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Everything is so entirely different this
time from what it was last time. One would have thought
that when war finally had been declared and all the previous
peace efforts had failed - then that was that. But gqgite
the contrary: now came the peace talk for the first time in
earnest. In two ways. First with the direct object in
view: Peace now, and then with the indirect object:
A good, a real peace when it finally comes after perhaps =z
long war. The experience of our time makes people jmst as
afraid of peace as of war, both have possibilities of evil.
The words "Versailles peace" over the whole world have comne
to have just as unhappy a meaning as the words "world war".
Therefore this time we are experiencing a world which from
the very first moment of the war was taken up with the thought
of peace. Last time everyone talked about "Victory".
No one mentions it now. There is no glory in the word.
"Victory" has become an empty word which awakens unpleasant

associations.

Therefore being neutral has also become
something quite different this time from what it was before.
Then it was a question merely of holding oneself outside, to
protect one's separateness from all the others. Then the
warring nations were sufficient unto themselves. Wwe had
nothing to do with it. This time they are looking in our
direction. Not as possible allies in making'war, but as
allies for peace, allied in the battle they all must fear to
lose, the battle for a good peace. This changes our entirec
attitude, it brings in a new factor into the idea of

neutrality.
Neutrality means that we declare ourselves
outside the conflict, but not that we declare ourselves
outside
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outsidc humenity. Heutrality mcons that our convietions do not
with any one sidc, but it does not meaon thet we cre without
convictiong. What kind of convictions?

The communigué of 19. October from the mecting ot
Stockholm was the most scrious ansver thot wos given to this
question. The disappointment fclt by mny when this ncws
come - beccuse it did not mention the hoped-for concrete
attempt to contribute to the solution of the conflict - must
not blind us to the foect thet therc are powerful reclities
to be found in that document. The JScandin vien governments
see 1t as the call of Scondinavio to "work in the scrvicc of
reconcilintion." Those are strong words. The communigué
closes by specking cbout what we can do.

Thet is not merely a question of "peace". Our chiefs of
state use the much weighticr word reconciliation. 4 work
and o contribution in the service of reconciliction we core
here asked to toke up. One must turn to the New Testoment to
find anything like it. There is Poul's second letter to the
Corinthions:

"God rcconciled us with Himsclf ond gave us the
service of reconciliction". Here we ore mescengers in the
place of Christ, as if God Himself gove command through us.
We pray in the plece of Christ: Be ye¢ reconciled to God!

A modern political document cut directly out of the
New Testament - that is the Stockholm appeal! It is direccted

to the pecople of Scandinavia. In democratic countrics things

are accomplished by on intcrchonge between government and people
We connot fold our hands ond mercly woit for our statesmen.

By our cttitude our statesmen will be both inspired and given

2 basis for their contribution.

I.
Shall Ve Give Up Before ¥We Begin?
(7 poges)
II.
Whaaot Does It All Depend Upon?
(10 pages)
ITI.
The Qutward Front.

(14 pnges)
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Iv.
The Present Action:Peace Now!

There are many who have been disappointed that the
effort for peace which has been expected has not come from
any of those who could make it. Others have said on the
other hand: it is just you who want a recconciliation and not

merely a short "peace" who xust not now work for a quick
end to the war.

It is clear that we who are not politicians nust
respect those who do not take action. There is much we do
not know. But we others do not therefore escape all responsi-
bility. There have been many questions: why don't those
who are free to do so do something? It would be all too
easy to "do something", preferably something spectacular,
so that people would say: see, these people have really done
something! Then perhaps afterwards ongcould be proud and
say: "Yes, we acted!" But we cannot escape our responsibility
50 easily. It might just as well be said that many groups and
people have worked very hard, worked where there might be a
chance of accomplishing something. The Scandinavian mecting
in Stockholm is the proof of how the Scendinavian powers have
been exceedingly alert. They have received maszes of appeals
from their people.

We do not accomplish our task merely by issuing
general appeals for peace or by weiting in a distinguished
manner for others to ask us to arrange a conference table.
Ve must also realise that to do the work of a reconciler makes
it impossible always to be on the best of terms with everyone
at once. There would be nothing to reconcile, if all were
agreed that they wanted a reconciliation. The call of the
reconciler assumes that there will be opposition against re-
conciliation. The work of reconciliation will often be depen-
dent upon the courage of our unselfish attitude to challenge.
Scandinavia cannot take up the call of reconciler if we at
the same time want to assure oursclves against every discomfort
and against every risk of being disliked or misunderstood by

someone
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someone during the exercise of this celling. "Fearful rccon-
cilers" is a contradiction in terms.

The negotiations of politics have an extrcmely casy
way of going in circles and weaving a spidcr-web where one
alweys remains sitting firmly in the middle and saying:

"No, the time is not yet come, the situation is not yet clear,
we must wait for a more opportunc occasion." Beforc all we
must realise that he who will undertake a reconciler's work
never can assure himsclf in advance that this work will heve
the prospect of success. The demon of politics is called
success. It is that demon which is the very inspirer of war.
Could it also be the inspircr of reconciliation? He who will
assure a personal success can ncver be o reconcilcer. Thc
politicians of 3candinavia, or of the 0slo stetcs, or what you
will, will of coursc usc clear thinking and wisc wucting, but
something more is demanded to be a reconciler.

It is possible that the situation is not ripe today,
although I believe it is, but in any case it is extremely
dangerous to close one mind with the thought that the time

has not come¢. If it has not come today, it cen then sudeenly
come tomorrow. e live in the era of completely unexpected
events. Lverything, even the constellations of the nations,
change so quickly that truly the reconciler must ve both alert
and quick if the tragedy is not to repcat itself, which the
president of our parliement talked about: the wasted opportu-
nities which never return.

The"psychological moment" is here a dangcrous idea.
That moment is dependent not merely on the two sides - on
when they are "ripe".It is first of all dependent on the third
side: when 1s it ripe, that is to say unselfishly courcgeous.

The writer of these lines hes the opinion that at this
morment - it is 30 October todey - these both could and ought
to be peace.,

Therc could be. The war zims havernot yet been
clecarly stated! But so much do we know - this is not mercly
guess-work or newspapcr talk -that there is now the possibili-
ty that both sides might rest on a basis of a frce Poland for
the Poles (P"Kongress-Polen"), = frec Czecho-3lovikia and an
arrengment with the colonies. "Free" meons then cverything
which is « vital neccssity for the independent 1lifc of 2o
nation including a trade route to the sea.
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A guestion which is a2lso involved in o general Buropcean
scttlement is thce militery arrangments in the two countrics
mentioned. On this cuestion peace should not neced to break
down. Thc chief thing is: Peace cannot be trecason cgainst

the central right to lifc of any n: tion.

This conccrns the morce immcdicte war aims. Far morc
difficult is thc cucstion which both D ladicr and Chambcrlain
have raised in their latest speceches: the gucrantees. "What we
want is o Lurope Treed from threats of attack. Je shall fight
until wc have obtained definite guaranteces of sccurity."
(Daladier.10 October.)

It is for the sake of these gucrantocs that the war

is now to continuc. But it hos never been shown what such
guarentees exactly should or could consist of. The word "guwurcr
tece" is like a fog benk, and in this fog the totul war gocs on.

Let us put ourseclves in the position of the western
powers. They cannot mcke pecacce with pecople who do not keep
their word, they say.-- let us say without more ado: that is
understood. Jhat we have cxpericnced the last ycars is of such
2 kind thot everything seems underminca. There is tclik cnough
of brecakage of promiscs from both sides. But this cannot
wcaken the fact that the cynical brccking of promises shouts
to heaven. The word guarentce is thercfore gquite complctely
understood as @ necessary demond. But let us investigate how
it is thought to realise it -looked =t from thc west.

The present government in Germeny is closely ticd
up with one pecrson. Is thce removal of this person the guaron-
tee looked for? In that case one must reclise thot the person
hos become a symbol. A symbol rcmains in the roots wherc the
people's instinet arc determinced. Napoleon was o far less
important symbol. But when he was removed, he grew in his own
pcople. A symbol removed by outward violence become aftcrwards
the martyrcrown cnd works then like o fever, slowly or acutely
in the body of the people. 4 sysabol can only be destroycd from
the inside, be looscncd by the foet that something clse taokes
fast hold. Thc symbol only becomes morce firmly rooted under
thre.ts from thc outsidc,it bcgins to dissolve however

in an atmdsphere
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in an atmosphere of undeserved help. If there was 2 question
of a short-term guarantec, then the brutal removal of the
symbol would be enough. liot so if it is a question of any-
thing permanent. In o wey one cazn say that the origin of the
symbol became possible through the “"guarantees" which wore
enforced after the luast war. Guerantcecs can be so madce that
they work likc a boomerong. If one recmoves the symbol of the
tay ("Hang the Kaiscr"), then onc thereby has prepared
tomorrow's perhops worse "symbol".

We must count on the Zcet that the eveants of these last
dzys have had an effect in every country. Ln effect is depen-—
dent upon whether it is carried too far or whether it is stop-
pcd at the right moment. Torgotten it can never be that thcre
lives o great, young pcople in the midst of EBuropc, whom onc
must recckon withs The only "guaranty® would otherwisc be that
they did not exist. But the fact stands fast, and we nust
reckon on it, the lesson from the last time says clearly: by
violence against this pcople lasting guarentecs can ncver be
created. No one thinks either of trying Versaoilles over agoin
No intelligent man drecms of splitting Germany into small
states by force. To divide it from the outside would be to
wnite it from the insidc - 2 fact which would sls=o soon find

its outer expression. iilitary occupation in the style of the
Ruhr is recognized by all as madness. Disarmament of one
nation has been tried sufficiently. In 211 thesc ways cxist

only boomerang-guarantces.

But the blockade - there is one "ism" which is worsc
then all others, that is "Hungerism". For ir attacks not only
on peoplc, its poison sprecads everywhcre. If hunger gets its
death grip on = nation, than cvery desperate power is turncd
loosc. Then finally 2ll guarantecs are destroycd for all
countries. wuite rightly it hos been said: "One starved out
and two worn out powcrs can ncver themselves make peace. It
is made (or killed-) by powers which they themsclves ceannot
control.

Lasting guarantces can thercfore never be won by

continuing the war. Then theré 1s cvery prospcect that cll
guarnntecs disappecar for good. To be willing to accept tho
total wor in Europe in order to obtain such guarantecs, is the
most grucsome, the most devilish spcculation en blasphemy.

It lies in the very word gu.rantce thot it presup-
¢s o good ctmosphere.There ore still possibilities of

colicing sach on atuosphere . .Herein isathe only possible
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guarantcc.
This 1s the"recconcilcrs" moment. He must be able to
invite the two sides to mceet without an srmisticce.Both sidces will

now refusc any such proposcl. The reason is obvious. Therc is
also o sufficicntly good acrmisticc the way things arc today. Thc
two sides could meet under o ncutral presidency ond between four
walls. They nceed to mect in that way. But nonc of thom darcs to
admit it. And othcrs cre afraid to comc with the proposcl. Is

it really to break down on that point? The invitation must not

be any attempt to "arbitratc" or come with proposals of condition:
But it must be concretec in certecin difinite things. First

2 deTinitc plaoce must be named, 2 city. Let us say Melmd or
Bergen to visunlise it. This very name of o concrete place will
relecce something in millions of people, relecoasc a hope, a will +t¢
lct it be triecd - one lost time. Only the foct thot they mect,
mcet now when the situntion is so serious - no onc knows what it
could let to. As Lloyd George said to this clectors (reported in
the Times, 23 Qctobor). It is certainly not morc dangerous to
discuas thon to carry on wor, is 1it? We can be just as firm in
our attitudc 2t the confercnce toble as at the front!" A pro-
posal, a concrctc invitation now, no one could soy no to,becausc
in that way thcy would comec to beer the responsibility for the
unknown evils that await us. The invit tion must not be to a pvoceo
conference, but to an upright c¢xchongce of aims, o prccise state-
ment of wer aims and of the mutual demands end the mutucl offcrs
oI concrete guarantces within the limits of possibility. Such

tongible guarantces are not unthinkoble - for instoncce, the romo-
val of the troops from the arcos which arc to be the new froc
states and o surrender of the tomporary government there to <
mutu: 1l council. Let us not simply assume that anything is "un-
thinkable". We do not know until it is tricd.

Such gucraentccs arce inadequate, it is suid. But can
there be found ony others which in themsclves do not bear the
sceds of new miscrics? Can what one longs for be won 2t all by
carrying on wer to Irightful extents? Is not the first and best
gunrantee for the future thot this wor be stopped?

Thosc who answer no, basc it upon the zllegation thot
in that w.y onc would ccortainly continue with crmoments ond weor
of nerves ~nd only obtoin o short reopite of "peacc". Better to
get it 21l over with now, they say.

0 this

3




To this there are two things to be said: first that
which has been said before that the end of such a war can be the
total ruin of all of us and all our values, a mained world,
gasping with hatred,humanity in boundage to the devil, Is that
what one means by "getting it all over with"? When the end has
finally come, we can look back and say: but we didn't mean this,
think if we had realised it in time.

Secondly: everything must be done to create the instru~
ments which could make new possibilities for the living to-
gether of nations. New arrangements of the economie internatio-
nal life on a radically chonged basis, hectic protectionism re-
placed by free avenues, cost what it will - it costs less than
the series of wars which otherwise come, New arrangoment of the
fellowship of the nations-if not in the form of a new League
of Nations, then in a federative arrangement according to histo-
rically tried models. The point is that now that the experiments
have been made with the o0ld, there is a willingness to sece with
new eyes, That disarmament is a chief factor in this new order
is clearly said by both the fighting sides. The guarantee for
the whole thing lies first and foremost in getting it zoing while
there is still time and while there is still an atmosphere of

mutual accommodation.
The League of Nations began in a period of one-sided

power, therein lay its death sentence, its paralysis bacteria.
Between victors and vanguished there can be no mutuwal give and
take., If the war is to be fought to the end, then these will be
& giving and taking of evil elone, Can one imagine a new order
in Europe which is not from the very beginning on a mutual basis
in an agreement of the nations? It is the last second!

When one therefore says: you who will have not only
a sealed-off conflict, a lie of a peace, but a real reconcilia-
tion, you must want war, it is illogical speech. Shall we open
all the sluices of hatred as a means to reconcile nations?

It is true in the other hand and an uncomfortable truth,
that reconciliation does nct takae place in a moment, If peace
should come now, then our responsibillity for a new life of the
nations has just begun. The democraecies fight not only the battle

against the totalitarian states, the democracies fight first of
all
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all the battle for their own souls. If they lose that, it
makes no difference what they call themcelves, Democracy's
faith that people can be on earth as brothers and work together
without having any single nation or any single race being
master, is a faith that needs deep roots in order to live.

It is understandable thut the totalitarian states will throttle
everything and everyone who represents the "holy" which is
above the state. If peace comes8, then the democracies must
begin to work seriously. Therefore we must not believe that
"peace" is an open Sesame for the return of all good things-—

if we did it would mean the return of all evil things, If

peace came immediately, then would the work of reconciliation
Just begin seriously. Then there would be & request for the
contributions of S5candinavia. But vcace is the first condition.



