
This position involves certain obvious risks. There 
is the risk that after evil is destroyed, good will not 
grow; that after the world has been made safe {٠٢  
democracy, democracy itsel{ will languish. There is 
also the desperate risk that the very process ٠{ de- 
stroying evil will destroy the good also (it is bound 
to destroy some of it) , ٠٢  that in destroying certain 
evils, it will bring other worse ones into existence. 
These risks are not to be denied, but there are cir- 
cumstances when they must be taken. Better to 
disregard the chance, however grave, that justice 
and brotherhood will not grow even i£ one acts, 
than to disregard the certainty that tyranny and 
cruelty will be established i£ one does not.

م  Peace With Hitler’s Generals
R obert E . F itch

1er, we can negotiate a peace with the German gen- 
erais, ft is pointed out that the German military 
authorities disagreed with H itler about the invasion 
0£ Russia; that, at the critical moment, they will be 
glad to get rid o£ him and 0£ his party ; that, with 
the generals, it will be possible to negotiate an earlier 
and a more reasonable peace; and that the prestige 
0£ the military caste may be used as the principle o£ 
continuity between the old order and the new order 
that is to be established in Germany by the United 
Nations.

This doctrine appeals particularly to those who 
localize the responsibility £٠٢  this war in the Nazi 
party, and who see Adol؛ Hitler as the s^cific vil- 
lain 0£ the play. But, while they have grasped the 
immediate £actor in the situation, they have £ailed 
to take note 0£ the long-run £actor. This long-run 
£actor is the tradition 0 £ a feudal, military caste 
which has dominated the German mores £٠٢  a good 
many centuries. Fascism, indeed, is certainly not 
reactionary capitalism, but is simply the resurgence 
0£ feudalism, with the benefit o£ nationalism and o£ 
modern technology, ft is this feudal, military tradi- 
tion in Germany, as in Japan, which we have chiefly 
to destroy.

The point here is one which Americans may not 
grasp very readily. W e cannot grasp ft £٠٢  the 
simple reason that never in our h is to ry -an d  we are 
unique among the great nations o£ the earth in this 
respect—have we been significantly under the con- 
trol 0£ a military autocracy, ٠٢  given primary pres- 
tige to the ideals and aspirations o£ a military caste.

f t is true that we have, in this country, a military 
profession. The members of this profession are 
honored by us as are the members of any other

of Jesus shows that Jesus did not really expeet His 
followers by ethical, social effort to strive for and 
achieve the Kingdom 0£ God on ea rth -an d  by infer- 
ence the elimination o£ such evils as w a r-b u t that the 
Kingdom would at ‘the end of fee age’ be ‘brought’ £rom 
without by God or His Messiah. €ertainly no one saw 
more clearly than Jesus that all power to serve God 
and to realize His will on earth comes £rom God by 
grace. But to represent Him as believing that God 
acts upon man in a non-moral, mechanical fashion 
£rom without, that God imposes Himsel£ by force on 
men and on history, is to deny the most basic and dis- 
tinctive element in Jesus’ teaching. God is Father. 
God is Love. He cannot deny Himself, He cannot act 
otherwise than as a Father dealing with His children. 
Therefore, Jesus when He realized that He was God’s 
Son, rejected the materialistic ‘su^rnaturalism ’ in- 
volved in the concept 0£ a Messiah, a vicegerent o£ 
God, who made stones into bread and jumped from 
^p le-p innacles. It is impossible to conceive 0£ Him 
as a coherent personality at all if we suppose that He 
after all expected that it was by the intervention of just 
such a magic-mongering Messiah that the Kingdom 
was in fee end to come.”

This paragraph is wrong at one point and right 
at another. It is wrong in affirming (apparently en- 
tirely on a priori grounds) that Jesus did not as- 
cribe coercive action to God. ft is right in suggest- 
ing that one cannot consistently ascribe such action 
to God and continue indefinitely to deny all re- 
sponsibility for the same kind of action to man. ft 
is £or this reason that (aside from those whose 
pacifism is largely merely traditional and those who 
interpret their pacifism as a special vocation) most 
pacifists £all into two groups : liberals, who deny— 
implicity, at least—that direct, destructive action is 
ever necessary and therefore affirm that such action 
is impossible for God and wrong £٠٢  men ; and 
members 0£ millenialist sects, which hold that God 
wfll shortly put forth His strong arm to judge and 
to destroy evil and that there£ore men do not need 
to assume any part 0£ this responsibility.

Nothing Created by Coercive Action
Not that fee Kingdom o£ God can be created by 

any coercive action, whether God’s or man’s. 
Nothing can be created by such actíon. The justifi- 
cation o£ ft is never that it creates good ; but only 
that it prevents or destroys evil in order that good 
may be created-created  through other processes 
entirely. The action 0£ fighting a war, to take the 
crucial example, will never bring anything positive 
into being. It will never create democracy, justice, 
civilization, or anything else. All one can claim is 
that it is sometimes necessary te restrain and destroy 
fee forces set te  render the achievement of these 
positive ends impossible.



the military mores of Germany and of Japan hy 
whatever ageneies are charged with the prohlem of 
re-educating those countries for their place in a 
more law-abiding world. Failure to do these things, 
and to do them thoroughly, means a failure to carry 
out to completion what is specifically the purpose of 
the war rather than the purpose of the peace after 
the war.

Let no one say that it cannot be done; that the 
military ideal cannot be destroyed by military 
means ; that, in this case, we cannot fight fire with 
fire. Napoleon Bonaparte and the French people 
are an instance when it was done. Even though 
there is a great monument to Napoleon in France, 
those who know the French people know that 
there are great numbers of them who execrate the 
memory of the Corsican, as that of a man whose 
imperial ambitions and military strategies brought 
to his people nothing but suffering, and disgrace, 
and ruin. I do not say that the battle of Waterloo 
was a sufficient cause for the disappearance of 
French ambitions for hegemony in Europe. But 
that battle was one of the necessary conditions to 
such an effect, and an indispensable preliminary to 
any educational task that might be undertaken by a 
democratic tradition to wean the people away from 
the adulation of the military ideal.

Consequently, if our realism about this war is as 
genuine as it should be, we shall see that we have 
to do for Germany and for Japan what one hundred 
years ago was done for France; and, perhaps, to 
do it more thoroughly, and with a more intelligent 
and constructive post-war program than was used 
tefore. In any case, let us toy no longer with 
thoughts of an earlier and more reasonable peace 
to be negotiated with the German generals. For this 
is toying with treachery to the very purposes of the 
war. The only offer we have to make to the military 
castes of Germany and of Japan is the offer of un- 
equivocal defeat on the field of battle. Let them, 
also, if possible, bear the obloquy of signing the 
initial terms of the armistice which signalizes that 
defeat. And, if we are seeking for any principle of 
continuity to serve as a stabilizing link between the 
old culture that has been in the conquered countries 
and the new culture that is to be, that link will have 
to be found in whatever liberal, Christian, and 
democratic elements belong to their heritage, but not 
in a military caste whose prestige it is our prime 
aim to destroy.
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profession—medicine, law, teaching, journalism, ٠٢ 
the ministry ; and, in war-time, the members of this 
profession receive especial honor. Moreover, as long 
as national defense is an urgent necessity, it is of 
the utmost importance that this profession should 
develop its own traditions which, as in the case of 
MacArthur, are passed down from father to son, so 
as to perfect in a second, or a third, generation what 
is only initiated in the first. But a military profes- 
sion in a democracy is not the same as a military 
caste in an autocracy. A military caste arrogates 
supreme prestige to itself, and grants only second- 
ary honors to members of other professions. It 
usurps the functions of government; exploits in- 
dustry to its own ends; and may even mould the 
humanities and the arts and the sciences to its own 
pattern. It is a Moloch that devours all.

It was, then, a principal error of the Allies in the 
F irst W orld W ar, that they neglected to inflict 
unequivocal military defeat upon Germany. It is 
true that they defeated the German nation and the 
German people ; but they did not defeat the German 
armfes on the field of battle. At the conclusion of 
the w ar-ex cep t for a brief threat to East Frussia 
—Germany knew nothing of what it meant to have 
its own territories ravaged by the foe, its cities and 
villages destroyed by shot and shell, and its civilian 
population exploited by a ruthless conqueror. And 
its armies still stood in the fie ld -the  field of foreign, 
and hitherto vanquished countries. This made it 
possible for H itler to argue that it was the Jews and 
the communists who betrayed Germany from within, 
while Germany’s military might was demonstrably 
invincible. Indeed, it is the case, both with Japan 
and with ׳ ^ ؛ rmany, that, for many long years, their 
armed forces have remained unbeaten, and so have 
gathered about themselves an aura of absolute in- 
fallibility.

We cannot, therefore, consider for one moment 
the idea of making terms with Hitler’s generals. On 
the contrary, it must be a prime aim of the United 
Nations to defeat, to discredit, and to disgrace the 
military castes of Germany and of Japan. This 
requires, first of a l l-w h a t is already being done— 
that the horrors and realities of war be brought 
home to the civilian populations of those countries, 
so that they can no long cherish the illusion that 
these sufferings are something which they may in- 
flict upon others, but which can never be inflicted 
upon them. It requires also an unequivocal military 
defeat of the Axis powers on the field of battle, so 
that there may be a clear demonstration that the 
soldiers of the democracies can out-maneuver and 
out-fight the soldiers of the fascist nations. And, 
finally, it calls for the systematic disintegration of


