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the Natural Sciences; and (b) the humanities and social sciences,
including education and business administration, called the Annual
Faculty Honor Lecture in the Humanities.

The administration of the College is sympathetic with these
aims and shares the costs of publishing and distributing these
lectures.
Lecturers are chosen by a standing committee of the Faculty
Association. Among the factors considered by the committee
in chOOSing lecturers are, in the words of the constitution,
(1) creative activity in the field of the proposed lecture; (2) publication of research through recognized channels in the field of the proposed lecture; (3) outstanding teaching over an extended period of
years; (4) personal influence in developing the characters of the
students.

Dr. Merrill was selected by the committee to the Annual
Faculty Honor Lecture in the Humanities. On behalf of the
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MILTON R. MERRILL
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INTRODUCTION

g

m A PlUORI BASIS on which this
discussion rests is that individual human freedom is desirable.
The defense of this thesis is not extensive nor profound-it is
rather elementary and personal. There is a further assumption,
for which limited historical argument is made, that freedom,
the sine qua non of political life, is best achieved and cherished
in the atmosphere of parliamentary democracy. There is recognition that such freedom is limited and controlled, but there is
full acceptance that in degree it does and should exist.
The argument then proceeds to the analysis of the essential
element in a democratic system which makes even limited freedom possible. This element is compromise-accommodation. We
are free not because we want others to be free but primarily
because we can only achieve our own freedom and our own
purposes by making agreements with others. ConHict of interests
is the human condition-the peaceful conciliation of conHicts is
the magnificent role of politics.
In considerable degree, con£iicts are resolved from the diverse character of our society with its multiplicity of interests.
I~terests accept the uneasy security of innumerable and transltory compromises because that is the best that they can get
Without the use of force. Happily, no single interest often has
the available force to stille or destroy opposition. In addition,
We have political institutions which likewise contribute to the
resolution of conHicts.
There is awareness of the view that we are the victims or
the beneficiaries of a mechanical or rigidly God-controlled universe. For this paper, recognition is taken of the theory, but
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there is insistence, based on faith primarily, that individual human beings occupy an important and purposeful place in our
political life. These are the politicians-often unsung, frequently
decried and castigated, often condemned. If this is a mechanistic,
completely ordered universe, we need not concern ourselves,
except for amusement and uninvolved observation, with the
politician's role. But if what man does individually and SOCially
counts, if man can save or damn himseH, if man can choose at
all, then the political role is one of the most significant in our
society. This I believe, and toward the modest defense of this
belief the body of the paper is directed.

FREEDOM IS ESSENTIAL

8

ms REPORTER is prejudiced in
favor of human freedom-spiritual and intellectual freedom. I
do not believe the case for this position has been conclusively
proved. Obviously there are many millions who do not accept
it. In fact as one looks back through history there has never
been a time when all living men have had freedom. The record
of free nations is good, and relative to other systems, probably
very good, but it is not yet overwhelming.
Consequently, I use prejudice advisedly. My training,
ing, temperament, environment, profession, my faith, impel
to the belief that man's best hope for individual salvation here
or hereafter, and man's social salvation, are most probable WIIDln.
a free society. Thus for me the two goals of life, individual
social salvation, appear to be dependent on the existence
freedom. It follows that government and its institutions ".u.'J..u... _
be constructed and should operate with that goal in mind.
I reject the popular thesis that we are given freedom
the Creator. There is an element of blasphemy in the rtrt."C:._
tion. I cannot conceive a God who would endow an infinitesim:~
few with the "inalienable rights of life, liberty, and the
of happiness" and abandon uncounted millions to sla
tyranny. But I do believe that God wishes us to be free, no •• o,,'...
H :::; <1'U.- _
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that we can only reach our full stature when we are free, and
consequently, places in most of us a desire to be free.
Admittedly there is something smug and complacent about
an American who boasts about his love of freedom. At the moment at least, and for some generations before the present, we
haven't been faced with the choice between freedom and starvation, between slavery and death. Freedom may not always be
for all men the first requirement, and thus the first choice. But
for Americans I think it can be, and my inclination is that it
should be.
As with everything else, freedom is not absolute. Complete
freedom is not possible nor desirable until qualified freedom
produces men who do not exploit and injure others in their freedom because they choose not to do so. This Utopia may never
arrive, but it is the goal toward which we hope we move. I
think it rational to suppose that this desideratum is more likely
to occur in a partially free society than in a totalitarian SOCiety.
The vision of Marx and Lenin that man can be forced to perfection was and is a mirage.
Absolute individual freedom is desirable; it is presently
totally unrealistic. Qualified freedom is possible and our efforts
should be toward maintaining and extending it. The only system
which permits the existence of qualified individual freedom and
gives a modicum of support to the idea of its extension, is parliamentary democracy. Democracy exists only in the atmosphere
of compromise and accommodation. The politician is an essential
instrument in the democratic political process. He may make
mistakes, he occasionally sells out for money or power, he is
often blind, he has been known to play his role for the most
ignoble reasons, but fortunately enough integrity remains to keep
the system, with the help of the structure and the character of
man, in a reasonable sense of order, and to provide us with hope
for the future. He is also aided by our instinct for freedom, by
the technical and opulent civilization that freedom has helped
to produce, and by the common sense and tolerance that a moderately free society seems to encourage. It is deSirable, possibly
essential, that this qualified freedom should extend throughout
the world if the human experiment is to succeed. Will it succeed? I do not know, I am only hopeful.
Absolutists abound in this world of 1956. There are millions

8

SIXTEENTH A N NUAL FACULTY R ESEABCH LECTURE

of people who know what is best for the rest of us and who are
detennined that we shall do what is best. In degree, history is
the struggle between individual freedom and authority. The
principal enemy of free man and the good society is the absolutist, the fanatic, who is detennined to impose his will, his
view of society, his theory of God and the universe, on others.
We can have little criticism of that rare saint who is totally
convinced of his own faith and lives it within the limits of our
slowly developed legal order. There is no objection to the man
whose faith is built upon a rock, even if the rock is a figment
of his imagination. It is when he assumes that others must join
him whether they will or not that he becomes a menace.
It is the men who know beyond a doubt who threaten our
liberties. Once in possession of power, their resistance to the
use of force collapses. A perfect example is John Calvin; a more
recent representative group could well be the witch-burning
Puritans of New England, or Thaddeus Stevens and his black
Republicans, or Adolf Hitler and his vicious acolytes, or Joseph
Stalin and his fanatic followers. The truth for oneself, the
truth without power, is quite acceptable. It is human and it
frequently lifts man toward his goal. It gives to many religion,
art, purpose. But imagined truth, or the actuality if you prefer,
if combined with uninhibited power, is always the enemy of
freedom and is unchristian at this state of man's development.
One can become pessimistic over the failure of history to
provide definite answers for any present, as Carl Becker once
seemed to be when he erupted with " . . . history is full of sound
and fury, signifying nothing." Occasionally, a Thucydides, a
Gibbon, a Marx, or a Toynbee seems to find certain general principles which he believes can serve as guide posts. But there
are few specifics even in these great philosophical interpretations.
THE DIVERSE CHARACTER OF MAN

~

HEm;. IS ONE THING history supports if it does not prove. It is that man is diverse, many sided,
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individual; and that he cannot alone and unaided discover absolute truth. An individual man can find what he considers
truth for himself, but no one can discover anything that is true
to everyone. Christians must be skeptical that this can ever
be done. According to this doctrine, the Son of God himself
and in person revealed the divine order. But the revelation has
not been universally accepted, and on the basis of history, never
will be as long as men are still human. From the past, we can
assume that man will always be various and diverse, that he
will never reach unanimous agreement on any subject. Each
man must seek his own salvation and in his own way.
Thus the human dilemma, not only now, but in every time .
Possessing the truth should we not exterminate the false and
fallacious and those misguided creatures who follow after false
gods? On the record, no. We can exterminate, but the heresy
rises again and frequently within the ranks of the faithful who
are themselves diverse. Charlemagne, with his bloody sword,
supporting the appeals of Christian missionaries, can convert the
barbarian heathen by the thousands, but the unitary church
smashes itself into splintered fragments. One sees this universal
development even in the rigid authoritarian police state of our
own day. A Stalin rules for years-purges, murders, suppresses,
destroys, pontificates, destroys again and again. And his heirs
denounce and condemn him as a heretic. Force can win for a
day and in a limited area, but never over time and space. Unfortunately some dictators are content with a day and a fragment. To live man must permit dissent. He can modify it with
argument, he can beguile with purchase, he can threaten with
the state, he can kill with force; he cannot apparently eliminate
dissent.
This conception of the inevitable diversity of man is challenged on occasion, not always seriously. George Orwell in
1984 envisioned man as a robot directed and controlled by a
master puppeteer. David Karp, a new and interesting American
novelist, in his novel One, poses the fearful threat of a world in
which the psychologists take over and play upon the mind and
soul of man with the same precision they would employ with
the elements in a laboratory. The mind doctors have invaded the
public relations world and there are claims that in a few years
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the propaganda experts, grounded in Freud or some related
school, will make us one. Even Adlai Stevenson in the preface
to his new book What I Think appears to feel that uniformity is
the world ideal and practice, and that only America stands or
should stand for diversity and criticism. Despite these suggestions, I submit that oneness among men is contrary to the historical lesson and that unanimity on what constitutes truth is
impossible to achieve. We must have a system, therefore, and
men to operate it, which will protect us from our own urge to
seek the unattainable.

THE FEDERALIST PAPERS

eft

CCEFTJNG DIVERSITY,

for the mo-

ment at least, how are we to account for the differences among
groups and within groups. There have been many suggestions,
and among the most helpful and fruitful is the famous analysis
of James Madison, outlined with skill and pertinacity in the
superb Number 10 of the Federalist Papers. May I pause here
to acknowledge our eternal debt to the authors of that seriesAlexander Hamilton, James Madison, and John Jay-with the
emphasis on Hamilton and Madison. To date, it is our one great
contribution to political theory. We have been reasonably successful practitioners, ingenious innovators, respectable specialists,
but theorists only in limited degree. Madison and Hamilton
save us embarrassment. Indeed I could ask no more from this
discussion than a mild stimulation of interest in the Federalist
Papers. They prOvide massive proof of the intelligence and learning of the constitutional fathers. Many of them have both depth
and permanent Significance. They search for the fundamental
characteristics of man that characterize his activities in any age
and under any circumstances.
It has always amazed me that the articles were used for
campaign purposes. Whenever I find myseH overenthusiastic
about the idea of political progress, I remember that the learned,
erudite discussions of Hamilton and Madison were published in
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the press 168 years ago for the purpose of influencing votes. I
have never seen any proof that they had this effect, although
politicians being the astute judges they are would have curbed
publication if the articles were useless. They were not particularly concerned with eternity-they had an election to win.
Compare our campaign propaganda today with the Federalist
whenever pride in the present requires chastening.
To Madison, whose modest career as president has somewhat dimmed his valid claim to greatness as a philosopher,
property interests inevitably produce different beliefs and purposes because man by nature is unequally endowed in his ability to acquire and retain property. His cogent, powerful analysis
antedates Karl Marx by more than half a century. And I am
the more delighted with the wisdom and judgment of Madison
that he did not fall into the trap of economic determinism. He
did not suggest there were no other interests except property
interests. He merely pOinted out that they were the powerful
interests and that such interests (or any other kind firmly held)
influenced one's judgment, one's beliefs, one's principles. He
believed that the instinct and ability to acquire property should
be protected by government, but for society's own purpose, not
for the interests of any particular group; but he did not deny
that diversity would remain if the protection to property acquisition was eliminated. In fact, Number 10 primarily argues that
men form factions based on what they consider interest, and the
inference pervades the thesis that if the property interest is not
protected, there will be factions and divisions on other grounds.
To this highly limited mind, Madison's thesis stands firm while
Marx and his economic determinism has been disproved time
and again. Indeed, I submit that the history of the Soviet Union
since 1917 substantiates Madison and demands the constant
reworking and reinterpretation of Marx, a task in which the intellectuals of the party are notably adept.
And one more addendum. This discussion would probably
be .far more satisfactory in content and purpose if I simply remamed with Number 10, and quoted it line by line. I suggest
that .you do it yourselves. Finally, I should make it required
readmg, and once a year, for every one elected to public office.

12
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INTEREST IS UNIVERSAL

8"

BE ESSENTIAL POINf is that interest, be it economic, the power drive, tradition, love of home and
family, a desire to save souls, a passion for public acclaim, a deep
satisfaction in masochism-interest influences our view of the
world, of principles, people, and institutions. The truly disinterested individual is beyond our knowledge. Thus we all look
at the truth through lenses, if not wholly of our personal creation, yet ground by our background, tradition, status, inherited
qualities. And for this reason, no one man's view is the whole
view, no one man's truth can in logic and in morals be imposed
upon another. Indeed it cannot be imposed in totality, because
as soon as it moves from one to another it becomes another
view even though the victim mouths the cliche's of his oppressor.
This does not mean that because one is prejudiced by interest he should whip and goad himself into an ever-increasing
attachment to it. Rather the moral imperative is to understand
interest and seek unceasingly for its control. In this we are
aided by the prophets, by the poets, by the philosophers, but
probably most of all by forces outside ourselves-the interests of
others. But the beginning of rational control comes with recognition of the universality of individual interest.
I do not accept the equal legitimacy of all interests. Admittedly this moral hierarchy I espouse is the result of Christian
tradition, parental mandates, creedal arguments, friends, family,
vocation. It accepts the economic interest as basic to a certain
level, but it regards a permanent and dominating economic interest as evil. It rates the interest which feeds upon giving
pleasure and satisfaction to others above the self-adulation of a
Napoleon. It places Christ, Buddha, Schweitzer above the Carnegies, the Fricks, the Rockefellers, even though the latter made
important social contributions. But few of us are in either category. We lack the intelligence and purpose to control our
interest drives completely; we lack the passion and vitality to
fulfill them in spite of opposition. For most of us, the control
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will largely rest in the competition of conflicting interests, and
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in the individuals, I call them politicians, whose own interest
lies in compromise.
One must be aware that while interest is the pervasive force,
it is rarely Haunted in the arguments used in its defense. Madison saw this clearly and many others have done so. One of the
great books of the twenties was The Mind in the Making by
James Harvey Robinson. The emphasis was on the tendency
of individuals and groups to rationalize, in effect to defend their
interests of whatever kind, through moral or ethical argument.
The point is still valid.

I
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THE CONTROL OF INTEREST
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ow 00 WE MEET this diversity of
group demands which are eninterest and the individual
demic to the human situation? BaSically the problem is partially
controlled by the diversity itself. Labor can't have its way because of capitalists; school teachers can't receive their just reward because of taxpayers. Madison emphasized the idea (how
often we return to him), and it was the foundation of his argument for a national government covering an extensive territory
and a multiplicity of interests. Each interest becomes subdued
by its collision with other interests. The wide variety would
prevent the growth of a single, majority interest. Supporting
t~e amelioration of these conflicts is the fact that we are pluralistic; we do not have single but rather multiple wants. The taxpayer wants lower taxes, but he also wants good education for
his children. The working man wants higher wages, but he
also wants the security of his pension fund and the maintenance
of the industry on which his job depends.
The structure of government may also encourage the accommodation of interests. I shall have a few more words in
defense of structure designed to enforce compromise. It is
enou~h to say now that our system was planned to give substantial protection to the status quo, and to require major com-
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promise of every fundamental modification of the prevailing
order.
For successful and wise compromise, we require people in
addition to structure and the natural order resulting from the
clash of minority interests. Structure is operated by men-the
compromise of interest conflicts must be partially solved by
men. These are the politicians. Thus diversity, pluralism, structure, and men save us from tyranny and war.
It should not be necessary in this group to defend man's
responsibility and his capacity to do something about it. Few
of us accept the thesis that man is flotsam on the ocean of
eternity, an infinitely finite being completely controlled by forces
outside himself, either mechanistic or spiritual. Most of us, I
feel sure, granting the existence of a great array of uncontrollable or at least to date unfathomable forces, still believe our work
has value in varying degrees.
And except for purposes of philosophical discussion, it makes
little difference. Men may not believe that their actions count,
but they act generally as though they do. Calvin may have
conceived of man as morally impotent, occupying a place in
the eyes of God comparable to algae in our owri eyes, but his
life was as fraught with thought and action as a life can be.
Reinhold Niebuhr may regard man as fallen and in degree cursed
with the pressure of imponderable forces, but he is indefatigable
in his efforts to lift man above his inescapable fate. Or observe
the Communists who apparently believe in the mechanistic
character of the social struggle, but give all of themselves to
the accomplishment of what will come whether they wake or
sleep. If the universe is governed by forces outside ourselves, I
conclude that one of the forces is an unrelenting whip which
prods us to act just as though we were important and that what
we did had significance.
The politician makes it possible for our society to exist.
And while the politician and his activity is most obvious in a
democratc society, he is an essential element in any government. Possession of great force and power, as with Hitler and
Stalin, permits the leader to escape some of the compromises
and modify others. But he cannot escape them all. Hitler probably came closer to an untrammeled absolutism in the last two
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years of the war than any other political figure of modern times.
However, he barely escaped assassination and as recent studies
indicate, it is quite possible that only the adamant refusal of the
Western Powers to negotiate with any other Germans or German interest permitted Hitler to remain to the end. As for the
Soviet dictatorship, compromise, and of major proportions, is
constant. One needs only mention the New Economic Policy,
the expulsion of the theorist, Leon Trotsky-who appeared to
believe that practice could be made completely subservient to
theory-religion, the Stalin-Hitler pact, Yugoslavia, and the present revision of the Stalin myth. Russia is a dictatorship but
there are politicians all over the place, and to now the leaders
have contented themselves with impassioned lip service to permanent, unchanging Marxist-Leninist principles, but their practice has been amazingly malleable.
In the world of politics, there are no final answers, there
is no immutable course, there is no possibility of satisfying all
of the interests at once. No one can follow a sh'aight undeviating course whatever may be the soul's desire, whatever the source
of his inspiration. The record is replete with the histories of
individuals who have apparently done so - holy men, saints,
monks, nuns, martyrs. But states cannot do so, and in the present
state of the Deity-humanity relation should not do so. Interests
are too diverse, people themselves change, nothing in the political world is exactly the same today as it was yesterday. Dependent people rise, color lines collapse, prosperity shifts with
the winds, oceans become streams, religion waxes and wanes,
friends become enemies, enemies become friends, Wall Street falls
apart, the market holds firm, confidence is unlimited, prosperity
is a chimera, the world craves peace, it girds for war, the gamb~ng fever is rampant, sobliety is enthroned, evil is unleashed,
Virtue is temporarily triumphant.

THE POLITICIAN'S ROLE

dJ

T IS THE TASK of the politician to
soothe this teeming turbulence. As in the past, as always, there
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is only one way to accomplish it. It cannot be done by steering
a straight, undeviating course. It can only be done by steering
in many directions at once. It is the unending and often thankless task of reaching for equilibrium, an equilibrium that is never
quite achieved, that remains just beyond the grasp. But the
hands must always be outstretched-always hoping-never fully
succeeding-never finally discouraged.
It will be asked, and properly, what is the motivation of
this paragon whose service is so valuable to the rest of us. Primarily as with you and me it is interest. Fortunately it is the
politician's interest to compose our differences, to make compromises which, while not fully acceptable, are preferable to conflict. The politician often has a loyalty, on occasion he is completely controlled by it and finds any kind of compromise impossible. At that point, he ceases to be a politician. The wise,
and thus desirable politician is he who, even when bound by
the fervor and demands of his constituents, is still looking
for a way out, is still anxious to secure an agreement. Naturally
the agreements are always temporary and are subject to the
power changes which occur within the competing groups.
I should say that the degree to which the politician concerns himself with societal interest, the more closely he approaches statesmanship. As he permits interest, office, personal
power to dominate, the further he moves from statesmanship.
Under any circumstances, short of the evils of demagoguery,
chicanery, fraud, and related sins, he makes a contribution and
to that extent deserves the minor plaudits of his fellow citizens.
It is the task of the citizens to choose men and women with an
addiction to statesmanship. It is actually in their own longterm interest if we do so. It is difficult to perceive long-term
interest. It is an idea whose reality eludes us. Consequently,
we usually vote for the individual who is most bound to us
by a similarity of interest. Who wants a statesman if he is not
for us?
The politician does not remain long in the democratic political arena without being accused of appeasement. Some of them
are guilty. The politician always has rivals if not enemies. These
will use almost any device to achieve their purpose, which is
the replacement of the incumbents by themselves. It is a pri-
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mary principle of politics that the more completely an opponent
can be enmeshed in the toils of unpopular terminology, the
better are the prospects of eliminating him from office. And
appeasement is an ugly word as poor, unsung Neville Chamberlain discovered. Consequently, it is :Hung about with abandon.
Chamberlain was an appeaser at Munich, Roosevelt appeased
Stalin at Yalta, Roosevelt and Truman appeased the Red Chinese,
Truman and Eisenhower appeased Israel. The Korean peace
was a :Hagrant act of appeasement cravenly accepted by the
Eisenhower administration for domestic political purposes. We
appeased Tito, Franco, and for many years, Peron. Eisenhower
appeases Wall Street. The Democrats would appease labor. Both
parties are doing their best to appease the farmers.
Few of these acts, probably none of them, can be properly
described as appeasement. Most of them were and are realistic
compromises necessary to a peaceful modus vivendi in the interminable struggle of interest groups within society. But the
opposition will label them. It is the citizen, the voter, who must
distinguish and make the proper judgment. History will continue to make subsequent judgments.
And what are the tests that citizens and voters can apply.
Here are some of them. For what reason was the compromise
made? Did the politician involved make his case as strong as
it could be made? Were other alternatives, preferably peaceful ones, pOSSible? Does subsequent history support the wisdom
of the compromise? This latter test can be used only sparingly
for practical purposes. It must be recognized that the operating
politician is rarely a prophet. He has to act without the benefit
of future history.

THE ALTERNATIVE FOR COMPROMISE

J)

T HAS BEEN SUGGESTED, ;f not
demonstrated, that the alternative to compromise is the use of
force and its culmination-war. I have little hope that there is
another alternative-the universal acceptance of truth and the
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elimination of interest. One of the more obvious characteristics
of this paper is an inordinate fear of force and war that seems
to pervade the whole. Hasn't our use of physical power been
our greatest asset? \\That do we revere in American history?
How did we acquire this lovely land on which we stand? How
would we have gained our independence, extirpated slavery,
made the world safe for democracy, and destroyed the threat of
fascist tyranny without war? And how are we going to eliminate
Communism except by the same method? Hasn't war brought us
all we value most?
I have a certain respect for these questions. I confess I
may be motivated toward my thesis by unreasoning physical
cowardice. I am sure it is an element. Too, I have never received great personal benefits from war. We are inclined to
believe that no one does. On the contrary, there are millions
who do in one way or another-economically, psychologically,
politically, SOcially. But I am not of this company, and returning to my interest theme, that may be the reason for the refusal
to accept war and force as the answer to the individual and
group conflict.
In my view, the wars of our past were unfortunate despite
economic gains. While there were gains, physical and spiritual,
there were tremendous losses - from our standpoint, most of
them spiritual. I cannot accept the idea that the killing of
another human being is, overall, contributory to the improvement of the killer. The wars, therefore, were errors on the part
of both sides. We have our share of responsibility, but there
are several military embroilments in our history when the opposition must bear the principal onus. Specifically, England in
the Revolution, Germany in the first World War, Japan in the
second. Our own follies of diplomacy or judgment have been
sufficiently numerous to discourage complacency. But regardless of tlle past, there is now more reason than ever for abhorring
war. It has always been possible to do a reasonable amount
of damage in war, but it has never been possible before to ap:
proach the extermination of the human race. War today would
be a gigantic confession of inadequacy.
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COMPROMISE IN PRACTICE

~F:I'
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us TURN NOW to compromise,
or the absence of it, in operation. Some examples involving both
structure and men may illustrate the principle involved more
clearly than generalized reiteration. One does not need to labor
the point that there is no attempt to be comprehensive. I hope
it will be evident that I support, almost without exception, all
structural and mechanistic devices and institutions that promote
and encourage compromise. Further, my political heroes are
the diplomats of first rank-diplomats in either domestic or foreign affairs.
The American constitutional structure is a complicated one
designed by men who feared power and at the same time valued
it. They generally agreed with Montesquieu that governmental
power was necessary, but that it was used by human beings
and must therefore be rigidly checked. The experience as English colonies, the emotional localism that prevailed, also contributed to the creation of a system that favored the status quo.
It is almost heresy among modern political scientists to confess
genuine approval for practically all of their creation. I do. This
includes the separation of powers, checks and balances, federalism, judicial review, bicameralism and its progeny-the conference committee. Yes, even after examining the product of
the most recent conference committee, I support the institution.
All of the above are primary incentives to compromise.
There have been many criticisms of the American system
because of this maze of hurdles which it imposes against basic
changes. The advocates of change would prefer the word refon:n. Our system is heavily weighted structurally toward the
~amtenance of the status quo. It is a system which makes life
difficult for the evanescent majority. But I do not think it introduces a permanent veto on change. As long as we retain the
system, it merely provides a suspensive veto, and one which
may be overridden. The expansion of the suffrage, the achievement of the sixteenth amendment (and wholly desirable in my
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opinion), the establishment of social security-these are only
samples of the fundamental changes that have taken place within
the order. And there will be more to come, but as long as we
retain the order, and this may be impossible, they will come
only after great debate over a considerable period, and sustained
by a continuing or semi-permanent majority.
The opinion has been expressed that the rigidity of our
institutions in a time of tremendous flux and change (the twentieth century is in mind undoubtedly) is dangerous, if not vicious. The record does not support the charge. We have been
able to meet three terrific crises, the two wars and the depression,
not to speak of two post-war periods fraught with tension and
conflict, with modest success, if no more, and with the structure
reasonably intact. Whatever the judgment of history on Franklin D. Roosevelt, and not to escape commitment, my personal
prediction is that it will be good, all who value the American
structure and its requirement for compromise must give him
high praise. He met a domestic crisis with skill and ingenuity
and with elements of statesmanship, and he preserved the foundations. When he proceeded too far, as in the Supreme Court
swamping program, he was unsuccessful in degree; the proper
degree. As I think back to the early thirties and re-read the
history of the period, I am grateful anew that no radical with a
new plan of salvation was in the White House. I have the
opinion that the majority of us were about ready for anything,
and that our devotion to past traditions was tenuous.
There are those who do not fear majorities or powerful
minorities led by dedicated fanatics. They think a Hitler, a Mussolini, a Lenin, a Franco, a Mao Tse Tung is an isolated phenomenon happily confined to Mars, or Europe, or Asia, those primitive planets of which we read with interest on occasion, but
always with smug satisfaction. George Orwell and Sinclair
Lewis were victims of mad hallucinations.
There are others who are naive enough to believe that
transitory majorities, or dynamic minorities, are always interested
in social reform. They are convinced that literacy, and education, and science, and the idea of natural progress of UUl.un.un'
are sufficient guarantees of orderly change. They cannot believe
that majorities are often devoted to reaction. They seem
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think that the natural rights of man are actually natural and
the daily concern of some cosmic force. I should hope that our
experience with McCarthyism (there are many other examples)
should give us pause.

JUDICIAL REVIEW

e f t s INDICATED ABOVE, I favor judicial review. Some of you will note that I included it as a part
of constitutional structure. I am quite aware that there are
those who believe it to be an errant innovation of John Marshall.
Rather I go along with Charles Beard, and on this point with
Crosskey, that it is part of our fundamental structure.
There are several opinions about the Supreme Court. Traditionalists, devoted adherents of certain interests, have been appalled at the signs of a compromising attitude on the part of
the court. To them, the Court should be a refuge, and a rock
against change, and absolutely uncompromising in its maintenance of stare decisis. They do not accept the Holmes' obiter
dictum that the Court was not created to establish Herbert
Spencer's social statics in the Constitution.
Another view is that the Court should content itself with
a concern for procedure and should look benignly on constitutional interpretation by majority interests as represented in the
legislature. Not only should "commerce among the several states"
~e l~ft to the judgment of the legislators, b~t the" meaning of
abndging freedom of speech or of the press and due process
of law" can safely be left in the same capable hands.
. The third position presented here, and the proper one in
this opinion, is that the Court should retain its power of const~tutional interpretation, but with adequate recognition of the
wlsdom of malleability. The Court should cleave to the past,
but live in the present and future. It need feel no shame nor
regret that it accommodates itself to the present and envisions
th~ hazards of the future. Inevitably, this elasticity of interpretation will create problems and difficulties-charges such as the
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amusing but astute comment of Finley Peter Dunne's great creation, Mr. Dooley, who averred that "no matter whether th'
Constitution follows th' Hag or not, th' Supreme Court follow
th' iliction returns." And 5-4 and 6-3 decisions will be frequent
as the temperament and training of the judges influence their
decisions. On occasion, they will blunder, but not disastrously,
as in Adkins v. Children's Hospital or in the dubious decision
upholding the Smith Act, one representing the principle of immutability, and the other, the climate of present fear. And to
the latter we might add Korematsu v. United States with its
emphasis on technicalities and its general acceptance of the
Japanese camps. But if the appointments are made with proper
consciousness of the vital issues involved, and in large degree
this has been done, then the Court may continue its great role
as an institution of compromise. No other type of institution
will persist in a democratic society.
The Court is the buffer against change but not an impregnable obstruction. Its business is to cry "stop," but this does
not mean a permanent stop. In effect, it advises our society and
its present interests to consider the experience of the past, and
to give the past proper weight. And the past deserves this
second or third look from all of us. It may not be studded with
absolutes-universal in time and space-men's experience is not
divine law, but its value is real and fundamental.
We have had many political judges from John Marshall on.
I approve of most of them including Roger Taney, who made
a futile attempt to prevent the Civil War with his famous obiter
dictum in the Dred Scott case. One could elaborate on this
desperate measure of compromise, but I content myself with
saying that it was no disgrace to attempt a settlement of the
violent clashes of interest and principle which ended in a catastrophic blood bath.
Another political judge had more success than Taney, but
here again his role has not been sufficiently appreciated. It may
be that we do not like political judges whatever benefits <:ar>f'Y11IP. ,
from their operations. When President Roosevelt announced
and proceeded to implement his "court packing" program
1937, he aroused one of the great men of our time, Chief Justice
Charles Evans Hughes. It is probably still too early to assesS
fully the contribution of Hughes to the defeat of the prograIll
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in the Senate. There can be no question but that Hughes threw
himself into the fight with all of the tremendous intellectual
and personal power he possessed. He was circumspect, but he
was also indefatigable. He was Chief Justice of the impartial,
now political court, but his spirit was in the Senate chamber,
and the defeat of the legislation was a great victory.
But Hughes did not content himself with victory. He now,
in his wisdom, plotted the Courfs defeat. He recognized the
tremendous popular support for the New Deal program that
existed. He considered that this support was neither transitory,
(and all one needs to do to see how right he was is to examine
the last budget message of President Eisenhower), nor personal to Roosevelt. He was certain that a great and continuing
majority was not going to abide by a traditional interpretation
of the Constitution. Therefore, he used every effort to persuade
the Court to accommodate itself to the new era. It had cried
"hold" long enough. Whether he remembered Lord Roseberry's
advice to the House of Lords that the body should not resist
the Commons to point of its own destruction (brilliant advice
which was unheeded) may not be known, but he acted with the
skill and energy that Roseberry would have applauded. And the
Court responded or, one might say, Mr. Justice Roberts responded. The reenacted New Deal passed the Court hurdle;
the intransigents, sensing a lost cause, resigned. Roosevelt "lost
the battle and won the war"; but let no one underestimate the
political genius of Charles Evans Hughes who operated in the
front lines on both sides. One might well express the fear that
Hughes and Roosevelt and Truman succeeded too well. Conceivably, a new political judge, Mr. Justice Warren, may lead
the Court back toward past decisions, particularly in certain
areas where a widespread popular fear of the horrors of the
twentieth century has endangered civil rights.

THE PARTY SYSTEM

.

8"

HE FAG< THAT THE United Stat..
still supports the two party system is the real proof of our ad-
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herence to democracy and our basic belief in politics. Admittedly not all Americans approve either one, but a concensus does.
The two party system is always political rather than idealogical.
Like Mr. Dooley's Supreme Court it follows the election returns.
A perfect example of the support for this thesis is the failure of
the Conservative Party in England to smash and destroy the
socialist legislation of the Labor Party. Another is the basic
acceptance, whatever denunciation is attempted and threatened,
of the New Deal by the Republican administration. This is
politics, and how fortunate we are that we have it.
The two party system permits, indeed demands, a major
area of agreement. We hear a great deal about bi-partisan foreign policy. Of course it must be bi-partisan in considerable
degree. But we also have a bi-partisan domestic policy. The
differences between our parties on fundamentals are minor, and
where they exist there is a great area of independence permitted
to the party member. The party tends to be what each individual member says it is,and that is excellent because no single
member in our experience, not even a substantial majority of
members, can say exactly what the party policy is. The President can come close, but usually our presidents have purposely,
or by the nature of the office (after all the President represents
the whole country), avoided final commitment on basic difference. Whenever he takes a stand which is regarded as particularly favorable to one group or another, he always makes a valiant
attempt to show that his program is not inimical nor dangerous
in any way to the competing group. In fact, the President,
though a party leader, is forced by the nature of his office
at least vocal support of all of the interests. This is
true of a President such as Eisenhower. One could
clude from his declarations that there are no competing grC)UPIS,'
that interests are actually joined, that all of his proposals
intended for the improved welfare, immediate and eventual,
every single individual in America.
Of course this is nonsense if taken literally. Divergence
interest is real. But it does not weaken the desirable <LLlJlC;ll'LI~
tion of conflicts to have a party leader argue and insist
there are none, except those of superficial variety. There
a time when I looked with particular concern on the office
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the Presidency with its divided responsibility to party and to
nation. I have come to the temporary conclusion that it is
desirable. The insistence that the President be a national leader
is so great that he must inevitably act as a compromiser among
the interests rather than operate wholly as a protagonist of one
or a few. And if our system continues to operate, we should
make every effort to assure that this is the kind of president
we choose.
The real conflict in the two party system is within the
parties. Here the practical interest of the politicians forces them
to compromise. The politicians want office. Happily our country is big enough, the interests diverse enough, that this requires
malleability. And it requires them to be considerate of many
interests, at least in most states, and, in fact, to claim as does
the President, that they represent them all.
Third parties have a function in the accommodation process.
They permit the blowoff of moral indignation. Most of all they
publicize injustice, inequalities, and related evils. Usually they
are not suppressed because no one takes their threat seriously.
And whenever they strike a responsive chord among even a
limited section of the voters, one or both major parties simply
annex the principle and make it their own. This is not corruption; it is sound policy, wise judgment, and I hope it will continue for years to come. This is a safe hope because politicians
love votes from whatever source derived. Alert politicians are
constantly scanning the heavens and the earth for new ideas,
new principles which will draw voters. Most of them prefer
that the principles also be good ones.
I have great respect for the contribution, if not for the impermancy of their idealogical positions, of the Eisenhowers, the
Stevensons, the Johnsons, the Rayburns, the Martins, the Atlees,
and the Edens. I can accept and recognize on occasions the
contribution of the Bevans, the Norrises, the Smoots, the Morses,
the. Byrds, but I am happy that they are seldom if ever in a
~aJonty. Madison would have been delighted that the country
lS S? b.ig, so diverse, so complex. Neither of us would trust the
politiCIans to make the necessary compromises on the basis of
thou~ht, morality, or political responsibility. They may have a
conSIderable amount of each, but diversity of interest among
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their constituents, coupled with the fluidity of interest groups,
assures their compliance with the laws of the democratic political process.
This view is not a popular one among political scientists,
and if presented theoretically to the populace without the personalities of the practitioners involved, would probably be voted
down overwhelmingly. In actual practice, however, the contrary response is obtained as the spectacular record of Dwight
Eisenhower attests.
There are people who want the issue to be jOined. They
prefer that the battle be political, at least this is their protestation, but they want real struggles, not sham battles. In the
political world, real battles are always dangerous. If they become wholly real, our two party system would dissolve and we
would have a system of blocs and interest groups. Or if there
were an overwhelming issue which superceded all others, we
would have war-at the least, the employment of force on such a
scale as to create a dictatorship and a totalitarian regime of one
kind or another. Minorities of miniscule size can be controlled, if
not by argument, then by threat of force. Minorities of substantial size will not give in to threat.
The experience of most European nations with the
system has not been such as to excite enthusiastic """·n..",,,,>
The countries that have resorted to civil war have ""'J.'UVJ.J.J.
pressed me with the wisdom of the choice. I can agree that
the issue is between freedom and suppression, then war it
to be. But if it is a war between the haves and the have··nc.ts~
I am opposed, because I am convinced that there can be
real victory in such a war. I cannot conceive that the winners
presuming they are human, will establish a system in
equality prevails. The result would conceivably be a shift
power from one group to another. I suspect any group
power-the proletarians just as much as the capitalists, the
mons as well as the Catholics, the farmers as well as the
collar class.
We have freedom because no one is strong enough to
it away. It isn't perfect, but it is a wonderful approach. In
judgment there should never be a real division in this C01LID11'1
between left and right, between right and wrong, between
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and Lucifer, between capital and labor, between principle and
interest. The mixed, the diverse society provides the only satisfactory framework for the maintenance of freedom-and freedom is essential for individual salvation and social progress.

I
t

COMPROMISING POLITICIANS

cfl

MEBlCAN msroRY is replete with
the names of politicians who have achieved a kind of dubious
immortality because of their addiction to compromise. Henry
Clay is one who is often unfavorably contrasted with his opposite, John Quincy Adams. I have no major quarrel with Adams,
my concern is the elevation of Clay. But there is not enough
time for the effort and I shall here confine my admiration to
two men, one of whom, Alexander Hamilton, is not particularly
famous as an advocate of the principle. Hamilton was one of
the best representatives of political man. He had strong convictions, he was a persuasive defender of his ideas, he pushed
them as vigorously as anyone at the Constitutional Convention.
But he failed to have his way. He left the Convention early,
somewhat disgruntled. 'iVhen the document was completed he
had the terrible choice of acceptance or rejection. He posed to
himseH the three questions we have already suggested as testswas it a better instrument than the Articles of Confederation;
was it the best that could practically be achieved at the moment;
could the compromise be used for further development and
exploitation. In all cases he used the Hamiltonian frame, as
each of us uses his own. His answers were affinnative, and
Hamilton became the great protagonist of the Constitution. His
defense of the compact in the Federalist was superb.
There are those who criticize bitterly Hamilton's operational
~rogram as secretary of the treasury and leader of the Federalist
frarty. Let us remember that able leaders always try to profit
horn any compromise made. It is legitimate. Incidentally, we
s ould be aware that the Hamlitonian thesis of broad construc-
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tion of the powers of the federal government, brilliantly expounded by John Marshall in McCulloch v. Maryland, provided
the structural and constitutional basis for the New Deal.
Where would one find a more perfect example of compromise at its best than in the career of Benjamin Franklin. Compromise may be a labyrinthian forest for most of us, but there
is always Franklin. At home, abroad, he was superlative in the
political role. Principles, unquestionably; and as good as any
of us is likely to have. But understanding, reasonableness, wisdom, accommodation, resiliency-these were also the essence of
the
the man. Adamant on the fundamentals, he was
diplomat in all other areas. His statement, read to the uOlnstll-.•
tutional Convention near its end, is a classic expression of
political process.

THE BRITISH RECORD

( )NE SHOULD NOT abandon this
cussion of practical accommodation without a brief glance
our political mentor, England. It is out of fashion now to
English history. Students regard it with indifference if not
pugnance. Our citizens are passionately concerned with
Princess Margaret-Peter Townsend dilemma, but the only
of importance about Charles II is that his career provided
.
background for that fantastic bonanza Forever Amber.
I do not know what the most fruitful historical period
I have my preference based upon interest and prejudice.
am convinced that English history is an essential for the
standing of democracy as we know it. It is a magnificent
There is no suggestion here that the last stages have
reached in England, or elsewhere, or that the democratic
has achieved a final victory. But the step by step process,
it unrolls on the historical screen of British history, provides
thrilling experience to anyone who regards the political way
the right way. It is not by accident that the great statesmen
our early history were steeped in British lore.
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English history supports the thesis of this paper. The great
figures in that political record were the compromising politicians.
Usually they made the compromises within the limits of basic
principles. But there were occasions when the motivation was
much less noble. Here is one of this type. You recall the troubled times after 1640 which culminated in the execution of
Charles I, the Civil War, and the dictatorship of Oliver Cromwell. All of these events were denials of the political system,
failures that can only be justified by the fact that the lessons
taught were learned and heeded. Eventually Charles II ascended the throne in 1660. Should he tum to the contrasting
but also similar absolutisms of his father and Cromwell, or
should he accept the new reality of joint government with parliamentary majoritie? Charles II, and for the least godly of
motives, chose the second course and to the eternal gratitude
of those who live in the democratic tradition. Urged to reestablish the firm and dictatorial rule of Divine right monarchy,
he replied that he did not want to start on his travels again.
England was saved another civil war by the love of luxury and
indulgence of a sybaritic king. Charles II, who did not care
what was right, but who knew what he enjoyed, was a better
king than his father who was the most upright of men, and who
had no qualms whatever about dying for his principles. Undoubtedly, heaven will reverse the judgment.
Not many years ago, a distinguished Briton announced that
he had not come to preside over the dissolution of the British
Empire. The same eminent statesman functioned with tireless
zeal and uncommon intelligence in that very operation.
There are undoubtedly many Englishmen who regard the
gradual erosion of social and economic privilege in Great Brita~ with anger and dismay. Probably a few could be persuaded,
WIth aggressive leadership, to resist the process to the death.
But the vast majority of Englishmen are democrats who cherish
~eedom. above privilege, who can accept, mayhap reluctantly,
e Parliament Act of 1911, the colossal death and mcome duties
of recent years, the final destruction of the landed aristrocracy,
even the existence of a labor, theoretically socialist, government.
Ii ~ossibly above all, consider the gradual destruction of the
po tical power of the monarchy and at the same time the preser-
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vation of its value for social and emotional integration. And
more than a few of the monarchs themselves have participated
in the transformation and for more worthy motives, we can believe, than did Charles II. I name only two-George V and
George VI-kings yes, but more than that, democratic politicians
whose entrance into the Valhalla occupied only by statesmen
is imminent, if it has not taken place.

POLK AND WILSON

(!J

OMPROMJSE is always ..,.r.,,"''''''''''''
There are hazards. The action may come too soon,
made without an adequate quid pro quo. It may be ......"..,"""". ..,,,.u
It may strike deeply at one's integrity. It is a maze of
But the point is that there should be one in practically
human controversy and conHict-and this is the more true
politics. The too hasty, too easy compromises may deserve
greater condemnation than the man who is adamant and
concession.
For the purpose of illustration, I select two of our
dents who refused to compromise in situations where, from
vantage, they should have done so. James K. Polk became
unalterable defender of "fifty-four forty or fight" in our
versy over the northwest boundary between the United
and Canada, represented at that time by the British foreign
fice. Fortunately Lord Aberdeen, the British foreign .",>ro·ri3t"<>r'I
sought peace rather than war. The final result was
on the 49th parallel, one of the wisest decisions Congress
made. The decision was left to the legislative body,
Polk continued his defense of fifty-four forty. It would
been one of the tragedies of our history if we had engaged
war with Great Britain over this issue.
Woodrow Wilson refused to make serious compromise
the Senate on the League of Nations issue. He had cornmrorrliStJ
with abandon at Versailles; he would not compromise with
Senate. I do not suggest that he should have compromised
p U.U1.L1""
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the irreconcilables, a most dangerous group at any time. But
he could have achieved League adherence. He refused to do
so. Failure of the United States to join the League did not
cause World War II, but it was a contributory factor. The reservations demanded by the middle of the roaders were not too
much to give in order to secure affiliation.
The politician is concerned with remaining in office. This
is not iniquitous. Every person wishes to be successful in his
occupation. Few things are as dismal as the life of a politician
who has been repudiated by the voters. Added to the office
holder's legitimate fear of his inexorable fate if he fails at the
polls is his knowledge that he can no longer save the country
if he is out of office and back home in Hyde Park, or Ogden, or
Podunk. The overwhelming majority of politicians are conscientious men, with good and probably superior intellects, and
with a greater than normal concern for personal security, service to SOciety, and a place in history. I say greater than normal
because they have tasted power, limited or extensive, and they
know that they are inevitably a part of history. And most of
them think that they have learned something, and that their
experience is valuable and, indeed, essential to the public good.
Is it any wonder that they will inevitably make compromises
o~ minor pOints, and yes, major ones, if they are convinced that
failure to do so will deprive the public of their services.
The point I wish to make is that the best of them will do
~o, and that they will continue to do so as long as people are
mterest-minded and vote accordingly. And I anticipate that
the people will operate in this fashion for several centuries to
come. This does not eliminate the desirability of strengthening
:e q~ality of the politicians' motives by improved education, by
e didacticism of prophets and saints, by pressing the advantages of salvation either spiritual or political. And there is no
~jection whatever to attempts to strengthen the moral fiber of
bo:Iy politic. But I do not expect that adjuration will supP t mterest in either the politician or the voter.
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CASE HISTORIES

cfl

FEW CAPSULE case histories il·
lustrate this generalization. There are literally thousands.
You will note I have not selected the Skeffingtons of The Last
Hurrah, nor the Hagues, Crumps, and Kelleys. President
hower is in the public domain for such an examination. I
mit that he accepted an uneasy alliance with Senator !YJ.l;'U';U
in 1952 for political reasons. He shook hands with the u",~~a.~'U'~
for the cameras, he spoke on the same platform, he
the McCarthy shears to remove from his prepared speech
favorable reference to his friend, guide, and mentor, George
Marshall. From my viewpoint he went too far, but do the
ican people think so?
Senator George is one of the most admirable and respe(!tec:l
men in Congress. But this is 1956 and he wants to be
In his judgment, and I respect it, this requires some adroit
ing. If this is shocking, it might be calming to remember
the alternative to George is Herman Talmage. George \U~'.AVlUI'"
edly remembers the fate of Frank Graham, as do I.
refused to hedge and became an ex-senator. My traditions
me that Graham will be properly rewarded in heaven-but
world and I need him in the Senate, and he isn't there. l
Senator Paul Douglas, one of the best, performed
mighty feats in the accommodation area in 1954. We are
beneficiaries. Years ago, I made a study of the Idaho
William E. Borah. In my naive way, I was astounded
regularity in every sixth year. Borah fell short of peJ1:ec:oOl
but when will Idaho or the West have another?
It is comparatively simple to discuss moral-interest
of the past. The emotionalism surrounding them is buried.
view tends toward objectivity. But I cannot resist a few
about a major domestic issue, desegregation, and the more
eral aspects of foreign policy.

LoL:)'C;U-'

lIt now appears that Senator George has decided that he could not win
any reasonable conditions. Consequently he has abandoned the race and
mage will be the new senator from Georgia.
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In my personal and political philosophy there can be no
moral justification for segregation as there is none for slavery.
Both must be eliminated. But I honor the politicians who work
to bring about its end within the political process, which is
always slow and gradual. Did I hear the phrase deliberate
speed?
This may not be possible, partially because it is now an
interest issue as well as a moral one. It requires no prescience
to understand why many northern political leaders have just
come to realize the lamentable position of negroes in a segregation state. However, there are also interest factors on the other
side, such as the rapid industrialization of the south, and the
obvious pressure exerted on our foreign policy by the Communist threat. Many who were not apparently disturbed by
the moral implications of segregation have become aware that
it is a heavy burden in our efforts at world leadership. Segregation must end and I hope it can be done within a peaceful
framework. This will require wisdom, patience, and understanding. It will require too a recognition of the interest potential to youthful southern politicians of the hordes of southern
negroes who will soon be going to the polls, even as you and 1.

FOREIGN POLICY AND COMPROMISE

..

cD

F IT 15 DIFFICULT to accommodate
~d~aloglcal differences and basic interest in the domestic area,
It IS even more precarious in respect to foreign relations. For
fOOd Or ill, and I fear the latter result is dominant, nationalism
bas become the religion of our time. Even the Russians have
een .forced by the exigencies of the era from adherence to
~a.rxian dogma to a veneration of the Russian state. Nationalism
t have no other gods before it. Consequently, the national
s ate demands a subservience and a loyalty that can only be
a~epted by convincing oneself that the state is morally and
~ ~Y right. Stephen Decatur once declared, "My country,
ay seever be right; but right or wrong, my country." This
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has now been improved to "My country; she is always right, my
country."
This elevation of nationalism to the prime position in the
category of values complicates the problems of the politician in
the foreign field. Here his designation is diplomat. In an earlier
meaning of the term this meant that his function was to keep the
power game within reasonable limits. He was backed by force,
but a force restrained by interest. There appears to be an
creasing tendency to insist that the diplomat function as
errand boy delivering unqualified ultimatums. The view
he is a superb trader, compromiser, devoted to the give
take which is essential if peace is to be maintained, appears
be almost obsolete. Rather he is a missionary of the one
faith, who delivers his testimony, which translated, is a
ing to the opponent of imminent destruction.
This is an exaggerated view, but you will recognize
essential essence, if not in the garrulous Dulles, at least in
stem Molotov and the ebullient Khrushchev. It is a nopeJle~
view-Marx to the contrary. The world will never be
munist nor all capitalist, whatever either word may mean.
will always be mixed if there is a world. Conceivably each
tern, shot through with heresies, can visit unmitigated
and destruction on the other. But I insist that neither can
in the light of the tremendous technological development
the twentieth century. And if neither can have its way,
there must be accommodation, there must be acceptance of
existence of the different, if not the opposite, view.
This does not preclude the defense of capitalism, or
dom, or the American Way. It does eliminate the war to
the world safe for capitalism, or Americans, or democracy,
suming that safe means the complete and final extinction
the opposing philosophies.
I suggest that fundamentally we still accept the
process in foreign relations. Obviously that accounts in
degree for the enthusiasm for Eisenhower. It makes it
standable why there was widespread acceptance of the
meeting. As always we are ambivalent-we wish to crush
munism and establish our own system on a world-wide
but we also want peace.
The struggle between the behemoths of our time is not
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only one which presses upon us. There are those which are
concentrated geographically in one sense but reach out insidiously into our world. A notable example is the Arab-Israel conHict. And here again I suggest that the political and thus the
compromising approach is the only possible course for us and
for them. The more rabid Arab nationalists are determined to
destroy Israel completely. Its very existence in any form or size
is a cancer which must be excised. There are fanatic Jewish
groups who see an Israel dominant in the Middle East, constantly gaining industrial and military power, and inevitably,
territory. It will require statesmanship of high order that accepts
accommodation, not victory for either side, as the goal. It approaches the complicated, confused problem with the wisdom
of a Ralph Bunche, a Dag Hammarskjold. Israel is here to stay
short of war, the Arabs must be protected against the superior
technical and industrial competence of the Jews, and short of
war. And it is well to remember that a peaceful settlement does
not mean complete satisfaction, acceptance for all future time,
permanent conclusion. All we can hope is that violence is temporarily postponed. It may require generations to reach a truly
agreeable settlement of Middle East problems.
It is the permanent character of the idealogical and interest
conflict which exasperates us, and I believe this is particularly
true of Americans. It is the nagging persistence of the Communist threat, the seemingly permanent character of French
colOnial problems, the apparently endless struggle about race,
the. shifts in economic and political power that go on relentlessly.
It IS maddening, but it is human. If the Israel-Arab dispute
reaches a modus vivendi, a struggle will emerge in Africa, now
a seething cauldron threatening eruption. If Africa is calmed,
S~uth America may be in ferment. One hopes, cries-"When
Will the threat of violence be completely quelled?" And the
answer is, never. Just as the domestic conflict between interest
~oups ~oves from compromise to compromise, so must the
mternahonal struggle. We can hope for some progress in the
bccepted methods of joining conflict (the minimization of force),
. ut:e conflicts themselves are inevitable and the art of politics
IS
e constant, never-ending attempt to secure temporary
agreements.
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THE NEW NATIONALISM

c;}jOU MAY ASK

why I have become
so concerned about compromise. It has its place, but why the
vehemence, why the selection of such a subject at this
and place. I chose advisedly. I am alarmed at the temper of
our time. I fear that the character of our problems, our
placency with the American status quo, and yet our fear for
preservation, have moderately benumbed our rationality.
is grave danger that we are approaching an all or nothing
tion, where not even politics can save us.
In 1900 it appeared that rationalism and moderation
won the idealogical struggle. War and force had "V<J'''''A
contributed to this happy situation, but art, science, ph:UO~m~lhYt
and politics had made their vital contribution. Religious
ence had become accepted, at least in the western world.
man slavery had been largely abolished. The Divine right
kings had succumbed to force and reason. Imperalism
existed but there was widespread recognition that its
end could be accomplished by political process. Socialist
trines evoked the wrath, but hardly the murderous instincts,
the supporters of capitalism. There was general acceptance
the necessity, if not the desirability, of free expression.
sovereignty was enthroned, feared by some, criticized by
but accepted as inevitable. And it was therefore a natural
for Woodrow Wilson to label the first World War as one
make the world safe for democracy. The third decade of
century, with the Romanoffs, the Hohenzollerns, and the
burgs all in eclipse, seemed to confirm the victory of the
erates and the permanency of the democratic political
Jubilance was unjustified. New economic and I.IVJUu.'",aA
solutisms rose on the ruins of the past. Communism,
militant nationalism rushed forward with cyclonic speed
power. In two decades the world returned to fanaticism,
tionalism, absolutism; and the desperate horror of this
this return to barbarism, had occurred at the very time that
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had gained such control over the material universe that he was
fully capable of destroying himself and everything he had
created.
In the mid-twentieth century, we return to the struggle
between right and wrong, between truth and error, lightness
and dark, black and white. The perennial battles of interest,
the battles on the field of gray, are pushed back, are minimized,
while we launch forth on our new crusades against the infidels.
And the infidel poses as the possessor of truth himself, and thus
compounds his villainy by this vicious sacrilege, thus adding
further justification to our passion for extermination.
This is our peril. There can be no compromise in the contest with Lucifer. Morgenthau plans, preventive wars, unlimited
atomic warfare-these are the proper weapons for this completely moral war. One cannot be squeamish in destroying cancer.
Those who think that McCarthy was an aberration that has
now been safely buried must remember rather that he is a symbol of our period. He recognized that many of us had already
abandoned the political approach to our problems-that we had
now become fanatics. He is not the last-there will be others
and how terrible if they believe, as did Hitler, their own manic
ideas.
I do not preclude the possibility that this may be the ultimate struggle between modest good and moderate evil. No
rational person can consider it to be a struggle between good
and evil. There may have been such struggles in the past. But
I do insist that man cannot live in this world now without compromise. He can now destroy himself, and he will unquestionably do so if he abandons politics and compromise. And I
happen to think that the first imperative is to live. The whole
human experiment is a partial failure if we do not live. I can
unde.rstand in limited degree, the argument that this life means
noth.~g except for the acquisition of the mortal body and to
rarhClpate in a limited number of ritualistic ceremonies. But
do not believe it.
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CONCLUSION

8"

IDS SLIGHT ESSAY

contains no

dismissal for other methods of solving the political problem.
some of them I have respect; for others contempt; but I cOIlte:ss
I am not positive that even those methods for which I have
tempt may not succeed, at least temporarily. In view of
precarious situation today, recumbent as we are on the
protective shell covering an active volcano, there is little
fication for certainty and its inevitable partner, suppression.
The priests, the prophets, the poets must still be heard,
I am not so intranSigent in my interest complex that I
their present effect and their future potential. The
the operators, the power-mad demagogues are with us, and
can say that their influence is waning and their mythology
effective? And let me emphasize here that I am not
a confluence of values in the prophet and the tyrant.
reiterate that with our limitations, with our humanity, be it
curse or a God-given characteristic of incalculable value,
principal hope is the rational political process.
The essence of the political process is accommodation,
porary truces which are achieved through generally £,£,pntAj
moral and philosophical principles, natural forces, and
leadership. And this leadership can only be given by a nnl;t1f"AI
not by a prophet nor a demogogue. The prophet and
should concern himself primarily with the strengthening
elevation of the basic principles. He cannot succeed as a
ical operator because his principles, not yet generally ......,,"' .......
even though given lip service, are real to him and are in
stant conHict with the pressing necessity to compromise.
prophet who essays the political role ends a hypocrite or
Savonarola.
The Great Crusade may have been a resounding and
cessful battle cry. Fortunately, it was largely a myth as we
know. The winners of the ballot struggle had no real LL.&"'''''~'-:
of obliterating every vestige of Democratic rule both n ..r~ou
v.LIJL. .LL. . . . . .
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and idealogical. Nor did the voters of the country by and large
expect a purging of the Augean stables. They were quite prepared for a change of grooms and stable boys. But there are
some indications that the Crusade idea was taken seriously by
a few, and used for manipulative purposes by others. Some of
the results were the heyday of McCarthyism, the vicious diatribes against Acheson and Truman, the "twenty years of
treason" description of the Democratic party. It appears that
we have weathered the first crises, but have we opened a Pandora's box? Politicans are master sign readers-should they
follow the McCarthy-Eastland-Brownell-Truman line, or should
they contemplate favorably the more restrained tone of the Eisenhowers and Stevensons? I think we are still reasonably safe,
although there is no certainty.
My mild optimism is based on a faith in the people themselves and their eventual recognition of their real interests. I
hold no expectation that had McCarthy continued to flOurish,
had the Nixon methods in 1954 resulted in glOriOUS victory, the
same policy would not be followed now. Intelligent voters
must smite the real crusader, if they expect to escape the attendant evils of a crusade.
As I approach the end of this discussion let me pay my
respects to at least some of the analysts and philosophers who
have contributed to this approach. I have not made specific
reference to many of them, but their trenchant observations are
basic to the argument. Among them are James Madison, Graham
Wallas, E. C. Bentley, Charles Beard, Walter Lippmann,
Scheyler Wallace, Hans Morgenthau, and David Truman. They
bear no responsibility for the inadequacy of the statement.
Ii And finally, may we remember that politics does not estabs~ goodness and virtue. But politics is essential to freedom.
It IS freedom which makes it possible for men to become good.

