View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

brought to you by .{ CORE

provided by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons

Naval War College Review

Volume 21 '
Number 4 April Article 3

1968

On The Idea of Collective Security

Richard H. Cox

Follow this and additional works at: https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review

Recommended Citation

Cox, Richard H. (1968) "On The Idea of Collective Security," Naval War College Review: Vol. 21 : No. 4, Article 3.
Available at: https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol21/iss4/3

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Journals at U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Naval War College Review by an authorized editor of U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons. For more information, please contact

repository.inquiries@usnwec.edu.


https://core.ac.uk/display/236332706?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol21%2Fiss4%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol21?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol21%2Fiss4%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol21/iss4?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol21%2Fiss4%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol21/iss4/3?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol21%2Fiss4%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol21%2Fiss4%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol21/iss4/3?utm_source=digital-commons.usnwc.edu%2Fnwc-review%2Fvol21%2Fiss4%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:repository.inquiries@usnwc.edu

Cox: On The Idea of Collective Security

ON

OLLECTIVE SECURI

Professor Richard H. Cox

Chester W. Nimitz Chair of
Social and Political Philosophy
Naval War College

The basic idea of collective security
is that all states should join forces to
protect the independence and territorial
integrity of each statc. Its eftective
translation into practice has never taken
place, even though the objective of
bringing this about is a persistent theme
in the 20th century, and is especially
prominent in 20th century English and
American thought on international poli-
tics.

At present, the prospect of translat-
ing the idea into practice generally is
hedged about with qualifications. These

qualifications reflect disappointment
with the League of Nations and the
United Nations: neither international
organization, in spite of early optimism
on the part of many people, has proved
to be a truly effective collective security
system. Hence, contemporary evalua-
tions of collective security often strike a
very sober note.

Two examples of this kind of evalua-
tion—one by an eminent political figure,
one by a well-known political scientist—
are worth quoting here. The first state-
menl was made a few years ago by the
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4 NAVALMWARAGOTLEGEREMIEW: [1968], No. 4, Art. 3

late Dag Hammarskjold, when he was
Secretary-General of the United
Nations. Mr. Hammarskjold said: . . . a
universal collective security system
which can enforce peace is not yet
within reach . . .."" And then again:

We should recognize the United
Nations for what it is—an admittedly
imperfect but indispensable instrument
of nations in working for a peaceful
evolution toward a more just and
secure world order. At this stage of
human history, world organization has
become necessary. The forces at work
have also set the limits within which
the power of world organization can
develop at each step and beyond which
progress, when the balance of forces so
permits, will be possible only by
processes of organic growth in the
system of custom and law prevailing in
the society of nations.

The second statement was made by
Professor John Stocssinger in his widely
used textbook,The Might of Nations. He
said: “. . it may be necessary to admil
that the attainment of collective secu-
rity will take much longer than was first
assumed. . .. 72

These statements, although not very
optimistic in tone, question nejther the
desirability nor the eventual reality ol a
genuine collective security system. In
both there is an underlying sense, first,
that the idea and its translation into
practice are essentially products of
historical progress; second, that the only
real difficulty with the idea has been
that men failed to appreciate, carlier in
this century, how slowly and with what
difficulty the translation into practice
might take place. But the prospect is
held out that such a translation is
destined to take place at some remote
future time.

I think that this evaluation of the
idea of collective security avoids some
of the real issues. Among other things,
its appearance of heing “realistic,” by
projecting the realization of a true
collective security system far into the
future, deflects attention from the
central problem. That problem, which

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol21/iss4/3

has afflicted the idea from the time of
its origins, is the problem of exactly
how collective force is to be mobilized
and hrought to bear. [t is to an explora-
tion of that problem that my remarks
are directed.

The idea of collective security, as we
have come to know it, is essentially
modern. It is often thought of as simply
a “concept” in the study of modern
nternational relations. But my thesis is
that the idea should be understood,
historically, as the product of a certain
transformation within liberal political
thought. The transformation in question
took place early in this century under
the combined impact of developments
such as the spread of democracy, the
belief in “progress,” and the reaction to
the carnage of World War [ It took
place primariy in England and secon-
darily in the United States. And it
consisted, in essence, of the attempt to
translate the main principles of the
liberal theory of internal politics into
principles equally applicable to inter-
national politics.

A systematic elaboration of this
general thesis requires, first, a sketch of
the original liberal theory of politics.
That theory owes much, if not every-
thing, to two great English political
thinkers of the 17th century: Thomas
Hobbes and John Locke. The former, in
his Leviathan (1051), and the latter, in
his  Two Treatises of Government
(1689), criticized earlier conceptions of
politics—whether medieval or classical—
and attempted to replace them with a
new, sounder one.

The liberal theory starts from the
explicit recognition of a very old prob-
lem: how can men be joined together in
political society in such a way as to
possess both freedom and security? In
order to answer this question ade-
quately, according to Hobbes and
Locke, one has to begin from the

2



Cox: On The Idea of Coll@@l@@&@m&VE SECURITY 5

heginoing: one has (o hegin by examin-
ing, in a dispassionale way, just what it
15 that all men naturally seek. And that
proves Lo he the bare neeessities of 1ile:
lood, clothing, shelter, and physical
prolection against destruction. 1Further-
more, men are impelled 1o seek these
necessities by a powerful foree within
them: the powerlul and virtually irve-
sistible  desire for  seli-preservation.
Thus, il we luke the need Tor Tood, we
find that the objectively discernible
ri‘.([uir(:nwnl (llml men mnst eal in order
Lo live) is connected Lo the objectively
and subjectively discernible Tacl Lhal
they are driven o seck Tood by a
nalural lovee within them.

The question is what the politica
significance of that connection might
Le. The answer is supplicd by a second
line of inquiry, which secks Lo discover
what will happen Lo men, given their
powerlul,  wnatural  desire Tor  sell-
preservation, il they are gathered lo-
gether in the absence of polilical govern-
menl. Will they recognive that the desire
Lo preserve Lhemselves is shaved by all
men and that each must refrain from
allacking another? Will they be able, in
condilions ol relative scarcily of lood
and olher necessaries, Lo confine their
appetites to what is essential? Or will
men, in such corditions, fall Lo grabbing
what is availuble and even altuck other
men in order to gel whal they consider

neaessary !

Ihe answer given Lo these queslions
by llobbes and locke is thal anarchy is
all loo likely, This sense of the

" P - PN
ral” condition of individual men, when
they are wholly withonl governmenl, is
strikingly stated by [Tobbes:

‘nulu-

During the time men live withoul a
common power Lo keep them all in
awe, they are in that condition which
is ealled war; and such a war, as is of
every man, against every man, ... In
such condilion, there is no place for
industry, hecause the [ruit thercof is
uncertain; and consequently no eulture
ol the earth; no navigalion, nor use of
the commaditics that may be imported

by sea; no commodious building . . . no
letters; no sociely; and which is worst
of all, contibmal fear, and dunger of
violent death; and the life ol man,
solitary, "pnor, nusly, brutish  and
shorl. ., .«

The third line ol inguiry then follows
very logically Trom the counclusion of
the second: il men are in such a sorry
stale. when they conlvont cach other in
the absence of gavernment, what are the
pruspects Tor the erealion ol govern-
ment? On whal conditions can it he
created, which will take aceount of
men’s nalural propensities?

The main poinl of the answer o
these questions is that it ean do no good
Lo deny to men the right Lo preserve
thenselves.  On the  contrary, sinee
men’s desire to preserve themselves is so
nalural and powerlul, enly by somehow
building npon it is government likely to
be securely grounded. Henee, the first
and indefeasible  principle that  men
have a natural right Lo take any measure
Lo preserve themselves in the absence of
governmaent- -must be carried over inlo
the construction of government.

Now in order o incorporate this
principle  into  the  construction ol
governmenl il is ne ry lo make the
protection of men the main abject ol
government. For why else, according 1a
Hobbes and Locke, wonld men submit
1o a governmenl? Bul il this is granted,
the problem remains of how Lo conceive
ol the founding ol government, The
answer here s thal men mast under-
stand Lthe founding of government as
essenlially o “contract™; or lo use the
more  Lechnical  expression  which
Hobbes and Locke somelimes employ,
the founding of governmenl musl he
nnderstood by men as resulling from
participation in  the  “original”  or
“social” conlracl.

The basic terms ol this “social con-
tracl™ are essenlially very simple. On
the one hand, all men agree among
themselves Lo give up the individoal
right Lo protect themselves Lo a duly
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appointed goverument, On the other
hand, a government is duly appointed
otly when it has as ils primary purpose
the protection of the life, liberty, and
property of every man against possible
intrusions  {rom other men, whether
such men are within or without Lhe
political society. All men in principle
lend their physical and moral support to
the operations of the government. But
only the government noemally may use
force, and the only justifiable use of
force by Lhe government is Lo proleel
the citizens in the possession of their
lives, libertics, and propertics. All men
authorize the government lo make and
to exccule laws Lo ensure such prolee-
tion. Bul only guch laws, and only such
an execution ol the laws, as remain
wilhin Lthe original concession ol powers
Lo the government are legilimate.

These terms of the “social eontract”
indicate, in effect, thal governmenl—hy
which is meant a separate body of men
possessed ol Lhe power Lo rule—is abso-
lutely essential Lo end the anarchie
condlition  which prevails among men
when they are simply in their “natural”
condition. But they also indicate that
the sole legitimale governmenl is one
which not only has the prolection of
the cilizens as ils highest object, but one
which is eapable, in Tact, of providing
such protection. Thus even Hohbes,
who has somelimes been called a de-
fender ol “absolule™  governmenl,
takes il very clear thal a governmenl
which cannol provide such proleclion is
no longer, in facl, a government; and
that men are then wholly absolved [rom
any lurther duty Lo obey il

One {urther word concerning the
forin of government is important Lo our
invesligalion. Although in later limes
the liberal theory of politics has often
come Lo mean a “democratic” form of
governmenl, no such restriction is found
in the thought of the founders. On the
contrary, hoth Hobbes and Locke make
it quite clear that a perfectly legitimale
government may  lake one of three

forms: wonarchy, arislocracy, or
democracy. Whal is critical is nol Lhe
form, as such, but the explicit and
agreed upon objeel of the government-
the prolection of all men.

Fourth, and finally, Ilobbes and
Locke raisc the question of the condi-
tion which prevails emeng governments.
Ilere, an analogy lo individual men
living withoul a common power above
themn 1s the key concepl. For just as
such men have no fixed law Lo appeat
Lo, no governmenl Lo apply that law,
and no common loree to back up the
application, so governments now stand
Lo cach other in a “pataral™ condition.
The graphie words of llobbes are onee
again Lo the point in explaining this
idea:

In all times, kings, and persons of
sovereign authority because of their
independeney, are in eontinual jealou-
gies, and in lhe state and posture of
gladiators; having their wespons point-
ing, and Lheir eyes fixed on one an-
other; that ia, their forts, garrisons, and
guns upon the fronticrs of Lheir king-
dotng; und continual spies upon their
neighbors; which is a poslure of war.
But because they uphold, thereby, the
industry of their subjects, there docs
not follow from it that misery which
accompanics the liberly of particular
meh.

Whal we sce here is notl that govern-
ments are always in lact engaged in
actial physical conflict, bul thal in the
absenee of a single, higher power such
conflict is always polential. And be-
eause such confliet is potential, one of
the greal tasks ol government is to
develop and mainlain the economic and
physical  power nccessary 1o sell-
defense, The preferred means ol doing
this is the internal development of the
socicly’s resources. A secondary means
is the conelusion of Lreatics ol alliance.

But one shonid nol mistake the
nature of such trcatics. They do not end
the condition of “independence™ of
each of the conleacting partics. Nor do
they in any significant way resemble the
one and only “social contract,” for that

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol21/iss4/3 4
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contracl is, as we have seen, essentially a
contract among individual men Lo re-
linguish their powers so that they may
be excreised by a central govermment.

I

The rudiments ol the liberal theory
ol politics, as | have just sketehed them,
became the commaon intelleclnal prop-
erty of mosl educated West Furopeans
and  Americans during the 18th and
19th centurics. During Lhis lime men
cerlainly were aware that the theory did
not provide a guarantce ol peace among
governments. In lact, proposals to over-
come Lhat difficulty were  advaneed
from time to time-targely by scholars
or philosophers—but they never received
much supporl. Then, varly in the 20th
century, especially in England  and
America, the specilic idea ol collective
sceurilty began Lo gain [aidy wide sup-
porl among informed cilizens, scholars,
and even political leaders,

How and why Lhis came abonl will
be discussed  shortdy, but, for the
momenl, | wanl lo dramalize the greal
shift in opinion which was involved by
calling allention to two kinds ol re-
action lo schemes tor producing and
guarantecing peace among governments.

One such wellkknown scheme was
proposcd by the Abhé de St. Pierre. An
carly version, Perpetual Peace, appeared
in 1712, The seheme then was expanded
and developed, in various publications,
over Lhe lollowing 25 years, The crux of
the AbbE’s proposal was the organiza-
tion of a “league” of Vuropean rulers.
Fach ruler would be obliged, first, by
the terms of a general Lrealy, Lo submil
disputles Lo arhilration. Sceond, each
ruler would he obliged Lo join in the use
of force against any other ruler who

refused Lo do this, n briel, the threat of

collective force would be used to com-
pel cach ruler to settle dispules by
arbitralion.

Aceording Lo SL Pierre, mutual inter-
est in the preservation ol peace, as

provided for wn the lundamental articles
ol the “league,” was the greal lever
which would operate on all govern-
menls. Rulers would “consent” Lo par-
licipale, said the Abb?, heeanse *all
states will always be imtimately con-
cerned Lo maintain® Lhese fundamental
articles “Tor Lheir own sceurity; so that
the most powerlul and the least power-
ful will great and  constant
inleresl in preventing any ol the associ-
ates from abandoning the method of
arbitration.”™

U is instruclive, now, Lo look at Lhe
two kinds ol reaction to the proposal of
the ABLE de St Pierre, The lirst consisls
ol briel appraisals by lwo eminent men
ol the latter part of the 18th century,
one a political teader, Frederick the
Greal of Prussia; and the other a politi-
cal  thinker,  Jean-Jacques  Rousscau.
Fredericks  appraisal - was  bief  and
satiric: “The hing is most praelicable;
for its success, all Lthat is lacking is the
consent ol Furope—and a few similar
trifles.”® And Rousseau argued that the
AbLEs scheme confounds the operalion
of the completed scheme  wilth  the
means ol bringing it inle operation:
“This good man saw clearly enough how
things would work, when once sel
going, bul he judged like o child of the
means lor selting them in motion.”
Rousseau then argues that not “con-
sent,” but only large-scale use of lorce
could bring a League of Kurope into
being and concludes: “That being so,
which of us would dare Lo say whether
the League of Europe is a thing more 1o
be desired or Teared? 1t would perhaps
do more harm in a moment than il
would guard against lor ages.”™

If we now lurn our allenlion Lo
England, in the carly part ol the 20th
cenlury, we discover a very dilferent
sort of reaction Lo such schemes. Thus,
in 1920, Sir Sydney Low, an author and
stidlent of modern history, said that the
AbbE gratified all thoughtlul persons of
his  own  time by  “his  elaborale
project . .. for a League ol Nations,

have a
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which s an anticipation ol a preat many
ol the moral reflections and conclusive
arpumentls  we  are  pulling  forward
today.”8 (Kmphasis supplicd.) At about
the same Lime Viscount Grey, Dritish
Foreign  Seerclary  from  19053-1940,
published an essay on the idea of a
League of Nations. This essay, which
was Lranslaled into many languages and
widely distributed around the world,
conlaing a relleetion upon the fate of
previvus schemes for a League Lo pre-
serve peace by incans of colleetive ac-
tion. It had been their fate, says Lord
Grey, Lo be rejected as “impractical,” or
lo be treated as mere “abstract rvesolu-
tions.” However, Lord Grey argues that
a change in conditions 18 coming abonl;
that nations, as well as individuals,
an—amd - must- learn  from experi-
ence”; and that the lessons learned from
the calamity of the Greal War musl
cause talions Lo “rise Lo greater heighls,
or chse sink lower and drop eventually
into Lhe abyss.” In short, the project for
a lLeague of Nalions “lo sceure Lhe
peace” will not “remain impossible be-
cause it has not possible
hitherto,”?

heen

The contrast between Lhe views of
Lord Grey and Sir Sydney Low, on the
one hand, and VFrederick the Greal and
Rousseau, on Lhe other hand, is ad-
milledly a crude index. Nevertheless, it
does suggest Lhal belween the Laller part
of the 18th century and the first part of
this cenlury an immense shift ol opin-
ion had tuken place among informed
anel experienced men coneerning the
practicability of a scheme of colleetive
securily. Whal remains is lo make more
precise, first, the nature of, and second,
some of the probable reasons for, that
shift in opinion.

m

The shill in opinion concerning the
praclicability ol a scheme of colleclive

seeurily rests upon a fundamental ve-
interpretation of the “realism™ of the
liberal theory of polities. That “reali-
s, il will e reealled, consisted of
building up the principles ol govern-
menl on a foundalion of what men
naturally seck: the prolection of their
lives, liberties, and properlies o Lhe
ereatest possible degree. Bul it will also
be recalied that the theoretical as well ns
praciical conclusion of such “realism’ is
that governmenl, as such, is indispens-
able to end the actual or potential
anarchy  among individuals; and  that
every independent government remains
in a “nalural” stale with respect Lo
other such governmentls.

The early 20th century proponents
of the practicability ol the idea of
collective  securily  osually  begin by
positing the peneral validity ol the
liberal theory of politics wilh respect Lo
internal politics, Thus, they emphasized
such notions as these: All men do have a
right Lo the protection of their lives,
libertics, and propertics. But, over thne
and Lthrough harsh experienee, men have
learned  that only a setlled  govern-
ment -not simply  au alleged “com-
munily of interest” -can actually pro-
vide such protection. This means that
individuals must subinit 10 a “rule of
law,” a rule which is based on the
distinction ol three powers ol govern-
menl: the legislative, the judicial, and
the exeeutive. urthermore, cach of the
three powers of government is crucial if
the prolection ol the individual is to
Lake place. The legislative power, which
nltimately is responsible Lo the mass of
individual cilizens, establishes exactly
what the laws shall be. The judicial
power inlerprels  Lhose laws. And fi-
nally, the exceutive makes sure that the
laws are enforeed.

Nor is thal enforeement lelt merely
o operalion ol moral principles Lo
which the individuals have subseribed.
{n the contrary, says Lord Grey, “the
sanclion Lhal maintaing law is Lhe appli-
eation of force with Lhe supporl of the

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-review/vol21/iss4/3 6
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great majorily  of iwdividuals behind
it 10 (Fmphasis supplied.) Or il we
look into a work titled Towards Inter-
national Government (1915), by a well-
known scholar, John A, Hobhson, we
find him arguing as follows: 1t s a
“fundamental  error™ o assume  thal
there is fan absolule antagonism  he-
Lween moral and physical foree™ or that
“in any act of lmman conduet the latter
can be dispensed with.”™ Hobson then
concludes: “There iz no  display of
moral force in any act of human con-

ducl which does not make some use of

physical loree as its instrument.”!!

Now it is precisely this emphasis
upon the indispensability of “physical
[\ N L I T - 3o e 33 .
orce” as a “sanclion” for “law™ which

is viewed, by supporters of the idea of

collective seonrily, as being a great and
realistic step forward. That part of the
Hitherto,
COUrse, lilflfll

argumentl  poes as  lTollows:
governmenls  have,  of
hound, in principle, to obey iuter-
mational law. And during the 19h
cenbury greal advances have been made
i Lhe development ol that law- {or
exanmple, in the conelusion of numerous
treaties  which
nicthods of arbitration and coneiliation
to resolve disputes among  them. But
now men are conting to realize that
mere ﬂgrl',(!lll(flll. Loy use h'lll‘,h pl'“l'l'.lll"'('h'
is nol enough. They are coming Lo
realize, in facl, that there is aon analogy
between the operation of law on indi-
viduals and ils operalion on govern-
ments, The analogy is not, says lLord

slales Lo wse

ollige

Grey, o “perfect” one, bul it is a
relevant one, And whatl it suggests s
this: Just as individuals in civilized
countries have learned, through experi-
ence and over mueh time, that law, o
be effcctive, must be backed up by
polential—and at limes, actual—foree,
s0 governments, in the imodern world,
must now learn that same lesson. They
must learn, that is, to join their respec-
Live forces in order Lo provide o real

“sunction” for international law, or al

least that part of it which obliges
governments Lo settle their disputes by
peacelul methods.

But then the problem comes down to
the one so acutely  singled oul by
Frederick the Great and Rousseau: How
tdo you obtain the consent of govern-
ments o join in applying such foree?
And the answer supplied by men such as
Lord Grey is most interesting becanse it
is, cssentially, an appeal not o the
principle of abstract dedication 1o law,
bt to the principle ol enlightened
sell-interest.

The formulation of this version of
the principle ol enlightened sell-interest
is suceinetly stated by James Bryee, one
of England’s ablest students of politics,
in Lhese teems: “lyvery state that enlers
this League [the proposed League of
Natious]| will do so because it expecis
to gain nuch nore in seeurily against an
unprovoked attack than it will lose by
undertahing not itsell o make such an
atlack, bt by joiuing in the promse (o
protect by arms each of s Tellow
members,”1 2 (Kmphasis supplicd.) Note
that nothing is said aboul dedication to
the “principles of international law™ or
o “international justice,” as the prime
molive for stales entering into the col-
leetive secnrily system. Nole also the
implicd and striel parallel of individuals
and stales: cacly gains moee than il gives
up by agrecing Lo submit to law backed
up by collective {orce. Nole, linally,
that the “prowmise” Lo join in the use of
force 10 “protect”™ a “Tellow member™ is
strictly contingenl on the prior assar-
ance of a right Lo be protected.

Bt a sobering implication then fol-
lows: Lo the degree that such protection
seems unlikely Lo he fortheoming, (o
thal same degree a slate is entitled (o
take other measures for ils scourity.
Fverything hinges, theu, ou how eliec-
tive the principle ol enlighlened sell-
interest will be in the absence of a true
government,  Or  stated  in the old-
lashioned language of the carly liberal

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1968
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theorists of polities, the question comes
lo this: Can even Lhe principle of
enlightened self-interest produce a truly
clleclive “collective seeurily ™ syslem by
means ol a “social eontracl of nalions?”

The answer given to Lhis question by
the men | have just been quoling is
pretly clear, For example, Mr. 1lobson
even enlilled one of the chaplers of his
hook “The Soeial Contract of Nations.™
The argument of Lhe chapler indicates
that such a contract is, indeed, a practi-
cal possihilily, and that its elleet would
be Lo establish a gencral syslem ol
sanctions-—ineluding the use ol lorce--
thns assuring inleenational peace, 1 do
nol mean lo suggesl, however, Lhal
Hobson or others thought that this
could casily come about. On the con-
trary, Lhese men were al pains Lo poinl
oul Lhal only as peoples and their
governments hecame Mully aware of Lhe
immensily ol the stakes would Lhey find
il Lo Lheir collective “interesls™ Lo enler
into such a contract. I'urthermore, these
men repealedly stress the “moderate-
ness” and “realism” of whal they advo-
cale by expheitly denying that the
“Social Conlraclt of Nations™ is in-
lended to abolish the “independence™
ol Lhe separale nalions’ governmenils, let
alone establish a “I'ederal World State.”
Whal they do argue, then, is thal the
principle of enlightened self-interest,
once adequalely understood, will lead
Lo a “conlracl” sufficient Lo guarantee
inlernational peace, bl nol so sweeping
as lo dissolve Lhe parlicipaling govern-
ments.

v

Having arrived atl this point, we are
now in a posilion lo compare this hrand
ol “realism™ with Lhat of the carly
moder liberal theorists, The issue, as [
sce it, can he reduced to this contrast:
Hobson et ol concluded, with Hobhes
and lLocke, that the submission of indi-
vidual men to government was the
erttical eondition for producing gencral

peacelul relations among them. And
yet, quile conlrary to Lheir predoces-
sors, Lhese 20th century  Englishmen
also concluded thal generally peaceful
relations among slales ave practically
possible without the submission of such
enlilies Lo a single povernment, lel alone
the dissolulion of the separule slales,
and Whe subsequent direel sabmission ol
all individuals Lo such a government, We
thug are conlronled with what appears
Lo be a rather paradoxical sel of views:
that which is, in the case of individuals,
the indispensable condition ol peace
hecomes, in the ease ol governments, a
dispensable condition.

llow, Lhen, are we Lo aceounl Lor Lhis
paradox? T cannot provide any thing like
a complele answer heee, Bul what | shall
iy Lo do, in my remaining remarks, is
Lo indicale some broad oullines ol an
cxplanalion.

{ think we have to begin by looking a
bit more closely at the underlying dil-
ference in Lhe “realism™ of Mobson et
al, an the one hand, and Hobbes and
Locke, on the other hand, In both cases,
as we have already seen, the realism is
rooled in the principle of enlightened
self-interest. And yet, the understanding
of thal principle, above all as it pertains
Lo Lthe nalure and function of political
inslitutions, proves Lo be diflerent in
important ways.

To Tlobhes and Tocke the principle
of enlightened sell-interest stands peril-
ously close Lo the prineiple of unbridled
indulgence in sell-interest pure and
simple. It stands perilously close in the
sense that men not only find it difficult
1o make such a distinction, in the
absence ol government, bul almost im-
possible Lo act upon the distinelion even
when made. Tndeed, in such a silualion
men are generally impelled not only 1o
confound the Lwo, hut also to deny that
they are doing so. The eritical impor-
tance ol political institulions nay then
be stated as follows: The maximum
condition for preventing men from mis-
taking mere sell-interest for enlightencd

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-review/vol21/iss4/3 8



Cox: On The Idea of ColleCiIECHIVE SECURITY 11

sell-interesl s the continuous presence
and elfective operalion of an “objec-
Live” Lhird party: a known government,

5

applying known, settled laws Lo all
conflicls  among  citizens. Conversely,
the maximum condition Tor encouraging
men Lo confound the two kinds of
sell-interest is the conlinuous absenec of
such a Lhivd party. In short, no amounlt
of mere exhortation Lo men o make
and Lo act on the bagis of the distinetion
can serve as a substitule for the ac-
tality of effective political instilulions.

This line of thought, when applicd Lo
the condition of relations among inde-
pendent governments, yickds this con-
clusion: The distinction belween  the
two kinds of sell-interest in the foreign
policies of various governments can he
matle in principle. Bul in the continnous
absence of an “objective™ third parly--
in the absence, that is, of truly effective
super-governmental  political  inslitu-
tions every govermment is [ree, and
even enlitled, Lo fall back on ils own
interpretation of thal distinetion, In this
situation the tendency ol every govern-
ment Lo be unwilling Lo submit ity
judgment to that of any other goveru-
ment is a reflection of- not a repudia-
tion of- its own primary obligation: Lo
protect the hives, liberties, and proper-
ties of ils own citizens. Henee, no
amount ol exhortation lo governments

or their cilizens Lo acl on the hasis of

some olher governmenUs—or even some
group ol
enlightened sell-interest s bkely to he
cffeclive.,

Now whal is the dilference helween
this view and that of Hobson ef af-a
difference, that is, which can acconnl
for the seeming paradox we noliced
carher?  Superficially, the  diflerence
does nol appear Lo he great, In fact, |1
believe that it is considerable, and that
il is traceable to the subtle effects of
these 20th century lnglishmen’s under-
standing of democracy.

The (act is that much of the discus-
sion and advocacy of the idea of collee-

governmuents’—definition  of

tive seenrity, during the period in ques-
tion, is  closely  ted to a  cerlain
perspeclive on democeracy,  In ity
broadest terms, thal perspective is of a
climactic struggle taking place belween
the  “progressive”™ forees ol “democ-
racy” and the “outmoded™ forees of
“aulocracy.” The expeclation is, in
general, that the defeat of Germmany and
its allics in the World War is o prereqni-
site Lo the Turther spread of “democ-
racy.”  Bul  more  partienlarly,  the
expectation is that the spread ol democ-
racy s itsell a basic condition Tor the
elfective institutional operation ol a
collective securily syslem,

The connection between democracy
and  collective security was pointedly
and typically stated, in 1919, by Pro-
fessor L. Oppenbeim, a world-famous
authorily  on international law  {rom
Cambridge Unriversity. In his conelusion
Lo a series of leclures on The League of
Nations and ity Problems  Professor
Oppenheim raises this eracial question:
“Can 1t really he expected that, in ease
of a great conflict of mlerests, all the
members of the Leagne will faithfully
carry oul Ltheir engagements?™ e does
nol pretend o predicl that this will
necessarily happen, but be does arpue as
follows:

. AF really eonstitutional and demo-
cratie government all the world over
makez internalional politics honest and
reliable and excludes seeret treaties, all
the chances are that the members ol
the lLeague will sce that their true
inferests and their lasting welfare are
intimately conneeted with the neees-
sity  of fulfilling the obligations to
which they have submitted by their
entranee into the League. !

And hy fuMilling their obligations Pro-
fessor  Oppenbeim  means, above all,
willingness Lo join in the wse of Toree
againsl aggressors—willingness, that s,
Lo apply those sanclions withoul which
the rule of law is ultimately incelfective,

Professor Oppenheim,  perhaps sig-
nificantly, does not clarify exactly what
he means hy “constitutional and demo-
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cralic government.” Bul he is very sure,
throughout his leelures, thal il is inlrin-
sically superior Lo all other {orms of
governmenl because ol ils internal as
well as external mode ol operalion,
Whal we need Lo know more preeisely,
however, 1s just what the mode of
operalion is and how il comes Lo be Lhe
mode} for the operation of the inslitu-
Lions of colleclive sceurily.

I'or help in clarifying these poinis we
may lurn once again Lo the views ol
men such as [obson, Bryee, and Grey. 1
think, Lo begin with, thal these men
were [airly conseious ol Lracing their
general  understanding ol government,
back Lo Lhe carly liberal theory, But |
also think that they were less conscious
ol the degree Lo which government had
come Lo mean, lor them, a specilic
understanding of democracy. What 1 am
sugeesting here is Lhat, while relaining
the general images ol the carlier liberal
theory, Lhey tacitly vevised ils premises
concerning the effecliveness of polilieal
mstitulions and then carried over Lhese
revised premises inlo their eonclusions
coneerning Lthe praclicabilily of a collec-
Lve sccurily system. I wanl, now, Lo
claborale on Lhis thesis,

v

llobson el af were perfeclly aware
thal there were various forms of govern-
menl, in earlier times and i their own
times, But they, like Professor Oppen-
heim, were convineed Lhat one form—
democracy—was  pradually  spreading
everywhere, cven il slowly and with
greal difficully in some arcas of Lhe
world. Furthermore, a close reading ol
their stalements ahoul the purposes and
ntodes ol operalion ol government re-
veals a lendeney for these Lo he slaled
in lerms ol a specific sense ol “prog-
ress,”” Thal sense is, on Lhe one hand—
and as we have alrcady scen—thal indi-
vidual men who arc trnly “eivilized”
have gradually learned Lo submit Lo
government. Bul il is also, on the other

hand, a sense Lhal govermment itsell is
evolving loward a perleeled model—the
model ol democralic sell-governmenl,
The hasic problems of relevance Lo our
presenl invesligation are: (1) Lthe nalure
ol the execulive power within Lhis
gencral idea ol demoeratic sell-govern-
ment; and (2) ils application Lo collee-
Live sceurily.

The  carly liberal  theorists  had
argued, as we have seen, first, Lhal the
exceulive power musl he exercised by
an ohjective, Lhird parly, external Lo the
individual parlies Lo a conflict; and
second, thal it musl possess overwhelm-
ing force relalive Lo Lhem. Bul the
comeeplion of governmenl as hemg, in
principle, democratic sell-governmenl,
which was propounded by Hobson of al,
involves a  fundamentally  ambiguous
understanding ol the exceulive power,

In the first place, the power of
“public opinion” Lo acl as a mutual
restraint on all the citizens in their
relations with each other is now inlro-
duced as a quasi-exceulive power of
governmenl. It is intended, thal is, Lo
reduce the more foreeful operations of
govermmenl Lo a minimum. Seeond, Lhe
use ol force, ws such, i sublly réin-
terpreled.  lnstead of  being  clearly
located in an external, third party, il is
now understood as being shared among
the  citizens and  then  colleclively
brought to bear through the essentially
minislerial activity of a group of polili-
cal leaders. This view of the operalion
ol the execulive power is implied by
Lord Grey when he argues as lollows
concerning conflicls between individuals
wilhin a socicly:

These [conllicls| are settled by law,
and any individual who, instcad of
appealing to law, resorts lo foree to
give effect to what he considers his
rights, finds himsclf al once opposed
and restraincd by lhe foree of the
Slale—thal is, in democratic countries,
by the combined force of the other
individuals.1* (Empbasis supplied)

I'he special qualily of this hrand of

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwec-review/vol21/iss4/3 10



Cox: On The Idea of ColldLEECTIVE SECURITY 13

“realism™ concerning the operation of
political institutions may now be staled
m terms of inlerdependentl proposi-
tons: (1) Submission 1o government is
indecd necessary, but such submission is
ultimately only participation in sell-
governmenl. {2} An exeontive power,
including the use ol force, is indeed
neeessary, bul such a power is ulti-
mately only an aspeet ol participation
in sell-government. (3) The exccutive
power i Lhus, in principle, in all of the
citizens yol elfectively operalive wpon
them. (4) The actual application of
force is essentially only a ministerial
activily, and the decision Lo use it
against recaleitrants is essentially only a
manifestation of mutual restraint,

The applicalion of this coneeplion of
governmentl i
exceulive power in particular, to inter-
national politics is the crucial point
concerning  the  idea ol colleclive
seeurity. The application is understood
as being no more than an “extension”™

general, and of  the

ol what is historically and theorelically
valid within socicties 1o relalions among
governmenls.  Thus lMad  {lohson
arguing explicitly for an “International
Fxeeutive’ and doing so in these Lerms:

Wi

This Leagne of Nations must be
regarded as the beginnings of an at-
templ to make a fresh advanee in the
evolulion of human socicly which in
its political side hus grown from the
primitive [amily or tribe to the modern
national State or Empire. Indeed, ils
feasibilily ullimalely resls upon Lhe
fael thal il evokes and posils no new or
untried human powers, no new or
unttried  polilical forms, Dbul simply
applics upon a larger scale those same
powers and forms which have been
succcss'[hlly applied upon the smaller
seale. 13 (Kmphasis supplicd)

An explanation of the seening para-
dox (o which | called allention above—
the paradox that that which is, in the
cuse ol individuals, the indispensable
condition ol peace becomes, in the case
of governments, a  dispensable con-
dition—is now possible. The explanation
is thal Lo Tlohson et aof neither indi-

viduals nor governments really “submit”
to government in the sense of subjection
Lo an external, thied parly, possessed of
an exclusive right to exercise the excen-
tive power. Or stated in more positive
termns, both mdividuats and governments
ullintately are understoad as participat-
ing in scll-government, including  par-
Licipalion in the exeenlive power which
is brought Lo hear as a sanction. When
seen (rom Lhis perspective, the idea of
callective security is nothing more than
democratic sell-government writ large in
the international arcna; and the prin-
ciple of an “lnlernational Fxeeutive™ is
no contradiclion in terms, but the full-
est expression of the right and power of
individuals and govermnents to enforee
the: law upon cach other,

Vi

This extension ol self-government Lo
the international arena rests, in the final
, ona revised understanding of

amaly:
the nature  and
principle of enlightened  self-interest,
The carly liberal theorists had  con-
cluded  that  the  “enlightenment™
inphed in the idea of enlightened sell-
interest consists essentially of a recogni-
ton Lhal it is absolutely necessary lo
give up one’y individual powers in ex-
change for the proleclive rule ol a
properly appointed government. But the
20th century advocates of the idea of
collective security seem Lo have Telt that
this  conception ol government  was
essenlially retrograde. In fact, they seem
Lo have lelt that it suggested submission
o “autocralic” rule rather than partici-
pation in demoeratic sell-government.,
Rut their dedicalion to the laller coun-
ceplion ol government, and their ex-
pectation that it could be made the
praclical basis of a colleclive securily
syslemy,  presupposes a much greater
degree of autonomy for the principle of
enlightened sell-interest than the carly
liberal theorists had  been willing (o
admil,  Conversely, il presupposes a

effecliveness of the
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corresponding depreciation of the need
for a truly external executive power. In
effect, then, Hobson et al tended to
challenge a fundamental premise of the
original liberal theory while claiming
simply to extend its application to
intergovernmental relations.

I do not mean lo suggest, by this
statement, that the challenge was direct
and explicit, for it was not. Rather, it
took the form of viewing the early
liberal theory from the perspective of
the belief—which we saw so clearly
stated in the passage from Hobson—that
there is an observable “evolution of
human society.” This belief, which is
also often formulated in terms of a
belief in “progress,” was widespread in
the latter part of the 19th century and
the early part of the 20th century. It is,
of course, impossible to enter here into
a detailed discussion of this belief. It is
sufficient, for my purposes, to observe
that its political manifestation, during
the period in question, was a great
confidence in the virtually inevitable
spread of democracy. This confidence,
in turn, was derived from the observa-
tion ol a number of developments: the
growing number of democracies in the
period after the American and French
Revolutions; the growing—if very un-
even and difficult—development of
democratic features even in regimes
which were still basically autocratic; the
increase in rates of literacy and the
spread of education; the creation of all
sorts of nongovernmental “associa-
tions,” organized on broadly democratic
lines; the increase of trade relations
among states; the great spread of science
and technology; the absence of any
general European war for about a
century; the development of procedures
of arbitration and conciliation among
governments; the holding of The Hague
Conferences toward the end of the 19th
century, and so on.

Taken together, these developments
seemed clearly to add up to secular
“progress.” And most important for our

purposes, they seemed, to many men
early in this century, to suggest that
man’s ability to act in a relatively
autonomous fashion according to the
principle of enlightened self-interest had
simply increased because of a “natural”
evolution in human society. In other
words, that cvolution itself seemed to
be the historical vehicle, as it were, by
which enlightened self-interest had been
carried to a new level of effectiveness—
the highest in human experience.

It is true that the belief in “prog-
ress,” so characteristic of the immediate
prewar period, suffered a rather rude
assault when the war did break out. And
it suffered an even ruder assault when
the stalemate at a high level of mutual
carnage seemed to have no end. Never-
theless, what is most significant for our
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purposes is the way in which the belief
in “progress” came to be reinterpreted
in the light of the war. The reinterprota-
tion consisted of shifting the cmphasis
[rom the notion of a gradual evolution
Lo that of a chmactie struggle between,
in the words of Professor Oppenheim,
the “principle of democratic and consli-
lutional government and the principle
of militarism  and autocralic govern-
ment.”16 And the fact that the “demo-
cralic” governments  eventually  were
viclorious lenl further supporl Lo the
view Lhal the struggle had been a step—
il an unexpected and terrible one—on
the road of “progress.” In shorl, instead
of calling into yguestion  the  basic
premises of the idea of necessary prog
rees, Lhe reality of Lhe war simply
broughl aboul a revision in judgment
concerning, lirsl, the rale ol progress,
and, second, Lhe instilutional means by
which il was to be realized in the
relalions among governments,

The revision in judgment coneerning
the rate of progress was hased on a
realizalion that the war had cansed great
destruetion and political and econemic
dislocalion. The revision in judgment
concerning  Lhe means by which Lo
achicve political progress at the inter-
national level was based on that sense of
being more “realistic” about the role of
forceful sanctions which has already
been  discussed, As such, this latter
revision was bul a modest modilication
in Lhe prewar beliel in the relalive
autonomy ol the principle of enlighten-
ed self-interest. Thus, when Hobson et
af exhorted cilizens and leaders during
the war Lo cstablish a system of collee-
Live security, they assumined, in the first
insltance and as a condition for Lhe
crealion ol the necessary instilulions,
the capacity of men to be controlled by
the relatively antonomous power of that
principle. Similarly, when such exhorta-
Lion was carried over inlo discussions of
the specilic provisions of Lhe proposed
eague of Nations Covenant, the expec-
tation was that enlightened self-interest,

15

rooted in reflection upon the devasta-
tion and horrors of the War, would serve
to produce a practically eflcctive dedi-
cation Lo Lhe proposed scheme of collec-
live sanclions. And after the establish-
ment of the [League’s inslitutions, much
of Lthe debate concerning Lhe key pro-
visions on collective securily  Lurned
upon the relative merils of means by
which Lo encourage governments to ael
on the basis of an enlighlened view of
their sell-inLerest.

Vil

The beliel that progress in the uneer-
standing of government had laken place
and could he translated into practice in
the form of a truly efllective collective
sceurity system underlay all these dis-
cussions. Furthermore, that beliel set
the tone for much subsequent discus-
sion of Lhe idea ol cobleclive security,
and sorvived over hall a century of
disappointments.  In  this Lthe
belied in “progress,” although tempered,
seems Lo persisl in a powerful way.

Whether that belief is justilicd, in the
final analysis, is a long and difficult
question—Loo long and difficalt o be
treated here. But 1 would like to empha-
size lwo points in closing. First, the
helicl in guestion  presupposes  thal
transformalion in the liberal theory of
politics which lies al the very basis of
the idea ol collective sceurity. Second,
the transtormation itsell is Loday cither
largely tuken lor granted, or not cven
recopnized as having laken place.

| do not claim, however, Lhal a ¢lear
pereeplion ol that transformation will,
in and of itsell, resolve the larger ques-
tion as to whether progress in the
unclerstanding of government has, in
lact, Laken place. But 1 do cain that
such a pereeption may contribule to a
tmore crilical discussion ol the allerna-
tives we fuce, 1t may do so, among other
ways, by causing us to look afresh at the
political principles which we generally
claim to aceepl bul which may no
longer he adequately understood. It

sCnse,

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1968

13



16 NAVAL WAE&Q'@%&%%&VWN% [1968], No. 4, Art. 3

may do so by causing us o confronl, in
particular, the fact that Hobbes and
Locke had reached what is to most of us
an uncomfortable, cven painful, conclu-
son: that no “social contract among
nations” is possible. 1t may do so,

whether the original line of argument
concerning Lhe conneelion helween the
principle of enlightened sell-interest and
the neeessity for effective political insti-
lutions has heen disproved by the
history of the past 250 ycars,

finally, by encouraging us to guestion
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It is the greatest possible mistake to mix up disermament with
peace. When you have peace you will have disarmament.
Winston Churchill: To the House of Commons, 13 July 1934
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