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TO

M. M. B.

FOREWORD

There shall not, there must not, be a Third World War. The piled-up
corpses of those who died in this war already reach the sky. Of ruins we
have enough. Of misery we have more than one generation can endure.

To avoid armed conflicts, good will is not enough. Nor will it help if we
shut our eyes, as many do, to the somber events which are transpiring in the
international field, banish war from our thoughts, and reiterate words of
peace. The road to war is paved with peaceful inscriptions.

The contrary is needed: a realistic appraisal of the new world which is
now emerging, of the dynamic forces which are active in it, of the dangers
which threaten at each turn. Sore spots must be studied, diseases must be
called by their names. There is no greater crime against peace than willful
shortsightedness in international affairs.

A correct evaluation of the new international situation is a precondition
of sound policy. It is the only way of avoiding unexpected situations out of
which we may awaken tomorrow to find ourselves in the midst of a new
catastrophe.

Deep appreciation is expressed to Professor Harry Rudin of the
Department of History, Yale University, for his cogent remarks and
suggestions, and to Mr. Eugene Davidson of the Yale University Press, for
advice and for the interest that he has manifested in this book. The maps
were prepared by Alexander Dallin and drawn by Henry Kelly.

D.J.D.
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THE BIG THREE



I

THE CHANGING WORLD

“It is a mistake to look too far ahead,” Winston Churchill said upon his
return from an important international conference early in 1945. “Only one
link in the chain of destiny can be handled at will.” At that time the war in
Europe, this hardest part of the World War, was nearly won; the war in the
Pacific was developing favorably. The next link in the chain of events would
be forged tomorrow—yet legitimate questions had to be pushed aside. The
conduct of the war was the paramount issue. It called for unity of purpose
and the elimination of all other issues, doubts, and concerns as to the future
of the world, the future of Europe, and particularly the future of the British
Empire. Out of this necessity for singleness of purpose emerged the
coalition of the Big Three.

This stage of history has ended, at least in Europe, and a new link in the
great chain is taking shape. Now, to “look ahead” is no longer a mistake, it is
a duty and a need. The great question is whether the Big Three alliance, born
in 1941, will continue. What conditions are necessary for its continuance?
And what if it does not last? It is not only natural but essential to look ahead
and to attempt to discern the pattern of the next link, to ask questions, and to
act in accordance with the answers. The questions concern both the
character of the Big Three’s wartime solidarity and the divergence among
many of their interests; the might of their combined forces, and the relation
of their separate powers; the bright prospects of victory and the hardships
and crises which will follow.

Great Powers have been born in wars; they have matured in wars; and
they have died in wars. War lays naked to the world the developments and
evolution within individual nations which were too gradual to have been
observed in normal times; international crises reveal their strengths and
weaknesses. Within the past few centuries once great powers—Portugal,
Sweden, Holland, Spain, Turkey—became minor nations following a war.
The minor powers of yesterday—the United States, Japan—have grown to
be great. The forging of history continues and the next link of the chain will
soon be fashioned. Who will be the masters of tomorrow? Will the powers
defeated in this war be eliminated forever? Will the victors retain their
combined dominance over the world?



In ancient days one great power existed at a time. With the rise of the
nation-states during the last few centuries the normal order has been the
coéxistence of a multitude of great powers. The idea of the great powers of
ancient times was domination of the world—of their small world, which
seemed so enormous to them. In our times, the scheme is division of the
world. Neither the scheme of dominance of past epochs nor the present
scheme of global division has been able to prevent incessant internal and
external crises in the course of which old powers declined and new ones
came to the fore.

In modern times, until the beginning of the twentieth century, only the
nations of Europe were able to attain to the stature of great powers. During
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries there were five of these: Great
Britain, France, Austria-Hungary, Russia, and Prussia-Germany. For a
certain time Italy was able to play a great-power role; Spain, too, descending
slowly from her state of greatness, was still active on the periphery of the
family of great powers. Essentially, however, five nations shaped the world.
They fought each other to achieve higher rank among the great or to avoid
relegation to lower rank. In general, it was not the defeat itself, the heavy
human losses, and the devastation, which led to relegation to the role of a
small power. After France’s unprecedented losses and crushing defeat during
more than two decades of revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, she rose
again in a surprisingly short time. Central Europe, devastated in the Seven
Years’ War, was soon again the realm of two mighty nations, Prussia and
Austria. It was only when there was internal weakness within a nation, or
when decisive changes occurred in the general international situation, such
as the shift in world trade routes from the Mediterranean to the Atlantic, or
when new inventions made production of coal and iron a prime element of
military power, that former great nations declined and new ones inherited
their thrones. It was under such conditions that England rose to be a mighty
empire and Germany grew to be the strongest power on the continent.

The great revolution in power relationships occurred around 1900.
Europe’s total dominance was at an end. An American and an Asiatic nation
were rapidly acquiring wealth, military strength, and influence in
international affairs. The growth of these two nations brought unfamiliar
problems and created new foci of tension. The Far East, secondary or even
third rate in world affairs a few decades before, was becoming a new
battlefield both in war and in peace. Its emergence created an upheaval in
the international position of a number of nations, Russia among them. It
would be too much to say that the center of gravity had shifted away from



Europe. Rather there was now more than one center of gravity and the
importance of the new ones in the twentieth century grew with every decade.

Austria-Hungary was struck off the list of powers in 1918, Italy in 1943.
In 1940 France was dealt a blow which rendered her impotent for a time.
Germany and Japan have already been or are in the process of being
relegated to inferior status. Only three nations have survived the lethal
epidemics of the twentieth century: the United States, the youngest among
the powers; the British Empire, former Ruler of the Waves; and Russia, an
old and at the same time a young nation. These three were the only nations
interested in both the old European theater of affairs and the new one in the
Far East.

Along with the Big Three, the new organization of the United Nations is
often referred to as a new great power in the world. This conception is
erroneous. The United Nations, a great world organization, will be, it
appears today, but a treaty of the Big Three, with all the virtues and
weaknesses of international treaties. According to the narrow form which it
is taking, it will actually be an agreement of the three powers to attempt a
peaceful settlement of disputes, whenever possible. To this limited extent it
represents a forward step, as do the other agreements on international
collaboration—the Air Convention, Bretton Woods, Chapultepec.

The frequently drawn analogy between the organization of the United
Nations and the United States is not a correct one. The United States
emerged as a superstate uniting individual states into one power, the
individual states conceding to the superstate the privilege of maintaining an
army and navy and of conducting their foreign affairs. Nothing of that nature
is proposed for the United Nations; there is no great nation in the world
which is prepared to concede to the organization of the United Nations the
operation of its navy, its air force or army. A world superstate is not on the
agenda. Even the Soviet Union, with her program of ultimate inclusion in
the Union of the other nations of the globe, is not prepared to create such a
superstate by agreements with other powers.

The United Nations will be able to prevent military action between small
powers, in cases of conflicts among small nations which do not have the
backing of one of the big. In all other cases, namely, those in which a great
power is interested in the affairs of a small nation, or in which disagreement
among the great powers has reached a stage where no compromise is
possible, the United Nations will be as helpless to prevent wars as was the



League of Nations. The United Nations will have neither a policy of its own
nor a separate military force to achieve its lofty goals.

There is even danger inherent in the exaggerated hopes which have been
pinned on the new international organization. Decisions arrived at by the
Big Three, decisions which may have imposed injustices and sacrifices
during our time, are sometimes accepted by public opinion with the implicit
or even the expressed hope that the organization of the United Nations will
be able fundamentally to alter them in the future. People are inclined to
expect that the new United Nations will open an era that will achieve
abolition of “power politics,” revision of unequal treaties, liberation of
oppressed nations. Nothing of the kind is likely to occur. What has been lost
today will not be recovered by the new organization tomorrow; injustices
will not be redressed by speeches at the sessions of the new organization.
“Power politics” will operate within the new United Nations organization as
it has outside it. The influence of the organization on the course of history
will not be distinct from or additional to the influence of the heterogeneous
powers which will guide its course.

In the present global conflicts a multitude of wars were merged into one
great war; the outcome of that war must answer a multitude of questions.
China’s war against Japan and against foreign privileges; Britain’s war
against the hegemony of any other nation in Europe and the Far East;
Poland’s centuries-long war for independence against Germany and Russia;
the American war against domination in the Pacific and the Far East of any
other power and for a stable Europe; Russia’s war of self-defense; the Soviet
war for a world-wide Union; the French war against the “hereditary enemy”;
the wars of Balkan States for territories and predominance; Rumania’s war
for Transylvania; Australia’s war for security and Oceania; Germany’s war
for half the world; Japan’s war for the other half—these and a hundred other
problems tied up in this bloodiest of all conflicts of history will have to be
solved today and tomorrow. Many of them concern the relationship of the
allies to the enemy. Others concern relationships between the allies
themselves. The first ones must be solved by the sword. The latter ought to
be solved by peaceful means. Whether or not they will be solved by peaceful
means, and under what conditions a peaceful solution of them is possible, is
the greatest problem for the immediate future.

The course of history speeds onward, great events follow on each other’s
heels, and already new life springs from the ruins. Today nothing is more



important than to discern and to study the first contours of the next link in
the chain of our common journey.



II

THE UNITED STATES AND BRITAIN

It was not until half a century ago that the United States rose to the rank
of a great power. Continuing her growth during the period between the
Spanish-American War and the end of the second World War, she has
become, within a period of about fifty years, the strongest among the strong,
the greatest among the great powers of the world.

Rivalry among the powers for top places existed in peacetime as well as
in war, not only between the adversaries in the conflict but among the allies
themselves. Before Pearl Harbor Britain occupied first place. In the short
space of three war years America outflanked her in the big race, and since
1944 has assumed the leading place. She will hold this place not during the
period of the war only but in the postwar period.

America outstripped Britain, first, in the most decisive field of naval
construction and operation; second, in size and equipment of land armies;
third, in tonnage of commercial vessels; and fourth, in the amount of
supplies shipped to allies all over the world—she has not only “financed the
allies” but furnished Britain the chief means for continuing the fight. In
addition, the relatively insignificant lowering of the American standard of
living during the war is proof that, if necessary, her war strength could be
increased.

The most striking index of the growing power of the United States is the
development of her naval power. In 1942-43 the Navy of the United States,
for the first time in history, surpassed the British Navy, both in tonnage and
number of naval vessels. Since 1943 it has continued to expand at a faster
rate than the British Navy, and by 1945 the difference in strength between
the two achieved striking proportions.

In January, 1939, the tonnage of the British Navy, the largest in the
world, was 1,351,430 tons. At that time the United States possessed
approximately 330 fighting ships, with a tonnage of 1,213,790.

After five years of war the British Navy has restored its heavy losses and
even to a certain extent augmented its prewar strength. The American Navy,
however, was growing at a quite different speed. American naval
construction amounted to 785,208 tons in 1941; 1,597,754 in 1942;
3,556,903 in 1943, and 5,457,490 in 1944. Plans for 1945 called for



construction of 4,096,000 tons.!! Combat ships built in 1941-44 had a
tonnage of 3,571,010 tons. In 1945 an additional 1,116,000 tons had to be
constructed.

On January 1, 1945, the United States Navy had 11,707,000 tons afloat;
61,045 vessels, including 1,167 warships. Compared with 1939, the navy
has increased more than fivefold. During the war America also developed
her particular brand of combined sea-land warfare: amphibious operations
on a large scale and the use of a special fleet for amphibious warfare;
prefabricated ports transferred by sea to a foreign land and glued to the
shore; and last, but not least, extensive use of aircraft.

Naval aircraft has likewise surpassed the naval aircraft of any other
nation. Production of aircraft (for the navy alone) amounted to 3,638 planes
in 1941, 30,070 in 1944. The program for 1945 called for 28,591 naval
planes. If it is true that “this war is a war of motors,” as Stalin said in one of
his wartime speeches, then Detroit has become the capital of the world.

In the 1940’s the only important navies other than the American were the
Japanese and the British. The size of the American Navy as compared to
these two has been stated by Secretary of the Navy Forrestal: “This nation,
at the end of 1944, will have naval power and accompanying air power to
match the naval forces of the rest of the world.” “New ships are wanted,” he
said, on January 31, 1945, “to maintain the margin of superiority we now
have.”

Construction of new combat ships will not cease in 1946 and 1947. If
Japan loses her navy at the end of the war, or before, America and Great
Britain will possess war fleets in a relation to each other of two to one, or
perhaps even of three to one. Such a development will be tantamount to a
revolution in international relations.

[1] Official data. New York Times, December 30, 1944, and
February 1, 1945.

[2]  New York Times, April 3, 1944, and February 1, 1945.



THE UNITED STATES NAVY

The various international agreements for collective limitation of naval
force concluded between 1922 and 1939 have left a bitter taste, and there is
prevalent in the United States a firm determination to maintain naval
supremacy after the war. In 1944 Secretary Forrestal outlined the
government’s program in these words: “Whatever international agreements
or associations may be sponsored by the United Nations, one of the
cornerstones of peace must be the maintenance of armed forces by the
United States, more particularly, maintenance of the sea power.”

In the course of the two decades between the World Wars, he says, “we
scrapped and sunk thirty battleships, fifteen cruisers, 139 destroyers, 52
submarines. This shall not happen again.”!! Public opinion must be
influenced to prevent the new naval power from being dissipated because
“peace not backed by power remains a dream, in Churchill’s phrase.”!

An indication of public opinion on the subject of maintenance of naval
power was afforded in the replies made by thirty-seven United States
Senators, of both political parties, to questions put to them by the Navy
League in May, 1944. They revealed a strong feeling that the United States
fleet should be maintained after the war as the largest and most powerful in
the world. There was unanimous agreement that the country must “be judge
of its needs” and wary of naval limitation treaties. Senator Byrd advocated
“the largest and most powerful navy in the world” and “the greatest air force
in the world.” Senator Vandenberg wrote: “There must never again be a
moment when we are not equal to the total defense against any potential
enemy.”

Neither the Senators nor the Secretary of the Navy mentioned Britain,
but certainly they had Britain in mind when they said that the United States
must possess “the greatest navy in the world” (Senator Tom Connally,
Chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee) and must “remain what it is
today—the most powerful and efficient naval force in the world” (Senator
Davis).

“I certainly do not want,” wrote the then Senator Truman, “to sink the
Navy as we did before when we got inveigled into a disarmament
conference.”



“We must not repeat the expensive and vicious limitation of arms treaty
of 1922,” replied Senator Kenneth McKellar, Chairman of the
Appropriations Committee.

“The Presidents of the future,” Senator Walsh said, “must risk
unpopularity and criticism, they will be called warmongers and alarmists,”
but they will have to sustain a powerful navy."!

There cannot be any doubt that the United States will maintain naval
supremacy after the war. When dangerous enemies are out of the way,
expansion may cease and a certain amount of reduction may be effected,
despite the Senators’ wartime declarations; but there will be no retreat from
the position of supremacy. The postwar world will have to accept the fact
that naval supremacy, for the first time in centuries, is not in the hands of
Great Britain, and has passed from Europe to America. This development, a
logical consequence of America’s economic and political growth, is bound
decisively to alter relations between the English-speaking nations.

In the field of the merchant marine the tonnage of the United States grew
rapidly during the first World War, from 5,600,000 tons in 1914 to
15,000,000 in 1920 (including the Great Lakes fleet); it had dropped to
12,200,000 tons by 1939. But during the present war years it has expanded
enormously. In the three years from January 1, 1942, to January 1, 1945,
43,671,794 deadweight tons in 4,319 vessels were added to the merchant
fleet of the United States. Allowing for substantial war losses, the fleet will
embrace, after the war, “fifteen to twenty million tons operating, with
another twenty million tons in untouched reserve to cut into former Axis
markets.”™ About half of the fleet consists of vessels which will not be
suitable for postwar trade. Recently, however, designs of cargo ships have
been altered to make them suitable for postwar operations. The huge
20,000,000 ton “merchant reserve” would be a “sanctuary,” according to the
official statement of Admiral Land.

The development of Britain’s merchant marine has been of a different
character. In 1939 the British merchant marine was still the largest fleet in
the world, with a total tonnage of 17,500,000 tons. Of this amount,
11,600,000 tons—about two thirds—were lost before January 1, 1944.
Shipbuilding was accelerated, and between 1939 and 1944 Britain produced
4,700,000 tons. Some of the newly built ships, however, are unsuited for
postwar trade. Available shipping at Britain’s disposal, including the fleets
of smaller allies, amounted to only 13,500,000 tons in 19445



The United States Office of War Mobilization has published the
following estimates of postwar tonnage of merchant shipping: the British
Empire, 20,000,000 (compared with 24,000,000 in 1939); the United States,
60,000,000 (12,000,000 in 1939).!

The emergence of the United States as first among the great powers is
bound to lead to significant and often unexpected consequences.

It is only natural that New York should take the place of London as the
financial capital of the world and that the headquarters of the future
monetary world organization should be located in America. No peace
settlement after the war will be possible without America, nor any
maintenance of these settlements without her continuing participation.
America in the future will have to take part in every important international
affair, at times perhaps even against her will. This is one of the burdens that
must be borne by a great power. In a quarrelsome family of nations a nation
cannot at one and the same time be both the strongest and the most passive
member of the family. Whether Democrats or Republicans rule in the White
House, whether an imperialist or a moderately pacifist tendency prevails, a
policy of intervention in one form or another will be the rule, and aloofness
from world affairs the exception. The time will have passed when a choice
between intervention and isolation will be possible. Persistent effort and
even wars are the price that nations pay to secure their status as great
powers, and once they achieve such a status, wars become a must, and the
road back to safe old isolationism is barred.

It is therefore shortsighted to expect that America is headed for a long
period of peace after this war. The opposite would appear to be the truth:
there will be deliberate or undesired conflicts; prompt or reluctant
intervention in international political affairs; small military expeditions;
merely naval operations; or great bloody conflicts calling out sea and land
forces.

During the nineteenth century the United States waged three
international wars of moderate proportions, in all of which the human
casualties were probably less than those during one week of the invasion of
Europe in 1944.17 During the same century Great Britain waged twenty-
seven wars. Only forty-six entire years of that century were years of peace
for Britain. At times two and three wars were being waged simultaneously.
They ranged from the gigantic anti-Napoleonic campaigns to the smallest of
expeditions in Burma and Africa. Every world event was Britain’s concern.
Britain was not ruled during that century of almost uninterrupted wars by
bloodthirsty, war-loving autocrats. The leaders of the nation were often



classic liberals, with faith in conciliation through free trade and an
abhorrence of war. Democracy in England developed, and the arts and
sciences flourished. The national wealth mounted and the British standard of
living was envied throughout Europe. In view of these conditions British
wars cannot be considered as silly adventures of unreasonable minds. Some
of them were necessary for the survival of Britain in her role of leading
power; others were waged for reasons of expansion and conquest.

To a certain extent the situation of Britain during the nineteenth century
is analogous to that of any nation which occupies a leading position in world
affairs, and will likewise apply to the nation which supplants England as the
strongest naval power. Of course this is true only to a degree. It is true that
the British Empire is dispersed over five continents and possesses an
unprecedented multitude of interests, but this fact does not represent a basic
difference between England and other leading nations and does not affect
the fundamental character of a great sea and world power as far as its
obligations and interests are concerned.

[1] Saturday Evening Post, February 24, 1944.
[2] New York Times, April 4, 1944.

[3] The replies of the United States Senators are quoted from
the New York Herald Tribune, May 28 and June 4, 1944.

[4] Vice-Admiral Emory Land, War Shipping Administrator,
quoted in the New York Times, January 4, 1945.

[3] Facts about Britains War Effort, pp. 11-12. British
Information Service, November, 1944.

[6] New York Times, February 18, 1945,

[7] In the Mexican War, 5,823 killed and wounded; in the
Spanish War, 289.



SEA POWER

Half a century has passed since Vice-Admiral Alfred T. Mahan
published The Influence of Sea Power upon History, and the passionate
discussions that the book aroused have gradually subsided. There has
survived however from the tempestuous arguments over Mahan’s writings a
realization of the peculiar and decisive role of sea power in history.

Continental nations, particularly those on the European continent, have
been inclined to identify military power with land power: infantry, cavalry,
artillery, and aviation. Only a small part of their youth serve in their navies;
only a minor part of their military expenses are allotted to the naval forces.
Their wars have been chiefly land wars, and their great battles mostly land
battles. That the role of leading nation should go to a purely sea power was
almost incomprehensible to them.

The fundamental difference between land and sea power is demonstrated
in the fact that even backward nations have been able to achieve
predominance as land forces but never as sea powers. Huge armies of
Mongols, Tatars, Turks, advancing from the East to the West, were able to
annihilate European states of advanced civilization and to create new
empires of their own. Such primitive but powerful advances from the East
again frightened Europe a few decades ago and the “yellow danger” was
often the subject of political discussions. Even today a similar fear is based
on the notion that mere numbers, millions and millions of armed men, may
prove more powerful than the trained, well-equipped but relatively small
armies of the Western Peoples.

Naval power, however, has never been created or developed by
backward nations; in invasions carried out by backward nations the sea
coast, once reached, was the limit. Naval power is a product of advanced
technics; its creation and especially its rapid expansion during wartime are
possible only for the most advanced of nations. Ghengis Khan, Tamerlane,
Attila were able to build continental empires, and the Turks knocked at the
gates of Vienna a few centuries ago; but none of these masters of war was
able to produce sea power of any importance.

The leading nations of world history have without exception been the
possessors of great naval force, and the strongest of the sea powers has
always occupied first place among the great powers. Not every great power
is a great naval power. Austria-Hungary, for instance, even at the peak of her



strength, did not possess a large navy. Nor did Russia possess a great naval
force. Except for a period of two decades (1900-1918) Prussia-Germany,
although one of the greatest of European powers, was not a great naval
power. But Spain, Portugal, France, the Netherlands, Britain, succeeding one
another as top naval power, all occupied places in the front row of the
nations of the world.

It was of course the sea power of Britain that administered the coup de
grace to the formidable forces of Napoleon. The combined navies of four
nations defeated Russia in 1855 and the defeat gave a strong impetus to the
abolition of serfdom and to other internal reforms. Exactly half a century
later Japan’s sea victories provoked the first of the eruptions that culminated
in the Russian Revolution. America’s sea power, having defeated Spain,
opened the road to American activity in the Far East. Britain’s sea power
made certain Germany’s defeat in the first World War. The sea power of
Britain and America have doomed Germany in the second World War, and
even Russian successes in this war were made possible only because her
allies dominated the seas so that uninterrupted streams of supplies from
America and England reached her.

It has always been true that the leading naval power has been the richest
and the most highly industrialized nation of the world. Capacity for naval
building goes hand in hand with resources in money and goods, and this
combination likewise entails a powerful potentiality for coalition building.
Loans and subsidies made by sea powers helped to equip and to arm
continental armies. Britain, the great sea power, was also the world’s banker.
British gold and notes cemented British coalitions at times when, to use the
famous French phrase, three things were needed for a war: money, money,
and money. The word “soldier,” from the Latin soldum (pay), means “hired
man,” and often the size of a hired army, a privilege of rich governments,
corresponded to the amount of available gold.

Because the strongest navy always belonged to the nation that was
farthest advanced technically and economically, there has been only
infrequent shifting of maritime power. It would be difficult to say whose
land armies during the last century were the most powerful, Russia’s,
Germany’s, or France’s. First place was occupied at times by one and at
times by another of these nations. Once defeated in war and relegated to a
back place among the powers, each soon acquired new force, which was
followed by a new shift in their power relationships. No development of this
kind has been possible among the sea powers. A nation that once attained



dominance of the seas entrenched itself on the oceans with a tenacity
unknown and indeed impossible to be achieved on dry land.

For two centuries Britannia ruled the waves. Except for her defeat by
America in the Revolutionary War, Britain had not known a defeat in any
war for a quarter of a millennium. After all, the oceans comprise two thirds
of the surface of the globe, and he who dominates this vast blue expanse in
addition to possessing land force has attained a position of exclusive
superiority in the world.



NEPTUNE’S FAREWELL TO BRITAIN

In The World Crisis Winston Churchill recalls his first visit to Portland,
where the British Navy lay. His yacht was surrounded by the great ships, “so
vast in themselves, yet so small, so easily lost on the surface of the waters.
On them floated the might, majesty, dominion and power of the British
Empire . . .” And then he says: “Open the sea-cocks and let them sink
beneath the surface, and in a few minutes, half an hour at the most, the
whole outlook of the world would be changed. The British Empire would
dissolve like a dream . . . the central power of union broken.”!!

But a great navy is not enough, Churchill said. “A command of the seas
and oceans” means possession of the greatest navy in the world as a
precondition of the existence of the empire. The navy produced by Britain
became the builder of the empire. Now the empire lives or falls with the
navy.

The traditional “two-power standard” of the British Navy meant that it
must be at least as large as the next two largest navies combined. Every
school and university student in England has been taught that a navy of such
size is a necessity for the nation. Britain’s reserves of food have never
exceeded a seven weeks’ supply, and her reserves of some important raw
materials can be exhausted very rapidly. A blockade of England, if
successful, would mean defeat, starvation, disintegration of the empire.
Unlike other nations, the empire can live only under conditions of British
naval supremacy throughout the world. These facts have been burned into
the minds of all Britons. In all negotiations involving navies they have
preached this doctrine.

It was inevitable, therefore, that he who possessed the next strongest
navy to Britain’s should be Britain’s Enemy Number One and must reckon
with an eventual war with Britain. The sole exception was the United States.
This exception was not dictated by sentimental reasons. It was true that the
sea power of the United States grew stronger between 1900 and 1914, but,
coincidentally, Germany was beginning to rise, and Germany was near by
and dangerous, whereas America was remote. Besides, the American
formula of a “navy second to none” in the first decade of this century
remained merely a slogan, while Germany was actively challenging Britain.

In 1914 the United States, as a navy-building nation, was potentially
stronger than Germany and potentially as strong as Britain herself. Actually,



however, the American Navy at that time amounted to 1 million tons, as
compared with the 2.7 million tons of Britain and the 1 million tons of
Germany.

During the World War of 1914-18 Britain was indisputably first in actual
sea power. In 1916 the United States decided to start construction of a great
new navy which, had it been completed, would in a few years have upset all
traditional British-American naval relationships. The program was not
carried out, however. When the United States entered the war it was in the
common interest that she postpone the building of large combat ships and
concentrate instead on small units and on ships for the merchant marine. The
result was that at the end of the war, when the German Navy had ceased to
exist, Britain possessed forty-three large warships (dreadnoughts and
cruisers) and the United States seventeen; Britain 425 destroyers, America
172. Japan had meantime been accelerating her naval construction and
advancing to the front row of naval powers.

In 1918, on the eve of the armistice, there occurred a heated discussion
between London and Washington concerning freedom of the seas,
mentioned in Point Two of President Wilson’s Fourteen Points. The British
Government sensed in the statement a challenge to its supremacy on the
seas. Wilson’s adviser, Colonel House, insisted that “the United States and
other countries would not willingly submit to Great Britain’s complete
domination of the seas any more than to Germany’s domination of the land
... If challenged the United States would build a navy and maintain an army
greater than theirs.”

A few days later Lloyd George countered, saying: “Great Britain would
spend her last guinea to keep a navy superior to that of the United States or
any other Power, and no Cabinet official could continue in the Government
in England who took a different position.”!!

A few days later the armistice was signed. Britain’s situation became
more difficult when the United States resolved, after the armistice, to take
up again the naval program it had planned. The specter of approaching naval
inferiority again frightened Britain. In 1919-20 naval tonnage under
construction in America was three times the amount under construction in
Britain and twice that of Japan. If development at this pace continued for
only a short period, the United States would become the greatest naval
power in the world.

The nervousness within Britain was far greater than was generally
known at the time. Colonel House again discussed the question with Lord



Robert Cecil at the time of the Peace Conference, and what Lord Cecil said
and wrote to his American interlocutor acquires great interest in the light of
events twenty-six years later.

“In Britain,” Lord Cecil wrote in April, 1919, the impression prevails
that “the American ambition is to have a navy at least as strong or stronger
than that of the British Empire.” He proceeded to describe “the British
sentiment about sea power””:

It has been for centuries an article of faith with every British
statesman that the safety of the country depends upon her ability
to maintain her sea defence, and, like all deep-rooted popular
sentiments, it is founded on truth, Not only have we dominions
scattered over the face of the world . . . but the teeming population
of the islands of the United Kingdom can only be fed and clothed
provided the avenues of sea traffic are safe. We import four-fifths
of our cereals, two-thirds of our meat, the whole of our cotton and
almost the whole of our wool. If we were blockaded for a month
or less, we should have to surrender at discretion. That is not true
of any other country in the world to the same extent.

Least of all is it true of the United States, which could, as far
as necessities of life are concerned, laugh at any blockade . . .

If T were British Minister of the Navy and I saw that British
naval safety was being threatened, even by America, 1 should have
to recommend to my fellow-countrymen to spend their last
shilling in bringing our fleet up to the point which I was advised
was necessary for their safety.

Cecil’s arguments, which were those of the British Government, were
not accepted by President Wilson, and only a vague promise of periodic
consultation was given. Lloyd George was anxious, relates Charles
Seymour, to receive a positive endorsement of Great Britain’s special
maritime position, and perhaps a guarantee that the United States would not
push naval competition to a point where she would threaten the supremacy
of the British on the seas. “The American delegates refused to promise that
the American fleet should always be inferior to the British.”!’!

These conversations were the genesis of future conferences on limitation
of navies. The first of them was the Washington Conference in 1921-22. At
that time Britain already had to accept the fact that a sea power had arisen
which could not be reduced by either peaceful or warlike measures. Instead



of the traditional “two-power standard,” the British Navy had to be content
with the “one-power standard,” meaning equality with another naval power.

Equality of the British and American Navies had to be conceded in
1922. Japan’s ceiling was fixed at 60 per cent of the British (or American)
Navy, and France’s and Italy’s at 35 per cent. Following the unsuccessful
conference of 1927, the London Conference of 1930 established a better
relation of ship types for America. When Japan quit the naval conferences in
1936 and declined even to give information about her naval construction, the
era of limitation of navies was over.

The American Navy had not reached its status of equality without strong
opposition from Britain. This opposition never developed into a bellicose
attitude toward America. Forced to maneuver between Germany, Japan, and
the United States, Britain had to acquiesce in the extensive American naval
construction. It was the only reasonable policy. Germany and Japan could be
defeated just as France, Russia, and Turkey had previously suffered defeats
at the hands of Britain. But a defeat of America in the twentieth century was
out of the question.

Then came the second World War, when the British Isles, in a struggle
against an upsurging Germany and Japan, were only too happy to find in
America a powerful ally capable of naval expansion. Old standards,
agreements, slogans, and postwar considerations had to be pushed aside.
The war had to be won. The logical consequence was a second decisive shift
in sea power as between the two nations in the years from 1941 to 1945.
This shift, representing an American victory of the first magnitude, has been
accomplished in an atmosphere of alliance, with the consent of the defeated
and with his thanks, mingled, probably, with some bitterness.

[1] Winston Churchill, The World Crisis, 1, 123.
(2] Charles Seymour, House Papers, 1V, 160, 179.

[31  Ibid., 1V, 417-423. (The italics are mine, D.J.D.)



FALSE PROGNOSES

For two decades political observers and scientific researchers have been
predicting that an Anglo-American war in the near future was unavoidable.
Were not North American and British industries engaged in a life and death
struggle in the South American markets? Was not the naval competition an
irreconcilable situation? Has not the American principle of freedom of the
seas often cut across British blockades and barriers in times of war?
Scholarly studies and statistical tables were used to demonstrate the
inevitability of an Anglo-American war.

“War between America and Britain,” wrote the intelligent author of a
voluminous investigation of British-American relations, in 1930, “is more
probable than war between America and any other power.”!"! The well-
known former French delegate to the League of Nations, Henri de Jouvenel,
predicted that in the next war, which he foresaw would occur in 1935, “the
United States would not be on the same side as Great Britain.””

In Moscow there was even more emphasis on this inevitable war, which
fitted into the picture of deep antagonisms in the capitalist world, and
particularly into the Russian concept according to which Britain, “the
greatest suppressor of backward peoples and their revolutions,” had to be
badly beaten by a capitalist rival. Trotsky was the first to proclaim (in the
’20’s) that a future Anglo-American war was a certainty. He rightfully
boasted, in the *30’s, that Stalin and the party had adopted and developed his
idea. Acceptance of this “scientific foresight” was imposed upon every
Communist when the Sixth Congress of the Communist International
unanimously resolved that “Anglo-American collaboration has turned into a
furious Anglo-American rivalry which opens the prospects of a huge
conflict” and that “the Anglo-American antagonism is the main antagonism
in the imperialist camp.” The chief exponent of this concept was Stalin.
“The principal conflict between capitalist rivals,” he said, “is that of the
United States and Britain . . .

What is this basic conflict fraught with? It is fraught with war. When two
giants collide with each other, when this globe is too small for them, they try
to measure their strength, they try to solve the vexing question of world
hegemony by means of war.”®! The Moscow economic expert, Professor
Eugen Varga, wrote in 1933 that “the inevitability of a war between Britain
and the United States is clear to us;* the war between Britain and the United



States is certainly bound to develop into a world war.” He went on
scientifically to preview the composition of the future anti-American
coalition: “the four-power pact of Britain, France, Germany and Italy.” On
the other hand, “an Anglo-American coalition against Japan is practically
impossible . . .” Palmiro Togliatti, the Italian Communist leader, told the
Congress of the International in 1935 that “the antagonism between Britain
and the United States is the most profound of all the antagonisms tearing the
capitalist world apart.”!

History took another course, thus once more making a laughingstock of
“scientific” soothsayers.

[1] Ludwell Denny, America Conquers Britain (New York),
p. 3.

[2] New York Herald Tribune, November 26, 1927.
[3]  Stalin, Problems of Leninism (1931), pp. 335 and 494.

[4] L. Ivanov, Anglo-American Naval Rivalry (Moscow),
Foreword.

[3] Pravda, August 18, 1935.



III

AN ANGLO-SAXON SUPERSTATE?

The internal evolution of the British Empire and the relationship
between the United States and Britain have given rise to new trends and
tendencies which are bound to play a decisive role in the emerging political
structure of the world. The time has long passed since British Crown
colonies were attached to the mother country by “ties of blood” or by
sentiment. One after another these colonies have developed into separate
nations with their own trade systems, peculiar political problems, and
international interests.

Since the ’50’s and the *60’s when Canada acquired self-government and
independence in her trade policy, there have been predictions of an
imminent breakup of the empire, or at least a secession of its English-
speaking colonies. The old phrase ascribed to Turgot has been repeated
again and again: “Colonies are like fruits which only cling till they ripen.”
Since the second half of the nineteenth century, British Governments, in
order to preserve as much as possible of the unity and strength of the
empire, have been cautious in opposing tendencies toward autonomy in the
colonies. In 1887 colonial conferences were instituted in England; they
prove to have been the first steps on the long road to the status of equality
for British colonies.

In 1907, at the fifth Colonial Conference—now referred to as Imperial
Conference—the British Government proposed the constitution of a
permanent Imperial Council. The plan was rejected chiefly because of the
opposition of Canada. But from that time on the term “dominion” was
substituted for the somewhat humiliating “colony.” In 1911 for the first time
the governments of the colonies were let into the secrets of Britain’s foreign
policy. In the war years 1917-18 their delegates constituted the Imperial War
Cabinet.

Then came Canada’s revolutionary act in 1918: she demanded
participation as an independent state at the Peace Conference. As a result of
this demand the dominions were represented at the peace table and were
signatories to the Versailles Peace Treaty. The treaty granted certain of them
“mandates” over former German colonies. Thus the dominions became
complicated state structures. Within the League of Nations the dominions
participated as individual nations. Since 1923 they have been negotiating



and signing treaties with other nations directly, without benefit of the
medium of the Foreign Office in London. It was only logical that they
should begin to dispatch their own envoys to a growing number of foreign
capitals.

The famous Imperial Conference of 1926 stated that “every self-
governing member of the empire is now the master of its destiny,” and
proclaimed the dominions “autonomous communities within the British
Empire, equal in status, in no way subordinate to one another in their
domestic or external affairs, though united by a common allegiance to the
Crown, and freely associated as members of the British Commonwealth of
Nations.” Finally, the Statute of Westminster of 1931 was the last step on the
road from inferiority to equality. A treaty or alliance entered into by the
London government was no longer binding upon the dominions; the
engagement by Britain in a war no longer automatically involved the
dominions. No taxes paid in the dominions were reaching the British
Treasury. Now it was the British Crown that legally united these
independent nations in one Empire. At times it seemed that the centrifugal
forces had outstripped the centripetal ones. Why should New Zealand need a
common political roof with Newfoundland? Why should the monarch of
London be acknowledged as the head of the state in Pretoria? Were not the
troubles of the Canadians different from those of the Australians?

The British Empire, so strange, so unique a phenomenon in world
history, nevertheless continued to exist. How united an empire it really was
would become evident when it became involved in a great war.

The London government did not consult the dominions in 1914 when it
declared war on Germany; the dominions could not be forced to join. They
joined the next day, however. And again in 1939, when they had full
independence, they joined in Chamberlain’s war declaration. While in near-
by France some people protested “Why die for Danzig?” on the other side of
the world Australians and Canadians, with little understanding of the
situation in the Polish Corridor, were sending their sons to the North African
desert to fight Germans and Italians. Only one of the dominions, Eire,
asserted its independence and remained neutral in 1939, thus placing the
King in the paradoxical position of being a belligerent in London and a
neutral in Dublin. Eire, however, was the only exception.



THE BRITISH EMPIRE

Two forces were holding the independent dominions together and
binding them to Great Britain: first, the military defense offered by the
British Navy; and second, the opportunities for expansion and prosperity
within the empire. An additional motive was the granting, during certain
periods, of preferential tariffs to the dominions.

The British Empire has represented a useful and beneficial alliance.
Individually the dominions, with their limited means, could not create the
military force which might one day be needed if any of their territories were
menaced. And who could give better protection than the greatest sea power
in the world? Australia in fear of the yellow race; South Africa standing
amongst the controversies of the British, Dutch, and Germans, and with the
former German colony under her control; Canada, relatively secure but
situated between two oceans of potential danger—all of them stood ready to
contribute in blood if necessary in order to enjoy a guarantee against the
possible threats facing them. Indeed, who knows what would have happened
to these small nations if they had been exposed to invasion by Britain’s
rivals, France, Germany, or Japan, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries?

“If we had declared for neutrality,” the Premier of the Union of South
Africa told his Parliament on November 3, 1939, “we would have no
protection on the seas, no transport, no communications and no market.”
Were it not for British naval protection, a German coup would certainly have
taken place either before or during the war in the territories of the former
German colonies in Africa.

Defense of her colonies by Britain was axiomatic during the nineteenth
century. Their land forces were too small to be of use in large-scale war, and
their navies could never attain the size of the fleets belonging to the great
powers. “Local defense,” of course, was organized by the dominions, even a
“local navy” for patrol duty. But their defense was dependent and has
remained dependent on the protection of a big navy. In time of war all their
small navies had to unite under British command. This system of defense as
far as the British colonies are concerned was the best one so long as the
British Navy was the world’s greatest.

However, the question of defense did not become important, so far as the
future dominions were concerned, until the last decade of the nineteenth
century. No serious military threat faced them. It was, on the contrary, the



empire that sometimes needed colonial troops for its colonial wars (for
instance in the Sudan, in the *80°s).

In general, until fifty years ago, the future dominions were small in
population and did not play a very significant role in the international policy
of the mother country. In the *90’s the population of Australia amounted to 3
millions, that of Canada 5 millions; and the total population of all the future
dominions was 11 to 12 millions. Most of their growth in population and
influence occurred in the twentieth century. The population of all the
dominions is now about 35 millions, and the dominions today are the most
active and valuable part of the empire. In size of population they are rapidly
approaching Great Britain (47 millions). The importance of the dominions
has grown much faster than their population.

During the last few decades some of them have begun to form British
Empires in miniature. Australia and New Zealand, with their mandated
colonies, have developed into a politically vital center of Oceania; their
sphere may considerably widen after the end of the Pacific war. The Union
of South Africa is going through a similar evolution; the many British
possessions in Africa, south of the Equator, are in a way its “sphere of
influence.” Only Canada has had no important opportunities for expansion.

The bearer of new ideas for the transformation of the British Empire was
General Smuts, and at present it seems that his visions may become reality
in the approaching postwar period, after there has been a reshuffling of
relations of the great naval powers. Smuts called for the reconstruction of
the empire (as well as of the colonial policy of other nations) on a regional
basis: the small colonies of each region to be grouped around the larger
dominion and entrusted to a regional council.

“Isolated colonies belonging to a mother country,” the Premier of South
Africa wrote in 1942, “should be grouped into larger units both for more
efficient and economical administration, and for larger-scale development of
policies common to all.” He suggested the creation of a council in each
region in which “not only the British government as the parent state but also
the unit itself and any interested neighboring British Commonwealth, such
as Canada, Australia, New Zealand and South Africa” would take part. The
United States too, he said, should be a member of the council.!! The
dominions would develop, in such a case, into three world centers of English
power, wealth, and civilization. With the exception of India and the Middle
East, most of the rest of the Empire would fall into one of the three spheres.



“To the Union of South Africa,” General Smuts said in April, 1940,
actually opening a new campaign in favor of his Pan-Africa, “all Africa
south of the Equator at least, and especially the British territories, are a

matter of economic interest and concern . . . I come to stress once more . . .
the Pan-African idea, if I may call it so . . . More and more the countries
north of us are looking to us for guidance in various directions . . . our

neighbours, South-West Africa, the Rhodesias, Portuguese East Africa,
Kenya, Tanganyika, Uganda, and the Belgian Congo.””! General Smuts in
these plans goes, of course, beyond the limits of the old empire and prepares
to annex non-British lands.

Australia and New Zealand were the first among the dominions to
understand the change that had taken place in the relationship of the powers.
In this war the British Navy has not been able to defend them against the
great conqueror of the Pacific. Had it not been for American aid, Australia,
New Zealand, and Oceania would have been conquered and subjugated by a
ruthless enemy. Occupied in the Atlantic, Britain would not be in a position
to give adequate protection to South Africa, either.

John Curtin, Prime Minister of Australia, said in a speech on December
14, 1943:

“Australia and New Zealand are autonomous nations in proximity to the
colonies of powers whose seats of government are located in other
continents. They are in a preéminent position to speak with authority on the
problem of the Pacific and have a primary interest in their solution . . .

“If Britain, Australia, Canada and New Zealand are to develop an
understanding about a common policy on their mutual interests in the
Pacific, it is equally logical that they should collaborate in a regional
organization with other nations who have parallel interests in this region.”

The new trend of thought in the dominions is toward a combined
protection of the dominions by America and Britain and a new form of
relationship between the solid old empire and the young American Republic.

“The dominions endorse (at present) even more heartily than before
participation by the United States in regional and general security plans.”t’!
The fear of remaining in an “exclusive British bloc,” so new and so
characteristic in our time, is almost universal in the dominions of the far-
flung empire. “Australians look for a consultative council of all Pacific
powers and to an effective American leadership.”!



The trend toward a British-American-dominions combination is strong
in South Africa, too. “It appears to me,” General Smuts wrote, “that the
United States of America should in the future have a direct say with the
mother countries in the settlement of general colonial policies . . . I have no
doubt that a partnership of the United States in overhead colonial controls
would be cordially welcomed as far as the British Commonwealth of
Nations is concerned.” He foresees even “a corresponding decrease of power
exercised in London.”

Canada tried, long before the other dominions began to advocate activity
by the United States, to play the role of a mediator between London and
Washington. A sort of military alliance was concluded in August, 1938,
between Canada and the United States, when President Roosevelt declared
that “the United States will not stand idly by if domination of Canadian soil
is threatened by any other Empire,” and the Canadian Prime Minister replied
that “enemy forces should not be able to pursue their way either by land, sea
and air to the United States across Canadian territory.” However, without
America, but backed by American guarantees, this ally of the United States
went to war a year later as a member of the British Commonwealth.

In 1940 a Permanent Joint Board of Defense was created by Canada and
the United States, and Prime Minister King emphasized that this agency was
not for wartime purposes only. “It is the enduring foundation of a new world
order.” A plan of common defense was endorsed in the spring of 1941: the
United States was to protect and defend Greenland, whereas the defense of
Iceland and Newfoundland was to be organized jointly by Canada and the
United States. Air bases for the United States were to be set up on Canadian
territory.!”!

This penetration by the United States deep into the British Empire was
of course in accordance with the wishes of the dominions and with the
consent of the London government.

In view of the state of affairs that has been described, what is the future
of the British Empire? If the American Navy has become a magnet attracting
small powers, what will become of the proud Commonwealth?

[1] Life, December 28, 1942.

[2] J. C. Smuts, Toward a Better World (New York), pp. 215,
217, 221.



Foreign Policy Report, December 1, 1943.

It was only because of Australian and New Zealand
demands that the American, General MacArthur, obtained
supreme command in the British lands and waters of the
South Pacific.

Life, December 28, 1942.

International Conciliation, March, 1944.

Ibid.



THE FUTURE OF THE EMPIRE

Three different answers to these questions are possible, and all of them
have been proffered by British leaders on different occasions.

One concept views the development as a mere wartime exigency; when
the war is over the dominions will have to revert to their former condition
and unite again with the British motherland. This point of view, expounded
by Lord Halifax in 1944, met with immediate repudiation. Lord Halifax
pointed out that in a new world, after this war, Great Britain alone, without
the dominions, will be small and weak compared to the other great powers;
its future would be uncertain, its possibilities limited. Britain will have to
fulfill a difficult task in Europe, and “Western Europe will look to her for
leadership and guidance.” But to accomplish this task Britain needs the
constant assistance of her dominions. Lord Halifax’s idea therefore was:
“Not Great Britain alone, but the British Commonwealth and Empire.”"! A
few days after this speech Prime Minister King rejected Lord Halifax’s
concept. Instead he advocated “close collaboration not only inside the
British Commonwealth but also with all friendly nations, small as well as
great.”

A second suggestion was that of a close union of Great Britain with
some small West European nations, especially Belgium and Holland.
However, this British “sphere of influence” on the continent of Europe, if it
materializes at all, will necessarily be limited to a few small nations; neither
France nor even defeated Italy can be possible components. It is clear that
such a combination would in itself be no match for the other great powers
and would not solve the difficult problems of Britain.

The third suggestion, a plan which has never been presented as a
complete scheme, is the most important. It recommends some form of
lasting military collaboration between America and Britain. Like every plan
in British history, the proposal starts off tentatively, with practical questions.
Only in the implications it raises is its significance apparent.

After his first Quebec Conference (1943) with President Roosevelt,
Prime Minister Churchill suggested the extension of military collaboration
between the United States and Britain to the postwar period.

“In my opinion,” he said, in his address at Harvard University, “it would
be a most foolish and improvident act on the part of our two governments,



or either of them, to break up this smooth-running and immensely powerful

machinery [combined Chiefs of Staff] the moment the war is over . . . We
are bound to keep it working and in running order . . . probably for a good
many years.”

Combined military machinery in peacetime may be called an
international police force, or the military force of a combined superstate, but
it must imply concord between both governments in their foreign policies.
There is more in this project than a proposal of a mere alliance of two
national governments.

“The great Bismarck—" Churchill added, “for there were once great
men in Germany—is said to have observed toward the close of his life that
the most potent factor in human society at the end of the 19th century was
the fact that the British and the American peoples speak the same language.
That was a pregnant thing.” In the postwar world “nothing will work
soundly or for long without the united effort of the British and American
people. If we are together nothing is impossible. If we are divided all will
fail.”

Some of the technical details of the Anglo-American superstate
machinery had been elaborated by the then United States Secretary of the
Navy, Frank Knox, who, with President Roosevelt’s consent, discussed them
in London, where they met with approval. His idea was that the military
collaboration of the two nations in the postwar period start with naval
collaboration—the American and British Navies to patrol all waters, the
American forces chiefly the Pacific and a part of the Atlantic (the more
northern waters around Greenland and Iceland as well as the more southern
waters); Americans and British to share bases where units of both navies are
in operation. (These joint bases used during peacetime would mean a further
step on the road to collaboration).™

It is strange that these significant proposals have been only rarely and
briefly mentioned in the world press. Public discussion of them has not even
begun. The real cause of the unusual silence has to do mainly with the
wartime alliance of America and Great Britain with Russia. A tightening of
American-British ties could create the impression that the two powers are
entering into a solid coalition against the only other great power—Soviet
Russia; that the first contours of future conflicts are being drawn in these
blueprints; and it might offend and alienate Russia if her allies started
preparations leading toward a separation from her. As an intelligent observer
of Anglo-American relations remarked in May, 1944: “The nations of the
British Commonwealth may seek a wider basis for security in some form of



an Anglo-American codperation. But this threatens to divide the world into
two rival camps, the Anglo-American versus Russia.”"!

[1] Speech in Toronto, January 24, 1944.
(2] New York Times, May 3, 1944.

[3]  Frank Underhill, in The Nation, May 6, 1944.



THE THREE SORE SPOTS

It is literally true that Britain lives on the supplies she receives via the
sea routes, and that if she were effectively blockaded she could not survive.
For centuries no sort of blockade of Britain has succeeded; neither
Napoleon’s continental system, nor Wilhelm II’s “reckless U-boat war,” nor
Hitler’s submarines were able to achieve the goal of cutting Britain off from
the world. The Royal Navy, stronger than all its opponents, has smashed all
attempts to blockade Britain.

Everything changes when a new sea power, stronger, perhaps twice or
three times as strong as Britain, begins to sail the high seas. In a war with
the United States Britain would be doomed and a defeated Britain would
become the easy prey of a blockading power. For this reason the
Government of Britain after this war will, and for an indefinite period must,
avoid serious conflict with the United States. Britain will give way rather
than take her chances in a fight with the United States.

This state of things imposes limits on British peacetime foreign policy.
Britain must avoid diplomatic or military action which is contrary to the
interests or world policies of the United States. Real freedom of action is
possible for Britain only in spheres in which America is not interested; in
other words, considering the far-ranging interests of the United States, in
spheres of only minor importance. On vital questions London will have to
coodrdinate its political course with, and in certain cases even subordinate it
to, that followed by Washington. The situation implies, on the other hand,
that America will in a sense incorporate in her own policies the demands of
British interest, not only those of the dominions but those of Great Britain.
Such a combination of interests, in which the American ones would be
superior, would have a different effect in different spheres of British
international activity.

Three main spheres of British grand policy are of chief importance for
American and for the postwar world in general: the Far East, the Middle
East, and Europe. In these three regions British-American collaboration, if it
arises, will meet its first tests.

1. In the Pacific and the Far East, American predominance will be most
pronounced. In accordance with the respective roles played by Britain and
America during wartime, Britain will have to make corresponding sacrifices



of many a tradition and will have to subordinate her activities to the policies
of the United States.

Differences between British and American policy in the Far East have
been obvious for half a century. While Britain has waged several wars
against China, the United States has remained aloof from military
operations.!"! Britain has shared territorial spoils with other powers, but the
United States has had no part in these divisions. As far as Japan is
concerned, America never went as far as Britain in collaborating with the
“Britain of the East.” Britain had a solid alliance with Japan, but not so
America.

The relatively small narrow strip of land and ocean from the Philippines
to Vladivostok is the only corner of the world where the Big Three, plus
Japan, France, and China, possess territories which make them near
neighbors. From the French colonies in the south to Japan in the north, this
part of the globe is acquiring a growing importance. In no other part of the
world have the changed relationships among the powers been so obvious as
in the Pacific and the Far East. British military force can never again attain
the importance it possessed in the East only a short time ago. American
policy will play the dominant role.

2. In the Middle East collaboration with Britain would pose two
problems for America which formerly preoccupied Britain.

For almost a century Iran and Afghanistan have constituted “buffer
states” at the approaches to India. In the last few decades Iran and Iraq have
acquired a growing importance because of their riches in oil. In the *30’s the
whole of the Arabian peninsula, too, became an important source of oil
output. This situation has brought about the conversion of this part of the
world into a domain of classical “oil diplomacy,” international intrigue, and
struggle. In this part of the world purely economic foreign concessions
developed into problems of international policy.

American capital has recently become interested in the oil industry of
the Middle East and this interest is bound to develop further. Such a
development would bring America nearer to the hot spot of Anglo-Russian
controversy, antagonism, and intrigue. If Anglo-American collaboration
should become an organic thing, American international activity will more
and more have to share with Britain the burden of Central Asiatic conflicts.

The second great problem confronting Britain in Asia is India. India is,
of course, an internal problem of the British Empire, but India is also a great
world problem. Sentiment in America has always been strongly pro-Indian,



and the pitiable situation of India’s people has aroused anti-British feeling in
this country. A general British-American peacetime collaboration would
make changes in India inevitable.

3. The third great field of British activity—and of a possible sphere of
Anglo-American collaboration—is Europe. The situation in Europe is, in
one sense, the opposite of that in the Far East. In Europe Britain has, during
the course of centuries, elaborated her policy relating to every European
problem down to the smallest and least important detail.

What has been and what is British continental policy?

[1] It did take part, however, in the collective action of the
powers during the Boxer rebellion.



1A

FACING THE CONTINENT OF EUROPE

Principles and ideology have been alien to British international policy.
Britain would have perished long ago if she had undertaken to conduct her
foreign affairs and to select her allies in accordance with any ideology,
political scheme, or religion. In her relentless struggle for existence and
power she has had to accept every ally and to buy assistance with her gold
whenever this could be done.

Britain has never waged a war for democracy. Nor has she waged wars
in the name of aristocracy or of autocracy. She has at times been an ally of
autocrats against democracies; in other cases she has assisted democracies
against absolutist rulers. Britain has never waged a war for Christianity
against paganism or Mohammedanism; nor has she waged wars for
Protestantism against Catholicism or Orthodoxy. She was first an enemy and
then an ally of Catholic countries, of Orthodox peoples, of Mohammedans,
and of pagans. Nor has Britain conducted wars for capitalism against
feudalism or Communism or any other social system. She has managed
throughout the course of her history to be the ally of any system when
necessary, and to fight the same system by every means when her situation
so required. “England has no permanent friends, she has only permanent
interests,” Lord Palmerston once said.

Britain hated and ridiculed the French kings, but when the French
achieved liberty, equality, and fraternity, she sharpened her weapons and
plunged into a series of new wars against the Revolution, since it still was
France. She heralded the liberation of Orthodox Greece from the Ottoman
yoke, but soon afterward waged a war in common with the Sublime Port
against the Orthodox Empire of the White Tsars. She was an ally of Tsarist
Russia in 1914-16, but greeted the Republic warmly in 1917; then in 1918 in
Siberia she again aligned herself with the Tsar’s generals against the
remnants of democracy.

The legend that Britain, in her almost constant antagonism to Soviet
Russia over a period of two decades, was guided by ideology—for
capitalism against Communism—is misleading and harmful. It was not
Communism or Sovietism or the advocacy of abolition of private ownership
that alienated British policy. The principles of Communism would not of
themselves be sufficient to provoke London’s hostility any more than were



dozens of other principles of other foreign nations in the course of the
centuries. Actually it was the extension of the new Russian policy into
Europe and Asia which aroused Britain. To this the Labor governments of
Britain were opposed to no less a degree than those of the Conservative
party.

No principles in foreign policy—this has been the only British principle.
International relations in peacetime as well as in war have been an incessant,
day-and-night struggle; lack of allies might mean defeat; inertia might mean
death. Scrupulousness in selection of friends and fastidiousness in selection
of means might lead to a catastrophe. High principles have been out of place
in British policy.

One maxim of British policy, however, was crystallized out of
experience centuries ago: the strongest state of Europe is the chief enemy of
Britain. It must be fought without respite. Periods of peace are periods of
preparation for wars against Britain. The enemies of the strongest state are
Britain’s friends; the successes of the strongest state are Britain’s sorrow; its
misfortunes Britain’s fortune.

This maxim is today more valid than ever.



BRITAIN AGAINST THE STRONGEST POWER

It took Britain two centuries to rise to the height of the power she had
attained at the beginning of the twentieth century. The first half of this two-
hundred-year period was occupied with a fight against the then most
powerful force of the world—France.

Today the history of those times appears the history of a British
obsession. Generations of Britons were born, grew up, and died with the
notion that France was the greatest evil in the world. Behind each political
move in any corner of the world London suspected a French plot, or
intrigue, or anti-British coalition. Wherever Britain made a step she
encountered French trade, French pioneers, French colonies, French
occupation, or French allies. In India the French were entrenched before the
British and it took a series of bloody wars to expel France and to secure
India for Britain. In North America France was powerful, too. Louisiana was
a French stronghold. In Europe French splendor and power attracted allies
and frightened enemies. The great wars which Britain waged in the
eighteenth century were wars with France, no matter what their official
label. In the War of the Spanish Succession it was France, not Spain, that
was Britain’s target. In the war of the Austrian Succession London fought
not so much for Austria as against France. In the hard and sanguinary Seven
Years’ War nothing was of such importance to England as the fight against
France, the head of the enemy coalition. In the American Revolution Britain
and France took opposite sides, and Britain’s new war against France, in
1793, was the revenge for French assistance to the American colonies in
their fight for independence. Britain fought France during the latter’s
revolution and during the Napoleonic Wars almost uninterruptedly for
twenty-two years. France had no more troublesome enemy than Britain at
that time: uncompromising, ruthless, treaty breaking, creating one coalition
after the other, financing every foe of France in every corner of the world.

Britain was the greatest sea power, France the greatest land power, and
their struggle should have provided an answer to the paramount question of
modern times—which is stronger, land or sea military power?

In 1814-15 France was decisively defeated by British coalitions. For
Britain this was the end of a conflict that had lasted since 1689. Never since
has France been able to rise to her old stature and to threaten British
interests to the extent that she had. From now on there occurred periods of



improved and periods of worsened relations with France, even of warlike
moves but on the whole France had receded from the first place that she had
occupied in British international relations.

A new mortal enemy was rising in the meantime, a new power which
was about to assume the same place in the nineteenth century that France
had occupied in the eighteenth. This was Russia. Only a short time before,
Russia had still been a nation of the European Far East, somewhere on the
periphery of modern history. Then she moved quickly to the west and
acquired enormous territories; in a series of wars she manifested great
military potentialities. At the same time she started to move into Central
Asia, endangering the approaches to India. Within a few decades Britain was
meeting Russia in all parts of the world of those days. In 1750 the Russian
frontier lay 1,200 miles from Europe’s center at Berlin. In 1790 the distance
was only 1,050 miles; in 1800, 750 miles; in 1815, 200 miles.

The Black Sea was essentially a Turkish sea before 1780. Turkey, having
frittered away her aggressive force during the preceding century, presented
no great danger to Britain, which preferred that Turkey rather than a
European power be in possession of the approaches to India. But in 1792
Russia won a large piece of territory on the Black Sea. She moved
simultaneously against Persia—also lying on the road to India—and
annexed her northern provinces. Finally, Tsar Paul, in a fit of political
madness, launched a military expedition against India. It collapsed before
the Russian Army reached the Indian border, but the new role of Russia was
now manifest. Every step taken by Russia was a step against Britain. The
British Ambassador was involved in the assassination of Tsar Paul.

Siding first with Britain’s enemy and then with Britain, Russia, at the
head of a coalition, subsequently administered the decisive blow to
Napoleon in the war on land, and Tsar Alexander drove into Paris, the
greatest of victors in the eyes of the liberated peoples. Russia had become
the first continental power in Europe, and annexed Finland, Bessarabia, and
the greater part of Poland. The Tsar founded and led the Holy Alliance,
while Britain and France remained outside it.

Russia became strong in the south and southeast, too, in the direction of
Turkey, Persia, and Afghanistan. The Near East and Middle Asia were at
that time already spheres of British influence and every Russian success was
a British defeat. The Caucasus was conquered and Russia took in more
territory around the Black Sea, menacing British predominance in the
Eastern Mediterranean. In the 1840’s Russia conquered Turkestan. In a new
war with Persia she acquired exclusive rights in the Caspian.



During the Revolution of 1848-49 the Austrian Emperor asked for
Russian help against the uprising in Hungary, and an army of 100,000 men
under General Paskevich appeared at the gates of Budapest. The
revolutionary movement in Rumania was also crushed with Russian help.
Central Europe was feeling the superior force of the Russians. The fear of
Russia on the part of the conservative governments mingled with the hatred
of liberal and revolutionary elements; Russian policy in the former Polish
provinces, after the Polish uprising of 1830-31, added fuel to these
sentiments, and Polish émigrés in all parts of the world represented a living
argument against Russia’s internal and external political course.

Then followed the consequences that are inevitable when one growing
and expanding military power begins to menace her neighbors as well as her
great rivals. A coalition of Mediterranean forces, the creation of which
would have been impossible a few decades earlier, was formed. Britain
sided with France; Turkey, Britain’s enemy in the recent conflict revolving
around Greece, found her way into this anti-Russian coalition. With the
added participation of Sardinia, the coalition defeated Russia in the Crimean
War in 1856.

Russia’s advance to the south was checked for a time, although her army
retained its full strength. Britain’s antagonism toward Russia, which
continued her rapid expansion in Central Asia, did not diminish. In the early
”70’s Russia agreed not to take Khiva and Afghanistan into her sphere; but
in 1873 Khiva was occupied by the Russian Army and practically annexed
to the empire. In 1856 Russia signed a treaty forbidding her to have a navy
in the Black Sea. In 1870 she confronted England with a fait accompli and
became a naval power in the south.

In the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78, which ended in Turkey’s defeat,
Britain’s sympathies lay on the Turkish side. Now Britain executed by
purely diplomatic means her master stroke. This was the brilliant Victorian
Age, when Britain was at the peak of her power and Disraeli was leading his
empire from one success to another. Russia was compelled to offer to the
Berlin Congress for discussion her peace treaty with Turkey. England,
France, and Austria-Hungary compelled the Russian Government to agree to
a revision of the treaty which reduced Russian gains substantially.
Furthermore, Britain succeeded in virtually obtaining from Turkey the island
of Cyprus, thus rounding out her possessions and her bases in this part of the
world where the Russian offensive was strongly menacing British interests.

In the meantime the Suez Canal had been built, and this spot, where
Europe, Asia, and Africa meet, was acquiring for Britain a growing



importance. This was another reason for her growing antagonism to Russia.
During the ’80’s Russia moved deeper into the Trans-Caspian regions and
when she occupied Merv, bordering Afghanistan, Britain was reported
becoming very “mervous.”

In the ’90’s Russia (an ally of France in 1894) erected the Trans-Siberian
railroad. Here again Russian expansion encountered British interests and
Britain’s opposition. Russia was emerging as one of the most active of the
Far Eastern powers. When Manchuria and Korea were for all practical
purposes brought into the Russian sphere of influence and further Russian
penetration into China appeared probable, Britain concluded with Japan an
alliance aimed against Russia. Japan’s war against Russia in 1904-5 was
Britain’s war, and the victories were British victories. Again Britain had
succeeded in defeating Russia by means of the military force of her allies.

The defeat in the East and the growing revolution inside Russia were in
Britain’s eyes symptoms of a weakening of Russia’s aggressive power. In a
measure the “Russian problem,” as viewed by the British Empire, appeared
to have been solved. For the moment, Russia no longer represented the
greatest danger.

From the British point of view this defeat of Russia occurred at just the
right time, because another nation was rapidly rising to the rank of a first-
class power and now endangered British interests more than did defeated
Russia. The rising nation was Germany.

The acute stage of Russo-British antagonism, having lasted for about
seventy-five years, was superseded by a German-British rivalry which had
been sprouting in the meantime. It was Germany now that occupied first
place in Britain’s policy. It was of particular importance to Britain that
Germany was emerging not only as a great territorial power but as a naval
power as well. In her search for colonies, the young empire collided with
Britain everywhere—in South Africa, in North Africa, in the Pacific, in
China. Germany’s alliance with Austria-Hungary finally implied a move
toward the Mediterranean and the British sphere in the Middle East, and her
rapprochement with Turkey endangered the roads to India.

Typical British moves in the area of international relationships followed
quickly. An agreement with Russia, out of the question only a few years
before, was concluded in 1907. Where disputes over mutual interests were
still unsettled—for instance, in Persia—a demarcation of Russian and
British “spheres of influence” was resorted to in order to avoid further
conflict. A British entente with France, settling colonial disputes, had been



concluded as early as 1904. Everything was moving in the direction of a
powerful anti-German coalition. Unity of purpose, this characteristic feature
of British policy, was evident at every step.

The anti-German period in British policy was short—Ilasting less than
two decades. It was, however, dramatic. It came to a climax during the first
World War, when British Enemy Number One was again defeated and
removed.

At the time of Germany’s defeat in 1918 the earlier antagonist of Britain,
Russia, following a military collapse and civil war, had ceased to play an
important role in European politics, at least temporarily. The only important
continental power at that time was France. France possessed a large modern
army and a great empire which rivaled Britain’s at various points of the
globe. She also possessed a navy which, although inferior to Britain’s, was
important enough to be reckoned with.

London had supported Germany in the latter’s conflicts with France up
to as recently as 1935 in order to create a check, a counterbalance, to the
somewhat artificial French hegemony in the Old World. However, this was
not the France of Louis XIV and of Napoleon. France’s successes in the
twentieth century did not spell mortal danger for Britain. Although France
became the main antagonist of Britain in Western Europe after 1918, no war
menace was involved in British-French relations during the interwar period.

Proof that French supremacy would be only temporary was the growing
force of both Germany and Russia. Soviet Russia during the interwar period
resumed her habitual moves toward Central Asia and the Far East. The
movement now proceeded under cover of new ideas supplemented by the
formula of “independence of backward nations.” To Britain, however, the
slogans mattered little. Russia was reverting to her old policy of
expansionism. Soviet activity in China and the emergence of Chinese
Communist armies were already, in the ’30’s, a problem for Britain. Soviet
activity in the Middle East was the cause of numerous disputes between
Moscow and London. The Middle East—Iraq, Iran, and Afghanistan—
territories traditionally dominated by Britain, acquired new importance.
British Governments which had been nervously apprehensive toward foreign
penetration of this region during the nineteenth century became even more
watchful in the twentieth, when this part of the world, formerly mere “pre-
Indian territory,” was being knit together and becoming increasingly
important to the empire.



While the “Russian danger” to the empire was once more threatening, a
new Germany, more vigorous than before, was also rising. Germany,
considered merely as a countercheck against growing Russia, could be
advantageous to Britain; but viewed as a world imperialist power, Germany
was an enemy.

Both concepts had advocates in Chamberlain and Churchill. Both
applied British standards and purely British means to achieve British aims:
Chamberlain represented the century-old anti-Russian tradition. He was the
promoter of the balance of power in Europe and “proud isolation.” Churchill
represented the tradition of interference in continental affairs when a
dominance of one power over the whole of Europe was threatening.

Both the Chamberlain and Churchill concepts were logical. For
immediate purposes Churchill’s concept was more appropriate and he
therefore ultimately won. The main question raised by Chamberlain,
however, remained unanswered: what dangers will arise for Britain in
Europe, in the Middle East, and in the Far East if Germany is defeated at the
hands of mighty Russia? The issue was not dead when the war on Germany
was declared; its determination was merely postponed.

Britain suppressed her anti-Russian tendencies to concentrate her force
against Germany except for the duration of the Soviet-German agreement of
1939. A new anti-German period in British policy began in 1935 and has
continued until 1945.



PRINCIPAL LINES OF POLICY

From this short survey the principal lines of British policy in Europe
become obvious. Her successive campaigns against Spain, France, Russia,
and Germany, and again against Russia and again against Germany, lasting
for decades or centuries, in their continuity reveal the essential causes of her
alliances, enmities, and wars during each period of her history. The object of
these alliances and wars has been without exception attacks against the
strongest continental power. Connected with this main objective have been
certain rules of political conduct which have been followed by Britain and
which may result in important developments within the next few years:

1. The Mediterranean is the traditional life line to the East. Unable to
make of the Mediterranean an inner sea, a mare nostrum, Britain is watchful
lest another great power become sufficiently powerful to endanger this life
line. Of greatest importance is the eastern shore of the Mediterranean.

The political geography of the Mediterranean presents an amazing
picture of British achievement. The entrance to the sea is dominated by “The
Rock”—Gibraltar—the only British possession on the continent. The exit
from the sea, the Suez Canal, also practically belongs to Britain. Halfway
between Gibraltar and Suez lies the island of Malta, transformed by Britain
into a first-class fortress and air base. The strategic importance of Malta was
again demonstrated in 1942-43. Another island, Cyprus, defends the
approaches to the Suez Canal and the mandated territories.

On the European shore of the Mediterranean Britain succeeded, after a
long series of wars, first, in reducing Turkey to a small and powerless state,
and, second, in sometimes securing Turkish collaboration by playing on the
Turkish fear of Russia. Not feeling absolutely sure about Turkey, Britain
helped to create modern Greece—a nation so strongly attached to Britain by
reason of the rivalries in the Mediterranean and in the Balkans, that it may
be considered in a sense as a strategical component of the empire, and
certainly as a British base in time of war.

On the other side of the Mediterranean, Egypt, whose separation from
Turkey was Britain’s work, constitutes a part of the British sphere. The
neighboring Italian possessions, which became a menace to Egypt in 1941-
42, will in any event cease to be a threat to the Empire.



Finally, Italy’s sea power was crushed during the second World War. For
a long time to come Italy will not be able to oppose Britain in the
Mediterranean.

2. The Balkans and the Dardanelles are a part of the problem of the
Eastern Mediterranean and Middle Asia. Gradual emancipation of the
Balkan nations from the Turkish yoke in the nineteenth century has led to
the creation of several independent states, all of which are small, militarily
weak, and have no sea power. The liberation of the Balkan peoples was
achieved chiefly by means of Russian arms and by liberal intervention from
the west. But the “Balkanization” of the Balkans was a system which in this
part of the world, where the interests of Russia, Austria, and Italy met, best
suited British interests. Greece, as we have seen, was closely tied to Britain.
Serbia and Montenegro (later Yugoslavia), Bulgaria, and Rumania
constituted a sphere of Austro-Russian rivalry and because of this rivalry
between the Big Ones the small nations were able to retain their
independence. They constituted a sort of barrier to a further penetration of
the Mediterranean area by two great Eastern European powers.

Britain, for instance, during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries,
considered that it would be dangerous if Austria-Hungary annexed Serbia or
Bulgaria. She looked even more askance at a Russian penetration into the
Balkans, since the existence of a Russian port in this region would lead to
the emergence of Russian naval forces in the Mediterranean. The best
solution, so far as Britain was concerned, of the Balkan problem was exactly
the system—or rather the chaos—that existed in relation to the Balkans for
sixty years prior to 1938. Internal wars within the Balkans, shifting of
frontiers, unification of small nations, and parceling of states did not affect
British interests, so long as the great powers stayed out of the Balkans.

The British attitude on the question of the Dardanelles was a similar one.
The Russian attempt during the nineteenth century to conquer this outlet
from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean was unsuccessful largely because
of the strong opposition of Britain. The world would have been much more
complicated for Britain had Russia appeared in the Eastern Mediterranean
with a navy of great battleships and cruisers.

During the first World War the British Government had to acquiesce in
Russian demands regarding the Dardanelles, since it needed Russia as an
ally against Germany and Turkey. What turn Russo-British relations would
have taken had this program been realized is open to conjecture. But Russia
herself renounced the Dardanelles treaty when the Revolution in Russia
developed; and when Russia quit the war and concluded the Brest-Litovsk



Treaty early in 1918, the question of Russian demands for the Dardanelles
ceased to exist. Only this rejection of the old program made possible good
relations between the Soviet and Turkey for two decades until 1939.

In September, 1939, however, the Soviet Government resumed its move
to the south, and, using the new terminology, asked Turkey for “military
bases” only. Backed by Britain, Turkey refused. Since that time Russo-
Turkish relations have deteriorated. During the period 1941-44 Britain has
taken pains to improve them but has met with only partial success. Because
of this state of affairs, Turkey has since 1939 allied herself with Britain
rather than with Russia.

3. A third maxim of British policy in Europe has been the support and
creation of small nations, particularly from territories along the Atlantic
coast. Norway, Denmark, Holland, Belgium, and Portugal constitute a
British line of defense against the big powers. The union of the Netherlands
with Belgium took place in 1815 because of the insistence of Britain, which
needed the Netherlands as a buffer against continental powers. Fifteen years
later Belgium, too, with British assistance, emerged as an independent
nation. Portugal has for centuries been an ally of Britain.

This policy of protection of the small powers bordering on the Atlantic,
coupled with an analogous policy in the Balkans, has given Britain the
character of champion of the rights of small nations. It would be hypocrisy
to assert that this policy of championing the small nations was inspired by
moral principles held by the English nation. In the policies which she has
applied in various territories throughout the world—for example, South
Africa, Egypt, Burma—-Britain has disclosed a tendency to conquest and an
ability to carry out a program of national oppression when she deemed these
necessary or useful. Europe, however, is a continent of a special kind. There
is no territory in Europe which could be occupied and firmly held by British
forces. Because the industrial level of the European nations is high, and
because of inevitable conflicts with other great powers and the certain defeat
of Britain were she to try to expand on the continent of Europe, her policy of
supporting the small nations of this continent is the only sensible one. The
small nations have served as Britain’s weights on the scales of international
balance of power.

This complicated yet consistent system of foreign policy is the
consequence of Britain’s situation in relation to the European continent. Any
other non-European power would have had to adopt basically the same



attitude toward Europe, which would imply contraction of Germany,
balancing European powers against one another, and support of small
nations. To an even greater degree this applies to the United States, Britain’s
ally and successor.

America has had no systematic policy in Europe. American participation
in European affairs has been recent and has never been more than sporadic.
As far as Europe is concerned there has been no continuity of action in
Washington. Active interference in European affairs—with tanks, guns, and
aviation—has been followed by a period of aloofness, activity alternated
with passivity, sacrifices in blood with indifference, intervention with
isolationism. This is the opposite of the picture of British relations to
Europe.

A certain similarity does exist, however, in the relations of the two
powers to the continent of Europe, not so much in policy as in basic
interests. The political situation of Great Britain has been affected, first, by
the existence of a channel separating England from Europe; second, by the
political force and military potentialities of the European nations; third, by
British fear of a Europe dominated by one great power; and fourth, by the
radiations of continental European politics encountered by Britain in every
part of the world.

At the time the British system was formed, during Britain’s conflicts
with mighty France in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, London was
remote from the continental theater of wars and peaces. The shortest
distance from London to a continental capital in those times took no less
than two days to traverse. In order to land a small British army on the
continent, a huge fleet of small wooden sailing ships was necessary. It took
days to transmit political information of the highest importance from Paris
to London.

In these respects America is nearer to Europe today than Britain was at
that time. America is separated from Europe by an ocean which can be
crossed in ten hours; large armies can be transferred from America to
Europe more quickly than could British armies during the eighteenth
century; communication between Europe and Washington requires a few
minutes to establish. This comparison of the situation of the America of
today with the situation of eighteenth-century Britain is of primary
international importance. An analogy has emerged between the fundamental
political attitudes of these two powers toward Europe—a similarity which
has made possible the association in war between them in 1917-18 and in
1941-45. America, not unlike Britain, is menaced only when a European



power threatens to assume all-European hegemony; America encounters
European influence in other parts of the world and opposes it; America is
interested, as is Britain, in the independent existence of small and medium-
sized European nations. And America appears to Europe, just as Britain
appeared in the nineteenth century, as a fabulously rich, shrewd, omnipotent
force, always able to achieve its goal whether by paying for it in gold or by
fighting for it.

This is why for a long time America could be satistied with Britain’s
handling of European affairs. Criticizing, condemning, and sometimes
hating British Governments, America actually lived in freedom and acquired
wealth and power because Britain has been guided in her activities in
Europe by interests not unlike her own.!"! America enjoyed the luxury of
passivity because of Britain’s activity.

This state of affairs began to change in 1917, and since 1941 the old
relationship has been no longer in effect. American policy in Europe is
necessarily bound to travel more or less along the same road as British
policy in the past. Because England is in Europe, she will have to act in
future, as has been the case in late years, on behalf of both herself and the
United States on that continent. She will actually be the European agent of
the two policies. The process of adjustment between the two policies cannot,
of course, be smooth and without friction. Conflicts are bound to occur in
the future, as they have occurred on several occasions during the war, before
a perfect codrdination can be achieved. Essentially, however, rapprochement
between the two policies is already far advanced. America, her face turned
toward Europe, is incorporating in her system most of Britain’s continental
policies.

[1]  If Britain were to be defeated, “the British Navy would
no longer be able to prevent a German expansion across
the Atlantic. The United States would lose one of the
basic elements in its present national security . . . British
seapower plays a decisive role in the Eastern Atlantic,
setting a definite limit to the westward activities of any
continental fleet or combination of fleets. The virtual
guarantee of our Atlantic security by Great Britain is, of
course, entirely involuntary, but, since it is based upon
self-interest, it is none the less effective.” Livingston
Harley, in the North American Review, Spring, 1938.
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OBJECTIVES AND AIMS OF SOVIET
POLICY

The use of military terms in nonmilitary, even nonpolitical matters, has
crept into our common language in the last thirty martial years. In no
country in the world, however, is military terminology as widely used as in
Russia. “On the scientific front this year there has been success,” they say.
There exist in Russia the “industrial front,” the “health front,” “ideological
fronts.” “Our offensive against typhus is progressing,” they say. “The
fortress of illiteracy was taken by storm.” “The battle for a new waterpipe
has been won.” “Pavlov was a great fighter for a new biology.” And so on.

The general use of military terms indicates a military trend of thought.
The concept of a gigantic war that has been going on incessantly since
November, 1917, colors the thinking as well as the new way of expressing
this thinking. The concept is one of a conflict of enormous proportions
representing the outstanding event of recent history, a conflict that does not
cease with the signing of armistices and peace treaties; a war between
capitalism and Communism. The belief in this concept, far from being dead,
has, on the contrary, been strengthened by the events of recent years. This
belief animates, inspires, and implements a policy which otherwise would
appear as an inexplicable sequence of undirected moves.

Before 1917, according to this concept, a political struggle of parties and
classes was going on in different countries; the period before 1917 was, in a
way, a preparatory one. Since November, 1917, however, the political
struggle has become a war, with all the features of a war, with its own
strategical system, with enormous and bloody sacrifices, and with everyday
politics subordinated to the supreme goal.

The Great Social War, in the Soviet view, has been going on since 1917,
but its strategy, like war strategy in general, is subject to change with
circumstances: there was one strategy when the Allies landed in North
Africa, and quite another when they reached the Siegfried Line. One Russian
strategy prevailed when the German armies were rushing toward the Volga;
a different strategy was applied by Soviet troops in Prussia.

The concept views world capitalism as a fortress—a vast stronghold
occupying a tremendous area—a fortress almost impregnable. It is besieged



by an army of anticapitalism, strong in numbers and strong in hatred, but
with almost no means at hand of blasting the walls of the fortress. Frontal
attacks and assaults one after another occurred before 1917—in 1848, in
1870, in 1905—but they were repulsed with enormous losses. The concrete
walls remained unshaken. In 1917, for the first time in history, the assault
met with success. The cost was high; millions perished. But at one spot the
walls of capitalism were broken, and one of its seventy towers, the Russian
tower, was occupied by a detachment of the besieging army. After a few
years—the years of the civil war—it became obvious that this tower of the
great fortress had been finally lost to capitalism and would be firmly held by
the insurgent army.

The breakthrough was accomplished at one spot only. What would be
the next strategical move? Must the besieging armies wage their war in the
old manner, by frontal assaults against the fortress of steel and concrete in
order to achieve a second, a third, a tenth, and a fiftieth breakthrough and,
pouring in from outside, occupy one tower after another—the German, the
French, the British, etc.—until all the strong points of capitalism fall to the
besieging armies of Communism?

No, says Moscow. This would be a mistake. The army which has
succeeded in penetrating the fortress has special tasks to perform; it would
not fulfil its duties if it did not give assistance to troops still outside the
walls. The tower occupied by the insurgents is surrounded by scores of other
strong towers. If these were to unite in one military bloc, they would, of
course, be able to eject the intruding revolutionists from the fortress and
restore the status quo ante 1917. The insurgents, therefore, must by every
means hold fast to their conquest. They must act shrewdly and cautiously.
They must at times cease open fighting and conclude peace treaties with
their neighbor forts. They must participate in internal conflicts within the
fortress if this should be necessary in order to prevent a united front on the
part of the hostile positions. But they must remember (and they do
remember, Stalin insisted, on the eve of the second World War) that their
fate is indissolubly tied to that of the armies on the outside engaged in
besieging the huge fortress. Occupation of one of the towers cannot be
lasting: if other towers do not fall to the insurgent forces, the one isolated
tower will sooner or later be destroyed.

The new policy, far from being treacherous to Leninism, is actually the
application of the principles of Leninism to an entirely new situation.
Between 1919 and 1924 the “outside armies” tried to wage their war in the
old manner. The results were unsuccessful. The insurrections in Hungary,



Bavaria, Saxony, Estonia were costly and futile, because the Soviet Union
was not in a position to lend them any real assistance. Therefore the strategy
had to be reformed.

Further victories depend on the successes of the Russian fort: its
strengthening will open the gates to the insurgent forces outside the walls.
These forces do not hold the initiative; they must wait until activity within
the fortress has caused the walls to yield in new places.

The old Soviet plan may be said to have embraced concepts of an
extensive revolution, or rather of a series of revolutions: extensive because it
was expected that all over the globe irregular, chaotic explosions would
occur; today Germany, tomorrow perhaps Norway, then America or Japan.
These explosions were not expected to be confined to one geographical
center; the soil of the whole globe was considered to be volcanic; in a
hundred places the revolutionary lava would break through the crust. Lenin
died before this concept was abandoned; Trotsky adhered to it to the end.

What Stalin has done with the old concept has not been to abolish the
revolutionary program; rather he has transformed the idea of an extensive
revolution into one of an intensive revolution. Of course, the old system of
capitalist economy and capitalist policy, he said, is everywhere ripe for
destruction, but the forces of the governing classes are so strong that
extensive eruptions have only small chance of succeeding. Only through
combination with the first great stronghold of Communism—Russia—can
upheavals and movements be successful. But Russia can give assistance
chiefly to its neighbor peoples. It is easier for Russia to lend a hand in
Poland than in Brazil. The defeat of the Loyalists in the Spanish Civil War
was indirect proof that the geographical scheme had to be revised: now the
progress of Communism would be parallel to the expansion of the sphere of
Soviet influence. Again the analogy to a real war and to the towers of a
fortress became alive: the forts neighboring the occupied tower can more
easily be transformed through infiltration, military or diplomatic, than by the
use of old-fashioned battering rams smashing at the walls from outside.

The most striking example of what this reversal of concepts has meant
was supplied by the Chinese Communist movement. In the early ’30’s
several territories in southeastern China, far from the Soviet frontier, were
occupied by the Chinese Red Armies and were constituted as Soviet states;
their capital was Juichin, in Kiangsi province. The Chiang Kai-shek
government waged a war against them, which, however, did not succeed in
annihilating the Red armies. In 1934, however, the forces of the Nationalist
Government became overwhelming and the defeat of the Red Armies



appeared inevitable. It was resolved then to move the Chinese Soviet
Government and the Red Armies to other provinces, in the immediate
vicinity of Russia. Since 1935 the northern Border Region has become the
center of the Soviet state, its capital in Yenan, near the Chinese wall at the
border of Mongolia nearer to the Soviet sphere. It is as if Soviet China
survived through being transplanted onto Soviet Russia.



THE “INTENSIVE” REVOLUTION

The first inference to be drawn from the new scheme is that there has
been a seeming reversal of Soviet policy back to the paths of the old
imperialism. In the days of the empire it was an accepted idea that expansion
of territory was the road to greatness; the necessity of aggrandizement—in
the west, south, and east—was not questioned; only the feasibility had to be
weighed. The idea of a national state on the lines of the French, Italian, or
Spanish state was never accepted by Imperial Russia. From of old, Russia
has been a multinational state and it continued to expand along this road,
annexing Finns in Finland, Rumanians in Bessarabia, Poles in Poland,
Tatars, Georgians, and Armenians in the Caucasus, and a multitude of other
nations in Asia. The old empire did not recognize the danger inherent in
conquest and annexation of alien nationalities, and to the very end did not
admit that, for instance, the part of Poland incorporated into Russia was
actually a source of weakness to the Empire rather than an addition to its
greatness.

Already a colossus, old Russia still nourished ideas of new expansion. A
successful war was one that fulfilled a program of territorial
aggrandizement. Plans were ripening for the extension of Russia’s might to
territories adjoining the empire: Austrian Galicia and Ruthenia, German East
Prussia, the Dardanelles, and a number of Turkish vilayets in Asia Minor,
northern Iran, the northern provinces of China, Manchuria, and Korea in the
Far East. In certain cases—in regard to Iran and the Far East, for instance—
programs were concrete and exact. In other instances, territories—
particularly those belonging to Austria and Turkey—were already awarded
to Russia under international treaties which, however, did not materialize
because of the outbreak of the revolution.

The new Soviet concept of infensive development necessitates the
assumption of certain of the features of the old imperial policy. Reference to
former imperial policy is now considered a valuable diplomatic asset.
Expansion of any kind is a difficult job; occupation of a country by armed
forces is only half of it. Resistance on the part of the outside world,
particularly of the great powers, must be broken—not by military but by
diplomatic means. The old imperial rights, privileges, treaties, therefore
suddenly assume a practical significance. They can serve as a basis for
demands. “You, our allies, were willing to cede to old Russian Governments
the whole of Poland, half of Austria, slices of Turkey, and other lands. How



can you now object if the present Russian Government claims the right to
the same territories?”

The intensive concept of revolution, coupled with restoration of former
Russian privileges and acquired rights, means that five different territorial
zones surrounding Russia are becoming objects of her policy.

First, there are the integral parts of old Russia, whose return to the
Soviet Union would be comparatively easy to justify. Bessarabia and the
Baltic States fall in this category, as does a strip of present Turkish territory
(the Kars region, south of the Caucasus). Of course, no vote was taken in the
Baltic countries or Bessarabia, nor will there be voting in future cases.

Second, there are the former Russian “spheres of influence” which
would have to be returned to the control of Moscow. Chief among these are
northern Persia and Manchuria, and, less important, Korea. Finland, which
was an autonomous Grand Duchy under the empire, belongs in this category.

Third, there are the territories which, although they were never under the
control of the Empire, were designed by treaties or otherwise to become
annexed to it: northern Bukovina, eastern Czechoslovakia, eastern Galicia,
East Prussia, the Dardanelles, and Turkish Armenia. Poland, viewed as an
autonomous component of the future Russia during the first World War, also
belongs to this group.

Fourth, there is the outer ring of territory surrounding the lands already
mentioned, which would automatically become a Russian sphere of
influence if the first parts of the territorial program are realized. This
consists of the whole of Bohemia, Slovakia, Hungary, Rumania, Austria,
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria; in Asia, Sinkiang and northern China.

Fifth, there are the lands and peoples outside the ring of territory
surrounding Russia. In certain cases religious factors may serve as a means
of intensive development; for instance, the Orthodox Church in Greece, and
Mohammedanism in the Arab and Indian world. In other cases “anti-fascist”
sentiments may be used, as for instance in northern China. In the most
important of all cases, that of Germany, retribution for the war may serve as
a reason for the extension of Russian influence to at least eastern and
northern Germany and for the remolding of Germany’s political and social
system.

Northern Bukovina is a small territory of no great importance in
European politics. The manner in which the Soviet Union acquired it,



however, was an example of the new trend of thought and of the course of
policy now being pursued by Moscow.

In June, 1940, the Soviet Government presented an ultimatum to
Rumania calling for immediate cession of Bessarabia, which had been part
of Russia until 1918 and had been included in the Soviet “sphere of
interests” by the Soviet-German pacts of August-September, 1939. Along
with Bessarabia Moscow also demanded northern Bukovina. This was quite
unexpected. Bukovina had never belonged to the empire, nor was it
mentioned in the Soviet-German treaties. When Foreign Commissar
Molotov was called upon to explain this demand in his ultimatum to
Rumania, he did it clumsily. He presented the annexation as a kind of rent to
be paid by Rumania for a two-decade lease of Bessarabia. The cession of
northern Bukovina, he wrote, “would compensate . . . for the great wrong
done to the Soviet Union and to the population of Bessarabia by the twenty-
two years of Rumanian domination of Bessarabia.” It was a strange
argument in international affairs.

The truth of the matter was that the Russian claims to northern Bukovina
were supported by the powers in 1914-15. At that time the whole of
Bukovina formed part of Austria. Russia was at war with Austria and, in
agreement with France and Britain, strove to bring Rumania into the war on
the side of the Allies. Their negotiations considered annexation of different
territories of Austria-Hungary by Rumania, provided Rumania would join
the war; as far as Bukovina was concerned, the Allies proposed a division,
Rumania to obtain the southern part (populated mainly by Rumanians) and
Russia to annex the north (with Slavs predominating). The Rumanian
Government, however, claimed almost the whole of Bukovina and, in the
end, got it.

In 1940 Russia took from Rumania what the powers were ready to
concede to her a quarter of a century ago. Since Lenin’s government had
declared all such rights to annexations void, it was not possible publicly to
base the Soviet demands on prerevolutionary diplomatic negotiations.
Molotov, therefore, had to resort to lame argumentation.

Another development of the same kind, of far greater importance, took
place in 1944-45 in the relations between the Soviet Government and
Czechoslovakia concerning the territory of Carpatho-Ruthenia and eastern
Slovakia. These lands, Austrian before 1918, were firmly included in the
Russian annexation plans of 1914-16. When Czechoslovakia emerged as an
independent state after the armistice of 1918, she included Carpatho-
Ruthenia. This development has never been opposed or disputed by



Moscow. In the wartime agreements concluded between the Soviet and the
Bene§ government (1943), the underlying idea was the restoration to
Czechoslovakia of her territorial integrity; moreover, the Bene§ government
was the most friendly toward Moscow of all the allied governments, because
of its hope that by submission to its mighty neighbor it would gain territorial
integrity and security.

At the end of 1944 the Red Army drove the German troops out of
Carpatho-Ruthenia. In accordance with the treaties, the Bene§ government
was now to take over the management of civilian affairs in the liberated
areas. But when the Czech emissaries arrived, they found that the Ruthenian
Communist party (which could scarcely act against the wishes of Moscow)
was demanding Soviet annexation of eastern Czechoslovakia. A plebiscite
had even been held, they were informed, which resulted in the expected
victory of the pro-Russian program. Moscow was silently saying, “You
Czechoslovaks profited in 1918 by the weakness of Soviet Russia; these
lands would not belong to you had not Russia been defeated by Germany in
1917-18; now you must turn them over to the Soviet Union.” Since a
statement couched in such language is, naturally, inconceivable, so-called
ballotings and plebiscites had to take place. In April, 1945, when the Bene$
government returned from London, via Moscow, to Czechoslovakia, the new
Premier, Zdenek Fierlinger, had to announce the “new foreign policy” of his
nation and promise the settlement of the “Carpatho-Ukrainian question in
accordance with the wishes of the Ukrainian population,” meaning the
annexation of the territory to the Ukrainian Soviet Republic, member of the
USSR.



UNEXPLORED MOUNTAINS

In outward appearance the scheme of intensive revolution at most points
resembles the old imperialist program. It deliberately derives certain claims
and demands from the ancient dreams of Russian expansion. As far as
underlying ideas are concerned, however, the program is essentially
different. Even larger in scope than the program of old Russia, the scheme
implies that the lands and nations which fall into the Soviet sphere will be
ruled by a government of the same nationality, which is alleged to be
sufficient and decisive proof that they will be really independent. For the
outside world the outstanding fact is the virtual appointment by the Soviet
Union of the governments which are to rule these lands. According to the
Soviet concept, however, these governments are representatives of their
peoples, only sharing the basic political and social ideas prevailing in the
Soviet Union. They are not the voice of the majority of these peoples? What
of it? Moscow asks. The Soviet Government, when it came to power, did not
even pretend to have the support of the majority. Lenin referred to his
regime as dictatorial. Nevertheless it has become, as this concept sees it, the
most progressive regime in the world. Why should not a similar
development be expected to occur in the other countries which as a result of
the war have come under Soviet influence, but which are to be called “great
and independent”?

Stalin has often been depicted as an extremely wily individual;
astuteness has been said to be the main characteristic of his personality. But
it is not only Stalin’s personal traits that lend Soviet policy its character of
cunning and shrewdness. Rather the requirements of grand strategy make
the use of adroitness as a political weapon imperative.

A forthright and open government policy is appropriate when a concrete
and limited objective has been set. To propose abolition of slavery or to
advocate its continuance, to accept the New Deal or to abolish it—in these
and in hundreds of similar cases no shrewdness is necessary; the best policy
is the direct policy. But if the goals are far reaching and complicated, if their
achievement involves a multitude of various interests, if the direct roads are
barred by superior forces, if there is a readiness to engage in a hard and long
struggle, then means other than the direct and forthright must be resorted to.
A superior force can employ frontal attacks, but the inferior force is
compelled to choose circuitous means. To raise weak Germany to the rank
of an overwhelming military power, Adolf Hitler built up a labyrinth of



international deceit, starting with the Reichstag fire. He concocted “Soviet
fliers in the German skies” to justify the building of a huge Luftwaffe. After
each territorial annexation he gave his Ehrenwort that this was the last—
only to break the promise on the very next occasion. When finally
confronted with his lies and hypocrisy, he exclaimed: “I did it for
Germany!”

The goals set by Soviet leadership are certainly far reaching. They meet
with the greatest of obstacles. The strategy therefore makes shrewdness
imperative. In 1920 Lenin wrote, “We have to use any ruse, dodges, tricks,
cunning, unlawful method, concealment, veiling of truth.”!'! Many of his
followers demurred at his sly tactics, his “zigzagging and maneuvering,” his
compromising with the enemy. He answered them: “Suppose we have to
ascend an unexplored and, so far, impregnable mountain, would we decline
to go, at times, in a zigzag course, now and then to return, to renounce the
direction previously chosen by us and to try various directions?” When
accused of slandering his factional adversaries, he outlined his ideas of
sportsmanship before a party tribunal. When righting his foes, he said, even
if they were personally honest, he nevertheless deliberately chose terms and
words “which are bound to provoke hatred and disgust toward these people,
in order to annihilate and erase their organization. . . . The terms must
provoke the worst suspicions about the enemy.” (The enemy in this case was
the other faction in his party). “We have learned diplomacy in our struggle
with the Mensheviks,” Lenin facetiously remarked when he was already
head of the government. This was more than a joke. During the fourteen
years of his struggle with the other faction he made ruthless and adroit use
of party statutes to win a majority in the congresses and committees and on
the editorial boards, and many a trick served him in this fight. To a far
greater degree Lenin’s principles were applied by his successor and true
disciple, Stalin. The enemies inside or outside the party were treated
according to Lenin’s precept: the worst suspicions are good “in order to
annihilate and erase” them.

The same principle of using “ruse and concealment” was applied to
diplomacy, which soon became the main field for its application. It was not
because it was a hobby of Stalin’s that the principle became important.
During the war alliance of 1941-45 these methods were necessary if long-
range aims, often contrary to the interests of the allies, were to be achieved.

One instance of the use of shrewd diplomacy was the playing up of
Slavdom. Neither Stalin nor his party ever felt any racial preference for the
Slav peoples of Central or Southern Europe; but the slogans were opportune



and appropriate for penetration into this sphere and Russian sponsorship of
Communist regimes. The sponsorship of the Orthodox Church was another
move of the same kind. The slogans of Russian supernationalism and the
anti-German racial formulas acquired particular importance; the underlying
sentiments were accepted neither by Stalin nor by his party, but they served
the immediate aims of its policy. The slogan of “friendly governments” in
neighboring countries as a security measure for Russia was used to justify
far-reaching interference in the internal affairs of the bordering lands. In the
Middle East a demand for oil concessions was the cover for a political
campaign that had no relation to oil. Foremost among the modern slogans
was “democracy.” Critics of democracy (‘“formal democracy is the program
of the rich, dictatorship of the toilers is that of the peoples”) declared
themselves its strongest adherents, and it was now in the service of
democracy that minority parties in Greece, Belgium, and other countries
fought the majority of their peoples.

But oil concessions, nationalism, democracy, religious movements, anti-
Germanism were more acceptable to public opinion among the allied nations
than other underlying aims. Only under these disguises was Moscow’s
policy able to make headway in the presence of paradoxical war conditions
and in the course of an alliance with the mightiest capitalist powers of the
world.

[1] Infantile Sickness of “Leftism” in Communism. In this
pamphlet Lenin applied his political strategy to the
question of how to gain access to American and British
trade-unions which were barring Communists from
membership. The principles were, of course, to be applied
to a still greater degree in major issues of international

policy.



THE SOVIET NAVY

These far-reaching goals of Soviet policy can be achieved only in
competition with other powers and in the face of possible conflicts.
Considerable military force is a precondition of successes. Therefore, real
disarmament is out of the question; expansion of war industries becomes a
necessity; aviation must be developed on a large scale. This alone, however,
is not sufficient. A great navy, too, must be created, since naval power often
plays a decisive role in competition among world powers.

Russia has never been a great naval power. Before the revolution she
hardly participated in the competition of the naval nations. In 1914 the
Russian Navy occupied seventh place among the world powers; compared
with Britain’s Navy, Russia’s 280,000 tons were modest. Her shipbuilding
facilities were limited to a few shipyards and plants; purchase of warships
abroad was limited by the financial situation. Her main outlets to the sea,
except in the Far East, could be barred either by foreign powers or by ice.
Russia therefore remained a distinctly land power until the very end of the
old regime.

From the beginning of the Soviet period until 1934 the navy attracted
little attention in Russia. Having been destroyed during the war and postwar
period, it was never rebuilt except for a few small units. The general
situation became alarming when Germany’s Navy in the Baltic assumed
large proportions; in the Far East the Japanese Navy was a menace, too. The
Soviet Government began to give a certain amount of attention to its navy.
The idea was the construction of a purely “defensive navy.” Even this
limited aim involved a difficult task. “Comrade Stalin,” Molotov reported in
January, 1934, “has taken it up himself in the Stalin way, and I have no
doubt that the navy will be strong.” Two years later President Kalinin was
still demanding that more attention be given to naval problems. “I would
like to see the navy play a greater role. The time has arrived for the navy to
participate to a greater degree in the defense of the country.”

A navy of defense—this was the slogan during that initial period, until
1937. The Soviet concept of a “navy of defense” implied first of all the
construction of submarines, of a certain amount of other small-size vessels,
and fortification of coasts at strategic spots. Creation of a navy of this kind
required relatively small appropriations and was possible of achievement
under the conditions of Soviet industry as they existed at the beginning of



the second Five Year Plan. In the three years from 1934 through 1936 the
number of submarines increased more than sevenfold. “We had to create and
we have created,” V. Orlov, Chief of the Navy, said in November, 1936, “a
powerful defensive navy . . . the number of small surface craft, the defense
of the shores, has grown threefold in that period.”

In the meantime the Spanish Civil War had begun and immediately naval
power attained great importance. Italy’s intervention was made possible
through her strong navy; the German Navy, too, played an important role.
Soviet assistance to Spain was limited because of her naval weakness, and
the course of events in Spain meant, as far as Soviet intervention was
concerned, a naval defeat. It was clear to Moscow that the Soviet voice in
the London Conferences of the powers was feeble because of her utter
weakness as a sea power.

In 1937 a naval pact was concluded between Russia and Britain. Russia
adhered to the main principles adopted in the Washington Conference of
1936 but remained free in the Far East, since Japan was not bound by the
Washington agreements. As far as Europe was concerned, the Anglo-
German naval agreements, too, were considered insufficient safeguards. In
general, the Soviet Government considered the network of naval treaties
unreal and inefficient.!"!

Is it true, it was asked now, that the Soviet state does not need a navy
other than a defensive force of small vessels? If it is to enhance its
importance in international affairs, submarines obviously are not sufficient.
At the end of 1936 a new attitude emerged. “We must construct and we are
building a really big navy, which includes vessels of all classes of the
highest technical standing,” was the comment of V. Orlov, following the
decision of the Soviet Government.

The task was considerable. Three large warships of prerevolutionary
design had to be rebuilt and this required the use of extensive technical
facilities. The construction of great new warships was not yet possible. The
suggestion was made to try to have them built in the United States. Sam
Carp, a brother-in-law of the Soviet Premier, an American citizen and head
of the Carp Corporation, began negotiations in New York for the
construction of two 35,000-ton battleships. The negotiations fell through in
spite of the fact that an outlay for the purpose of $100,000,000 had been
authorized. The plans were rejected by the Soviet naval specialists.

While military and especially naval leaders were still talking of a
defensive sea force, and while writers on military affairs were still



commenting favorably on the limited naval program, the highest leaders,
with Stalin the first among them, took a new step in the rearmament
program, a step of enormous significance. The land forces at that time
adopted the formula: the Red Army, in case of a war, will have “to beat the
enemy on his own territory” in order to save the Soviet land from
devastation. Why not apply the same principle to the naval forces? The
present fleet of submarines and small surface vessels, even with the
assistance of a few cruisers, would be able at best to repel attacks by the
navy of the enemy. Why not apply the formula of the Red Army to the Red
Navy? In 1937-38 the leaders introduced the concept, “to transfer the war on
sea to the waters of the enemy and there to beat him.”

The sentiment for a big navy was growing. The sky was the limit. These
were the successful years of the second Five Year Plan, when every week
one or another industry reported victories in the race of production.
Statistical figures appeared to be convincing: Europe was outflanked; Russia
was becoming the greatest industrial nation in the old world.

A modern navy, it was argued, is a manifestation of the technical
productive power of a nation. A great warship, with its machinery, radio,
electrical apparatus, is an industrial city afloat, one of the most complicated
products of science and labor. Old Russia, because of her economic
backwardness, was not able to build up a great navy and to become a great
naval power. But the Soviet Union had become, people in Moscow believed,
one of the most powerful industrial countries in the world, and there were no
obstacles to her development as a great naval power.

“The mighty Soviet power must possess,” Molotov said, “a sea and
ocean navy adequate for her interests and worthy of our great cause.” These
words were later repeated by everyone in the navy, from the People’s
Commissar down to the lecturer in the smallest sailors’ group. A navy
“worthy of our great cause” cannot be inferior to any other navy since the
“cause” 1s greater than the cause of any capitalist nation. The conclusion was
soon reached that the Soviet Union must possess the greatest and the finest
navy in the world. It must be “second to none.” Was this competition with
the old ruler of the seas, Britain? Why not?

President Mikhail Kalinin made an important speech at a meeting of
shipbuilding workers in Leningrad on July 2, 1938: “So far no one,” he said,
“has outdone England. We have to outdo her! England is the strongest
capitalist country, we are the strongest socialist country!”



He enumerated the next tasks as follows:

“First, to build fast. The construction of a great navy cannot wait.
“Second, to build cheaply.

“Third, to build well: our vessels must be the best in the world.”

“You enter a competition with the strongest capitalist powers—with
England, the United States, Japan, France, Germany, Italy; each of the great
powers has paid much attention to her navy.

“And we have to outdo these nations.”

The official party organ commented on the new program: “For our
country it is not sufficient to have a navy which is able to beat the enemy
near the Soviet shores. [This was a clear-cut repudiation of the theory of a
“navy for defense.”] We must possess enough big warships together with
plentiful light craft to annihilate the enemy, if he dares to attack us, in any
sea, in any ocean.” And, it concluded:

“The mighty Soviet power must have the strongest sea and ocean navy
in the world. The Soviet ships must be the best in the world!”!!

“The strongest navy in the world” has been the slogan since 1938. In that
year the leading Russian naval publication declared: “The USSR, a mighty
Socialist power, must have the strongest sea and ocean navy in the world:
such is the will of the party and of the government, such is the will of the
genius, Stalin.”!

“We will possess the best ships, and they will travel farther and move
faster than the ships of capitalist states. Stalin’s policy is clear: we must have
a strong navy.”"!

Stalin’s decisive role in the framing of the new naval program was
apparent; he was prodding his party and his collaborators. Prodding was
necessary, since the new policy was in more than one respect a reversal of
the theories which prevailed during the first two decades of the Soviet
regime. It was not easy to turn the political course in this direction; a far-
reaching purge was applied to eliminate from the navy all those who
hesitated and who doubted whether the new tasks could be fulfilled.

All the leading personalities of the Red Navy had previously adhered to
the concept of a comparatively small “navy of defense.” Rivalry with Britain
on the seas was not only impossible, in their view, but unnecessary, costly,
and imperialistic. The slogan of a “peace policy,” at that time propagated by
Litvinov and his Foreign Office, was taken too seriously by these people.



“Defense of the Soviet fatherland,” in their view, was a matter of pure
defense, with no dreams of spheres of influence, security zones, and
expansion. “Supremacy on the seas” was no aim of Soviet policy, as many
saw it. They were in more than one respect akin to the Right Opposition,
which had practically ceased to expect a catastrophe for the great capitalist
powers in the near future. From their knowledge of the navy and of Soviet
shipbuilding facilities, they had come to the conclusion that naval
supremacy could not be achieved. The flower of naval leadership belonged
to this school of thought. When the government embarked on its great naval
program, this group had to be liquidated. Its ideas of a small navy were now
presented to the Soviet people as a program of the enemy and its adherents
as agents of foreign powers. The Soviet press listed as agents of fascism,
who “have done all they could to hamper the development of our navy,” the
following: Admiral Orlov, Chief of the Navy; Romuald Muklevich;
Alexander Sivkov, Chief of the Baltic Fleet; Ivan Ludri, Assistant Chief of
the Soviet Navy; Chief of the Black Sea Navy Kozhanov; Director of the
Naval Academy Stasevich and Professor Alexandrov; and others. Along
with them a number of minor officers were liquidated, too. Crimes against
the Big Navy program were charged also to Marshal Mikhail Tukhachevski.
Although not a navy man, he had fought, according to the official reports,
against naval expansion in his capacity as a leader of the Soviet armed
forces.

People’s Commissar Tevosyan reported later that “the enemies of the
people, the agents of fascism, Tukhachevski, Orlov, Muklevich, and other
loathsome fascists, tried to demonstrate that we do not need a powerful
surface navy; they have done much in order to prevent the addition to the
navy of new surface warships.”™ (This was an exaggeration, since no one of
the named military leaders opposed the building of surface vessels; the real
issue was the size of the future navy and the international implications of a
Soviet Navy “second to none.”)

The new Chief of the Baltic Navy, Tributs, wrote that the “unmasked
people’s enemies, Ludri and Alexandrov, conducted a struggle with the
party; they tried to prove that our country does not need a great navy.”l®
“The Orlovs, Muklevichs, Sivkovs, Ludris, and their like are destroyed; with
their twaddle about the possibility or impossibility of supremacy on the seas
they tried to prevent the addition to the navy of new surface ships.”!”!

The new personnel of the navy, succeeding the liquidated leaders, did
everything possible, and almost the impossible, to avoid a similar fate.
Construction of the Big Navy was pushed; it became a political campaign.



Navy Day, introduced in July, 1938, had to be celebrated every year by large
meetings, lectures, and by the general press. Until 1938 the navy had been a
part of the Defense Commissariat; in that year a special People’s
Commissariat was created for it. In addition, in 1939 a special Commissariat
for Shipbuilding was created. The term of active service in the navy was
raised from four to five years. Andrei Zhdanov, Stalin’s right-hand man, was
appointed a member of the Supreme Naval Council. Twenty thousand
members of the Communist Youth League were taken into the navy. Ninety-
four per cent of the students in the naval schools were league members.
Even among the sailors 17 per cent were party members and 50 per cent
were Comsomols. The combined percentage of party members in the naval
personnel—67 per cent—was higher than in the Red Army.

Shipbuilding was pushed with utmost energy, since it was known that
Stalin personally was directing the effort. There was “not a single plan of a
naval vessel, of a naval gun, of a great or small problem in general, which
did not pass through the hands of Comrade Stalin,” reported Tevosyan in
1939. The main task was acceleration of the shipbuilding program, since
“the Soviet plants are behind the foreign ones, especially the English.
Everything must be subordinated to the task of accelerated shipbuilding.”
The third Five Year Plan (whose details have never been revealed) provided
for enormous sums for the naval program; the idea was expressed by
Izvestiya (July 24, 1939): “In the next years the USSR will occupy one of
the first places in the production of vessels, both in number and tonnage.”

“By 1942 the Soviet shipyards will win one of the world’s first places in
annual production of tonnage,” declared Kosienko, Commissar of
Shipbuilding, in July, 1940. The publication Na Strazhe reported at the same
time that the Soviet Government had started “construction of vessels equal
to those of any foreign power.”

Military shipbuilding activities, cloaked in deepest secrecy, were
showing really good results only as far as the relatively easier task was
concerned, namely, the building of submarines and small surface vessels. In
1939 Russia possessed more submarines than any other power; more than
Germany and Japan combined.® In 1940 three times as many new
submarines were added to the navy as in 1939.

As far as big vessels were concerned, however, progress was
unsatisfactory. The three old battleships of pre-1914 design were rebuilt and
renovated; a certain number of medium-sized vessels were in process of
construction. Plans had been completed for three big battleships of 36,000
tons each and, according to reports in the world press, one of them was



actually built. Four new destroyers and two aircraft carriers were also started
in Leningrad before the war. No reliable information as to progress in
construction was available. In June, 1941, Izvestiya reported that a big
warship had slid down the ways. No information was revealed as to either
the class of vessel or the place from which it was launched. “Very little
reliable information is obtainable about the Soviet Navy,” reported the
authoritative Jane s Fighting Ships, in 1940, “but everything goes to suggest
that shipbuilding still proceeds at a very slow rate.” “The proposed
reconstruction proceeds slowly,” reported the Statesman's Yearbook in 1941.

The government tried to buy big warships abroad. In 1939 a Soviet naval
commission visited America with the aim of opening negotiations through
the Carp Corporation with American firms as well as with the State
Department. The American Government reversed its negative attitude
toward Soviet purchases of naval units in the United States and, probably in
view of the situation in the Far East, was ready to approve the proposed
commercial deals. However, no practical results materialized from these
negotiations up to the time the European war started. The Russian-German
agreement put an end to these plans. Then Germany undertook to deliver a
certain amount of naval material to Russia and to assist in expanding her
navy.

In the war with Germany, Russia had to fight only a section of the
German Navy in the Baltic and in the Black Sea. The grouping of world
powers—with Russia on the side of Britain—appeared to confirm the
concepts of the liquidated leaders of the navy: sea supremacy was neither
possible nor necessary.

New naval construction naturally almost ceased in Russia during the war
years; this was an important point of difference between the Russian
situation and that of America and Britain. While the latter two nations were
becoming stronger on the seas, Russia was not able to make good her naval
losses.

The Soviet Government claimed one third of the Italian Navy; in lieu
thereof it obtained certain units which were transferred to Russia by the
United States and Britain in 1943 and 1944. The British battleship Royal
Sovereign, renamed the Archangelsk, is a fine, large vessel of 29,000 tons.
The American cruiser Milwaukee has likewise been added to the Red Navy
and renamed the Murmansk. The Soviet Navy will probably inherit a part of
the German Navy. Eleven naval colleges are already operating, among them
five for the Baltic navy, one for the Black Sea, one for the Caspian, and two
for the Pacific. While buying commercial vessels abroad, the Soviet will be



able to start military shipbuilding at its old shipyards as well as at those
which fall in its sphere: In Konigsberg, Stettin, Riga, and Finland.

The concept of a big Soviet Navy is by no means dead. The idea of a
navy as a prerequisite to a successful world policy took deep root in the
Soviet Government during the last five years preceding the war. Neither
Germany nor Japan will constitute a menace to Russia in the postwar period,
but Russia will meet Britain and America at every step in Europe and Asia.
There cannot be any doubt that among the first objectives of the postwar
period the rehabilitation and construction of a powerful Soviet Navy will
occupy a prominent place.

[1]  Molotov’s speech of January 15, 1938.

[2] Partyinoye Stroitelstvo, February, 1939.

[3] Morskoi Sbornik, 1938, No. 2.

[4] Kuznetsov, at the Eighteenth Party Congress, 1939.
[3] Speech at the Eighteenth Congress, 1939.

[6] Morskoi Sbornik, 1939, No. 12.

(71 1bid

[8] Report of People’s Commissar of the Navy Kuznetsov,
July 23, 1939.



OUTLET TO THE OCEANS

The program of a big Russian Navy involves the solution of another old
question of Russian great navy policy—that of an outlet to the oceans. A
part of the navy can and will remain in the Far East. But the distance from
the Pacific to the main scenes of European politics is too great. The question
of outlets to the sea is bound once more to become acute.

The port of Murmansk (2 on the map on p. 101) is the only port in
northern Russia which is free of ice. However, its location in the far north,
seven hundred miles from Leningrad, in a thinly populated region and close
to a foreign frontier, makes it unsuitable as a main base for a great navy.
Before the revolution the Russian Government was discussing plans for
building a railroad across Finland to the Norwegian port of Narvik (3 on the
map); the plans were dropped. Apart from the huge expense involved (the
railroad would have insignificant commercial value), and even assuming
that the involved international questions would be solved in favor of Russia,
a port three hundred miles distant from Russia proper would not solve the
problem.

The outlet from the Baltic to the ocean (4 on the map) is in Danish,
Swedish, and German hands. Russia, which hopes to be the strongest power
in the Baltic after Germany’s defeat, will certainly look for privileges in the
Kiel Canal. Most probably the canal will be put under international control,
with the Scandinavian countries and Russia among the controlling states;
Britain and, possibly, the United States, will also be among the membership.
' But such an arrangement would not be sufficient for the purposes of a big
Russian Navy. A unilateral Russian dominance over the Kiel region,
however, is impossible so long as Britain possesses naval power.
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POSSIBLE POINTS OF SOVIET ACCESS TO THE SEA

The routes to the Mediterranean lead directly into the midst of
international affairs; they also make possible extension of influence in the
Middle East. It is an adage derived from centuries of experience that “he
who commands the Mediterranean commands Europe.”

Geographically, four routes to the Mediterranean are possible for Russia
(5, 6, 7 and 8, on the map). The best of these, that through the straits of the
Dardanelles (7), is the main route used up to now by Russian commerce and
the Russian Navy. It is the only direct route from Russian ports to the seas
and oceans. A precondition of the free operation of a great navy is
possession of the decisive strips of land on either side of the straits, together
with a few islands to the south. Otherwise the possessor of the Dardanelles
may, as has occurred more than once in the past, close them to Russian
warships in time of war. The claim concerning the Dardanelles can be based
also on the secret treaty of 1915, although this agreement was repudiated by
both Kerensky and Lenin.

Next in importance to the Dardanelles is the port of Salonika(6). The use
of Salonika by Russia is possible only if the adjoining territories are firmly
held by Russia or her satellites—primarily Bulgaria—and if the whole of
Greece, or at least, the northern part, is controlled by Russia. This outlet to
the Aegean would bring Russia to the immediate vicinity of the British
sphere. The wartime division of spheres between Russia and Britain
practically gave Russia all the areas which lay on the way to Salonika—
Rumania and Bulgaria—while Greece, with Salonika, remained in the



British zone. The Greek EAM-ELAS movement, controlled by Communists,
was prepared to return the Salonika region to the future Macedonian state
which must constitute a component of a Balkan federation. In this way
Salonika would pass from the British to the Russian sphere. Churchill’s
action against the ELAS uprising in December, 1944, was actually aimed
against creation of this Soviet foothold in the Mediterranean.

Yugoslav ports (5) (or Trieste), lying much farther from Russia, are even
less favorable than these others because of the expense involved and because
they can be safely used only if the whole of the Balkans is firmly under
Russian control. The way through Turkey to Syria (8) presupposes territorial
annexations and new railroads from the southwestern Caucasus to the
Mediterranean. This way also leads directly into the British sphere
dominated by Cyprus.

The Trans-Iranian road (9) has no practical importance in relation to a
naval base. It is a long and expensive road; its dominance would involve
conquest of the whole of Iran; and it leads into the narrow Persian Gulf,
entirely ruled by the British Navy.

Actually the most important routes, therefore, are those leading to the
Eastern Mediterranean. If the Soviet Government returns to its program of a
big navy it will have to try to acquire one or several of these routes.

Russia can be safe without being a first-class sea power; but if she
chooses to enter the naval competition and should aim to rise to front rank
among the sea powers, she will have to look for the solution, in her favor, of
controversial territorial problems of the highest complexity, in the sorest
spots of world politics.

[1] In Teheran President Roosevelt proposed the erection of a
tiny free state enclosing the Kiel Canal; the canal should
be internationalized but left to the administration of the
Kiel free state. “The Roosevelt improvisation fascinated
Stalin. At its conclusion he arose, lumbered around the
table and gravely shook hands with the President, saying,
“That is the solution; the right thing to do.” Churchill was
reserved.” Forrest Davis in Saturday Evening Post, May
13 and 20, 1944.



VI

BETWEEN GERMANY AND RUSSIA

There is no no man’s land in any system of world policy. Power
relations, like nature, abhor a vacuum. When a great state weakens and
disintegrates it is as if dikes and dams were removed before the onrush of a
mighty torrent. Streams burst from all sides into the political vacuum.

Recent generations have more than once witnessed this phenomenon in
different parts of the world. Since the middle of the last century, China has
been weakening, while other countries have grown much stronger. The
consequences of this have been foreign intervention, partition, and
dismemberment of China’s territory, and incessant war. The whole political
structure of Eastern Asia, shaken by the weakening of China, has become
unstable, and is likely to remain so for a long time. Russia also, in 1917,
disappeared temporarily from the ranks of the great powers. Within a matter
of a few months, Japanese forces burst into Siberia, the Germans seized the
Ukraine, France and Britain negotiated agreements concerning their spheres
in Russia, and Poland started a military campaign to annex the Russian
southwest. Turkey’s role of “sick man” had become proverbial. From an
immense empire she had shrunk to an almost insignificant nation. Her
former territories were partly constituted as sovereign states of her various
nationalities and partly acquired by the great powers—DBritain, Italy, France,
Russia, and Austria.

The disintegration in 1918 of the once powerful Austria-Hungary
seemed at first to be an exception to the rule. A free Czechoslovakia,
promising to develop into one of the most advanced of democracies, was
arising out of the ruins of the century-old monarchy. A resurrected Poland
was getting her lands back, and the world was happy to see a great historical
injustice redressed. The southern Slavs, liberated from Austrian and
Hungarian rule, were uniting within their own state. Austria and Hungary
constituted themselves into two independent states of small size.

Neighboring these new nations in the east new small states were
emerging from the disintegration of Imperial Russia, notably the Baltic
States and Finland. A long line of new nations, most of them smaller in
population than the State of New York, were created on the lands between
the Arctic and the Adriatic, between Russia in the east and Germany in the
west.



During the period between the two World Wars there existed in the zone
between the Baltic and the Adriatic thirteen independent states with a total
population, in 1939, of 126 millions, and comprising an area of 758,000
square miles. How important this part of Europe has been becomes obvious
from the fact that its territory is more than four times as large as Germany’s
(182,000 square miles) and its population almost double that of Germany
(69,600,000 in 1939).11

Not less than 40 per cent of the continent’s population, exclusive of
Russia, live in this zone. (If Russia is included, the percentage is 28). It is
almost equal to the population of European Russia itself (140 millions in
1939).

From these figures it is clear how significant is this area which separates
the two greatest nations of Europe. Its political codperation with, or its
opposition to, one of them might under certain circumstances be decisive for
the course of history.



FRENCH PREDOMINANCE

After the first World War it seemed that this new structure emerging on
the site of the century-long oppression of small nations by the big empires
was a sensible, just, and democratic solution of the problem. As far as the
international status of the new states was concerned, what danger could
threaten them after Germany was decisively beaten? Nor did any danger
appear to threaten the rest of Europe from the disintegration and division of
Russia, one of the greatest and most powerful empires of the last centuries.
The picture was a pleasant one.

But the rosy illusion did not last very long. Soon it began to be obvious
that this region of Europe, so little known and so little understood by the
world, was not only a multitude of nations but perhaps the most important
element in the new structure of the old continent. It even became clear that
the key to world war and peace problems was hidden under the soil of this
Eastern zone of Europe.

After 1918 there was only one great power, France, on the continent of
Europe. Never before had such a paradoxical situation existed—a situation
resulting from the role which, for the first time in history, non-European
powers had assumed in the solution of inner-European problems. Germany
was beaten; Russia was extremely weak; Italy, whose military showing in
the war had been poor, was a power of local significance only.

Because of this anomalous and tenuous state of affairs, the new and the
old nations in this area saw no reason for the erection of a strong military
federation. It seemed that France’s good will and her army, combined with a
loose connection among themselves, would suffice to safeguard their
independence. This is why the emerging combinations of states were loose
and unstable.

By 1919 the first threads were being woven to connect Czechoslovakia,
Yugoslavia, Rumania, and Poland: these four nations were the biggest and
the strongest of the small nations of the area, and their alliance would
constitute the backbone of a strong federation. Soon after 1919 the first
political agreements were signed. They connected, at the outset, pairs of
nations: Czechoslovakia concluded a treaty with Yugoslavia (1920); Poland
with Rumania (1921); Rumania with Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia
(1921). The treaty of alliance concluded in 1913 between Serbia and Greece
was still in force. “There will arise a bloc,” the Rumanian Foreign Minister,



Take Jonesco, wrote in 1921, “of 85 million people controlling Central
Europe from the Baltic to the Aegean Sea.”!”!

The big bloc did not materialize, however. It soon became evident that
divergent interests were splitting it into two parts, and that the absence of a
real and immediate danger from without would allow to the members of the
alliance much freedom and isolationism. Two nations bordering on Russia—
Poland and Rumania—were united in an anti-Soviet policy which
culminated in the Soviet-Polish War of 1920 and left a backwash of strong
anti-Russian tendencies that influenced their policies of the *20’s and ’30’s.
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania formed the Little Entente, for
protection against the German and Hungarian danger but not against the
Russian. A Baltic group was formed by Poland, Latvia, and Estonia. A
fourth group, finally, was created by the “Balkan Pact” of 1934 uniting
Yugoslavia, Greece, Rumania, and Turkey.

Of these alliances the most interesting and the most important was the
Little Entente. The gradual development of this combination of states was
leading toward a superstate or a federative state, which, if it evolved further,
would soon have created a most important state formation within Central
Europe, embracing a population of 50 millions, certain industrial regions,
and strong armies. A State Council of the Little Entente was created as a
permanent agency, with a permanent secretariat, for the better codrdination
of foreign policies. A standing Economic Council was to serve to promote
economic collaboration. Each in turn represented the group as a whole in the
League of Nations. Finally, it was agreed that one of the aims of the
federation would be codrdination of their treaties with other states.

Other alliances between the nations of the region were not as closely knit
as the Little Entente. The deeper aim of all of them was to overcome the
provinciality, helplessness, and isolation of the small nations—the
“Balkanization” of Central Europe.
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The era of French predominance on the continent following the first
World War lasted for about fifteen years, from 1919 to 1934. No army in the
world rivaled that of France and no resistance would have been possible if
she had decided to take up arms again. Germany tried to resist her invasion



of the Ruhr in 1923 and was crushed. New nationalist Turkey, backed by
France, was victorious against the old regime as well as against Greece.

France, however, was well aware of the limitations of her power.
Possessing only 9 per cent of Europe’s population, she had assumed the task
of upholding the new status quo and of taking the dominant place in it.
Germany had 20 million more people than France, and Russia was certain to
rise again. The dominant role of France on the continent was possible only
through a system of firm military alliances and guarantees which would bind
France to the old and new states of the Eastern region, especially those that
arose out of defunct Austria-Hungary.

It became clear at the very beginning of this period that in the new
configuration of Europe the great power which dominated the Middle
Region would also dominate the rest of the continent. This was the role
assigned to the Little Entente and Poland in the system of French policy.
Because the danger to these nations (revision of peace treaties) presented by
Germany was similar to the dangers with which France was threatened, they
became natural allies of France. On the other hand, a Russian danger also
threatened certain of these states. France’s policy acquired an anti-Russian
color, since her role was that of ally as well as protector.

All the Eastern alliances were backed by France. A treaty of alliance
between France and Czechoslovakia was signed in January, 1924, a treaty of
friendship with Rumania was concluded in June, 1926, and with Yugoslavia
in November, 1927. The alliance with Poland was signed in February, 1921.
In October, 1925, when France joined the other great powers in signing the
Locarno treaties, she again signed treaties of “mutual guarantee” with
Poland and Czechoslovakia in order not to weaken her Eastern support.
Conventions of a military kind were also prepared. It was an axiom of
French policy that aggression against one of her Eastern allies would mean a
declaration of war by France against the aggressor.

This was the basis of continental power relations before 1935. Without
her Eastern allies and protégés, France would be lost. French protection of
the Middle Region was the very basis of the European structure and the
stability of this structure lasted only as long as the Middle Region moved in
the French orbit.



[1] The Baltic-Adriatic zone, before the second World War,
consisted of the following states (map p. 111):

Area in 1939
sq. miles population
(in thousands)  (in millions)

1. Poland 150 35.1
2. Rumania 122 20.0
3. Yugoslavia 96 15.7
4. Czechoslovakia 54 15.2
5. Hungary 40 10.0
6. Greece 39 7.1
7. Austria 32 7.0
8. Bulgaria 34 6.3
9. Finland 127 3.8
10. Lithuania 20 2.0
11. Latvia 25 2.0
12. Estonia 18 1.1
13. Albania 11 1.1

768 126.4

(2] F. Jean-Destieux, La paix n’est pas faite, p. 15.



GERMAN PREDOMINANCE

By the middle of the *30’s the happy quiescence of the status quo and of
French hegemony was approaching its end. Three great powers bordering on
the nations of the Middle Region were exhibiting increased resentment
toward the predominance of France—Germany, Italy, and Russia. Of the
three, Germany was by far the strongest, and Hitler’s success in 1933
signaled the emergence of a new aspirant for the role of leader in Europe.

National Socialist Germany was fully aware of the significance of the
Middle Tier in the system of European power relations. Not only everyday
practice but the “science” of the “geopolitical school” pointed to the East as
the road to resurrection. The road from Berlin to Paris leads through
Warsaw, Prague, and Bucharest: this geographical nonsense was not political
nonsense. Germany learned it from the history of the first World War, and, in
general, from the long experience of her Ostpolitik. She incorporated this
experience in the Brest-Litovsk Treaty with Russia. Hitler, himself a son of
multinational Austria-Hungary, was better aware of the significance of the
Middle Region than most leaders of other nations. His political moves
during the early years of his regime were evidence of a well-thought-out
scheme of gradual conquest of Europe which must begin in the East.

Over a long period of time he emphasized again and again that no claims
to French territory, not even to Alsace-Lorraine, were fostered by Germany;
no grounds existed, therefore, for conflicts in the West. Hitler’s activity was
directed to the East. His “peaceful struggle” for the Eastern zone was
persistent, systematic, and clever. He was aware that once he ruled these
territories, the rest of Europe would be impotent against him.

In effect, the combination of Germany with the countries of the Eastern
zone would create an empire with a population of about 200 million people,
as compared with 140 millions in the West of continental Europe. The
agrarian sections of the great empire (Rumania, Hungary, the Balkans)
would make Germany’s food situation secure in case of war; Germany’s
industry, the second in the world and the mightiest in Europe, would give the
new empire a superiority over the war industries of its enemies. German
manpower would be enormous. Germany would be invincible, at least in the
Old World area.

Before the first year of the National Socialist regime in Germany had
ended, the first blow was struck at France’s Eastern bastion. In January,



1934, Poland signed a nonaggression treaty with Germany. The full
significance of this agreement, the effect of whose announcement was
attenuated by much diplomatic phraseology, was perceived by only a few
persons. In reality this was the beginning of the end of France’s era of
control of the continent. In a sense it was a prelude to the second World War.

It was the astonishing lack of comprehension of the enormous
importance of the Middle Region in world affairs that accounted for the
generally optimistic reaction to the German-Polish pact. A pact means
peace, some said. Poland’s frontiers bordering Germany have become
secure, others remarked. Is it not a sign that Hitler can be lived with?

“Any real improvement in German-Polish relations,” wrote the London
Saturday Review on February 2, 1934, “is to be accounted a positive gain for
the peace of Europe. The eastern frontiers of Germany have long been the
chief danger zone of the continent, and the menace to peace in that area must
be considered as sensibly mitigated . . . The German-Polish pact appears to
settle the matter for the next ten years.”

Vernon Bartlett, a member of the House of Commons, expressed the
typical reasoning. Nationalist Germans, he said, hate Poland and nourish
hopes of a conquest of her territories; therefore Hitler’s pact with Poland
means a defeat for these Nazi Imperialists: “Many Germans will regret this
repudiation of Herr Rosenberg’s policy of expansion to the east,” he said.

Following in Germany’s steps, Italy was hammering at the gates of the
Little Entente from the south. The “Rome Protocols” of March, 1934,
following immediately after the German-Polish pact, were directed against
Yugoslavia; they were an agreement between Italy and Austria and Hungary.
Italy started arming the Yugoslav “Ustashi” (rebels) the same year. It was
another Italian challenge to the Little Entente when Austria resolved in 1935
to reintroduce obligatory military service. The pressure grew.

Things became ominous when in March, 1937, Belgrade, without the
consent of the other members of the young alliance, signed a five year
nonaggression pact with Rome which corresponded to the German-Polish
pact in the north.

There then followed the series of attacks, at short intervals, on France’s
Eastern fortress. In March, 1938, Germany annexed Austria. In September,
1938, she acquired the Czechoslovak Sudetenland. In October of the same
year she raised the question of the Polish Corridor.



Hitler’s and Mussolini’s penetration into Eastern Europe consisted of a
dozen or so political acts. Each step was accompanied by a reassuring
explanation. The ability and also the need to analyze the process as a whole
were lacking outside Germany and Italy. When Austria was annexed by
Germany, people abroad were saying, “After all the Austrians are of German
nationality.” When the Sudeten question was resolved in favor of Germany,
the prevailing opinion was similar. Thus, the structure of the Eastern zone
was collapsing in many spots long before the second World War began.

In December, 1938, German Foreign Minister von Ribbentrop visited
Paris for “friendly negotiation” purposes, and Eastern Europe stood high on
his agenda. After the Munich victory, however, Germany did not need to
concentrate on small details of the problem. Ribbentrop’s demand was large
but simple: France must declare her complete disinterestedness in the
Eastern nations and their policies. The significance of the Middle Region to
France and Germany and to Germany’s struggle for hegemony could not
have been made clearer than by these negotiations at Paris.

The outcome of the conference was not clear. Germany insisted
repeatedly that M. Bonnet, the French Foreign Minister, had accepted the
German demand and that therefore Germany was justified in conducting her
campaigns in the East against Prague and Warsaw, which followed almost
immediately after Ribbentrop’s visit. France officially denied this version of
the negotiations. Little as Mr. Ribbentrop merits confidence, it nevertheless
appears that the reply of France was not a simple and direct “no.” How great
France’s concession was—it was a defeat, too—will one day become
known.

When Mr. Sumner Welles, on behalf of President Roosevelt, visited
Berlin and Paris in 1940, Herr Goering told him “with the utmost emphasis
that at the time Ribbentrop visited Paris, on December 6, 1938, . . . Georges
Bonnet, then French Foreign Minister, had assured him in the name of the
French government that, as the result of the agreements at Munich, France
would renounce all further interest in Eastern Europe and had stated
specifically that France would refrain from influencing Polish policy in the
future. . . .”

“I consequently asked the Marshal,” Mr. Welles relates, “to repeat his
statement. Goering turned to Dr. Schmidt, who it appeared had been present
at Paris at the interview between Bonnet and Ribbentrop when the alleged
commitments were made . . . According to him, the exact statement that
Bonnet had made was that France thereafter renounced all political interests



in Eastern Europe and specifically agreed not to influence Poland against the
conclusion of an agreement with Germany . . .”
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When Mr. Welles visited Paris, however, Georges Bonnet insisted that
“he had never directly or indirectly given Germany any assurance that
France would wash her hands with regard to the fate of Poland.”"!

In any event, between 1937 and 1941 Germany became real master of
the East. Having paid off Italy by giving her the small territory of Albania,
and Soviet Russia by agreeing to a Russian “sphere of interests” (September,
1939), Germany acquired all the rest of that great region. Austria was
annexed; Czechoslovakia was occupied, divided, and practically annexed in
1939; Poland was defeated and annexed—except the Soviet part of it—in
September of the same year. Hungary, Rumania, and Bulgaria were included
in the German sphere by more or less peaceful means, between July, 1940,
and January, 1941. Yugoslavia and Greece fell in 1941. Finally, Finland
joined the German coalition in the spring of 1941.

At that period almost the whole of the Middle Region was controlled by
Germany. Of the 126 million inhabitants of the region, only a few million
came under Italy’s control; 22 million came under Russia. The rest of the
population were put under the control of the Reich, which had a population
of only 69 million.

Master of the entire region, Germany had actually won the European
West before she began her war in Holland, Belgium, and France. In the
framework of isolated Europe, Hitler’s victory was a foregone conclusion
from the moment he began to control the territories between the Baltic and
the Adriatic Seas, because he who controls the Middle Region controls
Europe. Before 1934 it was France, now it was Germany.

A profound difference became obvious, however, between the French
and the German system of hegemony over the Eastern zone. In the internal
affairs of the nations of that zone France was without power. Germany, on
the contrary, interfered in every sphere of life. Under the French system the
nations of the zone were coordinate elements; in the German system they
were tools. The difference was due, first, to the general distinction between
French democracy and German authoritarianism; secondly, to the weak will
of French democracy in that interwar period; thirdly, and most important, to
the geographical situation: France was in a position to exert influence by
diplomatic and economic means only; her neighbor, Germany, stressed her
démarches by the rumble of tanks and the rattling of sabers.



[1] Sumner Welles, The Time for Decision (1944), pp. 113,
114, 127.



SOVIET PREDOMINANCE

When the battle of Stalingrad was over, the Soviet Government started to
elaborate its postwar programs. The plans were gradually growing and
maturing; they were never presented in their entirety as an integral system.
The Middle Region was the Number One item in these plans.

As far as Poland was concerned, the first impression gained of the Soviet
demands (February-April, 1943) was that Soviet attention was focused
mainly on the Curzon Line, while in reality dominance over the whole of
Poland was the issue. In Yugoslavia, the government’s War Minister,
General Mikhailovich, was denounced by Moscow because of his
“reactionary tendencies,” while another government, which fitted in with the
Soviet program, was being set up. The Czechoslovak Government
unanimously consented to assume the role and the obligations of a member
of the Soviet protectorate. Defeated Rumania overnight became an ally and
turned over to Moscow the responsibility of direction of her international
policy. Bulgaria followed.

As early as the summer of 1943 this part of the Soviet program was quite
clear. The government was prepared, of course, to make certain concessions
to its allies, for instance, to acknowledge British interests in Greece and the
common interests of the allies in Austria. It did not leave any doubt,
however, that the Eastern region as a whole was to come under Russian
control.
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As far as the occupation of Germany is concerned, the borders of the
“zones” were defined at a meeting of the allied Supreme Commanders in
Berlin on June 5, 1945. The Russian zone, including areas which were to be
annexed by Russia and Poland, as well as areas of temporary military



occupation, embrace a population of about 30 million. Political and social
reconstruction of the zone would leave it, even after the end of occupation
by Soviet military forces, a zone of special Soviet influence. These German
territories, rich in industry and agriculture, would be the jewel in the long
belt of the Eastern region.

If a reconstruction of Germany and Eastern Europe along these lines
were to take place, the old continent would consist of:

About 275 million people in Russia and protectorates (about
135 million within the old frontiers of European Soviet Russia,
and about 140 million within the smaller nations).

About 180 million in the rest of Europe (40 million in western
and southern Germany, and about 140 million in the rest of the
western and southern countries).

The distribution of Europe’s territory accordingly would be 2,900,000
square miles in Russia and her sphere, and 1,000,000 square miles in the rest
of Europe.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, the pattern of future
developments is obvious. History has entrusted the leadership of Russia,
during the war and postwar period, to a party and to a man whose concepts
have for decades called for union with Germany—a transformed Germany,
of course. From the end of 1918 until 1934, and perhaps until even more
recently, the greatest hopes for the extension of Communism to the world
have been pinned on Germany—the Number One nation in the long list of
nations to be won over. An invincible bloc “from Aachen to Vladivostok”
has been the favorite idea not only of Lenin but of the whole of his party.
The war with Poland in 1920 was aimed not so much against Warsaw as
toward direct contact with Germany. The internal crises in Germany during
the period of the Weimar Republic were watched more closely in Moscow
than anywhere else in the world. Hitler’s rise to power was viewed in
Moscow as an episode which would pave the way to the Communist
transformation of Germany.

Stalin was the most ardent advocate of these concepts. He did not
believe that any other possibilities for the spread of Communism existed.
When the revolutionary movements in Germany subsided, after 1923, the
Soviet leaders—Zinoviev, for instance—started a search for another
“geography of the revolution” and pinned their hopes on China and India.
Stalin remained cool and repudiated the new routes. The ebb of the



revolutionary movement in Germany Stalin saw as a proof that the world
had entered a temporary period of stability. The political crisis which began
in the late *30’s signified for Stalin the end of this “stability of capitalism”
and the beginning of a new dynamic period, and the concept of a future
Soviet-German collaboration was revived.

These concepts did not die during the war period. When they are
revived, after the victory, they will mean: Rejection of any plan for a definite
division of Germany into a multitude of small states; the setting up of a
government, at least in a specified area of the former Reich, with a new pro-
Soviet policy which will appeal to the rest of Germany to unite under it.
When this program has been accomplished, a revival of German industry, in
order to strengthen the great bloc, will become necessary.



TWO SPHERES IN EUROPE?

At the end of the first World War a British geographer, Halford
Mackinder, wrote a short book entitled Democratic Ideals and Reality, a
combination of geography and political science, or geography in its
application to political problems. It was a profound study of outstanding
European problems, rich in original thinking and of extreme interest even
today—perhaps more interesting today than at any other time since its
publication.

Mackinder was the father and founder of ‘“geopolitics.” German
professors later vulgarized his theories and created a “geopolitical school” in
favor of National Socialist political needs. From the abundance of
Mackinder’s ideas they took what fitted into the program of German
conquest and finally settled on the vague, unscientific concept of
Lebensraum. Mackinder himself had nothing to do with the German
development of his ideas. On the contrary, the problem of making Europe
secure from a possible new German aggression was one of his
preoccupations.

“The condition of stability in the territorial rearrangement of East
Europe is that the division should be into three and not into two state-
systems. It is a vital necessity that there should be a tier of independent
states between Germany and Russia. . . . Any mere trench-line . . . would
have left German and Slav still in dual rivalry, and no lasting stability could
have ensued.”

The belt of nations between the Baltic and the Adriatic was designated
by Mackinder the Middle Tier. The independence of the Middle Tier from its
neighbors was accordingly a condition of a stable peace.

“Seven independent states, from the Adriatic to the Baltic, with a total of
more than sixty million people, traversed by railways linking them securely
with one another, and having access through the Adriatic, Black and Baltic
Seas with the ocean, will together effectively balance the Germans from
Prussia and Austria.”"!

If this condition is not fulfilled, and the Middle Tier falls to one of its big
neighbors, this neighbor will be able “to rule Eastern Europe.” (Eastern
Europe, according to Mackinder’s thesis, was the region between the Volga
and the Elbe). Command of Eastern Europe, however, is in itself a source of



great power, since it enables the ruler to achieve command of Northern Asia,
too. Then the rest of Europe, of Asia and Africa must fall to the ruler of the
“Heartland.” (The “Heartland,” in Mackinder’s terminology, means the
lands stretching from western Russia almost to the northern Pacific). He
commands the “World-Island”: Europe, plus Asia, plus Africa. And, finally,
the rest of the world, too weak to resist, would fall to the ruler of the
“World-Island.”

“What if the Great Continent, the whole World-Island or a large part of
it, were at some future time to become a single and united base of seapower?
Would not the other insular bases [Britain, America, Japan] be outbuilt as
regards ships and outmanned as regards seamen? Their fleets would no
doubt fight with all the heroism begotten in their histories, but the end would
be fated.”

Mackinder conceived his idea in these terms:

“Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland:
“Who rules the Heartland commands the World-Island:
“Who rules the World-Island commands the World.”

More than twenty-five years—and what years!—have passed since these
ideas were developed. Now the world is again, after the second World War,
confronted with the same set of problems.

Most of the popular schemes proposed recently for postwar settlement of
European relations envisage a durable partition of Europe into two rather
than three spheres: the Eastern sphere, embracing all the large and small
countries from a line east of Germany-Italy to the Urals; and the Western
sphere, containing all nations lying west and south of Germany.

The British-Soviet twenty-year pact, concluded in 1942, was formulated
on this basis: the two allies, considering themselves the leading powers of
future Europe, reserved to themselves the solution of all outstanding
European problems. The stated object of the pact, however, was “to render
impossible the repetition of aggression and violation of peace by Germany.”
If the main postwar problem were to be the removal of the German menace,
then the solution of the plaguing European problems must depend on the
continuance of the war coalition of the two greatest powers of Europe. This
was clear and logical. Although the pact dealt with the future era of peace, it
was purely a war product and to this extent was sensible and necessary.



However, the war was not yet ended when the French-Soviet treaty of 1944
made the first puncture in the British-Soviet structure. It will not be the last.

In his Time for Decision, Mr. Sumner Welles likewise accepts the
“regional system for FEurope” in its Soviet version. “The Soviet
government,” he says, “is entitled to take such steps as it may judge best to
create a regional system of Eastern Europe . . .

“The Soviet government is as legitimately entitled to promote a regional
system of Eastern Europe, composed of co-operative and well-disposed
independent governments among the countries adjacent to Russia, as the
United States has been justified in promoting an inter-American system of
the twenty-one sovereign American republics . . .

“To remove all grounds for justifiable criticism and to make doubly sure
that the frontiers of future Russia will incorporate willing, rather than
unwilling, Soviet citizens, the Soviet government would be well-advised to
permit open plebiscites to be taken in every instance where there is a dispute
as to the will of the majority . . .

But the twenty-one republics are really independent in their internal
affairs, and their governments are not shaped in Washington. Elections, free
from interference from outside, can therefore be held in South America.
With Soviet Russia, on the other hand, there are but two alternatives: either a
Soviet “regional system” with virtual incorporation of the smaller nations,
without free plebiscite; or a free ballot and democracy—and no Soviet
sphere. A combination of both is impossible. Therefore the Moscow
government would encounter certain defeat if it followed Mr. Welles’s
advice.

This trend of thinking is not confined to a few authors and diplomats. On
the contrary, the idea of dividing Europe into two spheres has a multitude of
adherents because it seems to indicate a peaceful solution of thorny
problems. The idea, an agreeable one, is being uncritically digested.
However, it does not ensure a stable structure, nor does it contain a
guarantee of peace.

The Soviet Government considers all nations bordering Russia in Europe
a potential danger that must be dealt with by placing them under Soviet
control. Actually, however, the nations of the Middle Region would only
constitute a menace if they were to attempt to create one centralized and
militarized state out of the various small nations; if they were to seek to



revive Austria-Hungary, even if under new leadership. In that case Russia
would be justified in opposing the emergence of a great new military power
on her western borders, created artificially out of heterogeneous elements.

Contrary to the official view, a belt of independent nations and regional
alliances of these nations would present no menace for Russia, and it would
be absurd to extend the Soviet state to the Adriatic, six hundred miles from
Russia, in order to prevent little Yugoslavia from invading Russia; or to
extend Russia’s borders to Danzig, three hundred miles away, for the same
reason. Soviet leaders are as well aware as others that control over the
Middle Region is not a real way of insuring security. Were it not for other
reasons, Moscow would not strive to widen its sphere of influence.
However, these other reasons are not being stated frankly.

Nothing would serve better as a guarantee of Russia’s real security than
a really friendly attitude toward neighboring nations. And there is no other
way to demonstrate friendliness toward a small neighbor than by leaving her
the liberty to arrange her affairs as she pleases. Such a policy, especially in
combination with a strong Russian Army, is by far the best guarantee against
war and encroachment.

[1] Halford Mackinder, Democratic Ideals and Reality (ed.
1942), pp. 158, 165.

(2] 1bid., pp. 70, 150.

[3] Sumner Welles, The Time for Decision, pp. 332-334.



VI

THE POWERS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The Middle East has not been in the political limelight during the war; it
has only sporadically attracted public attention. Nevertheless it is one of the
chief sore spots in world affairs and its importance is bound to increase in
the near future. The interests of the great powers clash here with a force
comparable only to the clash of their antagonisms in the Far East or in
Central Europe.

This part of the Asiatic continent, the Biblical cradle of humanity, which
once embraced great civilizations, huge empires, and an ancient culture, is
today one of the most backward countries in the world. Gone are the times
of the califs, of the Thieves of Bagdad, the Thousand and One Nights, and
the Tower of Babylon. Vast deserts—salt deserts, sand deserts, the Syrian,
Keviz, and Lut deserts—cover the region, and lions and jackals are a danger
to man. Poverty-stricken peoples populate the lands, half of them nomads on
the lowest level of human culture. Disease and epidemics rage to an extent
unknown elsewhere. Although enormous mineral riches are hidden beneath
the earth of these nations, the backwardness and poverty of the peoples and
political conditions have left this wealth untapped.

In the political sense these lands are situated between Russia and the
British sphere. The long narrow belt of land dividing Britain and Russia in
the Middle East begins at the Dardanelles and ends deep in Central Asia at a
point where Russia, Afghanistan, and Tibet meet. The belt is comprised
mainly of three Asiatic nations—Turkey, Iran, and Afghanistan (see map, p.
135) with a combined population of about 40 millions. In a more general
sense—racial, religious, cultural, and economic—other remnants of old
Turkey also belong to this sphere: Arabia, Iraq, Palestine, and Syria, as well
as some minor states of the Arabian peninsula. These territories, most of
which have been since 1920 under British protectorate (Syria was under
France), form a distinct part of the Middle East, and their fate, too, depends
on the interrelationships between the Big Three. All together, these nations,
with a total population of about 55 millions!"! constitute an important part of
the Asiatic world. Their total area is greater than the whole of Europe,
excluding Russia; their population, however, is 20 per cent less than
Germany’s.
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The Asiatic characteristics of this region—the poverty of the people, the
deserts, the almost total absence of industry in general and war industry in
particular—account for the main difference between this area and those
European regions which, although situated between great empires, are able
to resist, to struggle, to invent, and to impress the world. Here, in the Middle
East, nations are independent only because, and to the extent that, the rivalry
of the great leaves them to their independence. This is the classical region of
“buffer states,” of “spheres of influence,” of political bribery on a large
scale, of industrial “concessions,” and of “oil diplomacy.” Abdurrachman,
one of the rulers of Afghanistan, has summarized his experience and
wisdom concerning the great powers in these simple words: “Every
government strives to seize as much as it can in the largest quantity.” And
therefore, according to him, “the White Dog [the Russians] is no better than
the Red Dog [the British].”



For more than a century the British and Russian Empires have been
drawing nearer to one another in the Middle East. Like two opposing
torrents, one from the north, the other from the south, they have rolled to
meet. Hating, fearing one another, they craved to approach at the same time.

Britain expanded outward from India in a fan-shaped movement, taking
all the lands from Baluchistan to Burma. Russia moved through the
Caucasus, around the Caspian, across Turkestan. Rolling forward, subduing
on the way old kingdoms and alien races, they arrived, one from each side,
at the frontiers of Tibet and Afghanistan in the last decades of the nineteenth
century.

Since 1815 resistance to further Russian expansion in Europe has been
strong. The dynamism of the empire therefore sought an outlet in Asia—in
Central Asia as well as in the Far East. Chancellor Gorchakov, the well-
known Russian diplomat of the ’60’s and ’70’s, was the first to state that
“Russia’s future lies in Asia,” since she “has no great tasks to fulfill in
Europe.”

At the end of the Napoleonic era Britain’s possessions were limited to
territories in southern, central, and eastern India, while Russia’s frontiers in
Asia lay northeast of the Aral and Caspian Seas. Then, in 1818, Britain
acquired the vast Rajputana territory and, moving north, in 1845 took
Punjab in Kashmir. Russia came down and, in the 1840’s, took Turgai and
Akmolinsk. Between 1876 and 1883 Britain proceeded to annex
Baluchistan. Russia annexed Turkestan during the *60’s and *70’s, and Merv
in the ’80’s. Then, in 1895, Britain occupied the frontier provinces. Only the
narrow tongue of eastern Afghanistan now lay between the expanding
colossi.

It was obvious that if the course of expansion continued the two powers
would one day find themselves with a common frontier in the Middle East.
In 1810 the shortest distance between the Russian and the British
possessions in Asia was 1,100 miles; in the 1850°s the distance was 500
miles; in the ’80’s it was only 300 miles—in the Pamirs, in Afghanistan,
only 20 or 30 miles. A clash between Britain and Russia over Asiatic
problems would have to be fought out elsewhere, too. Such a clash would
develop into one of the greatest wars of Europe and Asia. To remove the
danger and postpone the conflict, special agreements, typical of this part of
the world, were from time to time concluded between London and St.
Petersburg. It was agreed, for instance, not to build any railways in a neutral
zone (Persia), not to establish consulates or send agents (Russia in
Afghanistan), not to annex certain specific territories (Khiva). Most of these



agreements, however, were short-lived. At the beginning of the twentieth
century the crisis appeared to be approaching fast.

Britain and Russia were the masters of the Middle East in the nineteenth
century; they still play this role today. Other powers have striven to acquire
influence, economic privileges, and territory, but have not been successful to
any important degree. During the time of the late Kaiser Germany
penetrated through Turkey into Persia and even acquired some influence in
Afghanistan; her Berlin-Bagdad railroad, planned to connect the German
capital with the great Arabic world had done much to irritate British-
German relations in the last years preceding the first World War, as did also
the public utterances of the Kaiser, which pointed to Britain as the great
enemy of the Islamic world. Again in the *30’s Hitler’s Germany acquired
influence in the Middle East by political as well as economic means. This
influence was eliminated in 1941-42.

The French colonial Empire had recoiled before Britain in this part of
the world. At the end of the first World War France obtained only a mandate
over Syria and Lebanon, with a population of about 3 millions. Certain oil
rights were conceded to her by Britain in Iraq. But on the whole France’s
influence in the Middle East was not great. Italy, too, claimed territory in
Asia Minor, when Turkish spoils were divided, but had to abandon her
claims after the resurrection of the new Turkey early in the *20’s.

During the war years, 1941 to 1945, Soviet activity in the Middle East in
general was growing. Egypt was the first of the Arab countries to recognize
the Soviet Union, and in August, 1943, a Soviet diplomatic agency was set
up in Cairo. In the summer of 1944 diplomatic relations were established
with Syria and Lebanon, former French mandates. The setting up of a
consulate in Palestine was likewise contemplated. In September, 1944,
relations between Iraq and the Soviet Union were established. Saudi Arabia
conducted her relations with Moscow through Cairo, where the Soviet
envoy and his staff were becoming an important center of Soviet political
activity in a vast region.

The Arabs are an important element among the nations of the Middle
East. So far as international relations are concerned, their importance lies in
the fact that the Arabs, subjugated, frequently exploited, and extremely poor,
for centuries have been a rebellious or a potentially rebellious element in a
vast line of states and colonies. Numbering approximately 40 millions, they
are dispersed over the Middle East and North Africa; from Iraq, Arabia, and
Palestine their habitations extend into Tunis and Algeria. These lands
comprise British and French possessions, spheres, mandates, wherein Arab



and pan-Arab movements, at times patronized by Paris and London, have at
other times been the cause of serious concern. A certain amount of anti-
British feeling has existed in Arab lands for a long time. To a degree it is
present even in the Arab League, recently established by the governments of
the Arab nations. Soviet influence, having grown during the war, also made
itself felt in the Arab world, especially in Syria, Palestine, and Egypt.

In Syria an important Armenian minority constitutes a link with the
Soviet Armenian Republic. In the fall of 1944 a visit by Professor
Abrahamian, dean of the Soviet Armenian University, to the Syrian
Armenians was built up to a political event. On the other hand, it was
expected that one of the Asiatic Soviet republics, with a Moslem majority,
would soon establish direct diplomatic relations with Moslem Syria.

The part of another link to the Middle East was assigned to the small
Kurd nationality, the members of which are dispersed over Iran, Turkey, and
the Soviet Caucasus. In 1944 Soviet authorities tentatively began to promote
a Kurd movement, in order to attract the sympathies of Kurds across the
borders.

In other cases it was not the nationalist feelings of the nations of the
Middle East but their religious orientation that furnished the key for the
cautious Soviet penetration. The newly established Soviet religious
authorities were claiming, through the Soviet Foreign Office, the property
and the position which the Imperial Orthodox societies had acquired in
Palestine and elsewhere. The new Soviet envoy, Abdul Sultanov, prayed
every Friday in the mosque of Omar in order to strengthen contacts with the
Moslems of Palestine. Simultaneously, the British-Zionist conflict has found
its counterpart in a rapprochement between Moscow and Zionist groups.

For a long time Zionism was considered by the Soviet Government an
anti-Soviet and pro-British movement; along with the persecution of
Zionists in Russia the government forbade the teaching of the Hebrew
language in Soviet schools. As far as Palestine and, in general, the Middle
East are concerned, the Soviet Government supported Arab, rather than
Jewish, nationalism. Since 1942-43 a general reversal has occurred in Soviet
policy with regard to Palestine, Zionism, and the Jewish question. In 1943
the Soviet Vice-Commissar of Foreign Affairs, Ivan Maiski, visited
Palestine, received delegations of Palestinian Jews and made reassuring
declarations. A “leading Soviet diplomat™ said to a similar Jewish delegation
in 1943:



“Back in the ’twenties we could not but consider Zionism as an agency
of British imperialism. And we were bound to treat you accordingly. Now,
however, the whole situation has changed. Not only Britain and Zionism
seem to be at a constant variance, but our outlook, too, has undergone a
serious evolution. Should Soviet Russia be interested in the future in the
Middle East, it would be obvious that the advanced and progressive Jews of
Palestine hold out much more promise for us than the backward Arabs
controlled by feudal cliques of Kings and effendis.”!?!

In November, 1943, the Palestinian question was raised by Stalin at the
Teheran Conference. Two delegates of a Moscow Jewish Committee visited
America early in 1944 and spoke in public meetings about a world-wide
“brotherhood of Jewry.” These Soviet moves were motivated by opposition
to Britain’s predominance in the Middle East.

At least 90 per cent of the population of the Middle East are Moslems,
and religion plays a far greater role in these regions than elsewhere in the
world. Politically this fact is of enormous importance, for a common
religion binds the Moslems of this region to 75 million Moslems in British
India and between 20 and 25 million Moslems in Russia. The
Mohammedans of the buffer states, therefore, can serve as a bridge of
influence leading from the Russian to the British possessions, or vice versa.
Soviet Russia has often made use of this bridge at important moments
during her conflicts with London.

Of the eleven Soviet republics which constituted the Soviet Union in
1939, eight are situated on the borders of this Asiatic Middle Tier.*) In most
of them the Moslem population is in the majority and serves as a center of
appeal to the Moslems of the neighboring lands under British rule. One of
the aims of the Soviet constitutional reform of February, 1944, was to
contrast the condition of these Moslems with the treatment accorded
Moslems in India and the mandated territories.

The most important developments, however, took place in Iran and
Turkey. These are discussed in subsequent chapters.

The United States was the last among the great powers to acquire
interests in the Middle East. The history of its activities in this area has been
different from that of the other great powers: it began with private economic
investments involving no territorial acquisitions or questions of influence.
Nevertheless, political influence grew rapidly and, within a period of twenty
years, has assumed a peculiar role athwart the two dominating powers.



Afghanistan

Arabia (including
Oman, Kuweit,
Yemen,
Hadhramaut)

Bahrein Isles

Iraq

Iran

Turkey

Palestine
Trans-Jordania
Syria and Lebanon

Area
(000 km.)

650
2,600

0.6
302
1,644
744

1939
population
(000)

7,000
7,000

The population figures are approximate.
League of Nations Yearbook, 1941-42.

Eliahu Ben-Horin, “The Soviet Wooing of Palestine,”
Harper's Magazine, April, 1944,

Georgia, Armenia,
Tadzhik Kazakh, Kirghiz.

Azerbaijan,

Turkomen,

Uzbek,

The reform granted the Union republics the right to

independent foreign

relations

and maintenance of

independent armies. These rights, of no consequence
practically, were designed, in the Middle East, to
facilitate political ties with the buffer states and the

British zone.



THE BIG THREE IN THE MIDDLE EAST

In the past, one of the chief means of political penetration into these
regions has been the construction of railroads. In a loosely united state, like
the states of the Middle East, a new railroad opens up the region and acts as
an economic as well as a political magnet. Foreign capital needed for its
construction is invested only with the advance consent of the foreign
government. The reliable police force required to operate a railroad must
sometimes be imported along with the locomotives and the engineers. The
railroads of the backward lands—the Berlin-to-Bagdad, the Manchurian, and
the African railroads, for instance—were considered political strongholds of
the parent nations.

The importance of the railroads as a means of political penetration has
been overshadowed during the last three or four decades by another means
—the development of oil resources. The Middle East is one of the richest oil
territories of the world. From Russian Baku on the Caspian down through
Iran, Iraq, and Arabia the territory is a great oil region. Its reserves have
never been thoroughly explored; experts differ in their estimates. Recent
American explorations estimate the subterranean oil riches of the Middle
East, exclusive of those of Russia, at 50 billion barrels.

It is because of its oil riches that the Middle East has attracted so much
interest in the last decades. Were it not for the oil, whose importance has
been increasing rapidly in the eyes of every power in the world, this region
would certainly not be so important today in world politics. Since the
invention of the automobile and later the airplane, the war industry of every
nation has been dependent on oil; nations which do not possess important oil
reserves beneath their own surface—such as Britain, France, Germany,
Japan—have been endeavoring to secure for themselves supplies from other
parts of the globe, and the Middle East has been paramount among the
objects of their oil policies.

“The Middle East,” Secretary of the Navy Frank Knox said, “contains
the greatest known pool of oil in existence in the world. The ordinary man
cannot imagine the wealth of this region. The oil here could create a hundred
Rockefellers.”"! “The center of gravity of world oil petroleum is shifting
from the Gulf of Mexico-Caribbean area [and from the United States] to the
Persian Gulf area,” was the opinion of the geologist Everett Lee DeGolyer,
after his investigation of the oil regions of the Middle East for the American



Government late in 1943. He arrived at the conclusion that the “indicated”
reserves of Iran amount to 3 to 4 billion barrels; of Saudi Arabia, 2 to 7
billions; of Kuweit, 9 billions; and of the whole Middle Eastern region, 50
billion barrels. How large these quantities are is obvious from the fact that
the total world output amounts to 2 billion barrels a year.

The development of the oil resources of the Middle East, which began
only about forty years ago, has developed at such a pace that this region, of
secondary importance in modern history, is in process of becoming one of
the most important battlegrounds in the economic wars of the powers.

Almost every world power is represented in the Middle East, and the
economic battle fronts here correspond to the grouping of the powers
elsewhere. It was natural that Britain should have been first to make her
appearance there; that Germany should swoop down following the British
traces; that France should make a vigorous demand for some of the oil as her
share for bringing about the victories of World War I; that the United States
should have been the last to land in a region under foreign control; and that
Russia should stand aside and, watching every move of the powers, be ready
to counteract these moves if and when they approached a potential Russian
sphere in the Middle East. The relationships of the powers in the Middle
East were exact duplicates of their combinations, groupings, conflicts, and
alliances in the larger Weltpolitik.

Actual business competition between oil companies in the Middle East
was limited. Rather agreements between them divided the great region into
zones and markets—into separate spheres of the companies. After the first
World War London and Paris tried to exclude America from the oil business
of the region, and a prolonged diplomatic conflict arose between the Foreign
Office and the State Department. While Lord Curzon and Bainbridge Colby
were exchanging lengthy notes and discussing the legal aspects of the term
“mandated territories,” the oil companies of the two countries found a
common ground, talking in terms of barrels, markets, pounds sterling, and
dollars. They soon reached an agreement which subsequently developed into
a unified system of joint activity in the Middle East. The so-called Red Line
Agreement between British and American oil companies prohibited these
companies from proceeding individually. This agreement, which is still in
force, embraced the whole Middle East except Iran.”! Agreements, however,
did not do away entirely with rivalry and antagonisms. They have continued
to exist until today, at times bursting into the open. In general, however,
economic collaboration between America and Britain has nowhere made
greater progress than in the Middle East during the last ten or fifteen years.



It may serve as a classic example of internationalization of economic
activities.

The British companies, the oldest customers of the Middle East, enjoyed
the strong backing of their government; the American companies, on the
other hand, were more energetic, more enterprising, and better equipped
financially. American economic expansion in the Middle East was
progressing in 1942-45, at first without any direct interference of the
American Government. However, it soon became obvious that a certain
amount of government backing was necessary. In June, 1943, when the
Petroleum Reserves Corporation was created by the government, with
Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes at its head, one of its objectives was an
increase in the American oil output in Asia and one of its first projects, in
competition with Britain, was to build a great pipe line from Arabia to the
Mediterranean in order to facilitate and augment the shipments of oil and to
reduce their costs.

In December, 1943, Mr. Ickes stated, in an article in the American
Magazine, that the oil reserves of the United States are not sufficient for
more than fourteen years; that the war is being conducted throughout the
world chiefly with American oil; and that in order to conserve American
resources the United States must expand the production of oil in other lands.
In accordance with this view of the government, the Petroleum Reserves
Corporation reached an agreement with the Arabian-American Company:
the government was prepared to invest about $150,000,000 for construction
of the pipe line.

Mr. Ickes’ estimate of the oil reserves of the United States was generally
disputed and opposition was expressed to the project of a direct state
enterprise. From London, which had not been consulted, came other ideas
and projects. Eventually, the pipe-line plan was dropped, and there were
even doubts as to whether the plan had ever been seriously considered. What
remained from the passionate discussions of those months has been the
growing interest of the United States Government in oil enterprises abroad.
It was not only oil companies that conducted negotiations and concluded
agreements: now Mr. Cordell Hull, the Secretary of State, was taking part in
conferences with Lord Beaverbrook, the delegate of the British Government.
Government activity was far more important now than even in the early
’20’s, when the British were for the first time compelled to move over a bit
in the Middle East and to concede a share to the Americans.

On August 8, 1944, an Anglo-American oil agreement was signed in
Washington. Acknowledging the interests of “other producing and



consuming countries” (Russia among them), the agreement, for the time
being, however, foresaw the creation of a purely Anglo-American
“International Petroleum Council,” consisting of eight members: four
American and four British. A short time later the United States Government
withdrew the agreement from the Senate for revision. A new draft,
completed in February, 1945, was the subject of renewed discussion with
London. Conclusion of an agreement was considered certain. As far as the
future Anglo-American Petroleum Council is concerned, the new draft of
agreement made no changes.

In 1944-45 the oil markets of the world were more firmly held by
America and Britain than at any time previously. With their interests
interwoven, they were approaching a united front and an almost total
monopoly of the world’s oil trade. Meantime, France and Holland, also
interested in oil, were being weakened by the war.

The results of the Anglo-American collaboration in the three main oil-
concession countries of the Middle East are the following:

Saudi Arabia is the exclusive American oil sphere. The Arabian-
American Oil Company (owned by Standard Oil of California and the Texas
Company) is in possession of two large oil concessions in Saudi Arabia; the
concession runs until the year 2000. The company began its shipments in
1939, and only limited use has so far been made of the contracted rights. A
large increase is probable. The concession in Saudi Arabia is of particular
interest from a political point of view, since that country is actually a British
sphere wherein the American oil business has made use of the open door
principle in the widest sense, even to the extent of practically excluding
British competition. Saudi Arabia’s oil production amounts to only 11 per
cent of the total Middle Eastern output, but has prospects of rapid growth.

Iraq, producer of 20 per cent of the oil of the Middle East, is an example
of the reverse kind. The only important oil company is the Iraq Petroleum
Company, which consists of British, American, and French interests.
America possesses 23.75 per cent of the shares and the same percentage of
oil produced in Iragq.
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6. Unexplored oil lands of Iran

Iran, with her 65 per cent output, is the oldest of the established Middle
Eastern oil fields. Britain has a hold on Iranian oil through the Anglo-Iranian
Oil Company and subsidiaries. For more than thirty years the British
Government has been in possession of at least 50 per cent of the company’s



capital. It was Winston Churchill, in his capacity of First Lord of the
Admiralty, who urged the British Government and Parliament onto the road
of direct state participation in oil economy. The oil output of the Anglo-
Iranian Oil Company has risen from 81,000 tons on the eve of the first
World War (1913) to 10 million tons in 1938. Its huge concession runs until
the year 1993; it feels itself secure in Iran.

The oil business in the Middle East, as elsewhere, consists, of course,
not of the oil wells alone. Other components of oil economy are the
refineries and pipe lines and the oil fleet. The relationship of Britain and
America in the oil economy of the Middle East may be seen from the
following figures:

Of the total oil reserves of this region, British companies possess 60 per
cent, American companies 33 per cent. Of the total refinery capacity the
British companies own 80 per cent, the American companies 20 per cent. Of
the pipe lines in operation the British are in possession of almost 100 per
cent.”

American influence is in reality stronger than would appear from these
data, and it is continuing to grow. Politically speaking, however, the most
important fact is that the Middle East oil economy has woven a net of
British-American interests which receive strong support from the British
and, to a lesser but growing degree, from the American Governments. “In
the Middle East,” a report of the Foreign Policy Association said, “It is
difficult to distinguish rivalry between companies from rivalry between
states.” Likewise, agreements and collaboration between the oil companies
always correspond to the national policies of their respective governments.
The recent oil agreements between America and Britain mean “a first step in
what might be a carefully laid plan of a superstate cartel” with all its far-
reaching political implications. A superstate cartel is primarily a cartel of
Britain and America, which today control 80 per cent of the world’s oil.

For the grouping of powers in the Middle East, the new position of the
United States is the most important event. It was significant that after the
Cairo conference in February, 1945, two of the conferees, Mr. Roosevelt and
Mr. Churchill, met the heads of state of Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Ethiopia to
discuss current political problems of the Middle East. Likewise significant
was the statement made by the King of Iran, at about the same time,
concerning America: “Iran welcomes signs that a positive and crystallized
United States foreign policy is developing for the first time in the Middle
East; after the war and the evacuation of foreign troops from Iranian soil this
country looks forward to increasing economic ties with America.”!



Senator Burton correctly summarized the prevalent trend when he stated,
in his report on his overseas trip, that “the Middle East and North Africa are
a proving ground for a constructive vigorous foreign policy of the United
States.”!!

[1] Fortune, June, 1944,
[2] Foreign Policy Report, July 1, 1944, Blair Bolles.
[3] Fortune, June, 1944.

[4]  1In the words of Mr. J. K. Pew of the Sun Oil Company.
Fortune, October, 1944.

[5] New York Times, March 8, 1945.

[6]  New York Times, February 23, 1945.



REVOLUTIONS AND NATIONALISM

Since 1918 Moscow has been appealing to the peoples of all Asia, from
Turkey to China, to rise against the imperialist powers, and has been
promising help and codperation. In the Soviet view a social revolution, in its
Asiatic aspect, did not call for immediate socialization and drastic economic
upheavals on the Russian pattern but rather for an uprising against
imperialism and, first of all, against Britain. It called for overthrow of the
internal political system, creation of new governments, rejuvenation of the
state machinery, creation of strong military forces, certain agrarian changes,
a holy war against the “conquerors and enslavers,” resurrection of the
nationhood and rehabilitation of backward peoples—Arabs, Turks, Hindus,
Afghans, Chinese, Persians—for a common opposition to the “international
robbers,” and close alliance with Soviet Russia. It was a vision of a general
uprising of the Asiatic peoples with Moscow at the helm.

The anti-British spirit of the Soviet policy was its strongest element
during the whole interwar period. To Moscow it appeared obvious that a war
with Britain in the very near future was inevitable and that such a war would
have to be fought in the Middle East. “That the main instigator of a war
against us will be England cannot be doubted,” wrote A. Sultanzade, one of
the chief expounders of Soviet Middle Eastern policies. “He who has not
understood this truth has not understood anything in the world. The chief
battleground will be the Middle and the Near East. In all English plans Iran
is being considered as the main base for deploying armed forces.”!"

This Soviet policy produced in the Middle East reactions of hatred
toward England which at times were even stronger than the violent
propaganda of Moscow itself, and this hatred was the driving force behind a
big revolutionary movement. “Liberation” in the Middle East meant not
only an internal upheaval, as in Europe, but first of all liberation from
foreign control, which was British control in ninety-five out of a hundred
cases. Whereas in Europe revolutions were often antinationalist, in the
Middle East nationalism was the strongest element of the revolutionary
movement.

After World War I revolutionary movements spread all over Asia; new
nationalist leaders emerged overnight; old customs, habits, kings, and lords
were overthrown. In every land a new great national hero was rising to lead
the people. Having attained success in a bloody struggle with his



predecessors, he remained as leader of his “regenerated nation”; having
defied the influence of Britain and France, he was becoming the standard
bearer of peoples “awakened to freedom and independence.”

In Turkey after a century of Turkish degeneration it was Mustapha
Kemal Pasha who defied the Sévres Treaty, overthrew the old regime, and
achieved a unique position. In Persia, Reza Khan had a similar career. In
Afghanistan, Ammanullah was the great reformer of the ’20’s. In China,
Chiang Kai-shek, succeeding Sun Yat-sen, was the revolutionary hero.
Friendship with Moscow was their first political commandment, and all of
them were warmly greeted by Moscow. It was indeed a great movement on
the part of the Asiatic peoples.

Then in the middle and at the end of the *20’s came the reversal. Sons of
nationalist revolutions, the new leaders one after another began to revise
their international policies. There was no prospect of success in endlessly
combating the imperialism of the great powers; there was certain danger in a
one-sided alliance with Russia; there was a growing fear of possible
territorial and other demands on the part of Moscow. Often, the activity of
local Communist parties was creating animosity against Russia and
accelerating the reversal.

Opposing Britain, fearing Russia, the new leaders sometimes looked for
a third power as an ally: Germany? America? It was, in Nietzsche’s phrase, a
case of love for the remote rather than love for the neighbor. Such was the
case in Iran, to a certain degree in Iraq, and among the Arabs in Palestine.
Others of the nations reverted to collaboration with Britain and, in the Far
East, with America. Russia was once more gradually being isolated and
relations between her and her Asiatic neighbors during the ’30’s were
cooling off.

[1] A. Sultanzade, The Economic Development of Persia
(Moscow, 1930), p. 11.



Here, for instance, are eloquent excerpts from an article
written by a prominent Turkish nationalist in the early
’20’s; it was typical of the political atmosphere of the
East:

“One thing stands out definite, unshakable, eruptive
like a volcano, stable and firm like one’s faith in God,
infinite like time and darkness: HATRED AGAINST
THE BRITISH.

“In their vocabulary impudence stands for sangfroid;
meanness and vileness for truthfulness; insolence, hatred
and despotism for virtue and civilization . . .

“If the columns on which religion stands are four,
there should be a fifth one: HATRED AGAINST THE
BRITISH.

“A Christian who is proud of his divine and Jewish
ancestry, and who is anxious to get nearer to Jesus and
Holy Mary should rest on one sole conviction: HATRED
AGAINST THE BRITISH.”

The article concluded:

“Therefore, for God’s sake, Massacre! For the love of
your country, Massacre! In the name of crying humanity,
Massacre! In revenge for your dead brethren, Massacre!
For the salvation of the world and the peace of hell,
Massacre! . . . On the day of your victory all the world
will spit on the shameless face of the British . . .”
Bierstadt, The Great Betrayal (New York, 1924), p. 80.



TURKEY AND THE POWERS

“Turkey must be finished up”—such was the last Tsar’s marginal note to
a report of August, 1916, concerning Russian war aims. Indeed, had the
Russian Revolution not occurred, the Turkish state might have ceased to
exist a quarter of a century ago.

For a hundred and fifty years the expanding empire of the north was
pressing the great empire of the south. Turkey was becoming Russia’s
“hereditary enemy.” What are today the southern Ukraine, Crimea,
Bessarabia, the Caucasus, once belonged to Turkey. Russian victories helped
the Balkan Slavs, as well as Rumania, in their struggle against Turkey for
independence. During the nineteenth century Turkey was reduced to the size
of a second-rate power, comprising, however, a not unimportant part of the
Middle East. Her population on the eve of the first World War was
approximately 28 millions.

It was fatal for Turkey that her main possessions lay across and around
the British life line to India. A strong Turkey, able to collaborate with
Britain’s enemies—France, and, later, Germany—would be a menace to the
British Empire. Britain therefore offered only sporadic aid to the Turks,
primarily, in their opposition to Russia. Squeezed between Russia and
Britain, losing one war after another, siding in coalition wars with the wrong
party, Turkey, as if guided by an unlucky star, disintegrated. At the end of
the first World War she was close to annihilation.

Secret agreements (1915-17) between Britain, France, and Russia (later
Italy) anticipated an almost complete partition of Turkey among the Allies.
The largest acquisitions were destined to go to Britain and Russia, while
Italy and France were to be content to take smaller territories in Asia Minor.
Britain’s anticipated acquisitions embraced the oil lands of Iraq and Arabia
as well as Palestine. In the final arrangements France obtained even less
than was planned for her, Italy almost nothing, and Britain was the only
party for whom the program materialized.

Russia’s acquisitions of territory in Turkey, as agreed upon by the Allies,
were to be twofold. In Europe she was to obtain the Dardanelles, the Sea of
Marmara, and the adjoining territories. Possession of Constantinople and the
Dardanelles had been a prime goal of Russian policy for more than a
century. Now for the first time London gave her agreement, notwithstanding
a thousand doubts concerning the emergence of a naval rival in the Eastern



Mediterranean. Winston Churchill, a member of the then British
Government, was preparing in 1915 a great naval action against Turkey; the
alliance with Russia demanded political collaboration and sacrifices.
However, the attack was not successful, and Constantinople remained
unoccupied during the war.

The territories in Asia to be ceded to Russia under the agreements were
even more extensive. A large section of Turkish territory bordering on the
Caucasus (see map, p. 172) was slated for future Russian acquisition. As
early as 1878 Turkey, following a military defeat, ceded a part of these lands
to Russia, and it was only in the face of a British-French war threat against
Russia that St. Petersburg (at the Berlin Congress) renounced the clauses of
the peace treaty applying to a part of these territories. Never abandoning its
goal in this direction, however, the Russian Government watched Turkish
policy closely in Turkish Armenia, where the notorious Armenian massacres
repeatedly perpetrated by the Turks furnished occasion for foreign
intervention.

In 1912 the Russian Government forced Turkey to begin negotiations
leading to international control over these territories; in 1914 Turkey
declared her agreement.!! Had war not broken out, the lands of Turkish
Armenia and probably also the adjoining regions would have become
Russian. The Russian demands were among the reasons which led Turkey to
join Germany in the war. What Russia had expected to gain before 1914
now became part of her war program.

Annexations of territories in Asia Minor adjoining the Caucasian borders
were planned on a different scale. By the terms of a secret agreement with
her allies (August, 1916) Russia was to annex Turkish territory east of
Trabzon, a part of Kurdistan, and other areas, with a population of from 2%,
to 3 million. However, the wishes of the Russian leaders went farther than
that, and had victory been attained, the Russian frontiers would certainly
have been pushed deeper into former Turkish territory. Tsar Nicholas,
reacting to the outcome of Foreign Minister Sazonov’s negotiations with the
Allies concerning future annexations, wrote, in the margin of a report of the
Russian Ambassador in London: “Agree, except Point One. If our armies
reach Sinop, there must be our frontier.” The Russian Navy Department was
likewise claiming for Russia a larger area on the shores of the Black Sea,
obviously in order to make of the Black Sea a Russian mare nostrum.

The Armenians themselves went even farther than the Russian Tsar in
their anti-Turkish propaganda, carried out in Europe and America. Their
program called for a new independent Armenian state (as opposed to the



Russian scheme of outright annexation), extending to the Mediterranean.
After the November Revolution of 1917, when Russian Armenia declared its
independence, the Armenians dreamed of one great Armenia uniting the
former Russian and the Turkish Armenias into one nation. The Armenian
program was so popular in 1917 and 1918 that Woodrow Wilson tentatively
accepted it in his Fourteen Points. In Point Twelve he declared for
“absolutely unmolested opportunity of autonomous development” for non-
Turkish nationalities then under Turkish rule. Commenting on the Fourteen
Points, Walter Lippmann and Frank Cobb, members of a body of American
experts at the Peace Conference, stated that “Armenia must be [given] a port
on the Mediterranean, and a protecting power established.”!!

After Turkey’s surrender, therefore, the armistice treaty gave the Allies
the right to occupy Turkish Armenia. In April, 1920, the Allied Supreme
Council invited President Wilson to define the southwestern boundaries of
Armenia. His definition was later embodied in the peace treaty with Turkey.
In November, 1920, he awarded Armenia about 40,000 square miles of
Turkish territory; subsequent inclusion of Russian Armenia was foreseen.

All the programs for Turkey’s partition contained dynamite for British-
Russian postwar relations. This was true not only in relation to the proposed
solution of the Dardanelles question. In the Middle East, too, the
incorporation of the Armenian territories into Russia would actually mean
the creation of the long-expected and long-feared British-Russian frontier.
Britain was to take Iraq from Turkey, so that in the north Iraq would
probably border on the new southern frontier of Russia. Turkey, which has
played a great role during the interwar period from 1920 to 1939 as a buffer
between Russia and Britain, would no longer be in existence as an
independent nation had the allied war program been realized.

First the revolution in Russia upset the schemes of conquests, with its
declaration that the doctrine of “no territorial annexations” would henceforth
constitute the highest principle of Russian war programs. What was even
more important, Lenin’s government had to adhere to this principle so far as
Turkey was concerned. Russian military forces were hardly sufficient to
reannex Georgia, on the Turkish border, which had declared itself
independent in 1918. A war with Turkey was out of the question. The Soviet
Government signed a separate peace treaty with Turkey in March, 1918.
Moreover, certain Russian territory, including the cities of Kars and
Ardahan, had to be ceded to Turkey, so that the future Soviet Armenian
Republic was deprived of an important part of its population. This was an



unexpected gain for Turkey after her defeat in the World War, and this strip
of former Russian land, which still is in Turkey’s possession, will
undoubtedly play a role in future political relations in the Middle East.

In 1919 the nationalist Turkish revolution under Mustapha Kemal Pasha
began. From the angle of foreign policy the revolution was aimed at the
Allies, chiefly Britain. It was Kemal’s conviction that the prerequisite of a
successful fight against Britain was a close alliance with Russia. Such an
alliance was also the desire of Lenin’s government; every obstacle that stood
in the way of it must be removed. An Armenian state was therefore out of
the question; Turkish annexations of Russian-Armenian territories in the
Caucasus were confirmed.

In the realization of claims to Turkish territories Britain was the only
really lucky player among the powers. She acquired, under different titles,
decisive influence in vast Turkish lands—Iraq, Palestine, Arabia, in addition
to Cyprus and Egypt. Britain’s Asiatic empire reached its peak in the *20’s
and ’30’s of the present century. During those interwar years the extent of
her possessions in the Middle East was greater and the number of her
enemies smaller than ever before. The Russian danger in the north had been
removed. Although Soviet activity in the Middle East was extensive, the
Soviet state itself was weak.

Meantime Soviet Russia had become Turkey’s best friend in world
politics. Indeed since 1920, she had no friend but Russia. Britain had
plundered half her territory; Italy had annexed her islands and, under
Mussolini, was building a large navy and openly menacing her; France,
somewhat more inclined to friendship, had taken Syria and Lebanon from
her. Russia, on the contrary, favored Turkish policy at every step, and the
new Dardanelles regime, so favorable to Ankara, was to a great extent
brought about by Soviet assistance at the Montreux Conference of 1936. By
the Montreux convention Russia, too, acquired important privileges for her
navy. Turkey did not forget that Soviet Russia had acquired no Turkish
possessions and that Russia’s backing of Kemal’s government was
responsible to some extent for the failure of the British-French-Italian-Greek
scheme of partition as well as for the abolition of the Sévres Peace Treaty.

A reversal, however, did occur in Russo-Turkish relations just as had
previously occurred in the relations of Russia with her other southern and
eastern neighbors. After the outbreak of the second World War “mutual
assistance pacts” between Russia and her smaller neighbors were becoming
the favorite diplomatic instrument of the Soviet Government. The granting
of military bases to Russia was implicit in all agreements of this kind



concluded or contemplated (Finland) in 1939-40. Simultaneously with the
dramatic negotiations concerning mutual assistance pacts with the Baltic
States—negotiations that eventually led to agreements—Moscow started
similar talks with Turkey. Soviet demands were concerned mainly with the
Dardanelles and Russian military rights in the Straits."”! Russian forces at the
Dardanelles!—it was an ominous concept for Turkey. The specter of the old
Russian Empire was rising out of the Black Sea before Turkey’s eyes.
Moscow’s demands were rejected and so were the mutual assistance pacts.
In taking this decision the Turkish Government undoubtedly followed the
lead and counsel of Great Britain.

In October, 1939, while Russia was tied to Germany, Turkey signed her
treaty of friendship with Britain (and France). Both Turkey and Russia at
that time were neutrals. While Turkey’s neutrality was pro-British, the
Soviet Government collaborated with Germany. The estrangement between
Ankara and Moscow was growing steadily.

Turkey, however, found a way of staying out of the war almost to the
end, and this caused disappointment to her British ally as well as to the
Balkan nations—Yugoslavia, Greece—which had hoped for Turkish
assistance against German and Italian invasion. She continued to trade with
Germany and supplied her with important raw materials. At the same time
she feared German aggression. More than once, blacked-out Istanbul was
full of rumors of imminent German advance.

Four days before Germany attacked Russia a new political agreement
was concluded between Germany and Turkey. Turkey’s relations with
Russia remained strained.

This state of affairs did not undergo any substantial change after the
German-Russian War began. Britain, having become an ally of Russia, went
out of her way to reconcile Ankara with Moscow; on a number of occasions
the Soviet and British Ambassadors in Ankara made statements regarding
the integrity of Turkish territory; later, lend-lease supplies were allotted to
Turkey by the United States Government. In the allied capitals hope
prevailed, during 1942 and 1943, that Turkey 