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GOODWILL AND PEACE

As this number is issued in the Christtnas season, it
would be fatally easy to repeat the usual translation of the
angels’ song at the birth of the Babe of Bethlehem, and
then to express a pious wish for the fulfilment of that
heavenly promise. We prefer, however, the translation:
“ Giory to God in the Highest and, on earth, peace among
men of goodwill.” All the hopes for peace must be
frustrated unless there is, first, among men, goodwill.
Our wish, therefore, at this Christmas time, is that there
may be throughout the world a new spirit of goodwill.
Then, as our President points out in the article he has written
for this issue, *“with justice and mercy and charity and
respect for the fundamental rights of all human beings . . .
the settlement of disputes by arbitration will follow as a
natural sequence.” A happy Christmas season, then, to
our readers and goodwill among all men, with peace
following close thereafter!
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ARBITRATE THE PEACE

Every war should——and generally does—end with a peace treaty. Every
peace treaty can—and very often does—lead to another war, sooner or later.

The reason for the latter statement may be that peace treaties are founded on
terms that are imposed by victors on vanguished, or are the result of negotiations
that are not entirely satisfactory to either side. Smarting under a sense of injustice
or nursing a feeling for revenge, one side or the other ultimately finds an excuse
for a fresh war.

The Second World War has not yet followed the historical pattern. There
has been no general treaty of peace. Apparently such was never intended, and
of the regional treaties five were signed, with satellite states, leaving out Germany,
Austria, Japan and Korea. The years have marched on and these peace treaties
are still undefined. The treaties thar have been signed are not without their
controversial points, and have already led to disputes, notably with Bulgaria,
Hungary and Rumania. The treaties that are still awaiting conclusion will quite
evidently be difficult to arrange.

We suggest that there should be a new approach to the whole subject of
international peace treaties. The importance of having them settled as soon and as
satisfactorily as may be after any war can hardly be denied. They constitute terms
of peace, and until they are settled, surely peace canmot arrive. Much of our
present unrest may, perhaps, be traced to this fact. Mr. Trygve Lie is reported
to have said thar “ you cannot maintain a peace until you have established a
peace.” Few will deny this, but the statement implies that the United Nations
have been trying to do the impossible, which is a disturbing statement,

May it not be that throughout the vears peace treaties have been settled, not
necessarily in the wrong way, but by the wrong people? In the times of ignorance
this may be winked at, but in these days when we are attempting to establish a
fair and equitable way of dealing with international matters, and claim some
measure of success along this road, perhaps a little thought may be given to this
question of the right authority for the settlement of peace terms.

Why are peace treaties necessary? Lo clear up untidy areas in intemational
reladonships that wars have left. To make agreements that will preclude the
likelihood of the same conflicts of opinion arising again—a result unfortunately
difficult of achievement. To define the “ terms of settlement ”—in other words,
to express the way in which we have “ sertled ” the disputed matter—a job that
might have been done without going to war at all.
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How are these results achieved in quarrels between persons? We are on very
dangerous ground here. We must be wary about making analogies. But we may,
perhaps, ask what happens if two people are found fighting over some disputed
possession. Is the object in dispute automatically handed over to the one who wins
the fight? Do we ask the victor to decide what shall be done, not only with the
disputed object but alse with the defeated disputant? Two things, it seems, would
be atternpted: (1) to ascertain the identity of the aggressor, and (2) to decide the
rightful ownership of the article in dispute. Those questions decided, preferably
in a Court of Law, justice can be meted out to the offender, rightful ownership
restored and any damages assessed and awarded to the aggrieved party.

A similar course should, surely, be followed after an international war, But,
what happened after the last war? The Council of Foreign Ministers responsible
for most of the war activities on one side of the conflict—representatives of the
“Big Five ”—discussed the peace terms that were to be presented to the
“smaller ” pations among their enemies, 2nd presented a draft for acceptance by
the other United Nations. In due course the treaties were signed, though four of
the signatories made a formal protest.

This is ne criticism of the Powers that pursued the course outlined above.
They were in linc with precedent. Bur we would urge that a new way of settle-
ment should be followed.

The peace terms should not be drawn up, in future, by those whe carried on
the fight, but an impartial tribunal should decide the identity of the aggressor
and the rightful settlement of the matter in dispute; also the penalty incurred by
the aggressor and the damages due to the aggrieved nation or nations.

There seems to be no direction in the U.N. Charter for the making of treaties,

although it is ordered in Article 102 that every treaty . . . entered into by any
member of the United Nations . . . is to be registered with and published by the
Secretariat.

It would have to be a matter for international lawyers and politicians to
decide how the tribunal suggested for treaty consideration should be formed.
States have accepted the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice as
regards the interpretation of treaties. It might not be a very great or impossible
extension to include the settlement of terms of treaties. On the other hand, the
Permanent Court of Arbitration might cover such ground by an extenston of the
idea of International Commissions of Conciliation.

It must be admicted, at least, that the machinery is available for carrying out
these proposals, so that no longer shall any nation be judge in its own cause.

FLASH BACK
100 Years Age
Preparations were being made for the first great Imternational Exhibition to
be held in London in 1851, and it was accordingly planned that there would be an
International Peace Congress held in London the same year, with Richard Cobden

among the speakers. (Information exeracted from Howard Evans’ Sér Randdl
Cremer: His Life and Work.)
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EIGHTY YEARS
By Professor H. A. Smith

The honour of being chosen as President of the League has now been
followed by an invitation to coniribute to The Arbifrgtor, and the occasion
prompts me to offer some reflections upon the profound changes which have
taken place since the League was founded eighty years ago. More than half of
this time is within my own adult memory. Not long ago an old friend of mine
said to me that nobody under fifty had any real experience of political liberty.
It would be no less true 1o say that no one under that age has any real experience
of peace. Peace and liberty are in truth inseparable, in the sense that neither can
exist without the other.

In the seventies of last century our fathers and grandfathers lived in a time
of peace. This peace was not unbroken, but such an event as the Franco-Prussian
war was rightly seen in its true perspective as an interruption of the general peace,
an exception to the accepted rule of law. The difference between that age and
our own is that now we live under the rule of war. The difference finds expres-
sion in the common language of life. For example, to our ancestors the purpose
of armed forces, the modest expense of which they greatly grudged, was “to
keep the peace,” to preserve something which was already there. To-day we say
that they are for * defence against aggression,” and for this we are prepared to
accept privations and restrictions which in any other age would have been
intolerable,

To illustrate this more fully would require a book rather than an article,
but perhaps I may draw attention very briefly to one aspect only of this profound
change. Our ancestors believed, and rightly believed, in neutrality. We have
come to regard it as obsolete, In an age of peace the institution of neutrality
served three great purposes. First and most important, it served to localise war.
For example, the Franco-Prussian war was successfully localised by our insistence
that both sides should respect the neutrality of Belgium. Secondly, it enabled the
neutral powers to ensure that the conduct of hostilities was carried on within the
limits of certain generally accepted rules. Thirdly, it enabled the neutrals to
exert a powerful influence both for the restoration of peace and for its resteration
upon just and reasonable terms,

Since the two world wars all this has become a thing of the past. We have
seen that any *neutral ” country, however inoffensive, is liable to invasion,
occupation and ruin in the interest of one side or the other. Even if actual fighting
happens to be localised, as in Korea, we live in hourly dread that it may spread
to the whole world. Upon the conduct of hostilities there seems to be no longer
any serious limitation, and we take it almost for granted that any general war
must involve the massacre of millions of people by the use of all the resources
which science has now placed in the hands of those who control great states.
Lastly, it is no less accepted that any such war can only end with the “ uncon-
ditienal surrender ” of the vanquished, the overthrow of their institutions, and
the execution of their civii and military leaders.

What, it may be asked, has ali this got to do with arbitration? The answer
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is that arbitration belongs essentially to a world of peace and has no real place
in a world at war, Arbitration presupposes an acceptance of the rule of law, and,
as my friend Professor Brierly has pointed out, the rule of law is a consequence
rather than a cause of peace. It is possible for Great Brirain and Norway to
agree that their present difference upon the limirs of territorial waters shall be
seitled by reference to the Hague Court, since both are agreed that between
thert the law of peace is supreme, and peace involves a comnon acceptance of
the rule of law. The unsatisfactory recotd of the Albanian case does not encourage
us to hope that arbitration is likely to settle disputes between Communist and
non-Communist states, and nobody can seriously suggest that the fundamental
differences which at present divide the world into two armed camps can possibly
be resolved by reference to any kind of tribunal,

The reason for this is the complete absence of any common standard. Every
reference to a tribunal presupposes the acceprance by beth disputants of some
common standard of judgment. Between independent states this standard is
normally, but not necessarily, the law of nations. Unless there is such a common
standard, even ordinary words do not have the same meaning on both sides. For
example, the ordinary use of language leads us t describe the Communist
invasion of Southern Korea by the word * aggression,” but the Russians and
their allies use the same word for the American resistance. Since human
language is the expression of thought, such a divergence in the use of words is
merely the expression of a fundamental difference in ideas. '

The law of nations, as it slowly developed from the time of the canonists
down to the beginning of this century, assumed on every page such a common
understanding of words, and this meant a common agreement upon the basic
rules of right and wrong. For this reason it was assumed until the middle of
the nineteenth century that the law could only apply fully as between Christian
states, and mon-Christian states were only gradually and rather doubtfully
admitted upon the understanding that in their external relations they would
observe the rules which Christendom had worked out. In 1870 it was within
recent memory that by the Treaty of Paris in 1856 Turkey had been formally
admitted to participate aux avantages du droit public et du concert européen.

This is not the place in which to discuss the Chrisiian origin and content
of the law of nations, but some reference must be made to the fundamental
concept of natural law. The essence of this is that above all our human laws
and institutions there stands a supreme law to which all human law and all human
authority, even the greatest, is bound to conform. In direct and irreconcilable
conflict with this teaching there is the principle, officially maintained in Russia
(as it was for a time in Germany), that all law is but the expression of power,
that courts are mere instruments of those who wield the power of the state, and
that above supreme human power there is no law. In the language of an earlier
day, this is simply idolatry, which means the worship of what is made by human
means. Like all idolatry, it involves the worship of images, and for this reason
pictures and statues of Stalin and other dictators must everywhere be placed in
positions of honour and treated with appropriate reverence.
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At this point let us remember not to be self-righteous or self-satisfied. The
heresy to which I have referred is not limited to any particular countries or to
our present antagonists. To a greater or a less degree there is almost every-
where a body of opinion which will not admit any divine or natural limits to
supreme political power, always provided that it is actually exercised by suitable
persons. Therein lies a great peril. If our Christian civilisation can be efficiently
corrupted from within there is no need for it o be destroyed by external attack.
Qur enemies—and they are to be found everywhere——understand this perfectly
well,

It is upon this fundamental point that the long-drawn debate vpon * human
rights  has foundered. The law of nations cannot basically be treated apart from
the law by which individual states are governed within their own borders. If the
rulers of any particular country will not admic that their subjects have any rights
against their own government it is not likely that they will concede any greater
rights 1o foreign nations,

It is at this point that 1 may bring these reflections te a close. No doubt
many of the pioneers of the arbitration movement and their followers may have
erred in thinking that arbitration was a panacea which could cure all inter-
national ills, but such an error is excusable for those who lived in a world of
peace and a world in which certain standards of decent government were common
to all civilised nations. We now have learned by bitter and terrible experience
that peace cannot be secured by setting up tribunals or by persuading statesmen
to sign arbitration agreements which can be violated as easily as other treaties.

Our task to-day is much more difficult, It is not one that can be solved on
paper or by the devising of any purely political expedients. The “ Charter ” of
the United Nations, like its predecessor, the League * Covenant,” abounds in
expression of the noblest sentiments, but unfortunately the words do not mean
the same thing in different places. Neither the victims of the Korean war nor
the inmates of Russian * labour camps” are likely to find much comfort in
studying the stately language of the United Nations Charter. We have no reason
whatever 1o expect that the horrible sufferings and the more terrible fears of
mankind can be relieved by signing new treaties or by setting up new institutions,

Essentially our task is that of missionaries. Tt is futile to advocate * peace ”
in the purely negative sense of not being at war. Nobody wants war if it can
possibly be avoided, and even the most unscrupulous of rulers will always prefer
to attain their ends by “ peaceful * means. What we have got to do is to teach
the world that “ peace ™ has a positive meaning, that it means such old-fashioned
things as justice and mercy and charity and respect for the fundamental rights
of all human beings, both within our own borders and abroad. If we can convince
the world of this, the settiement of disputes by arbitration will follow as a narural
consequence, for the disputes themselves will be of the kind which it has already
been usual to settle by peaceful means.

So far as I can condense such a matter within a few final words, this means
that we must bring the world back to a belief in natural law. How that is to be
done can obviously not be explained here. I may perhaps end by saying that we
are not likely to convince others of this unless we believe it ourselves.
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NOTES AND COMMENTS

New UK. Membhers for Arbitration Court

Appointment of two United Kingdom members of the Permanent Court of
Arbitration took effect from November 10th last. Sir Cecil Hurst, K.C., resigned
as from this date and the new members are the Master of the Rolls, Sir Raymond
Evershed, K.C,, and the Attorney-General, Sir Hartley Shawcross, K.C., M.P,
In accordance with the constitution of the Court, the appointments are for a
period of six years.

Sir Raymond Evershed is fifty-one, has been K.C. since 1933, was knighted
and made Judge of Chancery Division, High Court of Justice, in 1944, He has
been Master of the Rolls since 1949.

Sir Hartley Shawcross, who is forty-eight, has been K.C. since 1939, and
Attorney-General since 1943, in which year he was knighted.

Korea

Qur resumé of the sequence of events that preceded the commencement of
fighting in Korea, given in our last issue, was helpful to some of our readers, we
are told, but now there has come from the United Nations Department of Public
Information a booklet, “ Korea and the United Nations,” giving all the facts of
the sitvation. It is recommended as a statement of the events that have led up to
the present position, as well as a presentation of the history of the events preceding
the conflict.

King Gustav V of Sweden

At the invitation of the Swedish Ambassador, the League sent a representa-
tive to the Memorial Service for His Late Majesty, King Gustav V of Sweden,
at St. Martin-in-the-Fields, on Friday, November 17th. We were glad to have
the opportunity of identifying the League with those who paid tribute to a true
friend of peace, whose life, far exceeding the allotted span, was unselfishly devoted
not only to his own people but to all that he considered true progress. It has
been well said that although he lived nearly a hundred years he was the King who
never grew old.

Our Contributors

It is a privilege to have articles in this issue from our President, Professor
H. A. Smith, and Dr. Lofthouse. A portrait and some references to Prefessor
Smith appeared in our last issue. Dr. Lofthouse has crowded much activity into a
long life devoted to religious and social affairs. Many books have come from his
pen, and his contributions towards the solving of to-day’s problems are sdll
noteworthy. His keen and analytical approach to these is seen in the article we
publish,

Qur cartoon is the work of one who will be well known to many readers, as
he was for some time Secretary of our League. It will be seen that he has inherited
much of the talent of his father, Louis Raemaekers, whose cartoons during the
first grear war achieved so grear a fame.
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When Was Cremer Born?

You would say, probably, there is no need to ask such a question. Why, then,
do many of the reference books, including the recent editions of two famous
Encyclopzdias give the year of Cremer’s birth as 18387 The year given in the
“Life ” by Howard Evans is, of course, 1828, and thar is the date on the pedestal
of the memorial bust in Kingsland Road. One wonders how the conflict in dates
has arisen.

We were in the town of his birth during the summer but there is nothing
there to commemorate him, excepting the cottages for old people that were built
in memory of his mother from funds left for the purpose by Cremer at his death.
The iron railings that spoil the picture of these almshouses in Howard Evans’s
book are not in front of the trim, well-preserved building now, but an inscription
has been placed above the two centre doors recording the fact that Cremer’s
executors arranged for the erection of the little block of four cottages. Otherwise
Farecham has forgotren irs arge-hearted son and we were unable to trace his
birthplace. The Wesleyan Chapet where he was baptised still stands, but it is
derelict and no services are held there now. One day we will find the site of the
house where he was born and mark the spot with some memorial.

National Peace Couneil

Miss E. Maddison and Mr. A. E. Smith attended the October meeting of the
National Peace Council in Leondon, under the Chairmanship of Rev. Henry
Carter, C.B.E. Various subjects were discussed and tribute was paid to the life
and work of the distinguished author, Olaf Stapledon, whose service in the cause
of peace had been so great.

A Link with Early Days

The passing of Mrs. Smith, the news of whose death reached us from
Australia, where she had lived since 1922, when she left England, broke a link
with the early days of the LAL., for when Cremer died Mrs. Smith’s husband
was a clerk in the League’s office. The comnection went even further back, for
Mrs. Smith’s father was interested in Cremer’s work. Friends in England cor-
responded with Mrs. Smith, who continued to support the League, and left to it a
legacy of £200.

Arbitrator Features

A Diary of World Events will appear annually, instead of being split up into
sections of the vear. 1949 was completed in our last issue and 1950 will be
covered in our next.

As The Arbitrator is temporarily edited by the Chairman of the League, the
LA.L. Notes will not appear as a separate feature. These have formerly been
compiled by the Chairman, who will now incorporate some in Notes and
Comments, and include others in the general pages of the journal. Suitable
contributions are solicited from our readers, and it is hoped that Letters to the
Editor may form a feature in future issues,

THE ARBITRATOR L ]



FEAR HATH TORMENT
By The Rev. W. F. Lofthouse, D.D.

The world, as everyone admits, is dangerously near to another war, a war
which may mean disaster and horror unparalleled in the course of history. Yet all
the nations repudiate any desire for war. Soviet Russia loudly proclaims its
passion for peace. There is no doubt it is sincere. However it rattles the sabre
and brandishes the rifle, it is the work of the hammer and sickle which for Russia
is imperative, And which of the Western nations can be seriously accused of
bellicosity? We have all of us suffered too much in the past to desire another war,
whatever it might bring us if it gave us victory.

But, eager as we are for peace, we are all engaged in the work of multiplying
our armaments. For each of us there is but one professed hope of peace; to
have a larger and heavier stick than the possible enemy can hope to wield against
us. Pacific gestures, expressions of goodwill, trade agreements, political or
military compacts—we believe in none of them. They are as useless, and as
dangerous, as attempts at “ appeasement.” The figures of war budgets grow
astronomical. All the world’s resources for social reform, raising the standards of
life, and even conserving our stocks of food, will one by one be flung into the
vast, the bottomless pool of military expenditure, in the sacred cause of the
preservation of peace.

“ What incredible folly!” the survivors—if there are to be any survivors—
will exclaim. The one thing we believe in, openly and nakedly, is force. This is
what our religion, our civilisation, our science, have come to. What is the reason?
It is simple; disturbingly simple. Marxism, in the form in which the Kremlin
accepts it, holds that “ capitalism * (by which it means all the nations outside the
Soviet curtain) and communism are irreconcilable foes. Soomer or later, one of
them must go under,

Hence the fevered Soviet rearmament. Hence the Western response. Hence
the “piling up of the faggots,” all over the world, “ hour by doomful hour.”

And behind this dreadful process is fear. The West is afraid of what the
Kremlin may do, once its stick is plainly the bigger. The “ frightened men of the
Kremlin ” (the phrase is Fisher’s), if they believe their brand of Marxism, have
plenty to terrify them; if they do not, they cannot but tremble at the probable
results, at home as well as abroad, of their centinued defiance of the West. Fear
climbs the ramparts and sits at the Council board.

Can nothing be done, even at this hour, to drive it out? Are we in the West
condemned, like the Soviets, to the fate of the man who “ walks on, nor turns
his head, because he knows a frightful fiend doth close behind him tread? »
Is it impossible for our politicians to show them that we know what they are
afraid of, and that their fears are groundless?

This aim should at all events appeal to the Arbitration League. For it is the
psychological condition of all successful arbitration. Men will not lay down their
arms while their rivals are still armed; nor even when their rivals have dropped

(Concluded on page 18)
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“LET'S GET A BIT OF LAW AND ORDER INTQ THIS.”
(Drawn specially for The Arburator by Robert Raemackers)
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A LAWYER PLEADS FOR INTERNATIONAL
ARBITRATION

The advocacy of W. Harvey Moore, K.C.
(Deputy Hon, Secretary of the International Law Association)

In an earlier issue of The Arbitrator we referred to the resolution moved by
Mr. Harvey Moore at the Forty-third Conference of the International Law
Association, and carried unanimously, regretting deeply “ that the nations of the
world have progressed so slowly towards establishing international arbitration
as a solution for the disputes that still destroy international understanding and
goodwill ”; and urging that “ interpational arbitral processes by independent men
be used whenever it is necessary to establish facts dispassionately, or arrive at just
solutions, in matters of controversy between states, or nations, whether great or
small.” For these purposes the resolution urged that “use be made of the
Permanent Court of Arbitration; or the Internaticnal Court of Justice deciding
ex azquo ef bono; or any other forum, based upon reason and consisting of men
pledged to impartiality, that may be created o take the place of decision by war,
which is decision by cruelty.”

The Report of the Conference has now been printed and we are permitted
to give extracts from the address of Mr. Harvey Moore in support of the Motion
and to make brief reference to the debate that followed.

After referring to the fact that the advocacy of International Arbitration had
been one of the main concerns of the Association since jts earliest days, Mr.
Harvey Moore continued:

“Why has so litde progress been made? I think it is due to this fact, well
expressed by Sir John Fischer Williams, K.C., at the Stockholm Conference in
1924: ¢ We International lawyers are a timid folk; we have failed to comprehend
what under modern conditions is the full importance and meaning of our task, and
we still tend to cling to conceptions the main utility of which has passed away.’
Among such conceptions surely the conception of absolute national sovereignty
holds a foremost place; partcularly in days when, as Sir John expressed it, ¢ there
is need for propaganda to keep democratic communities at fever heat, lest other-
wise a democratic community might slacken its efforts and be overpowered.” The
old doctrine of aristocratic and monarchical days, that it must be remembered that
the enemy of to-day might be needed as the friend of to-morrow, and that a
‘ minimum of violence’ must therefore be used, has given place to the unleashed
passions, as well as the unrestrained methods of modern warfare.

“It is not only our Association, and even less practical men, that has
sponsored Arbitration as a method for securing peace. The Supreme Pontiffs of
the Roman Catholic Church in 18%9, and in 1917, have advocated la haute
fonction pacificatrice of arbitration. The Hague Conference of 1907, at which
forty-four states were represented, declared itself as unanimous ‘in admitting the
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principle of compulsory arbitration,” and recommended the holding of a Third
Conference in 1915, which tragically never met then, and even more tragically
has never been summoned since.

“ There may be those among you who feel that only some form of world
government, with a world legislature, and a world executive, is adequate to deal
with the dangers that face humanity. If so, you will advocate such proposals.
But in my view the omens are unfavourable. The recent creation of the organisa-
tion of the United Nations by the diplomats of the world—like the League of
Nations before it—must receive the support of all men of goodwill. But it is
already apparent that both these institutions suffer from the same defect. They
are organisations of power groups; their leaders are representatives of the states
whose interests they are bound to serve. It is just as reasonable to expect an end
to contention from a conference of advocates without a judge, as to expect
impartial decision from the Security Council or the General Assembly as at
present constituted and as at present operated.

“ All opportunities for the statesmen and the administrators of the world to
meet, to negotiate, and to agree are to be welcomed. And the more they agree and
record their agreements the larger will be the field of purely juridical jurisdiction
for International Courts.

“Tt is my desire to advocate the claims of a world judicature, rather than a
world legislature or executive. And I do so for three good reasons. Firsty,
because, historically judicature develops before the other ‘ powers ’ of government.
Secondly, because the judicial function—the process of appeal to the king, to the
elders, to the umpire—is, philosophically, the supreme function of human
government, And thirdly, because recourse to an impartial tribunal is less com-
promising to the dignity of assertive sovereign states than is the process of
recognising and bowing to the orders of a federal authority, whether legislative or
executive under the sanction of its physical power, if indeed such physical power
could be secured. The nations of the world need an * amiable compositeur,” and
the independent judicial approach is more likely to provide that possibility of
¢ peaceful change ' which is essential. . . .

“ Let me emphasise the three main features of this motion. Firstly, it regrets
the lack of use of the existing tribunals of international arbitration—the
Permanent Court of Arbitration, and the Permanent, now the International, Court
of Justice. The power of acting ex aequo et bono possessed by the Hague Court
since the end of the First World War has never yet been used. This is due to the
small-minded jealousy of national governments and is to be deprecated in the
strongest possible terms. Even on purely legal issues—issues which seldom really
endanger peace—states have shown reluctance to use the machinery of the Court.
There are few more devastating heresies than the idea that judicature is
subservient—a means, merely, for giving effect to the will of an executive, or for
unravelling the expressed purposes of a legislature.

“ Secondly, the motion emphasises the rightful place of judicature in inter-
national affairs—° any forum based upon reason and consisting of men pledged
to impartiality,’ To use the words of Lord Blanesburgh’s message to the Paris
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Conference in 1936, this is a “ call to substitute the rule of law for the injustice
of force in the settlement of world affairs.’

“ Thirdly, it denounces war for what it is—decision by cruelty. The abject
vileness of national ° self-help * must be proclaimed fearlessly and without ceasing,.
Nothing great can be effected among men without a passionate hatred of infamy.
Memories are short, and imaginations dull; bue if, despite the speed and babel—
voices of our day, those who ‘ have ears to hear * will but listen they do not need
to be weakly sentimental to hear the cries of men and women in tervor and in
pain, and the sobbing of children as the flames, which our faithlessness has per-
mitted, wrap them round with torture. War is an ancient as well as a horrible
institution. It is buttressed by the instincts, the practices, the interests, and the
organisations of men and of states. Ancient and well established institutions—like
slavery, suttee, cannibalism, and ritual murder—are enly abolished by the devoted
persistence of those who do not fear to be called fools, or dreamers, or cowards.
ECRASEZ L'INFAME MUST BE OUR MOTTO. We owe it to those who have gone
before as to those who shall come after to abolish this extravagant pestilence from
the earth. A PESTE, FAME, ET BELLO LIRERA NOS, DOMINE, has been the age-long
prayer. Just as it is the duty of the doctors of the world and all citizens 1o seek
the abolition of pestilence; and of the farmers of the world and all citizens to
abolish famine; so it is the duty of the lawyers of the world and of all citizens
to abolish war, This is the greatest of all constitutional issues in a world made
one by the discoveries of science. The science of law, which is the science of
peaceful living, has never matched the material sciences in its enthusiasm or its
single-mindedness or its self sacrifice. Let this great Association, which in its long
history has been served by so many just men, set itself seriously to this great task
and fermulate practical and definite proposals for the establishment of the reign
of law. So we shall be true to the great principle of independent yjudgment, the
doctrine that no man, or group of men, may be judge in his own cause, which is
the fundamental faith of zll who profess to serve justice among men.”

The discussion that followed stressed the importance of the “man in the
street ” being made aware of the part that could be taken in preserving inter-

national peace by the practice of arbitration and the judicial settlemene of disputes
between nations.

Prominence was also given to the need for arbitration to be wutilised in the
widest manner possible. It should not be confined to legal questions, but should
cover all dispures.

This raised the subject of obligatory arbitration and inevitably led to the
consideration of provision of means of upholding and enforcing decisions. An
independent international army was envisaged by more than one speaker.

The task was urged of making the ordinary citizen alive to the possibilities
of substituting Law for War, but it had to be admitted that before this substitution
can take place there must be a recognition by National Governments of a common
standard of values. The difficulties, however, must not deter us from advocating
the means.
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