
F or such a one there  is no question of avoiding 
r e ^ n s ib i l i ty  for consequences, fo r it has been th ru s t 
upon him w ith almost crushing force. In  this critical 
mom ent he feels th a t he has reached the sum mit of 
human privilege. H e  shares the ultim ate precarious- 
ness of the moral universe. H e  believes that he is 
going “to the help of the L ord  against the m ighty.״

F. E . j .

Reorganization
N I E B U H R

All these differences of tem per and viewpoint are 
finally focussed upon one crucial issue: the problem 
of power. The historical realists know that history is 
not a simple rational process but a vital one. A h hu- 
man societies are organizations of diverse vitalities 
and interests by power. Some dominant power lies 
a t the center of every social organization. Some bal- 
anee of power is the basis of w hatever justice is 
achieved in human relations. W here the dispropor- 
tion of power is too great and w here an equilibrium 
of social forces is lacking, no mere rational or m oral 
demands can achieve justice.

T he rationalists and idealists are inclined to view 
history from  the standpoint of the moral and social 
imperatives which a rational analysis of a situation 
generates. They look at the world and decide tha t its 
social and economic problems demand and require a 
“ federation of the w orld.״ T hey think of such a fed- 
eration not prim arily in term s of the complex eco- 
nomic and social interests and vitalities, which m ust 
be brought into and held in a tolerable equilibrium. 
L east of all do they think of the necessity of some 
dominant force or power as the organizing center of 
the equilibrium. T hey are on the whole content to  
state the ideal requirem ents of the situation in as 
rigorous term s as possible.

Sometimes they w ring their hands in holy horror 
when the tortuous processes of history do not con- 
form  to  their ideal demands. They declare in self- 
righteous pride tha t since the statesm en of the world 
refused to heed their advice, and since the people of 
the world were too obtuse to see the light, they them - 
selves can do nothing more than consign the w orld to 
its deserved doom. D uring the past decades they have 
been too preoccupied with the task of condemning the 
nations for their obvious defiance of the new require- 
ments of a world civilization to be much concerned 
with the immediate perils which the crisis of our civi- 
lization has brought upon us.

This word of stricture upon the idealists will be- 
tray  the bias from  which this analysis of the two 
schools is attempted. This analysis assumes that, on

decision th a t confronts him  is one of those momen- 
tous ones in which the luxury  of clarity m ust be fore- 
gone. Y et in the dark cloud of inexorables about him, 
he sees a vast “given״  of evil against which God him - 
self strives terribly. H e  believes tha t only as he 
throw s him self into tha t struggle can he share the 
divine intention.

Plans for World
R E I N H O L D

IN the various plans and program s fo r post-w ar 
reconstruction and w orld organization, it is pos- 

sible to discern two general types of approach to  the 
problems of international politics. O ne might be de- 
fined as the historical and realistic school of politics. 
The other is rationalistic in method and idealistic in 
tem per. In  the first all plans fo r the fu tu re  are domi- 
nated by the question: W here do we go from  here? 
The broken process of history is emphasized and 
it is believed tha t new ventures in political organiza- 
tion, however broad their field and bold their pur- 
pose, rem ain under certain  conditions and limitations 
which hum an history never transcends. In  the second 
school, the prim ary concern is not with perennial con- 
dirions but w ith new possibilities, and not w ith the 
starting point but w ith the goal.

The historical school realizes tha t certain perennial 
problems of political organization emerge in new 
form s, but are  of the same essence on each new level 
of the political integration of hum an society. T he 
idealists are more conscious of novel and radical ele- 
ments in a new situation and are inclined to believe 
and hope tha t old problems and vexations will dis- 
appear in the new level of political achievement.

In  the present situation the idealists rightly insist 
that the economic interdependence of the world de- 
mands new international political organization. T hey  
believe in the necessity of some kind of w orld govern- 
ment, which will make our economic interdependence 
sufferable and which will organize the potential w orld 
community and make it actual.

I

The realistic and historical school does not deny 
these new necessities and possibilities. B ut it views 
the task of realizing them  in the light of its knowl- 
edge of the stubborn inertia of hum an history. I t  
wants to know how nations are to  be beguiled into a 
limitation of their sovereign rights, considering tha t 
national pride and parochial self-sufficiency are some- 
thing more than the m ere fru it of ignorance but re- 
curring forces in all efforts at social cohesion.



of separatism  which finally resulted in a civil w ar. 
T hat war was necessary to prove tha t the nation was 
really one and tha t the constitutional comm itments, 
by which it was form ed, were irrevocable.

Generally the idealists think it possible to create 
such a new international authority  and then make a  
m oral demand upon the nations to subm it themselves 
to it. T hey do not realize that no collective group in 
hum an history has ever made decisions in vacuum. 
Sometimes nations are  able to say B, if history has 
previously established the A  upon which the B fol־ 
lows. B ut tha t is about as fa r as collective volition

As against these illusions of the rationalists and 
idealists, the historical realists are m ore correct. 
They are right in looking to the m utual commitments 
made by the U nited N ations in the w ar as the real 
source of possibly w ider commitments fo r the fu ture . 
They are right in looking to the immediate necessities 
of a war situation fo r the compulsion which will 
abridge the self-will of nations, and in hoping tha t 
the necessities of the peace will be obvious enough to 
persuade the nations to  extend, ra ther than to disavow 
the commitments thus made. I t  is always possible of 
course tha t the necessities of peace will, though 
equally urgent, not be equally obvious; that nations 
will refuse to conform  to them and tha t another and 
even more tragic chapter in world history will have 
to be enacted before the nations bow to the irre fu - 
table logic of history. T his logic is irrefutable because 
an economically interdependent world m ust in some 
sense become a politically integrated w orld commu- 
nity or allow potential instrum ents of comm unity to 
become instrum ents of m utual annihilation.

T he weakness of the realists is tha t they usually 
do not go fa r  enough in meeting new problems and 
situations. T hey are so conscious of the resistance in 
history to new ven tures; and are so im pressed by the 
force of the perennial problems of politics, which 
m anifest themselves on each new level of history, 
tha t they are  inclined to  discount both the necessity 
and the possibility of new political achievements.

TIT

In  the present situation, both the idealists and the 
realists may be divided into two subordinate schools 
of thought. One group of idealists does not deal 
w ith the problem of pow er at all. They would simply 
organize the world by law w ithout asking where the 
power and authority  to enforce the law is to come 
from . T he other group is conscious of the problem 
of power, but they deal w ith it abstractly. A m ong 
the realists, one school of thought would merely re- 
construct some new balance of pow er am ong the na- 
tions, having no confidence in international political 
organization. The o ther group believes in some kind

the whole, the task of world organization m ust be a t- 
tem pted from  the standpoint of the historical realism. 
T his conclusion could be justified by the  simple fact 
tha t no historical process has ever, even remotely, 
conform ed to  the pattern  which the idealists have 
mapped out fo r it. I t m ust be added immediately, 
however, that the tru th  does not lie simply on the side 
of the realists. W ithout an adm ixture of the tem per 
and the insights of the other school, there  could be 
no genuine advance in social organization at all.

T he realists understand the perennial problems of 
politics, but they are usually deficient in their sense 
of the urgency of a new situation. They know that 
politics is a problem of the m anipulation of power. 
But they easily in terpret the problem of power in too 
cynical terms. Sometimes they forget tha t political 
pow er is a compound of which physical force, w hether 
economic or military, is only one ingredient. They 
do not fully appreciate tha t a proper regard for m oral 
aspirations is a source of political p restige; and tha t 
this prestige is itself an indispensable source of 
power.

II

In  the present situation the idealists, in making 
plans for w orld organization, either disregard the 
problem of pow er entirely or they project some cen- 
tra l pool of pow er w ithout asking what tributaries are  
to fill the pool. In  the form er case they are some- 
times under the illusion that “national sovereignty” 
is merely the fru it of faulty  conceptions of interna- 
tional law. T hey would w rite new international laws 
in which the absolute sovereignty of nations is de- 
n ied ; and they believe tha t such a legal refu tation  of 
national claims would be sufficient to tam e the st!1h- 
born self-will of nations and to m aintain ،،law w ith- 
out force.” [T his phrase is the title  of a recent book 
upon that subject, w ritten in the tem per ju s t defined.]

In  the la tter case they conceive of some federation 
of the world w ith an international police force and 
with a newly and abstractly created m oral and po- 
litical prestige, sufficient to m aintain itself against the 
divisive forces which will mcvitably challenge its au- 
thority. Usually they re fe r to the creation of A m er- 
ican nationhood as analogy and proof of the possi- 
bility of creating such a new authority. I t  happens 
tha t the history of the A m erican Gonstitution and of 
A m erican federalism  conform s m ore nearly  to this 
pa ttern  than any other national h is to ry ; bu t it does 
not conform  as completely as the idealists imagine. 
T hey forget to w hat degree the sovereignty of the 
several states was actually abridged in the heat of a  
desperate conflict; that even this conflict did not per- 
suade the states to  go as fa r  as it was necessary to go ,* 
and tha t when they did take the final step, many of 
them  did so w ith mental reservations in the direction



tion, despite its g reat superiority in political astute- 
ness over the W ilsonian one, is tailing at this point. 
W ashington negotiates with many partners sepa- 
rately, and with R ussia and B ritain  jointly to a con- 
siderable degree. B ut there is little indication of the 
gradual development of a democratic process on an 
international scale in the deliberations of the U nited  
Nations.

IV

I t would be un just to claim that the realists are con- 
sistently unaware of the problem of democratic jus- 
tice in the realm of a gradually coalescing unity. T here 
are many shades of thought among them. A few even 
manage to  be imperialists in one breath and to speak 
of the “ imposition of o rder״  upon the world by domi- 
nant power, while in the nex t breath they elaborate 
plans fo r an ideal democratic federation of the world. 
But it is fa ir to say that, on the whole, the realists do 
not take this problem seriously enough.

I t  is of course a desperate problem. I t includes not 
only the relation of smaller powers to the dom inant 
ones, but the relation of undeveloped nations, who 
have no power at all, to the nations which do have 
pow er—in other words, the problem of imperialism in 
the stricter sense of the word. I t  includes the neces- 
sity of apportioning responsibility to the proportions 
of power as they actually exist. F o r constitutional 
arrangem ents which allowed sm aller nations to deter- 
mine policies, which they lacked the power to imple- 
ment, could become as fru itfu l a source of new an- 
archy as unchecked dominant power could become a 
new source of tyranny.

N or will any am ount of forethought be able to 
solve all these problems. T he solution of some of 
them  depends upon the internal structure of the na- 
tions participating in world community. W hile it is 
not true tha t a ju s t world o rder depends altogether 
upon political and economic democracy prevalent in 
the constituent nations, it is true  that the stronger the 
internal political and moral checks upon the imperial- 
istic impulse are, the easier will it be to solve the 
problem of external checks. I f  a stable peace de- 
pended altogether upon the achievement of an ideal 
democracy in the constituent nations, we would have 
to  resign ourselves to  decades of fu rther purgatory. 
F o r obviously history does not move consistently in 
these m atters; and we will have to include many na- 
tions of varying internal structures in any new world 
arrangem ents. T he proposal fo r the federation of 
democratic nations only is a fantastic one; no less 
fantastic than, let us say, a plan fo r the exclusion of 
“poll ta x ״  states from  the Federal Union.

W hen all the difficulties are surveyed and all the 
necessities are kept in mind, it becomes almost axio- 
matic th a t anything like a perfect w orld organization

of im perial organization of the world, with some 
small group of dom inant nations furnishing the im- 
perial power.

T he m ost brilliant exposition of the school of 
thought which thinks in term s of reconstructing the 
balance of power as a principle of w orld peace, is 
F ro fesso r Spykm an’s very able book: Am erica’s 
Strategy in W orld  Politics. T he book has the m erit 
of recognizing all the geographic, economic and other 
elements which m ust enter into any kind of in terna- 
tional equilibrium and which cannot be disregarded 
on any level of political achievement. B ut it does not 
fully realize that an unorganized balance of pow er is 
potential anarchy and cannot preserve peace. T he in- 
troduction of a single new factor into the precarious 
equilibrium, or the elaboration of a single new force 
of recalcitrance (as fo r instance the a ir power of 
G erm any) may destroy the balance. T he world com- 
munity requires instrum ents fo r the manipulation of 
its social forces. W ithout them  it is bound to fall into 
periodic anarchy.

F o r this reason the imperialistic realists actually 
have a m ore hopeful program  than the “balance of 
pow er״  realists. They know that a  balance of pow er 
m ust be organized and tha t a dom inant pow er m ust be 
the organizing center. T hey expect either A m erica, 
or the A nglo-Saxon hegemony, or the four g reat 
powers, R ussia, China, B ritain  and Am erica, to form  
the organizing center of the w orld comm unity. I 
think they are right in this thesis and tha t there is no 
possibility of organizing the w orld a t all, which will 
not be exposed to  the charge of “im perialism ״  by the 
idealists who do not take the problem of power seri- 
ously.

But the im perialistic realists usually do not take the 
problem of justice seriously enough. A n Anglo- 
Saxon im perialism m ight be a great deal better than  a 
Nazi one; but the N azi order is so purely destructive 
that a new imperialism could be a g rea t deal better 
than Nazism  and yet no t good enough to bring peace 
to the w orld. The new understandings w ith R ussia, 
which cannot be overestim ated, probably preclude 
the possibility of a pure A nglo-Saxon im perialism ; 
and tha t is a  great gain, however difficult the ad just- 
ments between R ussia and the w estern nations may 
prove to be.

B ut the real question is to  w hat degree smaller na- 
tions can be draw n into the post-w ar reconstruction 
in s ti tu tio n a lly  so tha t their voice and pow er will be 
fitted into the whole scheme so tha t it will prevent the 
power of the dom inant elements in the organization 
from  becoming vexatious. Fortunately , many small 
nations are  already related to the inchoate w orld 
scheme in the “U nited N ations.״  B ut unfortunate ly  
the policies of the U nited  N ations a re  not being 
democratically conducted. T he Roosevelt adm inistra-



w ith “idealism״  and th a t the C hristian answ er to  a  
problem is not simply the most ideal possible solution 
whieh toe im agination ean eoneeive. A  profound 
C hristian faith  knows something of toe recaleitranee 
of sin on every level of moral and social achievement, 
and is, therefore, not involved in toe alternate moods 
of illusion and disillusionment which harass the w orld 
of idealists and secularists. I t  knows something of 
toe sim ilarity between our own sin and toe guilt of 
others,· and will therefore  not be pitiless if ideal pos- 
sibilities are frustra ted  by the selfishness of others. 
B ut it also hears the divine command in every new 
historical situation. T he Christian ought to  know that 
the creation of some form  of w orld community, com- 
patible w ith toe necessities of a  technical age, is the 
m ost compelling command of our day.

is bound to  elude us. T here m ust be a tolerable equi- 
librium  in it, and that equilibrium m ust be politically 
im plem ented; there  m ust be an organizing center fo r 
i t ;  and that center m ust be surrounded by checks to  
prevent its pow er from  becoming vexatious; the ٠٢־  
ganization m ust include ^ ^ ١١̂  regional arrangem ents; 
and yet these regional arrangem ents m ust not run 
counter to the basic fact that the economic and po- 
litical life of toe nations is integrated in w orld, rather 
than regional, terms. T he hazards to success are so 
great that we m ust be prepared to  accept anything 
which keeps the fu tu re  open; but we m ust also be 
prepared to contend fo r everything which represents 
a basic requirem ent of justice.

F rom  the standpoint of € h r i s t؛a n  faith  i t  is impor- 
tan t to recognize that Christianity cannot be equated

The World Church: News and Notes
Christians engaged in this enterprise ought easily to 
avoid, for it is a fundamental part of toe whole Christian 
conception of man that unless he is guided by trusting in 
the grace of God, he is incapable of conducting his life 
in accordance with the pattern of Divine intention. 
Nevertheless, there are certain ways of ordering society 
which express and reproduce a definitely unwholesome 
outlook on life and others which suggest a right ordering 
of human m otives-and between toe two toe Church is 
qualified to judge.

“But the Church has not only toe right but it has toe 
duty to declare toe principles of the true social life.

“This is not a duty first and foremost to society and 
does not arise from the fact that men have the right to 
claim guidance from it: it is first and foremost a duty to 
God and arises from the obligation to bear witness to the 
fulness of toe gospel and toe blessings for human life 
which that contains.

“It would not be possible, as an introduction to a dis- 
course like this, to set forth toe social principles that 
Christianity undoubtedly involves. That task has been 
performed many times and in this audience the general 
upshot may be assumed. When we look upon toe society 
with which we have been familiar, two points in its or- 
dering at least challenge toe judgment of the Church 
which must inevitably be uttered in condemnation.

Broken Fellowship

“The first is toe broken fellowship in our society— 
which Disraeli called the two nations. For toe moment, 
no doubt, under the stress of war, our whole people are 
united, but we know quite well that it was not so in the 
days of peace and that, when the special urgency of war 
is past, the seeds of old divisions will spring up, and bear 
their fruit again unless steps are taken to recreate fellow-

‘O u r Lord told us plainly that if we would seek first 
His Kingdom of Justice, material goods would be added

The C h^eh  and the O rdering of $oeiety
By t h e  A r c h b i s h o p  o p  C a n t e r b u r y

( Because ٠/ the great interest which it has aroused, we 
are publishing the speech made by the Archbishop ٠/  
Canterbury at the Royal Albert Hcdl in London.')

“The Church has both the right and the duty to de- 
clare toe principles which should govern the ordering of 
society. It has this right because, in the revelation en- 
trusted to it, it has toe knowledge concerning man and his 
destiny which depends on that revelation and which 
illuminates all questions of human conduct.

“Of course, it is universally recognized that toe 
Church should lay down principles for the conduct of 
individuals.

“What lately is being disputed is the right of toe 
Church also to lay down principles for the action of cor- 
porate groups, such as trade unions, employers’ federa- 
tions, or national states, or to undertake in any way toe 
direct ordering of men’s corporate lifo.

“This distinction between individuals and the various 
groupings in which the lives of individuals are conducted 
is quite untenable. The whole lifo of man is conducted in 
societies. Those societies will, in structure and in func- 
tion, express toe character of those who compose the 
society and the aims which they have set before them- 
selves. And these, having been expressed in toe structure 
of society, will be reproduced through a process of con- 
stant unconscious suggestion in every new generation. 
The u ^ rs ta n d in g  which the Church has concerning toe 
nature of the destiny of man gives it the qualification for 
declaring what kind of structure in society is wholesome 
for man and what is unwholesome.

“Frejudice against this arises from the risk that Chris- 
tian people may attempt to impose upon a society consist- 
ing of people who are very mixed in religious allegiance 
a type of order that will only work effectively if all toe 
citizens are genuine Christians. But that is a snare which


