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Panel	
Panel	1:	Neutrality	from	1500	-	1900	
	
Participant	
Maartje	Abbenhuis	
Associate	Professor	in	Modern	European	History	at	University	of	Auckland	
	
	

Avoiding	war:	neutrality’s	role	in	nineteenth-century	diplomacy	
	
Arguing	 that	 neutrality	 helps	 to	 explain	 the	 nuances	 of	 nineteenth-century	 great	 power	
diplomacy,	this	paper	analyses	the	functions	of	neutrality	in	the	nineteenth-century	international	
system.	It	suggests	that	neutrality	was	both	a	tool	of	diplomacy,	with	obvious	utility	for	small	and	
great	powers	alike,	and	an	important	feature	of	global	politics.	It	helped	to	sustain	the	economic	
growth	 of	 the	 industrialising	 (‘blue	 water’)	 empires,	 supported	 the	 workings	 of	 the	 concert	
system	and	helped	to	keep	the	wars	of	the	era	limited	affairs.	All	three	developments	helped	to	
shape	 the	 contours	 of	 the	 international	 system	 and	 delineate	 power	 differentials	 within	 the	
system.	The	rise	of	neutrality’s	utility	also	paralleled	the	rise	of	the	value	of	international	law	in	
global	diplomacy	across	the	century.	Altogether,	this	paper	asks	scholars	to	look	more	carefully	
at	neutrality	as	a	central	feature	of	nineteenth-century	international	affairs.
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Panel	
Panel	1:	Neutrality	from	1500	-	1900	
	
Participant	
Ismee	Tames	
Professor	at	Dept.	of	Political	History,	Utrecht	University	at		
	
	
Global	war,	global	catastrophe:	how	neutrality	and	belligerency	shaped	the	First	World	War	
	
My	paper	draws	on	the	book	project	that	I’m	working	on	with	prof.	Maartje	Abbenhuis.	Whereas	
in	the	global	order	of	1914	a	country’s	right	to	adopt	neutrality	was	as	entrenched	as	its	right	to	
go	to	war,	the	onset	of	global	war	in	August	tested	the	on-going	sustainability	of	the	system	by	
undermining	its	component	parts,	including	neutrality.	This	started	off	with	the	‘rape	of	Belgium’	
that	ended	both	Belgiums	neutral	status	and	British	neutrality.	In	1915	the	economic	blockade	
transgressed	well-established	neutral	 rights	 to	 trade	 freely	across	 the	open	seas.	One	by	one	
neutrals	declared	war	or	were	drawn	into	it.		Thus	moving	from	one	tipping	point	to	another	–	
one	crisis	of	total	war	to	the	other	–	we	can	retell	the	First	World	War	right	till	the	end	when	war	
had	revolutionized	and	an	international	system	had	to	be	created	fundamentally	different	from	
the	 pre-1914	 neutrality-centered	 order.	 This	 paper	 hopes	 to	 illuminate	 that	 it	 is	 only	 by	
integrating	neutrality	into	the	existing	history	of	the	conflict	can	we	fully	understand	what	made	
the	First	World	War	such	a	globally	catastrophic	event.	
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Panel	
Panel	1:	Neutrality	from	1500	-	1900	
	
Participant	
Wim	Klinkert	
Professor	at	Netherlands	Defence	Academy,	Breda	and	University	of	Amsterdam	
	
	

Between	success	and	failure:	Dutch	neutrality	1914	vs	1939	
	
The	Netherlands	managed	to	uphold	its	neutrality	during	WW	I.	During	the	inter	war	years,	the	
idea	was	propagated,	especially	by	military,	but	also	by	politicians,	 that	 the	army,	which	had	
stood	guard	at	 the	borders	 in	 full	 strength	 for	over	 four	years,	was	 the	main	 reason	 that	 the	
neutral	 borders	 had	 been	 respected.	 Neutrality,	 considered	 as	 the	 ‘moral	 high	 ground’,	 had	
proven	 its	 worth	 and	 the	 Dutch	 had	 escaped	 the	 terrible	 fate	 of	 the	 Belgians.	 As	 a	 result,	
(armoured)	neutrality	did	not	become	controversial	after	1918.	On	the	other	hand	however,	the	
Dutch	military	leadership	was	convinced	that	in	a	next	European	war,	the	‘	miracle’	of	1914	would	
not	be	repeated:	Holland	would	most	likely	be	invaded.	The	logical	consequence	of	this	would	be	
fundamental	 alterations	 in	 war	 preparations.	 But	 that	 only	 happened	 in	 the	 strictly	 military	
sphere;	politically	and	ideologically,	neutrality	remained	supreme,	with	all	the	consequences	that	
came	with	 it:	 for	 instance	no	preparations	 for	 cooperation	with	 the	British	and	French	and	a	
flexible	 attitude	 towards	 German	 activities	 in	 the	 Netherlands	 (espionage;	 ideological	
influencing).	
In	1914	the	neutrality	had	been	politically	and	militarily	more	or	less	coherent	and	effective;	in	
1939	it	was	neither,	but	political	and	military	alternatives	were	never	seriously	considered.	How	
did	military	planning,	intelligence	and	the	idea	of	neutrality	get	so	disconnected	and	what	does	
that	say	about	the	role	of	small	neutrals	in	big	power	conflicts?	
	
The	paper	elaborates	further	on	my	study	of	Dutch	neutrality	published	by	Brill	in	2013	
Neutrality	Defended.	The	Netherlands	prepares	for	War,	1900-1925.	
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Panel	
Panel	1:	Neutrality	from	1500	-	1900	
	
Participant	
Leos	Müller	
Professor	of	History	and	Director	Director	of	Centre	for	Maritime	Studies	at	Stockholm	
University	
	
	

The	Forgotten	History	of	Maritime	Neutrality,	1500-1800	
	
Bulk	of	the	research	on	history	neutrality	focuses	on	neutrality	in	the	19th	and	20th	centuries:	
on	neutrality’s	essential	role	in	shaping	peaceful	international	relations	in	the	19th	century,	and	
its	“failure”	and	transformation	in	the	20th-century	conflicts.	 	This	paper	offers	an	alternative	
view	 of	 neutrality	 in	 centuries	 between	 the	 Iberian	 oceanic	 expansion	 and	 the	 French	
Revolutionary	and	Napoleonic	Wars.	This	forgotten	story	of	neutrality	is	important	for	modern	
political	neutrality.	The	focus	is	on	the	so-called	maritime	neutrality:	perceptions	of	neutral	rights	
at	sea	and	the	praxis	of	neutral	shipping	and	trade.	This	narrative	concerns	primarily	maritime	
states	that	 in	wars	declared	neutrality	and	carried	out	trade	to/from	and	for	belligerents:	the	
Netherlands,	Denmark,	Sweden,	and	USA.	The	concept	of	maritime	neutrality	and	neutral	rights	
at	sea	is	here	directly	related	to	Hugo	Grotius	doctrine	of	free	sea	(mare	liberum)	that	since	the	
early	 17th	 century	 became	 the	 precondition	 of	 development	 of	 maritime	 trade.	 This	 early	
modern	 maritime	 neutrality	 is	 significant	 from	 three	 perspectives:	 1/the	 constitution	 of	
international	law	and	peaceful	international	relations,	2/implementation	of	free-trade	paradigm	
and	 critique	 of	 regulated	 trade	 (Mercantilist	 paradigm)	 3/neutral	 shipping	 reduced	 harmful	
impact	of	warfare	on	economic	development	in	early	modern	time.
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Panel	
Panel	2:	Neutrality	during	the	Cold	War	
	
Participant	
Aryo	Makko	
Associate	Professor	Department	of	History	at	Stockholm	University	
	

The	Neutrals,	Neutrality	and	the	Soviet	Union	during	the	Cold	War	
	
The	Ukrainian	crisis	and	Russia’s	generally	more	aggressive	attitude	in	recent	years	has	brought	
back	 memories	 and	 concerns	 of	 the	 Cold	 War.	 In	 Sweden	 and	 Finland,	 this	 has	 triggered	
intensified	 debate	 about	 whether	 the	 countries	 should	 abandon	 their	 traditional	 neutrality	
policies	 and	 join	 NATO.	 At	 the	 same	 time,	 prominent	 figures	 such	 as	 Henry	 Kissinger	 have	
suggested	neutrality	as	a	solution	in	the	context	of	the	Ukraine	Conflict.	Is	neutrality	a	thing	of	
the	 past	 or	 the	 future?	 The	 rationale	 behind	 either	 argument	 rests	 on	 how	 Russia	 looks	 at	
neutrality	in	Europe.	Despite	its	obvious	relevance	for	today’s	world,	we	know	surprisingly	little	
about	how	decision-makers	at	the	Kremlin	actually	looked	at	neutrality	in	Europe	in	the	more	
recent	past.	
During	 the	 Cold	War,	 neutral	 countries	 in	 Europe	 assigned	 priority	 to	 their	 relationship	with	
Moscow,	which	 they	 considered	 a	 necessity	 for	 peace.	 This	 is,	 however,	 not	 reflected	 in	 the	
literature.	In	1992,	political	scientist	Stephan	Kux	pointed	out	the	fact	that	the	“analysis	of	the	
USSR’s	attitudes	towards	neutrality	and	the	European	neutrals	has	never	ranked	high	in	the	study	
of	Soviet	international	relations”.	Not	much	has	changed	since	then.	Historians	of	the	Cold	War	
have	mostly	 focused	on	great	powers	and	bloc-to-bloc	relations	and	paid	 limited	attention	to	
smaller	and	neutral	states.	Neutrality	is	overlooked	in	both	the	Oxford	Handbook	of	the	Cold	War	
and	the	three-volume	Cambridge	History	of	the	Cold	War.	Fresh	research	on	the	neutrals	focuses	
largely	on	their	relations	with	Western	powers	and,	more	recently,	the	Third	World	while	often	
ignoring	the	Soviet	Union	and	the	Warsaw	Pact.	Jussi	Hanhimäki	states	that	the	role	of	neutrality	
“is	one	of	the	less	researched	issues	of	the	Cold	War“	and	Vladislav	Zubok	maintains	that	the	
“topic	[of	neutrality	and	the	Soviet	Union]	has	not	been	systematically	explored	in	or	outside	of	
Russia”	and	that	“there	is	a	number	of	sketchy	studies	in	the	West,	but	most	of	them	bear	a	heavy	
imprint	 of	 the	 Cold	 War	 times	 and	 needs.”	 Swedish	 historians	 Olof	 Kronvall	 and	 Magnus	
Petersson	offer	similar	observations	 in	their	survey	on	Sweden	during	the	Cold	War.	Archival-
based	studies	conducted	in	Austria,	Finland	have	focused	largely	on	the	late	1940s	and	the	1950s	
while	there	are	virtually	no	studies	on	Swiss-Soviet	and	Irish-Soviet	relations	at	all.	
Neutrality,	and	to	an	even	lesser	extent	Neutral-Soviet	relations,	have	received	only	limited	
attention.	My	forthcoming	project	entitled	Neutrality	and	the	Kremlin:	A	Transnational	History,	
which	has	received	funding	for	five	years	and	will	commence	in	July	2017,	will	deal	with	
Neutral-Soviet	relations	roughly	between	1960	and	1990	from	a	transnational	perspective.	The	
project	will	mainly	draw	on	recently	declassified	documents	from	Austria,	Sweden	and	
Switzerland	as	well	as	to	a	lesser	extent	from	Finland	and	Ireland.	Additional	Western	archives	
and	published	and	translated	Soviet	sources	will	also	be	consulted.	The	aim	of	the	project	is	to	
both	provide	new	empirical	evidence	to	the	scholarly	debate	and	to	offer	today’s	practitioners	
a	sound	understanding	of	what	can	be	learned	from	the	past.
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Panel	
Panel	2:	Neutrality	during	the	Cold	War	
	
Participant	
Peter	Ruggenthaler	
Senior	Research	Fellow	at	University	of	Graz	
	
	

The	Concept	of	Neutrality	in	Stalin´s	Foreign	Policy,	1945-53”		
	
I	have	been	working	in	Russian	archives	on	neutrality	issues	since	1999.	In	my	paper	I	will	give	an	
overview	 on	my	 research	 conducted	 in	Moscow	 and	 published	 in	my	 book	 “The	 Concept	 of	
Neutrality	in	Stalin´s	Foreign	Policy,	1945-53”	in	the	Harvard	Cold	War	Studies	Book	Series.	
The	view	Stalin	took	of	neutrality	was	never	other	than	negative.	As	he—and	Molotov,	his	alter	
ego	in	many	respects—saw	it,	genuine	neutrality	was	incompatible	with	political	reality.	Sweden	
for	example	in	World	War	II	was	a	case	in	point:	for	all	 its	ostensible	neutrality,	 it	was,	to	the	
Soviets,	 nothing	other	 than	an	 “enemy	 sympathizer.”	By	prioritizing	 the	 installation	of	 Soviet	
friendly	regimes	at	its	periphery,	the	Soviet	Union	tried	to	prevent	these	states	from	going	their	
own	 “third”	 way,	 which,	 as	 the	 Soviets	 saw	 it,	 could	 not	 but	 result	 in	 their—renewed—
rapprochement	with	the	Soviet	Union’s	enemies	and	in	turning	them	into	a	military	deployment	
zone	for	those	enemies	in	any	future	war.		
In	Stalin’s	uncompromisingly	Manichean	 thinking,	 there	were	 two	camps	 to	choose	between,	
“Imperialism”	and	“Socialism.”	Even	if	Stalin	occasionally	greyed	this	black-and-white	view	to	a	
certain	extent,	as	has	been	noted	above,	the	relationship	between	the	two	camps	tended	in	his	
eyes	to	be	one	of	implacable	hostility.	The	abyss	separating	them	left	no	space	for	other	options.	
There	could	be	no	“neutral”	or	“non-aligned”	states.	Stalin	viewed	the	antagonism	between	the	
USSR	 and	 the	 Capitalist	 rest	 of	 the	world	 as	 irreconcilable.	 This	 view	was—and	 remained—a	
constituent	of	Soviet	foreign	policy.	
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Panel	
Panel	2:	Neutrality	during	the	Cold	War	
	
Participant	
Bange	Oliver	
Wiss.	Oberrat	PD	Dr.	at	Center	for	Miltary	History	and	Social	Sciences	of	the	Bundeswehr	
	
	
Changing	Concepts	and	Understanding	of	Neutrality	in	the	Cold	War:	The	Neutral	and	Non-

Aligned	States	(N+N)		
	
The	past	ten	years	have	seen	an	upsurge	of		historiography	on	the	role,	the	perception	and	the	
self-image	of	the	so-called	"N+N	states"	within	the	Cold	War.	Much	of	the	work	going	into	this	
research	and	literature	has	been	financed	by	some	of	the	national	governments	involved,	most	
noticeably	 in	 Switzerland	 and	 Austria,	 but	 also	 in	 Finland	 and	 other	 countries	 capable	 of	
sponsoring	substantial	historical	research.	Also,	without	exception	(to	my	knowledge)	all	of	the	
scholars	involved	are	natives	of	these	respective	countries.	It	is	therefore	not	surprising	that	the	
publication	which	came	out	of	these	undertakings	are	full	of	praise	for	the	East-West	policies	of	
each	 of	 the	 countries	mentioned,	 often	 amounting	 to	 a	 kind	 of	 hagiography	 of	 the	 national	
diplomacies	and	foreign	policies	 involved.	On	the	other	hand,	historiography	on	the	Cold	War	
policies	of	states	like	Yugoslavia	and	Albania,	or	even	India,	still	leaves	much	to	be	desired	(albeit	
some	very	good	case-studies	have	already	been	put	forward).	In	order	to	reconsider	the	currently	
established	narratives	on	the	central	of	the	"N+N	states"	particularly	in	the	last	two	decades	of	
the	Cold	War,	the	paper	will	address	the	following	questions:	How	neutral	could	neutrality	be	in	
a	conflict	of	societal	ideas/ideologies	?	How	much	common	ground	did	the	"N+N	states"	share	
between	them	-	and	did	this	form	a	meaningful	platform	for	political	initiatives	?	How	much	real-
political	 leverage	 did	 these	 states	 possess	 in	 dealing	with	 the	 two	 superpowers	 and	 the	 two	
military	alliances	?	What	role	did	economics	play	in	dealing	with	the	Cold	War	actors	in	Europe,	
both	individually	and	as	a	group,	-	and	how	much	were	the	"good	(diplomatic)	services"	triggered	
or	perhaps	even	compromised	by	 this	?	And	 finally,	what	meaning(s)	did	"neutrality"	 take	on	
throughout	this	era	?	
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Panel	
Panel	2:	Neutrality	during	the	Cold	War	
	
Participant	
Tvrtko	Jakovina	
Professor,	Department	of	History	at	University	of	Zagreb	
	
	

Neutral	and	Non-Aligned	Group,	The	Second	Cold	War	and	the	Break	up	of	Yugoslavia	
	
Yugoslavia	was	one	of	 the	beneficiaries	 of	 the	Cold	War	order.	 The	West	 had	been	 ready	 to	
support	Belgrade	for	as	 long	as	country	was	willing	to	preserve	 its	 independence	 from	Soviet	
influence.	Harsh	critics	of	such	policy	were	normally	silenced,	since	similar	treatment	Yugoslavia	
had,	was	given	to	Franciso	Franco’s	Spain.	Nobody,	was,	therefore	squeezing	Belgrade	too	hard	
since	mid-1950’.	Since	that	time,	Yugoslavia	was	pursuing	its	separate,	non-aligned	path	in	the	
international	arena.		
A	group	of	the	non-aligned	and	neutral	countries	(NNA),	which	was	formed	during	the	process	of	
negotiations	that	was	taking	place	under	the	auspices	of	the	Conference	on	European	Security	
and	Cooperation,	occupied	an	 important	place	 in	Yugoslav	foreign	policy.	 It	was	upon	them	–	
Finland,	Austria,	and	Yugoslavia	above	all	–	that	these	world	changes	had	a	profound	impact.	The	
countries	that	made	up	the	NNA	group	were	respected,	but	disparate,	with	different	standpoints	
on	the	concept	of	neutrality.	Unlike	Yugoslavia,	all	other	countries	in	the	NNA	group	were	stable,	
not	 in	danger	of	disintegrating	 in	an	armed	conflict,	which	made	their	adaptation	to	the	new	
circumstances	in	1990	easier.		
In	my	article	I	would	stress	the	importance	of	NNA	group	during	the	1980’	and	try	to	explain	
why	neutrality	and	conflict	was	not	an	option	for	Yugoslavia,	why	it	is	not	an	option	for	former	
Yugoslav	nations	until	today.
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Panel	
Panel	3:	Neutrality	and	International	Law	
	
Participant	
Stephen	C.	Neff	
Professor	in	Public	International	Law	at	University	of	Edinburgh	
	
	

Competing	Visions	of	Neutrality:		Lessons	from	the	1930s	
	
It	was	only	in	the	second	half	of	the	Eighteenth	Century	that	coherent	–	and	competing	–	visions	
of	neutrality	were	devised	by	international-law	writers.		Those	pioneering	efforts	reappeared	in	
the	1930s	remarkably	 intact,	although	in	a	radically	altered	 international	political	and	military	
environment.		Ironically,	the	so-called	“new	neutrality”	was	the	direct	descendant	of	the	oldest	
of	the	three	competing	schools:		the	necessity-based	view	of	Vattel.		It	proposed,	in	essence,	a	
relinquishment	of	traditional	neutral	rights	in	the	interest	of	isolating	belligerents	from	contact	
with	the	outside	world.		Opposed	to	this	was	the	collective-security	position,	which	insisted	on	
the	 obsolescence	 of	 traditional	 neutrality	 in	 the	 light	 of	 the	 establishment	 of	 the	 League	 of	
Nations.		It	favoured	involving	neutrals	to	the	greatest	possible	extent	in	issues	of	war	and	peace	
around	the	world.		Finally,	there	was	the	code-of-conduct	school,	which	insisted	on	the	staunch	
defence	by	neutrals	of	their	traditional	rights	as	they	had	evolved	over	the	centuries.		The	debates	
between	these	groups,	chiefly	in	the	United	States,	were	as	lively	and	ill-tempered	as	any	in	the	
history	of	international	legal	thought.		World	War	II	quieted	the	controversy,	but	did	not	end	or	
resolve	it.		The	three	rival	outlooks	continue	to	co-exist,	very	uneasily,	in	international	life	to	the	
present	day.
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Panel	
Panel	3:	Neutrality	and	International	Law	
	
Participant	
Yolanda	Gamarra	
Professor	of	International	Law	at	University	of	Zaragoza	(Spain)	
	
	
	

Neutrality’s	Legal	Concept	in	a	Globalized	World	
	
Today,	 the	 institution	 of	 neutrality	 remains	 in	 force	 at	 least	 as	 an	 effect	 of	 the	 principle	 of	
effectiveness	 and	 non-satisfactory	 operation	 of	 the	 collective	 security	 system.	 Although	
neutrality	in	a	globalized	society	adopts	modalities	different	from	those	of	the	past.	This	study	
explore	the	analogies	between	the	position	of	States	not	directly	involved	in	an	armed	conflict	
with	some	of	the	modalities	of	'non-belligerence'.	We	turn	to	the	past	looking	at	the	debates	of	
the	authors	of	the	two	world	wars	trying	to	explain	the	compatibility	of	neutrality	and	collective	
security.	
The	international	lawyers	of	the	world	wars	(Bourgeois,	Hadjiscos,	Wehrer,	Politis,	Lasala,	among	
others)	 debated	on	 the	 legal	 concept	 of	 neutrality	 (permanent	 and	 temporary)	 in	 the	 age	of	
collective	 security	 system	 of	 the	 League	 of	 Nations.	 While	 some	 authors	 defended	 the	
compatibility	of	neutrality	with	the	collective	security	system,	others	considered	the	end	of	the	
same	legal	figure.	International	legal	scholars	suggested	that	the	classic	concept	of	a	neutrality	
based	 on	 abstention	 and	 impartiality	 was	 superceded	 by	 moral	 imperatives.	 Some	 others	
defended	 the	 compatibility	 of	 the	 system	 of	 collective	 security	 with	 that	 of	 neutrality.	 They	
argued	that	given	the	inter-dependence	of	states,	 it	was	no	longer	possible	for	any	neutral	to	
remain	on	the	side-lines.	They	considered	that	the	notion	of	neutrality	had	experienced	changes	
in	its	nature	after	the	establishment	of	the	League	of	Nations	as	well	as	also	the	jus	ad	bellum.	
They	further	suggested	that	the	concept	of	modern	neutrality	should	be	of	an	‘occasional’	nature.		
Neutrals’s	adoption	of	the	League	of	Nations’	principles	(and	United	Nations’	principles)	required	
the	nation	to	continuously	seek	to	avoid	war.	The	primary	change	was	neutral’s	acceptance	that,	
depending	on	the	circumstances	of	war,	abstention	could	represent	a	real	crime	that	was	similar	
or	equal	to	providing	indirect	aid	to	the	transgressor.	In	case	of	a	lawful	war,	in	last	instance	and	
in	a	proportional	way,	neutrals	could	resort	to	a	declaration	of	war.		
At	the	end	of	the	day,	this	proposal	examines	the	discussions	of	international	lawyers	on	
neutrality	as	a	'possible'	option	in	a	collective	security	system.	The	study	reflects	the	current	
effects	of	neutrality	in	a	globalized	world.
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The	impact	of	technological	innovations	in	weaponry	and	society	on	the	neutrality	of	states	

through	the	lens	of	public	international	law	
	
The	law	of	neutrality	and	international	principles	concerning	impartiality	and	neutrality	play	an	
important	role	in	jus	ad	bellum	(collective	security	law)	and	jus	in	bello	(laws	of	armed	conflict).	
Their	role	 is	 to	(i)	 localise	war	 in	order	to	contain	the	spread	of	hostilities,	 (ii)	 to	regulate	the	
behaviour	of	belligerents	with	respect	to	neutral	states,	and	(iii)	to	lessen	the	impact	of	war	on	
international	commerce,	trade	and	transport.	New	technological	innovations	and	developments	
in	weaponry	(for	example,	drones	and	killer	robots)	and	society	(cyber-operations)	have	changed	
the	environment	whereby	neutrality	is	under	stress.	This	is	evident	in	recent	armed	conflicts	such	
as	those	in	Ukraine	and	Syria,	the	global	war	on	terrorism,	and	the	international	political	disputes	
cyber	operations.	 In	view	of	these	phenomena,	 it	 is	proposed	to	evaluate	their	 impact	on	the	
neutrality	of	states,	both	on	the	conceptual	and	practical	level.	The	aim	is	to	examine	the	law	of	
neutrality	(as	codified	in	treaties,	addressed	in	the	1986	ICJ	Nicaragua	Judgment	and	explored	in	
the	Tallinn	Manuals)	and	to	evaluate	how	it	may	be	under	stress	and	erosion.
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Annalise	Higgins	
PhD	Candidate	(History)	at	Trinity	College,	University	of	Cambridge	
	
	

Artificial	neutral	seas:	The	international	status	of	interoceanic	canals,	c.1850-1920	
	
During	the	nineteenth	century,	international	attention	turned	to	the	possibility	of	constructing	
canals	across	 the	Suez	and	Central	American	 isthmuses	 to	dramatically	 shorten	 the	distances	
travelled	by	ocean-going	steamships	traversing	the	globe.	This	paper	considers	how	states,	their	
diplomats,	and	international	lawyers	sought	to	ensure	access	to	imagined	and	newly	constructed	
pathways	between	oceans.	 In	particular,	 it	 interrogates	 the	ways	 in	which	neutralisation	was	
considered	 as	 an	 international	 legal	 mechanism	 capable	 of	 safeguarding	 states’	 interests	 in	
access	to	interoceanic	canals	in	times	of	peace	and	of	war.	While	Britain	and	the	United	States	
asserted	 the	 neutralisation	 of	 any	 Central	 American	 isthmian	 canal	 under	 the	 1850	 Clayton-
Bulwer	 Treaty,	 long	 before	 the	 Panama	 Canal	 opened	 in	 1914,	 no	 international	 agreement	
defined	the	Suez	Canal’s	status	when	it	opened	in	1869.	It	was,	however,	formally	neutralised	by	
international	 agreement	 in	 the	 1888	 Constantinople	 Convention.	 This	 paper	 considers	 how	
discussions	 about	 neutralisation	 as	 an	 appropriate	 way	 of	 defining	 and	 protecting	 the	
international	 status	of	 these	manmade	waterways	were	 informed,	 firstly,	 by	 ideas	 about	 the	
freedom	of	the	seas	(and	its	 limits)	and,	secondly,	by	the	limits	of	potential	comparisons	with	
naturally	occurring	straits	and	rivers	that	had	also	been	neutralised	by	great	power	agreement.	
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Contentious	concepts	of	neutrality	and	social	realities	during	the	Holocaust		
	
The	 protection	 process	 from	 neutral	 countries	 always	 takes	 place	within	 a	 specific	 historical	
context	directly	linked	to	political,	diplomatic,	social	and	cultural	circumstances.	The	paper	aims	
to	 study	 issues	 related	 to	 the	 history	 of	 neutrality	 focused	 on	 the	 20th	 century	 during	 the	
Holocaust.	 The	 policy	 of	 Nazi	 Germany,	 the	 attitude	 of	 the	 neutral	 countries	 vis-a-vis	 the	
persecution	of	the	Jews,	the	multiple	concepts	and	meanings	of	neutral	borders,	the	providing	
international	protection	or	their	prohibition,	the	importance	of	neutrality	between	1939-1945,	
were	linked	to	changing	of	military	situations	and	political	changes,	re-emphasizing	the	concept	
of	neutrality	every	time.	The	‘‘final	solution’’,	the	position	of	the	neutral	countries,	the	national	
interests,	 the	 diplomatic	 and	 economic	 relations	 have	 been	 issues	 that	 have	 been	 going	 on	
throughout	this	period.	
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Turkey	and	neutrality	in	the	Pacific	War,	1941-1945	
	
The	Neutrality	of	Turkey	during	World	War	II	is	one	of	the	most	important	issues	along	the	war:	
fear	of	Italian	conquest,	friendship	with	the	Allies,	alliance	with	Hitler...	but	also	a	key	country	in	
the	Balkans,	crucial	for	stability	in	the	Middle	East	and,	most	important,	the	Dardanelle	straits.	
With	 Japan,	 Turkish	 neutrality	 had	 some	 interesting	 issues;	 first,	 role	 of	 Islam	 in	 Japanese	
conquests	and	second,	during	the	 last	year	of	the	war,	 the	 increasing	friendship	between	the	
United	States	and	Ankara.	Its	impact	was	crucial	in	intelligence	and	as	a	way	to	protect	the	regime	
against	soviet	ambitions,	ending	with	Ankara	breaking	off	relations	with	Japan	and	later	declaring	
war	in	order	to	attend	the	San	Francisco	Conference.	
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Balancing	Pragmatism,	Law,	and	Morality:	A	Comparative	Reassessment	of	Neutral	State	
Policy	and	Behaviors	in	the	Second	World	War	

	
Past	 assessments	 of	 wartime	 neutrality,	 emphasizing	 matters	 of	 national	 sovereignty,	
international	law,	and	the	obligation	of	neutral	states	to	engage	in	humanitarian	activities	during	
times	of	conflict,	have	fostered	a	sense	of	moral	judgment	and	stigma	against	“neutrality”	in	the	
literature	 and	 in	 popular	memory.	 Reevaluating	 three	 specific	 areas	 of	 neutral	 state	 policy	 –	
refugee	and	internee	policy,	trade	and	exchange	with	belligerent	nations,	and	information	and	
intelligence	sharing	–	this	paper	suggests	an	opportunity	for	neutrality	scholars	to	clarify	the	key	
role	of	neutral	states	as	crucial	intermediary	spaces	in	times	of	international	conflict.		
Utilizing	 key	documents	 in	 international	 law	and	historical	 evaluation	of	 Ireland,	 Switzerland,	
Sweden,	and	Portugal	in	the	Second	World	War,	and	appraising	both	domestic	and	foreign	policy	
considerations	taking	place	within	these	states,	this	paper	seeks	to	address	lingering	semantic	
confusion	about	“neutrality”	and	the	issue	of	moralized	(and	often	anachronistic)	stigmatization	
of	neutral	 states	 as	non-participatory,	 self-aggrandizing,	 and/or	 immoral	 encountered	 far	 too	
often	 in	 the	 academic	 literature	 of	 the	 Second	 World	 War,	 especially	 from	 scholars	 whose	
research	focuses	on	belligerent	states.	Furthermore,	by	focusing	on	specific	neutral	state	actions	
in	 times	 of	 conflict,	 neutrality	 scholarship	 can	 overcome	 previous	mischaracterizations,	 false	
categorizations,	and	oversimplified	binary	analyses	seen	in	past	studies	of	warfare.
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The	Economic	Consequences	of	Irish	Neutrality	during	the	Second	World	War		
	
In	1973	the	historian	FSL	Lyons	used	Plato’s	allegory	of	the	cave	to	claim	that	Ireland	was	‘almost	
totally	isolated	from	the	rest	of	mankind’	during	the	Second	World	War.	Ireland	as	‘Plato’s	Cave’	
was	born,	an	account	of	glorious	isolation	which	echoed	accounts	of	neutrality	elsewhere.	This	
could	not	have	been	further	from	the	truth,	as	new	research	on	the	economic	consequences	of	
Irish	 neutrality	 demonstrates.	 Unlike	 the	 other	 European	 neutral	 states,	 wartime	 neutrality	
meant	that	 Ireland	gained	 little	and	suffered	much	economically.	This	paper	tells	 the	story	of	
British	Prime	Minister	Winston	Churchill’s	economic	bullying	of	Ireland	during	the	conflict	and	
how	the	young	nation	survived	through	resort	to	barter,	using	supplies	of	Guinness	as	a	trump	
card.	It	criticises	the	Irish	government	for	their	lack	of	economic	planning	for	war	while	at	the	
same	time	documenting	British	trade	tactics	designed	to	force	Ireland	on	to	the	Allied	side.	It	is	
based	on	Bryce	Evans’	book	 ‘Ireland	during	 the	Second	World	War’	published	by	Manchester	
University	Press.	
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Neutrality	explained.	Early	Nazi	propaganda	campaigns	in	Spain	during	World	War	II		
	
The	collapse	of	collective	security	and	total	war	made	it	almost	impossible	for	European	nations	
to	 remain	 strictly	 neutral	 at	 times	 of	 conflict.	 Under	 the	 challenges	 of	 total	 war,	 neutrality	
appeared	to	be	a	flexible	concept,	that	changed	to	fit	different	needs	over	time.	Certainly,	the	
different	characterisations	of	neutrality	–	military,	 integral,	active,	vigilant	–	used	at	 the	 time	
highlight	the	existence	of	a	multifaceted	and	multinational	view	of	the	concept.	However,	the	
malleable	 nature	 of	 the	 concept	made	 it	 a	 profitable	 one,	 in	 terms	 of	 propaganda,	 for	 Nazi	
Germany.	
This	phenomenon	became	noticeable	in	early	propaganda	materials	developed	for	Spain,	as	part	
of	 a	 broader	 campaign	 aimed	 at	 neutrals	 in	 general.	 In	 the	 early	 years	 of	 the	 conflict,	 Nazi	
propaganda	exploited	the	concept	of	neutrality	to	predispose	non-	combatant	nations	against	
Britain,	capitalising	on	the	experiences	and	propagandistic	leitmotivs	of	World	War	I.	The	image	
of	a	greedy	British	Empire	who	preferred	to	fight	its	wars	far	from	home,	transformed	Germany	
into	 protector	 of	 neutrals.	Nazi	 propaganda	 altered	 the	meaning	 of	 neutrality	 as	 the	 conflict	
developed,	 while	maintaining	 this	 characterisation	 of	 Britain.	 This	 study	 aims	 at	 tracing	 and	
identifying	 how	 the	 concept	 of	 neutrality	 was	 portrayed	 by	 Nazi	 propaganda,	 and	 how	 the	
message	was	adapted	for	a	particular	audience.
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Portugal	and	the	Great	War:	between	neutrality	and	belligerency	
	
The	Great	War	witnessed	the	most	important	military	operation	carried	out	by	Portuguese	troops	
outside	 the	country’s	borders	during	 the	 first	half	of	 the	20th	century.	Portugal	was	 the	only	
country	involved	in	the	conflict	which,	between	1914	and	1916,	was	able	to	preserve	a	position	
of	undeclared	neutrality	 in	Europe	and,	 simultaneously,	wage	war	against	Germany	 in	Africa.	
Portugal’s	position,	at	the	same	time	peripheral	in	the	European	context	but	actually	central	in	
the	world	was	a	whole,	along	with	the	complexity	of	the	internal	political	and	economic	situation,	
would	determine	the	path	of	the	country	within	the	framework	of	the	war.			
		
The	 Portuguese	 Republic	 was	 fighting	 for	 its	 internal	 consolidation	 since	 its	 foundation,	 in	
October	1910.	
		
This	presentation	aims	at	analysing	in	detail	the	evolution	of	the	Portuguese	position	in	face	of	
the	European	War,	by	doing	so	it	will	allow	us	to	comprehend	the	pressures	and	internal	divisions	
of	the	republicans	and	identify	the	objectives	which	led	to	the	transformation	of	a	position	of	
undeclared	neutrality	to	active	belligerency	from	March	1916	onwards.
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João	Chagas,	Great	War	and	Portuguese	Neutrality	
	
João	Chagas	was	one	of	the	most	pro	Portuguese	belligerency			activists	during	World	War	I.	He	
most	convict	fought	Portuguese	neutrality.	But	how	he	had	seen	that	neutrality?	What	neutrality	
means	to	a	belligerent	activist,	and	more	precisely,	Portuguese	neutrality?	For	Chagas,	has	we	
will	see,	neutrality	had	the	meaning	of	national	submission	and	only	war	could	assure	national	
independency.	Has	a	nationalist	revolutionary,	which	most	vividly	had	battle	for	the	republican	
revolution,	violence	was	not	necessarily	negative.	But	has	a	liberal,	his	thinking	was	not	alien	to	
a	peaceful	international	system.	Chagas	contradictions	are	explained	by	world	war	one	context.
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Peace	and	War	in	1880s	Europe:	Zófimo	Consiglieri	Pedroso’s	views	
	
Prominent	figure	of	Portuguese	republicanism,	Consiglieri	Pedroso	(1851-1910)	built	a	relevant	
analytical	discourse	concerning	the	relations	between	states	of	the	Old	World	during	the	1880s.		
Careful	observer	of	the	political	landscape	and	its	evolution,	this	professor	of	the	Curso	Superior	
de	Letras	and	editor-in-chief	of	Os	Debates	between	1888	and	1889,	centres	his	reflections	and	
the	news	stories	he	publishes	on	the	main	tendencies	of	European	diplomacy	at	the	time	–	the	
Balkan	matters	and	the	franco-german	rivalries,	for	example	–	yet,	when	dealing	with	such,	he	
also	tends	to	associate	himself	with	the	pacifistic	views	connected	to	the	socialist	movement.	
In	 this	 sense,	 the	 present	 paper	 pertains	 to	 demonstrate	 a	 systematic	 view	 of	 the	 author’s	
thought,	as	well	as	demonstrate	the	repercussions	of	such	positions	on	the	Partido	Republicano	
Português	views	on	War,	Peace	and	Neutrality	during	the	last	decades	of	the	nineteenth	century.
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Portugal	and	his	neutrality	in	the	Second	Boer	War	(1899-1902)	
	
By	the	end	of	the	19th	century	the	world	saw	European	nations	battling	for	a	stronger	position	
in	Africa,	trying	to	overpower	each	other	interests	and	influence	in	the	area.	
Germany	and	the	United	Kingdom	would	state	an	example	on	the	trend:	the	United	Kingdom	
would	fight	against	the	Boer	nation	for	the	second	time	(1899-1902),	and	the	German	Empire	
would	support	the	Boer’s	efforts	in	their	fight.	
The	Portuguese	position	in	this	conflict	was	neutrality,	according	to	Hague	conference	of	1899	
and	other	rules	that	apply	to	a	neutral	country,	like	the	rescue	and	internment	of	refugees	and	
prisoners	of	war	in	Portugal.	This	paper	studies	the	reasons	why	Portugal	chose	to	be	neutral,	
the	purposes	of	Portuguese	neutrality	on	this	particular	war	and	the	diplomatic	mechanisms	used	
by	Portugal	with	the	British	and	the	German	governments	to	assure	its	geopolitical	goals.	At	the	
same	time,	this	analysis	intents	to	clarify	how	Portuguese	neutrality	was	received	by	Portuguese	
republican	opinion	and	its	repercussions	on	home	political	environment.	
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League	of	Nations	and	Neutrality.	The	Portuguese	diplomacy	and	the	interpretations	of	
Bettencourt	Rodrigues	about	the	groupings	of	nations	

	
Allowing	us	 to	analyse	 the	 reality	of	 the	post	World	War	 I,	 and	we’ll	 be	 confronted	with	 the	
League	of	Nations	scenario,	where	«being	neutral»	can	be	a	risk	in	its	own	sense,	prospecting	the	
assisted	 logic	 –	 the	 collective	 security	 –	 	which	 implied	 a	 restructuration	of	 the	 international	
relationships.	To	speak	of	«neutrality»	in	Geneva,	in	the	period	between	wars,	rises	a	dilemma:	
declaring	 war	 implied	 all	 the	 League	 of	 Nations	 member	 States	 to	 consent,	 being	 the	
neutralization	 of	 either	 one	 inevitable	 owing	 to	 the	 geopolitical	 scenario.	 However,	 the	
manoeuvre	space	leading	to	neutrality	would	be	restricted	or	would	it	find	his	dissimulation?	
	To	appreciate	 the	matter	of	neutrality	 in	 the	 context	of	 the	Portuguese	participation	on	 the	
League	of	Nations	will	be	our	starting	point	and	our	arrival,	when	realising	that	Portugal	pursued	
stability	 and	 legitimation,	despite	 the	 colonial	 scenario	harming	 the	exemptions.	 In	a	 time	of	
«crisis»	at	a	world	scale,	political-economical	alliances	were	foreseen,	in	1923,	by	António	Maria	
de	Bettencourt	Rodrigues	–	politician,	diplomat	and	Portuguese	deputy	at	League	of	Nations	–	
few	years	later	after	the	foundation	of	the	organization	concerning	the	«repair	of	nations»,	which	
aspired	to	a	«Pan-Europe»	doomed	from	the	beginning.	
	The	 objective	 of	 this	 communication	 lies	 in	 an	 approach	 on	 the	 political	 instrument	 that	 is	
neutrality,	 during	 a	moment	where	 the	world	was	 tear	 apart	 between	 neutrality	 theses	 and	
pacifist	theses,	and	others	that	expected	the	second	part	of	the	war,	considering	the	concept	of	
neutrality	on	the	diplomatic	challenges	of	an	intervenient	country	on	the	League	of	Nations,	who	
yearned	for	settling	on	the	world	spheres.	
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War,	Peace	and	Neutrality:	José	de	Macedo’	thoughts	on	Portuguese	foreign	policy	and	
European	issues	(1900-1916)	

	
Journalist	and	professor	at	the	Lisbon’s	Institute	of	Commerce,	since	1909,	José	Pinto	de	Macedo	
(1876-1948)	achieved	some	prominence	at	Portuguese	Republican	Party	after	a	long	period,	over	
10	years,	of	socialist	militancy	which	led	him	to	an	auto	imposed	exile	in	Angola	(1902-1909).	In	
this	sense,	the	political	ideas	of	José	de	Macedo	result	from	a	close	interaction	between	the	ideals	
of	youth	and	the	political	course	adopted	after	the	implantation	of	the	Republic,	moment	of	his	
full	insertion	in	the	largest	party	of	the	Portuguese	institutional	framework.	
This	paper	examines	Macedo’s	view	on	the	relationship	between	Portugal	and	Great	Britain	as	
well	 as	 its	 consequences	 on	 the	 European	 projection	 of	 national	 sovereignty.	 According	 to	 a	
diachronic	logic	and	following	the	texts	printed	in	newspapers	and	books,	we	intend	to	analyse	
the	geopolitical	value	of	Portuguese	neutrality	for	the	author	 in	the	context	of	the	Great	War	
such	as	Macedo’s	options	for	a	virtuous	belligerence.



	 26	

Panel	
Panel	6:	From	East	to	West:	Eurasian	Experiences	of	Neutrality	
	
Participant	
Kimmo	Rentola	
Professor	of	Political	History	at	University	of	Helsinki	
	
	

Neutrality	as	a	survival	strategy	-	the	case	of	Finland	after	WW2	
	
Finland	was	on	the	German	side	in	the	Second	World	War,	but	succeeded	in	obtaining	a	separate	
peace	with	the	Soviet	Union,	avoided	occupation	and	did	not	become	a	people's	democracy.	The	
sole	foreign	policy	option	deemed	possible	by	the	Finnish	leaders	was	neutrality,	the	successful	
policy	of	Sweden	for	almost	150	years;	the	first	real	step	to	this	direction	was	taken	in	1947	when	
Finland	declined	the	Marshall	Aid.	The	problem	was	that	the	Soviet	Union	did	not	really	approve	
of	neutrality	(the	Khrushchev	period	was	a	bit	more	relaxed	in	this	sense	than	Stalin	or	Brezhnev),	
but	 tried	 to	bind	Finland	ever	more	 strictly	 in	 their	 camp.	The	Finns	had	 to	develop	a	 rather	
complicated	 and	 multi-layered	 strategy	 to	 extend	 their	 room	 for	 foreign	 policy	 maneuvers;	
during	the	decades	until	the	1980s,	an	unofficial	set	of	rules	of	conduct	was	gradually	created.	
Mikhail	Suslov,	the	leading	Soviet	ideologue,	sensed	what	was	going	on,	saying	that	the	surface	
of	the	Finnish	foreign	policy	is	smooth	and	nice,	but	the	innards	are	disgusting.	This	theme	will	
be	 analyzed	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 extensive	 Russian	 and	 Finnish	 documentary	 materials	 (even	 on	
surveillance	and	intelligence	issues)	and	research	literature.	In	conclusion,	the	inheritance	of	this	
period	in	the	present	day	will	be	addressed,	that	is,	the	resilience	of	a	foreign	policy	mentality	in	
popular	opinion	even	long	after	the	circumstances	have	changed.
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The	Neutrals	in	Wartime	Japan	–	A	comparison	of	Spanish,	Swedish	and	Swiss	involvement	in	

the	Pacific	theater	
	
This	 paper	 focuses	 on	 Spain,	 Sweden	 and	 Switzerland	 as	 neutral	 powers	 in	 Japan	 during	 the	
Empire’s	period	of	aggression	in	Asia	and	the	pacific.	The	role	of	neutral	states	in	the	East	has	
often	been	overlooked	because	it	seems	as	if	there	is	nothing	to	learn	from	the	experiences	of	
small	 powers	 in	 a	 faraway	part	 of	 the	war,	where	 their	 survival	was	not	 at	 threat.	 The	main	
question	of	historic	research	on	neutral	states,	“how	did	they	manage	to	avoid	the	war,”	does	
not	make	sense	in	the	case	of	Japan.		
The	focus	on	that	existential	aspect	of	neutrality	has	crowded	out	more	subtle	questions	that	are	
just	as	insightful	when	discussing	the	countries	which	did	not	become	belligerents	in	WWII.	This	
paper	 therefore	asks	what	 the	 Japanese	 case	 can	 teach	us	about	 the	global	 strategies	of	 the	
neutrals?	The	interesting	observation	here	is	that	after	Pearl	Harbor,	all	three	neutrals	took	the	
decision	not	only	to	maintain	their	 legations	 in	Tokyo,	but	to	 increase	their	engagement	with	
Japan	either	by	providing	diplomatic	services	to	her	in	the	countries	that	she	was	at	war	with	or,	
vice-versa,	by	protecting	the	interests	of	Japan’s	enemy	nations	in	Tokyo.	Although	the	concrete	
situation	on	the	ground	was	different	for	all	three	of	them,	their	commitment	to	international	
involvement	in	the	East	was	taken	not	out	of	necessity	but	for	strategic	reasons.	This	paper	will	
explain	and	contrast	those	in	order	to	generate	insights	on	the	global	aspects	of	neutrality	during	
WWII.
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Playing	neutral:	Indefensibility	and	the	quest	for		
Filipino	independence	

	
During	 the	 early	 20th	 century,	 neutrality	 was	 one	 the	 most	 discussed	 solutions	 for	 Filipino	
nationalists	in	their	quest	for	independence.	Conquered	by	the	United	States	at	the	end	of	19th	
century,	 the	Philippines	were	part	of	American	 insular	empire	up	to	 the	 Japanese	 invasion	of	
1941.	One	of	the	main	justifications	of	American	control	of	the	islands	was	Philippine’s	alleged	
indefensibility.	 	 Since	 Filipinos	would	not	 be	 able	 to	 protect	 their	 country,	 a	 Filipino	 republic	
would	be	an	easy	prey	for	neighboring	imperialistic	nations.		
Some	Filipino	nationalists	 saw	neutrality	as	a	 response	 to	American	 imperialist	arguments	on	
Filipino	 indefensibility	against	 Japanese	and	European	colonialist	powers,	but	also	as	 the	only	
way	to	guarantee	Filipino	independence.	While	others	argued	that	neutrality	was	a	discredited	
idea	 from	the	moment	Germany	 invaded	Belgium	 in	1914.	 In	other	words,	 they	engaged	 in	a	
discussion	about	the	meanings	and	limits	of	neutrality	as	a	tool	for	decolonization	of	what	they	
perceived	as	a	small	and	weak	nation	like	the	Philippines.	My	paper	will	focus	on	how	Filipinos	
discussed	neutrality	not	only	as	an	answer	to	American	imperialist	arguments	about	Philippines’	
indefensibility,	but	also	to	their	own	concerns	about	the	future	of	a	Filipino	republic.	
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How	Much	Flexibility	is	left	in	Neutrality?	
Theoretical	vs.	Political	debate:	A	Discussion	based	on	the	Swiss	experience/example	

	
The	end	of	the	Cold	War	has	brought	about	a	fundamental	questioning	of	neutrality	as	a	basis	
for	a	national	security	policy.	The	focus	of	research	in	the	period	after	1991	has	been	much	on	
the	“de-mystification”	of	neutrality	as	an	all-encompassing	notion	and	on	scaling	 its	meaning	
down	 to	 its	 core	 of	 military	 abstention	 in	 inter-state	 conflicts,	 while	 advocating	 for	 non-
applicability	in	most	other	fields	of	foreign	policy.	Proponents	of	that	debate	have	been	mostly	
historians	 and	 experts	 of	 international	 law.	More	 recent	 theoretical	 contributions,	 however,	
argue	that	the	concept	of	neutrality	as	an	overall	foreign	and	security	strategy	still	has	value	in	
today’s	 world,	 just	 that	 the	 main	 focus	 has	 shifted	 from	 its	 traditional	 aim	 of	 safeguarding	
national	 security	 to	 its	 ideational	 functions	 such	 as	 mediation	 and	 peaceful	 international	
engagement.	These	arguments	brought	forward	mostly	by	political	scientists,	however,	do	yet	
have	to	pass	the	litmus	test	of	political	reality.	
	
Using	the	example	of	Switzerland	the	proposed	paper	shows,	how	it	is	certainly	not	a	new	debate	
and	that	the	tension	between	neutrality’s	1907	legal	definition	and	what	could	be	considered	its	
stretch	side	of	promoting	international	peace	and	solidarity	has	existed	since	the	beginning	of	
Switzerland	as	a	modern	nation	state.	The	notion	of	humanitarian	solidarity	has	been	made	a	
complementary	function	of	neutrality	already	in	the	19th	century	to	compensate	for	some	of	its	
negative	 aspects	 when	 put	 to	 the	 test	 of	 international	 politics.	 Under	 the	 circumstances	
neutrality	 in	Switzerland	until	today	proved	to	be	a	most	flexible	doctrine	that	has	served	the	
country	well	through	different	times.	Yet,	the	history	of	the	20th	century	has	also	shown	that	
there	are	limits	of	what	is	possible	in	terms	of	sticking	to	the	Hague	rules,	on	the	one	side,	and	
stretching	the	meaning	of	neutrality	to	make	it	compatible	with	an	ever	changing	international	
environment,	on	the	other.	Whether	shifting	its	actual	core	away	from	the	traditional	meaning	
of	neutrality,	as	proposed	in	the	most	recent	theoretical	literature,	can	provide	a	way	out	of	this	
dilemma	remains	to	be	seen.
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Enlighting	Neutrality.	Recent	History	of	Nuclear	Freeze	Movements	in	the	USA	
	
La	idea	de	neutralidad	tiene,	a	lo	largo	de	su	configuración	contemporánea,	múltiples	matices.	
En	 el	 caso	 de	 la	 cultura	 estadounidense,	 la	 neutralidad	 ha	 tenido	 mucho	 que	 ver	 con	 el	
aislamiento	pero	 también	con	el	activismo	en	 favor	de	 la	paz	y	el	desarme	nuclear.	Desde	 la	
Segunda	Guerra	Mundial	una	parte	relevante	de	la	sociedad	estadounidense	se	propuso	luchar	
contra	la	proliferación	del	arma	nuclear.	Los	movimientos	cívicos	relacionados	con	esta	demanda	
fueron	 diversos	 y	 de	 naturaleza	 muy	 distinta	 a	 los	 europeos.	 No	 se	 trataba	 de	 grupos	 de	
intencionalidad	política	sino	de	movimientos	cívicos,	de	gente	de	la	calle,	amas	de	casa,	religiosas	
y	escolares,	unidos	por	una	causa	común	en	el	improvisado	escenario	callejero	de	las	protestas.	
La	energía	y	las	armas	relacionadas	con	la	fuerza	atómica	fueron	objetivos	de	movimientos	civiles	
desde	los	años	cuarenta	pero	se	hicieron	mucho	más	visibles	en	los	setenta	y	ochenta	del	siglo	
XX.	Así,	por	ejemplo,	el	grupo	californiano	de	Mothers	for	Peace	trabajó	durante	décadas	para	
detener	y	revertir	la	instalación	nuclear	de	Diablo	Canyon.	En	las	acciones	“locales”	de	los	grupos	
que	 se	 enfrentaban	 al	 sistema	 hubo	 además	 entramados	 filantrópicos	 y	 componentes	 del	
internacionalismo	pacifista	que	 impregnaba	 la	 sociedad	mundial	 ya	desde	 finales	de	 los	años	
sesenta.	Este	trabajo	se	propone	como	un	recorrido	y	estado	de	la	cuestión	a	propósito	de	las	
aportaciones	del	tejido	de	la	sociedad	civil	estadounidense	a	la	lucha	contra	la	amenaza	nuclear	
generada	por	las	administraciones.	
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Politics	of	Neutrality	in	the	Post-Soviet	Space:	A	Comparison	of	Concepts,	Practices	and	
Outcomes	of	Neutrality	in	Moldova,	Turkmenistan	and	Ukraine	1990–2015	

	
Following	the	disintegration	of	the	Soviet	Union,	political	elites	in	the	newly	founded	states	of	
Moldova,	Turkmenistan	and	Ukraine	chose	a	path	of	political	neutrality	for	their	republics,	which	
was	included	in	their	declarations	of	sovereignty,	constitutions	and	several	laws.	Turkmenistan’s	
neutralist	stance	was	even	guaranteed	by	the	United	Nations	General	Assembly.	Neutrality	was	
also	an	obstacle	in	creating	the	Commonwealth	of	Independent	States,	which	is	why	Ukraine	and	
Turkmenistan	 are	 only	 associate	 rather	 than	 full	 members	 of	 this	 important	 post-Soviet	
organisation.	 Although	 they	 shared	 the	 neutralist	 stance,	 the	 three	 countries	 developed	 into	
different	directions	over	the	proceeding	25	years.	
The	paper	examines	the	different	discourses	around	neutrality	in	the	three	post-Soviet	states.	
Additionally,	it	sheds	light	on	what	political	consequences	the	neutralist	stance	has	had	on	the	
international	relations	of	Moldova,	Turkmenistan	and	Ukraine.	Special	attention	is	given	to	the	
international	defence	relations	in	the	region.	
This	 paper	 draws	 a	 comparison	of	 the	 three	 countries’	 position	 today	 and	 and	examines	 the	
conceptual	relevance	that	neutrality	has	in	the	respective	countries’	political	discourse	in	recent	
years	(Ukraine	abolished	the	concept	in	2014).



	 33	

Panel	
Panel	7:	Neutrality	after	1990	
	
Participant	
Pedro	Ponte	e	Sousa	
PhD	Candidate	in	Global	Studies	at	New	University	of	Lisbon	
	
	
Neutrality	in	contemporary	Portuguese	foreign	policy:	alternatives,	alliances	and	advantages	
	
In	 this	 paper,	 we	 analyse	 the	 issue	 of	 neutrality	 as	 a	 challenge	 for	 Portuguese	 FP	 on	 three	
different	levels:	first,	the	role	of	alternatives	in	FP	choice	on	a	theoretical/generic	point	of	view;	
second,	how	the	strong	alliances	Portuguese	FP	has	committed	itself	to	limits	choice	and	the	field	
of	alternatives;	third,	a	broad	assessment	of	possible	gains	and	loses	of	neutrality	versus	strong	
alliances.	We	will	particularly	resort	to	examples	of	Portuguese	FP	in	the	20th	and	21st	centuries,	
and	 we	 are	 particularly	 interested	 in	 linking	 both	 a	 generic/theoretical	 approach	 with	more	
specific	and	tangible	strategies	decision-makers	and	official	representatives	of	the	Portuguese	
state	can	engage	with.	Our	claim	is	that	Portugal’s	skilled	diplomacy	(which	was	always	able	to	
find	allies	and	means	abroad	to	assist	in	delivering	its	strategies	and	goals,	both	internally	and	
externally)	could	gain	from	adhering	to	a	more	neutral	stance,	being	able	to	face	the	challenges	
and	opportunities,	and	possibly	strengthen	the	country’s	foreign	stance	in	the	international	arena.	


