
possessed a certain justification in ancient tragedy. 
But tlie idca cannot be regarded by man’s devel- 
oped consciousness as a solution of ethical problems 
even in the political sphere. It must be concluded 
tliat neither hlorgenthau’s conception of man and 
the universe nor his view of ethics and politics is 
compatible \vith traditionalist philosophy or a worthy 
p i d c  to forcign policy makers. 

Realism as advocated by hlorgendiau, particular- 
Iv in  his earlier H’ork, is as guilty as utopian thought 
i f  ignoring the iduence of natural law in histor),, 
m d  the nccessib for statesmen and peoples alike to 
iittcmpt to refleit ethics in their public and private 
li\.cs. Realism has doubtless done much to correct 

the “mirages“ of utopianism in American thought 
and action. But it has also blunted some valid ele- 
ments in the historic American sense of mission. 

As a standard of thought and philosophy, realism 
as well as utopianism must be said to be deficient 
in that balanced and judicious blending of ideals 
and interests which must be at the heart of any truly 
ethical and practical policy. ‘Of course foreign pol- 
icy in practice will not always correspond to gen- 
eral statements of principle, for it must also be 
based on considerations of the national interest. 
Both realism and utopianism must be said to have 
been judged and found wanting as “standards of 
thought” and guides to American foreign policy. 

d e r  voices 

THE JUST CAUSE OF THE JUST WAR 

I n  its issuc of April I4 The Nation priblislics a mi- 
sidcratiori by Tlicodorc R o r z k  of the “Dileintna of 
t l ic  ‘ l u s t  \\‘ar.’” Excerpts from tliis article are rc- 
p i n t a 1  bclorc. 

For the \vast number-of Christians, war, in our own 
time as in tlic time of the Emperor Constantine, has 
been subject to ;I Jus t  IVar analysis. This is the doc- 
trine that, in one fomi or another, is most apt to 
iippcar in the v:irious official statements of groups 
like the National Coiincil of the Churches of Christ, 
or the Ii’orld Council of Churches. It is die doctrine 
that lending Christian thinkers are using. to pick 
tlieir tlirougli the complexities of thermonuclear 
n x .  

I n  tlic sixteen years sincc Hiroshinia, what in- 
sizlits m d  moral directives have they wrung from 
tlic Just \\‘iir doctrine? 

Tlic doctrine-as it comes down from St. Thomas 
:~cluin;is-clcfines the Just \Var by WO provisos: it 
is a \v,ir fought (1) for a just cause, and ( 2 )  b y  
permissible mcnns. 

First, tlie problem of the just cause. The difficulty 
O i i s  riiiscs is ciciite obiious: Iio\v are \ve to deciclc 
\\~liicli eiicniy in ;i \var lias justice on his side? \\%at 
arc1 the criteria for deciding, and who is to apply 
tlicin? Contemporaw Just I\‘m theorists arc quick to 
o l i s c n ~  that, in this’ imperfect world, we cannot ex- 
pect the simplicity of a black-and-wliite nioral 
clioice. In applying the doctrine, we must be satis- 
fied jvitli a mere “margin.of justice.” One does not 

choose between the angels and devils, but behveen 
tlie greater and lesser devils. 

This may refine the problem, but it does not elim- 
inate it. \\[e must still know on which side the mar- 
gin of justice lies. Following the last war, Pope Pius 
X I  offered Catholics at least one criterion: he un- 
conditionally condemned the initiation of war. Re- 
gardless of the cause, he denied the rights of self- 
redress by armed aggression. Apparently Reinhold 
Niebuhr has worked to a sindar position. In 1955, 
he concluded, “Although oppression was never more 
abhorrent to die Cllristian conscience . . . the con- 
cept of a Just IVar does not provide moral jusaca-  
tion for initiating a war of incalculable consequences 
to end such oppression.”’ 

\\!hen history offers us situations like the Anglo- 
French invasion of Suez, this Criterion is easily ap- 
plied. But unhappily, aggression is not always so 
clear-cut. If American and East German troops 
should clash along the Autobahn tomorrow, which 
would be the “aggressors”? Who are the aggressors 
in I’ietnam or Laos? Does the Castro regime in 
Cuba represent-as the phrase goes-“communist ag- 
gression against the If’estem Hemisphere”? Is a pre- 
emptiive nuclear strike aggression? 

Further, the Pope’s position would seem to parii- 
lyze any response to a fait accompli. That is, if com- 
munist forces had succeeded in overrunning South 
Korea rapidly enough in 1950, apparently any effort 
on our part to liberate the country would have been 
unjust. In situations like this-and we are confronted 
by many of them all over the world today-wars of 
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defense (which are permissible) may rapidly give 
way to wars of liberation (which are not). 

But even before we can decide what is or is not 
aggression, we must h o w  the facts: who fired the 
first shot and exactly why. Without such informa- 
tion, the doctrine cannot be applied And yet it has 
taken us some forty years to unravel with any de- 
gree of certainty the events that produced JVorld 
War 1. We are still not clear who f h t  crossed the 
3Stli Parallel in Korea. \Vi& the hair-trigger war 
machinev Lve now possess, how much time will we 
have in the future to collect and weigh the facts 
before we begin pushing buttons and killing mil- 
lions? 

Confronted by such a dilemma, it is tempting to 
make the “presumption of justice” in behalf of one’s 
own countrythe standard solution of the clergy in 
the past. But this “solves” the problem at the ex- 
pense of destroying the doctrine. The absurdity to 
which this leads is clear enough from the fact that 
most German clergy during jf’orld W a r  TI counseled 
their parishioners “to do their best with faith in the 
cause of their people,” 

To be sure, America is not Nazi Germany. And 
admittedly, in over-all moral character American so- 
ciety, taken as a whole, stands taller in the eyes of 
most of us than does Communist society-taken as 
a whole. But this misses the point. Wars usually 
break out over limited issues, and on a limited issue 
even the communists can be in the right. It is no 
doubt patriotic to deny this. But let us profit from 
C. \\‘right hrlills’ “power elite” analysis of Ameri- 
can politics. To grant OUT government the presump- 
tion of justice on every Cold War issue is not only 
theoretically absurd with respect to Just War doc- 
trine; it may often be factually false. 

It is precisely on these limited issues, capable of 
setting the Cold War ablaze, that the Just It’ar doc- 

trine must tell us something or prove useless. Can 
we be sure that Russia’s case regarding \Vestern 
access rights to Berlin-or, indeed, Russia’s whole 
German policy-is totally unjustified? If the Kreni- 
lin had supported Lumumba in the Congo with 
arms, and the \Vest had resisted, can we be qui te  
dear wliich nntion would have been supporting the 
just cause? If issues like this are to be decided on 
the basis of national interest alone, then obviously 
the doctrine of the Just Iirar is superfluous. On the 
other hand, if we decide nothing until these lim- 
ited disputes have been submerged in an illl-ollt 
general \vnr that confronts us ivith a crude choice 
between “Communism or Democracy,” the doctrine 
has failed us pitifully. It is analagous to a mediml 
science which cannot prescribe for a common cold 
until it develops into pneumonia; by that time, the 
patient may be dead. 

hiontaigne once obser\*ed, “it is rating one’s con- 
jectures at a very high price to roast a man alive 
on the strength of them.” hlultiply the man by sev- 
eral million and the dilemma posed by the first pro- 
vision of the doctrine is agonizingly clear. I t  is as 
simple as saying thd there are hvo sides to every 
dispute. In OUT domestic affairs, we have found a 
way around this. We categorically forbid resort to 
violence and, with some semblance of impartiality, 
adjudicate between disputants by way of established 
legal procedures. But where is the objective third 
party in either the political or religious communities 
to evaluate the dispute of nations? 

\\‘hat we are discussing here is not, of course, a 
theoretical flaw in the Just \Var doctrine, but rather 
an institutiond failing in our society. In the absence 
of well-developed and enforceable international law, 
the first provisjon of the doctrine cannot but be a 
dead letter, escept in the most blatant cases of 
groundless and unmistakable aggression. 
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