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COLLECTIVE SECURITY
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I. Introductory

Up to the present time international relations have

been based upon a chaos of competing national sovereignties,

each State being a law unto itself, Attempts to achieve

national security by national armaments and alliances have

consistently failed, and in many parts of the world the

peoples have been almost continuously Oppressed by a sense

of insecurity. Competition in armaments can never bring

security; greater security for some powers by this method

involves greater insecurity for others. Recent general agree-

ments to refrain from aggression have also failed to give

security because countries fear, with good reason, that the

obligations may be ignored whenever a State considers that

they form obstacles to its own interests and ambitions,

The problem is, therefore, raised whether the obser-

vance of obligations to preserve peace and to refrain from

aggression can be ensured by collective action, with the use

in the last resort of armed force applied collectively where

moral forces and less drastic sanctions have failed, Support

15 rapidly growing for such a collective system, No one be-

lieves that the old methods will be any more successful in

preventing war than they have been in the past, New methods

must be tried if the rule of law is to be established in in-

ternational affairs,

ا

1This Memorandum is written from the general or interna-
tional point of view, Its.author has had the advantage
of reading many of the documents prepared for the Con-
ference by the various national authorities,



The essentials of a system of collective security are

(1) agreement to constitute a collective authority and to

abandon the use of individual sanctions; (2) the adoption of

a system of collective sanctions; (3) the definition of ag-

gression; (4) the establishment of means for peaceful settle-

ment of international differences in a world of change,

In relation to these questions disarmament is inci-

dental or consequential,

11. Possibilities of Establishing a Collective System
——.—————[——

The prevention of agrre;sion is a vital common in-

terest and obligation resting upon the peoples of the world,

It is essential if security is to be established, The ideal

method would be a universal acreement by all states to re-

frain from aggression and to unite in applying all necessary

measures to restrain an aggressor and to assist the victim

of ag ression; No potential aggressor would challenge the

rest of the world if it were certain that the various coun-

tries were determined to prevent ag:ression, and this cer-

tainly would ensure international security,

It must, however, be frankly recognised that such a

universal system is not practicable at the present time,

Various States are not yet prepared to undertake the neces-

sary obligations and to pledge themselves in the last resort

to use armed force against an aggressor, International solid-

arity is not sufficiently developed, and attempts to achieve

collective security must take account of the realities of the

present international situation, Because some States will not

participate in an international security system or will give

only vague undertakings, the degree of security which can be



organised is correspondingly diminished, Such States must,

ty weakening the force of a world-wide system, bear responsi-

bility for the continuation of insecurity and for increased

facilities for aggression,

reographical and historical reasons together with

differences in national ideals explain the impossibility, at

present, of establishing an all-embracing collective system,

Some States enjoy the advantage of relative geographical iso-

lation, which makes them less vulnerable, especially by an

air attack, than many other countries, They are outside the

immediate storm centres and seem unwilling to take part in

conflicts which, they argue, do not involve their direct

interests, They seem to be more concerned with preserving

their own neutrality than with securing world peace, and they

believe that they would run greater risks of being invélved

in war by joining a system for collective security than by

remaining in isolation, Yet their whole-hearted support of a

collective system would so "turn the srale" that the risks of

war would be small,

Certain States, thcugh directly interested in, for’

example the affairs of Furope, have also interests in other

parts of the world unwilling to give binding guarantees,

Again some States prefer to remain free to decide what -they

will do as circumstances arise, but, although they proclaim

that they will then "do the right thing", their policy in-

evitably increases uncertainty and therefore insecurity, Cer-

tain States are mature and satisfied with the status quo ‘and

regard a collective system against aggression as the best

means of maintaining their position, as they consider them-

selves likely to be the victims of aggression, Such States



favour binding obligations to resist aggression, On the other

hand a State which is dissatisfied and desires expansion may

be attracted by the idea of freedom to use force if necessary

in the furtherance of its ambitions, Such a State, which re-

fuses to join a collective system, cannot complain if it finds

itself faced with a powerful combination of States taking pre-

cautionary measures to safeguard themselves and determined to

resist aggression, Finally a State may believe that it is not

likely to be hampered in pursuing a policy of aggression and

expansion because its field of action does not involve the

vital interests of the great powers, and that it is, there-

fore, unlikely to encounter thé opposition of a predominant

combination.

In these circumstances how is the greatest possible

measure of collective security to be organised? The issue

primarily concerns only ‘about seven or eightgreat powers;

small powers can be expected to resist the aggression of a

great power only if supported by other great powers, The best

line of progress seems to be the establishment of regional

pacts of non-aggression and mutual assistance with the leader-

ship of the great powers in t‘ose areas in which the risk of

conflict is most serious, Such regional associations are quite

natural, being based upon a recognition of geographical fac-

tors, They should be open to all States in the region, and not

be ex: lusive alliances directed against a particular State, It

must be recognised, however, that if one State is regarded by

its neighbours as likelv to be an agzressor there way be little

in practice to distinguish a regional pact from a defensive al-

liance. Nevertheless, in such circumstances the potential ag-

recsor State has little cause for complaint if it has full



opportunities ef adhering to the pact, The course of events

is largely determined by its own policy,

Regional facts should be fitted into the framework

of a large system covering most if not all States, particular-

ly the League of Nations and the signatories of the Kellogg

Pact, Thereas the regional undertakings will provide for

definite action to restrain aggression, other States not

bound by these regional obligations may join in a common sys-

tem of consultation and co-operation with a view to the peace-

ful settlement of disputes, and may agree that, in the event

of sanctions teing applied against an aggressor in the opera-

tion of a regional pact, they will at least preserve a bene-

volent neutralityt), There is also the possibility that such

States, although unwilling to commit themselves to any more

definite undertakings beforehand, might often join in more

positive measures against an aggressor. Along these lines the

maximum international co-operation possible at the present

time would be secured and a potential aggressor wouid incur

grave risk of defeat in challenging so comprehensive an asso-

ciation; this would exercise a powerfully restraining effect

upon ag«ressors,

The question arises whether a regional collective

cuarantee should be conditional upon all the guarantors, with

the exception of the aggressor, honouring their obligations,

DEtt——]—Ú—»;—;]É,———;——]———
—* Along the lines of the United States declaration made by

kr, Norman Davis at Feneva in 1933, such States might un-
dertake to confer with other Powers with a view to the
maintenance of peace, and to refrain from taking any action
which would iinpede a collective international movement to
restrain an aggressor, provided they were in agreement
about the identity of the aggressor. This would involve
abandonning neutral rights of trade with the offender
while maintaining trade relations with the co-operating
powers,



or whether each State should be individually responsible,

The latter system seems to be preferable. In any consultation

about joint action unanimity is desirable, but failing this a

majority decision is not likely to secure the whole-hearted

acceptance by winority States of a decision with which they

do not agree, Cften, in practice, especially where aggression

is sudden, one or more States will be compelled to act immedi-

ately in self-defence, relying, however, upon the early support

of wost if not all States in the Collective system, The cer-

tainty of united action will depend upon the extent to which

public opinion in the various countries is educatet to the

point of insistence upon the honouring of obligations, Secur-

ity depends upon the degree of certainty that the aggressor

will encounter much superior forces organised against him,

III, Sanctions

 

The chief sanctions are economic and financial, and

the use of armed force, Economic and financial sanctions are

very unequal in their effects upon different States, They

would be unlikely to exert considerable restraint upon a

powerful industrial State, well supplied with natural re-

sources, which believed that it could quickly gain its ob-

jective by sudden aggression and present the world with a

fait accompli, In a long drawn conflict which resolves it-

self into a vertual siege, however, an economic blockage be-

comes very effective. It should be recognised, too, that econ-

omic and financial sanctions alone can be of little effect;

they are no substitute for armed force, and must be backed up

by the prospect that, if they prove ineffective, more drastic

action will be taken,



The use of armed force, which in the last resort is

essential in a system of collective security, may be based

upon a truly international pelice force, upon national con-

tingents formed into a standing international force, or upon

national contingents acting together only when resistence to

aszression is undertaken, The first two methods must be re-

Jected as impracticable at the present time. An internation-

al police force, is, no doubt, an ultimate ideal, but the

establishment of a force lgrge enough to be effective, its

recruiting, location, financing and control raise problems

which the various States are not yet willing to attempt to

solve, Somewhat similar difficulties would prevent the con-

stitution of a standing international force consisting of

national contingents, Zven proposals for a standing interna-

tional air force composed of national contingents are not

likely, in the near future, to receive the support of a suf-

ficient number of responsible national authorities, Collec-

tive security must depend upon co-operation between national

forces when circumstances demand common action,

Such collective force is at some disadvantage in

relation to an aggressor State, which has unified control

and can rapidly launch the initial attack, As most aggressors

telieve that they can snatch a quick victory, the rapid or-

ganisation of strong opposition is essential. The risks of

rapid aggression suggest thé need for special arrangements

to bring the air forces of the collective system into im-

mediate operation, and this involves foregoing, in certain

circumstances, a leisurely procedure for consultation and

enquiry before deciding upon action,



IV. Definition of Aggressor
 

Circumstances vary so greatly that an entirely satis-

factory definitionfor determining an aggressor can scarcely

be devised, Nevertheless agreement upon a definition which

will cover most situations is desirable, especially to facili-

tate rapid action by the collective system, Mr, Litvinoff's

formula is reasonably comprehensive; he proposes that a State

should be regarded as an aggressor if it commits any one of the

following acts : (1) declares war on another State; (2) in-

vades another State, with or without declaration of war; (3)

attacks another State by land, naval or air forces with or

without declaration of war; (4) navally blockades the coasts

or ports of another State; (5) provides support to armed

bands which invade the territory of another State despite the

appeal of that State that such support be withdrawn, Refusal

tc abandon such aggression and to submit the dispute to the

prososses of conciliation would justify the aplication of

collective sanctions against the aggressor,

Difficulties arise in distinguishing between an un-

provoked and a provoked attack. "hereas a State may be will-

ing to participate in collective action to protect the victim

of aggression against an unprovoked attack it may refuse to

intervene if it believes that there has been serious provo-

cation, Tn practice there are widely varying degrees of pro-

vocation and it may not be easy to appreciate the relative

responsibilities for an eubrenk of hostilities, This re-

duces the certainty with which the collective system oper-

ates, and therefore involves insecurity.

Threat of aggression must also be dealt with in a

system of collective security, but the appropriate method

is that of consultation and conciliation,



 

V. Peaceful Adjustment of International Differences

 

The establishment of an effective system for the

peaceful adjustment of international differences is as im-

portant an element of a system of collective security as the

organisation of force to restrain aggression, Changes in the

status quo are inevitable, and they include territorial

changes, Interpretation of treaties, revision of treaties,

and appropriate arrangements to deal with new situations not

covered by treaties are all involved, Rigidly to maintain

existing relations is just as likely to cause friction in

international affairs as enforcement of existing national

legislation is to cause intense agitation in periods when

new legislation is needed to remedy injustice. Yet at present

much of the support for establishing a collective system to

afford protection a-ainst aggression comes from States which

desire in their own interests to maintain the status quo, and

which have shown little readiness to participate effectively

in methods for adaptation and change, This attitude is illogi-

cal and, if persisted in, must inevitably lead to the collapse

of any collective system which may be established. Action by

a State which has failed to secure acceptance of its reason»

aole claims put forward in a spirit of compromise in relation

to claims of other States can scarcely be regarded as ag-

gression,

Some powerful States may prefer to rely upon their

own strength for the protection of vital interests instead of

accepting the findings of an international authority. This

is especially likely where international conceptions of

Justice may be in conflict with vested interests which a

State considers vital, But even great armaments offer no



certain insurance for the security of these interests. Also

for wost States the most vital interest is the preservation

of peace, and this dewands willingness to adjust differences

by a process of concession and compromise,

States way also differ about the possibility of

setting up an international tribunal sufficiently disinter-

ested and impartial to give an unbiassed decision; they may

also find difficulty in agreeing upon the authority which

should appoint the tribunal, Nevertheless, these difficulties

must be overcome if an effective system of collective securi-

ty is to be established, Tt is beyond the scope of this iiemo-

randum to consider in detail the means by which these diffi-

culties can be overcome, but it is appropriate to mention that

the plebiscite, used so effectively in determining the future

of the Saar Territory, is a method which, in favouratle cir-

cums tances, may lead to the solution of even difficult terri-

torial questions, In some situations this method is obviously

prcierable to the submission of the issue to an international

tribunal,
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A HISTORICAL NOTE ON COLLECTIVE SECURITY
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The Covenant of the League of Nations, as is well

known, represents, in its principal features, a compromise or

harmonization between an official American draft and an of-

ficial British draft, Article X, containing the so-called

guarantee of territorial integrity and independence, was taken

from the American draft, Its origin can in fact be traced

back, almost verbally, to the draft Pan-American Pact on which,

as we know from the papers of Colonel House, negotiations were

conducted with the leading Latin-American states in the autumn

of 1914, When President Wilson and Colonel House, in the sum-

mer of 1918, began to devote their attention to a scheme for

the League of Nations they reverted to the idea of a general

mutual guarantee of territorial independence and integrity,

This, in President Wilson's idea, would be an extension of

the monroe Doctrine - or rather, of his particular conception

of the Monroe Doctrine as a close equal partnership between

the Republics of the American Continent : it would be nei ther

an glliance nor an entanglement, but a 'disentangling alliance,

disentangling because of its universality, Being all-inclusive,

it would be directed against no particular country,

But this guarantee of territorial integrity involved

the difficulty that it perpetuated the status quo 3 it crystal-

lized existing frontiers in a changing world : it ignored the

powerful forces which make for movement and change in history,

President 7ilson attempted to meet this difficulty by

providing for the revision of frontiers according to the prin-

ciple of self-determination, In the original 1918 draft of



what later became Article X there is a concluding clause pro-

viding that such changes shall be made by a three fourths

majority, This clause, which was very cumbrous in its draft-

ing, did not survive the scrutiny of the League of Nations

Committee in Paris, It was detached from the main article and

ultimately found its place in the Covenant, in a much attenu-

ated form, as a separate Article, No, XIX,

Thus the guarantee of territorial integrity was left

standing by itself, In this form it remained, in President

Tilson's eyes, the "heart of the Covenant' and it was on this

that he refused to compromise in order to secure the accept-

ance of the Covenant and of the whole Treaty of Versailles by

the United States Senate. a

The question suggests itself - how did the British

draft propose to deal with this problem? If, for the reasons

Just given, it did not include a territorial guarantee how

did it propose to stabilize the peace settlement? Was it ine

tended simply to leave the settlement without any guarantee

against violent chance other than the provisions of enquiry

and delay embodied in Article XV of the Covenant - provisions

which were taken óver into the official British draft from
the report of the Phillimore Committee drawn up in March 19159

Hitherto it has not been possible to answer this

question, because the document on which the British official

draft was based has not been available for students of the

Covenant, But official consent has now been granted for its

publication and it may therefore be of interest to reproduce

that part of it which bears upon the problem of the guarantee

of security.

The document in question was a memorandum prepared

for the consideration of the British Government immediately



after the Armistice, It was selected as the basis for the

official British scheme which, in fact, was simply a précis

or abridgement of the arrangements set forth in it, It con-

tains the original plan for the bodies which subsequently

became known as the Council, the Assembly, the Secretariat

and the Technical Organisations of the League. But it is with

the treatment of the guarantee problem in this document that

we are concerned,

The passage on this subject runs as follows :

"The establishment of what has come to be described

1, Actual treaties and agreements ofa collective

character concluded by the civilized States of the world as

a result of the Conference arising out of the war,

2. Arrangements for regular Conference between these

States in order to maintain, and as oppcrtunity offers to

extend, the understanding thus arrived at."

The document then proceeds to consider these "treaties

and agreements of a collc:tive character’, The first point

deait with is their period of validity. 'Since the League of

Nations' it says 'involves associated action by the various

States without any derogation of their sovereignty it is im-

portant to emphasize the principle that the ultimate political

responsibility for the treaties and for the policy underlying

them rests with the Parliaments and peoples of the contracting

Powers, Long-term and a fortiori . permanent engagements would

 

Le in contradiction of this and would tend to make the electors

neglectful of their obligations. Had the Belgian Treaty been

renewable at regular intervals the position in July 1914 would



have been clearer, Tt is suggested that the whole series of

 treaties should be for a period of ten years only, This would

provide useful opportunities at regularly recurring intervals

for the amendment and extension of obligations or, should pub-

lic opinion in any country set in that direction, for their

denunciation,

"Probably, however, the actual guarantee of peace (the

italics are in the original text) on which the League is found-

ed should be a permanent engagement and, in this case, that

simple guarantee, embodying the provisions agreed upon for the

pacific settlement of disputes and for regular conference, *to-

gether with a statement of principle, should be embodied in a

separate treaty’,

In a subsequent paragraph there is a criticism of

President.7ilson's 14th Point which spoke of 'specific Covenants

for the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political

independence and territorial integrity to great and small

states alike', "The question arises!', the document says,

'whether a specific guarantee to that effect should be embodied

in the settlement, Recognition of the political independence

of the contracting Powers is implicit in a treaty compact, and

their territorial integrity is equally implied by the fact

that the numerous geographical provisions embodied in the

treaties will be endorsed by all the signatories, It may be

doubted whether it would be wise to go further and to select

the political independence and, in particular, the territorial

integrity of the signatory States as matters requiring a speci-

fic guaranteeing clause, Such a guarantee would seem to imply

that the frontiers of the signatory States, as they stood at

tie signing of peace, were regarded as being unalterable in



all circumstances ,..., On the other hand, as already stated,

it is essential that the provisions of the treaty should be

clear and explicit, and it is dangerous to burke what will be

a burning question, i,e, whether territorial integrity is or

 

is not implicit in the treaty compacts and whether the League

is pledged to intervene against forcible transfers of terri-

tory and alterations of boundaries. It ssems preferable,

therefore, to exclude such a guarantee from the permanent

treaty suggested under Section I above' (the passage already

quoted) 'but to include it, even though its inclusion may be

otiose, in the individual treaties concluded for the brief

period suggested above, !

The only other passage in the âocument which is of

relevance in this connexion occurs in a later paragraph,

which runs as follows ;

'As regards the settlement of disputes we should take

our stand on the scheme laid down in the Priliimore report and

Should support the embodiment of provisions to this effect in

the General Treaty referred to in Section I above*,

Putting these two passages together, we cbtain a

clear idea of the nature of the British guarantee scheme

which was superseded at Paris by President Wilson's project,

It was a guarantee of peace pure and simple 3 in

other words a mutual guarantee tetween the members of the

League 'great and small aiike' under which they would be

bound, jointly and severally, to take action against any

State which broke the peace for any reason whatsoever, It was

thus a much wider guarantee than that actually embodied in

the Covenant - for the Coverant, under Article XV, allows a

loop-hole for war,



uch ingenuity has been spent by commentators on

the Covenant in attempting to reconcile the limited guaran-

tee of Article X with the possibilities arising out of the

loop-hole for war in Article XV. This is in fact one of the

most crying discrepancies in the structure of the Covenant,

The origin of this discrepancy is now clear, It is

due to the fact that the original British scheme, whilst pro-

viding for the settlement of disputes along the lines of the

 

Thillimore Report, never contemplated that the door would be

left open for war, It only contemplated the door being left

 

oren for a suspension of the procedure for pacific settlement,

The prohibition of war was provided for in another part of the

scheme, which disappeared owins to President Wilson's predi-

lection for a specific territorial guarantee.

Thus the criginal Sritish plan, when its true out-

lines are revealed, closely resembles the Kellogg Pact, It

embodies the same two principles :

1, No resort to war,

2, No settlement other than by peaceful means, but

with no further obligation in recard to these means,

3ut it differs from the Yellog Pact in that it is positive,

rather than negative, in its approach. It is a general joint

and several guarantee for the maîntenance of peace and the

restraint of States resorting to violence, whilst the Fellogg

Pact is werely a collective treaty embodying a number of in-

dividual renuncigtions of war,

  

The British scheme does not discuss the problem of the

sanction behind this guarantee, There can however be little

doubt that, had the scheme been proceeded with, the sanction

clause of the Phillimore report, - later-embodied in Art, XVI

of the Covenant, would have been made use of for this purpose,






