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Catholic Radicalism, this week, but he died before we could put a
copy in his hands. He was buried in a donated grave, and now we
hear that since there is already a tombstone there, we can only have
his name included with the owners of the plot, so that he has not
even the gravestone which Ada de Bethune was to carve for him
as his own.

He has set us all the example in selflessness, and in a terrible zeal
that God’s will be done on earth, ag it is in heaven.

All of us here in our ten houses and half-dozen farms, and many
of our readers who are working as apostles throughout the country,
feel with an intense gratitude and love the privilege that was ours
to be called to work with him.

Peter died on May 15th, on the feast of St Jean Baptiste de La
Salle, and was buried by the Salesian Fathers from the Church of
the Transfiguration on Mott Street. For one night he was laid out
at Maryfarm, Newburgh, New York, and a requiem Mass was sung
by the group at the farm, which is the nearest thing we have to one
of Peter’s agronomic universities; then his body was brought to New
York, 60 miles away, and laid out in the store at 115 Mott Street,
which is the office of the Catholic Worker and the St Joseph’s House
of Hospitality. Neighbours and friends, priests and laymen came
throughout the day and night to pray at his coffin, and the next
morning Cardinal Spellman sent a representative, Monsignor Nelson,
to the funeral Mags, which was sung by the entire congregation.
He was buried in St John’s Cemsetery, across the Hast River, on
Long Island, in the family plot of Father Pierre Conway, O.P.

Dororry Dav.

THE FUTURE OF OFFENSIVE WAR'

HENX two societies which are only materially distinet? from

‘;‘2 each other come into collision neither is to be sacrificed to
placate the other, but the interests of each are to be catered

for in a rigidly fair manner.

1 Adapted from Ixstrrorioxes Juris Puprict Eccresiastict, Vol. 1 (Jus Publicum
Internum) Pars I, Titulus iii. art. 3 (Relationes societatum perfectarum in statu
conflictus) Principium 2.—Vatican, Polyglot. 8rd Edtion (1947) pp. 149-55.

The principles and discussion in this text-book (which was welcomed at its first
appearance in 1936 by Cardinal Pacelli himself) are naturally intended for students
of law. But this section has already received wide publicity and interest in Ger-
many and it is thought preferable to give as near a translation as possible, rather
than mere comment, for readers to consider. Naiurally it must be remembered
that this is only one section in a text-book and that cousequently in order to put it
in article form it has had to be adapted. It does however fairly represent the views
of Mgr Ottaviani.

2 ‘Society’ in this context means a society which js at once specifically one and
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This principle is based on the fact that these two societies are of
equal standing, enjoy therefore identical rights and have neither of
them any legal advantage over the other; neither in fact is obliged
to waive any of its rights in favour of the other. On this account a
balance in no way derogatory to either must be struck as accurately
as is possible between the conflicting rights; for example, by dividing
up the disputed matter (granted it is divisible) or by making com-
pensation. At times indeed the right claimed on one side may be a
putative one only, and that on the other side clearly unimpeachable
(objective) ; or at least one rather than the other may have a greater
interest at stake or stronger grounds on which to quarrel. But even
in situations such as these, peaceful methods of settling the issue
must take precedence over all others.

First of all, therefore, every effort should be made to establish
the existence of whatever right is being claimed; then an attempt
should be made to compose differences amicably; finally, should
this fail, war must not be declared without first trying out certain
coercive measures which, though of less consequence than war, may
be equally effective in the circumstances.? These last, indeed, are
the only measures to be taken whenever it is clear that they of
themselves can effect a settlement, and avoid the disasters of war.

But what of mediation, arbitration or an investigation by an
international tribunal? Are not these also possible means? To me,
indeed, they seem of so obligatory a nature that they alone are the
only justifiable and lawful means of vindicating rights in present
times; war is out of the question. It is important, however, to note
with regard to this view that this is not the opinion of past cen-
turies: in those days mediation, etc., were not considered the
exclusive means of seftling disputes between perfect or fully autono-
mous societies; they were at the most highly commendable from
a humanitarian viewpoint.? For, granting the concept of the sove-
reignty of every state, then each state, because of its very indepen-

numerically many; for states which are many in that they are quite distinct
entities, nevertheless may be considered one in that all alike pursue the same
specific end, viz., a temporal well-being which will leave nothing to be desired.
Such societies are only materially distinct when they concern gronps which are
of equal standing and are divided by locality, race, etc. Mgr Oftaviani has already
explained this distinction earlier in his treatise.—ED.

3 The more so because war, the greatest coercive measure possible, may be out of
proportion to the import of the question. These lesser measures are: reprisals,
a peaceful blockade, seizure of ships, occupation of lerritory, threats in the.form
of an ultimatum.

4 Hence a moral or subjective obligation of trying out these measures, was
recognised. cfr. Laurent, Etude sur I'histoire de I"humanité, t. xi. There has been
a celebrated instance of papal mediation, that of Lieo XJIII in the Hispano-
German dispute over the Caroline Islands. Schioppa. L’arbitrato Pontificio, 1887.
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dence and perfection, was also possessed of the juridical power of
safeguarding ils rights even by force of arms. The state, it was held,
had ample resources at its disposal with which to uphold its rights
in face of an adversary struggling against or simply ignoring the
obligations these rights imposed upon him.

Warfare, however, was not to be indulged in merely because one
had a just’ and proportionate cause with which to justify the action;
it also had to be necessary to the preservation of the social well-
being, and withal reasonably assured of success.

The justification of war did not rest, therefore, on the presump-
tion that war was a satisfactory way of putting an end to a dispute;
that would have been to overlook the fact that a war between two
states is as unsatisfactory as a duel between two private persons:
neither course proves on which side right and reason lie. No, the
sole justification of recourse to warfare was on an occasion when
there was little hope of appealing to, or™—if a disputed right were
in question—of getting a decision from an authority higher than the
state. War could be used then to compel an adversary to make good
some infringement of rights—but with the understanding that it
was a physical instrument the only concern of which was to keep
intact the moral implication of the right infringed.

All the foregoing reasoning is cogent enough if we confine our-
selves to a purely theoretical treatment of warfare. But in practice
and in relation to present conditions the principles enunciated do
not seem to hold. They were meant, we should remember, to cover
warfare of a special kind, that between mercenary armies,é and not
our mammoth warfare which sometimes entails the total downfall
of the nations at grips with each other; the principles, in fact, can-
not be applied in the life of modern nations without doing serious
damage to the particular peoples involved, and (leaving aside a

5 A war was not really justifiable unless it were just internally and externally:
internally in so far as there was at least a subjective cause to justify it; externally
in that all the provisions of the jus genliuin covering resort to war had been
observed. We know only too well what scant attention has been paid to this
second detail at the outbreak of recent wars, even though the obligations imposed
by the jus gentium had been rcinforced by obligations previcusly undertaken in
treaties.

In this century many nations have of their own accord agreed among themselves
to use peaceful means only, in the event of disputes. The pacts drawn up to this
effect have been filed by the T.eague of Natious: efr. for example, League of
Nations Recueil des Traités, etc., vol. 134, nn. 3081, 3097; vol. 136, nn. 3125,
3137, etc.

6 The enforced conscription common today does civilians a very grave harm;
whereas in former times those who took up arms, and they did so voluntarily,
received payment.
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question of a defensive war begun, under certain conditions, for the
protection of the state from actual and unjust aggression) no state
is justified any longer in resorting to warfare when some right has
not been given its full due. Not that we for a moment wish to despise
or belittle the theories of the great exponents of christian inter-
national law! That would be unpardonable! The war of their treatises
is not the war of our experience. The difference indeed is not even
of the purely numerical or mathematical order; it goes much deeper.
It affects the very principles governing war. Principles indeed derive
from and vary with the nature of things; the difference between
war as it was and war as we know it is precisely one of nature.

At the Vatican Council the Fathers intimated to the Pope their
desire that some definite statement be drawn up which might induce
men to abandon warfare altogether or at least induce them to con-
duct their wars according to humanitarian principles. The salvation
of certain Christian peoples was the chief cause of their concern;
not simply because these peoples were then in the throes of war but
‘rather because of the horrible disasters’ with which they were
afflicted as a result of war. War, they were gravely troubled to note,
was the occasion of disasters not the least of which, a lowering of
moral standards, accompanied and persisted after war, and made
shipwreck of the faith of so many souls.” We in this century have
even further cause for concern:

(a) On account of the great development of communication in
modern times and the desire on the part of nations to extend
their interests to all parts of the world, excuses for war are
now all too frequent.

(b) The disasters which worried the Fathers at the Vatican
Council now affect not only soldiers and armies at war but
also entire peoples.8

7 Kven then, long before the colossal iniguities perpetrated in twentieth-century
warfare, the tendencies and effects of obligatory conscription and warfare were
described by the Fathers as follows: ‘The condition of the world has become
wholly intolerable at present, so huge are the armies whether standing or conscript.
Nations grosn under the expense of their upkeep; the spirit of infidelity to
obligations, and the_ tendency to ignore the force of law when international
interests are in question, give greater opportunities than ever for illegal and
unjust war—or rather a greater opportunity for spreading carnage of the most
deplorable sort far and wide. As a result the maintenance of the poverty-stricken
is threatened, commercial intercourse is frustrated, the very conscience of men
has become gricvously blunted or at least ignobly debased, and a vast number of
souls are perishing . . .” Acta et Decrcta Sacr. Oecumenici Coneilii Vaticani, vol.
VII. Collectio Lacensis, Vol. 861-866, (Herder, Friburg-im-Breisgau, 1830.)

8 All the more so because on account of general conscription and the obligation
of organising internal defence and resistance imposed in time of war on all citizens,
belligerents are no longer willing to distinguish between soldier and civilian;
they are inclined therefore to treat all—indiscriminately—as combatants.
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(¢) The extent of the damage done te national assets by aerial
warfare, and the dreadful weapons that have been introduced
of late, is so great that it leaves both vanquished and vietor
the poorer for years after. *

(d) Innocent people, too, are liable to great injury from the
weapons in current use: hatred is on that account excited
above measure; extremely harsh reprisals are provoked ; wars
result which flaunt every provision of the jus gentium, and
are marked by a savagery greater than ever. And what of the
period immediately after a war? Does not it also provide an
obvious pointer to the enormous and irreparable damage which
war, the breeding place of hate and hurt, must do to the
morals and manners of nations?

(e) In these days, when the world itself has become seemingly
shrunken and straitened, the bonds between the nations of
the world are so close and exigent that almost the whole world
becomes involved once war is declared.

(f) A regime may be under the impression that it can engage in
a just war with hope of success; but in fact secret weapons
can be prepared t6 such effect nowadays that they, being un-
foreseen, can upset and utterly thwart all calculations.

These considerations, and many others which might be adduced
besides, show that modern wars can never fulfil those conditions
which (as we stated earlier on in this essay) govern—theoretically—
a just and lawful war.? Moreover, no conceivable cause could ever
be sufficient justification for the evils, the slaughter, the destruction,
the moral and religious upheavals which war today entails.

In practice, then, a declaration of war will never be justifiable.
A defensive war even should never be undertaken unless a legitimate
authority, with whom the decision rests, shall have both certainty
of success and very solid proofs that the good aceruing to the nation
from the war will more than outweigh the untold evils which it will
bring on the nation itself, and on the world in general.10

Otherwise the government of peoples would be no better than the

9 ‘From a historical point of view war is not so much an instrument of justice as
a great practical violation of charity. Today we must needs have the courage to
consider carefully the latest methods of war; for the conditions which theology
requires to justify a war no longer apply’. Cordovani. Il Santificatore. Rome
1939. p. 490 sq.

10 ‘The wise man is forced to wage wars that are just, because of the wrong-doing
of some other man; and this wrong-doing should ever be a source of sorrow to
man, (because of its human origin) even when it does not actually make war
necessary. Lot anyone, tken, who is moved to sorrow when he considers how
great, how deplorable, how ruthless are all these cvils of war, acknowledge the
wretchedness he feels. If, however, he endures or contemplates them without any
anguish of mind, then his wretchedness is all the greater for thinking himself
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reign of universal disaster, which, as the recent war has shown,
will claim its victims more from the civilian population than from
the combatant troops. ®

In what way then shall international crises be dealt with on future

occasions? ‘Discussion and force’, says Cicero,1! ‘are the main ways
of settling quarrels, the former of which is peculiar to man, the
latter to brute beasts’. The former therefore is ever to be preferred;
the interests of peace must be our chief concern ever-—and it is not
the forming of armies but the formation of minds which will best
secure this.

In this formation the weapons of charity, justice and truth shall be

(a) A civil and religious education of nations which so disposes
peoples (and hence the rulers chosen from them) to co-opera-
tion and to an honourable recognition and interchange of
rights and obligations, that class bitterness, race enmity and
imperial competition—than which there is no better kindling
for wars—are entirely eliminated.

(b) The setting up of an international body whose pronounce-
ments all nations and rulers should respect.

(¢) The inculcation among peoples of a spirit of brotherliness
in accord with gospel principles; as a result each nation will
be prepared to place the good of the whole human brother-
hood before its own interests, in the manner in which indivi-
duals in any republic worthy of the name ought always to
contribute to the common good from whatever they them-
selves possess.

(d) To render impossible totalitarian régimes, for they above all
else are the turbulent sources from which wars break out.12
Moreover, should the representatives of any people (or the
people themselves) ever have conclusive indications that their
rulers are on the point of undertaking a war in which nothing
but blood and ruin will be the lot of the nation, they should
and ought to take just measures to overthrow that régime.13

AraAPHRIDUS OTTAVIANI,

on a par with the divine because he no longer manifests the feeling natural to a
man’'. St Augustine. The City of God. Bk. XIX. 7. Cordovani, Il Sanctificatore,
Rome, 1939, p. 490 has the following: ‘The winning of a war is no compensation
whatever today for the damage incurred in waging it'.

11 De Officiis. 1. XI. He did however think that war was allowable: ‘If it be not
possible to avail of the former (discussion), then recourse is to be had to the latter
(force). . . . In my opinion, at least, w2 should strive always fo secure a peace
that shall not contain anything of guile’. (ibid.).

12 All these matters are treated in the allocutions of his Holiness Pope Pius XIT
over the radio during the years 1939-1944.

13 ‘Each citizen has as much right as the people as a whole to be informed whether
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