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frustration and disillusionment, it must be informed, realistic,
open-eyed. It must see the difficulties it has to surmount.
Some of them will not be evident till the details of the settlement
are thought out, but some are clear enough already. We must
rid ourselves, to start with, of our insular aloofness. We must
break, if we can, the habit which geography and history have
made almost a part of our nature. An interest in foreign
affairs is not quite the same as an interest in foreigners. We
must make a real attempt to know and understand the peoples
of the Continent and to look at Europe through their eyes as
well as through our own. We must frankly recognise that a
new international order may accord with British ideas of liberty
and justice-there is nothing insular in those ideas-but may
not accord with some British interests as they have hitherto
been understood. It will not be, indeed, till we face up to it all
that we shall see how hard it is to do what is required of us.
And it will be harder still for the Dominions, so far removed
from Europe. But the fact remains that, as far as the peoples
of the British Commonwealth are concerned, the degree to which
a better and safer world can be built up will be exactly measured
by the degree to which they can break away from their old
traditions of isolation and share in a common loyalty to a
greater interntional society.
It is with the determination, then, as far as in us lies, to win,
the "after-war" to-morrow that we brace ourselves to win the
war to-day. We do not know how long it will last or how
much suffering it will inflict, but that we shall endure to the
end there can be no question. Never before has a war been
fought on so great an issue. It is for much more than our
peace, our safety, our prosperity, that we are fighting : it is
difficult to realise how much more. Mankind is at a crisis of
its destiny. It has long been recognised that the material
power given to men by modern science was in danger of
outstripping their moral power to use it aright. That danger
has materialised in Germany with terrible results. In the
last resort we are fighting to save the human civilisation which
we have been so long and slowly trying to build up, from
suffering the same inhuman fate.
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HE British Commonwealth is again at war, again with
Germany, and again in defence of freedom. To most
of us, and especially to those who are old enough to
remember the last war, this mere fact of repetition must
seem the most shocking feature of the whole catastrophe.
Only twenty years ago we emerged victorious from a test of
strength and endurance far greater than any previous war had
imposed on those who fought it. We had lost the flower of
our generation. We had dissipated a large part of the wealth
accumulated in long years of peace by the skill and labour of
our peoples. Our society had suffered injuries, moral as well
as economic, which it would take a long time to repair. But
for all that there was one deep source of consolation. Most of us
believed that the triumph of freedom was final, that the world
had indeed been made " safe for democracy," that the " war
to end war" had ended war. There were few of us, it is safe
to say, who did not think, when the bells rang out for the
armistice, that there could never be another big-scale war.
And, if that were so, our sacrifices had at any rate not been
useless. We had bought at a terrible price the chance of
making a better and more prosperous world. And then the
chance was frittered away. In less than a generation the
same ordeal has to be endured again ; and, though, of course,
the main fault lies with the enemies of freedom, its champions
must bear their share of blame. Future historians of this age
will marvel at the manner in which the victors of 1918, equipped
as they then were with irresistible power on land and sea and in
the air, allowed the course of international affairs so to develop
as to make it possible within so short a time for their defeated
and disarmed antagonist, not merely to challenge the peace
settlement they had imposed, but to force them into another
desperate fight for their existence. It may be left to those
historians to unravel the complex of idealism and selfishness,
of good intentions and bad judgment, of illusion and inertia,
which accounts for our and our allies' share of responsibility
for this catastrophe. This is not the time to define and
apportion the blame. All that matters now about our conduct
in the last twenty years is the first and simplest lesson to be
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learned from its result. We start this war knowing that it will
not be enough to win it. The fruits of victory must be secured.
That lesson does not need teaching twice.
There is another reason for not dwelling overmuch on the
recent past. To fix one's attention on Versailles and its sequel
is to run the risk of forming too short-range an opinion of the
cause of this second conflict and to overlook its similarity, its
virtual identity, with the cause of the first.
The cause of both the tragedies originates as far back as the
middle of last century. In 1850 it was at least conceivable
that democracy and nationality, the twin forces born of the age
of the American and French Revolutions, would succeed in
building up a new system of liberty and peace in Europe. But
it was essential that they should work in unison, and, when the
divided German people, potentially the strongest people on the
Continent, were inspired by the principle of nationality to
unite themselves in a single national state, they failed to
establish it on a democratic basis. If the German Liberals
had been less enthusiastic and more hard-headed, less
doctrinaire and more practical they might have held their own
against the forces of reaction. As it was, the Prussian spirit,
still living in the dead past of its hero, Frederick the Great,
still believing that the people existed for the state, not the
state for the people, and that the state existed primarily to
maintain and strengthen its military power at the expense of
neighbouring states-this Prussian spirit, incarnate in Bismarck,
determined the nature of the new Germany. Such matters,
Bismarck said, were not decided by parliamentary resolutions,
but by blood and iron, and he proceeded to weld Germany
together by making three wars in seven years, the wars with
Denmark, Austria and France. The outcome was a Reich in
which Prussia and the Prussian spirit, instead of, as the Liberals
had hoped, being absorbed by, had absorbed the more freeminded, less militarist Germans of the Rhineland and the
South. But Bismarck knew where to stop. If he had
continued to control the foreign policy of the new German
Empire, it is improbable that he would have provoked another
major war. He wanted time for the new imperial structure to
solidify and to digest the territories it had snatched from
Denmark and France. He was therefore content to keep
Germany safely at peace by fostering quarrels between her

rivals. But in the very triumph of his earlier policy lay the
seeds of its undoing. The imagination of the German people
had inevitably been coloured and inflamed by the events of
1870-71. They were " drunk with victory," it was said.
They had become so easily a Great Power. Was it much more
difficult to become the Greatest Power
By the end of the nineteenth century the Prussian masters of
the Reich had made up their minds that the twentieth century
should "belong" to Germany. Her old heritage of music,
poetry a?d philosophy, her new prestige in the world oflearning,
the leading place she had already won in industry and tradeall that was not enough, and soon the extravagant idea was
taking root that the only alternatives for the future of Germany
were, to quote the title of a notorious book, Weltmacht oder
Niedergang, World Empire or Downfall.
That meant, of course, an open challenge to the British Empire
and it was openly made. The purpose of the great navy
which Germany began to build in 1900 was to contest-it
was practically stated in so many words-the command of the
sea with Britain. " Our future," said the Kaiser, " lies on the
water." German officers frankly drank to "the day" when
Britain would suffer the fate of France. It became steadily
clearer, not indeed to the average British citizen in this country
or overseas, who refused to believe in the notion of an
" inevitable " war, but to close students of international affairs,
that Germany was bent on pressing her claims to an issue ;
and it is interesting to recall that the first article in the first
number of THE ROUND TABLE, published in November 1910,
was entitled " Anglo-German Rivalry." " The central fact,"
it began," in the international situation to-day is the antagonism
between England and Germany "-an antagonism, it went on
to explain, which was not so much a conflict of interests as a
conflict between two philosophies, between two systems of
ordering human affairs, between the pursuit of freedom and the
pursuit of power. There were two possible ways, it was being
said, by which the issue of this conflict into open war might
be avoided. The movement for universal peace might achieve
its ~nd in general disarmament, or the German people, already
resuve under the tyranny of the bureaucracy and the military
caste, would reject the dream of world-dominion and all the
sacrifices its fulfilment must entail. THE ROUND TABLE refused
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