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I

So controversial is the subject of this address—‘‘Reflections on
the “World Revolution’ of 1940"’—that a few words of justification
are in order. You may be assured that it was not chosen without
considerable thought and trepidation. To begin with, I made a
study of the addresses of my thirty-four predecessors, as presented
in the pages of the AMERICAN PoriTicAL SciENcE REviEw. With-
out exception, these papers impressed me as wise, scholarly, finely
stated, and cogently argued. Occasionally they were lightened by
the lambent play of humor. On the other hand, several of them
were decidedly dry—a quality less refreshing in discourses than in
wines. Many of my predecessors dealt penetratingly and pro-
foundly with topies taken from the fields of specialization wherein
they were masters, often the greatest of American masters. Others
discussed broadly and philosophically the nature of political sci-
ence, its relations to the social sciences in general, or the problems
encountered in teaching this science.

Of course so brief a summary cannot do justice to the almost in-
finite variety of materials presented by past presidents of our Asso-
ciation. There was, however, one type of subject which as a rule
they avoided—that of contemporary, controversial political af-
fairs. Even during the years of the First World War and imme-
diately thereafter, this proved to be the case with only one or two
exceptions. No doubt the motive which prompted most of my
predecessors to avoid issues of the day was a sound one. Dignified

* Presidential address delivered before the American Political Science Associa-
tion at its thirty-sixth annual meeting, Chicago, Illinois, December 28, 1940.
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presidents of the American Political Science Association (and if
they were not dignified, how did they come to be elected to that
high office?) should concern themselves with truths eternal, not
with the fustian and the rattle of commonplace, partisan squabbles.

If the topic of the present discourse thus breaks with precedent,
the justification must be that the year under consideration has
brought forth most unusual, even world-shattering, events. These
events constitute a challenge to every citizen, particularly to every
political scientist. We of the Association could not escape them if
we would. Literally, they have forced themselves into the center
of our thought by day and by night, thrusting other matters aside ;
nor is it too much to say that they have profoundly modified our
basic conceptions during the critical later half of this fateful
twelvemonth. Indeed one might inquire: What else is there to talk
about so long as we confront this riddle of the political Sphinx under
the injunction: “Answer or die”’? Admitted that the topic of this
address is too vast for adequate discussion in one short address.
Obviously no one can now speak with finality upon it: the events
which 1940 brought forth are too close to us. In their leisurely
fashion, historians will be engaged for the next half-century ac-
counting for some of these events, the downfall of the Third French
Republic for example. Political scientists, however, live for the
most part in the here and now. Consequently, to the limit of their
powers, they are obliged to attempt a working interpretation of
world conditions. Furthermore, both as citizens and as teachers
they must act upon that interpretation.

II

One query remains in my mind regarding the title chosen for
this address; hence the ironic quotation marks surrounding the
words ‘“World Revolution.”* Usage stemming from authorities so
diverse as Rauschning and Roosevelt may justify the use of that
phrase.? On the other hand, revolt must be successful before it be-
comes revolution, whereas so far—thanks to Britain’s sturdy re-

! Edmund Burke might have raised the same question, but did not, when in
1790 he published his famous Reflections on the Revolution in France. If a definition
of revolution in the political sense be desired, the following is hazarded: A political
revolution is the sudden overthrow of one type of government and the setting up
of a distinctly different type in its place, by violence or the threat of violence coming
largely from internal sources.

? H. Rauschning, The Revolution of Nihilism; Warning to the West (1939);
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s speech, July 19, 1940, quoted later in the text.
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sistance—Herr Hitler is not master of Europe. It is true that he
has overthrown eight or nine governments; but the violence (or
threat of violence) which brought about their downfall was applied
from the outside, rather than from the inside. If the external pres-
sure which has created the new régimes in the occupied territory
were relaxed, in all probability they would collapse promptly.
Certainly then it may be questioned whether so good a word as
«revolution’” deserves the ignoble use to which it is now being put
by Nazi apologists. To be sure, there was a revolution, perhaps two
revolutions, in Russia during the single year 1917. The upsets that
occurred in Italy in 1922 and in Germany in 1933 also probably
deserve that designation. But so far as Germany and Italy are
now concerned, the process upon which they are engaged is not so
much a revolution as a war of conquest pure and simple, accom-
panied by demands for the surrender and break-up of empires, for
the annexation of weaker states, for the seizure not only of terri-
tory but of private property as well, for the abolition of all the
political rights of citizens of the vanquished countries—in short,
demands for Lebensraum, demands utterly without fixed limits,
political or economic. That process, known as ‘“‘total war,” is ve-
neered only to the thinnest possible degree by revolutionary theory;
in particular, the use of the word “socialist’”’ as part of the title of
the dominant one-party system in the Third Reich is utterly mis-
leading. Moreover, this alleged ‘‘world revolution” is in no sense
new or forward-looking; on the contrary, it harks back to the most
primitive of all political conceptions, dominance supported by the
Fiihrerprinzip inside, domination by violence everywhere outside.
“Tt is a revolution,” as President Franklin D. Roosevelt has so
aptly characterized it, “imposed by force of arms which threatens
all men everywhere. It is a revolution which proposes not to set
men free but to reduce them to slavery.” In the last analysis, choice
of terms is left to the members of this Association. Call what is
going on in Europe “world revolution” if you will, but remember
that it presents all the outward aspects of a gigantic plundering
expedition, perhaps the most vicious and sordid that has been at-
tempted in the history of mankind.

III

With regard to the method of treating a topic which is so highly
controversial, you must not anticipate from me that cool detach-
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ment usually expected from, but not always exhibited by, those
who are called scientists. No matter how judicial we may seek to
be in dealing with absolutism, it is worth recalling that many polit-
ical philosophers of the past have reached adverse conclusions on
the subject. How could it have been otherwise? Being not only
philosophers, hence attached to the principles of truth, justice, and
humanity, but also men and citizens of strong, independent con-
victions, it was inevitable that they should mingle sharp sarcasm
with blunt condemnation in their reflections upon despotism. Pla-
to, poet as well as philosopher, was outspoken, even vitriolic, in
his references to the petty tyrants who frequently dominated Greek
city states. To him, they were the most depraved of men, moral as
well as political perverts; the cities under their control he consid-
ered the most miserable of cities. Catholic in his treatment of the
subject, Aristotle was perhaps less caustic; nevertheless his char-
acterization of the baser type of tyrant was factual and complete,
also because of its restraint somewhat more effective.? Machiavelli,
who was a realist rather than a philosopher, is popularly considered
to have been an apologist for despotism. And indeed many pages
of The Prince, uncritically read, lend themselves to such an inter-
pretation. It must not be forgotten, however, that the author of
that brief work, immortal as it is and deserves to be, had been a
devoted servant of the Republic of Florence and was at heart a
sincere republican. At the time, Machiavelli found himself unem-
ployed because of the return to power of the Medicean tyrants. To
state the matter frankly, then, The Prince is a somewhat servile
application for a job under the new régime in Florence, therefore
unlikely to include anything displeasing to the magnificent Lor-
enzo or to his ilk. Nevertheless, Machiavelli does not hesitate to
condemn those “who have obtained a principality by wickedness.”

3 Aristotle’s great tolerance is revealed in his dictum (The Politics, translated by
William Ellis, Bk. III, ch. ix) that “in all disputes upon government each party says
something that is just.” Unfortunately, however, this provides neither for quantita-
tive measurement nor for consideration of the negative as well as of the positive
factor involved. To illustrate: we must all repeat with Aristotle the phrase “some-
thing that is just,” but the question immediately rises: How much of what a given
party to any dispute upon government says is just? The next question, involving
the negative factor—certainly a much more pertinent one in the case of a party
arguing in favor of dictatorship—must be: How much of what it says is unjust? My
own estimate based upon long reading of the apologists for totalitarianism would be
that they say less than five per cent that is just and more than ninety-five per cent
—perhaps exactly 99 44/100—that is unjust.
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In words strongly suggestive of the methods of contemporary dic-
tators, he concludes his discussion of these unsavory personages as
follows: “It cannot be called talent to slay fellow-citizens, to de-
ceive friends, to be without faith, without mercy, without religion:
such methods may gain empire but not glory.”

Prior to the advent of modern democracy, no political thinker
was more bitter in his condemnation of despotism than Montes-
quieu. “We cannot mention these monstrous governments without
horror,” he observes—a sentiment which finds expression in every
passage he devotes to the subject. “The principle of despotic gov-
ernment is subject to continual corruption, because it is even in
its nature corrupt. ... A government cannot be unjust without
having hands to exercise its injustice. Now it is impossible but
that those hands will be grasping for themselves. The embezzling
of the public money is therefore natural in despotic states.”’* Thus
Montesquieu saw clearly both the injustice and the corruption,
which no matter how they try to conceal them, are as character-
istic of contemporary dictatorships as of the ‘“monstrous govern-
ments’’ he had in mind.

What these citations prove (and they might have been multiplied
indefinitely)® is that philosophic detachment does not go the length

4 The Spirit of the Laws, Bk. III, ch. 10; Bk. VIII, ch. 10; Bk. V, ch. 15. Two other
passages are also pertinent: “A despotic government does all the mischief to itself
that could be committed by a cruel enemy, whose arms it were unable to resist”’
(Bk. IX, ch. 4); and “when the savages of Louisiana are desirous of fruit, they cut
down the tree to the root, and gather the fruit. This is an emblem of despotic govern-
ment.”” These last two sentences constitute the whole of Chapter 13, Book V, which
is one of the shortest in a great book of mercifully short chapters. Doubtless Montes-
quieu made it thus brief for purposes of emphasis. What he said therein came true
for France after the fall of Napoleon. It will be true of Germany after the fall of Hitler.

5 Rousseau’s writing, for example, is one long protest against despotism. Char-
acteristic is the following passage from The Origin of Imequality: “It is from the
midst of ... disorder and . . . revolutions, that despotism, gradually raising up its
hideous head and devouring everything that remained sound and untainted in any
part of the State, would at length trample on both the laws and the people, and
establish itself on the ruins of the republic. . . . At length the monster would swallow
up everything, and the people would no longer have either chiefs or laws, but only
tyrants. From this moment there would be no question of virtue or morality; for
despotism cui ex honesto nulla est spes, wherever it prevails, admits no other master;
it no sooner speaks than probity and duty lose their weight and blind obedience is
the only virtue which slaves can still practice.” And Locke, in his Second Treatise of
Government, ch. Xv, writes: “despotical power . . . is a power which neither Nature
gives, . . . nor compact can convey. . .. Absolute dominion, however placed, is so
far from being one kind of civil society that it is as inconsistent with it as slavery is
with property.”’
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of ignoring or minimizing the defects of any type of government,
despotism included. No matter how successful it may be tempor-
arily, no matter how weak or unsuccessful its opponents, the as-
sumption clearly is that there are other factors which must be
taken into account. Truth, justice, humane conduct, may be “im-
ponderables,” but they weigh heavily in the scales of philosophic
appraisal. One of the grossest errors committed by the dictators of
today is their open and blatant contempt for these imponderables.
As a result, no one can trust them, neither friends nor enemies,
neither their citizens nor foreigners; least of all can they trust each
other. They even ignore Machiavelli’s sage and cynical advice that
“while it is unnecessary for a prince to have all the good qualities
I have enumerated—it is very necessary to appear to have them.’’s

Iv

How, then, have the events of 1940, particularly the military
successes of Hitler, affected popular thinking on contemporary
despotism? Manifestly in two principal ways: first, estimates of
the strength of democratic institutions have been weakened; sec-
ond, estimates of the power of dictatorships have been exaggerated.
As to the former, we can scarcely plead surprise. The defects of
democracy, both economic and political, have long been under con-
sideration by American political scientists. Indeed, in all proba-
bility we overemphasized them. Yet there was enough to give us
pause. To illustrate, what must Montesquieu (now, of course, look-
ing down from the battlements of heaven upon this assemblage)
think of his American children? With approbation, to be sure, in
so far as we accepted his limited principle of separation of powers,
of check and balance. With apprehension, certainly, because of
the extremes to which we have carried that principle. For not only
did we incorporate it in our federal government; we employed it
also in state and municipal governments, to such an extent indeed
that often the boss and his machine became necessary to make the
latter loose-jointed structures work. Our federal system introduced
another area of friction; today forty-eight state governments check
and balance the national government. In party politics alone have
we shown a measure of restraint; at least we avoided the multi-
party systems formerly characteristic of continental Europe.

8 The Prince, ch. xviir. The good qualities referred to are mercy, faithfulness,
humane feeling, uprightness, and religion.
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Taking American political structures as a whole, it is not at all
strange that they operate with “celerity contempered by cuncta-
tion,” as Governor Pennypacker quaintly phrased it, emphasis
normally being placed on “‘cunctation’ rather than on ‘“‘celerity.”

In the economic and social life of the country, a development
roughly similar to that of separation of powers, check and balance,
has been carried to an even greater extreme. Although class antag-
onism, class struggle, have been phrases of ill-repute among us,
Madison frankly recognized their existence in the pages of The
Federalist.” That they have persisted ever since, sometimes flaring
up in outbreaks of violence, every reader of American history is
aware. Regional differences have always been with us. Regions
themselves are more numerous than most of us are inclined to ad-
mit.®? Racial antagonisms also persist. Abolition of the privilege of
slavery cost us a devastating civil war. But the Negro problem sur-
vived abolition, bringing forth the black disgrace of lynching which,
fortunately, now seems to be disappearing. What Madison called
the “moneyed” interest has possessed a high degree of cohesiveness
from the start; nevertheless it found itself in a minority politically
in 1932, 1936, and 1940. The increasingly sharp confrontation be-
tween “haves”’ and “have nots”’ which characterized the campaigns
of these years is far from being resolved. Recently the forces of
organized labor have permitted themselves resort to every measure
short of war—civil war, that is—as between the American Federa-
tion of Labor and the Congress of Industrial Organizations. Of
religious sects, the country boasts some two hundred and thirteen
sufficiently large to be counted for census purposes, to say nothing
of innumerable sectlets as noisy as they are insignificant. With the
intent, not of building a Tower of Babel, but rather of acquiring
canals, railroads, and skyscrapers as rapidly as possible, we held
our doors open to floods of immigrants from their first coming more
than a century ago to the passage of the quota acts of the 1920’s.

7 “The most common and durable source of factions has been the various and
unequal distribution of property. . . . A landed interest, a manufacturing interest,
a mercantile interest, a moneyed interest, with many lesser interests, grow up of
necessity in civilized nations, and divide thém into different classes, actuated by
different sentiments and views.” The Federalist, No. X (Nov. 23, 1787).

8 According to an eminent economic geographer, the continent has no fewer
than forty-five “economic, or human-use, regions,” of which all except seven are
wholly or partly under the sovereignty of the United States. Some of these regions

are larger than Germany, some as small as Belgium. Cf. J. Russell Smith and M.
Ogden Phillips, North America: Its People and Resources (1940 ed.)
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The canals, railroads, and skyscrapers were delivered promptly, but
during the First World War disloyal activities carried on by minori-
ties among the foreign-born embarrassed us seriously. Thanks to
Herr Hitler’s numerous and breath-taking improvements in the
fine art of Fifth Columnism, we are likely to be much more seriously
embarrassed by similar alien activities if we are drawn into the
present conflict. Today Communists and Bundists, few in number
but potent in capacities for mischief, attempt to stir up dissension
among us in the hope that it may redound to the benefit of their
respective fatherlands. Closely related to this difficulty, the last
decade has been prolific of demagogues: Huey Long, Father
Coughlin, Grandfather Townsend, and innumerable lesser figures
of that ilk.

As if check and balance between groups, political, economic, and
social, were not enough, we must cope also with the whimsies and
aberrations of some fifty million voters, each a ‘“sovereign.” Many
of our “‘sovereigns’’ are politically illiterate, but they are none the
less cocksure on public issues because of their lack of information.
Among this element, propaganda frequently makes intoxicated
lions out of meek guinea-pigs. Nearly all our ‘‘sovereigns” are
largely engrossed with their private interests; paraphrasing Shaw’s
bitter aphorism, we may say that to them, food, clothing, sex, and
other forms of recreation come first; religion is a remote second; the
interests of organized society as a whole are nowhere. Considering
these innumerable divisions and antagonisms of American life, it
is evident that while in practice our national motto, E Pluribus
Unum, leaves much to be desired so far as “Unum’ is concerned,
it is wildly exaggerated on the side of ““‘Pluribus.”

Contrasted with streamlined dictatorships—especially stream-
lined on the military side—how inchoate, contradictory, and soft
our American democracy appears to be! To build a military ma-
chine out of such disparate materials is a task comparable to the
building of a new firmament over the earth. Yet such a machine
- was built, first in 1860 and again in 1917: if need be, it can be built
again. From a civilian angle, no matter how great the conflicts in
our American life, that life is the milieu from which we sprang; it is
the basic material upon which we as political scientists must work
professionally. Let us give thanks that while it has the defects of
its qualities, these same qualities are of priceless value. Nowhere
upon earth is there so great a reservoir of individual energy, of
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individual skill. Instead of one Fiihrer surrounded by a small coterie
of “big shots,” we have scores of thousands of leaders, great and
small, in every line of human adventure. Nowhere upon earth is
there so great a reservoir of good will, of belief in progress, of hope
for the future. With all its defects, America possesses both the
energy and the idealism which may bring forth a life worthy of
free men, upon which may be erected a truly great civilization.
Even if totalitarianism conquers the world, it can offer humanity
nothing more than the rule of force, with hundreds of millions of
men reduced to slavery, with civilization dying of paralysis as the
wills of individuals are broken and subjugated to the sway of the
omnipotent state.

As noted above, the second marked consequence of the events
of 1940 has been a considerably enhanced estimate of the strength
of dictatorships. It would be fatal to underestimate that strength.
We are not likely to do so now; it would be far better with us if we
had recognized it earlier, as did President Franklin D. Roosevelt
in his Quarantine speech at Chicago on October 5, 1937. On the
other hand, perhaps we rate too highly certain phases of the power
of Hitler, Mussolini, and their confederates. Thus, in the case of
the Fiihrer's power, it is clearly based upon the rigid subjection for
seven years of all German interests to the sole end of military
might. Immense exactions were demanded of the people in achiev-
ing this end; the broad liberties granted them by the Weimar Con-
stitution were ruthlessly destroyed; propaganda and terror became
major instruments of policy. Worst of all, fiendish injustices were
practised against Jews, Socialists, Liberals, Democrats, pacifists,
and others. Nevertheless, the end—the creation of stark over-
whelming and military power—was attained, power sufficient not
only to wipe out half a dozen small neighbor nations but also to
overwhelm France in a campaign of forty-three days. Candor com-
pels the recognition that behind Nazi Germany’s conquests there
were other motives of slightly higher character than mere lust for
power and booty. Certain elements of the population were moved
by nationalist feeling; others by belief in some sort of “world revo-
lution.” Nothing succeeds like success, a maxim particularly true
of military success. Victory so far has no doubt strengthened
Hitler’s popular following, adding for the time being to the number
of those who support him voluntarily or only der Noth gehorchend,
nicht dem eig’nen Trieb. Whatever the motives of the “heiling”’ con-
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tingent, the fact remains that a colossus has been erected so mighty
that it threatens to bestride the narrow world. Now it is of the na-
ture of such power that it cannot be reasoned with; appeasement
merely whets its appetite for more. There is only one answer to it,
the answer given during the First World War by a former President
of this Association, then President of the United States, in ringing
words that may soon become our rallying-cry again:

“Germany has once more said that force, and force alone, shall
decide whether Justice and Peace shall reign in the affairs of men,
whether Right as America conceives it, or Dominion as she con-
ceives it, shall determine the Destinies of Mankind. There is, there-
fore, but one response possible from us: Force, Force to the utmost,
Force without stint or limit, the righteous and triumphant Force
which shall make Right the law of the World, and cast every self-
ish dominion down in the dust.”?

v

Prudence dictates, however, that for the time being we must
direct our attention to the strength of dictatorship rather than to
its weaknesses. Not until Hitler and his associates have been over-
thrown will this consideration lose its force. On the other hand, it
is worth while even now to examine some of the defects of the dic-
tatorial establishments. Powerful as they appear to be militarily,
there are, of course, limits to that power. To regard Nazi Germany,
for example, as both omnipotent and invulnerable is to be guilty
of gross error, an error that can lead only to defeatism on our part.
Further, we must recognize clearly that there are dictatorships and
dictatorships. Of the lot, Hitler’s Germany alone gives the impres-
sion of any real vision, determination, and fighting spirit; there is
something of the leonine as well as of the lupine about it. In the
international menagerie, Russia and Italy are jackals, second and
third class jackals at that. If the Fihrer wins the present war, both
are doomed to become his vassals. As for Italian soldiers, the chief
distinction which they won during the First World War was that
of being champion long-distance runners—witness Caporetto.
Three years ago they renewed their claim to this distinction at
Guadalajara in Spain; and only last month in Greece, although
hampered by snow and mud on mountain roads, they nevertheless
displayed conspicuous celerity in reaching—and distancing—their

? Liberty Loan Address by Woodrow Wilson, Baltimore, Md., Apr. 6, 1918.
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rear-guard outposts. It is quite in keeping with the national char-
acter, therefore, that the Italian navy should have been built for
speed above all else. On the other hand, Russian soldiers once knew
how to fight. Napoleon Bonaparte found that out; they proved it
in the Crimean War, and again during the First World War. Since
September of last year, however, they have been engaged largely
in mopping up the crumbs that fell from the Fiihrer’s table.
In the disastrous, even if finally successful, campaign waged against
diminutive Finland, the Red Army exhibited a stupidity, inefli-
ciency, and lack of spirit that reflect discredit upon the whole Com-
munist régime. No one doubts now—probably not even Joseph
Stalin himself—that in the event of a Nazi victory in the west the
Russian bear will soon become Hitler’s meat. As for the ambitious
and somewhat conceited Japanese, they are lucky in their geo-
graphical isolation, also in the fact that those who might set a limit
to their designs are busy elsewhere for the time being. Even so,
with their resources strained to the utmost after three years of
frantic effort, they have not been lucky enough to overcome the
vast inchoate Chinese people.

Various conclusions may be drawn from the foregoing. First,
Hitler is the keystone of the arch of despotism. If Germany had
remained under the Weimar Constitution, it is not unlikely that
both Mussolini and Stalin would have been on their way out long
before this. Even now, were Hitlerism to be overthrown, it is prob-
able that they would soon cease to be menaces of any real con-
sequence. The same is true of Japan, which turned totalitarian last
July—as if that could increase its capacity for mischief. Second
although morally as guilty as Germany and many times more con-
temptible, both Russia and Italy are accomplices, not the principal,
in the present assault upon Western civilization. Hence, as oppor-
tunity offers, every effort should be made, every possible bribe be
offered, to detach them from their alliance with Hitler. Recent
events indicate that Italy in particular may soon be softened up
sufficiently by bombing raids to induce her to betray the Axis—
that famous “band of steal.” Third, since Nazi Germany is the
sole really effective totalitarian state, its overthrow should be the
one great desideratum of democratic world politics. Nothing should
be allowed to obscure that end. It was the tragic, nay criminal,
blunder of Neville Chamberlain that he did not perceive this fact,
that he believed in the possibility of gaining concessions from the
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insatiable Hitler by a policy of appeasement. For Britain, the con-
sequences of this blunder have been tragic beyond all reckoning.
Fortunately, in Winston Churchill a prime minister has been found
who knows how to keep his eye on the ball. Let us hope that the
President of the United States will follow his example. Incredible
as it may seem under such conditions, there are still said to be some
appeasers on this side of the Atlantic, gentlemen willing to make a
neat little loan—five billion dollars is the figure most frequently
mentioned—to Germany as soon as her victory over Europe is
complete. This, it is assumed, will soften any ill-feeling Hitler might
cherish against us because of our earlier mistaken sympathies for
the Allies. Also, poor fellow, he would need the money to buy our
goods wherewith to repair the ravages of war and to feed the starv-
ing German people. Of course, once the loan were made, we would
be too polite to inquire how much of it was spent, not for butter
but for guns, the latter to be used against the United States. If
political scientists cannot scotch so obviously ruinous a policy, one
may well despair of the future of our profession. What is far worse,
one would have to despair of the future of free government.

The essential characteristic of totalitarian policy, then, is to
subordinate everything to the creation of maximum military
power. Behind the imposing fagade of armed might which they are
thus able to exhibit to the outside world there are abundant evi-
dences of decay and disintegration. Taking Nazi Germany as dis-
tinctly the best organized of these régimes, the assertion is widely
heralded by Dr. Goebbels and his propaganda machine that every
worker in that country has a job. With their free trade unions
smashed, these workers not only have jobs; they also have the
privilege of working longer hours at lower real wages than ever
before. A large proportion of them are engaged in making muni-
tions; many others have been drafted for forced labor and for
military service. As a result of these conditions, food production
has fallen off sharply within the Third Reich; meanwhile the Brit-
ish navy has clamped down hard on shipments from overseas.
Except for soldiers and party workers, under-nourishment is uni-
versal; the diseases that follow in its wake are rapidly gaining
ground and output per worker has reached new lows. Latterly, the
semi-famine conditions endured by the German laboring class have
been made bearable only by the theft of food from conquered terri-
tories; a large-scale slaughter of cattle and poultry is going on in
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Denmark, Norway, and the Low Countries. The German army and
party members must be fed well; German workers may fare some-
what better than the serfs imported from Poland and Czechoslo-
vakia, but otherwise stark famine impends throughout the “New
Europe” that Hitler is so hastily throwing together.

Of course, as we all know—having been told it so many times by
Facts In Review—the Nazis are terribly efficient. “Terribly”’ is the
right word in this connection, no one can doubt it; but one must
doubt whether efficiency of their sort has any real foundation or
can be kept up for any considerable period of time without con-
stantly repeated conquests. What they are now practising, as the
Germans themselves used to say in an earlier and saner day, is
simply Raubbau—that is, an economy that grasps at the largest
immediate returns, meanwhile destroying future sources of pro-
duction.!® Germany’s show of overwhelming military might rests,
therefore, upon a rotten foundation. If her forces in the field should
receive a single serious set-back, it is probable that the whole
crazy jerry-built structure at home would begin to disintegrate.
The ensuing débacle is likely to be far more rapid and complete
than at the end of the First World War. All of which emphasizes
the duty resting upon us to aid to the utmost in the final thrust
that will send Hitlerism crashing to ruin.

VI

Whatever may be said as to its genesis, background, or probable
duration, the existence of superior military power, here and now,
is a large and massive fact. To refer to it scornfully as mere physi-
cal strength, pure brute force, is futile. For it may be set down as
one of the oldest truisms of politics that superior physical force,
ruthlessly wielded, overcomes, for the time being at least, all oppo-
sition, whether by physical or other forces, or by both of these
combined. The careers of the great conquerors of history—of Alex-
ander, of Julius Caesar, of Attila, of Genghis Khan, of Tamerlane,
of Napoleon Bonaparte—illustrate this truism. Somewhat quiz-
zically, Rousseau stated it as follows: “To yield to force is an act
of necessity, not of will—at the most, an act of prudence. . . . ‘Obey
the powers that be.” If this means yield to force, it is a good pre-

10 Ag Peter F. Drucker trenchantly put it, the aim of Nazi economic policy was
“to convert the enormous German inferiority in man power and resources into at

least temporary superiority.” See his article, ‘“War Against the Middle Classes”
in the Saturday Evening Post, Aug. 10, 1940.
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cept, but superfluous: I can answer for its never being violated.”’1t

Superfluous the precept may be, as Rousseau declared. In carry-
ing it further, one runs the risk of being accused of “‘elucidating the
obvious.” Even that risk is justified, however, when, after abun-
dant elucidation, large numbers of otherwise intelligent persons
refuse to take the steps made inescapable by that which is dem-
onstrably obvious. Turning to a consideration of the situation
which confronts us, it makes no difference for the time being—
although it may in the long run—that the chief wielder of superior
physical force is fanatical, criminal, even contemptible, in most of
his personal qualities. In all these respects he resembles other con-
" querors, who, like all large-scale butchers, have been of distinctly
sub-human type. Further, it makes no difference for the time being
if the form of government or the type of social system for which the
wielder of superior power fights is abhorrent morally, repugnant
to deep human instinets, and diametrically opposed to the long-run
interests of the race. Like the highwayman, he has the gun and the
drop on his victim. The latter may count himself lucky if he is al-
lowed to hand over his purse and to escape with anything less than
the loss of his life.

It is not meant to be implied that Herr Hitler is a highwayman,
nothing more. Even if that were his proper and exclusive rating,
however, with superior physical force at his disposal, he would have
been able to overcome the seven small and one great neighbor na-
tions now at his mercy. The fact that other than purely military
elements contributed to his victories, such as German science and
technology, centralized administration, the one-party system,
propaganda, terror, and the famous Nazi ideology, makes him an
even greater menace to civilization.

Conversely, no matter what the virtues and advantages of a
free and peaceful nation—wealth, high standards of living, general
diffusion of intelligence, respect for human rights—it must go down
before superior physical force, ruthlessly wielded. To several of
the nations so far overthrown by Nazi invaders, for example, es-
pecially to Austria, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Norway, Belgium,
Holland, and France, most of us would unhesitatingly have as-

1 Social Contract, ch. 111. Rousseau continues as follows: “As soon as it is pos-
sible to disobey [such power] with impunity, disobedience is legitimate; and the
strongest being always in the right, the only thing that matters is to act so as to
become the strongest.”
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signed a higher cultural rating than to the Third Reich. With the
exception of France, they were small; moreover, all of these small
countries except Czechoslovakia were desperately afraid and hence
unwilling to enter into defensive alliances until it was too late.
Britain still stands firm, but it is not her democracy, her liberty,
her respect for law and justice, that protect her; it is the British
navy and air force. If we have so far remained unscathed, let us
not attribute that good fortune to our free government, to our
wealth, our intelligence and our civic virtues. Germany, Italy, and
Japan are far away, although, paraphrasing Max Lerner, not so
far as you think. Also the Fiihrer, the Duce, and Prince Konoye are
excessively busy for the time being in their own neighborhoods.

No; there is only one way open to a nation which may still have
to confront a hostile force majeure, namely, to create a still greater
force wherewith to overwhelm the aggressor. If that is not our
situation today, it may well become our situation tomorrow. Only
a decisive British victory and the complete overthrow of Hitler
can save us from such a necessity. A stalemate in Europe will not
suffice; at best, it could give us only a further breathing spell. If
Britain falls, we stand alone against a possible, nay almost a cer-
tain, combination of aggressive dictator powers, flushed with vie-
tory, replete with the spoils of conquest.

In the latter event, Germany, Italy, and Japan may require
some time to bind up their wounds, to organize the slave govern-
ments and the slave populations of the countries which have fallen
into their hands, before they will be able to make the necessary
preparation for a descent upon America. If so, we should know how
to utilize the interval accorded us. The major effort of our govern-
ment and people must be concentrated upon mass production of
armament for warfare on land and sea and in the air. If we succeed
in that effort, the dictator countries will moderate their threats
and reconsider the economic demands upon us which they are now
supposed to be meditating; they may even abstain from any direct
action against the Monroe Doctrine. So far, wisely or not, we have
kept out of the war in Europe; but only by the creation of an armed
power sufficient to make attack upon us downright foolhardy can
we keep war out of the Americas. In the meantime, let us give
Britain—the first line of defense for our democracy—every possible
aid. Above all things, let us give whatever is needed to defeat
Hitler promptly. To be too late with our aid would be an irrepar-
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able, perhaps a fatal, blunder. Political scientists must be realists.
As such, we know that if Britain is crushed, the only kind of peace
we can hope for will be an armed peace—and that probably of
short duration.

It may be that, in spite of all our efforts to increase our military
strength, Germany and Italy, perhaps with the aid of Japan, may
think the gamble of an attack upon the Western Hemisphere worth
trying. Certainly the loot of the Americas which they could divide
among themselves in case of victory would be a magnificent incen-
tive. If there is to be such an attack upon us, it is manifest that a
policy of super-armament is the only alternative to abject sur-
render.

Combined attack by dictator powers upon America may result
in our defeat or in our victory. In the former event, democracy will
be dead upon this planet for a period of unpredictable length. Even
50, let us hope that we might inflict wounds upon despotic aggres-
sors from which they would not soon recover. This is not set down
in malice; rather it would appear to be the only hope of future res-
urrection for our political principles. If democracy fighting for its
life proves to be spineless and cowardly, why should any future
generation wish to revive it? On the other hand, if it goes down
fighting gloriously to the last ditch, it will not lose the power to
fire the hearts of some future generation. Once more, as at the end
of the eighteenth century, a race of rebels may be born of the sons
of men.

VII

Given sufficient armament and as good a fight as our cause war-
rants, the result may be a victory. In that event—the happiest we
can envisage—democracy will be safe in its last citadel, the United
States. Still we could not afford to disarm so long as despotism re-
mained dominant in other continents. It would still be a question of
“we or they,” as Hamilton F. Armstrong expressed it, with the
possibility that the struggle might be renewed at any time. A future
so shadowed in its brightest aspect does not permit us to maintain
the happy-go-lucky, tolerant attitude of the past; rather, we should
adopt Voltaire’s famous battle cry, écrasez I’infame, for our device.
In this respect the dictatorships have been far more consistent than
the democracies. Never for a moment have Herr Hitler and Signor
Mussolini concealed their determination to wipe out democracy,
root and branch. Lesser Nazis and Fascists have poured forth a
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constant stream of insult in the billingsgate which reveals their
seurrilous mentality. They shriek ad infinitum, ad nauseam, that
democracy is “bankrupt,” ‘‘decadent,” “plutocratic,” ‘‘Jewish,”
a “fake,” a “fraud,” the “foul and filthy avenue to Communism,”’
a “used-up system,” a ‘“has-been, selfish plutocratism,” an “old
worn-out slut.”’'2 We need not retort in kind, but we must coldly
resolve to work unceasingly for the destruction of the whole vile
totalitarian establishment. No doubt that will come to pass in the
fullness of time, but it will be achieved much sooner if democrats
everywhere organize and fight against all contemporary absolu-
tisms. Meanwhile they may comfort themselves with the historic
remark of a famous British statesman who, after listening to an
opponent present his plan, said succinetly: “Sir, hell itself cannot
be administered upon principles such as yours.”

From the Fiihrer’s point of view, however, he is thoroughly justi-
fied in his attitude toward free government: so long as a single
great democratic power survives, he cannot rest secure in his con-
quests. It is high time that we apply a similar logic to our own
situation. Let us recognize the fact that so long as any great power
remains despotic, we shall never have real peace but only an armed
peace. Our policy must therefore be frank and determined opposi-
tion to all dictatorships everywhere: in war, we must give them
two blows to their one until they have had enough; in peace, we
must employ against them every policy short of war; particularly
in economic dealings with them, let us be guided by the old Scotch
adage, implicit if not explicit in Adam Smith, “nothing for nothing
and damn little for sixpence.”

VIII

“But, but, my dear sir,”’ rises some anguished Mr. Caspar Mil-
quetoast to object, “do you not know that a democracy which
arms itself is doomed to lose its democracy?”’ The argument, if it
can be called such, is constantly used in other connections by
honorable gentlemen who know little of history and less about the
specific causes of the rise of dictatorship. Thus we were told recent-
ly that if the anti-third term tradition broke down, totalitarianism
would be our lot immediately and forever. Similar dire predictions
are frequently made consequent upon the success of any candidate
or policy the orator may happen to dislike. Thus on August 30,
1940, Senator Burton K. Wheeler of Montana, speaking in oppo-

12 New Leader, July 20, 1940.



