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ON PREVENTING WAR

By Mason Gaffney

Agailnst weapons of the future natural sclence can offer
no defense. So speak the natursl sclentists themselves. The
oﬁly retaliatlon 1ln atomic war 1s an exterminatory counter-
offengive, serving more as revenge than defense, for, of our
artifacts, only the atomic andppolson projectors will be se~
cured from destructlon in the first cataclysmlc assault. Hav-
ing produced a weapon whose blows tﬁey cannot parry, natural
gcientlsts as puch have rendered themselves uselegs as defenders
of the natlon. But as thlnking persons, natural sclentistis
can yot be the melinstay of natlonal defense. Thelr abllitles
are challengsd by a task more important than any they have ever
accomplished: the prevention of war. The producers of atonmlic |
bombs cannot discharge thelr soclal responsibllitles by teachlng
congressmen nuclear physics, nor by telllng others that they
must prevent anothsr war. On natural sclentlsts themselves the
cbligatlon of war prevention most heavlly falls. They gave 1w
socletly the fantastic agencles of destructlon tlet must be
controlled; they are most famillar with the scientlific method of
thought which alone canﬁﬂlacovef ways to prevent war; and thelr
services in their present capaclty are valueless while soclety

cannot use thelr products.

For generatlons social sclence has falled to cure the soclal
disorders which bring war and many other evils, yet the wisest
men have ever forwarded the arte of material progress ané ig-
nored scoclal sclence, For centurles the results have been un-

fortunate; now they promise to be calamltous in a degree hlther-
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.to inconcelvable., Further advance in nagural sclence ls worse
than useless until social progress has made 1t posslble for us
to live on the same eerih with our products. Probably no one
reading thesé words has not heard simllar expresslong time and
.again. But the direction of soclal energy indicates that few
have taken the message personally. The compensatory development
of social scilence wlll not take care of itself. Soclal energy
can only be dlverted from the overdeveloped ito the under devel-
oped by a migration of talented matural sclentists lnto soclal
sclence, Had Newton or Darwin but lald foundations for soclal
studies as effectively as they did for physice and blology,
society might be today free from the fear of wer. In their time,
perhaps, natural sclence need thelr servlces as much asg soclal,
but today no natural sclentlst can say hils research wlll be
useful to a soclety bent on uslng the products for war. Natural
goclentists can dilscharge thelr cbligation to menkind, snd to
themselves as men, by taking up soclal studlies in order to
prevent war and preserve the soclety of which they are inter-
dependent members.

Some scléntiste cherish a comtempt for the persommel of
gsoclal sclence which masks from them the oritical eignificance
of those persons' funotion. A small intellectual advance in
gocial selence can improve human living more than a lifetimefﬁ
worth of difficult 1ntallectgal progress in better developed
subjects, Immense humen results depend on simple, primitive
goelal ideas. Such silmple inventions of applied sceial sélence
a8 standing imperaonal law, , snférced privaté gontract; or the
corporation, heve served as frameworks within which millions of

humans have guided their llvés, and peacefully ¢cooperated to
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produce the surpluses on which natural scilentists exlst while
they work for the far future. Social sclentilsts have mostly
been haphazardly unsclentific, yet their work has been as useful
to soclety as that of the much wiser group of natural scient-
ists, because the object of their work has been so much more
important 1n human life. The ratlo of material improvement
gained to intellectual energy expended is high 1n soclal scilence,
It 18 a powerful tool. That it 1s now the domain of unsclentifilc
gcholars only ‘emphaslizes the usefulness of the subject matter
for, despite the scﬁol&rs' incapacity, applied soclal sclence,
with all its lmperfections, 1s essentlal to the success of the
human specles. The greatest contritutions to human well being
wrought by man'‘s thinking power are thoege that help him coop-
erate, for cooperation 1ls the envlironmental basis of human
progresd. Crude as the dictrines of economics and polltlcs seen,
they gulde govermments 1in defining channels for that wonderful
complex of cooperation which unlteg the powers of men in whatever
number and for whatever purpose they may wish. Social sclence,
effectively developed, can gulde coopsration sc much better than
1t does today that the atomic war we fear will never occur.

The intellectual migration I propose would be in valn 1f the
mlgrant sclentlsts limlted themselves to the same bounds wilithin
which most social scientlsts restrilct themselves. I do not propose
that they duplicate the frultleass trilvla whose complliatlion
reéuires the working hours of so many soclial sclentlsts today.
Thé mlsslon of the migrant economlsts, poiitical scieﬂtiats and
soclologlsts 1s & complate critilcal examlnation of the basic

rules of soverelgniy under which soclety livee, to diaéover in

them causes of war,; and to deviss new rules under which we may
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ilve 1n peace. The defenses which may be found iIn social
science are not such inneffective superficlalitles as the
internatlonal control now envisaged. The only effectlve
defense 1s no less an achlevement than the abolition of war.
Whlle natlons want to flght each other internatlonal controls
only serve the dangerous purpose of stilling the demand for
radical actlon. Thé,task I propese is not light, but nelther
are the probleﬁs that we face. Little comfort can be found in
today's world for the complacent. No longer is the deluge to
come after ug. But agalnst the hard altematlve of atomlc war-
fare stands a wonderful opportunity for ambltious men of sclemce
to lead mankind into a better 1ife than it has ever known.

For them to do so requlreg that they becoms obsessed with
soclal science, at the expense of thelr present occupatlons. We
would like to bellieve we may live ocuti our-llves in the securlty
we have known, pursulng the lnterests that most take our fancy
or f111 our purses, whlle government takes care of ltgelf and of
us without our attention. The ensrgy and adjustment reform
demands we very rightly do not care to expend, if the expendlture
lg evitable. Government ls a means, not an end, end we should
not have to devote our entire attention to it. But from the
coming changes 18 no escape. Elther by our own initlative, or
else by the compulsilon of inescapeble clrcumstence, drastlec
changes 1n soclety wlll be made within the next two generatlons.
If not our consclous united effort, then the chaos end terror
éf war will be the agent of tleir coming. Some seem to think that

the warmekers of the world guccumbed In the asheg of the defeated
Axls powers. They are wrong. The Axls powers were producte of

our own c¢ivillization, a civillzation which has produced a cont-
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ual serles of wars. Qur fantastloc new We&pOﬂsrhﬂV@ evoked no
glgnifilcant change in that civillizatlon, but only,incréaﬂed the
warlike emotlons of fear and national pride., Without some
drastic change, we wlll engage in an atomlc war. The atomld bomb
18 new, but soclety is old end has revealed 1is character wo fully
in the past that no doubt exists of what men, &8s organized at
present, will do to each other when armed withrthe'primordial
source of energy. The familiar patterns of behavior have not
altered, The fear and hate emotlons are potentially as atrnng
ag ever and, as we will be armed in the future contest, fe.r more
effectlves effectlve enough to send the remnants of our gr@cles
reellng backward in culture ito long forgotten barbarities, or,
perhaps, to exterminate us utterly.

This 18 not the sort of war whose prospsct is less terrifying
than the prospect of drastic soclal change. This gort of war will
iteelf bring the most drastlc, most destructive and uselesn
change lmaginable. Pessimiste, viewlng ths.situation; have glven

way to hopeless despalr. Bui desgpalr has no place in the tmotlonal

arsenal of those who intend to survive. Life brings us nov agaln
e ,

thelagésold challenge: adjust or perish. Those who are prepared to

meet 1life’s challenge will do so wlth & grim pleasure, a &nov-

ledge that millenla of prutal selectlon have prepared their, at

least, to hold thelr place as the fittest specles in earta hig-

tory. They will adjust thelr lives, et whatever cost, to meet the

emargenby requirements of soclal change.

gelentlste have not been. totally unawars of thelr responslbll-

1ty. Even as I write their organlzations for soclal action are in

operatlon. They have expresséd thelr awareress of and ¢oncern
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over the soolal problems poged by atomle energy. They have
contflbuted to popular and politlcel adﬁcation in nuclear phyj
gics, and urged politiciana to do somethling international anda
grand and vague about preventlng war wlith atomic bombs. But these
activities are nothing to what must be done. Soclal sclence 1s
8t111 the domain of the "liberals" end "conservatives", easch of
whlch groups oplnes that its pre~war program was and lg satis-
factory. The merit of thelr beliefs 1s reflected ln world. cond-
1tlong. Small wars are actually raging 1In somé countrles, and
responsible Americans have sericusly consldered going to war
with Russla. OQur ldeas are so convinecing to other natlons that
only our great power gives us influence. The present development
of popular psychology, and related ecomomic phenomensa, parallel
aﬁrikingly that which preceded the last war, All signs polnt to
enother cycle of expansion, aepreaaicﬁ, revolutlon, and war.,

But these signs, indlcating the need for reform, Lo some
nore vehemently 1mply—the'futillty of reform effort. No godd can
come, they reason, from presenting honest opinions to those
whose stupldlity, revealed 1ln the chaocg ol goclal problems,
wlll prevent thelr understanmding. Thls attltude springs from a
migconceptlon of the functlon of thinkers in sccial reform, One
need not engage in acrimonlous debate to assert his ldeas, as
the lives of influential sclentlsts testlfy. The motor of reform
is thought, and verbal dilspute merely one of many indlcatlons
that the thought 1s making lts way. Because good ldess, if they
(are offered, will ultimately prevall agelnst bad ores, sclentlsis
should not hesitate to submlt thelrs. No matter how loudly the
proponents of error may bellow, they will ultimetely give way

before an honegt expositor of truth. As the unreasoned coratory of
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the forum need not deter sclentists from presentlng thelr ideas,
nel ther should the fear of indifference and inertia. No one
who trusts thought can doubt that thinkers are able to devise &
systaonf ruleg that wlll inswre peace; but many can and do
doubt that the remainder of socilety would accept their suggesti-
iqn. An improvement in natural sclence need only run the gantlet
of a limlited number of thinking persons, but to progress in social
Bclence one must carry with hlm the entlre superstitlous, lgnor-
ant, drinking, fighting, insane world, The majority can never
follow olose reasoning and so, some belleve, a thinking man has
no place in socizl sclence. But, fortunately for humankind, those
who do think lead the unthinking. Today's soclal problems, rid-
lculous as they are, but reflect the application of the ideas of
the mostrrespacted soclal gsclentists. Those who develop new
ldeas need propagandlze nons but others who think, th'inertla,
but & confusion and opposition of energy which slmulates lnertla,
blocks reform, This confuglon does not originate with the unlett-
ered, but with the most learned lesders of thought, from whom 1t
is transmitted to all people. Reformers today present a myriad of
radlgally confllcting proposals to the public, so that the dls-
putes unsettled by the orilglnal thinkers are dupligated on
lower 1intellectusal levels by followers. But if opiﬁion were
| unlted, reformers would no longer counterbalence each other,
'Soclety'a energy united would overcome any real inertia. What
was ¢alled Inertia would prove to have been energy in opposlt-
ion. The history of changing government evidences men's insist-

ence on organlzing soclety after their ideas. Those who devel~

op social ideasg develop the future of éoclety, The application of




reform ldeas only walts upon intellectual unilty.

Intellectual unity is what today's natural sclentists, of
all people, are most fitted to contribute. Today's leading
soclal thinkers, whose confusion and dlsagreement gulde today'’s
legislation;.have cﬁangﬁd ihelr ldeas fery 1itﬁle in adjust-
ment to the latest destructive techniques. Natural scientists,
relatively unsophisticated in the Jargon of soclal sclence, but
deep In the lore of sclentific method, are more lmaginatlive.
They could lead soclal reforh eimply by arriving at a concerted
opin%on. This 18 not necessarily an undemocratic process. The
enemles of thought and democracy have always been strengthened
by the unity which thelr authorlitatian phllosophles prescribe,
but it does not follow that demooracles muet never show united
opinlions. The very assumptlion by which democrecy can operate lis
that the human ability to find truéh will produce unlty where
none 1s dictated, When democracy falls to do so 1te problems go
unsoclved, and it 1s supplanted by authorltarian government.
Democracy demands that ideas mey differ, not that they must;
soclal action demands that 1deas be allke. The united opinion
which guldes democratic actlon ls a reflection of the unity of
truth, dlecovered by freely lnquiring and energetlc minds. Those
who are now natural solentists are best qualified to discover
thils truth,

Indisposition to change, then, cannot in ltsell take the
blame for soclety's fallure to golve 1ts problems. The normal
demand for reform 1s adéquate to force changse, 1f it were only

unified. But in eddition to that normal demand today exleis a
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speclal demand, created by the very thing that makes reform so
urgent, the atomic bomb. Its fasclnating novslﬁy and horrilble
potentlalitles have gripped the populaf imaginatlon, providing
a crude shock that has prepared peoplé for radlcal change. Never
before could reformers be heard so readily. But not only for them‘
18 ocurrent popular psychology & unigue opportunity. Asprlng dict-
atorse abound 1n every land. Their proposals, too, find e more
ready audlence among people excited by potential dangers. IT
thinkers of democracy can offer only confused intellectual cont-
roversy, thelr offering cannot compete with the simple slogan&.
of @roups bent on controlling a panlcky publie, Change ls 1n the
air, yes, but whether 1t is to be gulded by fear and a tyrant, or
reason and thinkers, is an issue yetl undecided. The declsion resgts
largely'ﬁith the thinkers. If they decline their responalblility,
the vacuum of soclal ideas wlll be filled by the mouthilngs of the
psychopathic creatures in whom authority is vested when democracy
haes glven up the struggle. The crisle of atomle weapons mﬁat be
met qulckly with cool, clear intelligemce, or 1t will lnstead
evoke the age old reactlon teo erisis: fearful delegation of

sovereingy to mllitary leaders.

As the gclentists® object'in studylng society'will be to prev-
ent war, their approach ghould be oriented to that goal; The first
conaidsration is: what causes war? More paruicularly it should he:
what within human control causes war? The entlre univerﬁe partic-
ipatas in cauging humsn belavior, but only what 1¢ Withlin human

control 1s worth our consldering. Other features of environment

must be accepted as "gilven" in this problem, for we tamot affect




C

et

P

them. Taking the world and 1lte inhabitentis ag.thay are, how

gan the latiter prevent war? That 1s the problem,
Deterministic phillosophy, which no one hag the omnlsclencse

LO Dpreve or r

@

fu%e, asgarts that nothing ls within human control.
However that may be, scte are controlled by the wind, even tho
no men knows what controls the minﬁ.'&rahtiﬂg this possible
limitaetion of meaning. then, huwen acte are within human control,
and consclous soclal acﬁs such ag war are within consclous soclal
control. A popular notlon has 1t that "geography" causes wars
by placing political groups in pogitione of rivalry, such that
they are lnevitably “"destined" tw g %o war. But whlle geographic
posltlon may influence the gelectlon of peartioular opponents and
allies in war, 1t does not affect the existence of war in genersal,
unless by completely 1solating the Gombétante. Meny Americen cliles
have experienced, without war or the thought of war, enough
rivalry from geographle position to “destine” an interminable
geried of European wars, but the mles of the common government
under which they lived forestellsd "destiny®. If humans have eny
power ofer themselves, they have the power 1o prevent war, deg-
plte any seeming clash of interest cauged by factors not in
thelr control.

Human controllin goclety 18 poat effectively asserted thru
the rules of government. Relermers may work, and have worked
by divectly influenclng bhehavlor, instead of the rules by which
behavior is channel'@d, The present exigenaiéa of reform are such
that energy expsnded in lmproving the rules of gwernment will be

far more effective than that expended 1ln Llmproving ind ividual




;5 A i |

character. This is not to lmply that individual character ls
unimportant; it 18, rather, the raw materlal of soclety. But
1ndiﬁidual character 1s already sufficlently, albeit lmperf-
ectly, developed,. People wanl peace; they can asgscclate peace-
ably under certain conditions. Thelr behavior 1s sufflclently
civillized s0 that if it Tunctloned within the framework of
properly improved rules war would not recur. But if reformérs
concentrated their efforts on improving human character, they
would discover that the present structure of governmental
rules 1g 80 poor that no possgible lmprovemente in human charact-
sr can alons prevent war. Just as sccial science is weak relative
to natural, so 1s the art of ruling weak compared wiﬁh human
character. In improving this art the greatest good can be
accomplighed with the least effort.

The varlous spirituwal proposale for lmproving 1ndividﬁals
g0 ag to prevent war are paténtly unworkable. A more practicable
gcheme to prevent war without changing the rules of government
is that offered by the proponents of birth control. I{ war is,
as 1t sometimes appears Lo be, the result of a gtruggle for room
in an overcrowded world, birth control certalnly would tend to
prevent war. The idea that soclety can be improved by restrict-
ing population springs from the 1dea that war and poverty are
caused by overcrowding the earth, and must stend or fall with
the Malthusian doctrine 1t 1s designed to eircumvent. Overcrowd-
ing is not a eimple matter of the ratlo of populatioﬁ to resourcas.
It 18 relative also to the abllity of the population to use the

resources. A few thousand Indians felt crowdéd in America, lived

poorly, and contlinually fought each othsr for hunting grounds.
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Qur modern clvilization, with 1mpr6véd means of coopersatlon and
of production, supports hundreds of times the Indlan population
without their feeling crowded. The abgolute numbers, of the pop-
ulation are, within wide limits, hardly a factor in the "psycho-
loglecal dsnsity“ of population, which 1s more determined by
productlvity and cooperative ability. "Overdrowding" will be
solv?d, therefore, by improving the latter two,‘not by restrict;
ing/;gzduction,,

The Jjob at hand 1s reduced, then, to an lnguiry into legls-
lation. The gulde, "What withlin human control causes war', may
be restated: "What Jlegislaticn causes war?" The scope of invest-
igatlon needs to be.furthar reduced and specified by determining
what war is. Qbr the purpose of studylng war causation, the
most useful definitlon of war is one which plectures 1t as more
than actual flghting, and includes as war all acts done in
preparation for war. A prominent war historian has sald that
the aystems of militarism and secret allianﬁee were lmportant
caugses of the first world war. Such knowledge ls, for reformers,
practically useless. The same influences that drive men to pre-
pare for war drive them also to overt fighting. The preparatlions
do not drive them to it, any more than the Tirst battles cause
those ensulng. The Amerilcan Leglon, on the other hand, thinks that
preparatlion for war can prevent war, Hiator# showeg 1t ae mlstaken
as those who believe that falllng to prepare for war can prevent
war, Preparation is irrelavant; War comed whether one 1s prepared
or not. That which must be dealt with le what 1nclines people to

war, It 18 useless to know what brings the first attack once the
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lnelination to war is dominant.

It remains now only to dlscover the causatlve relationship
of legislatlon to war, as defined. It has been sald that a
difference in the rule systems of two countrles, and the ldeo-
logles behind them, may lead those iwo countrles to war. True 1t
la, as wlth geographical influerces, that international simllar~
itles in rules, and related cultural and idscloglcal character-
iptlcs, may influence the selectlon of partlcular allles and
opponents in war, but not the ococurrsnce of war in general, A
mere difference cannot of 1ltself cause war, and war might arise
without any difference at all., The difference 1s not critical.
Absolute, not relatlive, characteristics of government rules
cauge war. If the rules of one nmation lead it to explolt and dom~
inate its nelghborse, e similarity of rule and sustom in the
neighbors will only increase the likellhood of war. But that one
natlon drives 1ts autos on the right slde, and ancther on the
left, cannot in itself bring those two natlons to war.

Absolute characteristics of govermment rules cause war. Can
the characterlstlics be abstracted and ordered lntellligeably?
Human situations, it 18 often said, are so complex that ﬁhey
cannot be generalized. This is a misconceptlon. Any natural sit-
uation 1s 1nf1n@tely complex, but probably contalne elements whilch
are gqulte simple. If these are 1ldentifled and labelled, thelr
role may be analyzed. One has but to locate those elemsents 1n
the situatlon which are useful in forwarding hls investigatlon,

and he may then analyze in simpls terms. If physlclsgte were not

familiar with the concept of mass, and attempted a mechanics in
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which color, shape and slze were the eriteria, that mechanics

would be more confusing than modern economlcg., Becauss, in soclal

sclence, this elementary prelimilnary to useful thought has been

poorly accomplished, the body of exlsting knowledge 1s little

related, hard to understend and to work with. That 1t le possible

to find simple, useful concepts in soclal sclence 1s evidenced

by the widespread comprehenslon and everyday use of the concept
"exchange valus"., Further ussful concspts cou’d be defined and

uged, and many have been.

Such e concept may be found always agsoclated with the legls-
latlion that causes wars,., Rules, in order to provoke war, must be
possessedzof a certaln characteristic. Just as an object must
have magg, no'matter what 1ts other atiributes, in order to
exert’gr@vity, go mugt legislation have a certaln characteristlic,
no matter what elge is involved, in order to bring war, What
this 1a I shall show.

Tt will bring order to the data, and make the demonstration
more convinecing, to assemble the evidence in two stages.

Firat, situations bringing war may be reduced to a convenlsent
two gensrallties, and the role of legislation in éausing war
described. Second, the significant common characteristic ofthe
leglelatlon may be ldentifiled. Bridging the gap between evidence
and abatraotrprinciple by the two generalitles will moré'elearly
demonsgtrate that the principle 1s derived from all the evidence
than could be done by faléting the principle to a few particular
examples,

A survey of past wars reveals that the infinlte variety of;'-
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sltuations which ralse human belligerency to the fighting point
wlll all fit one of two descriptione: elther two soverelgns
both clalm authority over the same 1tem; or else the internal
llving conditlons in some soverelgnty are objectlonable, and war
seems to offer relief, A study of how these situatlons arise, and

"what role legislstion plays in them, will reveal ﬁhe character-
igtlc of legislation that causes war.

Dlsputed soverelgnty over lend¥ or over people, may cause war.
Persons are the oblect of dispute whenever some sovereignty is
oblectionable to soms of 1ts actual or potential subjeocts. Wars
of outright conquest, revolution and civil war all arise from dig-
putes over the soverelgnty of persons. The role of rules in causing
guch wars lg essentlal, A sovereign's function is to maeke and
adminlster rules. Objections to sovereignty are therefore object-
ionsg to the de facto rules of the soverelign. The basls of objlect-
lon 18 not Jjust that the sovereign makes and enforces rules,
for every soclety lives by some sort of enforced rules. But
some thing exigts 1n the rules of a soverelgn who is resglsted
whlch the pesisting group resent, but which the imposing group notw
only do not regent, but are even willing to fight to lmpose on
othera. Rules which cause such behevlor must be discriminatory
in some sense. Groups object to rules becauge the rulas discrim-
inate against them somehow, or dlecrimination is antlcipated 1f
they submit to the expanding soverelgniy.

The range of possible dlecrimination is unlimited. The word

W s oo - v o B '
»Pavor proaudts, in thls discussion, are lhecluded with land.
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"discrimination” connotes particularly, in America, those rules
restrioting the oprortunities of a blologlcally defined group,
the negroes. But discrimination may operate agalnst groups
defined by any characteristic, and it may injure them in any
mumber of different ways. A rule which discriminates in any senee
whatever willl define a group of psople having the charactefistic
against which the rule diserimlnates, and give them good cause o
object to the soverelgnty that enforces ths rule.

The victimized groups may be variously defined, The biggest
wars are waged by geographlcally defined groups, but revolutions,
strikes, and rlots are Tought by economically, culturally or
biologlcally defined groups. The American Revolution, and our
War betweenntha States, were contests between more reglonally
defined grcuﬁs, whlle more economilcelly and socially gefined
groups were at odds 1n the Russlan and French Revolutions.

Not only may the groups bs defined in different ways, but they
ﬁay be allenated by no end of concelvable discrimination. The'y
may be denied participation in the councilg of soverelgnty;

be gubjacﬁed to gpeclal taxee, and their economy otherwise
ordered for the benefit of others; thelr religion and customs may
be directed and interfered with after the opinions of the sov~
erlegn. These and many other common ways of dlecriminating

- provoke that emoldering resistarce which is a form of war. Not
only are the occasional concerted outbursts war, but all the
endlesg oppoglition and ressntment that must Fforever be downsd by
foree,

Obhjectlonable discrimination not only chrecterizese the rules

of those frankly devoted to conguest, but of all h&tions,




Those who do not diecriminats by design manage to do so by
accldent, incldentelly to performing some other function of
scverelgnty. Incidental discrimination may be Jjust as objection-
eble a8 tho 1t were conscious, It occcurs becauge those who make
the laws, tho well meaning, cannot cops with the problem of mek-

lng rules that discriminate in no sense whatever. They believe

peace. The hlstory of war proves that 1s not se. The waye in which
lawa are not discriminatory soften the hurt of the waye in which
they are, and strengthen the sovereignty by increasing the numbers
of its supporteré, but they do not thereby turn aslide sll force-
ful oppositlon. An edict that all persons must contribute to &
certain church in one sense treats all ﬁersona allke, but in sen-
other sense &l scriminaives agalnst unbelievers. A law indiscrimin-
ately requiring 511 persons Lo pay a tax when they grow cotton

lg falr 1in one sense, but In ancther discriminates agalnst those
who grow cotton. A rule nsed dlscriminate in only one sense to
provoke the dlssatlsfactlon that is quelled only by force.

Today's structure of rules dilsgcrilmlinates in some sense from
beginning to end. Moet discrimination is not ageainst emall groups,
but in favor of small groups at the expense of the majority. This
is'no less discrimination, and is no less provogcatlve of war.

Not only deo the privileged groups fight each otler; not only do
the sum of the unprivileged fignht the sum of the pri%ileged; but,

most important, the exisience of the privilege mkes impossible
Ry

our peaceably uniting with other scoverelgntles. To do so we must

ask those with whom we join to accept exploltation by the same

privileged groups to whom we submlt. Foreign nations' behavior
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indicates that that sacriflce 1s no more atiractlive to them than
subnitting to the dictatlon of the Communlst Party. Peaceful
world unlon 1s impossible while legisglation supports the existence
of privileged proups. Whatever in rules of government causes war
over the aovereignty of perscons muet be eradlcated if war ls o
be prevented. |

Soverelgnties divide among themselves the land of the world, as
well aa the people. In apportioning it they make good thelr clalimg
by warfare. Boundary dlsputes are only one céuaé of war, hut
war, on the other hand, is the only means by which boundaries are,
or can be, determined.. The present boundaries of all nations but
reflect the course of past wars and negotlatlions baged on threatis
of war¥., phe very nature of exclusive territorial possesslon makes
this inevitable. The earth was not produced by eny man, and no
men's or natlon's claim to own it can be based on anything but a
diaorlmin&tion in his f&?or, That 1a not the sort of thing to
which the excluded people wlll voluntaﬁiiy agree, Each generatlon
aggumes that the past wars which secured tltle to ite land are
forgotten in the dim annals of hlstory, that title now yrests on
the secure basge of occupation, unbesmirched with blood. The Jeal-
ougy of exeluded natlons, thwarted only by superior pover, shows

UL RipE S |
that is not so. ' of territory 1ls in discrimination
against all-tha other peocples of the earth, Such ls the natlonal
atrength of the Unlted States that the matter ls brought less
gharply to our attention than 1t is to the Poles over thelr

¢orridor, the Turks over their . etrai¥\t, and the Egyptians

#Purchases, of course, are but tranafers of a tlile bassd on war.




p. 19
over thelr lgthmus, But 1f Colpumbla were & najor power wé should
be well aware of the forge required to gsleze and hold Panama.,
And not only critlcal areas, but all areas are kept in natlonel
posseaslon by.ﬁGPCec As long as the rules of natlone preseribe
an excluslive natlonal territorlality it will be so, Conflicting
tar#itoriai clalme as a tause of war are most plainly discernable
in perlods when rlvel sovereignties are expanding into unoccupied
or defenseless lands. But with the original pre-emption the batﬁles
are not over. The declslon la never final., What was taken by
force 1s challengsd by force, and will forever be chablenged by
force untlil s worldwlde accord has accepted a system of WOridwide
landownership, and dlscrimination by exclusive terrltorlal dend-
ownershlp no longer exlsis.

Sharply aggravating the war meking potentialitlies of exclug-
lve territoriallity are trade barrisrs between natlons. Trade
reduces conslderably the discorimlinatory effects of excluslve
national landownership. Nomadic tribes, who do not trade, wage

perpetual war over thelr grasslands, for occupancy by ¢ne group

means absolute exclusilon of all others. Trade considerably tempers
the excluslon by permitting the excluded to enjoy 1ln parit the
benefits of the terrifory. When natlons serect trade barrlers they
voluntarily revert to the status of nomads. They take Irom

others all possibllity of peaceful access to the natural advant-
ages whioh they have appropriated. Natlons want to acqulire land

in part so that tﬁey may glve ite ownership to their citizens; trade
cannoi alleviate their disesappointment 1f they fail. Buil They

aleo want land because a larger trade area permlts greater trade,
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and more of all the advantages that go ﬁith trade. Thru fnterm
natlonal trade netlone can acquire that inecreased trading ares
without lncreasing their territories. But when internatlonél
legiglative barriers block trade expansion, each natlon can en-
Joy the advantages of trade only by establishing soverelgnty over
greater territorles. Exclusive national landownership, in a world .
of internatiqnal trade barriers, 1s a standing iavitatlon to
aggreagsive war., |

The boundary Betﬁlements effected by the recent war wlill be
no less provocatlive of war than any previous, From the défsated,
étripped of thelr conquests and surrounded by trade barriers, the
loudest objectlons will be forthooming, But even ﬁhe victors,
disputing the spolls, might begin the next war, If they, who have
g0 much, will even conglder fighting to get more, the vangulshed
may be expected to recommence the battle whenver opportunity
arises. Nothlng in the present arrangements can make the conguered
natlong more content with their lot than they were after the first
world war, To malntain the peace terms we have impossed will re-

quire the continued appllcation of force,

An lnfluential intellectual current hes malntalnsed that if
boundarles could be peacefully negotiated they would not provoke
war. But negotlation s only a peaceful estimate of the fight the
partiés could put up if they had to. The decision 1s reached
accordlng to no other conslderation. On what other bhasis, 1ﬁdeed,
should boundaries be drawn? Whet clalm to excluslve national land-
ownership rests on anything more plausible? The self-determlination

of the cccupants is no less forceful a basis, for their occupatlon

was achleved by war; purchase,; as of Alagka, gives a clalm no better




Than the seller's; exploration, as of the Antarctic, carriew with
1t no intsrnational concession of ownership. Negotiation la oniy
the peaceful reconciliation of war potéhtial, hence very closge to
war iteelf. It 1s not a substlitute for, but an auxlliary of, war,
If thers were no rules, then warfare would be entirely over
the occupation of laﬁdg But it does not follow that rules play no
part 1In creating the situation that provokes international war
over landownershlp today. The rules of govermments have heen
wrlitten go as to duplioaﬁaeammng natlons the struggla-for gUure
vlival that exlsts among unsocial organiﬁma, Rules therefore play
& viial role in caurlng wars o?er the divislon of land. The rule

pyetem that sclentlets devise 1o prevent war must pesit undisc-

rlminatory equal ownership of the earth, for all individusls of

all nationg. If not, then 1%, too, will be some day challenged by
the Torce of the excluded. |

Disputes over soversignty, wﬁile of ten sufficlent In themselves
. Lo explalin & war, do not begin to reveal why.people are as warllke
23 they are. Oftlmes lssues of goverelgniy seem mere excuses for
a people that 1s determined, for other reasons, to go to'war. Wers
peoplie contented wlth peace, they would look much farther than they

do for 1lsgues of aoversignty great emough to fight over. We

Jonte

nfer rom a man's foul dlsposition an unhappy home; a natlon's

velilgerence may have the same ceuse, The most effectlve causes

of war operate within national boundaries, not at them. When

the deslires of lrndividuals ars thwarted in peace, they loek for
opportunlty in war. Unemploymeni and dlscontent are precufiscrs of
aggression. The second situation leading to war, then, is that
in vhich peace has become unendurable, and war seems to offer

ralief, |
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In* countries of "capitalist" economy war puts puréhasing
power into the hands of consumers, of one gort or another, and
thereby temporarlly resolves the dllemme of modern economlcs.

It puts men to work at high wages, and desiroys enough wealth

g0 they willl be busy replaclng 1t for many years, After the war,
the vlictorious nation may further stimulate 1lts sconomy by expand-
ing into the vacuum left by its victlm, Under these clrcumstences
the opponente of war are hard put to 1t 1ndeed.

Communist natlong also beneflt from war, They must always
malntain a high spirlt‘and loyalty behind an unpleasant, omni-
present, inguisltorial government; war instills 1in ciltizens the
religlous fanatlcism that will meet the demandes of totalltarian
government. MNot only commﬁnist, but all governments are streng-
thened by thle effect of war, Govermment persomnel , however, are
not pecullarly at fault. If politiclans do not legd thelr unsat-
isfled cllients to an intermationel war, what then? Rival politic-~
lane will overthrow them. When the people wlil have blood, woe he

to him who stands in the way.

This cause of war wlll only cease to operate when soclety 1ls
governed by & system of rules that willl assure to every one the
oppoftunity to produce, and to enjoy the full product of his
labor free from exploltation, or objectlonable restralnt and
dictatlion., Nelther gociallsenm, communism, nor capltalism, as pre~-
gently concelved, offers such & possibllity. But as unwlge leg-
islation is an esegential determinant of living condltlons in all
countries, wise legislation can preclude this cause of war.

A nation's economy may be objectlonable because of its own

foolish rules, or it may find its economy rulned by the legla-
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lation of other nations. lchever cause 1s predominant, the ruln’
will lead to war. The rules that can injure a forelgn country are
those which affect inﬁernatieﬁal trade, Natlons become dependent
on others when they engage in internstional trade. In feudal days
natlons occupylng the same land as today's, and going perhaps by'
the same name, subslsted wlith 1little trade. But today's nations-
are not the same nations. They are much mére populous than their
medleval predecegsgors, and accustomed to far higher materlal
standards of consumption. The recent lncrement of population,
and the improved material standards, were made possible by in-
creased productivity. Modern high produoti?ity, in turn, depends
on extensive trade. With trade, cooperation and gpecializatlion
permli a production to whose possible 1ncr§ase Wwe cannot see the
end, Since population depends on modern productlon, and modern
productlon depends on trade, any nation with extensive internation-
al trade 1s relying on other natione for the very existence of
some of 1ts population.

Jome countrles, such as our own, are not vititally dependent on
trade with otheré, We would not £irmd our resowces too small for
our population were forelgn trade denied us, tho that denlal would
bring us great lnconvenience. But trade restrictions have dis-
astrous effects on nations whose intemmatlonal trade 1s more
importaent to them. When the bull of protectioniesm rumbles into
this chline-shop of lnterdependent mations, the earth is strewn
Wwlth economlc wreckage. Those whose trade 1s disrupted must divert
their productive resources into less profitable channels, taking

great loss, and reducing thelr productivity. If their dependence

on forelgn trade 1s great, and thelr material standarda-alreadyk

*
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low, some of thelr populaticn may have to be liguldated. Altho
1% 18 true that the victims of trade barrliers could improve their
own legislatlion so greatly that that of others could not affsct
them so tragically, but of course the fact is they will not.
Nelther wlll they exterminate part of thelr population. Instead
they will go to war.

When & country 1ls vlctlmized by lnternational trade barrlers,
1t 18 compelled to face the problems of autarky. If 1t cannot
live with intermational trade, it must live without 1t., A succ-
esaful autarky requlres that under one soverelgnty be gathered
a8 many resources and asg much populatlon as la necessary to

~comprise an efflclent exchange economy. Slnce efficlency 1n-
creages Indefinltely wlth population andlreaources, and human
desires for efflclent production have no vielbls 1limit, autark-
//ical natione expand until they are stopped by force. Moet small
natlong of the world have alrsady reached the greatest expansion
thelr powsr can achleve. For them, autarky means elther return-
Ing to a primltive agrilcultural economy, with great loss and
hardshlp, or attaching themselves as satellltes to & powerful
ne ighbor who will trade with them in return for political control.
But a few small nations were before the recent war powerful
enough to atiempt solving the problem of autarky by expending.
They were encouraged by the feelling wlthln small natlons that
union would be desirsble for them, aleo. Gérmany, Italy and
Japan were adjusted to forsign trade,iand could not change to
autarky wlthout great hardship. In the depression of the 1930s,
g wave of protectionist splrit swept the world, and struck part-

icularly telling blowe at the internationally oriented economies

of those countries. These Axls powers sought rellef 1in expanslon,

& i+ *
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bringlug on the great war receanlly endad, Thelr defeat does not
end the efficacy of this cause of war,.althe it reduces by thres
the number of powerful nations able to effectlvely rsgent disc-
riminatory lnternational trade barrlers. The empires of other
wegtern European natlons are drifting.away, and are 1in many
instances only kept by perpetual petty warfare. Only Russia and
the United States are at all Invulnerable to the trade barrlers
that stupldity will erect in the next depression. At that tlme
the other nations of the world will fesl a strong lmpstus to
@xpand, in which process they wlll encounter each other in every
direction., The peoples of the earth, instead of peacefully coop-
erating, wlll be split into competing autarkic al units, each
trylng to extend lte eway over the entlire globe.

Legislétive international trade barrlers obviously ‘are easeﬁe
tlal to cause war by this method. In no other war cause ls the
vitel role of legigliallion 8o patent. Leglslation aléo figues A1n
causing war by the other ways dlscussed, It offends peoplq so
that they dispute the authority of soverelgnty over them; 1t
creates a system of internationzal land tenure that assumes war
as the determlnant of ownership; it causes the discontent with
peace that drives men to war; and now we aée 1t also chokes off
the vital trade of forelgn nations. IT dispuﬁed govereignty over
land or over people brings the war, or if the war origlnates in
& people's dilscontent, rules of government are essential parts of
the wars® cause, Preventing war is a job no greater than 1m§roving
legiglation.

A great convenience would be avallable to a&nthetic gocial

sclence 1f, from the foregoing analysis, one common character-

istlc of the legislation that causes war could be identified, that
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ls found in no other legislation. The 6haracteristic, whatever
it 1s, 18 the legilslative cauze of war, A rule system under
which people are to live 1n peace must contain no rules wilth
this characteristlic., Discrimination 1ls common to all the rules
that provoke war. Where sovereignty over persons 1s dlsputed,
dlscrimlnatory legislatlon 1s the cause; where sovereigniy over
land is contested, discriminatory national—landownership is to
blems; where international trade blockades turn starving natlons
. to war, discrimlnatory terlff rules are responsible. I will not
pretend to prove in & few words that the rules whicu promote
domestle discontent are the dlscriminatory ones alone, bgt I anm
convinced that it 18 so, Those rules whiéh admlt some and
sxclude others without adjustment or compensation; which taks
from one and glve to another for no sefvlce; which submit cne
to the will of another wilthout consent: these Qauée the dlscontent
that breaks out in war.

Discrimination ig the leglslative cause of war, War preventlon
demands that non-discriminatory rules replace the present ones.
Thie 18 no small requirewent. Such 1s the magnitude, and intrenched
poslition of discriminatlon that no superficial changeé in rules
wlll prevent another war. Radlcal thought and action'in the mear
futurs can accomplilsh that, and nothing less will avall, Exlsting
rules cauge war; Qar is sulclide; tle» alternatlive to change 1s
therefore destruction., In the past, dissatisfied with the re-~
sults of legislation, people have amended, when they should have
replaced, the bagic rules of the land. Thisgprocedure yill prove

as inneffective 1n forestalling the impending war as it has in

effecting soclal reform. Drastic problems call for drastic
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golutlons., Whoever ls shocked by the enromity of radlecal change,

let him conslder the slternatives and declde i1f any wlll shock

him less. If not change, what then? Extermination? The dlecrim-
e

lnatlon I have condemned 1s not just a possible cause of war, it
lg an 1nevitable cause of war. Let him who resents belng exhorted
remember that his life, too, is at stake; his future, too, is
prejudiced by the dlscriminatory rulss that set men against oné
another, Hls bést Interest, no metter what fancled beneflite he
may derive from dilscriminatory rules, 1ls to Joln with those who
would prevent war by reasoned leglslatlve change.

It 1s for sclentlsts to lay the intellectual groundwork for
the change. The rules which they devise must be as equitable as
human ingenuity can arrange. They must delegate specialrfavors
or handicaps to no group; arrange a G ommon ownership of the sarth;
agsure productive opportunlty to all persons; and not lightly dis-
regard the interegis of other nations. To harmonlously comblne
these requirements 1in a code of law, to achleve intellectual
unity in 1ts support, and to apply it in time

is the task before us. No less will avert the impending

- War' 2 )
Unfortunately, the requirement that rules diseriminate 1n

no senge cannot be fulfilled. Ruleg that avold dlscrimlnating in
meny ways may be constructed, but to dl scriminate in absolutely no
sense whatever 1s virtuslly impossible, To @&l ecriminate in one
sense a rule need only be in accord with the ldeaeg of one person
and at odds wlth another®s, tho it treat them allke 1n all otler
senses., Thls is not mere qulbbling. Violence has proceeded from

just such nonsense, Not only can intelligent verseons radlo&lly
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di sagree, but a fringe of psychic.misfits may ob ject to
anything. Tho the most equitable‘legislation be devised, no
hope can be entertalned of avolding the dissapproval of many.
The rules of govermment must therefore be alwaye supported by
forece,

Society 1s not thersby doomed to eternal warfare. Oppositlon
to 1ts rules may be mlnimized by maklng them as equltable as
human ingenulty 1is able. When valid objectlons have thus been
precluded, only the demented will have to be oompel%ed. If such
anti-goclal persons could wage atomic war aginst the rest of
us, that war would indeed be lnevitable. Fortunately, they can
not. The very characteristics which deflne them render them in-
capable of the cooperation . . warfare demands. Only when 1ts
rules allenate ressonable people meed soclety fear the consequ~
ences,

The dlscrimination that is imsvitable 1s that which is nec-
egpary to avold even greater discrlpination. Discriminatlon against
thleves, murderers, or lawbreakers are examples. Such discrimin-
ation 18 desgirable, not becausge it does not provoke war, but
becauge 1t provkes war agalinst human characteristic wlth which
soclety intends to be always at war. It prevents the greater
discrimination that would result from falling to wage war on
thisves, murderers, and lawbreskers.

A more subtle sense in whilch discriminetion i desirable may
be labelled "compensatory discrimination”, The deferred payments
found in exchange sconcmies create situatlons in which only one

half an exchange occurs at one tlme, the second half belng tled

to the first by an enforceable contract. The two halves together
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obviously make up an equltable whole, yet each taken separe-
ately_is dlgeriminatory, the two cancelling one another, It
often occurs that, where some intricacy of the economy conceals
one half an exchange, the compensatory half will be condemned
as discriﬁlnatory. In & narrow sense 1t 1s, and thls ls sometimes
enough to provoke vlolence, Such violence cannot be avolded
by stopping the dlscrimlnation, for the alternative to this
compensatory dlscrimlnation is.a digerimlination In sum which 1s
even less equitable.

That discrimination 1e unavoldable does not mean its avold-~
ance 1s no longer a useful criterion for rules, however. The
criterion need only be modifled, not destroyed. Discrimination
which 1s compensatory may be distingulshed from that which 1ls
not. Discrimination in sum should be avolded, while compensatory
discrimlnation, being ﬁeceesary to avold disgcrimination in sum,
should be used wherever necessary.

Decldling, of a particular rule, whether it 1ls totally dlsc-
riminatory or merely the compensatory half of an equitable whole
may often lnvolve more complexities than does the relatively
stralghtforward example above. That 18 one reason legislators
‘have so frequently erred, aml why good as well as bad rules have
gsometlimes been resgented. But avolding discrimlnatlion in sum 1is
the most that human ingenuity can accomplish., When that 1s
done , whoever chooses to fight soclety must be foreefully sub-
Jected and, ultimately, el ther persuaded or liquidated. Fort~

uneately, those who will fight compensatory discrimination are

In general only those incapable of cooperating with each other
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to threaten soglety.

The grand intellectual_preparation which complete reform
requlres may prove too much to accomplish in time to avert the
lmpending war. But one part of the reform demands no such prep?'
aration, and would postopone war Ffor many years. That ié free )
trade. Free trade can be effected-without the long pre limlnary
of devising new rules, by the purely destructive thought and
actlon involved in tearing down trade baﬁriara. Free trade will
temporarilyp check our economlc dilemma by permitting a gresat
expanslon; lincrease ow friendly contacts with the naLioné of the
world; create an economic interdependence that wlll di scourage
war; rélieve the preseure for expenslon in small natlons; and
alleviate the discriminatlon of exclusive national landownersghip.
It wlll be the first step tovards complete reform, and will
increase the peacetlme avallable to prepare for that réform. But
Troe tr&de will not prevent war forever, It will block one of
four ways by which war comes, and somewhat obgstruct the other
three. But the three will still remaln open until we fundament-

ally change the rules of government,

Ultlmately, what will be the method of world union? Under our

present rule systems we and the Russlans cannot peaceably unlte.,
7 Our system supporte monopolies by whlch we cannot ask the Rus~
slans to be explolted, and they cannot ask us to sﬁbmit to

their dictdtorn The repercuasigms of these faclts in recurrent
clashes between ourselves and Russia haye brought pesggimisp, and
well they ﬁay, £0 tho se who %isﬁalize a wOPld:of no dr%gtic

changes, Even ﬂh&uld the Russians adopt our form of govermment,

whelr monopoliss would clash wlth oure. Should we adopt their
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form, our dlctgtor could not peacefully submlt to theirs, nor
theirs to ours,

et Fortunately man 1ls glfted with the power to change his

mind, Governments are bullt according to man's ideas. If his
L

mind never changed, then mnatural selectlion among governments
could operate only by war. Individual organlsme must fight to
live &g they are.- Governments, brought into the world by
thoughit, can be peacefully put aslde when thoughts change.
Man has the power of intellectusl selection., In this liles

the hope of peaceful world unlon,

Neither of cur present governmente can peacefully expand.
But a new rule system, perfected by honest thought, can be so
far superlor to what we know at present that not only willl the
country of 1ts origln accept 1t, but all countries willl study
the sucéessful exa@ple and follow. Once all the natlons have
adopted a workable undiscriminatory rule system, they wlll merge

their governments with 1little frictlon. On a basis of successful

V" radical reform, then, peaceful world union is possible.

It is for us to improve the legislation of the Unlted States.
That drastic change may be effected by a people's conscilgus effort
hag been shown meny times in such upheavaleg as the Russlan and
FPrench revolutlonsa. What remaing to be shown 1s that such changes
can occur other than catastrophlcally: that the anticipation of
catastrophe may be as efficlent aeg catastrophe 1teelf in driving
humane to chamnge, I think our speclesg 1s capable of adjusting. I
call updn all thinklng persons to begln the adjustment that will

prevent dlsaster. I call upon you to become obsesged with improv-

ing the rules of govermment, lest a monstrous war destroy use.
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