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.. TOASTMASTEI~: I speak the deep senti
ment of the Secretat·y of Wat· in asking 
plaintively why somebody does not write 
a song fat· the infantt·y? H e used to be 
an infa;ntTyman. Pt·esiding at this dinnet· 
and hiding behind the cloak of such 
distinguished gentlemen as you see on 
this 1Jlatfo?·m, pa1·ticularly Mr. Ba?-uch, 
I am reminded inesistibly of a dedication 
once w1-itten to me by a distinguished 
humorist, F . P. A. I t 1·ead this way: 
"To H erbe1·t Baya1·d Swope, without 
JQhose aid and /1-iendly cownsel eve1·y 
wot·d in this boolc was t<n-itten." My 
1Jarticipation tonight is much on the 
same basis. I am unce1·tain as to whethet· 
or not the int?·oduction of the next 
speake1· is necessm·y on the radio. I 
think we will abate the noise that I am 
1naking and give you at least three 
minutes itt which to compose 1J01<Tselves 
fo1· the heavy batie1·y that is stilL to 
wheel into action. W e will have a two
minute interval. (Two-minute t·ecess was 
taken.) Ladies and Gentlemen, we now 
t·each into the cloister .Jot· ow· next wit
ness. He was once nea1·ly the govenwr 
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of the state of New Yot·k, or am I 
wt·ong? Then he was an extra.o1·dinarily 
good A ttot·ney Gene1·al, and now is an 
active and leading member of that high 
body, the United States Supt·etne Court, 
and he is altogethm· a most attractive 
man. H e has come to us also from 
Washington. I pt·esent to you, with cer
tain pt-ide in my p1·onunciation of his 
middle name, the Hon . Robe1·t Houghton 
Jackson, Associate Justice of the United 
States Supreme Court. 

M R. TOASTMASTER, Mr. Baruch, 
and friends of THE CHURCH

- MAN: I was deftly warned by 
Dr. Shipler to indulge in no eulogy Jest 
we overtax Mr. Baruch's modesty. Of 
course I have a good deal of confidence 
that, if his modesty has survived the 
achievements and honors of his life, it 
would withstand any wo.rds of mine. 
But I recognize Dr. Shipler's word as 
law. I take only those l iberties with his 
instructions which judges usually tal'e 
with the l aw-we only interpret it. So; 
examining Dr. Ship!er's edict with an 
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interpretive eye, I find that it contains 
nothing which forbids me to c1-iticize Mr. 
Baruch fm· his virtues. I shall not go 
beyond that. 

Mr. Baruch often has been called to 
Washington to clarify what was in con
fusion, to speed what was s low and to 
put in balance what was out ~f poise. 
He has ?rought . to such tasks variety 
of experienc~, . ripeness of knowledge, 
d~pth of patriOtism, and straightforward 
vigor of thought and utterance. H e is a 
man of the sort that other men follow 
~nd take counsel of gladly. His influence 
IS courageous without being rash and he 
ha~ a. tenacious confidence in the deeper 
prmc1ples of our free institutions. I am 
gl~d to _join the CHURCHMAN and its 
fr~ends m recognizing a g reatness in 
this man that is distinctively American. 

The most fundamental certainty about 
the po~t-war v.:orld is in some ways the 
most discouragmg one--it will be inhab
ited by people, mostly by the same peo
ple who populate it now. It is their 
suspicions and fears and ancient hatreds 
:'-nd conflicts in ambition and economic 
mterest that have wrecked previous 
pl~ns of :vorld organization. These same 
thmgs will again endanger world peace. 

I suppose we would agree that better 
- much better - understanding among 
peoples is fundamental to con cord 
amongst them. A_ sound unders tanding 
of other J?eoples IS a matter of simple 
prudence m a country l ike this where 
P?Pul ar ?pinion so largely shapes for
eign pohcy. So . let us take inventory 
of our own public under standing of the 
g~eat and disastrous currents that have 
stirred other peoples. 

Did tile American people understand 
the sig-nificance of the Spanish civil 
con_flict? Did w~. apprehend the impli
catiOns of t he r1smg power of Hitler in 
G_e~many? And when we awoke to the 
VICiousness of t hat regime did we have 
any idea of its preparations its 
s~rength , a.n? its aims? Did we ;ppre
CI~te the dJsmtegration that had under
mmed t he French Republic? Were we 
not astounded as well as humiliated at 
the. ~udacity, the preparations, and the 
stnkmg power of J apan ? Were we not 
equally surprised at t he political cohe
sion: military oreparation and industrial 
efficiency of Russia? Of cour se men of 
e~ceptional unders tanding have been 
right on some or on most of these mat
ters. But is it not true of public senti
ment as a whole t hat it has made an 
alm?st l?er!ect score of en-ors-errors of 
a kmd It IS dangerous for a democracy 
to make? Fortunately for us. Hitler 
made some, too-and so did Hirohito. 
They. ~omewhat underestimated us . 
But 1 ~ IS a hazardous thing to gamble 
t~at I~nor~nce of our enemies always 
will offset Ignorance of our own. 

The shame of our ignorance has been 
that it was so largely voluntary. We 
A:nericans did not want to be bothered 
with much news and certainly not with 
responsibilities about doin gs in Europe or 
~s1~. So we let our predi lections and 
dislikes clamp a censorship on our minds 
and refused to understand what our 
neighbors in the world were doino-. Bet
ter un derstanding among people~ does 
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not mean just keener foreign· offices; it 
means a more interested, mon: open
minded, more intelligent you and me. 

It is these same peoples who have 
so surprised us who will be the problems 
of the post-war world. Many people are 
struggling to overcome these human de
fects by some form of international 
organization. Undoubtedly schemes for 
integrating a community of nations are 
important. But it is much more impor
tant that we understand the attitude 
and problems of peoples. Institutions 
are inevitably characterized less by their 
forms than by the spiritual and cultural 
level of the people who run them. There 
are countries whose written constitu
tions are almost duplicates of our own, 
but where life, liberty and property 
have a very u ncertain security. Differ
ent peoples breathe into the same forms 
and documents very different spirits. 
Then, too, there are countries such as 
England with a pattern of political or
ganization very for eign to our ideas, 
but which with great fidelity accom
plish results quite like our own. We 
must not neglect the formal and organi
zational aspects of the peace, but only a 
sustained goodwill among peoples will 
produce lasting peace. 

How completely the success of institu
tions of government depends on support 
among the people is well illustrated by 
the history of efforts to substitute the 
judicial process for violence in settling 
disputes . A frontier society may have 
courts, but it shoots out its g rievances. 
It slowly comes to the p rinciple that 
every individual will submit his griev
ances to the judgment of a court and 
will not try to "take the law into his 
own h ands." This is not because people 
think the courts' always will make r ight 
decisions. But there grows up a con
viction that the risks of occasional 
wrong decision are better to be endured 
than the perpetual disorder of indi
viduals trying t o remedy their wrongs. 

The idea is of slower growth that con
troversies between groups of people 
separated in geographic divisions or 
economic interests also should be co"m
posed by reason instead of by tests of 
strength. Contests between states of t he 
Union as important as those which in 
Europe cause wars repeatedly have been 
adjudicated by the • Supreme Court. 
Lately, progress has been made toward 
the commission method of settling some, 
at least, of the struggles between em
ployers and employees. 

But disagreements between differ ent 
peoples,: r epr esented by separate govern
ments, .are the most stubborn of all to 
bring within the Jaw. P eople have been 
taught that sovereignty would be com
promised by submission of controversies 
to a neutral judgment. That sentiment 
is str onger .abroad t han here. In this 
country we are accustomed to seeing 
the State or t he Federal Government 
summoned into court to answer for the 
legality of its action . It never occurs 
to us that this compromises govern
mental honor. Still, many of our people 
feel that it would do so to give any 
real power to a n international court. 
If so, there is at times no alternative 
to war. 

There are serious psychological ob
stacles to the extension of adjudication 
and arbitration as a substitute for war 
in settling disputes between peoples. One 
is the widesprea d belief that it is im
possible to obtain a really neutral and 
unbiased international tribunal. Of all 
the forces that distort judgment, patrio
tism is the most respectable. The suc
cess of international adjudication or ar
bitration depends on a cultural attitude 
that there is a rightness about disputes 
which may not coincide with our inter
ests in them and that neutral men will 
be better able to discern and declare 
what that rightness · is . Until we are 
prepared to concede that a larger wel
fare and a higher good than our own 
national policy must guide decision of 
an· international tribunal, there is no 
real basis for international organiza
zation. The public has not r ealized how 
successful we really have been in estab
lishing fai r tribunals and how many 
well-settled principles of international 
law there are for their guidance. If that 
could be understood throughout the 
world, as we English-speaking peoples 
understand it, people might learn that 
in many disputes at least there is an 
honorable alternative to war. 

There is a Court of International Jus
tice which has functioned quietly but 
acceptably in the rather narrow field 
permitted to it. In particular matters 
third party arbitrators have rendered 
conspicuous service. But what is to me 
the r eally hopeful experience has been 
between Great Britain and the United 
States. We have made a really auda
cious test of the possibilities of achiev
ing neutrality in arbitration and of test
ing public support for it. We have set 
up arbitration t ribunals consisting of an 
equal number of British citizen.s and of 
our own. You see, if such a tribunal 
ever reaches decision, it will bt neces-
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sary for one or mor e members to reject 
the claims of the sovereign to whom 
they owed allegiance. What happened? 

Not so long ago in such an arbitra
tion the late Mr. Justice Van Devanter 
of the Supreme Court was named by 
the United States. He joined in an 
award agains t this country. It is true 
that it was not in a matter vital to 
our national existence, but it awarded 
substantial damages aga,inst the United 
States, a humiliation to which m ost Eu
ropean sovereig·ns wouJd t hink they 
could not submit. We not only paid the 
award, but t he confidence of the public 
in t he process and in the judgment was 
such that I never heard any respon
sible person claim that Justice Van 
Devanter was under a patriotic duty to 
approve the claims of his own country, 
whether right or wrong . 

.J:Sut it was not always so. At the 
t ime of the Alaskan Boundry dispute the 
idea of arbitration was not so well 
understood. Lord Alverstone, one of the 
British commissioners, joined in a n 
award against his country. Criticism of 
him was sharp, as I am sure it would 
have been at that time in this country, 
had the shoe been on the other foot. The 
whole case for international jus ti ce was 
put by Lord Alverstone in the simple 
answer which he is said to have made 
to his critics: "If when any kind of ar
bitration is set up they do not want a 
decision based on the l aw and the evi
dence, they must not put a British 
judge on the Commission." When all 
peoples may be brought to that under
standing of the duty of internat ional 
jurists and statesmen and to confidence 
t hat they will have the integrity and 
courage t o discharge it, the honorable 
.alternative t o war will be r ecognized 
and the world may know a peace in
stea d of an armistice. 

The Editor, Mr. Ba .. uch, Mr. Watson, Justice Jackson 


