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566 JAMES BURNHAM 

would be hard to prove that Roman power meant less liberty for the 

inhabitants of Egypt or Thrace or Parthia. 

Even the Ottoman Empire, which, entering from outside, took over 

the rule of the enfeebled Byzantine states in Asia Minor, the Balkans, 

and parts of Africa, is hardly responsible for the end of liberties which 

had never grown on Byzantine soil. Under the Ottoman Turks, the 

Christians, permitted the free practice of their religion, and eligible 

through the peculiar device of the slave household of the capital to 

the highest military and administrative positions, were more free than 

had been heathens or heterodox Christian sects under the Byzantine 

power. 

I am not, certainly, trying to suggest that building an empire is 

the best way to protect freedom. The empires of the Mongols, of the 

Egyptians, the Incaic and Aztec and Babylonian and Hittite empires 

will scarcely be included among the friends of liberty. It does, however, 

seem to be the case that there is no very close causal relation between 

empire and liberty. The lack of liberty among the Andean or Mexican 

Indians, the Egyptians or Mongolians or Hittites, cannot be blamed on 

the imperial structures into which their societies were, at various peri­

ods, politically articulated. Within their cultures, social and political 

liberties, as we understand them, did not exist at any time, whether or 

not they were organized as empires. The degree of liberty which exists 

within an empire seems to be relatively independent of the mere fact 

of the imperial political superstructure. 

The extension of an empire does, by its very nature, mean at least 

some reduction in the independence, or sovereignty, of whatever 

nations or peoples become part of the empire. This is sometimes felt 

as a grievous loss by these nations or peoples, almost always so felt by 

the governing class which has previously been their unrestricted rul­

ers-perhaps their tyrants. But this partial loss of independence need 

not at all mean a loss of concrete liberties for the population, may even 

mean their considerable development, and may bring also a great gain 

to civilization and world political order. Untrammeled national inde­

pendence is a dubious blessing, consistent with complete despotism 

inside the given nation, and premise of an international anarchy that 

derives precisely from separatist independence. 

I did not attempt to deduce the totalitarian tyranny of a communist 

World Empire from the mere fact that it would be an empire. This 
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conclusion was based upon the analysis of the nature of communism, 

as revealed in ideology, organization, and historical practice. Though 

it must be granted that an imperial world federation led by the United 

States might also develop into a tyranny, the fact of empire does not, 

in this case either, make the conclusion necessary. 

3 

The development of an industrial economy world-wide in scope, the 

breakdown of the international political order, and the existence of 

atomic weapons are, we observed at the beginning of our discussion, 

the elements of the world crisis as well as the occasion for the attempt 

to construct a world imperial federation. This world federation is made 

possible by the material and social conditions, is demanded by the 

catastrophic acuteness of the crisis, and at the same time is a means 

for solving the crisis. The nature of the federation cannot be deduced 

from definition, but must be understood in relation to the historical 

circumstances out of which it may arise. 

From the point of view of the United States, and of the non-com­

munist world generally, the world federation is required in order to 

perform two inter-related tasks, which cannot be performed without 

the federation: to control atomic weapons, and to prevent mass, total
1 

world war. With United States leadership, and only with its leadership, 

a federation able to perform these tasks could be built, and built in 

time. With the performance of these tasks, the federation would be 

accomplishing what might be called its "historical purpose"; it would 

be fulfilling the requirements which prompted its creation. The mini­

mum content of the'' American world empire" would thus be no more 

than that of a protective association of nations and peoples in which, 

for a restricted special purpose, a special power-the power of atomic 

weapons-would be guarded in the beginning by one member of the 

association. 

At first there would be, perhaps, little more to the federation 

than this minimum content-which, after all, would not be such an 

unmitigated blow to the liberties of mankind. It is not, however, to 

be expected that the federation would remain long at this bare level. 

It would develop; the content would deepen. How it would develop is 
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