ON PREVENTING WAR

By Meson Gaffney
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Agalnst weapons of the future natural sclence can offer
no defense. So speak the nétural sclentlets themselves. The
only retallation in atomic war 1s an exterminatory counter-
offensive, serving more as revenge than defense, for, of our
artifects, only the atomic andppoison projectors will be seé-
cured from destructlon ln the first cat&dlysmic agsault. Hav=
ing produced a weapon whose blowse they cannot pParry, natﬁralv
scilentists as such have rendered themselves useless &s aefenders
of the natlon. But as thlnking persons, natural sclentlsts
can yet be the malnstay of national defense. Thelr ablilltles »
are chalienged by a task more important than any they have ever
accomplished: the prevention of war. The producers of atomic
bombs cannot dischargé thelrksocial reaponsibllities by teachlhg
congressmen nuclear physics, nor by tellling others that they
must prevent another war. On natural sclentlsts themselves the
obligatlion of war prevention most heavily falls. They gave 1o
sodiety the fantastlc agencles of destructlon that must be
controlled; they are most familiar with the sclentiflc method of
thought which alone can’‘dlscover ways to prevent war; and théif
gervices in thelr present oapacity‘are valueless while soclety
- cannot use thelr products.

For generatloné goclal sclence has falled‘to cure the soclal
>disordera whichzbring war and many other evils, yet the wigest
men heve ever forwarded the arte of material progress and 1g-
nored social selence. For centurles the regults have been un-

fortunate; now they promise to be calamlitous in a degree hlther-
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to inconcelvable. Further advance 1n nagural science 1s worse
than useless untll soclal progress has made 1t posslble for us
to live on the same earth w}th.our products. Probably no one
reading these words hes not heard simllar expresslons time and
again. But the direction of social energy indlcates that few
have taken the message personally. The coﬁpensatory development
of soclial solence willl not take care of itself., Soclal energy
can only be dlverted from the overdeveloped to the under devel-
oped by a migration of talented natural sclentists 1nto soclal
sclence. Had Newton or Darwin but lald foundatlone for soclal
studles as effectively as they dld for physics and blology,
goclety mlght be today free from the fear of war. In their time,
perhaps, natural sclence need thelr services as much as soclal,
but today no natural sclentlst can say his research wlll be
useful to a soclety bent on using the producte for war. Natural
gclentists can dischargé thelr obligation to mankind, and to
.themselves as men, by taking up scclal studles 1in order to
prevent war and preserve the soclety of which they are inter-
dependent members.

Some sclentlsts cherish a comtempt for the persomnel of
soclal sclence which masks from them the coritlcal slgnificance
of those persons' funotion. A small Intellectual advance 1n
goclal sclence can improve humen living more than a 1ifetime’s
worth of diffioul% 1ntellectg&l progress 1ln better developed
sub@edts. Immsnse humen results depend. on simple,'primit;ve
gsoclal ideas. Such simple inventions of applied soclal sclence

as standing lmpersonal law , enforced private contract, or the

corporation, have served as frameworks withln whlch mlllions of |

humeng have gulded their livés, and peacefully cooperated to
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produce the surpluses on which natural scientists exlst whlle

they work for the far future. Social sclentlsts have mostly

been haphazardly unsclentific, yet their work has been as ugeful
to soclety as that of the much wlser group of natural sclent-~
ists, because the object of thelr work ﬁas been go much more
important in human life. The ratio of material improvement
gained to intellectual energy expended 1s high in soclal sclence.
It is a powerful tool. That 1t 1s now the domain of unsclentlflc
gcholars only emphaslzes the usefulness of the subject matter
for, desgplte the gcholars' incapacity, applled goclal sclence,
with all its imperfectlons, 1s esgentlial to the success of the
human species. The greatest contributions to human well belng
wrought by man's thinking power are thoge that help him coop-
erate, for cooperation 18 the environmental basls of human
progress. Crude as the dictrines of economlcs and politlce seen,
they gulde govermments 1n defining channels for that wonderful
complex of cooperation which unites the powers of men 1in whatever
number and for whatever purpose they may wish. Social sclence,
effectively developed, can gulde cooperatlon so much better than
it does today that the atomlc war we fear will never occur.

The intellectual migratlon I pPropose would be in vain 1f the
migrant sclentlsts 1imited themselves to the same boundeg wilthin |
which most soclal scilentlsts restrict themselves, I do not propose
that they duplicate the frultless trilvia whose complliation
reouires the working houra of so many social sclentiste today.
The misalon of the mlgrant economlists, polltical scientists and
goclologlsts 18 a complate eritical examlnatlion of the baslc

rules of soverelgnty under which soclety lives, to discover in

them caugeés of war, and to devlese new rules under which we may
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live 1n peace. The defenses which may be found in soclal
gclence are not such inneffectlive superficialltieslas the
international control now envigaged. The only effectlve
defense 1s no less an achlevement than the abolition of war.
Whlle natlons want to fight each other intermnational controls
only serve the dangerous purpose of eb%llling the demand for
radlocal actlon, The task I propose 1s not light, but neither
are the problems that we face. Llttle comfort can be found in
today's world for the complacemt. No longer is the deluge to
come after us. But agalnst the hard alternative of atomlc war-
fare stands a wonderful cpportunlty for ambltlous men of sclence
to lead mankind into a better 1life than it has ever known.

For them to do so requires that they become obsessed with
socialAscienoe, at the expense of thelr present occupatlons. We
would like to belleve we may live out our llves 1n the securlty
we have known, pursulng the lnterests that most take our fancy
or £111 our purses, whlle government takes care of 1tself and of
us without our attention, The ensrgy and adjustment reform
demands we very rightly do not care to expend, 1f the expendlture
is evitable. Government 1s a means, not an end, and we should
not héve to devote our entire attention to 1t. But from the
coming changes 1s no escape. Elther by our own inltlatlve, or
else by the compulsion of inescapable clrcumstance, drastilc
changes 1n soclety will be made within the next two generatlons.
If not our consclous united effort, then the chaos and terror
of war will be the agent of thelr coming. Some seem to think that

the warmekers of the world succumbed in the ashes of the defeated
Axis powers. They are wrong. The Axls powers were products of

our own civilization, & civilization which hag produced a cont-
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ual serles of wars. Our fantastlo new weapons have evoked no
slgnificant change in that civilizatlon, but only lncreased the
warllike emotlons of fear and national pride, Wlthout some
drastic change, we wlill engage in an atomlc war. The atomlic bomb
1s new, but soclety is old and has revealed 1lte character so fully
in the past that no doubt exlsts of what men, as organized at
present, will do to each other when armed with the prlmord;al
source of energy. The famillar patterns of behavlior have not
altered. The fear and hate emotlone are potentlally as strong
as ever and, as we will be armed in the future contest, far more
effectlive; effectlve enough to send the remnante of our specles
reeling backwardvln culture to long forgotten barbarlties, or,
perhape, to exterminate us utterly. |

This 18 not the sort of war whose prospect 1s lees terrifylng
than the prospect of drastlc soclal change. Thle sort of war wlll
1teself bring the most drastlic, most destructive and useless
change lmaginable., Pessimistis, viewlrng the situatlon, have glven
way to hopeless despalr. But deegpalr has no place in the emotlonal
arsenal of those who intend to survive. Life brings us now agalin
the age-old challenge: adjust or perish. Those who are prepared to
meet 1ife's challenge wlll do so with a grim pleasure, & know-
ledge that mlllenla of prutal selectlon have prepared them, at
leaét. to hold thelr place as the fltteet'species in earth hils-
tory. They will adjust thelr lives, at whatever cost, t meet the
emergenby-requlrements of soclal change.

gclentiste have not been totally unaware of théir responslibll-

i1ty. Even as I write thelr organlzations for social action.are 1in

operation. They have expressed thelr awaremess of and concern
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over the soclal problems posed by atomlic enargy. They have
contributed to popular and political educatlon in nuclear phyr
si¢s, and urged politiclans to do something international and:
- grand and vague about preventing war with atomic bombs. But thege
activities are nothing to what must be done. Soclal scilence is
stlll the domaln of the "liberals" end "conservatives", each of
whilch groups opines thdt 1ts pre-war program wag and ls satls~
factory. The merit of their bellefs is reflected in world cond~
1tions. Small wars are actually raging 1n some countrles, and
responslible Amerilcans have seriously consldered golng to war
with Russla. Our ideee are so convinecing to other nations that
only our great power glves ue influence, The present develobmsnt
of popular psychology, and related ecomomic phenomens, parallel
strikingly that which pre¢eded the last war. All signs polnt to
another cycle of expansion, depression, revolution, and war.

But these sgigns, indicating the need for reform, to some
more vehemently lmply the futillty of reform effort. No good can
come, they reason, from presenting honest opinlons to thosge
whose stupldity, revealed in the chaos of sgoclal problems,
will prevent thelr understending. This attltude springs from a
mlsconceptlion of the functlon of thinkers in soclal reform. One
need not engage 1ln acrilmonious debate Lo assert his ldeas, as
the lives of influentlal scientists testlfy. The motor of reform
1s thought, and verbal dispute merely one of many lndlcatlons
that the thought 1s maklng 1lts way. Because good ldeas, 1 they
are offered, will ultimétaly prevall sgalnst bad ores, sclentiste
should not heslitate to submlt thelrs. No matter how loudly the
proponents of error may bellow, they will ultlmately glve way

before an honest expositor of truth. As the unreasoned oratory of
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the farum need not deter sclentists from presenting thelr ldeas,

nelther ghould the fear of indlfference and inertia. No one

who trusts thought can doubt that thinkers are able to devlse a
aystem of rules that wlill inswre peace; but many can and 4o
doubt that the remalnder of soclety would accept thelr suggest-
lon. An improvement in natural sclence nesd only run the gantlet
of a limlted number of thinking persons, but to progress 1ln soclal
sclence one muet carry with him the entlre superstitious, lgnor-
ant, drinking, flghting, lnsane world. The majorlty can never
follow olose reasoning and so, some belleve, a thinking man has
no place in social sclence. But, fortunately for humenkind, those
who do think lead‘the unthinking. Todey's social problems, rid-
iculous ag they are, but reflect the appllcation of the ldeas of
the most respected socilal sclentists. Those who develop new

ideas need propagandlze none but others who think, Not inertla,
but a confusion and opposition of energy which simulates lnertia,
blocks reform. This confuslon does not originate with the unlett-
ered, but with the most learned 1eaéere of thought, from whom 1t
18 transmlitted to all people. Reformers today present a myriad of
radlcally confllcting proposals to the public, so that the dls-
putes unsettled by the origlnal thinkers are dupllcated on

lower intellectual levels by followers. But 1f opilnlon were
unlted, reformers would no longer counterbalence each other.
Soclety's energy unlted would overcome any real ;nertla, Whet

was called inertia would prove to have been energy in opposlt-
ion. The history of changing governuent evidences men's inglst-

ence on orgenlzing soclety after thelr ldeas. Those who devel~

op soclal ldeas develop the future of soclety. The appllcatlon of




reform ideas only walts upon intellectual unity.

Intellectual unity 1s what today's natural sclentlsts, of
all people, are most fltted to contribute. Today's leading
sociai thinkers, whose confuslon and dlsagreement guide today’'s
leglslation, have changed their ldeas very little 1n adjust-
ment to the latest destructlve techniques. Natural sclentlsts,
relatively unsophisticated in the Jargon of soclal sclence, but
deep in the lore of sclentific method, are more imaginatlve.
They could lead socilal reform slmply by arrlving at a concerted
opinion. This 18 not necessarlly an undemocratic process. The
enemles of thought and democracy have always bsen strengthened
by the unity which thelr authoritatian philosophles prescribe,
but it does not follow that democracles must never show united
oplnions. The very assumptlon by which demosracy can operate is
that the human ability to find trudh wlll produce unity where
none 1s dlctated, When democracy falls to do so its problems go
unsolved, and 1t 1s supplanted by eauthoritarlan government.
Democracy demands that ldeas mey dlffer, not that they must;
gsocial action demands that 1deas be alike. The united opinion
which guldes democratioc action ls a reflection of the unity of
truth, dlscovered by freely inquiring and energetlc minds. Those
who are now natural solentists are hest quallfled to dlscover
this truth.

Indlsposition to change, then, cennot 1n 1tsellf take the
blame for soclety's fallure to solve lts problems. The normal
demand for reform 1s adequate to force change, 1f 1t were only

unified, But 1n addition to that normal demend today exists a
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speclal demand, created by the very thing that makes reform so
urgent, the atomlc bomb. Its fasclnating novelty and horrible
potentialities have gripped the popular imaginatlon, providing

a crude shock that has prepared people for radlcal change. Never
before could reformers be heard so readlly. But not‘only for them
ls current popular psychology a unique opportunity. Aepring dict-
ators abound in every land. Theilr proposals, too, find a more
ready audlence among people exclted by potential dangers. If
thinkers of democracy can offer only oconfused Intellectual cont-
roversy, thelr offering.cannot compete with the simple glogans

of Broups bent on controllling a panicky publlc. Change 1ls 1n the
alr, yes, but whether 1t 1s to be gulded by fear and a tyrant, or
reason and thinkers, is an issue yet undeclded. The declslon rests
largely with the thinkers. If they decline their responeiblility,
the vacuum of soclal ideas wlll be filled by the mouthlngs of the
psychopathlic creatures 1ln whom authorlty is vested when democracy
has glven up the struggle. The crilsis of atomlec weapons must be
met qulckly with cool, clear intelligsnce, or 1t will lnstead
evoke the age old rsactlon t0 crisle: fearful delegation of

sovereingy to military leaders.

As the sclentlsts? object in situdyling soclety will be to prev-
ent war, thelr approach should be orlented to that goal; The first
consideration 1e: what causes war? More pnrtlcularly it should be:
what wlthin humen control causes war? The entire universe partic-
ipates in cauglng humen behavlor, but only what 1s within humen

control 1s worth our considering. Other features of emvironment

must be accepted as "glven" in this problem, for we cannot affect




p. 10

them. Taklng the world and 1ts inhabitants as they are, how
can the latter prevent war? That 1s the problem,

Determlinistic phllosophy, which no one has the omnlsclence
to prove or refute, asserts that nothing is within humen control.
However that may be, acts are controlled by the mind, even tho
no man knows what controls the mind. Granting this possible
limltation of meening, then, human acts are within human control,
and consclous soclal acts such as war are within consclous soclal
control. A popular notlion has 1t that "geography' causes wars
by placing political groups in positlons of rivalry, guch that
they are 1nev1taﬁly "destined" to go to war. But while geographlc
posl tion may influence the selectlon of partioular opponents and

allles 1in war, 1t does not affect the existemnce of war in general,

unless by completely lsolating the Gombatante. Many Americen ciltles
have experienced, wlthout war ;r the thought of war, enough
rivalry from geographic positlon to "destine" an intermlnable
geried of European wars, but the rules of the common government
under which they lived forestalled "destiny". If humans have any
power ofer themselves, they have the power to prevent war, des-
plte any seeming clash of interest caused by factors not in
their control. '

Human control in soclety 18 most effectlively asserted thru
the rules of government. Reformers may work, and have worked
by directly 1nfluencing behavilor, insgtead of the rules by which
behavior 1s channe}led.‘The present exlgencles of reform are such

that energy expended in improving the rules of gwernment will be

far more effective than that expended in lmproving 1m ividual
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character. Thié is not to 1mply that individual character is
unlimportant; 1t 1s, rather, the raw material of soclety. But
Indlvidual character 1s already sufficlently, albelt lmperf-
ectly, developed. People want peace; they can assoclate peace-
ably under certain condltions., Their behavior 1s suffilclently
civilized so that 1f it functioned within the framework of
properly lmproved rules war would not recur. But 1f reformers
concentrated thelr efforts on improving human character, they
would dilscover that the present structure of governmental

rules 1s so poor that no possible improvements in human charact-

er can alone prevent war. Just as soclal science 1s weak relative

to natural, so 1is the'art of ruling weak compared with human
character. In improving thls art the greatest good can be
accomplished with the least effort.

The varlous spiritual proposals for 1mprovihg iIndlviduals
80 a8 to prevent war are patently unworkable. A more practicable
: acheme to prévent war without changing the rules of government
is that offered by the proponents of birth control. If war is,
as 1t sometimes appears to be, the result of a struggle for room
in an overcrowded world, birth control certainly would tend to
prevent war. The idea that soclety can be improved by restrict-
ing population springs from the 1ldea that war and poverty are
, caused by overcrowding the earth, and must gtand or fall with

the Malthuslan doctrine 1t 1s designed to clrcumvent. Overcrowd-

ing 18 not a simple matter of the ratlo of population to resources.

It 18 relative also to the abllity of the population to use the
resources. A few thousand Indians felt crowded in Amerioca, lived

poorly, and continually fought each other for hunting grounds,
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Our modern civilizatlion, with improved means of cooperation and
of production, supports hundreds of times the Indian pepulation
without their feeling crowded. The absolute numbers of the pop-
ulation are, within wide limlits, hardly a factor in the "psycho-~
loglcal density" of population, which is more determined by
productlvity and cooperatlve ability. "Overcrowding" will be
solved, therefore, by improving the latter two, not by restrict-
1ng/;?gduction.

The Job at hand 1s reduced, then, to an lnquiry into 1eg1é-
lation. The gulde, "What within human control causes war", may
be restated: "What legislation causes war?" The scope of 1n;est~
lgatlon needs to be further reduced and specified by determining
what war 1ls. For the purpose of studying war causation, the
most useful definition of war 1s one which plctures it as more
than actual fighting, and includes as war all acte done in
preparation for war. A prominent war historian has sald that
the syatems of mllitarism and seocret alllances were lmportant
cauges of the firgt world war. Such knowledge 1s, for reformers,
practically useless. The same influences that drive men to pre-
pare for war drive them also to overt fighting. The preparations
do not drive them to it, any more than the first battles cause
those ensulng. The American Leglon, on the other hand, thinks that
preparation for war can prevent war, Hlstory shows 1t as mlstaken
as those who belleve tﬁat falling to prepare for war can prevent
war. Preparation ls irrelevant. War comes whether one ls prepared

or not. That which must be dealt with 1ls what inel ines people to

war., It is useless to know what brings the first attack once the
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lnelination to war 1s domlnant.

It remelns now only to dilscover the causatlve relationshlp
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 two countrles to war. True it
18, as with geographical influences, that internatlonal simllar-~
ities in rules, and related cultural and ideological character-
istlcs, may influence the sgelection of particular allles and
oppcnents in war, but not the occurrence of war in general. A
mere difference cannot of 1tself cause war, and war might arise
without any difference at all. The difference 1s not critical.
Absolute, not relative, characteristics of government rules
cauge war. If the rules of one nation lead 1t to explolt and dom~
inate 1ts nelghbors, a similarity of rule and sustom in the
neighbors will only increase the likelihood of war. But that one
nation drives 1ts autos on the right side, and enother on the
left, cannot in itself bring those two natlons to war.

Absolute characteristics of government rules cause war. Can
the characterletics be ebstracted and ordered intelligeably? |
Human .situations, it is often saild, are so complex that they
cannot be generalized. This ig a mlsconception. Any natural slt-~
uation is infinitely complex, but probably contalns elements whlch
are quite simple. If these are ldentified and labelled, thelr
role may be analyzed. One has but to locate those elements in
the situation which are useful in forwarding his 1nvestlgatlon,

and he may then aneiyze in simple temms. If phyeslicists were not

familiar with the concept of mass, and attempted a mechenics in
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which c¢olor, shape and size were the criteria, that mechanlcs
would be more confusing than modern economlcs. Becausge, in social
sclence, thls elementary pfelimlnary to useful thought has been
poorly accomplished, the body of exlstling knowledge 1ls little
related, hard to understand and to work with. That 1t 1s possilble
to find simple, useful concepts in soclal sclence 1s evidenced
by the widespread comprehension and everyday use of the concept
"exchange value". Further useful concepts cou’d be defined and
used, and many have been.

Such a concept may be found always assoclated with the legls-
lation that causes wars, Rules, in order to provoke war, must be-
possessed'of a certaln characteristic. Just as an objJect must
have mass, no matter what its other attributes, 1ln order to
exert gravity, so must legislatlon have & certaln charecteristic,
no matter what else is involved, in order to bring war. What
this 18 I shall show.

It will bring order to the data, and make the demonstratlon
more convincing, to assemble the evlidence in two stages.

First, situations bringing way may be reduced to a convenlent
two generalitles, and the role of leglslatlon in causing war
described. Second, the significant common characterlstic ofthe
leglslation may be ldentified. Bridglng the gap between evidence
and abstract principle by the two gener&lities wlll more clearly
demonstrate that the princlple 1s derived from all the evidence
than could be done by relating the principle to a few particular
exémples.

A survey of past wars reveals that the infinlte varlety of
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sltuatlions which ralse human belligerency to the fighting point

will all flt one of two descriptions: elther two soverelgns

both clalm authority over the same 1ltem; or else the internal
living conditlons in some soverelgnty are objJectlonable, and war
see@s to offer rellef, A study of how these sltuations arise; and
what role legislation plays in them, will reveal the character-
istlc of legislation that causes war.

Dlisputed sovereignty over land¥ or over people, may cause war,
Persons are the object of dlspute whenever some soverelgnty 1s
obJectionable to some of 1ts actual or potential subjects. Wars
of outright conquest, revolutlon and civil war all arlse from dis-
putes over the soverelgnty of persons. The role of rules 1h causling
such wars 1s essential. A soverelgn's function ls to meke and
administer rules. Objectlons to soverelgnty are therefore object~
jong to the de facto rules of the sovereign., The basls of object-
ion 18 not just that the soverelgn makes and enforces rules,
for every society lives by some sort of enforced rules. Butl
something exists in the rules of a soverelgn who 1s reslsted
which the eesisting group resent, but which the imposing group not
only do not resent, but are even willlng to fight to lmpose on
others. Rules which cause such behavior must be digcriminatory
1n some sengse. Groups object to rules because the rules discrinm-
inate agalnst them somehow, or discrimination is anticlpated 1f

they submit to the expanding goverelgnty.
The fange of posslble discriminatlon is unlimited. The word

.‘;r(\"':, I s ) st g lor e 2 5
*Eaﬁbﬁlprouﬁdgs, in thls dlscussion, are included wilth land.
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"discrimination" connotes particularly, in America, those rules
restrioting the opprortunities of a blologlcally defined group,
the negroes. But disorimination may operate agalnst groups
deflined by any characterletic, and it may injure them in any
humber of different ways. A rﬁle which discrimlnates in any sense
whatever wlll define a group of people having the characteristic
againgt which the rule discriminates, and give them good cause to
object to the soverelgnty that enforces the rule.

The victimized groups may be variously defined, The biggest
ware are waged by geographically deflned groups, but revolutions,
strikes, and riots are fought by economically, culturally or
blologlically defined groups. The American Revolutlon, and our
War between the States, were® contests between more reglonally
deflned groups, while more economically and soclally defined
groups were at odds in the Rusglaen and French Revolutlions.

Not only may the groups be deflned in different ways, but they
may be allenated by no end of concelvable discrimination. They
may be denied participation in the councils of soverelgnty;

be subjected to speclal texes, and thelr economy otherwlse
ordered for the beneflt of others; thelr religlon and customs may
be directed and interfered with after the opinlons of the sov-
erlegn. These and many other common ways of dieoriminating'
provoke that smoldering resistarce which is & form of war. Not
only are the occaglonal concerted outbursts war, but all the
endless oppoelition and resentment that must foreﬁer be downed by
force,

ObJectlonable discrimination not only ochracterlizes the rules

of those frankly devoted to conquest, but of all nations.



Those who do not discriminate by design manage to do 80 by

accldent, incldentally to performlng some other function of
soverelgnty. Incidental discrimination may be just as objection-
able as tho 1t were conscious, It occurs because those who make
the laws, tho well meaning, cannot cope with the problem of make
ing rules that discriminate in no sense whatever. They belileve
that fairness to some groups, in some ways, 18 enough to keep the
peace. The hlstory of war proves that 1s not so. The ways 1ln which
lawg are not dilscriminatory soften the hurt of the ways ln which
they are, and strengthen the soverelgnty by ilncreasing the numbers
of ‘1ts supporters, but they do not thereby turn aside all force-
ful opposition. An edict that all persons must contribute to a
certaln church in one sense treats all persons allke, but 1n an~
other sense discriminates agalnst unbelievers. A law 1lndiscrimin-
ately requiring all persons to pay & tax when they grow cotton

is falr in one sense, but in another discriminates agalnst those
who grow cotton. A rule need dlscriminate in only one sense to
provoke the dlssatlefaction that 1s quelled only by force.

Today's strﬁcture of rules discrimlnates 1in some sense from
beginning to end. Most dlscrimination is not ageinst small groups,
but in favor of small groups at the expense of the majority. This
18 no less dlscrimination, and 1s no less provocative of war,

Not only do the privlileged groups fight each other; not only do
the sum of the unprivileged fight the sum of the prilvileged; but,
most importaent, the exlstence of the privlilege mkes impogsible
our peaceably unlting with other soverelgntles., To do 80 we musg t

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

privileged groupse to whom we submlt. Forelgn nations' behavior
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indicates that that sacrifice 1ls no more attractive to them thaﬁ
submlitting to the dictatlon of the Communlst Partyl Peaceful
world unlon is impossible while'1eglslation-supporta the existence
of prlvilegéd groupse. Whatever in rules of government causes war
over the doverelgnty of persons must be eradlcated if war 1s to
be préVenﬁéd. |

Soverelgnties dlvlide among themselves the land of the wofld, a8
well as the people. In apportioning it they make good thelr oclaims
by warfare. Boundary dlsputes are only one cause of war, but
war, on the other hand, 1la the 6nly means by which boundaries are,

or can he, determined. The préaent boundaries of all nations but
reflect the course of past wars and negotlatlons based on threats
of war®. phe very nature of exclusive territorial possession makes
thies inevitable. The earth was not produced by any man, and no
man's or nation's claim to own 1t can be based on anythlng but a
discrimination in his favor. That 1s not the gort of thing to
which the excluded people wlll voluntarily agree. Each generétion
assumes that the past wars which secured tltle to its land are
forgotten in the dim annals of history, that title now rests on
the secure base of occupation, unbesmirched with blood. The Jeal-
ousy of excludqunations,‘thwarﬁed only by superior power, shows
that is no.t 80. Pl Lo of territory 1s in discrimination
against all the'other peoples of the earth., Such ls the natlonel
strength of the Unlted States that the matter 1s brought less
sharply to our attentlon than 1t is to the Poles over thelr
corridor, the Turks over thelr : straight, and the Egyptiang

%*Purchases, of course, are but transfers of a tltle based on war.
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over thelr lgthmus, But 1f Columbla were a major powsr we should
be well aware of the force required to sieze and hold Panama,

And not only critigal areas, but all areas are kept in national
posgsegslon by ﬁorce, As long as the rules of natlone prescribe

an éxcluelve natlonal territorlality 1t willl be so, Conflicting
territoriai claims as a Cause of war are most plainly dlscerneble
in perilods when rival sovereigntles are expandling into unoccupled
or defenseless lands., But with the origlnal pre-emption the battles
are not over. The decislon 1s never final, What was taken by
force 1s challenged by force, and will forever be chaldlenged by
force until a worldwlde accord has accepted a system of worldwlde
landownershlp, and discrimlination by exclusive territorial %aﬁ§~
ownershlp no longer exlsts.

Sharply aggravating the war making potentialities of exclus-~
ive territoriellity are trade barrlers between natlons. Trade
reduces conslderably the-disgriminatory effects of excluslve
natlonal landownershlp. Nomadic tribes, who do not trade, wage
perpetual war over thelr graeslands, for occupancy by one group
means absolute exclusion of all others. Trade considerably tempers
the excluelon by permltting the excluded to enjoy in part the.
benefits of the territory. When natlions erect trade barriers they
volunfarily revert to the status of nomads. They take from
others all possibllity of peaceful access to the natural advant-
ages which they have approprilated. Nations want to acquird land
in part so that they may give its ownershlp to thelr citizens; trade

cannot alleviate their dissappoilntment if they falil. But They ﬂ

also want land because a larger trade area permlts greater trade,
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and more of all the advantages that go with trade. Thru lnter-
national trade natlons can acquire that increased tradlng area
without 1ncreasing their terrltories. But when Ilnternational
leglslatlive barriers block trade expansion, each nation can en-
Joy the advantages of trade only by establishlng soverelgnty ovef
greater territorles. Exclusive national landownershlp, 1ln a world
of internatlonal trade barriers, is a standing invitatlon to
aggressive war,

The boundary settlements effected by the recent war wlll be
no less proveocatlive of war tﬁan any previous, From the defeated,
stripped of their congueste and surrounded by trade barriers, the
loudest objectlions will be forthocoming. But even the victors,
disputlng the spoils, might begin the next war, If they, who have
go much, will even consider flghting to get more, the vanqﬁished
may be expected to recommence the battle whenver opportunity -
arises. Nothing in the present arrangements can make the conquered
natlons more content with their.lot then they were after the first
world war. To maintaln the peace terms we have imposed will re-~
quire the contlinued application of force.

An 1nfluential intellectual current has maintained that 1f
boundarles could be peacefully negotiated they would not provoke
war. But negotiation is only a peaceful estlmate of the fight the
partles-¢ould put up 1f they had te. The decislon 1s reached
according to no othef conéideration. On what other basis, indeed,
should boundaries be drawn? What claim to excluslve natlonal land-
ownership rests on anything more plausible? The gelf-determination

of the occupants is no less forceful a basis, for thelr occupation

was achleved by war; purchese, as of Alaske, glves a clalm no better



than the seller's; exploration, as of the Antarctic, carriew with

it no international concession of ownership. Negotiation 1s only
the peaceful reconciliation of war’potential, hence very close to
war ltself., It 18 not a substitute for, but an auxliliary .of, War.

If thers were no rules, then werfare would be entirely over
the occupation of land. But 1t does not follow that rules play no
part in creating the sltuation that provokes lnternational war
over landownershlp today. The rules of governments have bheen
wriltten so as to duplicate among natlons the struggle for sur-~
vival that exists among unsoclal organisms. Rules therefore play
a vlital role in causling wérs over tﬁe‘diviaion of land. The rule
system that sclentlste devise to prevent war must posit undisc-
riminatory equal ownership of the earth, for all indlviduels of
all nations. If not, then 1t, tob, v1lll be some day challenged by
the force of the excluded. |

Disputes over govereignty, while of ten sufficlent 1n themselves
to exblain a war, do not begln to reveal why people are as warllke
as they are. Oftlmes 1ssues of soverelgnty seem mere excuses for
a people that 1s determined, for other reasons, to go to war. Were
people contented wlth peace, they would look much farther than they
do for lssues of soverelgnty great enqugh to fight over. We
infer from & man's foul dispositlon an unhappy home; a natlon'’s
belligerence may have the same cause, The most effectlve causes
of war operate within natlional boundaries, not at them. When
the deslres of individuals are thwarted in peace, ﬁhey look for
opportunity in war, Unemployment and dlscontent are precu¥sors of

aggression, The second sltuation leading to war, then, 1s that

in vhich peace has become unendurable, and war seems to offer

relief.
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In countrles of "capitéllst” economy war puts purchasing
power into the hande of consumers, of one sort or another, and
thereby temporarlily resolves the dllemma of modern economics,

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

80 they will be busy replaclng it for many years. After thé war,
the vlctorious nation may further stimulate lte economy by expand-
ing into the vacuum left by 1ts victim. Under these oiroumstances.
the opponents of war are hard put to it indeed.

Communligt nations also beneflt from war, They must always
naintaln a high spirit and loyalty behind an unpleasant, omni-
present, inquilsitorial government; war instills 1n cltlzens the
relliglous fanaticlsm that wlll meet the demands of totalitarian
government. Not only communist, but all governments are streng-
thened by this effect of war. Government persommel, howsever, are
nottpeoullarly at fault. If politicilans do not legd thelr’unsat-
isfled cllients to an intermatlonal war, wha£ then? Rival politlc-
lans will overthrow them. When the people will have blood, woe Dhe
to him who stands in the way.

This cause of war will only cease to operate when soclety 1s
governed by e system of rules that wlll assure to every one the
opportunity to produce, and to enjoy the full product of hls
labor free from exploitatlion, or objectionable regtralnt and
dictation. Nelther sociallsm, communism, nor capltalism, as pre-
gently conceived, offers such a possibllity. But as unwlse leg-
islation 18 an essentlal determinant of living conditions in all
countries, wlge leglslatlion can preclude thls cause of war.

A nation's economy may be objectionable because of 1ts own

foolish rules, or it may fiml its economy rulned by the laegls-
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latlon of other natlons. Whichever cause 18 predominant, the ruin
will lead to war, The rules that can injJure a forelgn country are
those which affect international trade. Natlions become dependent
on others when they engage in international trade. In feudal days
nations occupylng the same land es today's, and golng perhaps by
the same name, subslsted with 1;ttle trade. But today's nations
are not the same nations. They are much more pbpulous than thelr
medleval predecessors, and accustomed to far higher materlal
gtandards of consumption. The recent increment of population,
and the lmproved materlal standarde, were made posslble by 1in-
creased productivity. Modern high productivity, in turn, depends
on extensive trade. With trade, cooperation and speciallzatlon
pérmlt a productlon to whose possible increase we cannot see the
end. Since population depends on modern productlon, and modern
production depends on trade, any nation with extensive 1lnternatlon-
al trade 1s relying on other nations for the very exlstence of
gome of 1ts population.

dome countrles, such as our own, are not vltally dependent on
trade with others., We would not fimd our resowces too small for
our population were forelign trade denled us, tho that denlal would
bring us great lnconvenience. But trade restrictions have dis-
astrous effects on nations whose international trade 1s more
important to them. When the bull of protectlonism rumbles lnto
this china-shop of interdependent mations, the earth is strewn

wlth economlc wreckage. Those whose trade 1s dlsrupted must divert
their productive resources into less profltable channels, taking

great loss, and reducing their productivity. If thelr dependence

on forelgn trade is great, and thelr material standards already
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low, some of their population may have to be liquidated, Altho
1t 1s true that whe victims of trade barriers could lmprove their
own legislatlon 8o greatly that that of others could not affect
them so traglcally, but of course the fact is they will not.
Nelther wlll they exterminate part of their population., Instead
they will go to war,

When a country 1s victimlzed by international trade barriers,
i1t 1s compelled to face the problems of autarky. If it cannot
live with international trade, it must live without it. A succ-
esaful autarky requires that under one soverelgnty be gathered
a8 many resources and as much populatlon as 1s necessary to
comprise an efflclent exchange economy. Since efficlency in-
creases 1ndef1nitely wlth populatlion and resources, and human
deglres for efflclent production have no visible 1limit, autark-
lcal natlions expand until they are stopped by force. Most small
.nations of the world have alrsady reached the greatest expanslon
their power can achleve. For them, autarky means elther return-
ing to a primitive agricultural economy, with great loss and
hardshlp, or attaching themselves as satellites to a powerful
neighbor who will trade with them 1n return for political control.
But a few small natlons were before the recent war powerful
enough to attempt solving the problem of autarky by expanding.
They were encouraged by the feellng wlithln small natlons that
union would be desirable for them, aleo, Germany, Italy and
Japan were adJustad to forelgn trade, and could not chanse to
autarky wlthout great hardship. In the depression of the 1930s,
a wave of protectlonist spirit swept the world, and struck part-
icularly telling blowe at the internationally orlented economles

of those countries. These Axis powers sought rellef 1n expanslon,
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bringing on ths great war recently ended. Thelr defeat does not
end the efficacy of this cause of war, altho 1t reduces by three
the number of powerful nations able to effectively resent dlsc-
riminatory internatlional trade barrlers. The empires of other
western European nations aée drifting away, and are ln many
instances only kept by perpetual petty warfare. Only Russla and
the Unlted States are at all invulnerable to the trade barrilers
that stupldity will erect in the next depression. At that time
the other natlone of the world will feel a strong lmpetus to
expand, 1ln whlch procesdg they wlll encounter each other 1in every
direction. The peoples of the earth, lnstead of psacefully coop-
ereting, will be split 1lnto competing autarklc 8l unlits, each
trying to extend its eway over the entire globs.

Leglslative international trade barriers obviously are essen~
tial to cause war by thls method. In no other war cause 1ls the
vital role of leglsiatlon 30 patent, Deglslatlon also figur. in
causing war by the other ways dlscussed, It offends people 8o
that they dispute the authority of soverelgnty over them; 1t
creates a system of international land tenure thal assumes war
as the determlnant of ownership; 1t causes the dlscontent with
peace that drlves men to war; and now we gee it also chokes off
the vital trade of forelgn nations. If dlsputed soverelgnty over
land or over people brings the wer, or if the war orlglnates in
a people's discontent, rules of government are essential parts of
the wars' cause. Preventing war 1s a Job no greater than lmproving
legislation.

A great convenlence would be avallable to synthetlc social
science 1f, from the foregoing analysis, one common character-

igtic of the legislation that causes war could be ldentified, that




is found in no other legislation. The charascteristic, whatever
it is, 18 the legislative cause of war. A rule gystem under
which people are to live in peace must contain no rules with
thls characteristic., Dlscrimination ie common to all the rules
that provoke war. Where sovereignty over persgons is dilsputed,
digerimlnatory legislatlon ls the cause; where sovereignty over
land 1s contested, discrimlnatory national landownership is to
blame; where lnternational trade blockades turn starving nations
to war, discriminatory teriff rules are responsible. I wlll not
pretend to prove in a few words thatxthe rules whlclh promote
domestlc dlscontent are the discrimlinatory ones alone, byt I am
convinced that 1t 1s so. Those rules which admit some and

exclude others wilthout adjustment or compensation; which take

from one and give to another for no service; which submlt cne
to the will of another wilthout consent: these cause the dlscontent
that breaks out in war,

Discriminatlon is the leglselatlve cause of war, War prevention

demands that non-discrimlinatory rules replace the present ones.

This 18 no emall requlreuwent. Such 1s the magnitude, and intrenched
position of discriminatlon that no superficlal changes in rules
will prevent another war. Radlcal thought and action in the near
future can accomplish that, and nothing less wlll avall. Exlstiﬁg
rules cause war; war 1ls sulclde; the alternative to change 1s

there fore destruction., In the pest, dissatlsfied with the re~
gulte of lqgislation, people have amended, when they should have
replaced, the basic rules of the land. This prcecedure will prove

as inneffective in forestalling the lmpending war as 1t has in

effecting soclal reform. Drastic problems call for drastle
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golutlons. Whoever is shqcked by the enromlty of radlcal change,
let him conslder the alternatives and declde 1f any will shock
him legs. If not change, what then? Extermination? The discrim-
ination I have condemned i1s not Just a posslible cause of war, 1t
ls an lnevitable cause of war. Lét him who resents belng exhorted
remember that hls 1life, too, 1s at stake; his future, too, 18
pre judlced by the dlscrimlnatory rules that set men against one
another, Hls best interest, no matter what fancled benefitse he
mey derive from dlscriminatory rules, 1s to Joln with those who
would prevent war by reasoned leglslative change.
It 18 for sclentists to lay the intellectual groundwork for

the change. The rules which they devise must be as equitable as
human ingenulty can arrange. They must delegate sreclal fawors
or handicaps to no group; arrange a common ownershlip of the earth;
assure productive opportunity to all persons; and not lightly dis-
regard the Interests of other nations. To harmoniously combine
these requlrements in a code of law, to achleve intellectual
ﬁnlty in 1ts support, and to apply it in tlme

A is_the tagk before us. No lesgs wlll avért the lmpending

war.,
Unfortunately, the requlrement that rules dl scriminate 1in

no sense cannot be fulfilled. Rules that avold discriminating in
many ways may be constructed, tut to dl scriminate in absolutely no
genge whatever is virtually lmpossible., To dlscriminate in one
gsense a rule need only be 1n accord with the ldeas of one person
and at odds with another’s, tho it treat them allke 1n all otler
senges. This 1s not mere quibbling. Violence has proceeded from

just such nonsense. Not only can lntelllgent persons radically
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di sagree, but a fringe of psychlc mlsflts may object to
anything. Tho the most equitable leglslatlon be devised, no
hope can be entertained of avolding the dlssapproval of ﬁany,
The rules of government must therefore be always supported by
force,

Soclety 18 not thersby doomed to eternal warfare. Opposition
to its rules may be minimized by maklng them as equltable as
human ingemlty is able. When valid objectlons have thus been
precluded, only the demented will have to be compelled. If such
antl-soclal persons could wage atomic war aglnst the rest of
us, t@at war would indeed be 1nevitable. Fortunately, they can
not. The very characteristlcs which define them render them in~
capable of the cooperation ., | warfare demands. Only when 1its
rules aiienate reasonable people need soclety fear the consequ-~
ences,

The dlscrimination that is imevitable 1s that whlch 1is nec-~
egsary to avold even greater discrimination.»Discriminatlon againsat
thieves, murderers, or lawbreakers are examples. Such discrimln-
ation 1s desifable, not becausge it does not provoke war, but
because 1t provkes war agalnst human characteristlc with which
soclety intends to be always at war. It prevents ihe greater
discrimination that would result from falllng to wage war on
thieves, murderers, and lawbreakers.

A more sﬁbtle gense in which diecrimination s desirable may
be labelled "compensatory discrimination". The deferred payments
found in exchange economles create situatlons in which only one

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

to the first by an enforceable contract. The two halves together




P. 29

obvliously make up an quitable whole, yet each tasken aepare-
ately 1s dlscriminatory, the two cancelling one another. It
often occure that, where some intricacy of the economy conceals
one half an exchange, the compeneatory half wlll be condemned

as dlscrimlnatory. In a narrow sense 1t 18, and thls 1s sometlmes
enough to provoke vliolence. Such violence cannot be avolded

by stopping the dlscrimlnation, for the alternatlive to thils
compensatory discrimination is a discrimination in sum whilch 1s
even lesas equltable.

That discrimination 1e unavoldable does not mean lts avold-
ance 1s no longer a useful criterion for rules, however. The
criterion need only be modified, not destroyed. Dlscrimlnatlion
which 18 compensatory may be distingulshed from that which 1s
not. Dlscrimination in sum should be avoided, whlle compensatory
discrimination, being necegsary to avold dlecrimination in sum,
should be used wherever necessary.

Deciding, of a particular ruls, whether it is totally dlsc-
riminatory or merely the compensatory half of an equltable whole
may often involve more complexitles than does the relatlvely
straightforward example above. That 1s one reason legislators
have so frequently erred, amd why good as well as bad rules have
gometlmes been resented. But avolding discrimlndtlon 1in sum 1is
the most that human ingenuity can accompllsh., When that 1s
done, whoever chooses to fight soclety must be foreefully eub-
Jected and, ultimately, elther persuaded or llquidated. Fort-
uneately, those who will fight compensatory discriminatlon are

in general only those incapable of cooperating with each other



to threaten soclety.

The grand intellectual preparation which complete reform
requires may prove too much to accompllish in time to avert the
inpending war. But one part of the reform demands no such prep-
aration, and would poatopone war for many years. That 1lg free
trade. Free @rade can be effected wlthout the long prelimlnary
of devlising new rules, by the purely destructlve thought and
action involved in tearing down tréde barriers. Free trade will
temporarili check our economic dilemmea by permltting a great
expanslion; 1increase our friendly contacts with the natlons of the
world; create an economlc interdependence that will dl scourage
w;r; relleve the pressure for expansion in small natlons; and
alleviate the discriminatlion of excluslve natlonal landownership.
It will be the first step towards complete reform, and will
increase the peeacetime avallable to prepare for that reform. But-
free trade will not prevent war forever. It will block one of
four ways by which war comes, and somewhat obstruct the other
threse., But the three will still remain open untlil we fundament-
ally change the rules of government.

Ultimately, what will be the method of world union? Under our
present rule systems we and the Russlans cannot peaceably unlte.
Our system supports monopolies by whlch we cannot ask the Rus~
sians to be exploited, and they cannot ask us to submit to
their dictator. The repercussions of these facts 1ln recurrent
clashes between ourselves and Russla have brought pessimism, and
woll they may, to those who visualize a world of no drastlc

changes. Even should the Russians adopt our form of government,

thelr monopolies would clash wilith ours. Should we adopt thelr
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form, our dlctgtor could not peacefully submit to theirs, nor
theirs to ours,

Fortunately man 1s gifted with the power to change hls
mind. Governments are bullt according to man's ideas. If his
mind never changed, then natural selectlon among governments
could operate only by war. Indlvidual organisme must fight to
live as they are. Governmentis, brought into the world by
thought, can be peacefully put aslde when thoughts change.

Men has the power of intellectusal selsection. In thls lles
the hope of peaceful world union,

Neither of ocur present governments can peacefully expand.

But a new rule systém, perfected by honeet thought, can be 8o
far superlor to what we know at present that not only willl the
country of 1te origlin accept 1t, but all countrles wlll study
the aucéessful example and follow. Once all the natlons have
adopted a workable undiscriminatory rule system, they wlll merge
thelr governments with 1ittle frictlon'. On & basls of successful
radical reform, then, peaceful world union 1s possible.

It i for us to improve the legislation of the Unlted States.
That drastic change may be effected by a people's conscleus effort
has been shown many times in such upheavals as the Russlan and
French revolutions. What remains to be shown 1g that such changes
can occur other than catastrophlically: that the anticipation of
catastrophe may be as efflclent as catastrophe 1tself 1n driving
humans to change. I think our species is capable of adjusting. I
call upon all thinking persons to begin the ad justment that will

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

ing the rules of governmment, lest a monstrous war destroy us.






