’s inquiry ** whether the singular stories
he had been told about the state of discipline existing in our armies in the
Civil War were true,” the distinguished American statesman, who had been a
Major General and corps commander in the Civil War, thus answered:

[ had to admit that that state of discipline would in many respects have
shocked a thoroughbred Prussian officer, and T told him some anecdotes of
outbreaks of the spirit of equality which the American is apt to carry into
all relations of life, and of the occasional familiarities between the soldier
and the officer which would spring from that spirit. Such anecdotes amused
him immensely, but I suppose his Prussian pride inwardly revolted when
I expressed the opinion that in spite of all this the American soldier would
not only fight well, but would, in a prolonged conflict with any European
army, although at first put at a disadvantage by more thorough drill and
discipline, after some experience prove superior to all of them. (/bid., p.278.)
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what Bismarck wanted—war.! The victory lay with France, but the

false step taken by Napoleon and his advisers, of requiring from the

Prussian King a promise that he would not allow the candidacy to be
renewed at some subsequent time, gave Bismarck the chance to snatch
victory from defeat, which he did by the simple but not wholly
reputable device of ‘‘concentrating’ or ‘‘abbreviating’’ a telegram.

The announcement that the Prince of Hohenzollern had renounced
his candidacy in order to avoid a war with France was so dis-
appointing to Bismarck that his first idea was to retire from the
service.* For the purpose of communicating this intention, he invited
Moltke, Chief of the Prussian General Staff, and Roon, the Minister of
War, to dine. During the course of the dinner Bismarck was handed
the telegram sent by the King’s seeretary from Ems informing him of
the demand of the French Ambassador upon the King of Prussia,
that he should bind himself for all future time not to consent to the
renewal of the candidacy of the Hohenzollerns for the erown of Spain,
of the refusal of the King to undertake such an engagement, and of
his decision not to receive the French Ambassador again but to com
municate with him through an aide-de-camp. The telegram left it to
Bismarck whether the French demand and its rejection should be
communicated to the Prussian Ambassadors and to the press. After
a consideration of the advantages of war and the expression of th
belief that it could only be avoided at the cost of Prussia’s honor,
Bismarck states in his autobiography that he made use of the royal
authorization to publish the contents of the telegram, and, in the
presence of his guests, reduced it by striking out words, but with
out additions or alterations. The difference between the abbrevi-
ated and the original text is thus stated by Bismarck himself:

In his Gedanken und Erinmerungen (pp. 428, et seq.), Bismarck disclaims
the authorship of the plan to place a Hohenzollern upon the throne of Spain,
although that plan would have played into his hands and, irrespective of it
authorship, he used it to bring about a war with France and to merge the
German States into an enlarged Prussia. * From the political point of view
I was rather indifferent to the entire question Prince Anton, more than
mysclf, was inclined to carry it peacefully to the desired goal. The memoirs
of His Majesty, the King of Roumania, are not very exact as regards certain
details of the ministerial coiiperation in the matter.” (Ibid.,, p. 430.) His
Majesty, the King of Roumania, a Hohenzollern himself and brother of the
candidate, was of a different opinion, ascribing to Bismarck the candidacy of a
Hohenzollern Prince for the vacant throne of Spain (Aus dem Leben Konig
Karls von Rumdinien, Aufzeichnungen eines Augenzeugen [Stuttgart, 1807)
vol. 2, pp 2, 93.) (See post, pp. 323-324.)

2Ibid., pp. 434-43)
® The Ems telegram is thus given by Bismarck himself in his autobiography:

His Majesty writes me: “ Count Benedetti joined me on the promenade
and requested me in a last endeavor, and in a most urgent m r, that
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The difference in the effect of the shortened text of the Ems
telegram as compared with that produced by the original was
not the result of stronger words but the result of the form, which
made it appear that this announcement was decisive, while the
text as drafted by Abeken [the King’s secretary] would only
have appeared as a fragment of still pending negotiations which
were to be continued at Berlin.'

Bismarck’s purpose in publishing the telegram in ‘‘abbreviated’’

form is also stated in his autobiography as follows:

After I had read the condensed text to my two guests, Moltke
remarked: ‘‘In this form, it has a different ring; it sounded
before like a parley; now it sounds like a flourish in answer to
a challenge.”” 1 went into details: ‘“‘If in execution of His
Majesty’s order I forthwith communicate this text, which con-
tains no alterations in and no addition to the telegram, not
only to the newspapers, but as well by telegraph, to all our
embassies, it will be known in Paris before midnight, and there,
not only on account of its contents, but also because of the
manner of its distribution, it will have the effect of a red rag
upon a Gallic bull. 'We must fight if we do not want to appear
in the role of the vanquished without a battle. Success depends
essentially upon the impressions which the origin of the war
produces upon us and others; it is important that we should
be the party attacked, and the Gallic conceit and excitableness

I should authorize him to telegraph at once that I obligated myself for
all future time never again to give my consent, in case the Hohenzollerns
should renew their candidature. At last, I refused somewhat emphatically,
by telling him that I had neither the right nor power to enter ¢ tout jamais
upon engagements of this kind. I replied, of course, that I had received
no news as yet, and as he received earlier information about Paris and
Madrid than myself, he could readily see that, once more, my Government
had no hand in the matter.” His Majesty has since received a communi
cation from the Prince. Having told Count Benedetti that he was expecting
news from the Prince, His Majesty, with reference to the above request
and upon the proposition of Count Eulenburg and myself, had decided not
to receive Count Benedetti again, but only to have him informed through
an Adjutant: that His Majesty had received confirmatory news from the
Prince, news that Ber:detti had already received from Paris, and had
nothing further to communicate to the Ambassador.” (Bismarck, Gedanken
und Erinnerungen, p 37.)

The telegram as reduced by Bismarck “ by striking out words, but without

adding or alcering” is as follows:

After the news of the renunciation of the hereditary Prince of Hohen
zollern had been officially communicated to the Imperial French Govern
ment by the Royal Spanish Government, the French Ambassador at Eme
further demanded of His Majesty the King to be authorized to telegraph
to Paris that His Majesty the King obligated himself for all future time,
never again to give his consent in case the Hohenzollerns should renew
their candidature His Majesty, the King, thereupon declined again to
receive the French Ambassedor and had him informed through the Adjutant
on duty that His Majesty had nothing further to communicate to the
Ambassador (Ibid., pp. 439-440.)
1bid., p. 440
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will make us the party attacked if through a European-wide
publicity we announce, so far as we can do so without the
speaking-tube of the Reichstag, that we fearlessly meet the public
threats of France.'

The effect produced upon Moltke was the effect produced upon the
German people.

As in the case of the Austrian War, steps were taken to prevent
interference. Russia was friendly because of Prussia’s Polish policy

and because Alexander’s life was saved from a Polish assassin in Paris
in 1867, and the favors of the past were added to in the present by
the advice to break the Treaty of Paris excluding Russian men-of-
war from the Black Sea. The friendly treatment of Austria in the
treaty of peace and in the interval made it difficult for Austria-
Hungary to attack, although it is well known that Franecis Joseph
had agreed to join Napoleon after the first campaign, as did also
[taly, bound to Napoleon rather than to France for its unification.
The Queen of England was friendly—her dzughter had married the
Crown Prince of Prussia—and after the war broke out Bismarck pub-
lished Napoleon’s project to annex Belgium made to Bismarck and
which that astute statesman had had put in writing. England’s neu-
trality was assured, its sympathy and the sympathy of Europe gained.
The Franco-Prussian War, so eraftily planned in advance and so
cleverly executed, resulted in the unification of the German States
under the Prussian Crown, and on January 18, 1871, the King of
Prussia was proclaimed German Emperor in the Palace of Versailles.’
In view of the Zimmermann letter, which will be presently dis-
cussed, proposing a union of Germany, Mexico, and Japan against
the United States and the partition of American territory as the
price of coiperation, it is interesting to note the careful preparation
preceding a Prussian attack. In a passage previously quoted from
Carl Schurz, recounting an interview which he had with Bismarck
in 1868, two years before the Franco-Prussian War, Bismarck is
reported by that upright and conscientious man of affairs as saying,
Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinnerungen, p. 440
Just as in 1848, when the King of Prussia, who was offered a crown, was
unwilling to pick it out of the gutter, so in 1870 his successor was unwillir
to receive it from human hands I'hus Bismarck says that King Williar
“cared at that time still more for the power and greatness of Prussia thar
for the constitutional union of Germany He was free from any ambitious
calculation with regard to Germany;: in 1870 he even compared contemptuously
the imperial title with that of * Drum-Major’ So far as dynastic
feeling was concerned, he felt more flattered in exercising the said power simply

the born King of Prussia, and not as the emperor established in virtue of
v constitution.”  (Ibid., p. 409.)
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‘“We have to be ready, of course, and we are.”” The full significance
of this preparation would be lost upon the reader who contents him-
self with the surface of things; for Prussian preparation involves
not merely a conipetent staff, a marvelous army and the means of
supporting it in the field, but the country to be attacked, overrun
and mastered by a happy and unsuspected coGperation of the invisible
army, sent in advance of the war, with the invincible army ecrossing
the frontier upon its outbreak.

If the spy is not a Prussian creation, it is nevertheless in Prussia
and Prussianized Germany that he has approved himself and come
into his own and to honor. ‘‘I have one cook and a hundred spies,”’
the great Frederick was wont to say, and it was no less a person
than William, King of Prussia and first German Emperor, who said,
*“One must not confine oneself to giving money to spies. One must
also know how to show them honor when they deserve it

The preparations for the two wars which unified Germany were
planned and carried into effect by Bismarck’s understudy, one Stieber
by name, the King of Sleuth-hounds, to use the title given him by
Bismarck himself.' Shortly after the acquisition of the Duchies in
1864 to the summer of the war with Austria in 1866, Stieber was
in Bohemia posting ‘‘landmarks,’” as he called his spies, on the line
of march from Berlin to Prague and Sadowa, ‘‘disguised, now as a
photographer, now as a basket-maker, or as a travelling peddler of
plastercasts, or of religious or pornographic objects. And for two
long years (from April, 1864, to May, 1866), he lived in a traveling
cart, going to and fro and observing cities and villages, studying
the mental attitude of these vast territories which he dotted with
spies, and where, but a short time afterwards, the drama of Sadowa
was to unfold itself.”’

Without going into details—for it is only the method that is of
interest in this connection—it will suffice to say that ‘‘at each halting-

place of the army, the houses where the Staff and General Officers,

together with their suites, were to be lodged, were marked with a
sign. A ‘peasant,’—a spy,—in a blouse and wearing wooden shoes,
who had preceded the invading army . . . pointed out to the
commander of the post the location of these houses, and gave to him
the most detailed information in regard to the strength and the posi-

Where not inclosed in quotation marks this portion of the text is para-
phrased from Paul Lanoir’s volume, entitled L’Espionnage Allemand en France
(Paris; Cocuaud & Cie, 1908), translated and published in English under the
title of The German Spy System in France (London; Mills & Boone, 1910)
This is the work of a specialist based upon the writings of Stieber and his

associates
¢ Lanoir, L'Espionnage Allemand en France, p. 40
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tion of the enemy’s armies, and with regard to the attitude of the
people and the local resources in forage, meats, and vegetables,’”’
Von Moltke, so chary of speech that Bisrarck said of him that he
could keep silent in seven languages, was so deeply impressed by
these arrangements, the nature, extent, and precision of the informa-
tion, that he actually said to Bismarck, ‘‘Whether it was young
Stieber’’—he was then forty-eight years old—'‘or anybody else who
had charge of this important service: what he did was well done,
well done, well done.’”?

So much for Austria; now as to the preparation for the war
with France.

In the first place, it was necessary for Bismarck to come to an
understanding with his neighbors in order to be free to use Prussia’s
resources against the next vietim. The merciful treatment of Austria
was not generosity but calculation. The treatment of Russia smacked
of craft as well as of calculation. It was natural that Prussia should
view with sympathy the repression of the Polish uprising of 1863, as
the interests of the partitioners of Poland were identical in Warsaw

and Posen, and upon community of interests understandings securely

rest. But the Polish agreements eoncerned the past, and Bismarck
was thinking now of the future and of France. In 1867 an Inter-
national Exposition was held at Paris and Napoleon 111 made of it a
brilliant affair. The Czar Alexander was to grace the occasion by his
presence and Bismarck saw to it that King William of Prussia and the
Emperor of All the Russias reached Paris together, so that Napoleon
could be watched and, by overtures to Alexander, checkmated—because
in autocracies the whims of the monarchs make and unmake nations.
Stieber, the King of the Sleuth-hounds, accompanied the Prussian
party and, on crossing the French frontier, he received an urgent
message from his Parisian agent to see him immediately on reaching
Paris. He did so and learned that on the morrow, June 6th, the
Czar was to be assassinated by a young Pole while attending the
Grand Review at Longchamps. Stieber at once laid the matter
before Bismarck, whereupon the following colloquy took place:

“‘It would be a cause for universal mourning if so noble and
kind a prince as His Majesty Alexander II should fall by the
stroke of a vulgar assassin. I hope you, Stieber, will do all
that is necessary to prevent such a misfortune.”

‘“I have, of course, been very careful not to put the assassin
under arrest; but I have given orders to one of my best agents
to follow him step by step and not to leave him.”’

' Lanoir, L'Espionnage Allemand en France, p. 43. 2 Ibid., p. 44.
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“Well done; if by chance the French police do not arrest
him betimes, there will most certainly be near him, at the pro-
pitious moment, one of your agents, who, without doing anything
to prevent the shooting, will take hold of the arm of the assassin
and deflect its mortal shot.”’

“I give you my word that things will take this course.””’

And in his memoirs, Stieber relates the following observation
of Bismarck:

“Thus, while the erime will be averted, the attempt will
remain. Have you, my dear Stieber, thought of the political
consequences of such an event? Realizing that the French police
were not able to protect him, Czar Alexander will leave France
with the most unfavorable impression.”

“I know the Emperor! If things take the course described,
there are many projects which will never be realized, and the
‘charmer’ (Napoleon III) will get nothing for all his amiabil-
ity and projects of alliance.’’

“Your Excellency, I have been thinking about all this since
yesterday.”’

‘“ And if the author of the attempt were to escape the extreme
penalty, and if a jury of simple-minded bourgeois, weeping like
weak souls over the plea of the counsel for the defense in their
sympathy for the fate of wretched Poland, should fail to con
demn the assassin to death, this would cause a treble excitement
in St. Petersburg, and there would be a deep and lasting
estrangement between France and Russia . . ., and as for
myself I should have one less trouble to worry about.”’

““Yes, for us Germans, this attempt is something provi-
dential.”’

““By having the assassin arrested, the French police might
claim the honor of the discovery of the plot; they would receive
the congratulations and thanks for their activity and solicitude.”’

“In such a case, Alexander would consider himself under
obligations to France, and as for ourselves, we would have to
be on the alert at St. Petersburg and doubly so at Paris,”’

““May I ask who is the assassin?”’

‘““A Pole . . . quite young: from twenty to twenty-two
years old.”’

““Achild . . . and a Pole,”” Bismarck remarked with a
smile! ‘““A Parisian jury will never condemn him to death; it
would be contrary to all Mr. Prud’homme’s middle-class sym-
pathies 1l

““It would be decidedly unfortunate if this boy were pre-
vented from letting off his pistol.”’®

Lanoir, L’Espionnage Allemand en France, pp. 59-60. 2 Ibid., pp. 60-62.
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The shot was fired and guided as planned. The young Pole when
apprehended calmly said, ‘‘I wished to avenge Poland, my beloved
country. There is no use in questioning me: I have no accomplice,
and I alone take the responsibility for my deliberate act.””* The jury
found extenuating circumstances, and the neutrality of Russia was
fixed beyond doubt by Bismarck’s scheme, which will be mentioned
later, to take advantage of the war of 1870 to break the provisions

of the Treaty of Paris forbidding Russia to keep men-of-war in the
Black Sea.
Bismarck’s most immediate preoccupation was to repeat the

triumph of Bohemia on a larger—it could not be a more efficient
scale in France. Therefore, on June 14, 1867, on the day of his
return to Berlin after the Paris outing, Bismarck bethought him of
Stieber, and sending for that worthy, he said:

““The liberty of action conferred upon you last year will not
be interfered with; and as for your funds, I wonder if they are
sufficient, or do you wish an increase, and if so how much?”’

“Your Excellency,”” answered Stieber, ‘‘no inerease is neces
sary; what I have is sufficient. Within eighteen months the
routes of invasion will be ready.”’

And they were.

Without lingering over details, one incident will show the reader
the perfection of the system and enable him to appreciate the impor
tance of its results. Some thirty thousand spies were scattered along
the line of march. Versailles swarmed with secret agents. Appro-
priate quarters were set apart for the Prussian invaders and head-
quarters secured for the invisible army at 3 Boulevard du Roi. Th¢
incident, based upon the account of Stieber and his principal lieu
tenants, is thus related:

In January, 1871, Jules Favre was designated to negotiate
with Bismarck for the surrender of Paris.

As soon as this fact became known, Bismarck said to Stieber:
““Favre is a man whom we must not lose sight of for a single
instant. I rely upon you, Stieber,”’

“You need have no fear,”’ the latter coolly replied.

Now, when Jules Favre—who knew well Versailles—dis-
embarked at the Sévres bridge, he got into an old carriage
I't’l]lli.\'i(iullt-tl and driven ll)‘ one of Stieber’s lieutenants:

And do you know to what place Jules Favre was conducted
by the coachman of the German police?

' Lanoir, L'Espionnage Allemand en France, p. 65 2 Ibid., pp. 69-70.
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To No. 3 of the Boulevard du Roi, the headquarters of the
German secret police . . .

And it was there that he lived throughout his first sojourn
in Versailles, when he was negotiating the conditions of the
surrender of the place.

Kaltenbach, the lieutenant of police who directed the German
commissariat service established on the ground floor of the hotel,
came to Jules Favre and said:

““The greatest honor for a good Frenchman like myself, a
native of Versailles’’—Kaltenbach refers to himself in these
terms—‘is to give shelter to an illustrious Frenchman like you
(Favre).”’

At No. 3, Boulevard du Roi, Jules Favre slept on the second
floor in the very bed of the spy Kaltenbach, and the latter,
immediately upon Favre’s arrival . . . introduced Stieber
to him as a servant to be trusted and upon whom he could
depend with the utmost confidence.

And it was indeed Stieber himself who searched the trunk
and the pockets of Jules Favre and who, wearing a white apron,
brought him a cup of coffee every morning.’

The reader is now prepared to appreciate the following passage at
arms recounted by the King of the Sleuth-hounds in his memoirs:

At the beginning of the campaign when on our way from
Faulquemont I was invited to dine with the chief (Bismarck)
and hie staff of officials of the ministry of foreign affairs.

We were established in a small peasant’s hut. After dinner
and while he himself was preparing coffee for the entire com-
pany, Bismarck gave utterance to this prophecy which was to
be realized six months afterwards: ‘‘It is quite decided that
we shall not return either Alsace or Lorraine to France.”’

An officer of the great staff having remarked: ‘‘Our army
is invincible,”” I arose in a fury and answered: ‘‘Say rather
our armies.”’

The chief of police explained his thought in the following way :

“The fighting army of which you are the chief remains
behind you. Now, many months since, my army has been occupy-
ing the positions which it reached in silence, and where, without
a single rifle, it is noiselessly accomplishing a task whose real
danger and importance I wish you not to misjudge.’” *

In view of these passages we can understand the activity of
German partisans in the United States in the days when we
were neutral and when Germany, through its Ambassador, was pro-
fessing friendship for the country to which he was aceredited. We

' Lanoir, I’Espionnage Allemand en France, pp. 179-181. 2Ibid., p. 73.
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could not, indeed, see the invisible army, like a mole working in the
dark and shunning the light; but we felt its presence, a presence

made eclearer and brought home to the most confiding by the
Zimmermann letter, proving beyond peradventure that preparations
had been made and that the stage was set for the foreign allies.

The past was glorious, the future must be safe. Bismarck was
satisfied with the triumphs of 1866 and of 1870. Having united Ger-
many, he wished to consolidate its power. He therefore labored to
keep his neighbors on the west, east, and south busied and apart.
This was his policy, and it was successful in large measure.

The problem which confronted the Imperial German Government
after the war of 1870 was so to weaken France as to make an attack
from the west seem impracticable or futile. The indemnity of five
billion franes with which France was saddled and the loss of the
provinces of Alsace and Lorraine in part were thought to have accom-
plished the desired result. Bismarck believed that France would
profit by any favorable occasion to recover the lost provinces of
Alsace and Lorraine, and he therefore sought to prevent an alliance
between Russia and France which would expose the new Germany
to an attack from both sides in case of a war with France. He felt
that the Emperor of All the Russias would be less likely to consort
with a republic, and the arch-monarchist therefore supported the
cause of republican government in France. The modification of the
Treaty of Paris, by which Russia was permitted to become the mis
tress of the Black Sea,” with the hope of Constantinople and the
Dardanelles looming large in the near future and a preponderating
influence in the Balkans, if not an annexation of the territory, scemed
to secure the eastern frontier. Italy was under obligations to Prussia
because, as the result of codperation with Prussia in its war with
Austria, it had received the province of Venetia and thus rounded
out its ambitions to the north; although the failure to negotiate a
satisfactory boundary between Austria and Italy displeased
Italian statesmen, and the failure to secure the Dalmatian provinces
across the Adriatie, in which Italian was spoken and whose people
were apparently Italian at heart, carried within it the seeds of war.

It was therefore a favor of fate that the situation offered a possibility
of doing Russia a service With regard to the politically unreasonable,
and therefore in the long run impossible, stipulations which limited the inde-
pendence of Russia’s Black Sea coasts Herein we had a means of
fostering our relations with Russia

With reluctance, Prince Gortschakow accepted the initiative wit vhich

I had sounded him in this direction. (Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinncrungen
pp. 452-453.)
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Austria-Hungary, excluded from Germany and without chance of
developing to the north or the west, was to be given a field of exploi-
tation to the south through the Balkan peninsula to the Algean, until
such time as ‘‘the logic of events,”” as Bismarck would say, should
force the Imperial German Government to supplant Austria.

To make assurance doubly sure, France was permitted, if not
encouraged, to build up a colonial empire in Africa and in Asia,
so as to withdraw attention from the Rhine and to occupy the minds
of the statesmen and the resources of the people with the problems
arising out of colonial expansion to such a degree that an attack
upon Germany through Alsace-Lorraine for their recovery would be
less likely. Russia was also to be encouraged to extend its empire
towards and over western Asia, thus making of the Muscovite an
Oriental, As a still further assurance, dissension was to be sown
between France and Italy by allowing France to seize African terri-
tory, namely Tunis, which Italy coveted, in order that the Teuton
might slip in, as it were, between the two branches of the Latin
inheritance. England was to be embroiled with Russia because of
Russian expansion in Asia, thus keeping those two countries facing
each other in the outposts of empire so as not to trouble Prussia in

its problem of absorbing the German peoples, as Prussia had already

absorbed the German States.

Such was the purpose and such seems to have been the plan, and
success outwardly erowned the policy of the Iron Chancellor. France
was, by the Preliminary Treaty of Peace, signed at Versailles, Feb-
ruary 26, 1871, and later embodied in the Treaty of Frankfort of
May 10, 1871, allowed three years in which to pay the huge indem-
nity of approximately a billion dollars, during which time it was
to be garrisoned by Prussia, The patriotism of the French peasants
enabled France to pay off the indemnity and thus to free its territory
from German soldiers before the appointed time. The snake had
been scotched, it had not been killed. Therefore, in 1875, France was
to be forced into a war which would, as Bismarck said, ‘‘finish it off.”’
But French statesmen were unwilling to be driven into a contest in
which their defeat was inevitable. They parried the blow, and the
year 1875, full of German provocation, passed, and the Republic was
enabled to emerge, as it were, from the ashes of empire.

Matters apparently did not move so rapidly in Russia as it had
been anticipated. The Black Sea was indeed Russian, but Constan
tinople and the Balkans lay in the hands of the Turk. The Balkan
countries were restless and the Turkish methods of oppression, cul
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minating in massacres of Christians and the perpetration of unspeak-

able barbarities in Bulgaria, gave Russia a cause or pretext for
intervention. The result was the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78,
of which Austria-Hungary and the Imperial German Government
were interested spectators. It may be, as Bismarck said, that
the Balkan States were ‘‘not worth the bones of a Pomeranian
grenadier,”’ * but it was Prussian policy to rely in the first instance
upon diplomacy and to keep the grenadier for use if diplomacy failed.
The story of the Russo-Turkish War is quickly told. After heroic
p | b

resistance—for they have always been physically brave—the Turks
were beaten and the Russian army was on its way to Constantinople,
which lay seemingly within its grasp. The Treaty of San Stefano
of March 3, 1878, was concluded between victor and victim, but it
was then supposed to be against the interests of Great Britain to
have Russia installed at Constantinople, and the Imperial German
Government began its career as arbiter of the destinies of Europe.
A Congress met at Berlin, under Bismarck’s presidency, to settle
the terms of peace between Russia and Turkey and to
adjust the Eastern Question. The result was, as far as neces
sary for present purposes, that Russia neither annexed nor estab-
lished a protectorate over the Balkan peoples. Roumania, Servia,
and Montenegro were recognized as independent. Bulgaria was
made an autonomous state, recognizing the suzerainty of the Turk
The provinces of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serb in race and Turkish
in ownership, were handed over to the indefinite occupation of
Austria-Hungary, and the province to the south, Novi-Bazar, was
to be garrisoned by Austria-Hungary.*

* Speech in the Reichstag of December 6, 1876

By Article XLIII of the Treaty of Berlin of July 13, 1878, “The High
Contracting Parties recognize the independence of Roumania ” By Article
XXXIV “The High Contracting Parties recognize the independence of the Prin
cipality of Servia, " By Article XXVI * The independence of Montenegro
is recognized by the Sublime Porte and by all those of the High Contracting
Parties who had not hitherto admitted it.,” (British and Foreign State Papers,
vol. 69, pp. 749-767.)

8 By Article I of the treaty * Bulgaria is constituted an autonomous and
tributary Principality under the Suzerainty of His Imperial Majesty the Sultan;

it will have a Christian government and a national militia.” (/bid.)
¢ Article XXV of the treaty is as follows:

The Provinces of Bosnia and Herzegovina shall be occupied and admin
istered by Austria-Hungary The Government of Austria-Hungary, not
desiring to undertake the administration of the Sanjak of Novi-Bazar,
the Ottoman administration will continue to exercise its functions there
Nevertheless, in order to assure the maintenance of the new political state
of affairs, as well as freedom and security of communications, Austria
Hungary reserves the right of keeping garrisons and having military and
commercial roads in the whole of this part of the ancient Vilayet of
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The first great step had been taken. It has always been state-
craft to divide in order to conquer. Roumania, Servia, and Monte-
negro were separated from Turkey and a wedge thrust in between
them which might one day be pushed to the Afgean. In the mean-
time, the House of Hohenzollern held the crown of Roumania, Servia
was to be brought into dependence upon Austria-Hungary, and Bul-

garia was supplied with a German princeling. Thirty years later

Austria-Hungary severed the slender thread uniting Bosnia and
Herzegovina to the Ottoman Empire by annexing the territories,'
and the German Prince of the House of Coburg, likewise breaking
the bond to Turkey, assumed the title of Czar of Bulgaria.” Just as

Bosnia I'o this end the Governments of Austria-Hungary and Turkey

reserve to themselves to come to an understanding on the details (British

and Foreign State Papers, vol. 69, pp. 749-767

By the subsequent agreement of April 21, 1879, between Austria-Hungary

and Turkey, Austria exercised the right under the treaty to garrison certain
localities in Novi-Bazar. (/bid., vol. 71, p. 1134.)

On October 3, 1008, Austria-Hungary denounced Article XXV of the Treaty
of Berlin according to it the rights of administrator in Bosnia and Herzegovina
The material portion of this denunciation is as follows:

Bosnia and Herzegovina have arrived today—thanks to the assiduous
work of the Austro-Hungarian administration—at a high degree of material
and intellectual culture; accordingly the moment appears to have come
to crown the work undertaken, by granting to these provinces the benefits
of an autonomous and constitutional system of government, which is ardently
desired by the entire population. The Imperial and Royal Government
ought, however, in order to realize these generous intentions, to regulate
in a precise fashion the situation of these two provinces and to provide
an eflfective guarantee against the dangers which would be able to menace
the stability of the system established in 1878. The Cabinet of Vienna
accordingly finds itself under the imperious necessity of freeing itself from
the reserves contained in the Convention of Constantinople, and of recover
ing, with regard to Bosnia and Herzegovina, its complete liberty of action

At the same time Austria-Hungary withdrew garrisons from Novi-Bazar,
gtating that the Cabinet of Vienna is pleased to hope that the Ottoman
Government will succeed, without other support, in maintaining order in the
Sanjak and in fulfilling alone in these countries the task which there rested
upon it, up till now, through the coiiperation of the two Governments.” (Revue
Générale de Droit International Public, xv, Doc. 35-36.)
TirNovo, October 5, 1908
I have the honor of informing you that today, Monday, September
(October 5), His Highness the Prince, my August Sovereign, guided by the
irrevocable desire of the people of all Bulgaria to remove the obstacles which
have until the present retarded its regular development, and to put an end to
the causes which have produced, with the neighboring Empire, relations of a
nature to constantly disturb the peace and tranquillity of the Balkans, has pro-
claimed Bulgaria of the north and of the south an independent monarchy.
By this act His Royal Highness and his Government, in realizing the unani-
mous desire of the people, are animated by the sole desire of seeing Bulgaria
come into the family of independent States, so as to devote itself wholly to

09

peaceful prosperity

The Government of His Majesty the King of Bulgaria is pleased to hope
that your high Government will appreciate these legitimate desires of the people
of Bulgaria and give to the Royal Bulgarian Government support and approval
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Russia outwardly abrogated a provision of the Congress of Paris
and assumed the control of the Black Sea, contrary to its provisions,
Austria-Hungary outwardly abrogated the Treaty of the Congress of
Berlin by annexing Bosnia and Herzegovina, as did Bulgaria by
proclaiming its independence. Just as in 1871 Great Britain insisted
upon a conference of the Powers parties to the Treaty of Paris in
order to regularize what had been done by Russia and to prevent the
recurrence of a like incident in the future, so in 1908 Great Britain
proposed a conference of the Powers, parties to the Congress of Berlin
and its treaty, to regularize the action of Austria-Hungary and Bul-
garia, to adjust the Balkan situation, and to prevent a recurrence of
this sort of thing in the future. In 1871 the conference was held
because Germany was then only the first among equals and it suited
Germany’s purpose to meet in conference with the signatories of the
Treaty of Paris. It was not held in 1908 because Germany had by
this time become the arbiter of Europe and it did not suit the German
purpose to meet in conference with the signatories of the Treaty of
Berlin. In 1871 Bismarck affected surprise at the action of Russia and
cooperated with Great Britain.' In 1908 Germany expressed indig
nation that the action of Austria-Hungary and of Bulgaria should
be questioned by the signatories of the Treaty of Berlin; and the

German Emperor roundly stated that, in case of an attack upon

Austria-Hungary, he would appear ‘‘in shining armor’’ by the side

of his imperial ally.

In 1912 the first Balkan war broke out, in which Bulgaria, Servia,
Montenegro, and Greece were allied against the Turk, not only to
redress grievances but in effect to round out their territories. The
Turk was quickly and badly beaten, but the allies fell out about the
division of the spoils, Servia, Montenegro, and Greece being unwill
ing to renounce the fruits of victory in behalf of Bulgaria, which

of this act of the people. (Minister for Foreign Affairs to American Minister
Knowles, Foreign Relations of the U. S., 1908, p. 57.)

See the protocol concluded between Bulgaria and Turkey for the settlement of
railway, religious, and financial questions, and for the recognition of Bulgarian
independence, signed at Constantinople, April 6/19, 1909. (British and Foreign
State Papers, vol. 102, p. 375.)

In a conversation with Lord Odo Russell, British Ambassador at Berlin,
Bismarck stated “ That the Russian Circular of the 19th October (denouncing
the clauses in question) had taken him by surprise. That while he had always
held that the Treaty of 18506 pressed with undue severity upon Russia, he
entirely disapproved of the manner adopted and the time selected by the
Russian Government to force the revision of the Treaty.” (Reported by Lord
Rugsell in a dispatch of November 22, 1870, to Lord Granville, and published
in the Parliamentary Papers of 1871, Cd. 245.) See in this connection the
passage already quoted from Bismarck's Gedanken und Erinnerungen, supra,

p. 17
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claimed the lion’s share.’ Bulgaria refused to accept less than its
demands, and the conference of the Powers at London failed to
adjust the difficulties. Bulgaria appealed to the sword and
was quickly and badly beaten by its former allies, Servia, Monte-
negro, and Greece, to which Roumania was added. The result was a
new division of the spoils, by which Turkey obtained part of the
territory which would otherwise have gone to Bulgaria and which
Turkey had occupied in the meantime, and by which Bulgaria re-
nounced under compulsion part of the territory it claimed to Servia
and to Greece and part of the territory which it owned and which
Roumania coveted.* Germany and Austria-Hungary consented to these
readjustments; but Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy refused
to allow Servia an outlet or, as it is called, a window on the Adriatic,
and the Triple Alliance likewise refused to allow Servia an outlet
on the Agean. Why? Because the time was about ripe for the wedge
to be driven through the Balkans and to have its keen edge cut
through to the Persian Gulf, separating the Old World into two
parts, with a line of communication from the Kiel Canal to the Per-
sian Gulf, through Berlin, Vienna, and Bagdad. If Germany had
come late to the banquet, it nevertheless arrived in time for dessert.

It is natural that peoples which have dreamed of being united
under a government of their own, which would enable them to secure
the respect abroad which they felt to be their due, the comforts at
home of which they were deprived, and tiie development correspond-
ing to a magnificent and dominating past, should, upon the realiza
tion of their prayers and of their hopes, yield to the enthusiasm of
the moment and give to imagination greater play than peoples which
have passed through the intoxication of power and have been sobered
by its responsibility. As the founder of international law says in
his immortal three books on the Right of War and Peace, ‘‘they take
this course, as I conceive, with the purpose with which, when things
have been twisted one way, we bend them the other, in order to
make them straight. But this attempt to drive things too far, i
often so far from succeeding, that it does harm.”

It was also natural that the new Germany should set its heart

' For the text of the treaty of May 15/30, 1013, between the victorious allis
on the one hand and Turkey on the other, see Martens, Nouveau Recueil
3dme gérie, tome viii, pp. 16-19

2 For the text of the treaty between Roumania, Greece, Montenegro
and Bulgaria, signed at Bucharest July 28/August 10, 1913, see Martens, Nouveau
Recueil, 3me série, tome viii, pp. 61-74

* Grotius, De Jure Belli ac Pacis (1625) ; accompanied by an abridged tra

lation by W. Whewell, Cambridge, 1853; 3 vols,, vol. 1, p. 9.

Servia
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upon a development of its resources at least comparable to that which
had taken place in other countrieg, that it should desire to reach
the seas just as other countries have followed the river to its mouth—
for the Rhine seems no less important to the new Germany than the
Mississippi was to the early Republic. But between Germany and
the North Sea iay Belgium, Holland, and Denmark, the Scheldt
reaching the sea through Belgium and Holland, the Rhine at Rotter-
dam. To the east lay Russia, and, though Russia may yiecld for the
moment, it does not withdraw.

If the greater Germany at home seemed blocked alike in the
West and the East, might not a greater Germany in foreign parts

be possible? Great Britain, Spain, and Portugal had colonized 1i

1
the past, and distant provinces, indeed empires, bore testimony to
their prowess; and in the very hour of Germany’s unification terri-
3ut the desirable portions of the world’s
surface were already preémpted, and if Germany looked to the

Western World the Monroe Doctrine stood in the way. If it turned

)
tories were annexed. |

toward Africa only the tropies or undesirable lands were open. The
immense movement for colonial expansion with which Germany was
agitated in the eighties only resulted in the acquisition of inferior
territories in which the white man might dominate but in which he was
unwilling to dwell.

There was, however, one highway to the future.

The wedge thrust through Europe, dividing the Old World, as it
were, into two parts, was a project attractive from its very vastness,
and the rewards were as boundless as the horizon. And there was
something in the dream to impress the imagination, even although
the longing for power and ‘‘the wealth of Ormus and of Ind’’ might
have been a sufficient incentive; for the region in which the Kaiser
sought concessions was, if tradition be correct, the very cradle of the
human race and the origin of empire. It was likewise the garden
of the early world, and what man had once done the German could
do again. A concession, patience, industry, water, and out of the
ruins of the past the empire of the future would be reared and the
desert would again blossom as the rose. The Hohenzollern was not
to be inferior to the Babylonian, the Assyrian, the Mede, and the
Persian. Pan-Hellenism was not superior to pan-Germanism; nor
Athens to—DBerlin.,

But although diplomacy worked like a mole in the dark, the line
of steel from Kiel to Bagdad betrayed like a ridge its progress.
Germany’s neighbors were not blind, and little by little they grouped




24 A SURVEY OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

as their interests dictated. The acquisition of Tunis by France in
1881 alienated Italy and apparently cemented the alliance between
Italy and the Teutonic Powers.! The acquisition by France of

Morocco in 1911 was disagreeable to Germany and whetted the
[talian appetite, only satisfied for the time being by the annexation
of Tripoli in 1912 at the expense of the Turk.?

The way was thus cleared for the coiperation of France and Italy.
Then, too, events had taken place to the east of the German Empire
which distressed it and menaced the success of its projects. It was
well enough to form an alliance with Russia, but it was a different
matter to form an alliance with Austria-Hungary to protect it against
a Russian attack. Either could have been maintained, but not both.

The treaty with Russia was secret, as were the exact terms of the
Triple Alliance, but secrets cannot always be hid. The mole inevitably
comes to the surface. The terms of the Russian alliance became

known. It was not renewed, and Russia and France, the neighbor

The Triple Alliance which I first sought to conclude after the peace of
Frankfort, and about which I had already in September, 1870, from Meaux,
sounded Vienna and St. Petersburg, was an alliance of the three emperors with
the additional idea that monarchical Italy might join it It was designed for
the struggle which I feared was confronting us as between the two European
tendencies which Napoleon called Republican and Cossack, and which, according
to our present ideas, I should characterize on the one hand as the system of
organization on a monarchical basis, and on the other hand as the social
republic to the level of which the anti-monarchical evolution would sink gradu-
ally or by leaps Since 1871 I have sought for the immediate assurance
against those struggles in the alliance of the three Emperors, and in the
endeavor to secure a firm support in that alliance for the monarchical prin-
ciple in Italy (Bismarck, Gedanken und Evinnerungen, pp. 569-570

It is our task to keep our o imperial neighbors at peace We shall cer
tainly be able to assure the future of the fourth great dynasty in Italy to the
same extent that we shall succeed in maintaining agreement between the three
imperial states, anc either curbing the ambition of our two eastern neighbors
or in sa ying that ambition by a reciprocal understanding. Both are for us
indispensable not only in the matter of the European balance of power, we
cannot get along without either of them without endangering our own position,
but the maintenance of an element of monarchical organization in Vienna and
St. Petersburg, and in Rome on the basis of the latter two, is for us in Germany
a task which coincides with the maintenance of our own lmlmull organization
(Ibid., p. 589

Italy became a party to the Triple Alliance in 1882

2 Nee the treaty of peace between Italy and Turkey, concluded at Lausanne,
October 18, 1012. Article 2 of this treaty reads as follows:

The two Governments pledge themselves respectively to give immediately
after the signature of the present Treaty orders for the recall of their
officers, their troops, as well as of their civil functionaries,—the Ottoman
Government from the Tripolitana and Cyrenaica, and the Italian Govern
ment from the islands which it occupied in the Agean Sea

Fhe effective evacuation of the aforesaid islands by the Ttalian officers,
troops, and civil functionaries will take place immediately after the evacua-
tion of the Tripolitana and Cyrenaica by the Ottoman officers, troops, and
civil functionaries (Martens, Nouveau Recueil, 3we gérie, tome vii, P 7.)
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on the east and the neighbor on the west, gradually drifted into an
accord in case of war with Germany.

In 1901 Queen Victoria died and her son, Edward VII, unlike
the mother, believing that the interests of his country required an
understanding with France and Russia, set about removing the
obstacles in the way of cooperation. He succeeded, and the Triple
Alliance ' found itself faced by the Triple Entente, with Italy out-

The treaty of alliance between Germany and Austria, concluded at Vienna
on October 7, 1879, became the Triple Alliance by the adherence of Italy thereto

in May, 1882 I'he materia! portion of the treaty between Germany and Austria
is as follows:

Art. 1 Should, contrary to their hope, and against the loyal desire¢
of the two High Contracting Parties, one of the two Empires be attacked
by Russia, the High Contracting Parties are bound to come to the assistance
one of the other with the whole war strength of their Empire and accord

ingly only to conclude peace together and upon mutual agreement

1I. Should one of the High Contracting Parties be attacked by another
Power, the other High Contracting Party binds itself her:by, not only not
to support the aggressor against its high ally, but to observe at least a
benevolent neutral attitude towards its fellow Contracting Party

Should, however, in such a case the attacking Power be supported by
Russia, either by an active coiperation or by military measures which
constitute a menace to the Party attacked, then the obligation stipulated
in Article I of this Treaty, for mutual ¢ ance with the whole fighting
force becomes equally operative, and the conduct the war by the two
High Contracting Parties shall in this case also in common until the
conclusion of a common peace

I1I. This Treaty shall, in conformity with its peaceful character, and
to avoid any misinterpretations, be kept secret by the two High Contracting
Parties, and only be communicated to a third Power upon a joint under
standing between the two Parties, and according to the terms of a special
Agreement

I'he two High Contracting Parties venture to hope after the sentiments
expressed by the Emperor Alexander at the meeting at Alexandrowo, that
the armaments of Russia will not in reality prove to be menacing to them
and have on that account no reason for making a communication; should,
however, this hope, contrary to their expectation, prove to be erroneous,
the two High Contracting Parties would consider it their loyal obligation
to let the Emperor Alexander know, at least confidentially, that they must

consider an attack on either of them as directed against both (British and

Foreign State Papers, vol. 73, p. 270.)

The official text of the Triple Alliance has not been published, with the excep
tion of Articles 1, 3, 4, and 7, which appear in the correspondence between
Austria-Hungary and Italy issued by the Austro-Hungarian Government. These
articles are as follows:

1. The High Contracting Parties mutually promise peace and friendship,
and shall not enter into any alliance or engagement directed against any one
of their respective States

They bind themselves to proceed to negotiations on such political and
economic questions of a general nature as may arise; and, moreover, promise
their mutual support within the scope of their own interests

3. It one or two of the High Contracting Parties should be attacked
without direct provocation on their part, and be e ged in war with two
or several Great Powers not signatory to this Treaty, the casus foeders
shall apply simultancously to all the High Contracting Parties

4. In the event that a Great Power not signatory to this Treaty should
menace the safety of the States of one of the High Contracting Parties, and
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wardly a member of the Alliance but at heart allied with the Entente.*
The stage was set and the curtain rose on the 1st day of August, 1914.

There was, however, a prologue to the play, as there will be an
epilogue, which must perforce be left to posterity.

On the 28th of June, 1914, one Gabrilo Princip, a subject of
Bosnia, and of Servian race, shot and killed in the city of Serajevo,
in the province of Bosnia, Archduke Francis Ferdinand, heir to the
Austro-Hungarian throne, and the Duchess of Hohenberg, his mor-
ganatic wife. The Austro-Hungarian Government investigated the
assassination, declared it to be due to the propaganda for a larger
Servia, and that the outrage was perpetrated either with the knowl-
edge of the Servian authorities or with the connivance and codpera-
tion of Servian officials.

that the menaced party should be forced to make war on that Power, the
two others bind themselves to observe toward their ally a benevolent neu-
trality. Each one of them in that case reserves to herself the right to
participate in the war, if she should consider it appropriate to make com-
mon cause with her ally (Austro-Hungarian Red Book [No. 2], Appendix
Nos. 14-16; Diplomatic Documents Relating to the Outbreak of the Euro-
pean War, p. 346.)

7. Austria-Hungary and Italy, being desirous solely that the territorial
status quo in the near East be maintained as much as possible, pledge them-
selves to exert their influence to prevent all territorial modification which
may prove detrimental to one or the other of the Powers signatory to this
Treaty. To that end they shall communicate to one another all such informa-
tion as may be suitable for their mutual enlightenment, concerning their own
dispositions as well as those of other Powers. Should, however, the status
quo in the regions of the Balkans, or of the Turkish coasts and islands in
the Adriatic and Algean Seas in the course of events become impossible;
and should Austria-Hungary or Italy be placed under the necessity, either
by the action of a third Power or otherwise, to modify that status quo by a
temporary or permanent occupation on their part, such occupation shall
take place only after a previous agreement has been made between the two
Powers, based on the principle of reciprocal compensation for all advan-
tages rritorial or otherwise, which either of them may obtain beyond
the present status quo, a compensation which shall satisfy the legitimate
inter and aspirations of both parties (Ibid., Appendix No. 1, pp
335 )

Tl cuments relating to the Triple Entente are as follows:
reement between Great Britain and France respecting Egypt and
cco (London), April 8, 1904 (British and Foreign State Papers,
97, p. 39.)

Secret Articles

Agreement between Great Britain and France respecting Newfoundland
ind Senegambia (London), April 8, 1904. (/bid., p. 31.)

Agreement between Great Britain and Russia respecting China (St
Petersburg), April 16/28, 1899 (Ibid., vol. 91, p. 91.)

Agreement between Great Britain and Russia respecting Persia, Afghan
istan, and Thibet (St. Petersburg), August 31, 1007 (Ibd., vol. 100,
li 200, )

Question of Armed Coiiperation between Great Britain and France
1907-14.  (Ibid., vols. 100-106.)

Agreement between Great Britain, France, and Russia respecting the
war (London), September 5, 1014. (Great Britain, Treaty Series No. 1,
1015.)
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On the 23d day of July, 1914, a lengthy memorandum containing
ten demands was handed by the Austro-Hungarian Minister in Bel-
grade to the Servian Minister of Foreign Affairs, with the state-
ment that an acceptance of and compliance with these demands should
be notified to the Austro-Hungarian Minister within forty-eight hours.
The demands were such as to be unthinkable between large and
powerful nations; they were inconsistent with independence and only
possible in the intercourse of a large with a small state, and then only
when the larger state does not believe in the equality of nations.
The action of Austria-Hungary was with the knowledge and approval
of the Imperial German Government.®

The gravity of the ultimatum was at once seen by the European
statesmen, and, without entering into details, it is sufficient to say
that an unsuccessful effort was made by Austria-Hungary, sup-
ported by its ally ‘‘in shining armor,”” to localize the Servian
dispute, thus making of it an Austro-Servian question instead of
a matter of European concern, as the Eastern Question has been
in times past; that attempts were made by Russia, Fran e,
Great Britain, and Italy to persuade Austria-Hungary to extend
the time* beyond the forty-eight hours of the ultimatum; to con-
tinue negotiations with Servia and to submit the matter to arbi
tration, mediation, or conference.*

Pressure was likewise brought upon Servia by Russia, France,
and Great Britain to cause it to present such a conciliatory reply
as would permit of negotiation and peaceful settlement.®

All too dangerously near the expiration of the forty-eight hours,
Servia presented a reply which accepted, as it seemed to disinter-
ested persons at the time, some eight of the ten demands, partially
accepted another, and offered to submit the last to arbitration. An
extension of time had been refused and negotiations discontinued.
The reply was held by Austria-Hungary to be unsatisfactory; within
a half-hour of its delivery the Austro-Hungarian Minister was with-

' For detailed references to diplomatic correspondence preceding the war
see notes, pp. 36-42

2 The Imperial and Royal Government apprised Germany of these views and
asked for our opinion. Whole-heartedly we were able to agree with our ally’s
view of the situation, and assure her that any action considered necessary to

end the movement in Servia directed against the very existence of the Monarchy,
would meet with our approval.

We therefore granted Austria a completely free hand in her action towards
Servia; we did not participate in her preparations. (Memorial laid before the
Imperial Diet on August 3, 1914; German White Book, 1 Mem.; Diplomatic
Documents Relating to the Outbreak of the European War, pp. 772-773.)

* See note 2 at end of chapter, p. 37.

‘ See note 3 at end of chapter, p. 39.

5 See note 4 at end of chapter, p. 41
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drawn from Belgrade according to previous arrangements; and, on
July 28, the Austro-Hungarian Government issued a formal declara-
tion of war against Servia." ‘‘So when the Thebans had offered to
the Lacedaemonians all that they could in justice require, and they
were yet for pushing matters further, Aristides said, that the good
cause passed then from the party of the latter to that of the former.”’ ?

Russia had served notice that it could not remain indifferent to
the Austro-Servian dispute, and on August 1, 1914, the Imperial
German Government declared war against it on the ground that
the mobilization of the Russian Army was an attack upon Germany,*
although Russia insisted that the army was mobilized solely on the
Austro-Hungarian frontier," and offered to submit the entire dispute
to arbitration.®

Germany declared itself to be in a state of war with France on
the 3d of August, alleging that a French aeroplane had flown across
and had dropped bombs on German territory, thus violating the
neutrality of the German Empire—a charge denied by France
which, to prevent a border incident, had withdrawn its troops
ten kilometers from the German frontier.

Great Britain had stated to Russia and to France that public
opinion would not allow it to be involved in a war over Servia,’
although events proved that public opinion would allow Great
Britain to go to war over the violation of Belgian neutrality, In
order to prevent the occurrence of this lamentable event, Great

* According to the instructions which I have meanwhile received, we shall
leave Belgrade by train at 6:30 o'clock if diplomatic relations are broken off
(Austro-Hungarian Minister to Servia to Austro-Hungarian Minister of Foreign
Aflairs, dated Belgrade, July 25, 1914; Austro-Hungarion Red Book (No. 1),
doc. No. 22; Diplomatic Documents Relating to the Outbreak of the European
War, p. 76.)

The reply of the Royal Servian Government to our demands of the 23d
instant being inadequate, I have broken off diplomatic relations with Servia and
have left Belgrade with the stafl of the legation

The reply was handed to me at 5:58 p. m. (Austro-Hungarian Minister to
Servia to Austro-Hungarian Minister of Foreign Affairs, dated Semlin, July 25,
1914; 1bid., doc. No. 24, p. 77.)

For the text of the declaration of war by Austria-Hungary against Servia
see ibid.,, doc. No. 37, p. 99

* Grotius, De Jure Belli ac Pacis, lib. 2, chap. 1; English translation of
1738, p. 142

* German White Book, doc. No. 25; Diplomatic Documents Relating to Out-
break of the FEuropean War, pp. 812-813

* Russian Orange Book, doe. No. 77
Book, doc. No. 13; ibid., p. 805

& Russian Orange Book, doc. No. 67; ibid., p. 1373

6 French Yellow Book, doc. No. 136; ibid., p. 687.

7*1 do not consider that public opinion here would or oughi to sanction
our going to war over a Servian quarrel. If, however, war does take place, the
development of other issues may draw us into it, and I am therefore anxious
to prevent it.” British Secretary for Foreign Affairs to British Ambassador at
St. Petersburg, July 25, 1914, (British Blue Book, doc. No. 24; ibid., p 895.)

ibid., pp. 1378-1380; German White
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Britain asked France to state that it would observe the neutrality
of Belgium, to which it was a party, to which request France
promptly replied in the affirmative. Great Britain likewise asked
Germany if it would observe the neutrality of Belgium, to which
it was also a party, and failed to receive an affirmative reply.'
German troops having forcibly entered Belgium, Great Britain
declared war upon Germany on August 4th,

Italy, a member of the Triple Alliance, first refused to line up
alongside of its allies, stating that the war declared against Servia
was aggressive, not defensive; that its obligation under the Triple
Alliance only extended to a defensive war—a statement which it had
made a year before to Austria-Hungary when that Power requested
[talian codperation in the war which Austria-Hungary then appar-
ently contemplated against Servia,” months before the Serajevo
incident, which, to many disinterested observers at the time, seemed a
pretext rather than a cause. Italy later denounced the Triple Alliance
and entered the war on the side of the Entente Allies.

The bands of steel from Kiel to the Persian Gulf were apparently
to be laid peaceably if possible, by force if need be, and as the next
step in the great adventure Servia should either be annexed to Austria
or be made subservient to Austria and the ally in shining armor.

What were the Austrian demands and what were the Servian

replies? Were these demands in whole or in part justiciable, in
the sense that they could be referred to a court and settled by the
recognized principles of justice, or were they such as might be arbi-
trated because Austria-Hungary and Servia were parties to the
peaceful settlement convention of the First Hague Peace Conference

of 1899, advocating if not prescribing a resort to arbitration in
judicial questions? And it may be said in passing that the Austro-
Hungarian delegation to the Second Hague Peace Conference came
to that body in favor of a treaty of arbitration, and, upon its motion,
a clause was annexed to the peaceful settlement convention, declaring
it to be desirable that, in disputes of a legal nature, and especially
those involving the interpretation or application of international

' British Blue Book, No. 1, doc. No. 114; Diplomatic Documents Relating
to the Outbreak of the European War, p. 976
In the present case the dispute between Austria and Servia was not
one in which we felt called upon to take a hand . our idea had
always been to avoid being drawn into a war over a Balkan question
If Germany became involved and France became involved, we had not
made up our minds what we should do We were free from engage-
ments, and we should have to decide what British interests required us
to do. (British Secretary for Foreign Affairs to British Ambassador at
Paris, July 20, 1914 [British Blue Book, doc. No. 87; ibid.,, p. 949.])
2 See note 5 at end of chapter, p. 42,
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conventions, resort should be had to arbitration. Servia had requested
arbitration of the differences between the two countries; Russia had
suggested arbitration, and Great Britain, France, and Italy arbi-
tration, mediation, or conference.

[t is difficult, with the best of intentions, to summarize compli-
cated statements in which we are deeply interested without allowing
the personal equation to appear and to color the summary. To avoid
this and to allow each Nation to speak for itself without the inter-
vention of third parties, the Austro-Hungarian demands and the
Servian replies are here reproduced in full, and placed side by side

in parallel columns:
Austro-Hungarian Note of
July 23, 1914,

In order to give a solemn char-
this the
Royal Servian Government shall
the front
its ‘‘journal officiel’’ of the 13th
(26th) July the
laration :

“The Royal Government of
Servia condemns the propaganda
directed
gary, of

acter to undertaking

publish on page of

follow illf_: dec-

Austria - Hun-
the final
the Austro-Hun-
Monarchy territories be-

against
which aim is
to detach from
garian
longing to it, and it sincerely de-
plores the fatal consequences of
these eriminal proceedings.
““The Royal
that

Government re-
and
functionaries have participated in

grets Servian officers
the above-mentioned propaganda
and thus compromised the good
neighborly relations to which the
Royal Government was solemnly
pledged by its declaration of the
31st of March, 1909.

““The Royal Government, which

disapproves and repudiates all

idea of interfering or attempting
to interfere with the destinies of

Reply of Servian Government
of July 25, 1914,
Falling in, therefore, with the
desire of the Imperial and Royal
Government, [the
Serbian Government] are
pared to hand over for trial any
Serbian subject, without regard

they Royal

pre-

to his situation or rank, of whose
complicity in the crime of Sera-
jevo proofs are forthcoming, and
more especially they undertake to
cause to be published on the first
page of the ‘‘journal officiel,”” on
the date of the 13th (26th) July,
the following declaration:

“The Royal Government of
Serbia condemn all propaganda
which directed against
Austria-Hungary, that is to say,
all such tendencies as aim at ulti-
mately detaching from the Aus-
tro - Hungarian Monarchy terri-
tories which form part thereof,
and they sincerely deplore the
baneful
criminal movements

may be

these
The Royal

Government regret that, accord-

consequences of

ing to the communication from
the Imperial and Royal Govern
ment, certain Serbian officers and
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the inhabitants of any part what-
soever of Austria-Hungary, con-
siders it its duty formally to
warn officers and functionaries,
and the whole population of the
Kingdom, that henceforward it
will proceed with the utmost
rigour against persons who may
be guilty of such machinations,
which it will its efforts
to prevent and suppress.’’

use all

This declaration shall simul-
taneously be communicated to the
royal army as an order of the
day by His Majesty the King,
and published in the official bul-
letin of the army.

The Royal Servian Government
further undertakes:

1. To suppress any publica-
tion which incites to hatred and
contempt of the Austro-Hun-
garian Monarchy and the general
tendency of which is directed
against its territorial integrity;

31

officials should have taken part in
the above-mentioned propaganda,
and thus compromised the good
neighborly relations to which the
Royal Serbian Government was
solemnly engaged by the declara-
tion of the 18th (31st) March,
1909, which declaration
approves and repudiates all idea
or attempt at interference with
the destiny of the inhabitants of
any part whatsoever of Austria
Hungary, and they consider it

dis-

their duty formally to warn the
officers, officials, and entire popu-
lation of the Kingdom that hence-
forth they will the
rigorous steps all
persons as are guilty of such acts,
to prevent and to repress which
they will use their utmost en-
deavor.”’

take

against

most
such

This declaration will be brought
to the knowledge of the Royal
Army in an order of the day, in
the name of His Majesty the
King, by his Royal Highness the
Crown Prince Alexander, and
will be published in the next offi-
cial army bulletin.

The Royal Government further
undertake :

1. To introduce at the first
regular convocation of the Skupt-
china! a provision into the press
law providing for the most severe
punishment of incitement to ha-
tred or contempt of the Austro-
Hungarian Monarchy, and for
taking action against any publi-

1 The Serbian Parliament.
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2. To dissolve immediately the

society called Narodna Odbrana,
to confiscate all its means of
propaganda, and to proceed in the
same manner against all other
societies and their branches in
Servia which engage in propa-
ganda against the Austro-Hun-
garian Monarchy. The Royal
Government shall take the neces-
sary measures to prevent the so-
cieties dissolved from continuing
their activity under another name
and form;

3. To eliminate without delay
from public instruction in Servia,
both as regards the teaching body
and the methods of instruction,
everything that serves, or might
serve, to foment the propaganda
against Austria-Hungary ;

cation the general tendency of
which is directed against the
territorial integrity of Austria-
Hungary. The Government en-
gage at the approaching revision
of the Constitution to cause an
amendment to be introduced into
Article 22 of the Constitution of
such a nature that such publica-
tion may be confiscated, a pro-
ceeding at present impossible
under the categorical terms of
Article 22 of the Constitution.

2. The Government possesses
no proof, nor does the note of the
Imperial and Royal Government
furnish them with any, that the
‘‘Narodna Odbrana’’ and other
similar societies have committed
up to the present any criminal
act of this nature through the
proceedings of any of their mem-
bers. Nevertheless, the Royal Gov-
ernment will accept the demand
of the Imperial and Royal Gov-
ernment and will dissolve the
“‘Narodna Odbrana’’ society and
every other society which may be
directing its efforts against Aus-
tria-Hungary.

3. The Royal Serbian Govern
ment undertake to remove with-
out delay from their public edu-
rational establishments in Serbia
all that serves or could serve to
foment propaganda against Aus-
tria-Hungary, whenever the Im-
perial and Royal Government
furnish them with faets and
proofs of this propaganda.




4.

cers and functionaries guilty of
propaganda against the Austro-

Hungarian  Monarchy
names and deed the

the right of communicating to
the Royal Government;

5. To accept the codperation
in Servia of representatives of
the Austro- Hungarian Govern-
ment in the suppression of the
subversive movement directed
against the territorial integrity
of the Monarchy ;

6. To take judicial proceedings
against accomplices in the plot of
the Z8th of June who are on Ser-
vian territory. Delegates of the
Austre - Hungarian Government
will take part in the investiga-
tion rclating thereto;

BETWEEN THE UNITED

To remove from the mili-
tary service, and from the ad-
ministration in general, all offi-

whose
Austro-
Hungarian Government reserves

STATES AND GERMANY

4. The Royal Government also
agree to remove from military
service all such persons as the
judicial inquiry may have proved
to be guilty of acts directed
against the integrity of the terri-
tory of the Austro-Hungarian
Monarchy, and they expect the
Imperial and Royal Government
to communicate to them at a later
date the names and the acts of
these officers and officials for the
purposes of the proceedings which
are to be taken against them.

5. The Royal Government must
confess that they do not clearly
grasp the meaning or the scope
of the demand made by the Im-
perial and Royal Government that
Serbia shall undertake to accept
the collaboration of the organs of
the Imperial and Royal Govern-
ment upon their territory, but
they declare that they will admit
such collaboration as agrees with
the principle of international
law, with criminal procedure, and

with good neighborly relations.

6. It goes without saying that

the Royal Government consider it
their duty to open an inquiry
against all such persons as are,
or eventually may be, implicated
in the plot of the 15th (28th)
June, and who happen to be

within the territory of the king-
dom. As regards the participa-
tion in this inquiry of Austro-

Hungarian agents or authorities
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7. To proceed without delay to
the arrest of Major Voja Tanko-
sitch and of the individual named
Milan Servian
State employee, who have been
compromised by the results of the
preliminary investigation at Sera-

Ciganovitch, a

Jjevo;

8. To prevent by effective
measures the participation of the
Servian authorities in the illicit
traffic in arms and explosives
across the frontier; to
and punish severely the officials
of the frontier service at Schabatz

dismiss

appointed for this purpose by the
Imperial and Royal Government,
the Royal Government cannot ac-
cept such an arrangement, as it
would be a violation of the Con-
stitution and of the law of crim-
inal procedure; nevertheless in

concrete cases communications as
to the results of the investigation
in question might be given to the
Austro-Hungarian agents.

7. The Royal Government pro-
ceeded, on the very evening of
the delivery of the note, to arrest
Commandant Voislav  Tanko-
sitch, As regards Milan Cigano-
vitch, who is a subject of the
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy and
who up to the 15th (28th) June
was employed (on probation) by
the directorate of railways, it has
not yet been possible to arrest
him.

The Austro-Hungarian Govern-
ment are requested to be so good
as to supply as soon as possible,
in the customary form, the pre-
sumptive evidence of guilt, as
well as the eventual proofs of
guilt which have been collected
up to the present, at the inquiry
at Serajevo, for the purposes of
the latter inquiry.

8. The Serbian Government
will reinforce and extend the
measures which have been taken
for preventing the illicit traffic
of arms and explosives across the
frontier. It goes without saying
that they will immediately order




BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND GERMANY 35

and Loznica who have been guilty
of having assisted the perpe-
trators of the Serajevo crime by
facilitating their passage across
the frontier;

9. To the

and Royal Government with ex-

furnish Imperial
planations regarding the unjus-
tifiable high Ser-
vian officials, both in Servia and
abroad, who, notwithstanding
their official positions, did not
hesitate

utterances of

the crime of the
28th of June to give utterance,

after

in published interviews, to expres-
sions of hostility to the Austro-
Hungarian Government; and
finally,

10. To notify the Imperiai and
Royal Government without delay
of the execution of the measures
comprised under the preceding
heads.

The Austro-Hungarian Govern-
ment awaits the reply of the
Royal Government at the latest
by 6 o’clock on Saturday even-
ing, the 25th of July.!

' Austro-Hungarian Red Book, No. 1,

an inquiry and will severely pun-
ish the the
line who have
failed in their duty and allowed
the authors of the crime of Sera-

frontier officials on

Schabatz-Loznica

.j\‘\'() to pass.

9. The Royal Government will
gladly give explanations of the
remarks made by
Serbia or abroad, in
the and
which, according to the statement
of the Imperial and Royal Gov-
ernment, were hostile towards the
Monarchy, as soon as the Imperia)
Royal
communicated
sages in

their officials,
whether in
after

interviews crime,

and Government have
to them the

question in these re-

pas-

marks, and as soon as they have
that the remarks were
actually made by the said offi-
cials, although the Royal Govern-
ment will itself take steps to col-
lect evidence and proofs.

shown

10. The
will

Royal Government
inform the Imperial and
Royal Government of the execu-

tion of the measures comprised
under the above heads, in so far
as this has not already been done

by the present note, as soon as
each measure has been ordered
and carried out.

“If the Imperial and Royal
Government are not satisfied with
this reply, the Serbian Govern-
ment, considering that it is not to
the common interest to precipitate

doc. No. 7; Diplomatic Documents

Relating to the Outbreak of the European War, pp. 16-17.
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the solution of this question, are
ready, as always, to accept a
pacific understanding, either by
referring this question to the de-
cision of the International Tri-
bunal of The Hague, or to the
Great Powers which took part in
the drawing up of the declara-
tion made by the Serbian Govern-
ment on the 18th (31st) March,
1909.”*

A distinguished American statesman, of large experience in for-
eign affairs, declared at the time, that the Austro-Hungarian note was
purposely couched in such terms as rendered a satisfactory reply
impossible, that the intent of Austria-Hungary could only be to pre-
vent such a reply, and that if Servia had, in an effort to avert the
war, accepted the Austro-Hungarian terms, it would have ceased to
be an independent nation. Whether this is so or not, whether the
assassination of the Austro-Hungarian heir was cause or pretext,
whether Austria-Hungary had ulterior purposes seeking the subjec-
tion of Servia to its will and the will of its more powerful ally, are
questions for the future to determine. The fact is that Austria-
Hungary declared war on Servia on the 28th day of July, that the
Imperial German Government declared war against Russia on the
1st of August, that the Imperial German Government declared war
against France on the 3d of August, that Great Britain declared
war against Germany on the 4th of August, and that other nations,
for various reasons, have from time to time become parties to the
conflict.

' Serbian Blue Book, doc. No. 39; Diplomatic Documents Relating to the
Outbreak of the European War, pp. 1473-1476

Note 1.—Documents showing the localization of the Austro-Serbian dispute
are to be found in Diplomatic Documents Relating to the European War, at
the pages noted

“We cannot allow our demands, which, as a matter of fact, do not
contain anything unusual in the intercourse between States which ought to
be living in peace and friendship, to become the object of negotiations and
compromises; and, with due regard to our economic interests, we cannot
accept a political method which would enable Servia to prolong the crisis
at her pleasure.” (Austro-Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, doc. No. 9; ibid,,
). 21.)

Slm* also for further statements of the Austrian attitude documents No. 10
(p. 22), No. 11 (p. 23), No. 14 (p. 24), No. 20 (p. 75), No. 26 (p. 81), No. 32
(p. 87), No. 44 (p. 106), No. 47 (p. 108), No. 48 (p. 110); British Blue Book,
No. 1, docs. No. & (p. 879), No. 48 (p. 918), No. 118 (p. 979).
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The Russian attitude that the dispute was a FEuropean, not an Austro-
Hungarian or Servian one, and that it could not therefore be localized, is
brietly recorded in the following telegram from the Imperial German Ambassador,
dated St. Petersburg, July 24, to the Imperial German Chancellor:

The Minister [Sazanof] indulged in immoderate accusations against
Austria-Hungary and he was very much agitated. He declared most posi-
tively that Russia could not under any circumstances permit of the Servo
Austrian difficulty being settled between the two parties concerned. (The
German White Book, doc. No. 4, p. 802,)

The following statement in the dispatch from the British Ambassador, dated
Vienna, July 27, 1914, to the British Secretary of State, relating the substance
of an interview of the Russian Ambassador with the Austro-Hungarian Under-
Secretary of State, is illuminating:

“He told him that, having just come back from St. Petersburg, he was
well acquainted with the views of the Russian Government and the state
of Russian public opinion. He could assure him that if actual war broke
out with Servia it would be impossible to localize it, for Russia was not
prepared to give away again, as she had done on previous occasions, and
especially during the annexation crigis of 1909.” (British Blue Book,
No. 1, doc. No. 56, p. 928.)

For further statements of the Russian attitude, see Austro-Hungarian Red
Book (No. 1), docs. Nos. 15 and 16 (p. 26); The Belgian Grey Book, No. 2,
doc. No. 7 (p. 428); The British Blue Book, No. 1, docs. No. 6 (p. 880), No. 7
(p. 882), No. 94 (p. 958), No. 95 (p. 959); The French Yellow Book, docs
No. 18 (p. 564), No. 52 (p. 605) ; The German White Book (p. 771) ; The Russian
Orange Book, No. 1, docs. Nos. 9 and 10 (p. 1339)

For British attitude that it was not directly interested in the merits of
the dispute, but in its international aspect in so far as it concerned the peace
of Europe, see Austro-Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, doc. No. 41 (p. 103) ; British
Blue Book, No. 1, docs, No. 5 (p. 879), No. 24 (p. 895), No. 25 (p. 896), No. 48
(p. 918), No. 87 (p. 948), No. 91 (p. 953), Nos. 115 and 116 (p. 977); French
Yellow Book, docs. No. 19 (p. 565), No. 36 (p. 588), No. 66 (p. 617); Russian
Orange Book, No. 1, doe. No. 20 (p. 1348).

The German attitude in support of localization is briefly and impressively
stated in the following telegram dated at Paris, July 24, 1014, from the Austro
Hungarian Ambassador to the Austro-Hungarian Minister of Foreign Affairs:

“Baron Schoen, following out his instructions, will declare today that
our dispute with Servia is regarded by the Berlin Cabinet as an affair
concerning solely Austria-Hungary and Servia

“In connection with this information, he will make it understood that,
should a third Power try to intervene, Germany, true to the obligations
of her Alliance, would be found on our side.” (Austro-Hungarian Red Book,
No. 1, doe. No. 12, p. 24.)

For further references to Germany’s attitude, see Austro-Hungarian Red
Book, No. 1, does. No. 16 (p. 26), No. 45 (p. 107); Belgian Grey Book, No. 2,
doe. No. 10 (p. 432); British Blue Book, No. 1, docs No. 2 (p. 864), No. 9
(p. 883), No. 46 (p. 916), Nos. 81, 82, and 83 (p. 945); French Yellow Book,
does. No. 27 (p. 579), No. 30 (p. 582), No. 37 (p. 589), No. 56 (p. 607),
No. 57 (p. 609); German White Book, Mem. 1 (p. 771), does. No. 1 (p. 798),
No. 15 (p. 806), No. 30 (p. 815); Russian Orange Book, No. 1, docs. Nos.
7 and 8 (p. 1338), No. 18 (p. 1347), No. 36 (p 1470)

Note 2.—Request for extension of the time-limit in Austro-Hungarian demands
On July 24, 1914, the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs sent the following
telegram to the Russian Chargé d’Affaires at Vienna:

Please convey the following message to thc Austro-Hungarian Minister
for Foreign Affairs:

“The Communication made by the Austro-Hungarian Government to
the Powers the day after the presentation of the ultimatum at Belgrade

affords to the Powers a period which is quite insufficient to enable them
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to take any steps which might help to smooth away the difficulties that

have arisen.

“In order to prevent the consequences, incalculable and equally fatal
to all the Powers, which may result from the course of action followed by
the Austro-Hungarian Government, it seems to us to be above all essential
that the period allowed for the Servian reply should be extended. Austria
Hungary, having declared herself to be disposed to inform the Powers of
the facts elicited by the inquiry upon which the Imperial and Royal Govern«
ment base their accusations, should equally allow them sufficient time to
study those facts.

*“In this case, if the Powers were convinced that certain of the Austrian
demands were well-founded, they would be in a position to offer corre-
>lmn\lm): advice to the Servian Government

“ A refusal to prolong the term of the ultimatum would render nuga
tory the step taken by the Austro-Hungarian Government in regard to the
Powers, and would be in contradiction to the very bases of international
relations

“ Communicated to London, Rome, Paris, Belgrade.” (Russian Orange
Book, No. 1, doe. No. 4, p. 1335-1336.

On that date the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs sent the following
telegram to the Russian Representatives at London, Berlin, Rome, and Paris:

With reference to my telegram of today to Kudacheff [Russian Chargé
d’Affaires in Vienna] we trust that the Government to which you are
accredited will share the Russian point of view and will at once intrust
their Representative at Vienna to hold similar language

Communicated to Belgrade. (Ibid., No. 5, p. i )

Under date of July 1914, Russian Chargé d’Affaires at Vienna telegraphed
Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs: “ 1 have just heard from Macchio that
the Austro-Hungarian Government refuse our proposal to extend the time
limit of the note (Ibid., No. 12, p. 1340.)

For further statements of the Russian attitude on this matter see Austro-
Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, doc. No. 21 (p. 75); British Blue Book, No. 1,
does. No. 13 (p. 887), No. 40 (p. 912); French Yellow Book, does. No. 38
(p. 590), Nos. 42 and 43 (p. 593), No. 45 (p. 6595); Russian Orange Book,
No. 1, doc. No. 11 (p. 1340)

The Austro-Hungarian attitude towards the Russian proposal is thus stated
by the Austro-Hungarian Minister for Foreign Affairs:

“The Russian Chargé d’Affaires has Informed me by telegraph that his
Government has urgently instructed him to demand an extension of the
time-limit in the ultimatum to Servia. I request you to reply to him in
my behalf, that we cannot consent to an extension of the time-limit. You
will please add that, even after the breaking off of diplomatic relations,
Servia will be in a position to bring about an amicable settlement by an
unconditional acceptance of our demands. In such case, however, we would
be compelled to demand from Servia an indemnification for all costs and
damages caused to us by our military measures.” (Austro-Hungarian Red
Book, No. 1, doe. No. 20, p. 75.)

“ As to the explanations given by the Russian Government in substantia
tion of its request, they appear to be based upon an erroneous conception of
the premises. Our note to the Powers was by no means meant as an invita
tion to them to inform us of their views on this matter, but simply to convey
information as a matter of international courtesy.” ([Ibid., doc. No. 21,
p. 76.) ;

Further statements of the Austro-Hungarian attitude are Austro-Hungarian
Red Book, No. 1, does. No. 9 (p. 21), No. 26 (p. 81); Russian Orange Book
No. 1, doe. No. 12 (p. 1340)

The British attitude towards the Russian proposal is stated within the
compass of a line, when, under date of July 25, the British Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs instructed the British Ambassador at Vienna that * You
may support in general terms the step taken by your Russian colleague.
(British Blue Book, No. 1, doc. No. 26, p. 807.)
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For further statements of the British attitude on the phase of the question
see Austro-Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, doc. No. 10 (p. 22); British Biue Book
No. 1, does. No. 3 (p. 864), No. 6 (p. 879), No. 6 (p. 880), No. 11 (p. 885);
French Yellow Book, docs. No. 40 (p. 591), No. 41 (p. 592); Russian Orange
Book, No. 1, doe. No. 16 (p. 1346).

The French attitude towards the Russian proposal is thus stated by the
Russian Chargé d’Affaires in u telegram dated July 25, 1914: :

“I have received your telegram of the 11th (24th) July respecting the
extension of the time-limit of the Austrian ultimatum, and I have made
the communication in accordance with your instructions. The French Repre
sentative at Vienna has been furnished with similar instructions.”
Orange Book, No. 1, doc. No. 15, p. 1345.)

For further expressions of the French attitude on this question see French
Yellow Book, does. No. 256 (p. 576), No. 31 (p. 584), No. 46 (p. 595), No. 75
(p. 624), No. 139 (p. 680

The German attitude towards the Russian proposal is contained in the
following quotations:

(Russian

“Prince Lichnowsky [German Ambassador in London] said that Austria
might be expected to move when the time-limit expired unless Servia could
give unconditional acceptance of Austrian demands in toto.” (Telegram
from British Secretary of State to British Chargé d’Affaires at Berlin,
British Blue Book, No. 1, doc. No. 11, pp. 885-880.)

“ Secretary of State [Germany] said that he did not know what Austria-
Hungary had ready on the spot, but he admitted quite freely that Austro-
Hungarian Government wished to give the Servians a lesson, and that they
meant to take military action. He also admitted that Servian Government
could not swallow certain of the Austro-Hungarian demands.” (Telegram
from British Chargé d’Affaires at Berlin to the British Secretary of State,
ibid., doc. No. 18, pp. 891-802.)

For further statements as to the German attitude see Russian Orange Book,
No. 1, doc. No. 14 (p. 1345) ; British Blue Book, No. 1, doc. No. 11 (p. 885);
French Yellow Book, doc. No. 41 (p. 592)

The Italian attitude towards the Russian proposal is contained in the
following dispatch, dated July 25, 1914, from the French Ambassador at Rome
to the Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs:

“The Russian Ambassador has carried out at the Consulta the démarche
which M. Sazanof requested the representatives of Russia at Paris, Berlin,
Rome, and Bucharest to undertake, the object of which was to induce these
various Cabinets to take action similar to that of Russia at Vienna, with
a view of obtaining an extension of the time-limit imposed on Servia.

“In the absence of the Marquis di San Giuliano, M. Salandra and
M. di Martino replied that they would put themselves into communication
with the Minister for Foreign Affairs, but that his reply could not reach
them until towards 6 o’clock, that is to say, too late to take any step at
Vienna.” (French Yellow Book, doc. No. 44, p. 594.)

Note 3.—The following is a list of the various proposals emanating from or
meeting with the approval of Great Britain, France, Italy, and Russia for the
peaceful settlement of the Austro-Servian dispute:

MEDIATION PROPOSALS

British proposal that Servian reply be considered by Austria as basis for

discussion. Austro-Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, does. No. 38 (p. 99),

No. 41 (p. 103), No. 43 (p. 105), No. 44 (p. 106); British Blue Book

No. 1, does. No. 27 (p. 808), No. 34 (p. 902), No. 46 (p. 916)

No. 58 (p. 930), No. 63 (p. 932), No. 76 (p. 940), No. 86 (p. D48);

French Yellow Book, doc. No. 92 (p. 650); Russian Orange Book,
No. 1, doc. No. 55 (p. 1366).

Austrian attitude. Awustro-Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, docs

No. 29 (p. 85), No. 39 (p. 101), No. 44 (p. 106); British Blue Book,

No. 1, does. No. 61 (p. 931), No. 62 (n. 931), No. 76 (p. 939); French
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Yellow Book, doc. No. 83 (p. 644); German White Book, Mem. 1
(p. 771).

German attitude. British Blue Book, No. 1, doc. No. 34 (p. 902) ;
French Yellow Book, doe. No. 83 (p. 644) ; German White Book, Mem. 1
(p- 771).

British proposal for mediation by France, Germany, Great Britain, and
Italy Belgian Grey Book, No. 1, doe. No. 6 (p. 363); British Blue
Book, No. 1, docs. No. 10 (p. 884), No. 11 (p. 885), No. 24 (p. 895),
No. 25 (p. 896), No. 37 (p. 903), No. 111 (p. 974); French Yellow
Book, does. No. 32 (p. 585), No. 34 (p. 586), No. 36 (p. 588), No. 41
(p. 592), No. 69 (p. 619), No. 71 (p. 620); German White Book,
Mem. 5 (p. 821), doc. No. 30 (p. 815); Russian Orange Book, No. 1,
doc. No. 22 (p. 1349).

Austrian attitude. Awustro-Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, Intro.
(p. 3) ; British Blue Book, No. 1, does. No. 61 (p. 931), No. 62 (p.931) ;
French Yellow Book, doc. No. 83 (p. 644); German White Book, doc
No. 18 (p. 807); Russian Orange Book, No. 1, doc. No. 73 (p. 1375)

French attitude. British Blue Book, No. 1, docs. No. 42 (p. 913),
No. 51 (p. 922), No. 52 (p. 924); French Yellow Book, docs. No. 34
(p. 586), No. 70 (p. 619), No. 76 (p. 638), No. 79 (p. 641), No. 81
(p. 643); Russian Orange Book, No. 1, docs. No. 28 (p. 1351), No. 39
(p 1357), No. 556 (p. 1366)

P— German attitude British Blue Book, No. 1, doecs. No. 18
(p. 891), No. 256 (p. 896), No. 46 (p. 916), No. 84 (p. 946), No. 94
(p. 958), No. 121 (p. 982); French Yellow Book, docs. No. 67 (p. 618),
No. 77 (p. 639); German White Book, docs. No. 14 (p. 805), No. 15
(p. 806) ; Russian Orange Book, No. 1, docs. No. 34 (p. 1354), No. 39
(p. 1357)

—— - Italian attitude. Belgian Grey Book, No. 2, doe. No. 6 (p. 426) ;

British Blue Book, No. 1, doe. No. 78 (p. 941); French Yellow Book,

does. No. 71 (p. 620), No. 97 (p. 656)

- Russian attitude. Belgian Grey Book, No. 2, doc. No. 17 (p. 440) ;

British Blue Book, No. 1, doe. No. 78 (p. 941); French Yellow Book,

docs. No. 85 (p. 646), No. 86 (p. 647); Russian Orange Book, No. 1,

doe. No. 48 (p. 1362)

British proposal for conference of four Powers at London, and suspension of
military operations. British Blue Book, No. 1, does. No. 36 (p. 902),
No. 42 (p. 913), No. 67 (p. 934); French Yellow Book, doc. No. 68
(v. 618)

- —. Austrian attitude. Awustro-Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, docs
No. 38 (p. 99), No. 41 (p. 103) ; British Blue Book, No. 1, doe. No. 62
(p. 931); German White Book, Mem. 1 (p. 771).

=, French attitude. British Blue Book, No. 1, docs. No. 40 (p. 912),
No. 42 (p. 913), No. 61 (p. 922), No. 52 . 924); French Yellou
Book, doe. No. 61 (p. 612)

—e,  German attitude. Awustro-Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, doe. No
35 (p. 98); British Blue Book, No. 1, docs. No. 43 (p. 914), No. 67
(p. 934), No. 71 (p. 936), No. 84 (p. 946), No. 121 (p. 982); French
Yellow Book, docs. No. 73 (p. 622), No. 74 (p. 622), No. 78 (p. 640),
No. 81 (p. 643), No. 92 (p. 650) ; German White Book, Mem. 1 (p.771),
doe. No. 17 (p. 806).

=, Italian attitude and suggestions. British Blue Book, No. 1,
does. No. 35 (p. 902), No. 49 (p. 920), No. 57 (p. 929), No. 64 (p. 933),
No. 78 (p. 941), No. 80 (p. 944), No. 92 (p. 953), No. 106 (p. 971);
French Yellow Book, docs. No. 71 (p. 620), No. 84 (p. 645)

—_— Russian attitude. Belgian Grey Book, No. 2, doc. No. 17 (p. 440);
British Blue Book, No. 1, doecs. No. 40 (p. 912), No. 53 (p. 925),
No. 556 (p. 927), No. 78 (p. 941), No. 93 (p. 954); French Yellou
Book, docs. No. 68 (p. 618), No. 91 (p. 650); Russian Orange Book,
No. 1, doe. No. 69 (p. 1374).

British-Russian proposal for submission to mediating Powers of Servia's
satisfaction to Austria after occupation of Belgrade. British Blue Book,
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No. 1, does. No. 76 (p. 940), No. 88 (p. 949), No. 103 (p. 965),

No. 104 (p. 966), No. 111 (p. 974), No. 131 (p. 988), No. 135

(pp. 991, 1023); German White Book (p. 821); Russian Orange Book,

No. 1, doe. No. 71 (p. 1375).

- Austrian attitude. Austro-Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, Intro

(p. 3), doc. No. 51 (p. 112); British Blue Book, No. 1, does. No. 131

(p. 988), No. 135 (p. 991); French Yellow Book, docs. No. 93 (p. 652),
No. 107 (p. 664), No. 112 (p. 669)

—_— . QGerman attitude. British Blue Book, No. 1, does. No. 98 (p.961),
No. 100 (p. 963), No. 112 (p. 975), No. 121 (pp. 982, 1023); German
White Book (p. 821)

- Russian attitude and modifications. British Blue Book, No. 1,
docs. No. 88 (p. 949), No. 97 (p. 960), No. 99 (p. 962), No. 120
(p. 981), No. 132 (p. 989), No. 139 (p. 994); French Yellow Book,
docs. No. 103 (p. 660), No. 113 (p. 670); Russian Orange Book, No. 1,
docs. No. 60 (p. 1369), No. 64 (p. 1271), No. 67 (p. 1373)

Germany asked for formula of mediation. British Blue Book, No. 1, docs
No. 60 (p. 931), No. 68 (p. 935), No. 80 (p. 944), No. 84 (p. 946),
No. 88 (p. 949), No. 92 (p. 953), No. 100 (p. 963), No. 107 (p. 972
No. 111 (p. 974); French Yellow Book, docs. No. 74 (p. 622), No. 8l
(p. 643), No. 98 (p. 656), No. 108 (p. 665); Russian Orange Book,
No. 1, doe. No. 54 (p. 1366

Powers agree to accept any mediation proposals made by Austria and
Germany which will preserve peace. British Blue Book, No. 1, docs
No. 78 (p. 941), No. 84 (p. 946), No. 111 (p. 974); French Yellow
Book, doc. No. 86 (p. 647); Russian Orange Book, No. 1, doc. No. 64
(p. 1371)

1(\..~.~‘i:'|n proposal for simultancous direct negotiations and discussions by
the four Powers. Awustro-Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, doe. No. 56
(p. 115); British Blue Book, No. 1, doc. No. 133 (p. 989); French
Yellow Book, doe. No. 103 (p. 660); Russian Orange Book, No. 1, docs
No. 49 (p. 1362), No. 63 (p. 1371).

Russian proposal for reference to The Hague. German White Book, doc.
No. 22 (p. 810)

Suspension of mediation proposals pending direct negotiations between

Austria and Russia. British Blue Book, No. 1, docs. No. 53 (p. 925),

No. 55 (p. 927), No. 67 (p. 934), No. 68 (p. 935); French Yellou

Book, docs. No, 80 (p. 641), No. 104 (p. 661); Russian Orange Book,

No. 1, does. No. 31 (p. 1353), No. 32 (p. 1353).

——. Renewal of mediation proposals. British Blue Book, No. 1, docs

No. 78 (p. 941), No. 93 (p. 9564), No. 106 (p. 971); French Yellow

Book, docs. No. 91 (p. 650), No. 97 (p. 656); Russian Orange Book,

No. 1, doe. No. 50 (p. 1363).

Note 4.—Advice given by France, Great Britain, and Russia to the Servian
Government so to reply to Austro-Hungarian note as to preserve peace

The French attitude is thus recorded by the Austro-Hungarian Ambassador
in the following telegram to France, dated Paris, July 24, 1014, to the Austro-
Hungarian Minister for Foreign Affairs:

“The Servian Minister here has been advised that his Government
should yield on all points as much as possible, yet with the restriction:
“As long as her rights of sovereignty were not touched.”” (Austro-
Hungarian Red Book, No. 1, doc. No. 13, p. 24.)

For further references to French advice see British Blue Book, No. 1, doc
No. 16 (p. 889); French Yellow Book, docs No. 26 (p. 578), No. 34 (p. 686);
Serbian Blue Book, docs. No. 10 (p. 1446), No. 13 (p. 1448)

The attitude of Great Britain is expressed in the telegram, dated Nish,
July 28, 1914, from the British Chargé d’Affaires at Belgrade to the British
Secretary of State for Foreign Aflairs, as follows:

‘1 have urged on the Servian Government the greatest moderation
pending efforts being made towards a peaceful solution.” (British Blue
Book, No. 1, doe. No. 65, p. 934.)
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For further references to British counsels of moderation, see British Blue
ook, No. 1, does. No. 12 (p. 886), No. 22 (p. 894), No. 30 (p. 899).

The attitude of the Russian Government is unmistakably put in the following
telegram of the Czar, dated July 14,27, 1914:

“When your Royal Highness applied to me at a time of especial stress,
you were not mistaken in the sentiments which I entertain for you, or in
my cordial sympathy with the Servian people

“The existing situation is engaging my most serious attention, and my
Government are using their utmost endeavour to smooth away the present
difficulties. I have no doubt that your Highness and the Royal Servian
Government wish to render that task easy by neglecting no step which
might lead to a settlement, and thus both prevent the horrors of a new
war and safeguard the dignity of Servia

“So long as the slightest hope exists of avoiding bloodshed, all our
efforts must be directed to that end; but if in spite of our earnest wish
we are not successful, your Highness may rest assured that Russia will
in no case disinterest herselt in the fate of Servia.” (Russian Orange Book,
No. 1, doc. No. 40, p. 1357.)

For further statements of the Russian advice to Servia urging a conciliatory
reply to the Austro-Hungarian ultimatum, see British Blue Boc No. 1, docs
No. 22 (p. 894), No. 45 (p. 916), No. 66 (p. 928), No. 94 (p. ¢ )3 Russian
Orange Book, No. 1, docs. No. 42 (p. I359), No. 66 (p. 1367), No. 57 (p. 1368).

Note 5—Signor Giolitti, formerly Prime Minister of Italy, said in the course
of debate in the Italian Chamber of Deputies, on December 5, 1914: * Therefore,
inasmuch as I hold it necessary that Italy’s loyal observance of international
treaties shall be considered as being above any possibility of dispute—(Hear,
hear)—1 feel it my duty to recall a precedent, which proves that the inter
pretation placed by the Government on the Treaty of the Triple Alliance is the
correct interpretation, and was admitted as correct in identical circumstances
by the Allied Powers

* During the Balkan War, on the 9th of August, 1913, about a year before
the present war broke out, during my absence from Rome, I received from my
hon. colleague, Signor di San Guiliano, the following telegram:

“* Austria has communicated to us and to Germany her intention of
taking action against Serbia, and defines such action as defensive, hoping
to bring into operation the casus foederis of the Triple Alliance, which,
on the contrary, 1 believe to be inapplicable. (Sensation.)

“*1 am endeavoring to arrange for a combined effort with Germany to
prevent such action on the part of Austria, but it may become necessary
to state clearly that we do not consider such action, if it should be taken,
as defensive, and that, therefore, we do not consider that the casus foederis
arises

‘** Please telegraph me at Rome if you approve’

“1 replied:

‘“1f Austria intervenes against Serbia it is clear that a casus foederis
cannot be established. It is a step which she is taking on her own account
since there is no question of defence, inasmuch as no one is thinking of
attacking her. It is necessary that a declaration to this effect should be
made to Austria in the most formal manner, and we must hope for action
on the part of Germany to dissuade Austria from this most perilous
adventure (Hear, hear.)

“This course was taken, and our interpretation was upheld and recognized
as proper, since our action in no way disturbed our relations with the two
Allied Powers. The declaration of neutrality made by the present Government
conforms therefore in all respects to the precedents of Italian policy, and con-
forms also to an interpretation of the Treaty of Alliance which has been
already accepted by the Allies

“1 wish to recall this, because I think it right that in the eyes of all
Europe it should appear that Italy has remained completely loyal to the
observance of her pledges.” (Serbian Blue Book, Appendix, pp. 1480-1490.)




CHAPTER 1I
THE NEUTRALITY OF THE UNITED STATES

On August 4, 1914, the President by proclamation declared the
United States to be neutral in the war between Austria-Hungary and
Servia, Germany and Russia, Germany and France—for although Bel-
gium had been invaded and its neutrality therefore violated by the
Imperial German Government on the morning of the 4th of August,
and although Great Britain had declared war against the Imperial
German Government on the 4th, the first proclamations of neutrality
issued by the United States in the European war were in response to
formal declarations known to have been made before the 5th day of
August. As all subsequent proclamations were similar if not identical,
it will only be necessary to consider and to analyze the first of the
series issued because of Germany’s declaration of war on the first day
of August, 1914, against Russia in order to appreciate and to under-
stand the conception of neutrality obtaining in the United States.

In what may be considered the preamble to this proclamation,
President Wilson declares that ‘‘the laws and treaties of the United
States, without interfering with the free expression of opinion and
sympathy, or with the commercial manufacture or sale of arms or

munitions of war,' nevertheless impose upon all persons who may
be within their territory and jurisdiction the duty of an impartial
neutrality during the existence of the contest’’; and in the passage
immediately following he declares it to be the duty of a neutral
government ‘‘not to permit or suffer the making of its waters sub-
servient to the purposes of war.”

After these general statements the President proceeds to state in
summary form the laws and treaties and the principles of inter-
national law which all persons residing within the United States are
bound to obey in order to preserve neutrality.

The provisions of the Penal Code of the United States approved
March 4, 1909, declaring certain acts to be unneutral and forbidding
them under severe penalties, are thus stated in the proclamation:

' See Convention V, The Hague, 1907, Art. 7; Convention XIII, The Hague,
1007, Arts. 6 and 7; The Hague Conventions and Declarations, p. 134

13
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1. Accepting and exercising a commission to serve either
of the said belligerents by land or by sea against the other
belligerent.

2. Enlisting or entering into the service of either of the
said belligerents as a soldier, or as a marine, or seaman on board
of any vessel of war, letter of marque, or privateer.

3. Hiring or retaining another person to enlist or enter
himself in the service of either of the said belligerents as a
soldier, or as a marine, or seaman on board of any vessel of war,
letter of marque, or privateer,

4. Hiring another person to go beyond the limits or juris-
dietion of the United States with intent to be enlisted as aforesaid.

5. Hiring another person to go beyond the limits of the
United States with intent to be entered into service as aforesaid.

6. Retaining another person to go beyond the limits of the
United States with intent to be enlisted as aforesaid.

7. Retaining another person to go beyond the limits of the
United States with intent to be entered into service as afore-
said. St

8. Fitting out and arming, or attempting to fit out and arm,
or procuring to be fitted out and armed, or knowingly being
concerned in the furnishing, fitting out, or arming of any ship
or vessel with intent that such ship or vessel shall be employed
in the service of either of the said belligerents.

9. Issuing or delivering a commission within the territory
or jurisdiction of the United States for any ship or vessel to the
intent that she may be employed as aforesaid.

10. Increasing or augmenting, or procuring to be increased
or augmented, or knowingly being concerned in increasing or
augmenting, the force of any ship of war, eruiser, or other armed
vessel, which at the time of her arrival within the United States
was a ship of war, cruiser, or armed vessel in the service of
either of the said belligerents, or belonging to the subjects of
either, by adding to the number of guns of such vessels, or by
changing those on board of her for guns of a larger calibre, or
by the addition thereto of any equipment solely applicable to war.

11. Beginning or setting on foot or providing or preparing
the means for any military expedition or enterprise to be carried
on from the territory or jurisdiction of the United States against
the territories or dominions of either of the said belligerents.

These are, in concise form, the neutrality statutes of the United
States, which had been found necessary in Washington’s administra-
tion and in that of his immediate successor to preserve the neutral
rights of the United States against violation by belligerents, and to
secure the observance of the neutral duties of the United States in

1 Official text, American Journal of International Law, Special .\'u[»]ll\'mr!ll.

July, 1015, p. 195; Statutes at Large, vol. 35, part 1, p. 1088
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behalf of belligerents. Reissued with slight modifications in 1818
and incorporated in the Statutes at Large in 1874, they reappear
as a section of the so-called Penal Code of the United States in 1909
with but trifling changes of phraseology.

From these statutes and their history the reader will understand
that the United States, young as it is, has had practical experience
with neutrality. It was the first country to feel the need of a
code of municipal law dealing with the question of neutrality, and
it was the first country to draft such a code. By its conduct as a
neutral in the wars of the French Revolution in Washington’s
administration, it laid the basis of the modern law of neutrality.
The late Mr. Hall, who cannot be classed as an undiscriminating
friend of the United States, as even a casual examination of his
treatise on international law will show, felt justified, or rather was
forced to state in the edition published a hundred years after the
event that ‘‘the policy of the United States in 1793 constitutes an
epoch in the development of the usages of neutrality. There can be
no doubt that it was intended and believed to give effect to the obliga-
tions then incumbent upon neutrals. But it represented by far the
most advanced existing opinions as to what those obligations were;
and in some points it even went further than authoritative inter-
national custom has up to the present time advanced. In the main
however it is identical with the standard of conduct which is now
adopted by the community of nations.’’?

The neutrality therefore which the United States proclaimed in
1914 was not a neutrality born of the moment. It was the neutrality
given to the world by Washington and his conscientious advisers in
1793, with such additions as subsequent experience has suggested.
It was the goal of neutrality in 1793, it was the standard of neutrality
in 1914. It was not devised to favor one belligerent at the expense
of the other, nor was it devised to benefit one neutral nation at the
expense of another. It was the neutrality which recognized belliger-
ent duties as well as neutral rights, and which, by apt laws, sought to
prevent assaults upon neutral rights and to compel the performance
of neutral duties.

It is important to bear these things in mind in considering the
relations between the Imperial German Government and the United
States when Germany was a belligerent as respects Europe and the
United States was a neutral as respects Germany, in order that it
may appear clear and beyond the possibility of successful contradie-

' Hall's Internations! Law, 4th ed. (Oxford, 1805), sec. 213, p. 616
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tion that the neutral conduct of the United States was the conduct
which the United States had itself prescribed more than a century
before this war, which it had followed during a century and more
after its promulgation, and which had become the accepted standard
of neutrality in the world at large.

In the balance of the proclamation the President called attention to
certain provisions of International Law sanctioned by the practice of
nations in order to render neutrality effective. Thus he declared
(1) the presence of armed vessels of belligerents within the terri-
torial jurisdiction of the United States for purpeses of hostile opera-
tions or as posts of observation, or to note the entry and departure of
merchant vessels of a belligerent, as ‘‘unfriendly and offensive, and in
violation of that neutrality which it is the determination of this govern-
ment to observe.”’* (2) ke warned the belligerents that their vessels
of war should not make use ¢f any port, harbor, roadstead, or waters
subject to the jurisdiction of the United States from which a vessel of
its enemy had departed until twenty-four hours after the departure of
such vessel beyond American jurisdiction; (3) that any belligerent
warship within or entering American jurisdiction should leave within
twenty-four hours after entrance, except in case of stress of weather
or need of provisions, supplies, and repairs;* (4) that in these excep

tional cases the belligerent vessel should put to sea as soon as possible
after the twenty-four hours and that the vessel should not be per-

mitted to take on supplies beyond those required for immediate
use; (5) that a war vessel permitted to remain in American juris-
diction to make repairs should depart within twenty-four hours after
the completion of such repairs unless vessels of an opposing belligerent
had sailed from the same port within that period, in which case
the war vessel would be detained in order that it might leave twenty-
four hours after the departure of the other vessel;* (6) that no
belligerent war vessel within American jurisdiction should take on
supplies other than provisions, except such as were necessary for
the subsistence of the crew, and no more coal than that required to
carry the vessel to the nearest port of its own country; and (7) that
without special permission, a vessel once supplied with coal should
not receive a further amount within three months from the dat
thereof within the jurisdiction of the United States, unless the vessel
had in the meantime entered a port of the home country. The Presi

' The Hague Convention of 1907 Concerning the Rights and Dutics of Neutral
Powers in Naval Warfare, Art. 16; The Hague Conventions and Declarations of
1899 and 1907, pp. 213-214

* Ibid., Art. 14 * Ibid., Art. 19
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dent further declared in his proclamation (8) that the statutes and
treaties of the United States and the law of nations required that
no persons within the jurisdiction of the United States should directly
or indirectly take part in the war, but that they should remain at
peace with all of the belligerents and maintain strict and impartial
neutrality ; (9) and he enjoined the citizens of the United States and
all persons within the jurisdiction thereof to observe the laws, to
commit no acts contrary to the provisions of the statutes or treaties or
in violation of the law of nations. He also warned citizen and for-
eigner alike that (10) while a full and free expression of sympathy,
in public and private, with the belligerents was not forbidden by
the laws of the United States, military forces in aid of a belligerent
could not lawfully be set on foot and organized within the United
States; (11) that all persons residing within the United States might
lawfully manufacture and sell within the United States ‘‘arms and
munitions of war, and other articles ordinarily known as ‘contraband
of war,”’’ but that (12) they cannot carry such articles upon the
high seas for the use or service of a belligerent; (13) that the trans-
portation of soldiers and officers of a beiligerent upon the high seas
is forbidden; (14) that the attempt to break any blockade which
might be lawfully established and maintained during the war
was subject to the risk of capture and confiscation by the law of
nations; (15) and the proclamation closed with the statement that
citizens of the United States and others claiming its protection dis-
obeyed the statutes and treaties of the United States and the law
of nations at their peril, and that they could not expect the protec-
tion of the Government of the United States against the consequences
of their misconduct.

It should be said, however, in this connection, that President
Wilson was not satisfied with this formal expression of neutrality on
behalf of the United States, which would have more than complied
with international law and practice, as thus stated by the Kriegs-
brauch im Landkriege:

It is here assumed that neutrality is not to be regarded as
synonymous with indifference and impartiality with regard to
the belligerent parties and the continuance of the war. As to
the expression ‘‘partisanship,”’ neutral States can only be
expected to observe international courtesies; as long as these are
observed, there is no reason to interfere.'

President Wilson not only wished to avoid participation in the war

' Kriegsbrauch im Landkriege (Berlin, 1902), p. 69.




48 A SURVEY OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

and to prevent the commission of any unneutral act in the United
States or by the United States, but also to have his countrymen
refrain from the expression of unneutral thought or of unneutral
opinion. America was to be neutral in thought as well as in deed.
Thus, on the 19th of August, 1914, President Wilson made an appeal
to his fellow countrymen, couched in the following language:

I suppose that every thoughtful man in America has asked
himself, during these last troubled weeks, what influence the
European War may exert upon the United States, and I take
the liberty of addressing a few words to you in order to point
out that it is entirely within our own choice what its effects
upon us will be and to urge very earnestly upon you the sort of
speech and conduct which will best safeguard the Nation against
distress and disaster,

The effect of the war upon the United States will depend
upon what American citizens say and do. Every man who really
loves America will act and speak in the true spirit of neutrality,
which is the spirit of impartiality and fairness and friendliness
to all concerned. The spirit of the Nation in this critical matter
will be determined largely by what individuals and society and
those gathered in public meetings do and say, upon what news-
papers and magazines contain, upon what ministers utter in their
pulpits, and men proclaim as their opinions on the street.

The people of the United States are drawn from many
nations, and chiefly from the nations now at war. It is natural
and inevitable that there should be the utmost variety of sym-
pathy and desire among them with regard to the issues and
circumstances of the conflict. Some will wish one nation, others
another, to succeed in the momentous struggle. It will be easy
to excite passion and difficult to allay it. Those responsible for
exciting it will assume a heavy responsibility, responsibility for
no less a thing than that the people of the United States, whose
love of their country and whose loyalty to its Government should
unite them as Americans all, bound in honor and affection to
think first of her and her interests, may be divided in camps of
hostile opinion, hot against each other, involved in the war itself
in impulse and opinion if not in action.

Such divisions among us would be fatal to our peace of mind
and might seriously stand in the way of the proper performance
of our duty as the one great nation at peace, the one people
holding itself ready to play a part of impartial mediation and
speak the counsels of peace and accommodation, not as a partisan,
but as a friend.

[ venture, therefore, my fellow countrymen, to speak a solemn
word of warning to you against that deepest, most subtle, most
essential breach of neutrality which may spring out of partisan-
ship, out of passionately taking sides. The United States must
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be neutral in fact as well as in name during these days that are
to try men’s souls. We must be impartial in thought as well
as in action, must put a curb upon our sentiments as well as
upon every transaction that might be construed as a preference
of one party to the struggle before another.

My thought is of America. I am speaking, I feel sure, the
earnest wish and purpose of every thoughtful American that
this great country of ours, which is, of course, the first in our
thoughts and in our hearts, should show herself in this time of
peculiar trial a Nation fit beyond others to exhibit the fine poise
of undisturbed judgment, the dignity of self-control, the effi-
ciency of dispassionate action; a Nation that neither sits in judg
ment upon others nor is disturbed in her own counsels and which
keeps herself fit and free to do what is honest and disinterested
and truly serviceable for the peace of the world.

Shall we not resolve to put upon ourselves the restraints
which will bring to our people the happiness and the great and
lasting influence for peace we covet for them??!

It is the experience of a neutral Government that questions taxing
its neutrality almost to the breaking point arise in the early part
of the contest; that neutral Nations take their positions shortly after
the outbreak of the war if they have not been able to do so upon
its declaration; that belligerents, claiming rights which to them may
seem essential or convenient in the beginning of the conflict, either
conform their actions to the protests of the neutrals or, weighing
these protests in the balance and testing them by their sense of
convenience, make up their minds to risk the consequences, to
continue the conduct which has been the source of eriticism, and
to formulate a policy over protest which they are pleased to consider
essential to their success. The neutral is obliged to consider very
carefully the questions when and as they arise. It cannot delay,
because if a violation of neutrality is permitted, liability attaches
and the enemy of the belligerent is sure to make its rights known
and to impress neutrals with their duties. If an act committed by
the belligerent is not in itself a violation of neutrality, it may never-
theless be fraught with disagreeable consequences, it may be pre
liminary to unneutral conduct, and the neutral is therefore obliged
to take action to prevent such contingencies. It must be just as
between the belligerents. It must be prompt. It must be firm. If it
yields, it opens the door to opportunity; if it is feeble, it is drawn
into the war.

The situation, therefore, of the neutral, especially at the outbreak

1 Official text, American Journal of International Law, Special Supplement,
July, 1915, PpP: 199-200
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of a war, is one of embarrassment for the present and anxiety for
the future. It is ordinarily unprenared, and it cannot well foresee
the conduct of the belligerent laboring under excitement, perhaps
smarting under defeat. The problems which present themselves
either seem to be or they are new. In any event, they are unfamiliar.
In the course of a few months, however, the questions that arise
begin to look familiar, and within a twelvemonth repetition takes
the place of novelty.

By way of further introduction it should be stated that many of
Germany’s complaints of discrimination between the treatment it
received and that meted out to Great Britain arose in large part from
natural geographical conditions which were recognized as existing long
before the present unfortunate war, and some illustrations of them
may be cited from the proceedings of the Second Hague Peace Con
ference, when apparently none of the delegates expected war.

Take, for example, the subject of mines. It was strenuously main-
tained by Great Britain, upon humanitarian grounds, that the laying
of mines should be forbidden. It was insisted on the contrary by
Germany that mines were appropriate weapons. It was generally
felt that mines were a defense for countries without large navies,
and as Great Britain had a large navy it was intimated that self-
interest rather than humanitarian reasons prompted it to object to
the use of mines by Nations with smaller navies.

Again, the question of the destruction of neutral prizes was
bitterly contested. Great Britain insisted that neutral prizes should
not be destroyed, that they should be released if they could not be
brought into a home port for adjudication. It was felt that Great
Britain, with colonies scattered throughout the world, could easily
take neutral prizes into port, whereas countries without colonies could
not conveniently do so, and that therefore the destruction of such
prizes was permissible. It was impossible to reach an agreement upon
this subject, permitting destruction, although the Powers assembled
at the Naval Conference of London in 1909 were able to compromise
their differences of opinion. Perhaps this subject is best treated by
the distinguished Russian publicist, the late M. de Martens, who says
in his work on international law that the geographical situation of
Russia made it necessary to destroy neutral prizes, but admitted that
this measure would ‘‘undoubtedly cause a universal criticism of his
country.””’

Then further, Great Britain insisted that the captor should not be

' Martens, Traité de droit international, 1887 ; tome iii, p. 205
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allowed to take his prize into a neutral country, whereas the States
without colonial possessions stood for the right to do so, and felt that
the attitude of Great Britain was due solely to its geographical situa-
tion and that its protests were dictated by self-interest.

And finally, there was much difference of opinion concerning
the supplies of coal to be furnished in neutral ports to belligerent
vessels of war, Great Britain maintaining that coal up to the peace
standard might indeed be allowed once in three months, but only in
sufficient quantity to take the vessel to its nearest home port. The
countries without the vast territorial possessions of Great Britain
felt that such a position would inure to the advantage of Great
Britain, and that a belligerent, such as Russia in its war with Japan,
might properly have its ships coaled in different ports on the way to
the scene of conflict without violating neutrality.

These views were oftener felt than expressed, or were discussed
privately by the delegates, as public expression would seem to impugn
the good faith of Nations. It is apparent, without argument and
without impugning the good faith of any country, that its views
would be colored by its material interests. It is, however, too much
to ask that neutral Nations should take note of these differences of
condition and modify their laws and practices in such a way as to
overcome them. They are either natural advantages, or they are the
result of fortunate development, and what can reasonably be asked
of a neutral Nation is that it forbid the commission of acts which
are unneutral in themselves, whether their application may work or
seem to work a hardship in a particular case. Otherwise there would
be no general or universal standard of conduct, for the neutral would
be obliged to weigh special conditions, and treat the belligerents
differently, so as to overcome these differences. The result of this
would be that the neutral would subject itself to unlimited eriticism,
and would in the long run satisfy no country, not even itself.
The United States, for example, might hold one view as to the pro-
prieties of the case; another neutral might have a different view,
and so on, with the result that there would be inextricable confusion
instead of a general law or standard of conduct to be known in
advance. It is a familiar axiom that law is no respecter of persons.

We do not need to consider for present purposes the relations
of the United States with the other belligerents, and particularly
with Germany’s enemies, because a Nation protests the violation of
its rights to the Nation charged with their violation. Other Nations
are either not familiar or are pleased not to be familiar with these
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matters, and a Nation against which a protest has been lodged
refuses to allow the Nation making this protest to inquire into its
conduct with other Nations, and by so doing to pose as censor morum.
In law the transaction with another country is considered to be
res inter alios acta, or, to take the illustration from the broad domain
of arbitration, Nations specifically reserve from the special agree-
ment to arbitrate all questions affecting the interests of third parties.

In the course of the present war this principle was insisted upon
by the United States and called to the attention of the Imperial
German Government and Great Britain in appropriate cases. Thus,
in a telegram dated April 12, 1915, the American Ambassador to
London was instructed to ‘‘say to [the] British Government, in
replying to its statement regarding release [of the] steamer Wico,
that this Government considers that any seizure of American cargoes
which might be made by the German authorities would be a matter
which should be adjusted between the Government of the United
States and the German Government, and further say that the Gov-
ernment of the United States does not perceive that any such action
on the part of the German authorities could afford justification for
seizures of American cargoes by the British authorities.””* Within
a fortnight of this date—to be accurate, on April 21, 1915—the
United States had occasion to call this familiar principle to the atten-

tion of the Imperial German Ambassador to the United States. Thus,
Mr. Bryan, Secretary of State, said in a note to the German
Ambassador:

I shall take the liberty, therefore, of regarding Your Excel-
lency’s references to the course pursued by the Government of
the United States with regard to interferences with trade from
this country, such as the Government of Great Britain have
attempted, as intended merely to illustrate more fully the situ
ation to which you desire to call our attention and not as an
invitation to discuss that course. Your Excellency’s long experi-
ence in international affairs will have suggested to you that the
relations of the two Governments with one another cannot wisely
be made a subject of discussion with a third Government, which
cannot be fully informed as to the facts and which cannot be
fully cognizant of the reasons for the course pursued.’

And it may be of interest to note in passing that when the United
States referred to the conduct of Great Britain as inconsistent with
1 Official text, American Journal of International Law, Special Supplement,

July, 1015, pp. 346-347
*Ibid., p. 127
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the Declaration of Paris, of which Great Britain is a signatory,
that Government replied in kind, saying, in a formal memorandum,
that it was not necessary ‘‘to discuss the extent to which the second
rule of the Declaration of Paris is affected by these measures, or
whether it could be held to apply at all as between Great Britain
and the United States’’ because the United States was not and is
not now a party to the Declaration of Paris.’

Official text, American Journal of International Law, Special Supplement,
July, 19015, p. 161




CHAPTER III
GERMAN CHARGES OF UNNEUTRAL CONDUCT

We can therefore consider the relations between the Imperial
German Government and the United States, as the Nations 'hem-
selves considered them, as an interesting and important chapter, with
references betimes to the actions of others, but then solely by way
of illustration.

We do not need to search the archives of the Department of State
and to foot up the incidents or charges of unneutral conduct in the
relations of the Imperial German Government and the United States,
with which this chapter primarily deals, because Senator William J.
Stone, Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
United States Senate, in the following letter to the Secretary of State,
dated January 8, 1915, grouped and stated the grievances of the
Imperial German Goveinment and of its sympathizers into twenty
categories :

Dear MR. SECRETARY: As you are aware, frequent complaints or
charges are made in one form or another through the press that this
Government has shown partiality to Great Britain, France, and
Russia as against Germany and Austria during the present war
between those Powers; in addition to which I have received numer-
ous letters to the same effect from sympathizers with Germany and
Austria. The various grounds of these complaints may be summar-
ized and stated in the following form:

1. Freedom of communication by submarine cables, but cen-
sorship of wireless messages.

2. Submission to censorship of mails and in some cases to the
repeated destruction of American letters found on neutral
vessels,

3. The search of American vessels for German and Austrian
subjects—

(a) On the high seas.
(b) In territorial waters of a belligerent

4, Submission without protest to English violations of the rules
regarding absolute and conditional contraband, as laid
down—
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(a) In The Hague Conventions.
(b) In international law.
(¢) In the Declaration of London.

Submission without protest to inclusion of copper in the list

of absolute contraband.

Submission without protest to interference with American
trade to neutral countries—

(a) In conditional contraband.
(b) In absolute contraband.

Submission without protest to interruption of trade in con-
ditional contraband consigned to private persons in Ger-
many and Austria, thereby supporting the policy of
Great Britain to cut off all supplies from Germany and
Austria.

Submission to British interruption of trade in petroleum,
rubber, leather, wool, ete.

No interference with the sale to Great Britain and her Allies
of arms, ammunition, horses, uniforms, and other muni-
tions of war, although such sales prolong the war.

No suppression of sale of dumdum bullets to Great Britain.

British warships are permitted to lie off American ports and
intercept neutral vessels,

Submission without protest to disregard by Great Britain
and her allies of —

(a) American naturalization certificates
(b) American passports,
Change of policy in regard to loans to belligerents—
(a) General loans.
(b) Credit loans.

Submission to arrest of native-born Americans on neutral
vessels and in British ports and their imprisonment
Indifference to confinement of noncombatants in detention

camps in England and France.

Failure to prevent transshipment of British troops and war
material across the territory of the United States.

Treatment and final internment of German steamship Geier
and the collier Locksun at Honolulu.

Unfairness to Germany in rules relative to coaling of war
ships in Panama Canal Zone.

Failure to protest against the modifications of the declara-
tion of London by the British Government.

General unfriendly attitude of Government toward Germany
and Austria.
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