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8eptember 16, 1941.
To _the Memboers of the Commission to Stud
the Tases of & Jusi and Durable Peace:

Your Committeo of Direction, in thelr lemorendur sub-
mittod to you last spring, oxpresscd the view that wo should
alrcady now be sooking to dcfince end realizs a nov and Lottt r
world ordor. In that conncetion wo sald:

"Inoreased unity and strength st home and increased
power and influence ebroad, are sure to result from con~
orete ovidence that we have diagnoscd the problem of
poaco and that we have the will and capscity to procood
practically about the busincss of sceuring o 4ifforont
and better world ordor.”




-2-

The President of the United States and the Prime llinister
of Great Britain have now expressed, in a Joint Declaration,
their conception of that better future for the world which
they aim to realize.

The Declaration may scem inadcquatc. To that I shall
allude latcr. But, first, apprcciation should bc cxpresscd
of the wisdom and courage of these leaders in attempting, in
the midst of a desperate and precarious struggle, to make any
concrete formulation of their conception of a new world order.
It is a significant tribute to thec democratic system that its
pcoples dcmand, and its leadcrs eacceopt, that therc be publicly
expoundcd thc long tcrm objcctives of the struggle to which
men arc askcd to dedicatc their lives.

The fact that Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill have
publicly recognized that peace aims are properly a subject
of present consideration is thus of the utmost importance.
This is more important than the prccise formulation they
agrecd upon. For we must rccognize that any "joint" statcment
loscs vitality through the nccecssity of composing diffocrent
viewpoints, and that any statcment at all, issucd at the
prcscnt time, cannot but be tentative and cxploratory and
influcneccd by military and other practical considcrations.

Among such practical considerations is doubtless the
desire to ascertain what are the long range objectives which
will enlist the whole-hearted support of Christian groups
such as those of which we are representative. It is, I am
sure, responsive to the wishes of our government if we express
oursclves upon this matter. In that spirit I submit to you my
own rcflcections on the cight points of the Rooscvelt-Churchill
Dcclaration.

Point 1

It is first declared that England and the United States
"seek no aggrandizement, territorial or otherwise®.

This statement is doubtless designed to allay apprehen-
sion abroad as to the use to which we may put the vast military
establishment we are creating and the far flung naval bases
wc have recently acquircd.

It is well that we should disavow "aggrandizcement' with
its implicd disrcgard of thc welfarc of others. We must re-
member, however, that growth, in itself, is not something in-
herently evil. It is, indeed, the peculiar genius of the Con-
stitution of the United States that it could and did operate
as an open end instrument, bringing morc territory and morc
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peoples into federal union. That conception should not now be
renounced.

If we should renounce growth that would be evidence, not
of morality, but of satiety.

I mention this because of the tendency of all national
groups to attributec self-rightceousncss to thc particular mood
in which they find themsclves. This tendency, which violates
Christ's precepts, creates much ill-will and is itself a major
contributing cause of war. We should, in a spirit of humility,
avoid even the appearance of thanking God that we are not as
other men.

Point 2

It is secondly affirmed that territorial changes should
be made dependent upon "the freely expressed wishes of the
peoples concerned”.

This is a sound generalization. Like most generalizations
it is, of course, subject to qualification. The statement
might be understood ec meaning that there will be no change
in the status of Germany. But if Europe is to be reorgenizcad
as a federated commonwealth, of which I speak later, then it
might be that the present greater Germany should be disinte-
grated into several states of the new Union. This result should
not neccessarily be dependent upon "the frecly expresscd wishcs
of the peoples concerned” who might prefer, through meintain-
ing themselves as a single state, to dominate the Union.

Point 3

It is in the third place affirmed that all peoples should
have the right to "choosc the form of government undcr which
they will live".

This generalization, like the preceding onc, is subjcct
to important qualifications. Undcr the Constitution of our
Fedcral Union, thc Statcs arc not pecrmittcd to have other than
a "republican" form of government. Free choice of government
is withheld from many peoples. Mr. Churchill has, indeed,
stated that Point 3 was not intended to alter present British
policies in relation to "India, Burma or any other parts of
the British Empire".

Point 3 states, in conclusion, that "sovereign rights®
should be "restored to those who have been forcibly deprived
af them". This seecms to envisage a restoration in IZurope of
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the old system of rany sovereign states, a system which in
Europe has constantly and inevitably bred war and which rnust
continue to do so. Doubtless there should be much self-govern-
ment along ethnic lines. But as said by Mr. Atlec, on bechalf
of the British Labor Party, "Europe must fcderatc or pcrish™,
and as resolved by the lMalvern Conference, "our aim must be
the unification of Eurcpe as e cooperative cormonwealtin’.

Vaguc and swecping promises of self-rulc and of sover-
cignty may attract support from the many who arc discontcndcd
and who desire no rule but self-rule. But such promises meay
become a serious obstacle to durable peace. At the Paris P=ace
Conference we were plagued by the demands formulated in reliance
on Mr. Wilson's promises of "self-determination". Ve faced the
alternative of multipnlyins the indcpendent sovercigntics of
Europc or sceming to rcpudiatc promiscs that had bocoen made.
Thc former coursc was choscn, to the ultimatc confusion of all
conccrncd. But the eltcrnative coursc, involving widosproad
disillusionmcnt and appercnt bad faith, would also not have
laid a sound basis for pcecc. It is importont that wc do not
repeat that mistake and recreate for ourselves the dilemma
of 1919.

Point 4

By Point 4 the joint declarants pledge themselves to
"endeavor, with due respect for their existing obligations,
to further the cenjoyment by all States, grcat or small, victor
or vanguished, of access, on cqual torms, to the tradc and to
the raw matcrials of thce world which arc ncidcd for thoir
cconomic prospcrity".

The liberal and constructive feature of this point is
its announced intention not to discriminate economically
against the vanquished. This 1is admirable. The Declaration
falls short, however, of assuring to the nations of the world
effective access to the raw matcrials they nccd. The cmphasis
appcars to bec on trcaty cquality end to suggest a rcturn to
the "most favorced notion™ system of the last ccentury. But that
systcm did not assurc, nor docs thce prescnt Declaration assurc,
that we or the British Empire will buy from or exchange wita
other people. But unless we do so they cannot actually get
the raw materials which they need.

It is essential to any just and durable peace that nations
like the United States, which disproportionately control the
natural resources of the world, should develop the will and
find the effective way, to permit these resources to serve the
basic cconomic nccds of others. This may involve bilatcral
agrecments which will diffcr among thicmselves bcecausce the nccds
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to be served are different. Whether or not this be the cace,

we can at least know that the ends we seek will not be achieved
by an offer to sell to all comers on a basis of equality if,
through other restrictions, potential buyocrs are deprived of
the mecans of acquisition.

The United States has in the past been a principal vio-
lator of good international practice. We have treated our
foreign trade as though it were of no legitimate concern to
anyone but ourselves. Any American endcavor to give substance
to the fourth point should, thercforc, in thc first instancc
involve securing a change of attitude by the Congress of the
United States. Unless thic occurs the Declaration will be
received with grave and warranted skepticism.

As indicated by the Memorandum of your Committce of
Direction, we arc prcpercd strongly to support such domcstic
cfforts as arc prercquisit to giving substance to Point 4 and
we belicve this should be donc now.

The whole of Point 4 is gualified by a reference to
"existing obligations". This refers presumably to the British
Empire system of trade preferences. It would be regrettable
if this or some undisclosed arrangencnts should nullify the
opportunity of peoplcs gencrally to have sffcective acccss to
the tredc and rew maticrials of th: world.

Point 5

Point 5 advocates "the fullest collaboration between all
nations in the economic field with the object of securing,
for all, improved labor standards, economic advancement, and
social security”.

This is a proposal which we cean all support. Such support
to be effective must seek the establishment of some inter-
national mechanisms for collaboration. As said by the confer-
ence held at Geneve in 193¢, under the auspices of the Vorld
Council of Churches:

"It must be made clecar to the peoplc of our respece-
tive states that if Christian principlcs of national
conduct arc to bc made cffcctive thorcec must be somc form
of international organization which will provide the
machinery of conference and cooperation. The experience
of national life makes it clear that the mere affirmetion
of principles of conduct is not sufficicnt to put them
into practical operation.”
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Point 6

Point 6 expresses the hope that peace "will afford to
all nations the means of dwelling in safety within their own
boundaries”.

This hope we all share. But we rccognizc that such hope
cannot be realized mercly by sccking to makc sacrosanct, for
all times, thc boundary advantcges which now cnurc to somec.

Thce cxtent to whiceh boundarics will be froc from physical in-
roads depends upon the nature of the restraints which the
boundaries create. As freqguently pointed out by Secretary of
State Mull, if boundarics are unnatural barriers to the move-
ment of men, trade and investmont, thcir maintecnancc incvitably
becomes subjoet to attack.

The hope that mcn in all lands "may live out their lives
with freedom from fear and want" is, of course, one we all
entertain. But it cen never be achieved except relatively,
end there are positive dangers in holding out such an expec-
tation to desperatc z2nd destitute masscs.

It is regrettable that the hope expressed was primarily
in reference to the material espects of men's lives. Intel-
lectual and spirituval frecedoms are surcly of at least equal
importance. This was recognizca by Mr. Roosevclt in his sub-
sequcnt message to the Congress of the United States.

Point 7

Tne seventihh Point proposes that in time of peace men may
"traverse the high sceas and oceens without hindrancet.

This has becn the case cver sincc piracy was suppressed.
The real issue which confronts the world relates to the right
to close the seas in time of war, a right upon which the great
neval powers have alweays insisted and wherceby they obtain the
potential power to coerce other nations which are dependent
on imports from overseas. The present statement may be con-
trasted with President Wilson's Point that th¢ scas should be
frcc "alike in pcacc as in war®,

Point 8

The abandonment by "all the nations *** of the use of
force" is, in Point 8, stated as an ultimate ideal. The im-
mediate practical application of this is, however, to be
limited to the disarmament of those nations "which threaten,
or may thrcaten, aggression outsidc of thoir fronticrs'.
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Point 8 thus adopts the resut of the Versailles Treaty
which, while expressing the intention of general disarmament,
actually effected disarmament only of thc defeatcd nations.

The futurc thus cnvisaged is unsatisfactory. It may bc
that armamcnt is largcly a symptom of intcrnational distrust
and that the best we can do is to strive to crcatc such confi-
denecc in mcthods othir than force as will graduslly lcad 2ll
nations voluntarily to forego armament. But we must realize
that unilateral disermament gives rise to acute moral resent-
ment. Also peacc can never be assured merely by sccking to
rescrve armament cxclusively for thosce nations which arc so
satisficd that they scck only to maintein the status guo.

This was thc groat illusion of Versaillas.

The world is a living, and thus a changing, organism.
As the nations are now organized, force, actual or potential,
is the accepted method for determining whether and when and
to what extent changes may occur between them. Therc is no
reliable alternative. This is said, nct with approbation, but
in the interest of rcalism. In conscqucncce there will be no
acquiescence in unilateral disarmament, and no permanent
renunciation of efforts to develop national power, until the
world is made organically flexible, with mechanisms to assurec
e peaceful political response to thc constant fluctuations of
underlying conditions.

Those who sinccrcly and intelligently sceck the renuncia-
tion of force and the abolition of armament will concentrate
upon the development of some international mechanism for
effecting peaceful change. It is regrettable that the Joint
Declaration fails to mekec any proposal to this end.

* * *

Taken as a wholc, the Joint Dcclaraticn must be recgardcd
as a tentativec and incomplctc statcment. Doubtless its authors
so regarded it. This is to be hoped. For, in its present forn,
the Declaration seems to reflect primarily the conceptions of
the 0ld sovereignty system. It follows too closely the pattern
of Versailles, without, however, any of the libcralizing intcr-
nationel institutions which that trcaty sought to bring into
cxistence. In the abscnce of mechanisms creating rights on a
basis of equality, there would probably result an Anglo-Saxon
military and economic hegemony whose self-interest would be
bound to the maintenance of the status quo.
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Certainly the collaboration of the United States and the
British Commonwealth of nations is a precious thing and the
unity of our peoples is sometning to be fostered. But this in
itself will not assure a just and durable pcecc. The danger
is that we should think so.

The closc of the last World Var found fivc grcat nations
emong the victors = Great Britain, Francc, Italy, Jepan and
the Unitod States. The end of the present war, if it is fought
through to military victory, will find an overwhelmning concen-
tration of power in one or two nations. That power, of course,
will be a reality, the implications of which we cannot avoid.
Our task will be to make it a beneficent reality. This re-
quires that we use our power, not to perpetuate itself, but
to create, support and cventually give way to international
institutions drawing their vitality from the wnole family of
nations.

The easy way will be for the victors to assume that the
power they possess is so concentratecd that pcace can be
assured by informal processes, not requiring permanent intcr-
national machincry. The hard way will be for the victors to
crecate intcrnational orgens having thc power to makc dcecisions
in which others will participatc as a matter of right. Yot
only this latter course can be expected to produce a durable
peace.

Unless the leaders of the British Commonwealth and the
United States start promptly to educate thcir people along
such lines, they will find themselves the prisoncrs of a
public opinion such as, following 191¢, frustratcd all cfforts
to place peace upon a stable foundation. Ve will have begun
again the cycle which leads inevitably tc new war.

I velieve that Christians in tais country have a duty to
maeke it clear that while they applaud the making of the state-
ment of peace aims and aporove of many of its featurcs, yct
thcy regard that statement only &s a beginning. In its prescnt
form, it falls far short of thc conccptions of President Wilson
and short even of their expression in the Treaty of Versailles.
It falls far short of the conceptions expressed by the great
ecumenical conferenccs of rscent years.

President Roosevelt has dcalt boldly end drematically
with domcstic problems. Recognizing thce failurc of our society,
as organizcd, to adapt itself to ncw conditions and to meat
the imperative nceds of human beings, he has cffcetively
grappled with the problem andéd has not hesitated to break with
tradition and to alter fundamentally the entire structure of
our economic order. As to much that he has done tThere is dis-
agreement. But few would sock to undo the great social reforms
he has cffceted.
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e are entitled to expect a like approach to the problem
of veace. It has been demonstrated, beyond doubt, that the
old system of many disconnccted soverecigntics, cach a law unto
itsclf, incvitably brocds war. V¢ must not kccp huwnenity chaincd
to such a whecel. Laying aside timidity, adding practicality
to sentinentality, we must fearlessly plan a new world order.

Your Committee of Direction, in its earlier llemorandum
said:

"In a world which is torn asunder by dynamic ide-
ologies, our greatest deficit is spiritual not material.
Too mucihh do we appear to be purely on the defensive and
to be supporting the status guo of a world system which
has become generally condemncd as defective and incom-
patible with pcacc. Even though by weight of meatcrial,
unaccompanicd by the impctus of ncw ideas, Wic can rcpress
the prescnt outbreaks of violcnec, we would not have
eradicated the causes of their recurrence. Becazuse this
is generally sensed, we have failed to achieve a spiri-~
tual leadership of the multitudes wio ceverywhere domand
that a way bc found to savce them and their childrcen and
their children's children from the miscry, the starvastion
of body and soul, thc violcnt dcath which sconomic dia-
order and rccurrcnt war now wrcak upon men.”

We have a duty to urge upon our President that he dedi-
cate to this great task his outstanding qualities of leader-
ship.

It is right that critics should seek To be constructive
and not merely negative. I will, therefore, make certain
affirmetive suggestions. They will be incomplete and inade-
quate, but indicative of the kind of world order which we could
reasonably expect our political leaders to seek for us. They
assume, as did the Joint Declaration, that Nazi tyranny will
not dominate the pcace.

My suggestions fall under five hcads. One is a trans-
ition measure designed to prevent social chaos following the
cessation of hostilities; the next three relate to immediate
territorial and political settlements in relation to the threc
ma jor areas of admitten maladjustment: Europe, Asia and
colonies; the fifth, and most important, relates to the es-
tablishment of permanent mechanisms of universal scope de=-
signed to help the nations of the world to live thec way of
peace.
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Upon the cessation of formal hostilities there will be
chaos and anarchy throughout much of the world. For that the
British Commonwealth and the United States will have & certain
responsibility for we, along with Germany, have decliberatcly
choscn blockado as an instrumcnt of our national policy. As
a rcsult starvation, discasc and destitution will be rifo.
Civil govcrnment will have bcen undermincd by such conditions
and also by thc fact that the British and Amcricen governments
are fomenting violence and unrest within German occupied
territory. As a stimulant for present disaffection, we are
holding out great hopes of personal freedoms and meterial
plenty if only men will rebel against Germany's "new order®.
Certain passages of the Joint Decclaration arc obviously framed
with this objcective in vicw,.

The hopes thus aroused can never be fully reelized and
certainly they cannot to any appreciable extent be quickly
realized. It will fall upon us to rcpress much of thc violent
unrcst and unrcesonablec hopc which we will have cxcitcd., 4T
that juncturc we should at lcast be preparcd to furnish largely
and on a cheritablc basis, and on condition that social ordcr
is maintained, mcdicine, food and clothing. This should at
oncc be publicly promiscd and stcps taken to insurc thaet such
promiscs can and will be made good. To ercatc large visible
stocks dedicatcd to this purposc would bc a mcasurc both of
cxpcdicney ond of mercey.

I.

Europe

We should seek the political reorganization of continental
Europe as a federated commonwealth of some typne. 4s stated
above, there must be a large mcasure of local sclf-government
along ethnic lines. This cen bc assurcd through federal
principles which in this respect are very flexible. But the
reestablishment of some twenty-five wholly independent sover-
cign states in Europe would bc political folly. Alcxandcr
Hamilton stated in The Federalist:

"To look for a continuation of harmony bctween a
number of indcpondent, unconncetced sovercigntics in the
same neighborhood, would be to disregard the uniform
course of human events, and to set at defiance the
accumulated experience of ages.™
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Zvents since that time have abundantly verified what
Hamilton then said and what the Americaen people then accepted
and acted upon. It is time for Burove to apply this political
wisdom.

Twice within the last twenty-five ycars the United States
has become decply involved in the wars originating botwecn the
independent, unconncctecd sovercignticos of Europc. It has bien
demonstrated that the world has so shrunk that Huropean wars
can no longer, as during the last century, be confined to
Europe. Therefore, it is not merely of sclf-intercst to
Zurope, but of vital concern to us, that therc bo not restored
in Europs the conditions which inhercntly give risc to such
wars. From a purcly sclfish standpoint any Amcrican program
for pcacc must includc a fcderatcd contincntal Europc. From
thic standpoint of the peoples concerned, their economic inter-
devendence calls for political mechanisms to assure that their
resources and markets be coordinated for meximum peaceful
utility.

The Far FEast

There should be adjustments which will assure to Japan
effective access to markets and raw materials, so that she
may raise the standard of living of her people. But China
must be preserved from political domination by Japan or any
other alien power. With respsct to details, I rcfer to the
admirable "Outline of Proposals Looking Toward a Scttlcmcnt
in East Asia', formulatcd by thc National Study Conference at
Philadelphia in February, 1940.

Colonies

All non-self-governing colcnies, with the possible ex-
ception of those where self-government is already advanced,
should be placed under international mandate. This was the
original conception of President Wilson, pervertcd by the
Trcaty of Versailles. The purpose of the mandate should be,
first, to assure the moral, social and material development
of the native inhabitants and their ultimate self-government,
and in the meantime to assurc that other peoples shall have
access to their rcesources and tradc on equal terms.

Such mandating, if cerried out in a genuine international
spirit, would prevent colonial areas being used as pawns to
advance national policies cf imperialisn, strategy or prestige.
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The conference held at Geneva in 193¢ under the auspices
of the World Council of Churches produced an excellent state-
ment of the esscntial charactcecristics of mandatcs such as
thosc I cenvisagce.

IIL.

Peace in all social units is basically dependent upon the
attitude of men toward each other. It requires that the ssck-
ing of advantage for self, or for that with which self is
identificzd (family, nation, class, etc.) should be modcratcd
by a dcecnt regaerd for the material, intellcctual and spiri-
tual necds and desircs of othcrs. These are constantly varying
and peace is never achieved by fixing & status, esven originally
acceptable, and then secking to pcerpctuate that status.

In a small community peace can usually be achieved with-
out much political mechanism. Decent and sensible people, who
constitute the great majority everywhsre, avoid & use of their
power, which, visitly, crcates human misery with which they
will be in dircct contact and the rcactions of which will
obviously disturb their pcacc of mind or body. However, as we
pass into larger areas of social and economic interconnection,
the effects of one's acts are not visible. Also, the human
needs that lay the secds of conflict are often unperccived
until they attain such threatening proportions and come under
such violent leadership that any attempt at appeasement tlen
defeats its own purpose. Thus international peace requires
not merely an initial status conducive to peace. It requires
even morc that there be an intcrnational organization charged
with the responsibility of guiding the nations along the ways
of peace.

Under Secretary of State “iellzss, on July 22, 1041,
referred to thc splendid vision for which President Wilson
gave his lifc. Hc pointcd out that thc Lecaguc of Nations had
failcd

"ehicfly beccausc of the fact that it was forccd to opecr-
ate, by tlaose who dominated its councils, as a means of
maintaining the status guo. It was never enabled to
operate &s its chief spokesman had intended, as an elastic
and impartial instrument in bringing about peaceful and
equitablc adjustments betwecn nations as time and cir-
cumstzncec proved neccssary."

He concluded:

"Some adequate instrumentality must unquestionably bve
found to achieve such adjustments when the nations of
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the earth again undertuke the task of restoring law and
order to a disastrously shaken world."”

With the views thus expressed by lir. VWelles I am wholly
in accord. In elaboration thercof I would sugscst:

As a beginning of world government, therc should be
organized an intcrnational fedcration for pcacc. Of this
federation all the nations would be members.

The chartor of the foderation would roccognize, and bind
all mombers to accept, the principlc that national intcr-
dopcndcnec now roplaccs indcpendonce and that action by any
nation, notably in thz cconomic ficld, which metcrially and
adversely affects other people, is not purely a matter of
domestic policy but is couples with an international responsi-
bility. Members would accordingly be bound to teke no such
action without first obtaining the judgment of the federation
as to the effect thereof upon the peace of the world.

The federation would function through an exccutive orgen
made up of outstanding personalities who would be solemnly
pledged to place the peace and welfare of humenity as a whole
above the advantage of any particular nation, race or cless.

The executive organ would keep the intcrnational situa-
tion constantly under rcvicew in ordcer to dotcet, at their
incipicney, any conditions thc continuancc of which might
cndanger the pcace of thic world. It would rcport to the members
on any such conditions and would propose measures which in
its judgment would be calculated to prevent such conditions
ripening into international violence. The nature of such
measures would be determined by the exccutive organ. They
might call for a revision of international conditions designed
to ameliorate the economic or political lot of certain peoples.
They might call for measures to repress sporadic threats of
violencs.

Each member statc would undcrtake to acccpt the judgments
and proposals of the cxccutive organ as of high moral authority,
rccognizing that the failurc of any momber to follow them would
placc upon it a clcar rcspomsibility boforce the world.

In order further to implement the principle of inter-
dependence and international responsibility, each nernver state
would undertake to create intcrnally an administrative unit
having the duty to study economic rclations with others anig
to collaboratec with the exccutive organ of thc fodcration.
Members would further undertake to cstablish domgstic logis-
lative proccdurcs to assurc that national action, which might
involve intcrnational cconomic repecrcussions, would not bo
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teken without first obteaining a report from such administrative
unit as to the effect of the contemplates action upon peoples
elsewhere.

Ifember states would undertake to publicize the reports
of the executive orgen of the fcdoration for pcacc, as well
as the reports of the domestic administretive unit roforrcd
to above, with a view to promoting public education as to
how the acts of one nation affect others and how each nation
may, through courtesy to and consideration of others, live
the way of peace.

The federation for peace should, in so far as practicable,
utilize the existing machinery of the League of Nations,
particularly such technical organizations as the International
Labor Office, Health Organization, otce.

Through acceptance of the principles and practices above
outlined, the member nations would have renounced that irre-
sponsibility which above all makes absolute soverecignty in-
compatible with peace.

The measures I heve outlincd obviously fall short of a
complcte program for pcecc. The omission of disarmamecnt and
sanctions - other than moral - will bc notcd as well as the
failure to endow the proposed world federation for peacec with
direct legislative power. I recognize the importance of these
matters and that in due course they nmust come about. But they
are at the present time highly disputable and I do not consider
them essential to inaugurating an era of pecace.

There are, of course, those who feel that peace depends
primarily upon political mechanisms and that, unless these
are perfect and complete peace, will fail. I believe that
peace is essentially a way of life and that thc function of
political mechanisms is not to imposz pcacc but to cstablish
channels of contact and collaboration without which - becauss
the world is so big - people cannot know how to live the way
of peace. If we eradicate from our system that immoral princi-
ple of national irresponsibility which the sovereignty system
now sanctifies, and if we establish mechanisms which will en-
lighten people as to their interdependence and how mutual
consideration may be evidenced, wo will have acnieved the
fundamcntals of a peaccful world order. If the political
mechanisms we establish include a permanent world orgenization
capable of growth and continuing initiative, then initial
omissions can gradually be supplied.
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The thoughts expressed in this report to you are largely
drawn from the thinking and pronouncements of Christian states-
men at such important conferences as Oxford (1937), Geneva
(1939), Philadelphia (1940), Atlantic City (1940) and Malvern
(1941). We now face the issue of whether such pronouncements
can become vital or whether they will steand as monuments to
the present incapacity of Christian thinking to influence
practical affairs. Y/e¢ enter the decisive period. For our
President and the Prime Minister of Great Britain have, by
their Joint Decelaration, inauguratcd the formative thinking
which will dctorminc thc ultimatc cvent.

Your Committee of Direction, in its Memorandum above
referred to, pointed out that while no single event could of
itself bring peace, nevertheless "through struggle and sacri-
fice men can bring into being momonts which, if wisely and
rcsolutely availed of, may be madc to promotc grcatly the
cause of pecace.”" Wo approach such a monent. Lot us, as Christian
citizens, dedicate ourselves to assuring that it will be
wisely and resolutely availed of. This requires, above all,
that the United States will not shirk its intcrnational
responsibilitics.

John Foster Dulles,
Chairman.

QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION TOPICS

When first prescntod to the Commission, the forcgoing
papcr railscd cxtensive discussion and a varicty of quostions.
In the main, the questicns revolved around the second half of
Mr, Dulles' paper in which he outlines his idea of "the shape
of things to come". There seemed to be general agreement that
the first half of the paper, embodying an analysis of the
Eight Point Declaration, was both timely and thoroughgoing.
The following summery of the discussion, containing points
of view expressed by members of the Commission as well as
direct questions raised, is presented here in the hope of
stimulating further discussion of the paper by study groups
in the churches.
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Sanctions

The first question which emerged and one to which the
group returned frequently had to with the matter of sanctions.
It will be noted that Mr. Dulles deliberately omits a proposal
for legal sanctions. Certain members of the Commission challenged
him at this point., As one member states, "How can you give
authority to this organization (referring to Mr. Dulles' plan
for an international federation for peace) without sanctions?
Are not sanctions absolutely necessary in order to carry out
the very admirable position taken in the paper throughout?”

On the other hand, some members agreed with Mr, Dulles
in his feeling that the question of sanctions is secondary
to the establishment of justice as between nations, Onc pastor
indicated his fccling that sanctions, or cven the threat of
senctions, military or cconomic, might not be¢ ncccessary under
such & plan as Mr. Dullcs cnvisagcd. Said he, "I bceclicve that
if the nations do jJjustice, real justice, even such relative
justice as can be done and of the sort that this paper re-
commends, there will then e no nced of sanctions, military
or economic. If the nations refusc this, sanctions will be
of no avail.”

Some of the group felt that the paper was unrealistic
at this point in that any organized society of nations must
have the power to enforce its decisions and to restrain
nations when they resort to unwarranted aggression.

The Commission found itself somewhat at variance as to
whether sanctions were permissable from the point of view of
the Christian ethic, although many of them would feel that
the use of force under certain conditioms, and with necessary
safeguards, was entirely justified. This might imply the
existence of a genuinely international military force made up
of representatives of all nations whose allegiance would be
notito their particular national group but to thc socicty of
nations.

The possible crcation of some such intecrnational police
force raiscd the question as to what thc Unitcd Statcs would
be prepared to do in such a case. Would it be realistic for
the United States to talk about an orderly world community
unless it is prepared to participate in the functioning of
some form of international police? Is the United States ready
at this time or at any time in the near future for such an
ebridgment of its national sovcreignty as this would entail?
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World Organization

The second major area of discussion centered around the
question of world organization. Did Mr. Dulles' concept of an
"international federation for peace" go far enough? llany men-
bers of the Commission felt it did not. Commenting oca lir.
Dulles' observation that the Eight Points “fall raer short of
the conceptions of President Wilson and short even of their
expression in the Treaty of Versailles", a university professor
said, "The proposals which are made in this paper orc also
inadequate because in my opinion they too fall short of the
proposals of Wilson. They also disregard the experience of
the past. They take us back from the League of Nations rather
than forward. . . It is necessary to have strong international
government, one in which thec use of force is taken for granted.”™

Evidence was not lacking that some of the members of the
Commission felt it unnecessary to search for an entirely new
formula for world organization. In spite of the fact that the
League of Nations has failed to live up to the hopes of its
founders, has not a valuable foundation been laid, upon which
e more perfect structurc can bc built? Sais a university
lecturer, "The weakness of this paper seems to be that it dis-
misses much that has gone before and starts us off in the
search for new things when there is so much upon waich we can
build."

The omission of any proposal for & world governmecn
having direot lecgislative powcrs, with full Amcrican partici-
pation, was notcd by the Commission. Is a federation of Euro-
pean states, such as Mr. Dulles contenplates, enough? "Are we
once more,% said a theological professor, "to tell Europe what
she must do -~ federate - abridge sovercignty, whilc wc our-
selves maintain only a consultative relationship with some
kind of vague world organization?" Many members of “he Com-
mission felt that some more real and tangible proposal for
American abridgment of its own national sovereignty was in
order. There was no expressed dissent from the view that some
sort of federation of nations with full American participation,
was an indispensable basis for a just and durablc pecace.

By way of elaborating his own position, Mr. Dulles reiter-
ated his conviction that the United States should take immedi-
ate steps leading toward an abridgment of its own soversignty.
He suggested that a careful reading of the statement would
reveal his intention of herec suggosting what scecmed to him the
preliminary steps to be taken toward general limitation of
sovereignty on the part of all nations.
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To what extent is America willing to accept limitations
on her sovereignty? What would be involved in such limitation?
The discussion took note of economic as well as political and
military implications. As one member pointed out, "At the end
of this war we will be the only nation in the world able to
finance reconstruction. We must lend gold and reserves and
cooperate fully with impowerished nations. The only way these
receiving nations can pay us back is to sell us their goods,
and this can be accomplished only through a drastic downward
revision of our tariff structurce. Vould Americe be willing to
accept this very real limitation on her rights as e sovercign

nation?"

Is a Discussion of Long Range Objcctivos Roalistic
at the Proscnt Timc?

Since the Commission is divided with respect to America's
relation to the war, it was natural, perhaps inevitable, that
a question should be raised as to the unreality of the entire
discussion of long range peace objectives. Said one layman,
"It seems to me that everything said is based on the assumption
that Hitler is going to lose the war. If the Church feels it
has a moral responsibility to influence the pcace, does it not
have a prior moral rcsponsibility to help win the war?"

Next Stops

The Commission was keenly aware of the value of just such
a discussion as the reading of Mr. Dulles' paper had brought
forth, and commended to the churches the setting up of local
study groups, so that a much needed educational program might
be gotten under way immediately. Whether carried on by a nen's
discussion group, & women's society, a young people's organ-
ization, a Sunday forum, a mid-week scries or an informal
gathering in the home, rcal progress can be made in the
direction of increasing the awareness of the Christian forces
of America that they are a part of the answer to the need for

a better world order.

Studies might be conductcd around the following thomos:

I. The Roosevelt-Churchill Declaration

Following is the text of the Declaration:

The President of the United States of America and the
Prime Minister, Mr., Churchill, representing His Majesty's
Government in the United Kingdom, boing mot together, deem it
right to makc know ccrtain common principles in tho national
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policies of their respective countries on which they base
their hopes for a better future for the world.

First, their countries seck no aggrandizcment, terri-
torial or other;

Second, they desire to see no territorial changes that
do not accord with the freely expressed wishes of the peoples
concerned;

Third, they respect the right of all peoples to choose
the form of government under which they will live; and they
wish to scc sovercign rights and sclf-government rcstorcd to
those who have been forcibly deprived of them;

Fourth, they will endeavor, with due respect for their
existing obligations, to further the enjoyment by all States,
great or small, victor or vanquished, of access, on equal
terms, to the trade and to the raw materials of the world
which arc needed for thcir cconomic prosperity;

Fifth, they desire to bring about the fullest collabo-
ration between all nations in the economic field with the

object of securing, for all, improved labor standards, eco-
nomic advancement and social security;

Sixth, aftcr the final destruction of the Nazi tyranny,
they hopz to sce cstablished a pcace which will afford to all
netions the mcans of dwelling in safcty within their own
boundaries, and which will afford assurance that all the men

in all the lands may live out their lives in freedom fron
fear and want;

Seventh, such a peace should enable all men to traverse
the high scas and oceans without hindrance;

Eighth, they believe that all of the nations of the
world, for rcalistic as well as spiritual rcasons, must comec
to thc abandonment of the usce of forcc. Since no futurc pcace
can be maintaincd if land, sca or air ermemcnts continuc to
be employed by nations which threaten, or may threaten,
aggression outside of their frontiers, they believe, pending
the cestablishment of a wider and permanent systcm of gencral
security, that the disarmament of such nations is essential.
They will likewise aid and encourage all other practicable
measures wWhich will lighten for peace-loving peoples the
crushing burden of armaments.

Franklin D. Roosevelt
Winston S. Churchill
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The foregoing paper, by the Cheirman of the Federal
Council's Commission, represents onc znalysis of the Eight
Points. Does your grouyn agree withh this analysis?

Does the group feel that the Joint Decleration is an
adequate statement of peace aims? Whaet would you adé to it,
or teke from it?

Does the Christian religion offer us any standards by
which we may judge the adequacy of the Declaration?

Does the Declaration advance or hinder the causc of an
organized society of nations?

Is the omission of any reference to freedom of religion
and freedom of spesch significant?

II. Other Current Proposals

For use in study groups the Commission has prepared a
handbook containing significant pronouncemcnts of church
leaders here and abroad, as well as & brief swmery of pro-
posals issuing from secular sources. Containing discussion
questions and bibliograpihy, this handbook, entitied "A Just
and Durable Peace™ will »rove invaluable to local study sgroups.
It may be obtained from the Cormission to Study the Bases of
a Just and Durable Peacc, 297 Fourth Avenue, New York, N.Y.
Price ten cents a single copy, including postage; five cents
a copy on orders of 100 or more, nlus postage.

III. The Use of This Document

Study groups may well explore further a number of specifice
problems suggested by a reading of Ir., Dulles' statement.
Topics and questions indicated here are only intended as a
guide.

A. Senctions
1. What are sanctions?

2. In what instances, and with what effect have they
been employed?

3. Could amnle authority be exsrcised by an "inter-
national federation for peace®™, or by any sort of
federation of nations without provision for
sanctions?

4, Should we discrininate betwoen "militery” and
"economic? sanctions?



