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The UNITED STATES
and the UNITED NATIONS

The Western World was once unified under Rome. Since the disintegration 
of the Roman Empire, man has made continued but spasmodic efforts to create 
a European organization to insure peace.

Both under Charlemagne and Charles V, the Holy Roman Empire secured 
some of the advantages of a single sovereignty in Europe. Unification depended 
at this time on the outstanding abilities of the rulers.

In a sense, this was also true of the subsequent unification of Europe under 
Napoleon. But between the death of Charles V and the rise of Napoleon, na
tionalism and sovereignty grew in importance. These forces were to make 
Napoleon s task more difficult. They foreshadowed the conflicts that arose in 
the League of Nations and The United Nations.

As the European states became stronger and more clearly defined, policies 
of exclusion were firmly entrenched. The inevitable conflict of these national 
interests made peaceful unification of Europe extremely difficult.

Outside Europe, Britain was growing in power. As a result of her influence 
in the New World, Spain clashed with Britain.

In France, still other divisive forces were at work. The conflict between 
an entrenched aristocracy and the underprivileged has not yet been resolved 
in our society. Today this conflict, too, on an international scale, creates an 
undercurrent of tension in the United Nations.

Because of these various divisive factors, Napoleons efforts to unify Europe 
were dependent on his ability to conquer the continent. Successful conquest 
would have presented the necessity and the opportunity to cope with interstate 
rivalries. Napoleon’s failure postponed the problem.

Inevitably, the First World War grew out of the accumulated tensions. And 
during the war the advantages of world unification became clearer.

The subsequent plans for the League of Nations were largely made in 
the United States. To some extent they were based on American experience with 
Federalism. But the federal union to be formed was not so cohesive a group as 
the American states. The men who planned the League, “the Inquiry,” were 
well aware of this. They knew, too, of the divisive forces which must be recon
ciled before sovereign states would agree to any curtailment of their sovereignty.
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tics. It is true that Kennan’s aim is peace, 
but the nature of peace is determined by “na
tional interest” and that means a return to the 
balance of power, not as a temporary expedi
ent, but as the essential nature of interna
tional relations. This attack upon the philoso
phy embodied in the Charter of the United 
Nations has been warmly applauded both in 
reactionary academic circles and by those na
tionalists in public life who have always been 
restive under the necessity of compromising 
with other nations upon matters which we 
have long regarded as within our own un
trammeled sovereign rights. A philosophy 
that accentuates national interests inevitably 
accentuates points of difference. Thus, by a 
fatal paradox, this trend is away from what 
is really the chief national interest, which 
is peace. Bilateral diplomacy tends towards 
intrigue and suspicion; diplomacy by con
ference, however difficult and confused it 
may be, brings the issues out into the open. 
One of the most striking political facts in the 
history of the League of Nations was that 
the Foreign Offices, formerly seats of reac
tion, became more forward-looking, more 
appreciative of the dynamic character of con
temporary civilization than other branches 
of the National Governments.

This is not the place, however, to debate

the philosophy of the New Machiavellianism. 
More important is the issue raised by the 
vitality of the N.A.T.O. For while the Assem
bly of the U.N. was stalling in Paris, the 
meeting in Rome was moving swiftly and 
making decisions that, if carried out, would 
constitute a revolution in the political struc
ture of Western Europe. The military needs 
of defense against a possible attack by the 
U. S. S. R. have brought economic and polit
ical questions to the fore, as General Eisen
hower insisted would be the case in his 
Fourth of July speech to a British audience 
in London. The initial move in this direction 
inside the N.A.T.O. has come not from Euro
peans, but from Canada, having been elo
quently voiced at the Ottawa meeting by 
Mr. Lester Pearson, Canadian Minister for 
External Affairs.

The final question to be considered here, 
therefore, is whether this development of 
the N.A.T.O. towards a federation of West
ern European nations is contrary to or in 
support of the fundamental principles of the 
U. N. This is a question which cannot be 
answered wholly now, but so long as it re
sponds to the enlightened statesmanship of 
General Eisenhower, it is the most valid and 
powerful instrument against aggression that 
the United Nations could create.
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As a result, the League lacked two elements necessary to its success. It 
was not a world government. It did not rest on the consent of the governed.

After the First World War, the United States grew in wealth and power. 
But most people in the United States were convinced that a world federation 
was unattainable because differences in education, religion, political beliefs and 
standards of living were too great to be bridged.

Once again after World War II, the plans for the United Nations were 
made largely in the United States by Americans. Still, differences are too great 
for the United States to consent to a world government. The articles which 
follow summarize the relationship between the United States and the United 
Nations, and analyze some of these difficulties.

Reading them, we must not forget that mankind has made some slow 
progress. The world has changed. But each successive step from the Roman 
Empire to the United Nations has made the problem clearer and its eventual 
solution more likely.


