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IN this small book I want to set down as compactly, clearly
  and usefully as possible the gist of what I have learnt about war and peace
  in the course of my life. I am not going to write peace propaganda here. I am
  going to strip down certain general ideas and realities of primary importance
  to their framework, and so prepare a nucleus of useful knowledge for those
  who have to go on with this business of making a world peace. I am not going
  to persuade people to say "Yes, yes" for a world peace; already we have had
  far too much abolition of war by making declarations and signing resolutions;
  everybody wants peace or pretends to want peace, and there is no need to add
  even a sentence more to the vast volume of such ineffective stuff. I am
  simply attempting to state the things we must do and the price we must pay
  for world peace if we really intend to achieve it.

Until the Great War, the First World War, I did not bother very much about
  war and peace. Since then I have almost specialised upon this problem. It is
  not very easy to recall former states of mind out of which, day by day and
  year by year, one has grown, but I think that in the decades before 1914 not
  only I but most of my generation--in the British Empire, America, France and
  indeed throughout most of the civilised world--thought that war was dying
  out.

So it seemed to us. It was an agreeable and therefore a readily acceptable
  idea. We imagined the Franco-German War of 1870-71 and the Russo-Turkish War
  of 1877-78 were the final conflicts between Great Powers, that now there was
  a Balance of Power sufficiently stable to make further major warfare
  impracticable. A Triple Alliance faced a Dual Alliance and neither had much
  reason for attacking the other. We believed war was shrinking to mere
  expeditionary affairs on the outskirts of our civilisation, a sort of
  frontier police business. Habits of tolerant intercourse, it seemed, were
  being strengthened every year that the peace of the Powers remained
  unbroken.

There was in deed a mild armament race going on; mild by our present
  standards of equipment; the armament industry was a growing and enterprising
  on; but we did not see the full implication of that; we preferred to believe
  that the increasing general good sense would be strong enough to prevent
  these multiplying guns from actually going off and hitting anything. And we
  smiled indulgently at uniforms and parades and army manoeuvres. They were the
  time-honoured toys and regalia of kings and emperors. They were part of the
  display side of life and would never get to actual destruction and killing. I
  do not think that exaggerates the easy complacency of, let us say, 1895,
  forty-five years ago. It was a complacency that lasted with most of us up to
  1914. In 1914 hardly anyone in Europe or America below the age of fifty had
  seen anything of war in his own country.

The world before 1900 seemed to be drifting steadily towards a tacit but
  practical unification. One could travel without a passport over the larger
  part of Europe; the Postal Union delivered one's letters uncensored and
  safely from Chile to China; money, based essentially on gold, fluctuated only
  very slightly; and the sprawling British Empire still maintained a tradition
  of free trade, equal treatment and open-handedness to all comers round and
  about the planet. In the United States you could go for days and never see a
  military uniform. Compared with to-day that was, upon the surface at any
  rate, an age of easy-going safety and good humour. Particularly for the North
  Americans and the Europeans.

But apart from that steady, ominous growth of the armament industry there
  were other and deeper forces at work that were preparing trouble. The Foreign
  Offices of the various sovereign states had not forgotten the competitive
  traditions of the eighteenth century. The admirals and generals were
  contemplating with something between hostility and fascination, the hunger
  weapons the steel industry was gently pressing into their hands. Germany did
  not share the self-complacency of the English-speaking world; she wanted a
  place in the sun; there was increasing friction about the partition of the
  raw material regions of Africa; the British suffered from chronic Russophobia
  with regard to their vast apportions in the East, and set themselves to nurse
  Japan into a modernised imperialist power; and also they "remembered Majuba";
  the United States were irritated by the disorder of Cuba and felt that the
  weak, extended Spanish possessions would be all the better for a change of
  management. So the game of Power Politics went on, but it went on upon the
  margins of the prevailing peace. There were several wars and changes of
  boundaries, but they involved no fundamental disturbance of the general
  civilised life; they did not seem to threaten its broadening tolerations and
  understandings in any fundamental fashion. Economic stresses and social
  trouble stirred and muttered beneath the orderly surfaces of political life,
  but threatened no convulsion. The idea of altogether eliminating war, of
  clearing what was left of it away, was in the air, but it was free from any
  sense of urgency. The Hague Tribunal was established and there was a steady
  dissemination of the conceptions of arbitration and international law. It
  really seemed to many that the peoples of the earth were settling down in
  their various territories to a litigious rather than a belligerent order. If
  there was much social injustice it was being mitigated more and more by a
  quickening sense of social decency. Acquisitiveness conducted itself with
  decorum and public-spiritedness was in fashion. Some of it was quite honest
  public-spiritedness.

In those days, and they are hardly more than half a lifetime behind us, no
  one thought of any sort of world administration. That patchwork of great
  Powers and small Powers seemed the most reasonable and practicable method of
  running the business of mankind. Communications were far too difficult for
  any sort of centralised world controls. Around the World in Eighty Days, when
  it was published seventy years ago, seemed an extravagant fantasy. It was a
  world without telephone or radio, with nothing swifter than a railway train
  or more destructive than the earlier types of H.E. shell. They were marvels.
  It was far more convenient to administer that world of the Balance of Power
  in separate national areas and, since there were such limited facilities for
  peoples to get at one another and do each other mischiefs, there seemed no
  harm in ardent patriotism and the complete independence of separate sovereign
  states.

Economic life was largely directed by irresponsible private businesses and
  private finance which, because of their private ownership, were able to
  spread out their unifying transactions in a network that paid little
  attention to frontiers and national, racial or religious sentimentality.
  "Business" was much more of a world commonwealth than the political
  organisations. There were many people, especially in America, who imagined
  that "Business" might ultimately unify the world and governments sink into
  subordination to its network.

Nowadays we can be wise after the event and we can see that below this
  fair surface of things, disruptive forces were steadily gathering strength.
  But these disruptive forces played a comparatively small role in the world
  spectacle of half a century ago, when the ideas of that older generation
  which still dominates our political life and the political education of its
  successors, were formed. It is from the conflict of those Balance of Power
  and private enterprise ideas, half a century old, that one of the main
  stresses of our time arises. These ideas worked fairly well in their period
  and it is still with extreme reluctance that our rulers, teachers,
  politicians, face the necessity for a profound mental adaptation of their
  views, methods and interpretations to these disruptive forces that once
  seemed so negligible and which are now shattering their old order
  completely.

It was because of this belief in a growing good-will among nations,
  because of the general satisfaction with things as they were, that the German
  declarations of war in 1914 aroused such a storm of indignation throughout
  the entire comfortable world. It was felt that the German Kaiser had broken
  the tranquillity of the world club, wantonly and needlessly. The war was
  fought "against the Hohenzollerns." They were to be expelled from the club,
  certain punitive fines were to be paid and all would be well. That was the
  British idea of 1914. This out-of-date war business was then to be cleared up
  once for all by a mutual guarantee by all the more respectable members of the
  club through a League of Nations. There was no apprehension of any deeper
  operating causes in that great convulsion on the part of the worthy elder
  statesmen who made the peace. And so Versailles and its codicils.

For twenty years the disruptive forces have gone on growing beneath the
  surface of that genteel and shallow settlement, and twenty years there has
  been no resolute attack upon the riddles with which their growth confronts
  us. For all that period of the League of Nations has been the opiate of
  liberal thought in the world.

To-day there is war to get rid of Adolf Hitler, who has now taken the part
  of the Hohenzollerns in the drama. He too has outraged the Club Rules and he
  too is to be expelled. The war, the Chamberlain-Hitler War, is being waged so
  far by the British Empire in quite the old spirit. It has learnt nothing and
  forgotten nothing. There is the same resolute disregard of any more
  fundamental problem.

Still the minds of our comfortable and influential ruling-class people
  refuse to accept the plain intimation that their time is over, that the
  Balance of Power and uncontrolled business methods cannot continue, and that
  Hitler, like the Hohenzollerns, is a mere offensive pustule on the face of a
  deeply ailing world. To get rid of him and his Nazis will be no more a cure
  for the world's ills than scraping will heal measles. The disease will
  manifest itself in some new eruption. It is the system of nationalist
  individualism and unco-ordinated enterprise that is the world's disease, and
  it is the whole system that has to go. It has to be reconditioned down to its
  foundations or replaced. It cannot hope to "muddle through" amiably,
  wastefully and dangerously, a second time.

World peace means all that much revolution. More and more of us begin to
  realise that it cannot mean less.

The first thing, therefore that has to be done in thinking out the primary
  problems of world peace is to realise this, that we are living in the end of
  a definite period of history, the period of the sovereign states. As we used
  to say in the eighties with ever-increasing truth: "We are in an age of
  transition". Now we get some measure of the acuteness of the transition. It
  is a phase of human life which may lead, as I am trying to show, either to a
  new way of living for our species or else to a longer or briefer degringolade
  of violence, misery, destruction, death and the extinction of mankind. These
  are not rhetorical phrases I am using here; I mean exactly what I say, the
  disastrous extinction of mankind.

That is the issue before us. It is no small affair of parlour politics we
  have to consider. As I write, in the moment, thousands of people are being
  killed, wounded, hunted, tormented, ill-treated, delivered up to the most
  intolerable and hopeless anxiety and destroyed morally and mentally, and
  there is nothing in sight at present to arrest this spreading process and
  prevent its reaching you and yours. It is coming for you and yours now at a
  great pace. Plainly in so far as we are rational foreseeing creatures there
  is nothing for any of us now but to make this world peace problem the ruling
  interest and direction of our lives. If we run away from it it will pursue
  and get us. We have to face it. We have to solve it or be destroyed by it. It
  is as urgent and comprehensive as that.
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BEFORE we examine what I have called so far the "disruptive
  forces" in the current social order, let me underline one primary necessity
  for the most outspoken free discussion of the battling organisations and the
  crumbling institutions amidst which we lead our present uncomfortable and
  precarious lives. There must be no protection for leaders and organisations
  from the most searching criticism, on the plea that out country is or may be
  at war. Or on any pretence. We must talk openly, widely and plainly. The war
  is incidental; the need for revolutionary reconstruction is fundamental. None
  of us are clear as yet upon some of the most vital questions before us, we
  are not lucid enough in our own minds to be ambiguous, and a mumbling
  tactfulness and indirect half-statements made with an eye upon some censor,
  will confuse our thoughts and the thoughts of those with whom we desire
  understanding, to the complete sterilisation and defeat of every
  reconstructive effort.

We want to talk and tell exactly what our ideas and feelings are, not only
  to our fellow citizens, but to our allies, to neutrals and, above all, to the
  people who are marshalled in arms against us. We want to get the same
  sincerity from them. Because until we have worked out a common basis of ideas
  with them, peace will be only an uncertain equilibrium while fresh
  antagonisms develop.

Concurrently with this war we need a great debate. We want every possible
  person in the world to take part in that debate. It is something much more
  important than the actual warfare. It is intolerable to think of this storm
  of universal distress leading up to nothing but some "conference" of
  diplomatists out of touch with the world, with secret sessions, ambiguous
  "understandings." ...Not twice surely can that occur. And yet what is going
  to prevent its recurring?

It is quite easy to define the reasonable limits of censorship in a
  belligerent country. It is manifest that the publication of any information
  likely to be of the slightest use to an enemy must be drastically anticipated
  and suppressed; not only direct information, for example, but intimations and
  careless betrayals about the position and movements of ships, troops, camps,
  depots of munitions, food supplies, and false reports of defeats and
  victories and coming shortages, anything that may lead to blind panic and
  hysteria, and so forth and so on. But the matter takes on a different aspect
  altogether when it comes to statements and suggestions that may affect public
  opinion in one's own country or abroad, and which may help us towards
  wholesome and corrective political action.

One of the more unpleasant aspects of a state of war under modern
  conditions is the appearance of a swarm of individuals, too clever by half,
  in positions of authority. Excited, conceited, prepared to lie, distort and
  generally humbug people into states of acquiescence, resistance, indignation,
  vindictiveness, doubt and mental confusion, states of mind supposed to be
  conductive to a final military victory. These people love to twist and censor
  facts. It gives them a feeling of power; if they cannot create they can at
  least prevent and conceal. Particularly they poke themselves in between us
  and the people with whom we are at war to distort any possible
  reconciliation. They sit, filled with the wine of their transitory powers,
  aloof from the fatigues and dangers of conflict, pulling imaginary strings in
  people's minds.

In Germany popular thought is supposed to be under the control of Herr Dr
  Goebbels; in Great Britain we writers have been invited to place ourselves at
  the disposal of some Ministry of Information, that is to say at the disposal
  of hitherto obscure and unrepresentative individuals, and write under its
  advice. Officials from the British Council and the Conservative Party
  Headquarters appear in key positions in this Ministry of Information. That
  curious and little advertised organisation I have just mentioned, the
  creation I am told of Lord Lloyd, that British Council, sends emissaries
  abroad, writers, well-dressed women and other cultural personages, to
  lecture, charm and win over foreign appreciation for British characteristics,
  for British scenery, British political virtues and so forth. Somehow this is
  supposed to help something or other. Quietly, unobtrusively, this has gone
  on. Maybe these sample British give unauthorised assurances but probably they
  do little positive harm. But they ought not to be employed at all. Any
  government propaganda is contrary to the essential spirit of democracy. The
  expression of opinion and collective thought should be outside the range of
  government activities altogether. It should be the work of free individuals
  whose prominence is dependent upon the response and support of the general
  mind.

But here I have to make amends to Lord Lloyd. I was led to believe that
  the British Council was responsible for Mr. Teeling, the author of Crisis for
  Christianity, and I said as much in The Fate of Homo Sapiens. I now unsay it.
  Mr. Teeling, I gather, was sent out upon his journeys by a Catholic
  newspaper. The British Council was entirely innocent of him.

It is not only that the Ministries of Information and Propaganda do their
  level best to divert the limited gifts and energies of such writers,
  lecturers and talkers as we possess, to the production of disingenuous muck
  that will muddle the public mind and mislead the enquiring foreigner, but
  that they show a marked disposition to stifle any free and independent
  utterances that my seem to traverse their own profound and secret plans for
  the salvation of mankind.

Everywhere now it is difficult to get adequate, far-reaching publicity for
  outspoken discussion of the way the world is going, and the political,
  economic and social forces that carry us along. This is not so much due to
  deliberate suppression as to the general disorder into which human affairs
  are dissolving. There is indeed in the Atlantic world hardly a sign as yet of
  that direct espionage upon opinion that obliterates the mental life of the
  intelligent Italian or German or Russian to-day almost completely; one may
  still think what one likes, say what one likes and write what one likes, but
  nevertheless there is already an increasing difficulty in getting bold,
  unorthodox views heard and read. Newspapers are afraid upon all sorts of
  minor counts, publishers, with such valiant exceptions as the publishers of
  this matter, are morbidly discreet; they get Notice D to avoid this or that
  particular topic; there are obscure boycotts and trade difficulties hindering
  the wide diffusion of general ideas in countless ways. I do not mean there is
  any sort of organised conspiracy to suppress discussion, but I do say that
  the Press, the publishing and bookselling organisations in our free
  countries, provide a very ill-organised and inadequate machinery for the
  ventilation and distribution of thought.

Publishers publish for nothing but safe profits; it would astound a
  bookseller to tell him he was part of the world's educational organisation or
  a publisher's traveller, that he existed for any other purpose than to book
  maximum orders for best sellers and earn a record commission--letting the
  other stuff, the highbrow stuff and all that, go hang. They do not understand
  that they ought to put public service before gain. They have no inducement to
  do so and no pride in their function. Theirs is the morale of a profiteering
  world. Newspapers like to insert brave-looking articles of conventional
  liberalism, speaking highly of peace and displaying a noble vagueness about
  its attainment; now we are at war they will publish the fiercest attacks upon
  the enemy--because such attacks are supposed to keep up the fighting spirit
  of the country; but any ideas that are really loudly and clearly
  revolutionary they dare not circulate at all. Under these baffling conditions
  there is no thorough discussion of the world outlook whatever, anywhere. The
  democracies are only a shade better than the dictatorships in this respect.
  It is ridiculous to represent them as realms of light at issue with
  darkness.

This great debate upon the reconstruction of the world is a thing more
  important and urgent than the war, and there exist no adequate media for the
  utterance and criticism and correction of any broad general convictions.
  There is a certain fruitless and unproductive spluttering of constructive
  ideas, but there is little sense of sustained enquiry, few real interchanges,
  inadequate progress, nothing is settled, nothing is dismissed as unsound and
  nothing is won permanently. No one seems to hear what anyone else is saying.
  That is because there is no sense of an audience for these ideologists. There
  is no effective audience saying rudely and obstinately: "What A. has said,
  seems important. Will B. and C, instead of bombinating in the void, tell us
  exactly where and why they differ from A.? And now we have got to the common
  truth of A., B., C, and D. Here is F. saying something. Will he be so good as
  to correlate what he has to say with A., B., C, and D.?"

But there is no such background of an intelligently observant and critical
  world audience in evidence. There are a few people here and there reading and
  thinking in disconnected fragments. This is all the thinking our world is
  doing in the face of planetary disaster. The universities, bless them! are in
  uniform or silent.
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