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[ THE ELEMENTS OF COLLECTIVE SECURITY SC“Q\/
/82)

By C.A.w, Manning.

Even had it not been accompanied by so suggestive
& commentary from M, Bourquin, the agenda prepared at the
1934 session of the International Studies Conference might
of itself have provoked a fuller memorandum than this.,
What follows is in no sense an exhaustive examination of
all the intricate problems covered in the scheme of study

circulated to the member institutions of the Conference,

The first topic we are invited to consider is
the definition of omr subject. The term "Security", in
1ts most general sense, will hardly give us very much
trouble. In'defiance as it were of etymology the term
will be taken here to be sufficiently defined as "freedom
from insecurity". Only when the adjective "collcetive"
i1s attached to the noun "sccurity" docs therc begin to bo
room for dechate. Leaving aside for thc moment the
various particulariscd and conventional meanings of the
tcrm and sccking simply to define "ecolleective sccurity"
in its most genoral sonsc, onc may find oncsclf asking,
"Collective™ in torms of what colloétivity? And in what

scnse collccetive?

In the final analysis, no doubt, the collectivity
of which we should think is the universal collecctivity of
mankind, It 1s concrete human beihgs who arc to be, and
possibly also to feel, sccurc. For the purposcs of this

inquiry, however, it will be porhaps more conveniontly




CLucu LOaL TNc road TO this result will be found through

the croation or docvelopmont of sccurity for that lcss

J
numerous collcetivity known as the "family of nations".

It is ofton urged, indccd, that the organisation of the
world in a number of sovercign statcs is the true causc of

its present lack ofsccurity, but, legitimate though such a

surmisc may bo, it is not horc proposcd to arguc from that
standpoint.l)

In what sensc "eollcctive™?  When spcaking of

collcetive security do we mean sccurity colloctively

enjoyed, or collectively engendored, or both? The mattor

{s not rcally in doubt; we shall surcly bc at onc in
dirccting our minds to the security of the individual

States, to bc catered for by the collectivity of States.

Even, however, when uniformly thinking in terms
of/collcctivity of Statcs, rather than of individuals,
students may still be found to differ in the mecanings they

will attach to the term “collective sccurity". For so

strenuously has it been bandied about in post-War
political discussion that at any ratc in the mouths of
some controvorsialists the word sccurity has come to have
something of a conventional, spccialised signification.
In thc minutcs of the Committee on Arbitration and
Sccurity thoere is tho rccord of an oxchange of views

botween M. Politis and Dr. Riddell, of Canada. The lattor

(1)

Nor shall we herc adopt the cqually possible opinion
that security would only be achieved if armaments werc
abolished; or if in overy important country thore existed
a strong tradc-union organisation dedicated to the policy
of prcventing war by mcans of a general strike; or if

and whon therc cverywhere camc simultaneously into power

governments of thoe Left, or of thoe Right, or, indecd, of
the Centre - according to tho point of viow,.



istance, M.Politis,
assured him that that wasg indeced just

what, in Geneva parlanco,

the torm had in fact come to
mecan, In tho intorcsts of intellectual frecdom -~ ang
1ncidonta11y of scicntific truth - 1t ig good that in the

Intcrnational Studics Conferenco there is no

need to troat

a priori

what we my call the "Grook" vicw of intcr-

national lifo ag in any senso more Tcespectable than the
"Canadian" vicw,

The prescnt nemorandum will thoreforc avoid

begging any question as to the manncer in which the

collectivity of States might cventually come to rclicve

its mombers of “he ultimate Tesponsibility for their own

sccurity.,

On other points, however, it will return a
definite answer, In reply, for Instance, to tﬁe first
question submitted by the British Coordinating Cormitteo,
the viow here adopted is that security for proscnt
purposes is not strictly speaking cither a "state of ming"
or a'form of nolitical organisation", To identify it
with the formor would be to confound it with its possible
conscquence; to cquate it with the latter would be to
confusc 1t with its probable causec. Collective security
will horo be assumed to consist in a condltion of "social
relationships in the "society" of Statos - such that cach
member of the socicty 1s, by the sociecty as a wholec, kept
practically immunc from attach by any othor State or
coalition of States,t)

(1) Immunce from "attack" for presumably our concern is

with sccurity against war itself - not simply security
against deofcat in ware
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Having attempted a definition we are asked next

to discuss the "value" of the idea of collective security.

This, though they may doubtless discuss it, is not
bottom, |

s at
& question that a gathering of scientists can,

48 a matter of science, determine,

Strictly, the question is one of political and

ethical, partly perhaps of aesthetic, appreciation. One

enquirer, alive to all tue bearings of the matter, may

see in collecctive security an absolute good, worth while
On no matter what basis, in no matter what circumstances,
at no matter what price. Another while conceding the
sentimental attractiveness of the abstract ideal may have
noticed that the security of which statesman dream, even
1f it have itself no spceial concrete form, is apt to be
conceived of with particular concrete implications. Phe
vision may have different féatures fordifférent mindg. The

security scheme dear to State "a" may have demerits ia the
eyes of State "B", if not of the world as a whole.
Proposals for dealing with the security problem

may be classod rcughly into two principal categories;

those which do, and those which do not,postulate a central-
ised political authority - somec form, that is, of "super-
Statoe", But in this pener it will bc assumed that our
task 1s to study mcans to collective security in the world
as wec know 1t to~-day, with tho dccenbralisation of
political authority about as stubborn a fact as ever in

history beforo.

The concentration of authority may, of course,
dc jurc but it may also comec about merely, as it werc, de
facto. Even though thore be no kind of constitutional
fodoration and the soveral States retain intact their

formal sovercignty. novertheloss. through the military



ascendency of some single country, the others may be in
effect denied the beneficial énjoyment of their status.

Once the position arrives in which the will of one State

is virtually law, the securlty of all is also in a sense

achieved, The policy of the "Balance of Power", so long

relied on by England, is commonly put as having consisted
in siding against whatever continental Power seemed at

any given moment to be aiming at a European he gemony.

It may be that, in thus denying to others an ascendency

to which she did not herself aspire, England will have
had the main Tesponsibility for Europe's not having

heretofore arrived at a ‘collective security régime. The

student, thorefore, may notice that security of a sort,

and the diplomatic ascendancy of a particular Power or

coalition of Powers, are not mutually incompatible aims.

Still, in the prescnt paper, the prospecets will be oxam-

ined of improving collcetive sccurity while the decentral-

isation of political authority persists in actual facte

If it was necessary that we should pausc for

the definition of our sub ject, it is hardly less important

that we should seck common ground as to the angle from

which our inquiry is to prococd., Our iInstitution, of

course, has little in common with a diplomatic conference;

our constitution and our task are diffefent, and it

follows that our teehnique should be difforent too, We

are to work not as negotiators, but as students, merc

unofficial lookers-on; and whethor or not wc bo

priviloged, as onlookers, to "sce most of the game", it

1s clear that in this capacity we can have no formal

influcnce on the play.

While 1t 1gs Important for this to be recognised
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t is not therefore necessary to regret it. Indeed our pos-
ition may even have certain advantages. If denied the power
of statesmen we are, happily, by the same token left free of
their inhibitions., Where diplomacy must take refuge in
euphemism, science can, and often should‘be brutally frank,
Our opportunity as students may be put to worthy, or to un-
worthy, uses. To brush aside difficulties which statesmen
are not able to ignore would be to abuse our opportunity. Tc
break free of the conventionalism by which official discourse
and possible also official reaoning, are commonly hampered
will be to turn our opportunity to good accounte.

On the other hand, collective security, even if
examined by non-official students, is not a purely scientific
problem. It is, essentially, like disarmament, or the codi-
fying of international law, a political, that is, a practical
problem. And even for students the taking up of a practical
problem means an inquiry into possible means for its solution
Uncfficial though our thinking is to be, there is nothing to
prevent our adopting, by a species of make-believe, the stand-
point of official circles, So, were the problem a matter of
domestic politics, we could try our hands at framing imaginary
draft legislation, as though for submission to the competent
legislative organ., For simplicity's sake we might postulate
a government having for a time the unquestioning support of
the mass of the people, and - ignoring those political factors
which governments have so often to bear in mind - we might
shape our proposals with a single eye to the technical needs
of the case. In the present instanco, however, the student's
task should, for excellent reasons, be otherwise conceived.,

It might' indeed bo of interest, if not intellectually satis-
fying, for our conference to Imagine itself as the secrctary
of an international law-giver having absoluto powers. But
after all, therc oxists no international legislature, and it

ls submitted that our work will be worth morc if we tako full

=T
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alone be seen to occur in the international sphere, Let us

not resort to the facile expedlent of denying the world and

its political structure as we find them, to enrich the too

crowded museum of Utopian projects evolved by idealistic pens,.
Like a skilled physician we should start, not by

palnting for ourselves a picture of perfect health, but by

observing the symptoms of the patient. We shall appreciate

that if the ultimate purpose is to make the sick man well, the
immediate problem is merely to make him better - less unwell
iIn fact. Or, to use a different analogy, we shall know that
as, when commending the steadiness of a liner, we imply no
more than a relative degree of freedom from the unsteadiness

universal among ships, so, when working for security, the

statesman's immediate aim is to render his country relatively

less insecure.

sy

Assuming then that it is on quasi-official lines that

we are to think, there will yet remain a choice between the
standpoints of national, and international,officials. If we
are to be national officials we had better agree to attack the
problem from the point of view of some one selected country,
or somo/éroup of ocountries known as sharing, in this matter,
a single common policye The simplor part of our task will be
to draw up a scheme embodylng those features of which the
agrced group of countries are known to be in favour. The
more perplexing business will be to hit on some argument for
getting our ideas asccpted by thoso governments whose views,
in proparing our sohemo,.we shall have left oub of account.

A moro usofulvaoufse surcly will be, instcad of taking
the standboint of the singlc country, or homogenecous group of
countrios, to assumc, in imagination,the functions of intor-
national cxperts, charged to prcparc an annotated agenda for
the convenience of a fortheoming World Conference on Collcctive

Sceurity. The naturce and scopc of our diseretion will on this

hypothesis be plainly pcrcciveds. The assumptions upon which we




base our schemes will be such as, in our belief, would win
assent from the governments of at least those countries
whose full cooperation may appear necessary to their real-
isation. For instance, the notion that peace is the
greatest of all possible "goods", and worthy to Dbe
purchased at no matter how heavy a price, is one which for
his own purposes some individual member of our Conference
may with perfect propriety entertain; and yet, unless we
can ascribe this belief to the statesmen of the day, we
had better deal shortly with projects which essentially
require its cffcctive official acccptance. For we shall
want to discard any idecas that important governments arc
unlikely to cntertaine After all, it would not be hard
to dovisc a wholc scrics of plans any one of which, if
acccpted and sinccercely applicd, should result in all the
sccurity we could want. The showman who proposcs to

"put on" a turn with clephants flying in formation will
have recaliscd only a part of his purposc when he has
planncd thc formation in which he wishes the animals to
fly. It is difficult to teach elcphants to fly. It is
hardly less difficult to gct statcsmen to sign, or

pcoples to ratify, commitmcnts whieh thoy judge contrary
to their intcrests. One professor, wc may discover, can
furnish thc States with a water-tight programme of
collcetive sccurity, whercas twenty may not be able to

get thom to accopt it.\

The difficulty of getting new proposals put
into cffect may bc too rcadily overlooked in this kind of
discussion. Even somc of the most modest attecmpted
amcndments to the Covenant of the League of Nations have

awaited indefinitoly the ratifications requisite for



bringing them into force.
all

The Covenant itself, after

» Was launched only in the rarest of diplomatic
circumstances,

It is not enough that governments, given free=-

dom to fix the terms of the Instrument, should be agree-

able to having a general arbitration convention, or

disarmament convention, or security convention. Almost

any commitment is acceptable if large enough reservations
be in order. The States renounce war as an instrument

of their policy, while reserving its use for the defence
of their national interests. They advocate "arbitration"
of all disputes, but insist that it be in a form such as
almost automatically to result in their own favour. The
peoples believing that disarmament should make for peace,
the States,in zealous deference to the popular will,
struggle, in lr. lladariaga's neat phrase, to "disarm
without loss of military strength". All this, if not as
i1t ought to be, is probably as it is bound to be. It is
encouraging, so far as it gocs, to be told that among
scientists there is unanimity in regard to the compulsory
judicial settlecment of "legai" disputes, but with the
United Statcs not yet even a party to the Statute of the
‘Permanent Court of International Justice, the rclevance

of such a finding to the problem of our Confercnce is, to

say the least, not direcct.

The Rapporteur, M. Bourquin, has assumed, for
the purposc of these discussions, that, as the indispens-
able foundation of any system of collective security, wc
shall agroe in positing some sort of "prohibition" of
force. Some of us, porhaps, may be unwilling to put the

point quite so strongly as that. There arc pairs of



States as between whom the likelihood of violence 1is, even

in the absence of legal "prohibition", so remote as to be

in effect negligible. Could the causes and occasions of

conflict be universally eliminated one may doubt if any

States would wish for war, Yet probably we shall agree

to focus these discussions Sspecifically on schemes of the
kind that do in fact have as their starting-point the
unlawfulness of force, in some forms at any rate. It
will, however, be more realistic and hence should be more
productive of useful thought, to speak in this context
not of "prohibition" Wut of "renunciation'®, States may,
48 it were, "contract out of" their primordial and
traditional literty to use violence, but to imagine that
sovereign States can technically be "prohibited” from
doing so, would be as false as to suppose that, if the
civiliscd citizen is not free to slay his next door
neighbour, it is becausc he and his neighbour must be

taken to have "renounced" the use of murder in their

rclations inter se.

Actually, at the prescnt day, thesc Fhoughts
should cause us no scrious trouble; for not only have
most Statcs alrcady rcnounced almost all recourse to
violence, but the onlargement of this thoir sclf-denying
ordinancc has of late bcecome a sub jecet of purposcful
diplomatic cxamination. Werce it as casy to induce
governments to proceced as far in certain othor dircctions
as thoy have cven now progressed on this particular road,
collective sccurity might be lcss difficult of attainment
than as yct it appears to bac. Ignoring fow the moment
tho possiblc advantages of a rcduction and limitation of

armaments, and deferring discussion of moans for reprcssing
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the prospects of progress”through the development of

pacific procedures for the settlement of international

disputes,

To this enthralling theme an entire conference
might well be devoted. It is to be hoped that its
various technicalities will not now be permitted to take
up too much of our time. Its treatment in this paper

will touch only on one or two points.

We are sometimes told that, war being not an end
in itself but a means to an end, its disuse connotes
logically the providing of some substitute, some alternat-
ive means to the end that is served, or thought to be
served, by war. That end, it is assumed, is thec reaching
of a solution to an intcrnational dispute. War 1is a
method of recaching such a solution, So too is
"arbitration". Therefore States have only to accept a
system of compulsory arbitration of all disputes and they
will be able to attain thc objectives of war without its
exXpensc. The wcakness of this thecory lies, of course,
in the fact that thc State which gocs to war docs so in
pursuit not mercly of a solution, but of a solution of a
particular kind, such that arbitration could hardly be
counted upon to act as an effcctive alternative mecans.
When an intermational dispute proves intractable the
mischicf is not that the partics arc not all of them
sccking a solution, but that they arc not all of them

‘scoking the samo once

Morcover, the rcal causcs whieh nations fight
for nced not always be shown in tho issues over which

officially thoy go to war. If a Conrad von Hoetzendorf
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or sooner, and better sooner than later, it can matter
but little to him whether the crisis be brought on by the

annexation of a pair of provineces or by the assassination

of an archduke.

Convention encourages us to say that the
belligerents object is to obtain "justice" for himself,
but this is only an eup'.emistic alternative for the state-
ment that his desire is not simply "justice" as such, but
his own rather subjective conception of justice in
relation to a particular situation of fact. In non-
official discourse we are free, nay rather, bound, %o
admit that a country may go to war in order to win
specific material advantages, and not simply in service
to justice, or in supposed fulfilment of its "manifest
destiny". Therc are cogent argumcnts for persuading
governments to prefer "arbitration", conciliation, or
dircct negotiations to bloodshed, but it is unimprcssive
to rccommend these procedures as surcly affording thonm

means of "obtaining justicc for themsclves",

Thore are in current discussion two further

tendencics which a student docs well to resiste

The first is the disposition to rcason as if
almost all, if not all, disputcd issucs were opcn to
scttlement by rcfercncc to legal rulcs. What shall be
the futurc ratio of naval strcengths as between Japan and
the United Statcs, or as betwcen Italy and France, ip a
political, that is, a practical, and naf just a legal,
that is a doctrinal, i1ssuc. Anothor examplec of a

qucstion to which law affords no gonuine answer is - Has

- ®




the time come when provision "X" of treaty "Y" had better

be revised? On these issues States may easily get

involved in bitter controversy, yet, to contend that legal
answers can in such cases be given to the point in dispute

is to obscure the precise nature of that point. The

parties in such instances are not in dispute "as to their

respective rights", They are very likely in complete

agreement on the legal position, so far as it goes. Their

conflict represents, at bottom, a clash not simply of

opinions but of policies, desires, aspirations. Whether

or no "all-in arbitration" will adequately meet such cases,

arbitration stricto sensu will certainly not.

It remains, all the same, a question whether
even "all-in arbitration®™ will really suit these cases.
On what principle could arbitrators, beforc 1914, have
secttled upon the return of Alsace-Lorraine to France? On
what principle could Germany have even been urged to refer
such a question to arbitrators? Surely not on the simple
ground that Francé was sorry for the loss of that territory?
It is perhaps not impossible that appropriate machinecry
should some day bc devised, and applicd, for "handling"
such a case, but the process will be of a legislative

rathor than of an arbitral or judicial naturee

Still, this would not warrant us in adopting the
conventional expodient of donying, by implication, that a
dispute on such a point as this is, strictly, a dispute at

all. M. Bourquin, in his report to the First Study

A )
Mecting at the 1934 scssion stated -

"We have thought it appropriate to divide them

(1s0e procedurcs) into two main classes: on the ono
hand, thosc which presuppose¢ the cxistence of a
"dispute" (mediation, conciliation, enquiry,
arbitration, judicial scttlement); on the other,
thosc which tend to modify tho positive law in force,



this bc only hypothotical'.
It is roassuring that in his commentary on the agenda for
the 1935 session M.Bourquin would in this respect sppoar

to havc shifted his position.

A word may now bc said of the "principle" of
rcspect for treatlcs. As a fundamental norm of
international law this principlc will surely not be
called in question by anyonc. Eveon in a debatc on
international othics it might be affirmed with a cortain
measurc of cmphasis. Constructive statcmonship, however,
must attend not only to how matters stand in the worlds
of law and ethics but also to how things arc liable to
happen in thc world of facte Scicntific students will
proporly take notc that men and governmonts, while often
they do what is right, also occasionally do what 1is
generally judged to bec wrong. Hence the problecm = or a
great part of it - of colleective socuritye. To declare
that our plans should conform to the principlc of rcspect
for trecaties is rather like saying that a wcll-concecived
national cbhstitution should start off with the propos-
ition that violent rcvolution is unlawful, unconstitution-
al, unrighteous, and wrong. The lawyer may bo contont
to inquire, What kind of conduct does the constitution
authorise? The statesman will somotimes have to ask
himsolf, How muoh strain will the constitution bear?
Dissatisfied clomonts will hardly be appcased by the
citing of legal toxts. Dosperate men will only Dbe
further exasperated by assurances that constitutionally

thoy have mo casc, Mubtatis mutandis 1t may be the same

in international affairs. It is possible that a too

rigid insistonco on the sanctity of treaties 1s one of
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realist knows that if treaties are not a{ﬁzgg respected

this sometimes is partly because they have stopped being
respectable,

To improve Security not merely must we seek

means to promote g greater respect for treaties, but we

must see to it that treaties are mot relied on beyond

the limit of what is reasonable, Better at any rate to

seek ways of averting the disregard of treaties than,

superfluously, to proclaim our assent to the proposition

that, legally and morally, treatics ought to be aeknow-
ledged as sacred.

The problem, however, with which "rovisionism"
confronts us has rather different aspects according as we
approach it in the interests of justice, or merely in

those of pcace and security. From this latter standpoint

"revisionist" situations become intercsting only when

actually, or at lcast potentially, dangerous. From an

objective point of view it 1is probably a mistakec to
suppose that every legitimate gricvanco must be rcdressecd

if stable peacc is to result. This assumcs too readily

that continuing injusticc is nccessarily fatal to peace.
Though scntimentalists are wont to makc some such assump-

tion it is probably as ill-foundcd as it would be in

rcfercnce to social situations at homo. For unredressed

grlevances to imperil social stability they must be not
morely decp,or cven legitimatec: more deponds on the

strategic position and numerical importance of the persons

aggricved. S0 too a small country may have indefinitely

to put up with conditions for which thorc is no moral

justification whatcvor.
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