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Thukydidova past
belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/case-file

Hlavní navigace (rozšířená konfigurace)

Mohou Amerika a Čína uniknout Thukydidově pasti?

Chris JL / Flickr

Vítejte v projektu Harvard Thucydides's Trap Project, kde se

dozvíte více o určující výzvě 21. století. 

 
Přečtěte si více

Projekt Harvard Thucydides's Trap Project za posledních pět set let

identifikoval šestnáct případů, kdy hlavní rostoucí mocnost hrozila

vytlačením hlavní vládnoucí moci. Dvanáct z těchto šestnácti

soupeření skončilo válkou .

Soubor případu Thucydides's Trap Case File (níže) představuje

shrnutí všech šestnácti případů, které jsou uvedeny v nové knize

Grahama Allisona Destined for War: Can America and China

Escape Thucydides's Trap? Na těchto případech Allison ilustruje, jak

napětí mezi povstávajícími a vládnoucími mocnostmi často vedlo k

válce – a zároveň ukazuje, jak se válce podařilo vyhnout se ve čtyřech

rivalitách, které neskončily násilím.

https://www.belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/case-file
https://www.belfercenter.org/
https://www.belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/overview-thucydides-trap
http://www.belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/book/purchasing-info-thucydides-trap
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"Byl to vzestup Athén a strach, který to ve Spartě vnuklo, co učinilo

válku nevyhnutelnou."

Thukydides, Historie peloponéské války

Níže si můžete přečíst naše shrnutí šestnácti případů, ve kterých byla

hlavní vládnoucí mocnost napadena velkou rostoucí mocí za

posledních 500 let. Dále zveme čtenáře na:

Projděte si seznam potenciálních dalších případů, které jsou

předmětem přezkumu, pro zahrnutí do fáze II projektu, stejně

jako metodiku použitou k sestavení spisu případu.

Přispějte k projektu tím, že identifikujete další případy ke

zvážení ve fázi II , poskytnete zpětnou vazbu k aktuálnímu spisu

případu nebo nabídnete další komentáře a návrhy.

Od spuštění tohoto webu v roce 2015 jsme obdrželi stovky

komentářů – výběry jsou zveřejněny zde . Kritická zpětná vazba je

pro Thucydides's Trap Project cenná a budeme i nadále zveřejňovat

odpovědi, které konverzaci posouvají. Abychom zaujali kritiku a

objasnili mylné představy, odpověděli jsme na sedm běžných

problémů a otázek vznesených v souvislosti s tímto úsilím.

Soubor případu Thucydides's Trap

* Zde si můžete stáhnout grafickou verzi souboru případu

Období — Vládnoucí moc vs. Rostoucí moc — Výsledek

http://www.belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/methodology/thucydides-trap-potential-additional-cases
http://www.belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/thucydides-trap-methodology
http://www.belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/case-file/thucydides-submit-comments
http://www.belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/methodology/thucydides-trap-potential-additional-cases
http://www.belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/case-file/thucydides-trap-your-comments
http://www.belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/methodology/seven-straw-men-thucydides
https://www.belfercenter.org/thucydides-trap/resources/case-file-graphic
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1. Konec 15. století — Portugalsko vs. Španělsko — BEZ VÁLKY

Period: Late 15  century

 
Ruling power: Portugal

 
Rising power: Spain

 
Domain: Global empire and trade

 
Outcome: No war

For most of the fifteenth century, Portugal overshadowed its

traditional rival and neighbor, the Spanish Crown of Castile, by

leading the world in exploration and international trade. By

the 1490s, however, a united, rejuvenated Spain began to

challenge Portugal’s trade dominance and claim colonial

supremacy in the New World, bringing the two Iberian powers

to the brink of war. An intervention by the pope and the 1494

Treaty of Tordesillas narrowly staved off a devastating

conflict.

In the mid-fifteenth century, the ambitious prince Henry the

Navigator emerged as the chief proponent of Portuguese

exploration. He invested in new seafaring technologies and

dispatched the Portuguese navy on far-flung expeditions to seek

gold, foster new trading partnerships, and spread Christianity.

With Portugal’s chief rival, Castile, preoccupied with a war over

its monarchical succession and its reconquest of the remaining

Islamic strongholds on the Iberian Peninsula, Portuguese

trading preeminence was secure. Henry therefore had “free

hands to undertake a dynamic and coherent policy of

expansion”  in Madeira, the Azores, and the coastal territories of

West Africa. Portuguese mastery of the seas reached its apex in

1488, when the explorer Bartolomeu Dias became the first

European to round the Cape of Good Hope, pointing to a future

sea route to India and the lucrative East Indies.

th
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But even as Lisbon’s empire continued to grow, its Castilian rival

was positioning itself to challenge Portuguese supremacy. The

dynastic marriage between Catholic monarchs Isabella of Castile

and Ferdinand of Aragon in 1469 united those two kingdoms

under a single crown and quickly centralized power in the

Spanish-speaking world.  In 1492, Ferdinand and Isabella

completed their reconquest of the final emirate on the Iberian

Peninsula, Granada.

Though Portugal maintained an edge when it came to overseas

expansion— Spain’s empire extended no farther than the Canary

Islands—it did not take long for Spain’s rise to worry ruling

Portugal. After the 1492 recapture of Granada, Lisbon worried

that “the victorious Castilians might now be expected to carry

their war into North Africa, posing a threat to Portugal’s

ambitions in that quarter.”  Portugal’s concerns grew after

Christopher Columbus reached the New World in 1492. Spurned

by King John II when he at first appealed to Portugal for

support, Columbus turned to Ferdinand and Isabella, who

backed him in return for nine-tenths of the revenues from the

lands he laid claim to.  Columbus’s voyages turned Spain into a

serious rival for overseas empire.

The balance of power between the two rivals changed almost

overnight. According to economic historian Alexander Zukas, “It

was clear that conflict would soon arise over the rival claims of

Spain and Portugal to lands previously unclaimed by

Europeans.”  Indeed, when rumor arose in Spain that King

John, “convinced that the islands which Columbus had

discovered belonged to him…was already preparing a fleet to

take possession of them,” war between the two powers seemed

likely.

Remembering the bitter lessons of the War of Castilian

Succession in the 1470s, in which Castile, Aragon, and Portugal

fought for five years to an essential stalemate, Spain turned to
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the Spanish-descended Pope Alexander VI for arbitration, in

whom it found a sympathetic ear. Alexander demarcated a line

— about 320 miles west of the Cape Verde Islands—and

determined that any new lands discovered east of the line should

belong to Portugal, and any west of the line to Spain.  The

Portuguese, however, were furious with the ruling and refused to

abide by it because of its meager share of the New World and the

restriction placed on its access to trade routes in India and

Africa.

In a last-ditch attempt to avoid war, the two powers agreed to

modify the pope’s proposal in the 1494 Treaty of Tordesillas. The

treaty moved the dividing line westward to the 46th meridian,

cutting through modern-day eastern Brazil, and granted

Portugal trade access to India and Africa. As historian A. R.

Disney has argued, Tordesillas “became a basic charter of

empire, defining their respective spheres of ‘conquest’ and

influence well into the eighteenth century.”  The agreement held

despite further exploration of the vast American continent,

which revealed that Spain had gotten the far better end of the

deal in the Americas.

Why did the two powers not fight, even after Portugal realized

that Spain’s discoveries would significantly sway the balance of

power? One reason was that King John II knew Portugal “could

ill-afford another war with Spain,”  and Spain too, having just

completed its reconquest of Granada, was constrained

economically and militarily. The memory of the War of Castilian

Succession surely dampened hopes of a decisive victory. But

more important, Pope Alexander’s bulls carried behind them the

threat of papal excommunication, a devastating blow to the

prestige of any Catholic monarch. The pope could stave off war

because both the Spanish and Portuguese crowns saw their own

legitimacy as more important than the balance of power.
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Smlouva z Tordesillas přežila zkoušku časem.  Ačkoli

Španělsko a Portugalsko nadále soupeřily, uznaly společný zájem

na vyloučení jiných mocností z Nového světa. Když je Británie,

Francie a Nizozemsko předčily v ekonomické a vojenské síle,

Španělsko a Portugalsko se stále více držely svých Vatikánem

schválených pozic jako strážců status quo. 

12
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2. První polovina 16. století — Francie vs. Habsburkové —

VÁLKA

Období: První polovina 16.  Vládnoucí 

 
moc: Francie 

 
Vzestupná moc: Habsburkové 

 
Oblast: Zemská moc v západní Evropě 

 
Výsledek: Války Habsbursko-Valois (1519–59), včetně italské

války (1521–26)

King Charles of Spain’s 1519 election as Holy Roman emperor

emboldened the rising House of Hapsburg and challenged

French preeminence in Europe. Determined to maintain French

influence over Western Europe and fearful of Hapsburg

encirclement, France’s King Francis I rallied his allies to invade

Hapsburg-controlled lands, beginning forty years of

intermittent war between the rival land powers that ended with

a century of Hapsburg supremacy.

After dismantling and annexing half of the powerful Duchy of

Burgundy in 1477 and the Duchy of Brittany in 1491, France

began the sixteenth century as Western Europe’s predominant

land power. Its growing prosperity led Pope Leo X in 1519 to

declare that King Francis I of France “surpassed in wealth and

power all other Christian kings.”  That year, Francis was a

leading contender to succeed Maximilian I as Holy Roman

emperor, but electoral corruption gave the title instead to the

Hapsburg successor, King Charles of Spain. Immediately after

Charles’s election — a massive boon for the rising Hapsburgs —

Francis “forecast war — not against the Infidel, but between

himself and Charles.”

For Francis, there was much to fear in Charles’s appointment. A

list of interrelated feuds between the two rulers — over Navarre

(a Hapsburg possession, which Francis claimed), Burgundy (a

French possession, which Charles claimed), and control of the

století
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Duchy of Milan — meant that Charles’s new advantage posed a

serious threat to French power. It also raised the prospect of

encirclement by Hapsburg lands.

The Spanish king’s influence — and his neighbors’ anxiety —

grew as he consolidated his rule over Hapsburg-controlled parts

of the Holy Roman Empire, the Netherlands, territories in

Franche-Comté and modern-day Italy, and Spain’s empire in the

New World. “Whether Charles V aspired to a universal empire or

not,” historian John Lynch observes, “the fact remained that

even without counting any of the territories in dispute — Milan

and Burgundy — his dominions were already too universal and

injured too many interests not to provoke widespread

resentment.”  Francis, according to historian Robert Knecht,

had voiced these concerns prior to Charles’s coronation as

emperor, and sought the position himself mainly because “if

[Charles] were to succeed, seeing the extent of his kingdoms and

lordships, this could do me immeasurable harm.”

In an effort to reverse Charles’s rise, Francis pushed allies to

invade Hapsburg-controlled lands in Navarre (part of modern-

day northeast Spain and southwest France) and Luxembourg.

Charles reacted by enlisting English and papal support against

France’s aggression, successfully invading French lands in Italy.

Francis was captured in the 1525 Battle of Pavia and imprisoned

in Madrid. To win release, he had to renounce his claims in Italy,

Burgundy, Flanders, and Artois in the Treaty of Madrid of 1526.

Charles’s growing power and his degrading treatment of the

French monarch sent tremors across Europe, making it much

easier for Francis to forge a countervailing coalition when he

returned to Paris. His alliance included such unlikely partners as

the new pope, Clement VII, and Sultan Suleiman of the Ottoman

Empire (see case 3). It was insufficient, however, to prevent
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Charles from invading much of Italy in early 1527, culminating

in the shocking sack of Rome and the capture of Pope Clement

himself in May.

Boj mezi Francií a Habsburky přerušovaně pokračoval až do

pozdních 50. let 16. století, i když Osmanská říše povstala a

ohrožovala moc Habsburků. V tu chvíli, když vyčerpaly své

finance, obě strany souhlasily s tím, že odloží své nepřátelství.

Dlouhý mír připravil cestu novému španělskému habsburskému

králi Filipu II., aby se mohl těšit z „nesporné nadvlády v

křesťanstvu“,  zatímco Francie se potýkala s desetiletími

domácích nepokojů ve francouzských náboženských válkách.

Konflikt se obnovil na počátku 17. století, kdy španělský král

Filip IV čelil rostoucí Francii za krále Ludvíka XIII. Za jeho

nástupce, krále Slunce Ludvíka XIV., se Francie opět stala přední

velmocí kontinentální Evropy.

19
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3. 16. a 17. století — Habsburkové vs. Osmanská říše — VÁLKA

Period: 16  and 17  centuries

 
Ruling power: Hapsburgs

 
Rising power: Ottoman Empire

 
Domain: Land power in central and eastern Europe, sea power

in the Mediterranean

 
Outcome: Ottoman-Hapsburg wars, including wars of Suleiman

the Magnificent (1526–66), Long War (1593–1606), and Great

Turkish War (1683–99)

The rapid expansion of Ottoman territory and resources in the

early 1500s threatened to upend the status quo of a Hapsburg-

dominated Europe, particularly as Turkish ambitions to

expand into Eastern Europe and the Balkans became a reality.

This expansion pitted the two powers against each other in a

series of wars that included the Ottoman seizure of much of

Eastern Europe and confirmed the empire’s rise to continental

preeminence.

With the powerful Hapsburg Charles V’s election as Holy Roman

emperor in 1519, a “universal monarchy, in which the Hapsburgs

ruled over a united and once again uniformly Catholic

Christendom, seemed a realistic possibility.”  When Charles

defeated France in the Italian War five years later (see case 2),

he achieved a dominant position in Europe, controlling Austria,

Spain, southern Italy, and the present-day Netherlands. In 1525,

in an act of desperation, the vanquished Francis I sought an

alliance with the erstwhile enemy of all the European great

powers: the Ottoman Empire under Sultan Suleiman the

Magnificent. In the words of historian Halil İnalcık, the

Ottomans represented to Francis “the only power capable of

guaranteeing the existence of the European states against

Charles V.”

th th
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Ottoman ambition was undeniable. Midway through the

previous century, Sultan Mehmed the Conqueror had sacked the

Byzantine capital of Constantinople, instilling throughout

Christian Europe the fear of “an ever more aggressive policy of

conquest.”  At the turn of the sixteenth century, the Second

Ottoman-Venetian War transformed the Ottoman Empire into a

formidable naval power, with over four hundred ships by 1515

and over one hundred docks on the Black Sea by the early

1520s.  Eight years before Francis’s plea, the Ottomans

completed their conquest of the Mamluk Empire, annexing

modern-day Egypt, Syria, and the Arabian Peninsula, and

doubling the sultan’s territory and tax base. According to

Andrew Hess, these conquests “immeasurably strengthened the

Ottoman state,” providing economic benefits and religious

legitimacy in the Islamic world.  Using their newfound naval

power and wealth, the Ottomans expanded their sphere of

influence west into the Mediterranean Sea and northwest toward

Vienna.  Beyond the walls of Vienna lay Charles’s Holy Roman

Empire.

In 1526, Suleiman attacked Hungary in the Battle of Mohács,

seizing a third of its territory. King Louis II of Hungary died

during the retreat. As Suleiman marched on toward the Austrian

border, Charles became, as Richard Mackenney puts it,

“preoccupied” by the seemingly “invincible and all-conquering”

invaders. In 1527, he convoked the Castilian Cortes (Spanish

legislature) “to organize the necessary means of defense against

the Turks,”  whose ultimate goal, Charles knew, was the Holy

Roman Empire itself. “It was there that their main enemy, the

Hapsburgs, and the German princes who supported them, could

be dealt a decisive blow,” writes historian Brendan Simms.

“Moreover, it was only by occupying Germany that Suleiman

could vindicate the Ottoman claim to the legacy of the Roman

Empire.”
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The spark that ignited war between the two powers came

quickly. Fearing that the Ottomans would exploit the power

vacuum in Hungary following Louis II’s death, the Hapsburg

archduke of Austria Ferdinand I declared himself king of

Hungary and Bohemia. Suleiman responded, with the support of

Ferdinand’s main rival for the Hungarian succession, John

Zápolya of Transylvania, by laying siege to Vienna in 1529.

After twice repelling Ottoman attacks on Vienna but failing to

reclaim much territory in Hungary or score any significant naval

victories in the Mediterranean, Ferdinand was forced into a

humiliating truce at Adrianople in 1547. The terms required him

to relinquish most Hapsburg claims to Hungary and pay an

exorbitant tribute for those small parts that remained nominally

Hapsburg. They also referred to Charles V not as “Emperor,” but

only as “King of Spain,” allowing Suleiman to proclaim himself

the world’s true “Caesar.”

Vítězství Osmanské říše upevnilo její pozici hlavního hráče na

evropské politické scéně. Říše bude pokračovat ve zkoušení

limitů své expanze ve střední Evropě a Středomoří po další

století a půl, i když utrpěla námořní neúspěch v bitvě u Lepanta

v roce 1571. Teprve na konci Velké turecké války v roce 1699 se

habsburskému princi Evženu Savojskému podařilo získat zpět

většinu Uher a rozhodně zvrátit osmanskou expanzi v Evropě.

Vleklý úpadek Osmanů bude trvat až do dvacátého století.

28
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4. První polovina 17. století — Habsburkové vs. Švédsko —

VÁLKA

Period: First half of 17  century

 
Ruling power: Hapsburgs

 
Rising power: Sweden

 
Domain: Land and sea power in northern Europe

 
Outcome: Part of Thirty Years’ War (Swedish involvement,

1630–48)

At the time of his election as Holy Roman emperor in 1619,

Ferdinand II was the most powerful ruler in Central Europe.

His empire, which carried the authority of the papacy,

stretched from the Mediterranean to northern Germany. His

ascent to power, however, coincided with one of the greatest

threats the empire had ever faced: the rise of the Lutheran

north. Ferdinand’s attempts to quash isolated cases of Lutheran

rebellion and reassert Hapsburg rule would eventually grow

into the Thirty Years’ War. They would also bring him into

conflict with the region’s fastest-rising power, Sweden.

During the first half of the seventeenth century, in response to

nascent rebellions in the German northern provinces, several

Protestant powers outside the Holy Roman Empire — including

England and the Dutch Republic — volunteered to finance a

militarily powerful Protestant state to confront imperial general

Albrecht von Wallenstein in northern Germany. The first king to

be given the chance was Christian IV of Denmark. Overmatched,

Christian was driven all the way back to the Danish isles, leaving

Holy Roman Emperor Ferdinand II even stronger and a ruling

force throughout Germany and the rest of northern Europe.

Wallenstein’s arrival at the shores of the Baltic Sea, along with

his plan to assert control in the Baltic by building a Hapsburg

northern fleet, seriously alarmed the king of the region’s most

rapidly rising power, Sweden.

th
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Through wars with Denmark, Russia, and Poland, Swedish king

Gustavus Adolphus established himself as one of Europe’s most

capable commanders. Through a combination of economic

growth, military innovation, and territorial expansion, Gustavus

transformed Sweden from a poor, backward state into one of

Europe’s most powerful empires. Between 1590 and 1630,

Sweden’s small provincial army grew from 15,000 into a force of

45,000.  Innovations in the use of artillery and a conscription

system (Europe’s first) helped to build a well-oiled military

machine.  His decisive victories over Russia in 1617 and the

Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in 1625 allowed Sweden to

consolidate its control of the Baltics. After capturing a slice of

Poland in 1629, Sweden controlled almost “every port of

consequence on the southern shore of the Baltic.”

The challenge of Sweden’s expansionism was not lost on the

Hapsburg general. As English historian Samuel Gardiner

observes, Wallenstein “had long been alarmed at the danger

which threatened him from Sweden . . . for no man could expect

that Gustavus would look on quietly, whilst a great military

power was forming on the southern coast of the Baltics.”

According to historian Peter Wilson, Wallenstein “regarded the

imperial navy plan as purely defensive,” as a means of protecting

Hapsburg dominance in northern Europe, for he “genuinely

feared Swedish intervention.”

What the Hapsburgs considered a defensive measure proved far

more provocative than planned. Gustavus lobbied for armed

intervention in Germany on the grounds that the Hapsburgs

were seeking to contain Swedish growth and constituted an

imminent threat to Swedish security. Gustavus began to see a

military standoff as “inevitable.”  According to Brendan Simms,

Gustavus argued before the Swedish Rijkstag that it would be

best “to act pre-emptively in order to ‘transfer the seat and

burdens of war to a place which is subject to the enemy.’”  In
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1627, he told his nobles: “As one wave follows another, so the

popish league comes closer and closer to us. They have violently

subjugated a great part of Denmark, whence we must apprehend

that they may press on into our borders, if they be not powerfully

resisted in good time.”  As do many rising powers facing

containment by an established power, Gustavus accused his

enemy of precisely what he was about to do: pursue expansion

and make military threats.

Though motivated primarily by security interests, Gustavus

solicited financial support by declaring himself the Protestants’

champion against the Catholic empire. This approach won him

funding from around Europe. Paris, seeking to check Hapsburg

power and wishing to maintain influence in a potential postwar

order dominated by Sweden, also offered significant support.

And so, according to historian Michael Roberts, “the Protestant

cause became Sweden’s cause too; and the north German

coastland became a Swedish interest.”  Gustavus began his

assault at Usedom, near the Polish-German border, in July 1630.

The Swedes enjoyed early successes, taking Pomerania and

moving inland. Gustavus’s ambition grew along with his power:

he determined to “emasculate the emperor” and “ensure the

emperor was never in a position to pose a danger again.”

Although Gustavus himself was killed in action, Sweden won

decisive victories, most notably at the Battle of Wittstock in

1636. During the war, Swedish troops occupied half of Germany,

and its triumphs were reflected in a favorable settlement at the

1648 Peace of Westphalia. Sweden became the most powerful

country in northern Europe and the third-largest country on the

Continent (behind Russia and Spain). What historians call

Sweden’s Age of Greatness lasted into the early eighteenth

century.
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5. Polovina až konec 17. století – Nizozemská republika vs.

Anglie – VÁLKA

Období: od poloviny do konce 17.  Vládnoucí 

 
moc: Nizozemská republika 

 
Rostoucí moc: Anglie 

 
Oblast: Globální impérium, námořní moc a obchod 

 
Výsledek: Anglo-nizozemské války (1652–74)

By the time the Dutch Republic was granted full recognition of

its independence at the 1648 Peace of Westphalia, it had

already emerged as Europe’s preeminent trading power. Its

dominance of the seas and nascent colonial empire soon

brought the republic into conflict with the English, who

expanded their holdings in North America and their trading

presence in the East Indies. Over several Anglo-Dutch wars at

sea, the Dutch Republic’s dominance held, continuing until the

two countries joined forces in the 1688 Glorious Revolution.

With trading posts across the Silk Road, South America, West

Africa, Japan, and the Pacific islands, as well as colonies in India

and what later became New York, the Dutch Republic in the

mid-seventeenth century was the world’s leader in international

commerce. It used this power to construct a “borderless” world

order, which enabled the tiny Netherlands to translate high

productivity and efficiency into outsized political and economic

power. Thus, lucrative trading routes gave the publicly owned

Dutch East India Company a leading role in the global spice

trade.

Arguably the Continent’s most advanced seafaring people, the

Dutch built a navy to match their massive overseas trading

empire. It would not be long, however, before England, seeking

to expand its own share of trade and control of the seas,

established rival colonies on the American eastern seaboard. The

English also began clawing for access to the spice trade with

století
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their own East India Company, while expanding their naval fleet

(from 39 major ships in 1649 to 80 by 1651) to protect English

shipping. By the 1650s, England’s military manpower (which

had remained at roughly 20,000 to 30,000 men from 1470 to

1600) had more than doubled, to 70,000, and — in the wake of

the English Civil War — became substantially more

professional.

England’s designs on Dutch economic supremacy were

unmistakable. Midway through the coming succession of wars,

English general George Monck would say of fighting the Dutch:

“What matters this or that reason? What we want is more of the

trade the Dutch now have.”  As historian J. R. Jones explains,

“Aggressive foreign and mercantile policies” were also a way in

which Charles II’s ministers “increased the powers and

enhanced the authority of the crown.”

Dutch officials were gravely concerned about what they correctly

perceived as England’s relentless pursuit of both mercantile

power and the military means to defend it. As historian Paul

Kennedy puts it, Dutch power was “firmly anchored in the world

of trade, industry, and finance.”  Unchecked, England could roll

back Dutch control of the seas and threaten the tiny nation’s

great power status.

Thus an ostensibly economic conflict became a geopolitical one.

According to political scientist Jack Levy, this period was

characterized by “the transformation of the commercial rivalry

into a strategic rivalry that escalated to war . . . Although some

interpret the first two Anglo-Dutch naval wars as ‘purely

commercial,’ a purely economical explanation is misleading. The

escalatory potential of the economic conflict in fact owed much

to the close connection between economic and strategic

issues.”  Historian George Edmundson agrees, writing that
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each of the two nations was “instinctively conscious that its

destiny was upon the water, and that mastery of the seas was a

necessity of national existence.”

In 1651, the Dutch rejected English attempts at a treaty to unite

against the continental Catholic powers, an agreement that may

have been intended to gain access to Dutch trade. In response,

an increasingly confident English Parliament passed the first

Navigation Act, prohibiting any European imports to England

carried by third-party ships, and barring foreign ships from

carrying imports to England or its colonies from Asia, Africa, or

America. The target of this legislation was no secret in either

London or The Hague: a large portion of Dutch shipping focused

on exactly this sort of activity.

Describing England’s actions, sociologist Immanuel Wallerstein

explains that “since the Dutch were in fact hegemonic, there

were only two possible ways of enhancing English commerce:

state assistance to English merchants or state constraint on

foreign merchants . . . It is difficult to see how a military test of

strength could have been avoided. The provocation to the Dutch

was too great, even if the English thought they were being

defensive.”  Tensions boiled over the following year in the

North Sea, when a confrontation led England to declare war,

beginning the first of three Anglo-Dutch naval wars between

1652 and 1674. Though the conflicts resulted in England’s

acquisition of New York and the dramatic growth of its navy

(adding more than two hundred ships between Charles I’s 1649

execution and the Restoration in 1660),  the Dutch navy

emerged as Europe’s mightiest, inflicting a severe defeat on the

English with the 1667 Raid on the Medway.

In the end, Dutch sea and trade supremacy held firm, and the

Anglo- Dutch rivalry dissolved with the invasion of Britain by

Dutch prince William of Orange and the ensuing Glorious
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Revolution in 1688. The two nations went on to make common

cause against William’s archenemy, France’s Louis XIV.
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6. Konec 17. až polovina 18. století — Francie vs. Velká Británie

— VÁLKA

Období: Konec 17.  polovina 18.  Vládnoucí 

 
moc: Francie 

 
Rostoucí moc: Velká Británie 

 
Oblast: Globální impérium a evropská zemská moc 

 
Výsledek: Devítiletá válka (1689–97), válka o španělské dědictví

(1701–14) , válka o rakouské dědictví (1740–48) a sedmiletá

válka (1756–63)

During the reign of Louis XIV, France became the “preeminent

power” in Europe.  Emboldened by its prosperous American

colonies and its Glorious Revolution, however, Great Britain

soon challenged French supremacy in a succession of wars. At

first, both Britain’s strength and its struggles with France

derived mainly from its alliance with the Dutch Republic. But

as Britain continued to grow as a trading and naval power that

threatened French continental and colonial preeminence, their

conflict would stretch across the globe and end in the

undisputed imperial hegemony of Great Britain.

Despite Louis XIV’s dominant position in Europe by the late

seventeenth century, his continual quest for absolute security for

France brought him into conflict with a large countervailing

coalition of European powers. Although technically at peace with

his neighbors, Louis systematically strengthened his position in

the 1680s by seizing buffer zones beyond his borders in

Strasbourg, Luxembourg, and Casale. These gains were

accompanied by a military buildup, indicating an ambition for

further conquests. While already possessing Europe’s largest

army (and by 1689, its largest navy as well), Louis reinforced

French fortresses, prepared 36 battalions of infantry for service,

and put another 140,000 men on notice.

až století
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His ambitions alarmed his neighbors. In 1686, the Dutch prince

William of Orange encouraged the Hapsburg Holy Roman

emperor Leopold I to form the League of Augsburg, a coalition of

powers intended to check further French expansion. In

September 1688, the French crossed the Rhine into Phillipsburg.

William feared French influence over his father-in-law, the

Catholic James II of England, many of whose subjects were

disquieted by the prospect of a popish dynasty. He also knew

that an England free of James could be a powerful ally in

suppressing France’s rise. Less than six weeks after Louis

crossed the Rhine, William invaded England, with the support of

numerous English sympathizers. James fled, and in 1689 the

Protestant William became king of England, alongside his wife,

Queen Mary.

In early 1689, the League of Augsburg mobilized in response to

Louis’s crossing of the Rhine the previous autumn. Britain, now

united with the Dutch Republic through shared leadership,

assumed its place as one of the league’s central partners in the

Nine Years’ War against France (1689–97). In the words of

historians Derek McKay and H. M. Scott, William’s Glorious

Revolution, as it came to be known, brought Britain “decisively

on to the continental stage as a military power as well as a

diplomatic and naval one.” /p>

According to historian Sir George Clark, William and his fellow

Augsburg leader, the Holy Roman emperor, “regarded the war as

an opportunity to reduce the power of France to a level which

could be tolerable to the rest of Europe.”  Although the war was

ultimately successful in blunting Louis’s territorial designs,

hostilities resumed in 1701 when William and the Hapsburgs

rejoined forces in a bid to stop a misguided attempt by Louis to

put a fellow Bourbon on the Spanish throne. The alliance was
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unable to prevent Louis’s grandson from assuming the throne,

but it succeeded in forcing Louis to cede territory in the New

World to Britain in the Treaty of Utrecht.

Partly as a result of its Utrecht acquisitions, Britain reaped

substantial economic benefit from its colonies during the 1700s.

“Exports to North America rose from a yearly average of

£525,000 in the late 1720s to just over £1 million twenty years

later,” according to historian Lawrence James.  The British also

benefited from a set of financial reforms based on the Dutch

model.  Britain’s growth had its French competitors greatly

concerned. “French officials,” as historians Robert and Isabelle

Tombs write, “were ‘stupefied’ and ‘obsessed’ by British financial

power.”  This economic growth also proved to be a prelude to

further military expansion: after the War of the Spanish

Succession, the British naval fleet exceeded the strength of the

French and Spanish navies combined.  Britain’s financial power

allowed it to raise money quickly in times of conflict. Despite

France’s formidable land forces, Britain “managed when

necessary to outspend France, devoting as much as five times the

proportion of its GNP to war as its enemy,” as Robert and

Isabelle Tombs note.

The rapid growth of Britain’s colonial empire in North America

led to increasing conflict with the French over rights to trade and

territory. Thus the 1740 War of the Austrian Succession (a

Central European conflict in which France fought to undermine

its longtime enemy the House of Hapsburg, while Britain fought

to defend it) spilled over onto the American continent. While the

1748 peace at Aix-la-Chapelle ended that conflict with victory for

the Hapsburgs and Britain, it did nothing to abate the French-

British rivalry, which, according to the English historian

Lawrence James, “persisted and deepened after 1748. The

French remained convinced that their antagonist’s long-term

aim was to stifle their trade and expropriate their colonies.” V
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naplnění obav Francie podstoupila Británie masivní vojenskou

expanzi během války o rakouské dědictví a po ní, přičemž v

letech 1740 až 1760 vzrostly vojenské výdaje o 500 procent,

zatímco Francii se podařilo zvýšit pouze o 150 procent. 

V roce 1756 se rivalita Francouzů a Britů znovu rozhořela v

sedmileté válce. Rozhodující vítězství Británie nad Francií na

konci tohoto konfliktu v roce 1763 vedlo k celkovému přeskupení

rovnováhy sil v Severní Americe a Evropě. I když by brzy ztratila

velkou část svého amerického impéria – v žádné malé části kvůli

francouzské intervenci – Británie předstihla Francii jako největší

evropská imperiální mocnost, pozici, kterou si udržela až do

napoleonské éry.
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7. Konec 18. a začátek 19. století — Velká Británie vs. Francie —

VÁLKA

Period: Late 18  and early 19  centuries

 
Ruling power: Great Britain/United Kingdom

 
Rising power: France

 
Domain: Land and sea power in Europe

 
Outcome: French Revolutionary Wars (1792–1802) and

Napoleonic Wars (1803–15)

Through ingenuity and control of the seas, Great Britain had,

by the end of the eighteenth century, pulled ahead of its rivals to

become one of Europe’s leading industrialized nations. But

beginning with the French Revolution, a reinvigorated French

military machine would rise again. Under Napoleon, France

would take over much of continental Europe and threaten

British supremacy, leading Britain and France into violent

confrontation. By funding anti-Napoleonic forces in Europe

and fighting brilliantly at sea, however, Britain managed to

avoid invasion and hasten Napoleon’s eventual fall from

power.

During the 1780s, Britain’s wave of innovation led to domestic

industrialization and booming colonial trade, with merchant

shipping doubling between 1782 and 1788.  By 1793, Britain

could rely on 113 ships of the line to protect these trade interests,

dwarfing the 76 equivalent ships of Europe’s premier mercantile

economy, France.  It would not be long, however, before the

small island nation faced a fresh challenge from its great rival

across the English Channel.

Though the French economy remained backward in the years

following the 1789 revolution, its extraordinary political

developments and surging militarism threatened the European

status quo.  Anxious over the increasingly radical revolution

and the safety of King Louis XVI and his wife, Marie-Antoinette,

th th
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Holy Roman Emperor Leopold II and Prussia’s King Frederick

William II issued the Declaration of Pillnitz in 1791, which called

on European powers to declare war on France if the royals were

endangered. Intended as a warning, the declaration arguably

accelerated conflict, as French radicals, feeling threatened,

declared war the following April and successfully invaded the

Austrian Netherlands.

That campaign struck fear across monarchic Europe, especially

because France “proclaimed new war aims calculated to alienate

and alarm not only monarchs, but the entire social hierarchies

upon which their power rested.”  Corresponding

transformations in French military organization, ideology, and

aggressiveness confirmed European anxiety that the country’s

radicalism would not be contained. France’s shift from

aristocratic to popular military leadership opened commissions

to new talent and increased enthusiasm for military service; in

1792 alone, the army gained 180,000 new recruits, and a

program of universal conscription the next year swelled the

ranks — and revolutionary fervor — further.

This marriage of rising military power and radical politics

instilled particular panic in Britain. In a 1793 message to the

House of Commons, King George III requested “a further

augmentation of his forces by sea and land,” as a means of

opposing “views of aggrandizement and ambition on the part of

France, which would be at all times dangerous to the general

interests of Europe, but are peculiarly so, when connected with

the propagation of principles which . . . are utterly subversive of

the peace and order of all civil society.”  According to the

British historian William Doyle, while the French invasion of the

Low Countries had put Britain on notice, the execution of King

Louis XVI in January 1793 was the final straw, galvanizing the

British to action and prompting Britain to “engineer a grand

anti-French coalition.”  By early 1793, this coalition of
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European powers was at war, attempting to reverse French

territorial gains. These efforts proved unsuccessful: France

would augment its territory in the 1790s through annexations in

the Netherlands, northern Italy, and through the brief

acquisition of America’s Louisiana Territory.

British fears of French expansionism rose to the level of

existential threat when Napoleon Bonaparte seized power in the

1799 Coup of 18 Brumaire and embarked on a campaign of

European domination.  Specifically, Napoleon was known to

have told the French Directory in 1797 that France “must destroy

the English monarchy, or expect itself to be destroyed by [it],”

and he pledged to “annihilate England. That done, Europe is at

our feet.”  Britain took these threats seriously. “We are here in

daily expectation that Bonaparte will attempt his threatened

invasion,”  George III confided in 1803. Even when Napoleon

failed to invade in the near term, his advances on the Continent

reinforced Britain’s long-standing conviction that its security

required prevention of a hegemonic land power in Europe whose

lack of rivals would allow it to divert resources toward a fleet.

Prime Minister William Pitt responded with a strategy that, as

military historian Michael Leggiere argues, aimed not only “to

restore the balance of power in Europe by forcing France to

surrender conquests such as the Low Countries,” but also to

leave Britain as “master of the seas and with a clear monopoly on

global trade.”

Fortunately for Britain, Napoleon never developed a navy that

could supplant British dominance at sea. In 1805, Vice Admiral

Horatio Nelson defeated the French fleet at Trafalgar, ending

Napoleon’s hopes of invading Britain and keeping Britain secure

in its role as financial backer of Napoleon’s European enemies.

Thereafter, as Napoleon continued expanding on the Continent

while incurring massive public debt, Britain’s economic and

diplomatic advantages became increasingly undeniable, and
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London became the great hope of anti-Napoleonic Europe. As

Paul Kennedy explains, “The government in Paris could never be

certain that the other continental powers would permanently

accept the French imperium so long as Britain — offering

subsidies, munitions, and possibly even troops — remained

independent.” Napoleon, otřesený svou první velkou pozemní

porážkou při neuvážené invazi do Ruska v roce 1812, pokračoval

v dalších rozsáhlých porážkách a v roce 1815 se dočkal

konečného zániku z rukou britské koalice u Waterloo.
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8. Polovina 19. století — Francie a Velká Británie vs. Rusko —

VÁLKA

Období: Polovina 19.  Vládnoucí 

 
mocnosti: Francouzská říše (země) / Velká Británie (moře) 

 
Rostoucí moc: Rusko 

 
Oblast: Globální impérium, vliv ve Střední Asii a východním

Středomoří 

 
Výsledek: Krymská válka (1853–56)

Throughout the first half of the nineteenth century, Russia

instilled fear in Europe as it steadily gained territory and

military power. France and the United Kingdom, as established

players in global trade with territory and networks in the

Middle East and southern Asia, were particularly alarmed by

St. Petersburg’s recurring efforts to exploit the declining

Ottoman Empire. These tensions reached their climax in the

Crimean War, a conflict that vindicated British and French

dominance and revealed the latent weakness behind Russia’s

rise.

Russia achieved highly generous settlements in the aftermath of

the Russo-Turkish wars (1806–12 and 1828–29), adding to its

protectorates in Eastern Europe and the Caucasus, and

expanding its access to the Black Sea. These wars, along with

Russian campaigns in Persia and Eastern Europe, contributed to

a huge expansion of territory: Russia acquired all or part of

modern-day Finland, Poland, Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Armenia

in the late eighteenth and the first half of the nineteenth

centuries alone, coming dangerously close to the centers of

European power.  As Russian territory grew, so did its military:

already more than twice the size of either France’s or Britain’s by

1820, Russia’s army grew to be significantly larger than both

combined by 1853.
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With each advance, fears grew that Russia could threaten the

global balance of power by making Europe’s “sick man” — as the

tsar called the Ottoman Empire — a Russian protectorate.  The

1829 Treaty of Adrianople, between St. Petersburg and

Constantinople, convinced Lord Heytesbury, the British

ambassador to Russia, that Russia would soon make the

Ottomans as “submissive to the orders of the Tsar as any of the

Princes of India to those of the [British East India] Company.”

It was in this spirit that both Britain and France intervened

diplomatically on the Ottoman side in the Egyptian-Ottoman

War of 1831–33, fearing that a weakened Ottoman Empire might

be vulnerable to Russian pressures.

Russia’s repeated attempts to usurp Ottoman power and to

assert influence in Eastern Europe convinced Britain that Russia

intended, as historian Brendan Simms puts it, not only to

“partition the Ottoman Empire, but to dominate Europe as a

whole,”  and to secure control of the Dardanelles, which would

give its Russian Black Sea fleet a foothold in the Mediterranean.

This so-called Eastern Question posed a strong threat to British

naval dominance. Some in Britain even believed Russia might

challenge British colonial power in India.

Henry Kissinger proposes one explanation for British and

French anxiety: “Everything about Russia — its absolutism, its

size, its globe-spanning ambitions and insecurities — stood as an

implicit challenge to the traditional European concept of

international order.”  The anxiety Kissinger identifies was

evident even among the general public in France and Britain. In

one vivid example, a popular French travel publication at the

time described Russia as possessing “inordinate and immense”

ambition, with “the design to exercise a tyranny over other

nations.”  Not until it was tested in the crucible of war did

either Russia or its competitors recognize that it was a “colossus

with feet of clay.”
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In 1853, Tsar Nicholas I demanded that Sultan Abdulmejid

recognize a Russian protectorate over Orthodox subjects in

Constantinople and the Holy Land. British diplomats tried to

mediate the dispute, but ultimately failed to achieve a settlement

agreeable to the Ottoman sultan. When diplomacy failed, the

sultan declared war on Russia. The tsar quickly took the

offensive, sending troops to occupy the Danube Principalities

(modern-day Moldova and Romania) and building up his Black

Sea fleet at Sevastopol, the capital of Crimea. After the Russians

successfully destroyed an Ottoman fleet at Sinope, Britain and

France had seen enough. Despite the tsar’s protestations to the

contrary, both nations feared the collapse of the Ottoman

Empire and the vacuum it would leave for Russian power to fill.

For Britain, Russia’s capture of Constantinople would pose an

intolerable threat to its position in the Mediterranean. Fear of

Russian expansion united Britain and France in a joint

undertaking that included sending a fleet into the Black Sea and

issuing an ultimatum demanding that Russia withdraw from the

Principalities. When Russia refused, France and Britain declared

war and sent an expeditionary force to Crimea.

Technická a organizační zaostalost zradila Rusko v boji. Konečná

porážka ruských sil u Sevastopolu rozbila iluzi ruské vojenské

převahy, posílila francouzskou a britskou prestiž a sebevědomí a

zachránila nemocnou Osmanskou říši na dalších pětašedesát let.

Námořní historik Adam Lambert uzavírá: „Británie, Francie a

Rusko bojovaly v celosvětovém měřítku za ovládnutí Evropy –

cenu, která dočasně připadla Francouzům – a ovládnutí světa,

které si Britové udrželi po další dvě generace. 
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9. Polovina 19. století — Francie vs. Německo — VÁLKA

Period: Mid-19  century

 
Ruling power: France

 
Rising power: Germany

 
Domain: Land power in Europe

 
Outcome: Franco-Prussian War (1870–71)

Under Napoleon III, France emerged, in historian Paul

Kennedy’s words, “strong and confident”  in the second half of

the nineteenth century as Western Europe’s premier land

power. But soon Otto von Bismarck of Prussia, a statesman of

rare skill at the helm of a surging economy, pursued ambitions

to create a united Germany and usurp France’s position. While

Bismarck saw war as necessary to unite the German states,

France embraced conflict as a means to limit Prussia’s

prodigious rise. The one-year war vindicated Bismarck’s

strategic foresight and cemented Germany’s status as a great

and unified power.

In 1850, France’s colonial empire stretched worldwide, from the

Pacific Islands and the Caribbean to West Africa and Southeast

Asia. Its domestic manufacturing economy was continental

Europe’s most productive.  Its military expenditures by 1860

exceeded any of its competitors’ aside from Russia, and its navy

grew so large that, as Paul Kennedy notes, it “at times . . . caused

alarm on the other side of the English channel.”  Also by 1860,

France’s recent military interventions in Crimea and the Second

War of Italian Independence had established Paris as the

Continent’s major security guarantor. That preeminence,

however, would prove short-lived. Ten years later, Napoleon III

faced one of the greatest military machines Europe had ever

seen: Otto von Bismarck’s Prussia.
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After defeating Denmark in 1864 and Austria in 1866, Prussia

put France, as historian Michael Howard notes, “in that most

dangerous of all moods; that of a great power which sees itself

declining to the second rank.”  While Prussia in 1820 had only

one-third the population of France, the annexations of the 1860s

saw that proportion balloon to almost four-fifths by 1870.

Bismarck also amassed, “thanks to the Prussian use of universal

conscription — an army one-third larger than France’s.”  A

French historian would later claim that a force resembling the

1.2 million soldiers Bismarck fielded had not been seen “since

the legendary armies of Xerxes.”  Prussia’s industrial rise was

just as formidable, growing from half of France’s iron and steel

production in 1860 to overtake it ten years later.  Bismarck also

developed a rail transportation system to match. According to

historian Geoffrey Wawro, these rapid developments “were

alarming indicators that threatened a total eclipse of French

power.”  It is therefore no mystery why Prussia “dominated

[French] foreign and domestic politics after 1866.”

Bismarck’s goal was to join his Prussian-dominated North

German Confederation with the southern German states of

Baden, Württemberg, Bavaria, and Hesse.  Ever the master

strategist, he concluded that a war against France, which would

scare the independent south German states into Prussia’s arms,

would be a vital step toward German unification. As Bismarck

later claimed, “I did not doubt that a Franco- German war must

take place before the construction of a United Germany could be

realized.”

All Prussia had to do was provoke the war. Recognizing

Napoleon’s alarm at Prussia’s rise to his east, Bismarck found an

ideal opportunity to stoke French fear even higher by

threatening to place a German prince from the House of

Hohenzollern on the Spanish throne.  France would then face

German power on two sides.
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The Hohenzollern candidacy and the Ems Telegram (a half-true

press dispatch that Bismarck had manipulated to suggest that

there had been a confrontation between the Prussian king and

the French ambassador) contributed to Napoleon’s decision to

declare war on Prussia in July 1870. In so doing, France made a

strategic error common to ruling powers: taking action it

believes will prevent a rising power from surpassing its position

but in fact hastening the very reversal of fortune it most fears.

France remained confident in 1870 (incorrectly, as it turned out)

that it could defeat that Prussian threat, but felt that it needed to

fight a preventive war before Prussia rose further. Protože

jihoněmecké státy považovaly Francii za agresora, vstoupily do

Severoněmecké konfederace, přesně jak Bismarck předpokládal.

„Nemůže být pochyb,“ tvrdí Michael Howard, „že Francie byla

bezprostředním agresorem a že bezprostřední provokaci k její

agresi nevymyslel Bismarck.  Po rozhodujícím vítězství vzniklo

sjednocené Německo s nejsilnější armádou na kontinentu. Stalo

se, jak píše Brendan Simms, „podle všech měřítek kolosem“. 

Válka, která katapultovala Bismarcka do řad velkých státníků,

ale vedla k Napoleonovu zajetí a vyhnanství, se zpočátku zdála

pro Francii stejně dobrou možností jako pro Prusko.

94

95

96



34/59

10. Konec 19. a začátek 20. století — Čína a Rusko vs. Japonsko

— VÁLKA

Period: Late 19  and early 20  centuries

 
Ruling powers: China and Russia

 
Rising power: Japan

 
Domain: Land and sea power in East Asia

 
Outcome: First Sino-Japanese War (1894–95) and Russo-

Japanese War (1904–5)

Entering the final decade of the nineteenth century, two powers

dominated the Asian continent: Qing Dynasty China, for

centuries the predominant regional power, and the Russian

Empire, a European great power with long-standing ambitions

in the Asia-Pacific. But since the Meiji Restoration of 1868, both

states had a new threat to fear in the rapidly modernizing

island nation of Japan. By 1905, China and Russia had been

chastened by two damaging wars against the ambitious Japan,

and both had to contend with a new Pacific power whose

growth showed no signs of slowing.

Rapid economic growth and military advances facilitated

Japan’s rise in the late nineteenth century: GNP almost tripled

between 1885 and 1899, and military expenditures grew

dramatically as Emperor Meiji built a formidable standing army

and navy.  In 1880, military expenditures accounted for 19

percent of the Japanese budget; by 1886, this figure had risen to

25 percent, and by 1890, 31 percent.

Japan’s increasing power heightened its leadership’s resentment

toward its subordinate position in the region compared to

Western powers and China, encouraging a “sense of urgency that

they must act more energetically” to extend Japanese

influence.  Gains in military strength allowed the country’s

leaders to seriously contemplate territorial expansion in the

Pacific islands and on the Asian continent, which would be a

th th

97

98

99



35/59

direct challenge to Chinese hegemony and Russia’s well-known

designs on the region. But to project power effectively, the

Japanese needed a mainland foothold: the Korean Peninsula.

Beginning in the 1870s, Japan’s evolving policies toward Korea

served as a barometer of Tokyo’s increasing confidence and

assertiveness as a rising power. At first, these policies focused

primarily on promoting reforms to strengthen the Korean

government and its institutions against Chinese intervention,

extending Japan’s influence while gently drawing Korea away

from Beijing. As historian of Japan Peter Duus writes, Korea’s

strategic significance “was not merely its proximity to Japan but

its inability to defend itself against outsiders . . . If Korea

remained ‘backward’ or ‘uncivilized,’ it would remain weak, and

if it remained weak, it would be inviting prey for foreign

predators.”  Yet by the eve of the Sino-Japanese War in 1894,

historian Akira Iriye notes Japan’s objective “was no longer the

maintenance of a balance between Japan and China, but the

ejection of Chinese influence from the peninsula.”

Japan’s longer-term concerns about Western — and particularly

Russian — influence in East Asia corroborated its growing

assertiveness. The emperor feared that Russia might respond to

Japan’s rapid rise by using its new Trans-Siberian Railway

(begun in 1891) to intervene in the Korean Peninsula and

perhaps even invade Japan.  Yamagata Aritomo, a Japanese

field marshal and prime minister, put it bluntly in 1893:

“Neither China nor Korea is our enemy: it is Britain, France,

Russia.”

In 1894, a Korean peasant rebellion called the Tonghak Uprising

compelled Korea’s King Yi Myeong-bok to call upon Chinese

troops for help in quelling the violence. Japan — unwilling to see

its carefully cultivated influence eroded by Chinese intervention

— sent its own troops, bringing them into direct conflict with the

Chinese. Japan’s military preparedness stunned its opponents,
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as the emperor’s forces quickly expelled the Chinese from

Pyongyang, scored an unexpected victory against China’s

Beiyang naval fleet, and landed in southeast Manchuria,

marching northwest into Chinese territory. The Sino-Japanese

War concluded one year later in humiliation for Beijing with the

Treaty of Shimonoseki, which acknowledged the independence

of Korea (a nominal gesture that in reality turned Korea from a

Chinese vassal to a Japanese vassal) and ceded Taiwan, the

Pescadores Islands, and the Liaodong Peninsula to Japan.

Japanese concerns about Russia’s intent to contain their power

proved prescient. Unsettled by Japan’s smashing victory and the

radical terms of the treaty, Russia, France, and Germany staged

the Triple Intervention immediately following the settlement.

The intervention, to which an embarrassed Japan reluctantly

acquiesced, negated the treaty’s transfer of southeast Manchuria

from China to Japan, keeping the threat of Japanese expansion

off Russia’s doorstep.

It also, however, hardened Japan’s determination to eliminate

the Russian threat. “Ever since the humiliation of 1895,” writes

historian J. N. Westwood, the Japanese government “had been

deliberately preparing for an eventual war with Russia.”

Japan’s preparations were dramatic, nearly tripling the

emperor’s naval personnel in the ten years following the Sino-

Japanese War, and increasing his army personnel ninefold.

Reacting to Russia’s enlistment of French and German support

in the Triple Intervention, Japan attempted to head off further

European containment by concluding the Anglo-Japanese

Alliance with Britain in 1902. Japan was determined to remove

Russia from Manchuria.

Neschopné vyjednat stažení ruských jednotek, provedlo

Japonsko v únoru 1904 překvapivý útok na ruskou flotilu v Port

Arthuru (na mandžuském pobřeží). Útok rozpoutal rok a půl

dlouhou rusko-japonskou válku. Japonské síly opět přesvědčivě
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zvítězily a dosáhly svého cíle plného ruského stažení z

Mandžuska na základě Portsmouthské smlouvy. S Ruskem

poraženým v Mandžusku Japonsko odstranilo další překážku na

své cestě k hegemonii v Pacifiku.
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11. Počátek 20. století — Velká Británie vs. Spojené státy —

ŽÁDNÁ VÁLKA

Period: Early 20  century

 
Ruling powers: United Kingdom

 
Rising power: United States

 
Domain: Global economic dominance and naval supremacy in

the Western Hemisphere

 
Outcome: No war

In the last decades of the nineteenth century, US economic

power rose to surpass the world’s foremost empire, the United

Kingdom, and its growing fleet was a potentially troubling

rival to the Royal Navy. As the United States began to assert

supremacy in its own hemisphere, Britain, facing the

challenges of more proximate threats and maintaining a far-

reaching colonial empire, accommodated America’s rise.

Britain’s concessions allowed the US to peacefully achieve

dominance in the Western Hemisphere. This great

rapprochement laid the groundwork for US-British alliances in

two world wars and the enduring “special relationship” both

nations now take for granted.

In the last three decades of the nineteenth century, the United

States had risen from the ashes of its civil war to become an

economic colossus. American GDP, which exceeded Britain’s in

the early 1870s, would by 1916 overtake the combined economy

of the entire British Empire.  Between 1890 and 1914, a rapidly

developing United States tripled British levels of energy

consumption and iron and steel production, all key measures of

industrialization.  As prosperity increased US confidence,

Washington also became increasingly assertive in the Western

Hemisphere, insisting on arbitrating disputes between European

and Latin American states. This expanded regional role led to

concerns over an impending great power conflict. In late 1895,

fear that US involvement in a territorial dispute between Britain
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and Venezuela would lead to an Anglo-American war caused

panic on the New York Stock Exchange.  In January 1896,

Prime Minister Lord Salisbury advised his finance minister that

“a war with America, not this year but in the not distant future —

has become something more than a possibility.”

The US Navy was still small compared to the Royal Navy, but it

was growing (especially after the Spanish-American War and the

ascendance of the hawkish Theodore Roosevelt to the

presidency). American naval tonnage nearly tripled between

1900 and 1910.  The First Lord of the Admiralty acknowledged

in 1901 that “if the Americans choose to pay for what they can

easily afford, they can gradually build up a navy, fully as large

and then larger than ours.” With this reality in mind, he argued

that “I would never quarrel with the United States if I could

possibly avoid it.”

To the consternation of the British War Office, the Admiralty

quietly exempted the US from the Two-Power Standard that

committed the UK to maintaining a number of battleships equal

to those of its next two largest competitors combined. The

Admiralty was preoccupied with threats closer to home, and did

its best to avoid contingency planning for a war with America. In

1904, the First Sea Lord told his civilian superior at the

Admiralty that Britain should “use all possible means to avoid

such a war,” because “under no conceivable circumstances”

could it “escape an overwhelming and humiliating defeat by the

United States.” It was therefore “an utter waste of time to

prepare for it.”

Salisbury expressed the regret felt by many in Britain for having

failed to challenge the American threat earlier: “It is very sad,

but I am afraid America is bound to forge ahead and nothing can

restore the equality between us. If we had interfered in the
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Confederate Wars it was then possible for us to reduce the power

of the United States to manageable proportions. But two such

chances are not given to a nation in the course of its career.”

Rather than challenge America’s rise through war, the UK

adapted, managing a “Great Rapprochement.” Facing more

ominous and proximate threats elsewhere, stretching to defend

its imperial possessions, and with no competitors to the US in

the Western Hemisphere that it could enlist as allies, Britain had

little choice but to accommodate the Americans. It deferred to

what many British saw as unreasonable American demands over

territorial disputes in Canada and Latin America, lucrative

fishing rights, and control of the future Panama Canal. “By the

end of 1903,” according to historian Anne Orde, “by a series of

concessions for which the United States made no return, Britain

had acquiesced in American supremacy in the Western

hemisphere from Venezuela to Alaska.”

Britové by byli oprávněni nespokojit se s nedostatkem americké

vděčnosti za století „svobodné bezpečnosti“.  Londýnská

ochota ke kompromisu však pomohla zahojit dlouhotrvající

nepřátelství mezi oběma národy natolik, že když v roce 1914

přišla válka, mohly být USA pro Británii zásadním zdrojem

materiálu a financí. Americké půjčky a podpora během 1. světové

války a případný vstup Washingtonu do války jako britský

spojenec se ukázaly jako rozhodující při porážce Německa.
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12. Počátek 20. století — Velká Británie (podporována Francií,

Ruskem) vs. Německo — VÁLKA

Period: Early 20  century

 
Ruling powers: United Kingdom, supported by France and

Russia

 
Rising power: Germany

 
Domain: Land power in Europe and global sea power

 
Outcome: World War I (1914–18)

After unification under Bismarck, Germany was the leading

military and economic power in continental Europe. It rose

further to threaten British industrial and naval supremacy, and

to risk unsettling the European balance of power. Though

initially intended to earn respect, Germany’s surging sea power

touched off a fierce naval race with Britain. Anglo-German

rivalry, along with a second Thucydides Trap between

Germany and a rising Russia to its east, played a vital role in

transforming a regional Balkan conflict into World War I.

Between 1860 and 1913, Germany’s share of global

manufacturing ballooned from 4.8 percent to 14.8 percent,

surpassing its chief competitor, the United Kingdom, whose

share sank from 19.9 percent to 13.6 percent.  Prior to

unification in 1870, Germany had produced only half the steel

Britain did; by 1914, it produced twice as much as Britain.  By

the 1880s, Bismarck had obtained colonial possessions in Africa,

as well as trading outposts in China, New Guinea, and several

islands in the South Pacific. These holdings in no way resembled

the scale of the British or French empires, however, and

Bismarck was not an enthusiastic imperialist. But the new

German emperor, Wilhelm II, who dismissed Bismarck in 1890,

was determined that his country become a “World Power” — a

status that required a formidable navy.
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In the 1890s, German admiral Alfred Tirpitz set a course to rival

Europe’s premier naval power, Britain. Though intended to

secure Britain’s respect, Germany’s naval buildup frightened

British leaders and sparked an intense arms race. The First Lord

of the Admiralty, the Earl of Selborne, underlined this concern in

1902: “I am convinced that the great new German navy is being

carefully built up from the point of view of war with us . . . [The

British ambassador in Germany is convinced that] in deciding on

a naval policy we cannot safely ignore the malignant hatred of

the German people or the manifest design of the German

Navy.”<

Germany’s new fleet affected not only British naval policy but

also its whole international outlook. As the historian Margaret

MacMillan puts it, “The naval race which Germany intended as a

means of forcing Britain to be friendly instead persuaded the

latter not only to outbuild Germany but to abandon its preferred

aloofness from Europe and draw closer to France and Russia.”

Germany’s growing power raised the prospect of its being able to

eliminate its continental rivals and control the coastline opposite

Britain — which, along with any challenge to British naval

supremacy, London considered an unacceptable threat.

Berlin confronted a second Thucydidean dynamic in Russia’s

growing strength. By around 1910, Russia had recovered from its

earlier military defeat by Japan and a period of simmering

revolutionary unrest, and now seemed to be rising as a

revitalized, modern military power right on Germany’s borders.

In 1913, Russia announced the “grand program” for expanding

its army, to be enacted the following year. It was expected that

by 1917 the Russian army would outnumber Germany’s by three

to one. French development of Russia’s strategic railways

already threatened the entire German war plan. Germany’s plan

for a two-front war entailed quickly defeating France before

turning around to deal with the slow-moving Russian threat. By
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1914, heavy French investment had allowed the development of a

Russian railway system that would shorten its mobilization

period to two weeks, as opposed to the six weeks assumed in the

German plan.

Russia’s rapid rise, along with a general fatalism about an

eventual European war, encouraged an aggressive attitude

among Germany’s political and military leadership. Many

espoused preventive war while there was still a chance to beat

Russia, especially since a successful conflict might allow

Germany to break out of its “encirclement” by Russia, France,

and Britain.  Berlin gave its infamous “blank check” to Vienna

after the June 1914 assassination of an Austrian archduke in

Sarajevo primarily because of the connected fears of its sole ally

collapsing if Austria-Hungary did not crush its enemies in the

Balkans and the prospect of being helpless in a future conflict

against Russia.

Since the outbreak of hostilities, scholars have endlessly debated

how to apportion blame for World War I; some even reject the

question altogether.  Though naming culprits is necessarily

simplistic, a pair of Thucydidean rivalries (Germany and Britain,

and Germany and Russia) bears primary responsibility for

turning a regional conflict between Austria-Hungary and Serbia

into a multiyear continental conflagration.

In 1914, the simultaneous dynamics between London and Berlin,

and between Berlin and Moscow, became interlocked.

Germany’s determination to prop up its ally, forestall the

menace of a rising Russia, and thus ensure its own survival led to

its declaration of war against the tsar — and his ally, France. In

threatening to crush France and overturn the European balance

of power, Germany crossed a red line for Britain. In the words of

historian Paul Kennedy, “So far as the British and German

governments were concerned, the 1914–18 conflict was

essentially entered into because the former power wished to
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preserve the existing status quo, whereas the latter, for a mixture

of offensive and defensive motives, was taking steps to alter it. In

that sense, the wartime struggle between London and Berlin was

but a continuation of what had been going on for at least fifteen

or twenty years before.”  Uprostřed mnoha dalších válečných

příčin nebyla žádná tak destruktivní jako Thúkydidova past.
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13. Polovina 20. století – Sovětský svaz, Francie a Velká Británie

vs. Německo – VÁLKA

Období: Polovina 20.  Vládnoucí 

 
mocnosti: Sovětský svaz, Francie, Spojené království 

 
Rostoucí moc: Německo 

 
Oblast: Pozemní a námořní mocnost v Evropě 

 
Výsledek: Druhá světová válka (1939–1945)

Adolf Hitler led a simultaneous recovery of Germany’s

economic power, military strength, and national pride,

abrogating the Treaty of Versailles and flouting the postwar

order maintained by France and the United Kingdom. Seeking

Lebensraum, or living space, Hitler methodically expanded

Nazi dominance over Austria and Czechoslovakia. Recognizing

his ambitions too slowly, France and the UK declared war only

after Hitler’s invasion of Poland, unable to stop German

domination of the Continent until millions of Soviet and

American forces turned the tide at the end of World War II.

Victorious in World War I, the ruling powers of France and the

United Kingdom spent the 1920s rebuilding their economies and

military strength, while Germany remained subordinate, its

power stunted by the punitive conditions of the Treaty of

Versailles. The treaty demanded severe economic reparations

and imposed tight constraints on the German military,

prohibiting it from having planes, tanks, and any more than

100,000 troops. Germany was forced to surrender its overseas

colonies as well as 13 percent of its European territory (and 10

percent of its population), and to submit to Allied occupation of

its industrial core, the Rhineland.  Most damaging to German

pride was the “war guilt” clause, which laid blame for the war

squarely on Germany. While “bitterly resented by almost all

Germans,”  the so-called “slave treaty”  nevertheless “left the

Reich geographically and economically largely intact and

preserved her political unity and her potential strength as a great

století
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nation.”  Only twenty years after the Great War, Adolf Hitler

would use that strength in a second attempt to overturn the

European order.

Hitler “focused relentlessly” on bringing about Germany’s

rise.  After his National Socialist Party won elections in 1933,

Hitler moved to consolidate his power through extra-democratic

means. He justified himself with a call to marshal “all German

national energies” toward the singular objective of rearmament

to secure his vision of Lebensraum for the German people: “He

wanted the whole of central Europe and all of Russia, up to the

Volga for German Lebensraum to secure Germany’s self-

sufficiency and status as a great power,” as Paul Kennedy puts

it.  The military buildup was rapid. When Hitler became

chancellor, France and Britain together spent twice as much on

defense as Germany. In 1937, Germany reversed the ratio,

spending twice as much on defense as France and Britain

combined.  Germany’s steep rearmament was exemplified by

its production of military aircraft: in 1933, Germany produced

just 368 planes, but by 1938 it had increased production to

5,235, more than the combined output of France and Britain.

The German army expanded from 39 divisions in 1936 to 103

divisions in 1939, to a total of 2.76 million men.<

Germany’s rearmament was first met with a “supine”

response from its future adversaries, who showed “little

immediate recognition of danger.”  Despite Winston

Churchill’s dire and repeated warnings that Germany “fears no

one” and was “arming in a manner which has never been seen in

German history,” Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain saw Hitler

as merely trying to right the wrongs of Versailles, and acquiesced

to the German annexation of the Sudetenland at Munich in

September 1938.  Yet Chamberlain’s anxiety grew as Hitler’s

decision to occupy the remainder of Czechoslovakia in March

1939 indicated his broader aims. Chamberlain asked
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rhetorically: “Is this the end of an old adventure, or is it the

beginning of a new? Is this the last attack upon a small State, or

is it to be followed by others? Is this, in fact, a step in the

direction of an attempt to dominate the world by force?”

France, meanwhile, as Henry Kissinger explains, “had become so

dispirited that it could not bring itself to act.”  Stalin decided

his interests were best served by a non-aggression pact signed

with Germany, which included a secret protocol for the division

of Eastern Europe.

Týden poté, co souhlasil se Stalinem, Hitler napadl Polsko, což

vyvolalo Brity a Francouze k vyhlášení války 3. září 1939. Druhá

světová válka začala. Během jednoho roku Hitler obsadil Francii

spolu s velkou částí západní Evropy a Skandinávie. Británie byla

poražena na kontinentu, i když odrážela německé vzdušné útoky.

V červnu 1941 Hitler zradil Stalina a napadl Sovětský svaz. Než

bylo o čtyři roky později Německo poraženo, byla velká část

evropského kontinentu zničena a jeho východní polovina bude

dalších čtyřicet let pod sovětskou nadvládou. Západní Evropa by

nemohla být osvobozena bez Spojených států, na jejichž

vojenskou sílu by se i nadále spoléhala. Válka, kterou Hitler

rozpoutal, byla nejkrvavější, jakou kdy svět viděl.
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14. Polovina 20. století — Spojené státy vs. Japonsko — VÁLKA

Period: Mid-20  century

 
Ruling power: United States

 
Rising power: Japan

 
Domain: Land and sea power in Europe

 
Outcome: World War II (1941–45)

Imperial Japan, bolstered by decisive victories in the Sino- and

Russo-Japanese wars and a growing sphere of influence that

included Korea and Taiwan, became aggressively hegemonic in

the twentieth century. As Japanese expansion, particularly into

China, threatened the American-led “Open Door” order in the

Pacific, the United States became increasingly hostile toward

Japan in the 1930s. After the US sought to contain Japan by

embargoing its raw material imports, Japan attacked Pearl

Harbor, drawing the hitherto reluctant Americans into World

War II.

In 1915, Japanese prime minister Okuma Shigenobu used his

country’s newfound leverage to levy “Twenty-One Demands”

against the Republic of China for greater Japanese economic and

territorial authority over the Asia-Pacific. These demands posed

a deep challenge not only to China but also to the regional order

established by America’s Open Door policy of 1899. Secretary of

State Henry Stimson worried that Japan’s claims threatened this

order and the American way of life that depended on it.

In pursuit of a “New Order in East Asia,” Japan launched an

unprovoked campaign to seize Manchuria in 1931. This

campaign extended into the heart of China, reaching its ruthless

climax in the 1937 Rape of Nanking. Though the US viewed

Japan’s aggression against an American ally with consternation,

President Franklin Roosevelt initially refrained from acting,

even as Japan bombed a US ship seeking to rescue Americans

near Nanking.

th

140



49/59

In the next few years, however, the US began to step up aid to

China and imposed increasingly severe economic sanctions

against Japan. Since the island nation depended almost totally

on imports of critical raw materials such as oil, rubber, and scrap

iron, and because it considered territorial expansion vital to the

procurement of natural resources and to its future as a great

power, Japan’s leadership viewed this containment as a mortal

threat. As Japanese ambassador Kichisaburō Nomura told

Washington on December 2, 1941, “The Japanese people believe

. . . that they are being placed under severe pressure by the

United States to yield to the American position; and that it is

preferable to fight rather than to yield to pressure.”

As Japan negotiated with the Axis Powers in Europe, Vichy

France, and the Soviet Union for settlements that would allow

for easier territorial expansion in Southeast Asia, the US cut off

negotiations with Japan. Washington, according to historian

Richard Storry, became convinced that Japan was “redrawing

the map of Asia so as to exclude the West.”  As sanctions

tightened, American ambassador to Tokyo Joseph Grew

insightfully noted in his diary, “The vicious circle of reprisals and

counter reprisals is on . . . The obvious conclusion is eventual

war.”

FDR’s August 1941 oil embargo of Japan proved to be the final

straw. As former State Department official Charles Maechling

explains, “While oil was not the sole cause of the deterioration of

relations, once employed as a diplomatic weapon, it made

hostilities inevitable. The United States recklessly cut the energy

lifeline of a powerful adversary without due regard for the

predictably explosive consequences.”  In desperation,

Japanese leaders approved a plan to deliver a preemptive

“knockout blow” against the US Pacific Fleet at Pearl Harbor,

clearing the way to seize resource-rich territory in Southeast Asia

and the Dutch East Indies. As scholar Jack Snyder notes, Japan’s
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strategy reflected its conviction that “if the sun is not ascending,

it is descending,” and that war with the US was “inevitable”

given America’s “inherently rapacious nature.”

Retrospectively, American statesmen realized the rashness of

their oil embargo. As the later secretary of state Dean Acheson

put it, America’s misreading of Japanese intentions was not of

“what the Japanese government proposed to do in Asia, not of

the hostility our embargo would excite, but of the incredibly high

risks General Tojo would assume to accomplish his ends. No one

in Washington realized that he and his regime regarded the

conquest of Asia not as the accomplishment of an ambition but

as the survival of a regime. It was a life-and-death matter to

them.” Japonský útok na Pearl Harbor byl v krátkodobém

horizontu dílčím úspěchem a Japonsko si dále užívalo velkých

taktických vítězství proti Americe a Británii, ale konflikt nakonec

vedl k jeho téměř úplnému zničení v roce 1945. Jeho války ve

východní Asii stály desítky milionů životů.
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15. 40.–80. léta 20. století — Spojené státy vs. Sovětský svaz —

ŽÁDNÁ VÁLKA

Období: 40. až 80. léta 

 
Vládnoucí moc: Spojené státy 

 
Rostoucí moc: Sovětský svaz 

 
Oblast: Globální moc 

 
Výsledek: Žádná válka

In the aftermath of World War II, the United States emerged as

the world’s undisputed superpower. It controlled half the

world’s GDP, formidable conventional military forces, and a

monopoly on the most destructive instrument of war mankind

had ever built: the nuclear bomb. American hegemony,

however, was soon challenged by its World War II ally the

Soviet Union. Though often tense, the Cold War stands as one of

history’s greatest successes in escaping Thucydides’s Trap. By

developing vehicles for competition outside of armed conflict,

the two powers peacefully managed the highest-stakes great

power competition in history.

Having liberated the nations of Eastern Europe from Nazi rule at

enormous cost, the Soviets felt entitled to carve a sphere of

influence out of the ruins of Eastern Europe in the wake of

World War II. Deploying Soviet military advisers and

intelligence officers to co-opt local politicians, build new

Communist Parties, engineer coups, and suppress dissent, the

Soviet Union constructed an empire stretching into the middle

of Germany and, in Churchill’s words, from “Stettin in the Baltic

to Trieste in the Adriatic, an iron curtain . . . descended across

the Continent.”

It soon became apparent to many US policymakers that the

Soviet Union, as the historian John Gaddis writes, sought “not to

restore a balance of power in Europe, but rather to dominate

that continent as thoroughly as Hitler had sought to do.”  With147
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an overarching position in Europe, Stalin could easily spread his

“revolutionary imperial” communism worldwide. Nine months

after V-E Day, George Kennan’s Long Telegram of February

1946 — followed by Winston Churchill’s Iron Curtain speech less

than two weeks later — identified Soviet communism as an

existential threat to the West. Navy Secretary James Forrestal

represented the views of many American policymakers when he

wrote that Soviet communism “is as incompatible with

democracy as was Nazism or Fascism because it rests upon the

willingness to apply force to gain the end.”

By 1949, the Soviet Union had successfully broken the US

nuclear monopoly by testing its own atomic bomb. Eight years

later, the USSR launched Sputnik, the first artificial satellite sent

into space, dealing a blow to America’s presumed preeminence

in science and technology. The Soviet economy, meanwhile, had

begun to surge. Industrial production increased 173 percent over

prewar levels by 1950, and annual economic growth (at least as

officially reported) averaged 7 percent between 1950 and

1970,  prompting fears that the Soviet Union might rival and

even surpass the US economically.  Paul Samuelson’s best-

selling 1960s textbook, Economics: An Introductory Analysis,

projected that Soviet GNP would overtake that of the US by the

mid-1980s.  Though Samuelson’s prediction never came to

pass, the USSR did overtake the US in two key areas: military

spending and production of iron and steel, both in the early

1970s.

Responding to the challenge, the United States employed all of

the traditional instruments of warfare short of bombs and

bullets, and many untraditional instruments as well. This

confrontation thus came to be known as the Cold War.

Despite a number of close calls (for example, the Cuban Missile

Crisis) and several proxy wars (in Korea, Vietnam, Afghanistan,

and elsewhere), overt conflict between the two militaries was
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averted.  Historians have offered various explanations for why

the Cold War never went hot. Most credit the specter of nuclear

destruction,  while some emphasize the geographic distance

between the US and USSR,  or the growth of reconnaissance

programs that minimized the likelihood of dangerous

misunderstandings.  Many point to the two countries’ mutual

recognition of constraints on competition that allowed them to

attack each other using all forms of war except direct conflict.

Yet another factor that allowed the two powers to escape war

was the culture of cooperation that developed around nuclear

weapons, beginning with the SALT Treaty in 1972 and

culminating with the Reagan-Gorbachev summits of the 1980s.

These summits not only reduced the risk of a nuclear accident,

but also built a baseline of trust.

Postupem času byl americký přístup – strategie omezování

trvající čtyři desetiletí – úspěšný. Kontrast mezi úspěchem

demokracií volného trhu a vnitřními rozpory autoritářství velení

a kontroly vyprázdnil sovětský režim během několika desetiletí.

Sovětský svaz, který nebyl schopen poskytnout zbraně i máslo, se

v roce 1991 zhroutil a rozhodující konflikt konce dvacátého

století skončil bez krveprolití.
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16. 90. léta – současnost — Velká Británie a Francie vs. Německo

— ŽÁDNÁ VÁLKA

Období: 90. léta-současnost 

 
Vládnoucí moc: Velká Británie a Francie 

 
Rostoucí moc: Německo 

 
Oblast: Politický vliv v Evropě 

 
Výsledek: Žádná válka

At the conclusion of the Cold War, many expected that a newly

reunified Germany would regress to its old hegemonic

ambitions. While they were right that Germany was destined

for a return to political and economic might in Europe, its rise

has remained largely benign. An awareness of how

Thucydides’s Trap has ensnared their country in the past has

led German leaders to find a new way to exert power and

influence: by leading an integrated economic order, rather

than by military dominance.

When West German chancellor Helmut Kohl broached the

question of German reunification at the conclusion of the Cold

War, leaders of Europe’s status quo powers — the UK and

France — balked at the prospect of a newly powerful Germany.

For many strategists, the division of Germany at the end of

World War II was the enduring solution to the “German

problem” that had been at the root of two world wars. NATO’s

triple mission for Europe, went an oft-repeated quip, was “to

keep the Soviets out, the Americans in, and the Germans

down.”

Britain’s and France’s anxieties were easy to understand: a

reunified Germany would be Western Europe’s most populous

country and an economic powerhouse. Along these lines, the

French ambassador to Germany argued in 1989 that

reunification “would give birth to a Europe dominated by

Germany, which no one, in the East or West, wants.”  Prime
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Minister Margaret Thatcher took these concerns even further,

privately telling President George H. W. Bush of her fear that

“the Germans will get in peace what Hitler could not get in

war.”  To counter this perceived threat, Thatcher and President

François Mitterrand discussed strengthening the alliance

between Britain and France. Mitterrand, for example,

contemplated “bilateral military and even nuclear cooperation

with Britain as a counterbalance.”  According to former

diplomat and scholar Philip Zelikow and former secretary of

state Condoleezza Rice, “Europeans, particularly the French,

believed that any revival of German power had to go hand in

hand with European structures that would keep the German

state from endangering France.”

As the European leaders foresaw, Germany indeed was able to

leverage its economic strength into a position as Europe’s

strongest political voice, filling the power vacuum left by the

collapse of the Soviet Union. Remarkably, however, this

reemergence has so far occurred peacefully. It has also occurred,

over time, with British and French support. So how did it

happen that, as Henry Kissinger recently observed, “seventy

years after having defeated German claims to dominating

Europe, the victors are now pleading, largely for economic

reasons, with Germany to lead Europe”?

Germany’s peaceful rise is mostly due to its broad strategy of

assuaging European suspicions through open gestures of good

faith and seeking interdependence with its former adversaries.

Most importantly, German leaders consciously chose not to

redevelop a military presence commensurate with the nation’s

economic power.

This new path became especially apparent as Germany achieved

economic hegemony, becoming a dominant player in Europe’s

integrated markets and leader of the Frankfurt-based European

Central Bank. As former British trade minister Stephen Green
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notes, Germany channeled its power mainly into influencing

Europe’s political economy: “In no sense has Germany shown

any readiness to play any strategic role in the world of foreign

affairs of the kind both the British and the French have taken for

granted.”  A strategy of integration, as international relations

scholar Helga Haftendorn describes it, “was to compensate for

Germany’s gains in power and sovereignty by emphasizing the

importance of integrating this potential into a new Europe,

creating a ‘Europeanized Germany’ rather than a ‘German

Europe.’”

It is important to note, of course, that Germany’s pursuit of

economic integration began prior to reunification.

Furthermore, Germany’s decision to forgo a military expansion

to match its economic clout was undoubtedly influenced by

America’s presence as a regional security guarantor and

stabilizing force in Europe. Whatever its origins, though,

Germany’s approach ultimately proved reassuring to its former

foes, demonstrating a new ethos characterized by policy analyst

Hans Kundnani in The Paradox of German Power as “a strange

mixture of economic assertiveness and military abstinence . . . In

geopolitical terms, Germany is benign.”

Recently, instability caused by the fallout from the global

financial crisis and an overwhelming surge of immigrants and

refugees from Syria and the Middle East have called the existing

European system — and German leadership — into question.

Regardless of Europe’s future, however, or the historically

unusual circumstances of America’s security presence on the

Continent, Germany’s approach at the critical moment of power

transition provides enduring and important lessons for powers

seeking to avoid Thucydides’s Trap. Germany has learned that

increasing defense spending to match economic development

can easily beget conflict, and that continual gestures of goodwill

are needed to overcome deep-seated fear between rival nations.
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Through stability, openness, integration with former

adversaries, and a willingness to forgo more traditional shows of

power, Germany has managed thus far to escape Thucydides’s

Trap.
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