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FOREWORD

George Willoughby

The war institution, a most diabolic machine invented by the human mind, has dominated
nearly the whole history of humankind, but specially the twentieth century. In this brief period
of a hundred years, the world experienced two major conflicts encompassing several conti-
nents, the fire-bombing of cities of Europe and Japan, the development and use of the nuclear
bomb on two cities of Japan and most recently the hi-tech bombing of Iraq. In this violent
century millions and millions of unarmed civilians were slaughtered and massive upheaval of
populations, accompanied by severe economic and social disruption, resulted. In recent years
we have witnessed the rapid development of ‘hi-tech’ instruments of death and destruction and
the outbreak of dozens of ‘little wars’, all adding to the pollution of the earth’s air, water and
environment, and leaving in their wake massive population movements and severe economic
and social disruptions. As the century came to a close the powerful nation states continued to
spend massive resources on the war machine, preserving stockpiles of nuclear bombs, rockets
and other hi-tech means of destruction.

Yet this century of institutional violence against humanity was not able to stamp out the
flame of justice, freedom and humanity. This book turns the light on a long neglected chapter
of twentieth-century history: the stories of many who spoke out and acted to bring an end to the
war institution. It is about ordinary people in many European countries and in the United
States of America who envisioned a world freed of war and militarism. It records the efforts of
groups in many countries to give support to individual war resisters to advocate and to work
for the elimination of the war institution as a policy and practice of the nation state.

It recounts the efforts of these tiny groups, often working under heavy social and political
oppression, to link up with similar groups in other nations to arouse support. They were hum-
ble, ordinary people, often prophetic pioneers pointing the way to the future through the brave
work of organisations such as the Religious Society of Friends, the Fellowship of Reconcilia-
tion, Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom and the War Resisters’ Interna-
tional, just to mention a few of the most active and dynamic ones.

This book tells the story of the War Resisters’ International, a worldwide organisation of
war resisters founded in a small town in Holland called Bilthoven, which, two years later in
1923, was moved to Great Britain. One thing special about the WRI is that in accepting mem-
bers it does not make any kind of discrimination: religion, faith, conviction, sex, race or col-
our. The International received support and active contributions from people like Arthur
Ponsonby, A. J. Muste, Jessie Wallace Hughan, Elinor Byrns, Romain Rolland and Mahatma
Gandhi.

Soon after completing his college education in 1944, the author of this book, Devi Prasad,
joined Gandhi in his educational experiment, in which he continued for 18 years. Then he was
the General Secretary of the War Resisters’ International for a little over 10 years and Chair-
man for three years. Devi Prasad continues to be active in the pacifist movement and often
writes on the subject. His direct experience first with Gandhi and his movement and then with
the pacifist movement has moved him to work on this book.

Without doubt the voices of the past will be renewed by others who will cry out in alarm
and plead for change. A new generation of voices, hopefully tempered by the devastating
history of the past century, will hammer home the connection between militarism and eco-
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nomic power, and affirm the power of active nonviolence as an alternative to the military war
machine in settling conflicts between nation states.

In some future time I believe that humanity will acknowledge its debts to these peaceful
and nonviolent visionaries, and honour them for their courage and foresight in challenging the
prevailing wisdom and practice, and for pointing the way to a world of total and universal
disarmament, a world at last free of militarism and the war institution. The world must heed
and act on this vision; it is not too late
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INTRODUCTION

This is the story of the War Resisters’ International (WRI), a worldwide pacifist movement
founded in 1921, two years after the First World War ended with the Armistice in November
1918. This war had removed any doubt there might have been as to how disastrous and inhu-
man the institution of war can be, particularly when supported by modern technology.

An aim of this book is to draw the attention of the reader to the conviction, courage, and
dedication of the many men and women who built the WRI, sometimes making tremendous
sacrifices. Another is to show how the organised and collective work of such people carried
the still potent promise of social and political change. The work of the WRI and of many men
and women associated with it, directly or indirectly, has pointed to ways of ending militarism
and organised collective violence to create a world without war.

The WRI was born out of, and built upon, the experience of many thousands of war oppo-
nents who, following the teachings of their prophets and leaders over the past many centuries,
had refused to become soldiers, often at the cost of their lives. They chose suffering and even
death rather than take up arms against fellow human beings. These people belonged to groups
that were essentially sectarian in character. Their teachings may have propounded the oneness
of the human family, but their teachings were limited to their own sects.

The WRI differs crucially from previous pacifist groups through its far broader basis and
constituency. However, it must be recognised that the richness of the experience gained by
religious groups and the traditions established by them were some of the most important ele-
ments in the founding of the WRI.

From the end of the nineteenth century, non-religious pacifist groups came into existence,
but these were also of a special-interest nature. They included women’s groups, the founding
of which was an important development within the peace movement. Some of these were
inspired by the nuclear disarmament movement. While their strength was in their being exclu-
sively for women, there was active co-operation between them and other pacifist bodies.

The War Resisters’ International was the first pacifist organisation which, from its founda-
tion, aimed to address all men and women living in any part of the world, irrespective of their
philosophical or political convictions, religion, faith, colour or creed. It called upon everyone
to work together to get rid of the increasingly destructive institution of war. It aimed to form a
body of activists that considered the whole of humankind as a family without any hierarchical
distinctions in theory and practice.

This book is an attempt to present the story of the WRI with the purpose of acquainting the
reader with its special perspective on the universality of the human family and the individual’s
relationship to it. This perspective comes from the belief that the individual has the sole right
to decide about his or her beliefs and actions — as long as he or she does not hinder anyone
else’s freedom and welfare.

This work is not a learned history of the International, for I have left out, knowingly or
unknowingly, many an important happening and document necessary for a complete chronol-
ogy or thorough analysis.

The objectives of the WRI are uniquely non-sectarian and inclusive. The WRI accepts into
its membership all those who believe in its Declaration and in the active participation it pre-
scribes:
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War is a crime against humanity. I therefore am determined not to support any kind of
war and to strive for the removal of all causes of war.

I'have long felt the need for a book that would tell the story of the WRI to people interested
in peace and social change in the context of resistance to war and militarism. Some very
interesting and useful dissertations and theses have been and are being written on the subject.
But I have yet to come across a work that would project the work of the WRI and its uniquely
holistic perspective on the subject of world peace and nonviolent social change.

Having had nearly 50 years of association with the world pacifist movement in general and
the WRI in particular, including 15 years of responsibility as its General Secretary and Chair-
man, and later as a member of its International Council for several years, I felt an obligation to
do the work myself. I started thinking about it in a modest way about three years ago with full
awareness of the fact that I am neither a professional writer nor one able to do scholarly justice
to such a subject.

Most men and women getting interested in becoming a part of a body like the WRI are
moved by its humanitarian basis and the rational and courageous outlook on life it represents.
Among those who are attracted by WRI, particularly in the present climate, very few are aware
of the hardships pacifist activism can entail. Not all of them know about the richness of expe-
rience gained and sacrifices made by its founders. Few of the young entrants to this field have
a clear image of the world they are attracted to enter. Without such knowledge it is more
difficult for them to fulfil the responsibilities they take upon themselves as war resisters.

Furthermore, a good understanding, and an analytical one, of the background of the move-
ment may help in making future plans for the organisation. For example, it was mainly for
historical reasons that during the 1960s and 70s the major thrust of the War Resisters’ Interna-
tional turned towards military conscription. WRI demanded that governments of all countries
with conscription recognise in law conscientious objection to military service as a basic hu-
man right. It campaigned for objectors to be offered an alternative they would willingly ac-
cept, preferably total exemption from military service.

In the 1980s and early 90s the WRI had to spend a considerable amount of its time and
energy on the situation that arose as a result of the dismantling of the Soviet Union. The effort
was entirely in line with the aims of the International. But, as a Hebrew saying goes, essential
work is often left out because there is no time for it. “What is the goal of the WRI?’ is the
question nearly every Triennial Conference has been asking for decades. The search for the
road to a war-free world was once again postponed because of immediate problems.

It follows that there is a need for a continuous dialogue among the activists within the WRI
and other interested people to arrive at a point that can be defined as the beginning of the next
phase of the growth of the WRI. This needs a long-term programme with the identification of
practical activities.

To understand the existential reality the WRI can best be seen in isolation. It is a part of the
history of humankind in its sadhana (endeavour, meditation in Sanskrit) to be liberated from
the bondage that stops it from realising the importance of human unity. Creative human rela-
tionships are essential to build a world with imagination, co-operation, love and peace. That is
the essence of pacifism as I understand it.

This book is in three parts. The first part deals with the pacifist foundations on which the
WRI was to grow into a force. There are chapters on the early phases of pacifism and nine-
teenth- and early twentieth-century pacifist / peace organisations. One chapter tells the story of
the origin of military conscription.
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The second part of the book tells the story in several chapters of the WRI from the time of
its foundation until the mid-1970s. These chapters deal with different stages of growth, the
issues the WRI has confronted and the way it has planned and carried out its activities.

The WRI continues to be a lively, progressive and growing organisation, keeping pace
with change. But at the same time it is remarkable to note the consistency with which it has
been trying to pursue its objective: to reconstruct human relationships in accordance with its
original purpose of building a world without war on the principles of nonviolence and univer-
sal unity.

So the story of the War Resisters’ International is an ever-developing story. But I had to
stop somewhere. I decided to stop at the point when the International transferred its headquar-
ters from London to Brussels in 1974, a point where a new phase began.

Even though my narrative stops in 1973/4, I have remained an active and sympathetic
observer of, and often a participant in, WRI’s work since then.

At the end I allow myself to raise a few points about the future growth of the pacifist
movement in general and the War Resisters’ International in particular. I have tried to make
suggestions as to how a future perspective could be developed to deal with the changing con-
ditions for the work of the International.
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PART ONE

Pacifism: Its Roots, Birth And Growth
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CHAPTER 1

One should not take away from others what belongs to them.
The main reason for the absence of peace in the world is man’s
tendency to take away the peace of others.

Ishavasya Upanishad!

The motive force

The War Resisters’ International (WRI) was founded in Bilthoven, Holland, in 1921. It was
one of a number of organisations formed in response to the frightening situation created by the
First World War. The gigantic loss of human life, the suffering of millions of people and an
unimaginable degree of destruction of property motivated sensitive people to organise them-
selves to prevent anything like it happening again. For them the outcome of the World War was
proof that war can no longer be considered as an institution capable of resolving conflicts
between nations.

Those who founded the War Resisters’ International were also convinced that to root out
war mere verbal opposition was not sufficient as an agenda for their activities: they had to find
the causes of war. Unless those causes were eliminated wars would continue to occur. Hence,
for them the call for stopping war, or even non-participation in war, was only a part of their
objective. The removal of all the causes of war was of equal if not greater importance.

To dominate and to be dominated, to obey and to disobey, to construct and to destroy, to
secure one’s own interests even at the cost of others’; these and many other such contradictory
tendencies have been part of human nature from the very moment of the appearance of human-
kind on this earth. They are cultivable according to the needs and cultural and civilisational
pattern of life.

So nature has provided human beings with the capacity to make choices according to their
needs, circumstances and upbringing; a privilege other creatures do not have. However, de-
pending on the circumstances and their mental and physical preparedness, human beings often
arrive at decisions that may or may not be the correct ones for that point in time. They may
look like the correct ones to an individual or a group of people in a given situation but later
may prove to be wrong and harmful: harmful even to those — perhaps the innocent majority —
who had no role whatsoever in the process of making such decisions.

In other words nature has put an extraordinary responsibility on human beings: to be care-
ful in their behaviour and not to do anything that might be harmful, either in long or in short
terms, to other human beings or to nature. Although it is a big responsibility, it makes the
human being an extraordinary part of nature: a protector and a keeper. It involves deciding
what is right-doing and what is wrong-doing, what is good and what is bad. Humankind has to
prepare itself to be able to know the difference between good and evil. And to be able to do
that humans have to realise that they are one among the many, that they have to own the whole
of which humankind is an integrated part.

Naturally, this responsibility creates a variety of contradictions in the human mind, which
many a time become impossible-seeming dilemmas. A tremendous amount of courage and
creativity is needed to face these dilemmas. It is for this reason that I call these contradictions
creative contradictions. Why do I call this phenomenon creative?
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There is a belief that for survival and for achieving human goals, if necessary, human
beings can resort to violence, and if need be, also to deceit. One argument is that human
beings, being part of the animal kingdom, must submit to the laws of nature in which survival
is the most important element. After all it is a necessity nature has imposed upon all animals to
look after their own interests.

Because of their highly intelligent and analytical brain human beings have been able to
invent all kinds of tools and methods to achieve their immediate practical aims — survival and
safety. The need to build security and self defence has led them to construct a vast variety of
weaponry with the purpose of removing all hindrances that may come in the way of growth
and safety. This part of their nature can, and often does, tempt them to eliminate the forces
which may prove a danger to the family, wealth and power, and to dominate over their servants
and dependants. The need to survive has been so powerful that during the earlier period of
human existence some societies did not spare even their own kith and kin in the face of danger
to the life of the clan.

Many years ago I read Frazer’s very comprehensive and authentic anthropological study of
tribal societies in various parts of the world, The Golden Bough. In one of the hundreds of
stories the author describes how the elders of a tribe living on a seashore threw their innocent
young girls to the crocodiles which had invaded them from the sea. The crocodiles had started
attacking their men and women as their food. The tribal leadership interpreted the attack by
these creatures to be something that their god wished as a punishment for their sins. They
believed that their god wanted them to make such a severe sacrifice as repentance. Naturally,
after feeling satisfied with the food they got, the crocodiles went back into the sea, which
presumably they would have in any case after eating a few men and women of the tribe, even
if the tribals had not taken that horrible step to please their god.

Such things have happened for thousands of years, partly because humans have thought
that it was the will of their god and that they must perform these acts for their own safety. For
instance when a new tribe came near a settlement it was considered to be an invader. The
settlement believed that their god was ordering them to take to arms and fight the invaders to
protect themselves, in particular womenfolk, children and their material possessions.

That tendency in human beings has not yet changed, neither in quality nor in quantity.
Outwardly, such practices may be different in form but the spirit is more or less the same.
Excuses given for mass killing may sound reasonable to many, but wars that go on today are
nothing less than mass-scale murders. They are said to be wars fought for the sake of justice. It
is claimed that these wars are meant to resolve conflicts.

There is yet another side of human nature, which is in contrast with the one described
above. Man is endowed with a special faculty which other animals do not possess: conscience.
Conscience encourages human beings to reach into a world which is far beyond the realm of
their animal instincts. This is the faculty that makes human beings different from all other
animals. It can transform fear into assurance, anger into compassion, and can broaden the
outlook towards other creatures and the whole world. Despite the fact that humankind is a part
of nature, it has the capacity to transcend nature, a capacity that nature itself has given to it.

Rabindranath Tagore has very effectively expressed the above concept in one of his po-
ems.” At one level he compares himself, a human being, with other creatures and elements of
nature. The poet complains that nature has shown favouritism towards them. However, at the
same time he acknowledges the special faculties as well as responsibilities nature has handed
over to humankind. He addresses his god:
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To everyone else you give, but from me you only expect. For example, you have given
songs to birds, which they sing; on the other hand to me you have given only voice. But
I make music. I give much more than I receive. You have given the air complete free-
dom to move around as it likes. But you have burdened me with all kinds of worries and
responsibilities. Nonetheless, at the end of my journey, when it is time to return to you
I come with my hands totally free to be able to serve you as you wish.

You have endowed the full moon with brilliant laughter and a happy dream world,
which it scatters all over the globe. What have you given to me? Only pain and sorrow!
I, on the other hand, after completing my journey through many births and deaths,
shedding off all the burdens and sorrows, after cleaning them one by one with the tears
of my own eyes and turning them into bliss I reach you completely free to serve you
with joy.

At the end of the poem Tagore repeats his complaint but then he also identifies himself
with the Giver.

When at the end, I come to you with whatever little I can give, you step down from your
throne and come smilingly and hold my offerings near your bosom. Whatever you gave
into my hands you received more from me into your own hands.

Like the sages of the past, Tagore is questioning the place and destiny of humankind. It is that
spirit which gave him a vision of the future and of the path humanity has to take to fulfil its role
in the universe. In the above poem Tagore shows that nature has indeed built up this contradic-
tion in the human heart and mind and that it is essential that human beings resolve these
contradictions by their own creativity. The capacity to be able to do so has also been provided
to them by nature.

However, despite the efforts of great teachers to show that human unity and mutual respect
are the highest and most desirable values that human beings should inculcate in themselves,
the divisive and aggressive forces have continued to become dominant. The more aware hu-
mankind has become of the need to be nonviolent and peaceful, the more the opposite forces
seem to have grown assertive and overwhelming. Why has that happened?

Fear and Ego are two of the major elements that play the crucial role in this process. Fear
rules much of human behaviour. The dropping of the two nuclear bombs over Japanese cities
is an example in this context. The anti-nuclear movement grew very much out of the fear of
total annihilation of life on the planet if a full-fledged nuclear war broke out. The bombing of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki by the USA had demonstrated the brutality of nuclear weapons and
had given an indication of what could and would happen if another world war were fought
with such weaponry. Those who could foresee the dangers and understood its destructive po-
tential had started opposing the growth of nuclear power. Organisations like the Campaign for
Nuclear Disarmament came into being in several countries of the West and became popular
movements. Millions of citizens came out on the streets to demonstrate their fear of nuclear
weapons and their opposition to them.

But, in spite of the scientific information about the dangers of nuclear weapons provided
by some highly qualified scientists, they were not successful. And the same was true for many
years of the movements against nuclear power. A large proportion of the public believed —
indeed was made to believe — that nuclear power can and should be utilised for peaceful
purposes without any danger. They continued supporting their governments in building more
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and more nuclear projects ‘for peaceful purposes’.

The Ego of the ruling groups, whether in power or striving to be in power, has always made
patriotism the highest value for mankind. The motto my country right or wrong became a part
of the education of children. God is expected to help us love our country more than even our
parents. The aim of the exercise — and too often the end result — is the conditioning of the
minds of all children in pursuit supposedly of making them good citizens. ‘My country is the
greatest universal truth’ — that is the ultimate objective. Educational systems have gone a step
further. They teach children to follow the motto: me and my country are the greatest truth.

That is the struggle that human society has to overcome by realising that nature has given
it the imagination, skill and power to transform this contradiction into creative contradiction.
There is no doubt that for the survival of humanity with dignity and enduring peace human
society will have to resolve the dilemmas that arise from this contradiction, as Tagore has so
beautifully put it in his poem mentioned above.

Notes Chapter 1
1 Ishavasya Upanishad is the smallest of all Upanishads and the essence of Vedic philosophy.
2 Rabindranath Tagore, ‘Pakhirai diyeccho gan’ in Balaka, 1916, Ravindra Rachnavali, Vol. 12
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CHAPTER 2

All tremble before rod, all fear death; putting oneself in the
place of another, one should neither strike nor slay.

All tremble before rod; to all life is dear. Putting oneself in
the place of another, one should neither strike nor slay.
Dhammapada, Chapter x, verses 129 and 130

How has humankind been handling its creative contradiction?

Founders of most religions have tried to project the concept that all human beings are children
of the same god and the whole universe is created by him, and therefore they are all members
of the same family. This leads to the conclusion that the ultimate destiny of humankind is not
only unity within their own species but also with the universe as a whole. Despite recognising
the contradiction between body and soul, the founders believed in the undoubted supremacy
of soul over the body, i.e. soul being a generator as well as the home of universal unity in its
present form.

Abraham and Judaism

Judaism, which has come down in unbroken continuity through Pharisaism to the Judaism of
today, rests on monotheism: belief in one and only one God. The second doctrine of Judaism
is the Covenant Election of Israel to be the bearer of this belief. In Judaism monotheistic
tendencies and beliefs as well as notions of covenanting God are determined exclusively by an
act of free choice whereby God discloses his presence and will to the Elect. He is conceived as
transcendent; unbounded by any form of manifestation of physical existence. As the tran-
scendent creator, God is not force but character, a free personality possessed of ethical at-
tributes. The moral qualities ascribed to the deity in some of the aspects of the religion do not
necessarily make God ethical, as these qualities are invariably identified with the selfish inter-
ests of the tribe, not with the cause of ethical virtue itself, as in the case of Hebrew monothe-
ism. Hebrew monotheism not only affirms the ethical character of all men; it also binds them
to seek God, the creator of the world who made them all, and makes them obey his moral laws.

The doctrine of the Covenant Election of Israel means that the people — all individuals —
become the recipients of the divine revelation, which they are called to share with all men. The
conception of election is not for domination but for service.

According to the Old Testament Judaism originated with Abraham, who is thought to have
been born in Ur in the twentieth century BC. He had spent some time in Harran, a centre of
moon worship, but then moved away from there. He is said to have learned by reflection and
revelation of the existence of ‘the one, everlasting God, maker of heaven and earth, who rules
the world and whose way is the doing of righteousness and justice’. With Abraham God is said
to have entered into a Covenant to give the land to his seed and to make them a blessing to all
nations of the earth.

It is clear that the early followers of Abraham saw the world as the creation of God and
considered the human family too as his creation. Holiness, applied to moral conduct, was to
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express itself in terms of justice and righteousness. In other words in the Judaic tradition, right-
eousness and justice are essential values for the whole of humankind in its social behaviour. In
the common life of the people everywhere it meant the recognition of the following rights:

(1) the right to live, (2) the right of possession, (3) the right to work, (4) the right to
clothing, (5) the right to shelter, (6) the right to person, which is exemplified in the Sabbath
law and includes the right to leisure and the right of liberty. History is the witness to the
changes in human relationships when these human rights have been violated, not only in one
country but everywhere in the world and at every phase of history.

The concern for the poor and the weak, the afflicted and the oppressed, and the restrictions
placed on the powerful show how deeply this passion for justice and righteousness was to be
felt. It was also to be shown in the conception of earthly goods, the possession of which was to
be regarded not as a natural thing, but as a divine trust. The misfortunes of fellow men were not
to be exploited to increase one’s own income.

The Torah (the Law) was a necessary consequence of the Covenant. Its object was to train
the people in holiness, in conformity with the Covenant. The significance of this holiness is
indicated in the meaning of its Hebrew equivalent kadosh, which expresses a quality which
consists negatively in ‘separation from’ and positively in ‘dedication to’. Applied to the He-
brew people, holiness, in the negative sense, entailed separation from all the demoralising
influences of the sensuous cults and self-centred morals of the surrounding idolatrous nations.
Positively considered, holiness involved a dedication to the service of God. In the midst of the
evil order it was not for them simply to keep aloof from all that was abominable and evil, they
also had to strive to cultivate the good and the noble. The Torah provided the Hebrew culture
with an ethic which placed service to others at the centre of its system.

The basis of the Torah are the Ten Commandments given by God through Moses. Along
with the commandments related to the behaviour towards one’s own family there are two
commandments especially relevant to the anti-war concept: “Thou shalt not kill” and ‘Thou
shalt not bear false witness against thy neighbour’. ‘Thou shalt not kill” also became the basis
of Christian pacifism.

Vedic and Upanishadic teaching — Advaita

The earliest civilisations that flourished in India were tribal: the Dravidian, the first and abo-
riginal, and later the Aryan (Vedic) by migration from the north. During its early period Vedic
philosophy believed in the superiority of Varuna, the god of water. But when Varuna had to
fight the ‘enemies’ —asuras (non-human) and non-Aryans — he found Indra, the god of firma-
ment, to be the bravest of all gods. The Aryans invaded and conquered many lands and subju-
gated the people living in the regions. Among them there were some who continued to con-
sider Varuna to be superior to Indra. Some considered Agni, the god of fire, to be more impor-
tant and others took the Sun (Soorya) to be the highest of all gods. They were the worshipers
of the forces of nature: sun, air, water and earth.

There are two ways of looking at Vedic civilisation. One is to try to interpret it in a purely
historical manner, which is not very clear on account of the absence of written or any other
kind of authentic records. The other is to study its philosophical and ethical aspects. The latter
is more important in the present context than the historical one. Rigved is the oldest of the four
major Vedas and develops a sophisticated philosophy. Swami Dayanand Saraswati, the great
scholar and saintly man, the founder of the reformist Arya Samaj in the late nineteenth and
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early twentieth centuries, wrote that according to the Vedas, particularly the Rigved, the whole
universe is the creation of one god, that is Brahma. The other gods, such as Varuna, Agni and
Soorya are only the manifestations of the various powers of the same god.

Vedic civilisation reached its height with the Ishavasya Upanishad. The essence of the
Upanishads can be understood through the question: What is that element through which one
can know everything else? The answer is Brahma; everything is born out of it, everything
operates from it and everything eventually goes back into it. But then what is Brahma? It is
neither matter, minute or large, nor is it non-matter; it is neither shadow nor light; it is neither
air nor smell; neither eyes nor ears; neither inside nor outside; it is neither face nor voice;
neither life nor death . . . What is it then? The answer is: it is you. I am Brahma, the soul itself
is Brahma, hence try to understand the soul.

The Upanishadic thought leads to the understanding that everything which exists in this
universe, every creature, wherever it may be, has Him within it and it is essential for us to
understand Him. And if you understand Him you can understand your relationship with every-
thing else. Ishavasya Upanishad, the most concise treatise, with only eighteen verses, is con-
sidered to be the essence of the Vedic/Upanishadic philosophy. According to Ishavasya
Upanishad ‘one should not take away from others what belongs to them. The main reason for
the absence of peace in the world is man’s tendency to take away the peace of others.’

Dr S. Radhakrishnan wrote about the philosophy of Upanishads:

A life of reason is a life of unselfish devotion to the world. Reason tells us that the
individual has no interests of his own apart from the whole, of which he is a part. He
will be delivered from the bondage to fortune and caprice only if he gives up his ideas
of separate sensuous existence. He is a good man who in his life subordinates personal
to social ends, and he is a bad man who does the opposite. The soul in committing a
selfish deed imposes fetters on itself, which can be broken only by the reassertion of
the life universal. This way of sympathy is open to all and leads to the expansion of the
soul.

Dr Radhakrishnan continues:

If we want to escape from sin we must escape from selfishness. We must put down the
vain conceits and foolish lies about the supremacy of the small self. Each of us con-
ceives himself to be an exclusive unit, an ego sharply marked off from whatever lies
outside his physical body and mental history. From this egoism springs all that is mor-
ally bad. We should realise in our life and conduct that all things are in God and of God.
The man who knows this truth will long to lose his life, will hate all selfish goods and
sell all that he has, would wish even to be despised and rejected of the world, if so he
can come into accord with the universal life of God. In one sense the Upanishad moral-
ity is individualistic, for its aim is self-realisation; but “individualistic” ceases here to
have any exclusive meaning. To realise oneself is to identify oneself with a good that is
not his alone. Moral life is a God-centred life, a life of passionate love and enthusiasm
for humanity, of seeking the infinite through the finite, and not a mere selfish adventure
for small ends.!

The Upanishads insist on the inwardness of morality and attach great importance to motive
in conduct. Inner purity is more important than outer conformity. Upanishadic teaching not
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only says ‘do not steal’ and ‘do not murder’ but also declares ‘do not covet and do not hate or
yield to anger, malice and greed. The mind will have to be purified, for it is no use cutting the
branches and leaving the roots intact. Conduct is judged by its subjective worth or the amount
of giving it involves.’

The Upanishadic approach to life is the culmination of Vedic thought. It is also called
Vedanta, the climax of the Veda, a denomination that the Upanishads contain as the essence of
the Vedic teaching. They are the foundations on which most of the later philosophies and
religions of India have come into being. I again quote Dr Radhakrishnan: “The Upanishads do
not content themselves with merely emphasising the spirit of true religion. They also give us a
code of duties, without which the moral ideal will be an uncertain guide.”” The object of the
Upanishadic approach is much more than reaching only the philosophical truth; it is to bring
peace and freedom to the anxious human spirit. Although the essence of Vedic thought is that
everything is from Brahma and is of Brahma and that doing harm to others is wrong, it does not
say ‘do not kill’. However, a key aspect of the importance of Upanishadic thought is that by
putting forward the idea of the oneness of the universe and the idea of moral responsibility it
laid the foundations for the future philosophies of Mahavir and Buddha.

Mahavir and Jainism
Nonviolence is the highest religion

Animal sacrifice was still common during the Vedic period. However, during the
Upanishadic period the doctrine of rebirth and the conviction that all things in the world
possessed life with soul was also enunciated. It made a substantial impact on the thinking of
spiritual leaders of that time. As a result, a new approach developed according to which the
practice of animal sacrifice started being considered to be against life itself. The perspective
that all things, animals, insects and plants were possessed of soul, along with the belief in
rebirth, created a sense of horror of taking life in any form. It also led to a revolt against
animal sacrifice.

Vardhamana, later Mahavir Swami, was born in 599 BC. He was the twenty-fourth tirthankar,
‘the founder of the path’ and one who has completed the whole cycle of births. This was the
period of areligion started by Rishbhdev and continued by Mahatma Parshwanath, which had
become lethargic and ineffective. Social relationships had grossly deteriorated. Although
Mahavir is commonly considered as the ‘founder’ of Jainism, he actually rejuvenated the ex-
isting religion and gave it a new life and a specific philosophy.

The enlightened among the people who followed the teachings of Parshwanath requested
Mahavir to give birth to a religion which would end injustice and improve social relationship.
Mabhavir insisted that man should not injure life whether in sport or in sacrifice. To strengthen
their position of protest against sacrifice the Jains denied God, for it was, they said, for his
propitiation that life was being destroyed in the name of sacrifice. As Radhakrishnan has it:

In metaphysics Jainism is opposed to all theories which do not emphasise ethical re-
sponsibility. The ethical interest in human freedom is the determining consideration.
The theories of the creation of the world by God, or its development out of prakriti or
its unreality, are criticised on the ground that they cannot account for either the origin
or the cessation of suffering.?
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According to Mahavir committing sin of any kind is an offence against humanity and not
against God. In fact in Jain teachings God as such does not exist. The Jains believe in the
authority of those individuals who are enlightened and are liberated from the process of re-
birth. They are the tirthankars. The important point in this context is that Mahavir made his
followers aware of the fact that destruction of life and inflicting injustice are the two greatest
sins human beings can commit. Humanity has to discover this truth and practice it.

A balanced life according to Jain philosophy requires four kinds of compassionate behav-
iour. Instead of thinking of revenge, do good to others; feel happy at the success of others;
sympathise with those who are suffering and try to remove the causes of their suffering; and be
compassionate towards the sinner.

In Jainism virtue consists in the five-fold conduct of one who has knowledge and faith. (1)
innocence, or ahimsa (nonviolence), which is not mere negative abstention, but positive kind-
ness to all creation; (2) charity and truth speaking; (3) honourable conduct such as not stealing;
(4) chastity in word, thought and deed; (5) renunciation of all worldly interests.

It should be noted that Mahavir was the first religious leader who made nonviolence one of
the primary codes of conduct towards goodness. The Jains believed that himsa (violence), or
infliction of suffering on others, is the greatest sin. This is the first time that nonviolence was
pronounced to be the highest value — ahimsa paramo dharma — nonviolence is the highest reli-
gion. Although Mahavir’s nonviolence does not say anything directly about the undesirability of
the institution of war, his philosophy and teachings, centred on the total renunciation of violence,
even against the smallest creature, have to be interpreted as a command not to go to war.

Buddha and Buddhism

A man is not noble if he injures living creatures . . .

Buddha was born in 567 BC, 32 years after Mahavir. He was more pragmatic than Mahavir, as
is evident from his sermons and discourses with his disciples. The well-known treatise
Dhammapada provides us with a concise and compact collection of his teachings probably
compiled about 200 years after his death (known to Buddhists as Na ha nirvana).

Whereas Mahavir’s approach was of total renunciation, Buddha’s philosophy was that of
majjhima nikaya (the middle path). He discovered the solution for resolving what I have called
the creative contradiction in human nature. The contradiction is between body comfort and
morality. Buddha’s teaching emphasised truth, righteousness, nonviolence, self-restraint and
control. The following few verses from the Dhammapada relate to the Buddha’s philosophy of
nonviolence:

Even though a man be richly attired, if he develops tranquillity, is quiet, subdued and
restrained, leading a holy life and abstaining from injury to all living beings — he is a
Brahmin, he is an ascetic, he is a Bhikku.* (x, 142)

‘Patience’ is the greatest penance, long suffering the highest ‘Nibbana’. So declared the
Buddha. ‘No recluse (pabbajita) is the man who strikes another, nor is he a Bhikku who
does harm to another’ (vi, 184)

Those sages who are without violence, and who are ever controlled in body, attain to
the eternal Abode (Nibbana), where having gone a man is freed from sorrow. (v, 225)
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The above statements illustrate the emphasis Buddha put on the ideal of nonviolence in its
day-to-day relevance and as the highest goal. He does not comment on the phenomenon of
war. Nevertheless, from what he preached to his followers, rejection of war seems to be a
natural corollary. His repeated and constant emphasis on nonviolence as the highest human
value did influence some rulers to give fresh thought to the wars they waged to conquer and
subjugate new countries, which caused deaths and heavy suffering to thousands of people.

The most widely known historical evidence in this regard is that of Emperor Ashoka. Two
and a half centuries after Buddha’s death, after the battle of Kalinga, which destroyed thou-
sands of lives, Ashoka renounced war and became a staunch propagator of the Buddhist phi-
losophy of nonviolence.

As far as the growth of the philosophy of nonviolence is concerned Mahavir’s along with
Buddha’s contributions have been profound. Their teachings spread at many levels — rulers as
well as the masses. Jain philosophy became popular in the mid-west of India. However, it did
not become as dynamic as Buddhism, which became the religion of many countries in north-
central/north-eastern, south-western and south Asia. Emperor Ashoka sent emissaries to many
lands for the propagation of Buddha’s teachings. His own son went to Sri Lanka on behalf of
his father to spread Buddhist thought.

Buddha’s concept of nonviolence, while obviously different from today’s pacifist’s under-
standing of war resistance, made a great contribution to the concepts of a world without war.

Christ and Christianity
Early Christianity and pacifism

Christianity began as a reform movement within Judaism, which, while accepting the law and
the prophets, refused to be bound by the oral traditions. Jesus claimed to ‘fulfil the law’, but
preferred to follow his own interpretations and particularly attacked the ‘fences for the Torah’,
such as the washing of hands, certain tithings and fasts as well as other prescriptions which in
his view were but heavy burdens imposed by Scribes and Pharisees.

The principal source of information about the life of Jesus are the Gospels written by the
four saints, Matthew, Mark, Luke and John. They deal with the life of Jesus in their own ways
and with different audiences in mind. Mark, taken to be the earliest of the four, was interested
primarily in the mighty deeds of Jesus; Matthew’s Gospel was written with the Jewish audi-
ence in mind; Luke’s was addressed chiefly to gentiles and John reported the sayings of Jesus
in the form of discourses. These settings make it difficult to deal with the life of Jesus in a
strictly historical manner.

The Gospels speak of three main groups among the Jewish teachers: the Sadducees, the
Scribes and the Pharisees. The principal differences among them were in their attitude toward
the oral tradition that had developed in Judaism since the days of the prophets. The Scribes
and the Pharisees had elaborated the prescription and prohibitions of the Old Testament into a
complex code of behaviour. Jesus clashed with them over the importance of external conform-
ity with such a code of behaviour as contrasted with the true relation to God demanded by the
prophets. The Sadducees were conservative defenders of the Mosaic Law against the innova-
tion of the oral tradition. With them too Jesus clashed over issues such as the resurrection of
the dead. So his was a struggle with the forces which were responsible for ritualising the
teachings of the prophets. In this respect Jesus Christ’s story is similar to that of Buddha, who
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also had to stand against the superficialities and ritualistic practices introduced and enforced
by the priesthood.

When Jesus talked of the kingdom of God he did not talk about the realm of God, but the
reign of God; not a country or territory, but a divine activity and a revelation. He said that the
kingdom of God is coming. He appears in the Gospels as the bringer of the kingdom. He said
to his opponents: ‘the kingdom is in the midst of you, not within you; you have to search for it
and own it’. He himself was the sign of the kingdom. It was with the announcement of the
kingdom that Jesus began his public preaching.

Jesus preached repentance and belief in the Gospel. Repentance meant a change of mind,
a break with the past and a new direction. He denounced the pride of the religious men in his
time, with their claim upon God and the inner corruption of their hearts. One of the purposes of
Jesus’ stress upon the severity of God’s demands was to bring about the kind of awareness out
of which true repentance would issue. The First Commandment was to believe in God and to
love him.

The Second Commandment was to love one’s neighbour. He insisted that outward per-
formance is not sufficient. Not only murder but even hate was prohibited. What was revolu-
tionary about Jesus’ ethic of the kingdom was this insistence, coupled as it was with his pri-
mary emphasis upon the mercy and righteousness of God.

There cannot be a better example of the application of nonviolence than that of Jesus’
relationship with his chosen twelve disciples. For instance, when the time of crisis (crucifix-
ion) drew near, Jesus gathered the twelve disciples for the Last Supper. He also wanted to
prepare them for what was to come. He gave them his last will and testament, together with the
promise of the Holy Spirit. One of them, Judas, had put himself in the service of the enemies of
Jesus. Jesus knew that Judas would betray him and all the other disciples would forsake him.
He told them about it and to their protestations of loyalty he replied with further prediction that
Peter, who was the closest to him, would deny him three times.

I have given the above example just to emphasise to what extent true nonviolence can and
should stretch according to Jesus Christ. Despite the fact that he knew about the betrayal by
the disciples he gave them his last will and testament together with the promise of the Holy
Spirit. What happened to Christianity after Christ is a different matter, but that was Jesus’
victory over the heart of all humankind. One of his Ten Commandments included in the Ser-
mon on the Mount was “Thou shalt not kill’. Peter Brock, the pacifist historian to whom I am
indebted for much of the material on Christianity, explains:

Returning good for evil was Christ’s way; avenging a wrong was the pagan path. ‘Chris-
tians’, according to Clemens of Alexandria, around 200AD, ‘are not allowed to correct
by violence sinful wrongdoings.’

‘Jesus’, writes Arnobius the Elder about a century later, taught that it was ‘better to
endure a wrong than to inflict [it], to shed one’s [blood] rather than stain one’s hands
and conscience with the blood of another’. Gentleness and nonresistance and innocent
suffering were Christ’s methods of overcoming evil: this theme occurs constantly
throughout the period of the early church. Take, for instance, Athenagoras in the sec-
ond half of the second century: ‘We have learnt . . . not only not to strike back and not
to go to law with those who plunder and rob us, but with some, if they buffet us on the
side of the head, to offer the other side of the head to them for a blow, and with others,
if they take away our tunic, to give them also our cloak.’s
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Jesus declared ‘blessed are the meek for they shall inherit the earth. . . . Blessed are the
peacemakers: for they shall be called the children of God.” Given this clear teaching it does
seem surprising that anyone can hold a gun and call himself a Christian.

It is only after the teachings of Jesus Christ that the roots of pacifism, as we define it today,
were laid. Although most religions and their founders aimed their teachings and activities at
human unity, universal brotherhood and non-killing of human beings, they did not clearly
express the idea of rejecting war as an instrument for the office of kings and rulers. For in-
stance, although Buddha and Mahavir pronounced that nonviolence was the highest religion
they did not say that war was not a prerogative of the rulers. Even the peace-loving Essenes
Jews had not completely given up their weapons of war. There is nothing to denote that even
Jesus ever spoke about the rejection of war as such in his sermons. But of course Christ’s using
the commandment ‘Thou shalt not kill” implies a principle against the institution of war.

The first clear-cut renunciation of war as such appears only among the early Christians.
Historically speaking, it was with Jesus Christ’s Sermon on the Mount that total renunciation
of war became a well-defined principle of the Christian faith. But the notable point here is that
even Christ did not put it in such concrete terms. There is no statement or command in the
Gospels concerning the rightness or wrongness of serving in the military forces. It was after
some time that the implications of this message became clear. As Brock puts it:

Yet Christians for almost two millennia have sought confirmation in the books of the
New Testament for either a pacifist or an antipacifist stand, for war has been too ever-
present a social reality for Christians to have been able to escape making a judgment.
That since the fourth century pacifists have formed a very small minority of the total
number of Christians is incontrovertible. However, I will argue that early in that cen-
tury the official stand of the church — and presumably the majority of believers — op-
posed Christian participation in war or the shedding of human blood. That these early
generations of Jesus’ followers supported antimilitarism may in itself be taken as cir-
cumstantial evidence for the pacifism of the Gospel era.®

Mohammed and Islam

The founder of Islam, Mohammed (Abulquasim Muhammad Ibn’ Abdullah Ibn *Abd al-
Muttliab Ibn Hashim) was an Arab born in Mecca in AD 570. After meeting a Christian
monk, Buhara, during a trip away from home at the age of 12 he gave up worshipping im-
ages. Until the age of about 40, when he started preaching, he lived a peaceful life and at-
tained relative prosperity. At a time when armed fighting was not uncommon in the commer-
cial city of Mecca Mohammed’s life might have appeared unusually quiet and uneventful.
By the time he reached 40 he had formed the habit of withdrawing periodically into the
mountains near Mecca to meditate and pray.

One night on Mount Hira, he had an overwhelming spiritual experience. The word of God
was revealed to him by the archangel Gabriel. He heard an imperious voice and a luminous
being grasped him by the throat and commanded him to repeat sacred words. At first he tried
to flee, which was later explained by Khadija to be the manifestation of his doubts, his self-
questioning as to the genuineness of the messages and his dread of turning into the kind of
visionary poet to be seen in the market of Mecca with their pretence of being possessed.
Khadija was the widow who had given Mohammed the responsibility of managing her busi-
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ness affairs and whom he married at the age of 25.

Finally, Mohammed was again seized by the conviction that he had a message to convey. In
its contents the message was a fervent and reiterated proclamation of the all-powerfulness of
the one God, Creator of the universe. Mohammed’s God was the God of justice and mercy,
who had filled the earth with the signs of glory and grace. His hesitation and doubts disap-
peared and he started preaching from about the year AD 613.

The Holy Koran gives the very words that Mohammed uttered as that of his revelation,
which were collected during his lifetime. The first disciple, Khalifa Abubakar got the words of
revelation compiled as the Koran. Later, though, there were several versions of the Koran; the
third Khalifa Osman declared the first version, which was presented by the first Khalifa, to be
the authentic one and destroyed the others by burning them.

I would like to quote a few verses from the Holy Koran to give an idea of its oneness in
several elements with the teachings of the prophets and founders of other religions given in the
earlier sections of this chapter. For instance God is the maker of the universe and has filled this
earth with signs of glory, grace and forgiveness. Although there are no commandments or
statements like “Thou shalt not kill’ or ‘Nonviolence is the greatest of all religions’, the con-
cept of all humankind belonging to the same origin and deserving of justice and protection is
also present in Islam.

The following quotations are from The Essence of Quran by Vinoba Bhave, who, in addi-
tion to being a great follower of Gandhi, was a profound religious scholar. After studying the
Holy Koran in its original form for 20 years he translated it to create a compilation with
selected verses and a few linguistic variations.

46. On Justice
229. Be ever prepared to make friends
2. And if they would deceive thee, then lo! Allah is Sufficient for thee. He it is
Who supporteth thee with His help and with the believers.

47. Mercy better than Justice
231. Forgiveness is the Highest Wisdom

48. Creed of Non-violence
232. Fill your heart with loving kindness and seek refuge in God
1. Keep to forgiveness, and enjoy kindness, and turn away from the ignorant.
2. And if a slander from the devil wound thee, then seek refuge inAllah. Lo! He is
Hearer, Knower.
3. Lo! Those who ward off (evil), when a glamour from the devil troubleth them
they do but remember (Allah’s Guidance) and behold the seers!

233. Repel evil only with Righteousness
1. Repel evil with that which is better. We are Best Aware of that which they allege.
2. And say: My Lord! I seek refuge in Thee from suggestions of the evil ones.
3. And I seek refuge in Thee, my Lord, lest they be present with me.

234. When we ask forgiveness of God we should forgive others
1. Let them forgive and show indulgence. Yearn ye not that Allah may forgive
you? Allah is forgiving, Merciful.

235. Enemies are converted into friends
1. The good deed and the evil deed are not alike. Repel the evil deed with one
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which is better, then lo! he between whom and thee there was enmity (will be
come) as though he was a bosom friend.

2. Butnone is granted it save those who are steadfast, and none is granted it save
the owner of great happiness.

236. How love can come into being?
1. Lo!Those who believe and do good works, the Beneficent will appoint for them
love.

50. Non-cooperation with evil
242. Listen not to those who reject truth
Therefore obey not thou the rejectors.
Who would have had thee compromise, that they may compromise.
Neither obey thou each feeble oath monger,
Detractor, spreader abroad of slanders,
Hinderer of the good, transgressor, malefactor,
Greedy therewithal, intrusive.
It is because he is possessed of wealth and children.’

A ol

Vinoba held that the implication of these verses is that a society which follows the teach-

ings of their prophet will be truly nonviolent.

I believe that some of the offshoots of Islam are by their very nature nonviolent. For in-

stance the Sufi philosophy generates nonviolence and human unity within and with the whole
of nature, and there are other examples.

Here is an item published in The War Resister XXIII, Summer 1929, entitled ‘The Protes-

tants of Islam’:

There is in Algiers a Mohammedan Sect called the Mozambites; they practice veg-
etarianism and abstain from alcohol, and, believing in world fraternity, they object to
military service. Before the Great War, the French Government gave this people, num-
bering 45,000, full exemption from military service, but in 1914 this promise was bro-
ken and the young men were called up and forced to enter the French Army. Very many
became war resisters. The struggle of this brave little group continues. The Interna-
tional finds it difficult to co-operate, as they fear European contact as demoralising.®

If at the time when this group came to the notice of the WRI, or earlier, there had been

thorough research, it is very likely that more such sects and groups would have been discovered.

Notes Chapter 2
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CHAPTER 3

The authority of government, even such as I am willing to submit

to - for I will cheerfully obey those who know and can do better than
I, and in many things even those who neither know nor can do so
well - is still an impure one: to be strictly just, it must have the
sanction and consent of the governed. It can have no pure right over
my person and property but what I concede to it. The progress from
an absolute to a limited monarchy, from a limited monarchy to a
democracy, is a progress toward a true respect for the individual. . .
. Is a democracy, such as we know it, the last improvement possible
in government? Is it not possible to take a step further towards rec-
ognising and organising the rights of man? There will never be a re-
ally free and enlightened State, until the State comes to recognise
the individual as a higher and independent power, from which all its
own power and authority are derived, and treats him accordingly. I
please myself with imagining a State at last which can afford to be
just to all men, and to treat the individual with respect as a neigh-
bour; which even would not think it inconsistent with its own repose,
if a few were to live aloof from it, not meddling with it, nor embraced
by it, who fulfilled all the duties of neighbours and fellow-men. A
State which bore this kind of fruit and suffered it to drop off as fast
as it ripened, would prepare the way for a still more perfect and glo-
rious State, which also I have imagined, but not yet anywhere seen.
Henry D. Thoreau?

Nonviolence and pacifism

Because of the revulsion towards war felt by many of those who have knowledge of it nations
and rulers have to work hard to make the people accept the institution of war. The demand for
loyalty to the king made men work as soldiers in the royal armies. Military service was regarded
as an obligation. The ruling classes glorified the profession of the soldier and rewarded him to
impress upon the population that to be a soldier was to be next to the ruler and the priest. The
concept of nationalism has been cultivated and exploited by the ruling classes to confuse peo-
ple’s feelings of love and respect for their homeland with faithfulness towards their rulers.

Although most of the apostles and prophets of all religions preached tolerance and justice
and asked their followers not to inflict harm on others, they did not project any clearly defined
philosophy which rejected war as a means of resolving conflicts between one nation and an-
other. However, their preaching of these values inspired and motivated thousands of people to
renounce participation in the system of war in their individual capacity.

The first known example of abstention from any use of violence in the form of war emerged
from Buddha’s teachings. In the third century BC Emperor Ashoka fought a bloody battle with
the powerful kingdom of Kalinga to expand his empire up to the east coast of India. The death
toll in this battle is said to have been nearly 250,000, which included a large number of the
civilian population. It also resulted in large-scale spread of diseases and continued suffering.
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When Ashoka realised the extent of killing that took place in war, and the suffering caused by
it, he vowed never to go to war again and turned to Buddhism.? Ashoka did not fight any battle
again.

Ashoka’s Kalinga war was a war of conquest. It is hard to envisage what he would have
done in reply to an attack from outside. I believe that after his conversion to Buddhism he
would have tried to follow Buddha’s teachings in this respect too. It is said that he did decide
not to retaliate against anybody trying to do harm to his kingdom, but to tolerate it as far as
possible. He also instructed his son and grandson never to go to war.

It is not known what the situation was concerning the institution of war in most of the non-
Christian world during those early periods of history. The impression one gets from most
studies is that kingdoms, clans and tribes always used weapons to defend themselves and their
property. There was though an exception in pre-Christian Palestine. The sect called Essenes,
among the Jewish population, established some time before the beginning of the Christian era,
renounced the use of violence throughout the greater part of their history.

Early pacifism

Pacifism as a way of life, as we know it today, grew with Christianity. In his Sermon on the
Mount Christ propounded, like Buddha, a philosophy which put all human beings at par with
each other — to be respected, loved and protected on a mutual or even unilateral basis. Christ’s
approach was sensible and practical in its ultimate analysis, but it posed many questions re-
garding human relationships and lasting peace on earth. Although the teachings of the Sermon
on the Mount become the essential part of Christianity, not all Christians adhered to them in
practice. There were sections of people who, without expressing why they rejected the com-
mand ‘Thou shall not kill’, set it aside by saying that it lacked pragmatism and could not be
applied in day-to-day life, an argument often used against pacifism throughout history.

With the rise of the Christian church the question of participation in war became a signifi-
cant problem. Differences of opinion on the issue had arisen within the Christian body from
quite an early period. At the early stages, the question hardly arose as a practical problem. Few
members of the Christian community were either liable or eligible for service in the Roman
army. Quite apart from that, they thought of themselves as a small body of the elect, living in
constant expectation of the Second Coming, walking the path of separation and taking no
responsibility for the affairs of the world, either in civil administration or in military service.
However, they did not mind the civil powers using force ‘whenever necessary’; indeed they
expected them to do so. As far as their own lives were concerned Christianity, the religion of
peace, used only spiritual weapons. There could be no question of its adherents attempting to
advance their views by force and, above all, there was no thought of rising against the Roman
government.

Gradually Christianity spread and drew in people from many parts of the Roman empire. It
was natural that with the increase in the Christian population the concept of refusal of war
service also spread further and the number of objectors to military service also increased. With
some soldiers converting to Christianity the question arose whether their two positions — being
a Christian as well as a soldier — were compatible with each other. The early church at this time
firmly believed that the soldier’s profession was totally incompatible with Christianity.

By the early church we mean the period between the death of Jesus in AD 29 until the year
313, when Emperor Constantine declared his conversion to Christianity. Among early Chris-
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tian writings there are a multitude of passages condemning war in general terms and emphasis-
ing its incompatibility with the Christian way of life. Sometimes war is depicted as the work of
demons. Killing in war is branded as murder; the sword is accursed. Warfare is regarded as fit
only for non-Christians, for the ‘gentiles’. According to Geoffrey Nuttall, before the
Constantinian period

Persecution of the Christians was not incessant; but they were liable to persecution at
any time, they never knew when persecution might break over their heads; and it did, in
fact, grow worse with every successive outbreak, the worst persecution of all being
only two or three years before Constantine became emperor; . . .3

According to Peter Brock

The satanic character of the Roman empire is deduced, inter alia, from the fact that
preparation for war and engagement in battle are among its most important functions.
The church fathers condemned the pomp and glory of soldiery, and the work of war
they castigated as an iniquity, “madness”, a product of lusts of the flesh. “For how can
he be just, who injures, hates, despoils, kills?”” wrote Lactantius at the beginning of the
fourth century of the warrior. Indeed the early Christians saw homicide as the essential
characteristic of the soldier.*

The church fathers had been writing to stress the importance of love of the enemy and the
doing of good to evil-doers. It was considered an essential element in Jesus’ message to the
whole world. Christ’s way was to return good for evil. According to him avenging a wrong was
the pagan path.

Military service was not a major issue for the early Christian community. The royal armies
were, by and large, raised on a voluntary basis. Conscription was applied only rarely. A likely
reason behind this was that at first the people who joined the Christian church were from the
Jewish community, or were women and slaves, who in any case were not eligible for military
duties. Later, when military service was introduced by the State it was on a voluntary basis. At
a later period, the question of voluntary enlistment did occur, and the critical opinion about
military service held by most church leaders did influence the situation.

There were cases of soldiers’ conversion to Christianity, but the general environment of the
church remained unfavourable to the idea of Christians serving as soldiers. Although consci-
entious objection to military service would have been logical, the existence of Christian sol-
diers was at least a possibility. The first authenticated instances of Christians serving in the
Roman army dates back to shortly after AD 170, during the reign of Emperor Marcus Aurelius.
The first evidence of Christians refusing military service on grounds of conscience comes
from the same decade. They were accused of a disinclination to fight in the imperial armies
and thus helping to expose the Emperor to barbarian attack.

Two contrary tendencies — Christians serving as soldiers and Christians refusing to serve
as soldiers — happening at the same time indicates that the question of military service had
become a serious concern for some sections of the Christian community and leadership. It is
another example of the contradiction in human nature. “Whereas my religion forbids me to
take up arms against any human being, my duty towards the Emperor, my own people, my
homeland, demand my services for their protection and safety: what should I do?’. While, on
the one hand, the devout Christians ruled out bearing arms and doing armed service and even
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considered the magistrate’s office incompatible with Christian life, many others recognised
righteous rulers, even if they were not Christians, as God’s ministers, who would act as a terror
to evil and would not bear the sword in vain to maintain law and order. These Christians
believed that the State possessed a place within the divine order.

The temptation to prove that in fact the two roads were not really so incompatible as they
might appear at first sight is inconsistent with the Christian position. The official church teach-
ing remained on the side of the anti-militarists. Until the start of the Constantinian period the
church did not approve the infliction of death even in self defence, whatever the provocation,
or of the imposition of a death sentence, however deserved.

Lactantius, who was active towards the end of the third and the early decades of the fourth
century, wrote:

When God prohibits killing, he not only forbids us to commit brigandage, which is not
allowed even by the public law; but he warns [us] that not even those things which are
regarded as legal among men are to be done. And so it will not be lawful for a just man
to serve as a soldier — for justice itself is his military service — not to accuse anyone of
a capital offense, because it makes not difference whether thou kill with a sword or with
a word, since killing itself is forbidden. And so in this commandment of God, no excep-
tion at all ought to be made [to the rule] that it is always wrong to kill a man, who God
has wished to be [regarded as] a sacrosanct creature.’

Constantine I after converting to Christianity considered himself, from AD 313 onwards,
as the chosen servant of the highest divinity, whom he identified with the God of the Christians
and who had given him victory over his enemies and raised him to supreme power. He be-
lieved that the prosperity of the empire and himself, to whose care it had been committed,
would be increased by God if his worship were properly conducted, and would be endangered
if God were moved to wrath by its neglect, that is, by not looking after the security of the
empire and its subjects.

What were the motives behind Constantine’s conversion to Christianity? Some believe that
it may have been an astute stroke of policy designed to win the support of the Christians, or a
wise act of statesmanship aimed at buttressing the decaying fabric of the empire with the
strength of the Christian church. But the Christian minority was small and unimportant and the
church was weak and divided. Nonetheless, a large portion of the Christian population re-
joiced at the victory of the Emperor who had accepted Jesus as his God.

Constantine soon came to be regarded by the church as the champion of Christianity under
whom there would be a guarantee that persecution of Christians would not recur. But some of
the leaders of the church saw the alliance between the church and the State as the fall of
Christianity. They were aware that Christianity aligned with the State was now committed to
the institution of war. They also knew that those who would speak against militarism would be
silenced and persecuted in some way or another.

In AD 314 a church synod was held in Arles. In one of its canons it was decreed that those
who laid down their arms in times of peace would be excluded from communion, meaning that
they would suffer excommunication. The synod recognised conscientious objection in time of
war as legitimate but disapproved of it at times of peace. However, there were still those who
remembered what Jesus had asked them to do; they dropped their arms and accepted the
punishment.

There is a remarkable story of a young man, who later became St Martin of Tours. He
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threw down his arms on the eve of battle and refused further service, declaring:

“T am a soldier of Christ; I cannot fight . . . I have fought for you . . . allow me now to
become a soldier for God. . . .” accused of cowardice, Martin avowed his readiness to
go unarmed into battle in front of the army.®

St Martin’s story shows that real Christian pacifism was not for the coward but only for a
brave person. Brock relates that

The waning antimilitarism of the fourth century produced further examples of consci-
entious objection from within the circle of St. Martin of Tours’ friends. For instance, St.
Victricius, later bishop of Rouen, followed St. Martin’s example, stating as one of his
reasons that he had cast away “the weapons of blood”.”

However the larger reality was that the church hierarchy continued to become increasingly
an annex of the State. There is an abundance of instances of nearly unconditional surrender to
the official position regarding war among the church leadership. They accepted the notion that
although it is not lawful to kill, to destroy the opponent is lawful and worthy of praise. Also
that the bravery which guards the homeland in war against the barbarians, or defends the weak
at home, or one’s allies from robbers, is full of justice.

Moreover, there may be tension between loyalty to the ruler and loyalty to humanity as a
whole. There may also be tension between ‘reasonable’ morality based on social utility and
morality which goes beyond physical requirements. These factors have their own psychologi-
cal truths. The end result was that the clergy and the elite willingly accepted to be co-opted by
the State to serve as its agents for the propagation of loyalty to the homeland and the ruler
against loyalty to the whole of humankind. Christianity became the official religion of the
Roman empire. As a result everything changed for Christians. For those who wanted to follow
the teachings of their Prophet honestly and as fully as humanly possible there were more and
more hindrances. This was to be a severe setback to the growth of pacifist thought and action.

In the early part of the fifth century St Augustine of Hippo evolved the theory of the ‘just
war’ along with the concept of the crusade or holy war, to justify the ‘need’ of the king to go to
war, whenever it was felt necessary. As a result

Only a vocational quasi-pacifism lingered on for many centuries in the custom, not
always in fact observed, that the clergy, and especially members of the monastic orders,
should be exempt from participation in war, in part because of the taint of blood which
such service involved (also illustrated, rather curiously, in the practice among fighting
clerics of sometimes using a club instead of sword when they participated in battle!).?

When the empire became officially Christian and the Christian rulers had to take the re-
sponsibility of keeping law and order within and dealing with barbarians’ attack from without,
the pacifist view seemed to disappear. St Augustine held that a war to resist aggression or to
enforce justice might be a Christian duty and that there was nothing incompatible with Chris-
tianity in the profession of a soldier. He must only fight in obedience to lawful authority and he
must always remember that wars are fought for the sake of peace that will follow them. Paci-
fists who followed Christ’s commands strongly believed that Christianity had been militarised
by barbarians.’
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Pacifism declined during the medieval age. The general situation and the public opinion by
and large now became, if not hostile, indifferent towards pacifism. Pacifists, under these con-
ditions, had no option other than to go into monastic life. Later, when pacifism was revived
within the framework of Christianity, it was through sects which had emerged in defiance of
the mainstream of official Christendom during the Middle Ages. Generally the State in co-
operation with the official church continued to persecute pacifists.

Rejuvenation of pacifism in Christian sects

The withdrawal of pacifists from the mainstream should not be interpreted as a defeat of
pacifism or the death of any hope for its future. Christian pacifists were not pessimists, for they
knew through their faith that Christ’s prophesy would one day be a reality.

Peter Brock writes of this historical phase of pacifism:

From the High Middle Ages onward the Catholic church continued its efforts to limit
the incidence of warfare, to devise a “law of nations” that could regulate interstate
affairs without recourse to bloodshed, and to provide a shelter for those who felt called
to a peaceful way of life. Yet Roman Catholicism repudiated pacifism on principle as a
perfectionist counsel.

This was not accepted by some medieval sects. For example among

the Cathars and the Waldenses, the Lollards and the Czech Brethren pre-Constantinian
antimilitarism was renewed, so that beginning from the eleventh century we may once
more, though at first only gropingly, take up the story of pacifist development.!°

It is important to keep in mind that, if looked at in a cursory manner, for various reasons the
story of pacifism may not show much continuity. It appears as if the presence of pacifists and
witnesses within the church had been quite sporadic and occasional. But in reality this was not so.

In the following few pages we shall see that, despite the differences based on philosophical
understanding, interpretation and reasons attributed to pragmatism, and despite the political
and social forces trying to divide pacifist groups, the efforts to bring back the values of early
Christian pacifism continued. We will see that the depth of understanding and commitment of
many pacifist communities was taking firmer and more convincing form.

It was because of the efforts of the pacifists alone that this development took place. Other forces
have helped determine the direction of human society, including the working out of the contradic-
tion described above. The only path to peace with hope for the future is the path of peace itself, that
is nonviolence and universal human unity: pacifist dynamics for human survival.

Waldenses

In Christian Pacifism in History, Geoftrey Nuttall mentions three main heretical groups which
repudiated war in the Middle Ages, namely the Waldenses, the Lollards, and the Bohemians or
Moravian Brethren.

In AD 1170 Peter Waldo, a merchant of Lyon, who had no theological training, went forth
as an itinerant to preach the gospel of poverty after selling his goods or giving them to the
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poor. He had not received the Holy Order necessary to be officially recognised as a preacher.
Amid the wealth of the medieval church poverty exercised a powerful appeal as an ideal,
proposed by many visionaries. Among these was St Francis, who some 30 years later in his
turn sold his goods for a life of poverty.

What disturbed the authorities about Waldo was not his preaching of poverty but his
disobedience. Waldo was excommunicated, and his followers became a sect which in
AD 1215 was formally condemned. Their history since that date has been, and still is .
.. a bitter tale of virulent persecution; and no doubt the persecution helped them, as it
helped the early Christians, to repudiate war.

With the Waldenses the conception of the Law of Christ, as it is described in the
Scriptures, stands out above all other marks by which the Church may be recognised;
this law is present quintessentially, in the Sermon on the Mount; and it was from the
Sermon on the Mount that to them, as to so many mediaeval sects, came the repudiation
of oaths, military service, capital punishment and all shedding of blood."!

The main characteristic of these medieval pacifist sects was their return to the Bible; and
within the Bible to the New Testament; and within the New Testament to the Sermon on the
Mount. So much so that they placed a very high emphasis on the command ‘Thou shalt not
kill’.

Anabaptists

The Reformation, which brought about Protestant Christianity, began in Switzerland in the
third decade of the sixteenth century. Anabaptism was an extension of the Reformation under
the leadership of Ulrich Zwingli, the leading preacher of Zurich. After a while some young
associates of Zwingli, headed by a local patrician’s son, Conrad Grebel, became disillusioned
with him upon realising that he was not prepared to do anything in the direction of restoring
primitive Christianity. Zwingli wanted only church reforms while the group desired a com-
plete restitution of the apostolic church. The good relations between the two groups deterio-
rated and developed into hostility. Their relationship broke apart in the autumn of 1524. The
Swiss Brethren separated from their fellow Protestants. Although they repudiated the designa-
tion Anabaptists, for they denied the validity of infant baptism altogether, this was the name
that soon became affixed to their movement.

The Swiss Brethren held to the major doctrines of Christianity such as a personal God
existing eternally as a Trinity, the lost condition of mankind spiritually, salvation by God’s
grace through faith in Christ, and the two eternal destinies, heaven and hell. The major differ-
ence with the Reformed Church and the Lutherans concerned the nature of the church, and the
relation to the ‘world’. They conceived of the church as a fellowship of converted people,
baptised on a commitment to Christ as lord, and kept pure by discipline. For these quiet
Anabaptists, in contrast with the later revolutionaries of Munster, Christian discipleship in-
volved the rejection of all oaths, as well as the magistracy, the constabulary and the military.
This position was based upon a literal acceptance of the ethic of Christ and the New Testament
in contrast with the ‘lower’ standards of the Old Testament on these points. The disciple of
Christ must not resist an evil man.

The sect of Anabaptists was a prominent pacifist force in sixteenth-century Europe. They
were treated to the most bloodthirsty persecution by both the Catholics and the Protestants.
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Except for a small proportion of Anabaptists, who took to armed militancy, the majority re-
mained true to their pacifist belief throughout. However, their total rejection of arms did not
spare them the persecution that befell their militant brethren.

Discipleship, although it sprang from the conscience of each individual, was for the
Anabaptists essentially a social product. It could not be divorced from the holy com-
munity (Gemeinde), the brotherhood of those who sought to obey Christ’s law of love
and share the sufferings of their fellow members as their own. Entry into the brother-
hood was by baptism on confession of faith. There could be no birthright members, for
discipleship was the result solely of mature choice.'?

The first cases of Anabaptist conscientious objectors (COs) were in the middle of 1525 in
the town of what is now Baden: Jakob Gross and Ulrich Teck. Gross refused to carry weapons
in defence of his city. He was expelled, but later, probably under social and clerical pressure,
he offered not only to do alternative service but also to stand watch as a guard wearing armour
and holding a pike in his hand, as long as he did not actually have to kill, for that was against
‘God’s command’.

Menno Simons (1496-1561), a former Catholic country parson from Friesland, had taken
to Anabaptism in 1536 and had become a leading force within the sect’s groups. He was an
ordained priest and curate at Pingjum, near his native birthplace. Simons became the leader of
the Anabaptists in Holland and remained in that position for 25 of their most difficult years.

Menno repudiated the formation of a sect. Those who had experienced the ‘new birth’ were
to him the true Christian churches. His Christiology was mainly orthodox, though he rejected
terms (such as Trinity) which he could not find in the scripture, and believed in the celestial
origin of the flesh of Christ.

Mennonites

The Mennonite sect originated in Switzerland as well as the Netherlands. Conrad Grebel, a
young Swiss patrician and scholar and a follower of Ulrich Zwingli, in January 1525 inaugu-
rated a ‘believer’s baptism’ and set up a new church. The movement spread rapidly into other
lands.

Mennonites rejected hierarchy and recognised no other authority in religious matters than
the Bible. Their understanding of scriptures differs somewhat from that of Protestantism gen-
erally in that they stress the contrast between the Old and New Testaments, taking seriously the
principle that Christ was the fullness of God’s revelation to men, and understanding the teach-
ing of Christ to constitute a genuine advance over the doctrines and standards of the Old
Testament. For Mennonites oaths and the taking of life were absolutely forbidden; hence the
magistracy and the army were unlawful callings. But magistrates were to be obeyed in all
things, not being prohibited by scripture.

Old Amish Order

In 1793 the Amish, who had been close to both the Brethren and the Mennonites broke away
from the main body of Swiss Brethren under Jakob Amman, a supporter of the strict applica-
tion of avoidance (Meidung).
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The Mennonites and Amish for whom by the nineteenth century Alsace and Lorraine
had been home for a century or more could not, of course, obtain freedom from con-
scription by showing Swiss citizenship papers. They were liable to the law of the land
(after the Franco—Prussian War of 1870 most of the area where Mennonites lived came
once again under German rule)."

The establishment of a united Germany led to the extension of the terms of the
Royal Cabinet Order of 1868 to the rest of the new Reich. In the west and south of the
country there were by now few young Mennonites anxious to take advantage of the
possibility of noncombatant service thus opened to them . . . Even the Amish of central
Germany, who were in the process of finally amalgamating with their Mennonite breth-
ren, at a conference held in 1867 had decided to leave the matter of army service open:
“How each congregation and each young man will indeed preserve our ancient
Mennonite nonresistance, in order to satisfy his own conscience and the demand of the
authorities, we leave to the judgment to each one”. “This,” comments Ernst Crous,
“was the formula later often repeated to save the principle and at the same time aban-
don it.""*

Doukhobors

Doukhobors, ‘Spirit wrestlers’, are a Russian religious sect, known in the eighteenth century.
They reject all external authority, even that of the Bible, and believe in direct individual rev-
elation, supplemented by a growing body of canticles and proverbs called the ‘Book of Life’,
which is handed down orally.

They are egalitarian and pacifists. They have varied their attitude to communal ownership
and resistance to government with their leaders. The persecution they suffered under the Tsars
was due to their rejection of authority in church and State, to their proselytising activities and
to their refusal to accept conscription.

Doukhobors were sporadically persecuted from 1773 onward. In 1801 the majority (about
4000) was settled by the Tsar Alexander I on the Molochnaya River near the Sea of Azov. They
became prosperous for a time after the death of their leader, S. Kapustin (1820).A government
investigation of 1834 revealed a state of corruption, which they themselves admitted. They
were all deported to the Caucasus in 1840/41. Under the leadership of Kapustin’s descendants
they enjoyed prosperity and peace. Later they were led by a young man called Peter Verigin
who was banished to Siberia in 1887. He instructed his followers, on principles derived from
Tolstoyan fellow exiles, to adopt vegetarianism and stricter pacifism and to return to commu-
nism. After disturbances culminating in a solemn burning of arms in 1895 they were deported
to scattered villages in Georgia.

Tolstoy successfully petitioned the Tsar to allow the persecuted Doukhobors to emigrate.
They renamed themselves in 1886 as the Christian Community of Universal Brotherhood.
English Quakers collected funds for them. After an unsuccessful attempt at settlement in Cy-
prus about 7,500 reached Canada. The Canadian government granted land on easy terms in
Saskatchewan and exemption from conscription. After moving to Canada their clashes with
the government turned on their non-compliance with land, tax and education laws. They tend
to avoid schooling because they believe that ‘the letter killeth’ and the schools teach war.
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Jehovah’s Witnesses

The group was first organised in 1872 by Charles Taze Russell as ‘International Bible Stu-
dents’ but in 1931 it was renamed Jehovah’s Witnesses. They regard both Catholics and Prot-
estants as misguided by Satan. The Witnesses believe that there is only one true God and that
is Jehovah. Jesus Christ is the perfect man and is God’s agent in establishing the theocracy. As
the perfect man, he is now man’s redeemer since his death made possible reconciliation with
God, which was broken by Adam’s sin. They do not believe in hell; the wicked, they say, are
destroyed. The present time is the ‘last days’. Soon the forces of evil will be pitted in a great
battle, Armageddon, against the forces of Jehovah, led by Jesus. The forces of evil will be
defeated and for one thousand years Jesus will reign with the Witnesses and the resurrected,
righteous dead. Soon afterwards Satan will be destroyed and paradise will be set up on earth.

The Witnesses have always been sharply critical of other religious bodies, including the
Catholics. They refuse to recognise the superiority of the State and consider their own men
workers ‘ordained’ and exempt from military service. They claim exemption not as conscien-
tious objectors but as ministers. As a consequence many of them face prison sentences of
various lengths. During my research into conscription I was not able to obtain exact figures,
but I am certain that in some countries the majority of conscientious objectors in prison were
Jehovah’s Witnesses. Not often do these objectors seek help from any organisation other than
their own when facing trials or tribunals.

Jehovah’s Witnesses are not pacifists in the real sense, in spite of their not accepting mili-
tary service and their preparedness to suffer for their resistance to it. They believe that they
will take up arms when Armageddon comes and the order comes from Jehovah himself to
fight.

Nonetheless, many twentieth-century pacifists have come to their assistance when the Wit-
nesses found themselves in trouble through their disobedience of the law of the land. The War
Resisters’ International has consistently given them all the support it could without expecting
any reciprocity .

Nazarenes

This denomination was the product of the merger of some 15 religious bodies stemming from
the nineteenth-century Wesleyan holiness movement. The first merger was in 1907, uniting the
church of the Nazarenes with the Association of Pentecostal Churches of America to form the
Pentecostal Church of the Nazarenes. In their worship there is emphasis on simplicity and
revivalistic evangelism. In doctrine the church stands in the tradition of Armenian Methodism
and regards its unique mission to be the promotion of entire sanctification as a work of grace
subsequent to conversion.

The first congregation of the sect, called Evangelical Baptists, merged in Switzerland un-
der the leadership of Frolich. In the meantime some members of the Emmantal Mennonite
congregation, feeling that their own church had become spiritually dry, joined Frolich’s move-
ment, which also attracted dissatisfied elements from the Reformed Church. At first the new
denomination encountered heavy opposition from the established church. However it slowly
expanded, sending out offshoots into the neighbouring lands of central Europe, and from around
mid-century emigrants transplanted the church to the United States, where it became known as
the Apostolic Christian Church. In the Hapsburg empire and the Balkans its adherents were
called Nazarenes. Since their inception these Nazarenes have borne a steady witness to their
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pacifist beliefs despite the heavy burden of long-term military conscription. '’
Just after the conclusion of the Austro—Prussian war two English Quakers reported the
following on the basis of information received from the Nazarene congregation in Vienna:

Their testimony against war has been faithfully borne. One Peter Zimbrigh, a tailor,
was in prison. . . . Through the indulgence of the governor of the prison, he was occa-
sionally allowed to go out and spend an evening with his friends, who endeavoured to
strengthen his faith. When the war broke out, he was sent to the army, and ordered to
fight. His sword and musket were tied to his body; and at last at the battle of Konniggriitz
(Sadowa), his officer ordered him to be shot. While almost in the act of pronouncing
sentence, a cannonball killed the officer. Zimbrigh (we understood) was still in prison.
... He offered, when first conscripted to act as a servant, but this was refused, though we
understand hospital and other work was sometimes accepted in lieu of direct military
service.'®

According to a report there were 12—15,000 Nazarenes in Yugoslavia during the mid-
1960s in nearly 100 Nazarene congregations. A majority of them lived in Banat and Vojvodina
areas in Serbia, once a part of the Austro—Hungarian empire. In the past few decades whenever
the rulers were sympathetic to the Nazarene approach, they were treated with some under-
standing. Under the Emperor Franz Josef the pacifist position of the Nazarenes was recog-
nised and they were given three years of non-combatant service in the army. This arrangement
broke down during the First World War when the Austrian authorities shot many Nazarenes for
refusing to bear arms. After the creation of Yugoslavia, the position of Nazarenes deteriorated
further and many were imprisoned; some of them together with Mosa Pijade, one of the lead-
ers of the Yugoslav Communist revolution, who had promised that things would be different
when the Communists came to power.

The Nazarenes enjoyed some protection from Marshal Tito because of the excellent relief
work they had undertaken after 1945 but the position again worsened and they were repeatedly
given long prison sentences. In the mid-1950s two of them fled and stayed for some time in a
camp in Germany where two WRI members were in charge. After learning of the plight of the
Nazarene conscientious objectors the WRI took up the matter with the Yugoslav government.
After long negotiations and several meetings the Yugoslav ambassador in London in 1961
gave the WRI some assurance to the effect that they would make administrative changes to the
advantage of the Nazarenes. Despite this assurance nothing much changed.

The WRI made fresh efforts in 1964.

A deputation consisting of representatives of the War Resisters’ International, the Brit-
ish Friends Peace Committee, Peace Pledge Union, Amnesty International, and led by
Fenner Brockway, met the Yugoslav Ambassador . . . The Ambassador promised once
again that he would approach the Defence Ministry and other authorities in Belgrade
suggesting and even pressing for the release of at least these young men, . . .

According to the information received by the International only two COs were released."”
Thoroughgoing peace sentiment was held in Austria by scattered groups and individu-

als who followed Tolstoy and Kropotkin, theoretical “anarchists “and Christian com-
munists. There were about 2,000 of these in all, kept together by a fortnightly journal,
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Wohlistand fiir Alle (Welfare for All), edited in German, by Pierre Ramus. He is a
Nazarene, a body which, like the Quakers in England, refuses all oaths. On this ground,
in the years of peace, this paper outspokenly repudiated the Army and the Oath of
Allegiance. It existed from December 1907 till the outbreak of war. Its last article,
calling for general strike against the war, came out on July 24, 1914, the very day
before martial law was declared. This happy accident saved the life of the editor, but he
was incarcerated in military prisons, with short interruptions, till the fall of the Imperial
Government. The readers of the paper were organised in a Federation called “Interna-
tional Anti-Militarists Association’, founded in 1904 by the late Domela F. Nieuwenhuis,
... It was anti-militarist, anti-nationalist, against violence of all kinds, and fearlessly
outspoken; but, like similar bodies elsewhere did not become a mass movement. '8

Refusing to do military Service offered a CO the prospect of spending four to ten years in
the military prison on the island of Goli Otok — the devil’s island.

Quakers — The Religious Society of Friends

The Quaker movement emerged around the middle of the seventeenth century, after the con-
clusion of the civil war in England and at the outset of the Commonwealth. Although they are
commonly known as Quakers their official name is The Religious Society of Friends. They
represent the ‘extreme left wing’ of the puritan movement. The Quakers, the Church of the
Brethren and the Mennonites are commonly known as ‘the historic peace churches’ and the
Quakers have steadily insisted that war is contrary to God’s will.

George Fox, their founder, son of a Leicestershire weaver, and of a mother whom he de-
scribed as ‘of the stock of the martyrs’, became disillusioned at the age of 19 with the way in
which professing Christians were failing to live up to the standards they preached. For four
years he travelled from one group of sectarians to another in search of spiritual help. In 1647
he expressed his feelings in his Journal saying that when all his hopes in them and in all men
were gone, so that he had nothing outwardly to help him, or that could tell him what to do, he
heard a voice which said ‘there is one, even Christ Jesus, that can speak to thy condition’.
Fox’s aim was not to establish a new religious denomination. He only wanted to convince
people everywhere to follow the principles and practices of pure Christianity. According to
Peter Brock

Fox appears fairly early to have reached a position where he personally repudiated the
use of violent means, of “carnal weapons.” While rejecting violence for himself, he did
not at first require his followers to do likewise. Among those to whom he preached in
the early years were soldiers: we do not find him admonishing them to abandon their
profession. Some soldiers were convinced; only rarely did they then resign from the
army because of scruples concerning the bearing of arms. Nowhere do we find evi-
dence that their continued service encountered opposition or censure from either Fox
or any of the other “Publishers of Truth” (as the first Quaker missionaries called them-
selves). Yet as early as the autumn of 1650 Fox had himself stepped forward as the
protagonist of a vocational pacifism that gradually expanded into a tenet of the Society
of Friends."

At that time he was just beginning the first of his many imprisonments; he had been sen-

48



tenced to six months in jail by the Derby magistrate. While in the house of correction he was
approached by Cromwell’s commissioners. They ‘had fancied the idea of appointing a stout-
hearted young man like Fox to be a captain of militia’.

To this proposal Fox answered with a clear ‘no’. As he related afterward in his Journal:

I told them I lived in the virtue of that life and power that took away the occasion of all
wars: and I knew from whence all wars did rise, from the lust, according to James his
doctrine. And still they courted me to accept of their offer, and thought I did but com-
pliment with them, but I told them I was come into the covenant of peace, which was
before wars and strifes was; and they said they offered it in love and kindness to me,
because of my virtue, and suchlike; and I told them if that were their love and kindness
I trampled it under my feet.?

Fox dwells continually on the fact that once a man allows the inward light fully to shine he
can no longer wield a weapon for whatever cause. He said: “Fighters are not of Christ’s King-
dom, but are without Christ’s Kingdom.”?!

The three chief emphases of Fox’s message were (1) Christ’s teaching and guidance, (2)
the consequent irrelevance of special buildings or ordained ministers and (3) the application
of Christ’s teaching to the whole of life. Fox put great stress on the need for first-hand experi-
ence: ‘Christ has come to teach his people himself.” Some devoted people, the early Quakers,
gathered for worship believed that out of an energetic and expectant silence God might use
any one of the worshippers as a minister. Most Quakers’ meetings follow this tradition every-
where. They sit together in silence. After a while when one (anyone) feels moved he or she gets
up and presents his or her thoughts and feelings in a few words. After a short gap of time
another person does the same. There is no doubt that this is a tradition that creates a special
kind of togetherness among the members present.

In Britain, the extreme attitude of Friends towards what they called ‘a hireling ministry’;
their refusal to take oath or pay tax to the church and their testimony against ‘hat honour’ led
to their persecution under the Commonwealth. The Cromwell proclamation of 1655 required
that ‘the rude unchristian disturbance practised by Quakers, Ranters and others henceforth be
stopped’. Magistrates were asked to proceed against the offenders. About 15,000 Friends suf-
fered various legal sentences. More than 450 are known to have died in prison.

Like all other groups Quakers too had their ups and downs. In his very comprehensive
account of the Society of Friends Peter Brock describes an episode which shows how State
power tries to sabotage the forces of peace. In 1653 when Oliver Cromwell’s son Richard had
been overthrown, there was much excitement among religious radicals and they thought that
great events were afoot. Sir Henry Vane, the leader of the puritan left in the parliament, sought
collaboration of the Friends in a thorough organisation of the country, offering them at the
same time a number of posts in local administration.*

It has been said that there was ambivalence among Quakers towards war, that pacifism was
not a characteristic of the early Quakers and that it was forced upon them by the hostility of the
outside world. It is quite likely that it took some time before a firm pacifist position was
defined by the fully convinced among them. It is also very likely that there were other factors
which must have deviated their loyalty from the pacifist position to the ideal of just war.
Several sects and denominations, given particular circumstances, either gave up a strict paci-
fist position or started having second thoughts about it. However, George Fox, and later William
Penn and Robert Barclay, John Bellers and others with their vision and dedication, introduced
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greater life and purposefulness into the Quakers’ communities.
Frequently there were rumours spread around that ‘Quakers were disturbers of the peace,
fomenters of civil war’. These were denied as lies. Fox said in a tract published in 1654:

for dwelling in the word, it takes away the occasion of wars . . . and brings to the
beginning, before wars were.

He told Cromwell:

My weapons are not carnal but spiritual, and my kingdom is not of this world. There-
fore with the carnal weapons I do not fight, but am from those things dead.

He told Quaker friends in 1657:

For all dwelling in the Light, that comes from Jesus, it leads out of wars, ... and leads
out of the earth up to God.**

In 1656 Quakerism was carried across the Atlantic, where a rich mission field opened up
on the North American mainland from the Carolinas to Maine. At the same time Quaker mis-
sionaries were actively attracting new followers among the Protestants in Dutch and German
regions. Thus the first decade of their work proved encouraging, though eventually it did not
turn out to be as fruitful as it was in Britain and the United States.

The most important of the Quaker documents on their pacifist approach is the Peace Testi-
mony and various versions and comments on it. The following paragraph is from the text of the
version they called The Historic Peace Testimony, the declaration they had made to Charles II
in 1661:

We utterly deny all outward wars and strife and with outward weapons, for any end or
under any pretense whatsoever. And this is our testimony to the whole world. The Spirit
of Christ, by which we are guided, is not changeable, so as once to command us from a
thing as evil and again to move unto it; and we do certainly know, and so testify to the
world, that the Spirit of Christ, which leads us into all Truth, will never move us to fight
and war against any man with outward weapons, neither for the kingdom of Christ nor
for the kingdom of this world.**

Like many other denominations and religious groups Quakers also suffered ideological
and interpretative differences within the sect. The whole process of getting into contradictory
positions, doubting one’s own attitude and action, going back to the source and trying to be-
come ‘realistic’, all these are parts of humankind’s search for the correct step in terms of both
immediacy of issues involved and the long-term ideology pronounced by prophets.

William Penn introduced some new elements in Quaker thinking which became important
in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Quakers of this school of thought regard the Peace
Testimony as not just concerned with personal morality or the ethos of the sect; they feel that
the Society, while still guarding as far as possible a strict renunciation of all war by each
member, should broaden the outreach of the testimony for peace and attempt to lessen the
likelihood of war internationally.

However, gradualism and optimism also existed in the thinking of the seventeenth-century
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Quaker attitude towards magistracy. They did not follow in the footsteps of the forerunners
like Anabaptists and Mennonites, who denied any place to the ruler within Christian commu-
nity.

They were ready themselves to accept office in certain circumstances. For instance, at
a general meeting of Friends held at Balby in Yorkshire in 1656 a resolution . . . was
accepted: “That if any be called to serve the Commonwealth in public welfare and
good, that with cheerfulness it be undertaken, and in faithfulness discharged with God,
that therein patterns and examples in the thing that is righteous ye may be to those that
are without.”*

It is necessary to note here that while on the one hand an anti-war perspective was taking
firmer grounds among Quakers, on the other hand the attempt to create bridges between the
classical pacifist position and reconciling this with problems arising from day-to-day living
was also taking place. For instance, although, as a rule, they were not supposed to pay war
taxes, Fox and his family paid the poll tax imposed in 1667 during the second Anglo-Dutch
war and again in 1678 during the war against France. This they did with the full knowledge
that the money would be used for conducting war. Fox, it seems, advised Friends as to how
they should react to the demands of the government, saying that to the earthly, give the earthly,
meaning that to Caesar we give his things and to God we give what is His. However, the
question is: can what is considered universal truth be adapted according to one’s immediate
situation and convenience?

The dilemma is understandable. But it is possible to resolve it and take action, one way or
another. The organisation called ‘A Quaker Action Group’ is a good example. Formed in the
summer of 1966 in Philadelphia in the United States of America its objective was to ‘apply
nonviolent direct action as a witness against the war in Vietnam’. Co-operating with such
existing organisations as the American Friends Service Committee in confronting ‘immoral
military and political policies of the government’ the Group did not represent any official body
of the Society of Friends and accepted as members those non-Quakers who shared their con-
cerns.

In the summer of 1971, in response to a need for a multi-dimensional approach to social
change A Quaker Action Group was transformed into the Movement for a New Society. George
Lakey, Lawrence Scott and George Willoughby were instrumental in its organisation and di-
rection.
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CHAPTER 4

The Truth in its full meaning lies in what was said thousands

of years ago. . . . Thou Shalt Not Kill. The truth is that man
may not and should not in any circumstances or under any pre-
text kill his fellow man. . . . And so I think that if we who are
assembled here at this Peace Congress should, instead of
clearly and definitely voicing this truth, address ourselves to
the governments with various proposals for lessening the evils
of war or gradually diminishing its frequency, we should be like
men who having in their hand the key to a door, should try to
break through walls they know to be too strong for them . . .
Can we, then, who desire the abolition of war, find nothing
more conducive to our aim than to propose to the governments
which exist only by the aid of armies and consequently by war
- measures which would destroy war? Are we to propose to the
governments that they should destroy themselves?

Leo Tolstoy, The Kingdom of God and Peace Essays

Pacifism in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries

Leo Tolstoy wrote of

hundreds of thousands of Quakers, Mennonites, Doukhobors, Molokans and others
unattached to any definite sect — who consider that violence, and therefore military
service, is incompatible with Christianity.

They practised their beliefs and suffered for doing so under the Tsar’s regime.

Every year in Russia, therefore, some of those called up for military service refuse it on
the ground of religious conviction. What does the Government do? Does it let them off?
No! Does it compel them to serve, and in case of refusal punish them? No. ... In 1818
the Government acted in this way.!

Tolstoy then quotes from the diary of a conscientious objector, N. N. Muravev-Kurski, as follows:

In the morning the Commandant told me that five peasants belonging to a landowner in
Tambov province had lately been sent to Georgia. These men had been sent for sol-
diers, but would not serve. They had already been knouted several times and made to
run the gauntlet, but they submitted readily to the most cruel punishments, and were
even prepared for death, rather than serve. “Let us go,” they said, “and leave us alone,
and we will not hurt anyone. All men are equal, and the Tsar is a man like ourselves.
Why should we pay him taxes? Why should we expose our lives to danger in order to
kill in battle someone who has done us no harm? You can cut us to pieces, but we will
not change our opinion or put on a soldier’s cloak or eat rations. Those who pity us will
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give us charity, but we have not had, and will not have, anything from the Crown.”
[These men said] that there were many like them in Russia. They were taken before the
Committee of Ministers four times, and it was decided to refer the matter to the Tsar.
He gave orders that they should be sent to Georgia for correction, and he instructed the
Commander-in-Chief to report to him monthly on the gradual success he might have in
bringing these peasants to a proper state of mind.

Early pacifism was mainly religious and sectarian in spirit and practice. At the same time it
was inspired by the humanity that is inherent in every man and woman and which is against
killing another human being, and therefore by implication, in some cases directly, opposed to
militarism, which is the inevitable product of the dynamics of survival even at the cost of
anybody else’s life or property. That spirit is common in all religions and cultures. We have
already discussed the teachings of Jesus, Buddha and Mahavir who considered the killing of a
fellow human being to be an inhuman act. It was their inner voice that dictated them to take
such a step even at the risk of being called ignorant and impractical. Their main emphasis was
on nonviolence and unity with nature.

Right to object to war service has hardly ever been accepted by the State as the constitu-
tional right of a citizen. Yet an increasing number of men have been inspired to reject armed
military service. This is despite the general belief that the State has a legitimate right to order
its citizens to take up arms for the defence of their motherland and the government of the
country. However, in some situations the State had to accept the fact that there are citizens who
consider the dictate of their conscience to be more important and binding than the orders of the
State. They are a special category of people; the pacifists who, under no circumstance, will
give up their anti-war stance. Very reluctantly some states had to yield to the demand of the
pacifists to be exempted from the duties in their armed services.

The State giving exemption to the pacifists did not mean that the conscientious objectors
were simply relieved of the duty to bear arms or to go to the battlefield. The State considered
it a privilege given to the objector to accommodate his scruples, for which he had to pay by
doing some kind of alternative service within the military framework, or in some cases with
money. He was even deprived of some benefits that are due to every citizen. If he did not
comply with the orders to do alternative service within the framework of the military structure
he was sent to prison for a variable length of time. There have been cases in which objectors
served five or more prison sentences. In countries where there was no provision for alternative
service the objector was almost always sent to prison, and occasionally executed.

The procedure for obtaining the status of a conscientious objector has generally been very
humiliating. For example exemption from wartime military service did not give him any choice
regarding the so-called responsibilities to the State. In most cases the objector had to appear
before a tribunal which was generally unsympathetic to his pacifist conviction. There he had to
face all kinds of questions, for example about arcane theological matters for which he would
have been quite unprepared. Some of the objectors were, in all likelihood, not able to verbalise
their feelings adequately. Many members of the tribunals considered the war objector to be a
coward and a ‘useless lad’, unfaithful to his motherland.

Some of the early war resisters included those who objected to war as something that had
nothing to do with their particular community and its faith. For instance Jehovah’s Witnesses,
as we have seen, refuse military service, but they cannot be called pacifists. Nevertheless,
thousands of their members have gone through the heaviest sufferings for their stand against
the State military service.
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There is a category of people who consider themselves pacifists, yet are willing to take up
weapons in what they call special circumstances. They are willing to join the military to fight
for the defence of their country if the threat comes from an outside force or anti-national
elements — traitors — within the country. They make distinction between war as such and war
for some high ideals and for self-defence.

Peter Brock records that William Penn

seems to have considered the provision of military sanctions as a last resort, necessary
in case any member state refused to submit its case to arbitration by the diet of Europe.

Such an action would have to be primarily humanitarian:

to save lives which would otherwise be lost if Europe continued, as hitherto, to be rent
by ceaseless warfare.

With Penn there enters a new element in Quaker thinking on peace that was to become
particularly important in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

Quakers of this school of thought regard the peace testimony as not solely concerned
with personal morality or the ethos of the sect; they feel that their Society, while still
guarding as far as possible a strict renunciation of all war on the part of its members,
should broaden the outreach of its testimony for peace and attempt to lessen the inci-
dence of war in the international arena.?

Brock suggests that proponents of this view, who were gradualistic in approach and optimistic

in regard to the political order in general, the proponents of this view broke conclu-
sively, though probably unconsciously, with an Anabaptist-like residue of “noncon-
formity to the world” present in early Quaker writing alongside apocalyptic yearnings
for the earthly rule of the Saints.*

One thing seems to be clear, that most members of the pacifist sects of a Christian denomina-
tion took their faith as a personal matter, something that had nothing to do with the State. They
adjusted and compromised their position according to each situation, as individuals or as groups.
Most of them accepted the managerial responsibilities of the State as a matter of course, but they
came in conflict with it when it was a matter of recruitment in the armed forces.

Quakers, on the other hand, did not keep themselves aloof from the community at large. In
fact it was part of their faith to relate to others, and look after their welfare too. Let us see how
the pre-nineteenth-century Quakers looked at the magistrate’s office and the functioning of the
State. Did they differentiate between permissible police duties and the war-making powers
with which all governments are equipped? There was surely some ambiguity in the minds of
two earliest generations of Quakers, a lack of precision in defining the limits within which a
weapon-less people could consistently act. Fox explained his view about the purposes of gov-
ernments. He and his followers

formed a community patterned after that of Christ and his disciples. But within the
world as at present constituted government was indispensable. Here it had a positive
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role to play. It should be, as St. Paul had taught, both “a terror to the evil doers who act
contrary to the light of the Lord Jesus Christ” and at the same time “a praise to them
that do well.” “The magistrate bears not the sword in vain,” wrote Fox paraphrasing
once again the words of St. Paul.’

Much before the beginning of the nineteenth century Quakers had reached a stage of com-
promise with the existence of the State. Isaac Penington, who converted to pacifism in 1658,
wrote a treatise in 1661. In it he mentions that Quakers have to be separate from the magis-
tracy. Friends form a people apart whose function is to follow a ‘gospel spirit’ in their relations
with their fellow men, whereby they ‘are taken off from fighting and cannot use a weapon
destructive to any creature’. Penington saw Quakers’ service to the State in acting within it as
an island of godliness. He believed that a nation which renounced war might rely on the Lord
for protection. Nevertheless Quakers did not aim at removing the sword out of the hands of
present-day governments.

Emergence of new peace organisations

The nineteenth century witnessed the emergence of several new pacifist organisations — nearly
all with a religious basis, but some also with socio-political contents in their philosophical
perspectives. The character of their anti-war positions differed widely in terms of approach
and logistics. On one side there were organisations with an unambiguously anti-war position
and on the other side there were some which sought world peace by making appeals, negotia-
tions and working primarily for treaties and conciliation between opposing nations. It was
more or less an approach to bring about compromises even if they would be for short duration.

It is important to note that few of them addressed themselves to the general public, in other
words, to the common citizen, as to what could be his or her role in the process of peace-
making and getting rid of war as a means of resolving national or international conflicts. Most
of them addressed their appeals to governments in order to convince them that their objective
ought to be the reduction of tension between opposing nations or parties and to sit round the
table and negotiate for peace and understanding and the reduction of armaments.

Massachusetts Peace Society (MPS)

W. Evans Darby, Secretary of the Peace Society, London, wrote a letter to a friend, Miss A.
Carter of Philadelphia, USA:

The Peace Movement on both sides of the Atlantic originated about the same time and
quite independently of each other. Mr. D. J. Dodge published his pamphlet earlier than
anything I can find connected with our Society, but Dr. Noah Worcester who followed
him as early as 1814, began to urge the Friends of Peace to organise themselves for
united efforts. Mr. Dodge’s work resulted in the New York Peace Society which was
formed in August 1815; Dr. Noah Worcester’s in the Massachusetts (Boston) Society
which was formed on Christmas Eve, 1815. The American Peace Society was formed
by William Ladd in 1828. Earlier than 1814 Mr. Joseph Tregelles Price a young Quaker
at Neath in Glamorganshire had a concern to form a peace society, and came to London
to consult with the leaders of the Society of Friends here. In 1814, one of these, Mr.
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Wm. Allan assembled at his home in Plough Lane, Lombard St., E. C., a number of
gentlemen with the view to establish a Peace Society. . . .

When it next met in June 1816, it was decided to form a Society to be called The
Society for the Promotion of Permanent and Universal Peace. Meantime, the promot-
ers in London had come into touch with the promoters of the Boston Society, and from
that time, the two organisations have worked together in the closest harmony. Our So-
ciety [Peace Society] was formed on June 14th, 1816.

W. Evans Darby®

The Massachusetts Peace Society “was the third American Peace Society and the most
significant pacifist group until the founding of the American Peace Society”. Its membership,
‘dominated by clergymen, continued to increase until 1820. After 1820, local branches si-
phoned off much of the membership, especially after Worcester’s [Noah Worcester, the founder
of the Society] retirement in 1828. . .. By 1845, however, the MPS had been absorbed com-
pletely by the APS (American Peace Society).””

The Massachusetts Peace Society II, founded in 1911, could be considered the second
phase (1911-17) of the MPS.

Active through the years of preparation for World War I, the MPS (II) advocated Bel-
gian famine relief and anti-preparedness [of WWI]. The group, was taken to task by
adherents to absolute pacifism, was a casualty of WW 1, as it failed to outlive the war it
had sought to prevent.?®

League of Universal Brotherhood

The League of Universal Brotherhood was organised in 1847 and had two national branches —
one British and the other American. Each had approximately 15,000 members. The first an-
nual meeting of the British branch was held in London on May 29, 1848. It had several Quakers
as its members, with Edmund Fry as secretary. Their objects and principles were embodied in
a pledge of which the text was as follows:

Believing all war to be inconsistent with the spirit of Christianity, and destructive to the
best interests of mankind, I do hereby pledge myself never to enlist or enter into any
army or navy, or to yield any voluntary support or sanction to the preparation for or
prosecution of any war, by whomsoever, or for whatsoever, proposed, declared or waged.
And I do hereby associate myself with all persons, of whatever country, condition or
colour, who have signed or shall hereafter sign this pledge, in a ‘League of Universal
Brotherhood’ whose object shall be to employ all legitimate and moral means for the
abolition of all war, and all the spirit and all the manifestations of war, throughout the
world, for the abolition of all restrictions upon international correspondence and friendly
intercourse, and of whatever else tends to make enemies of nations, or prevent their
fusion into one peaceful brotherhood; for the abolition of all institutions and customs
which do not recognise and respect the image of God and a human brother in every
man, of whatever clime, colour or condition of humanity.’

The above text of the League is, to a considerable extent, similar to the principles and
objectives of the No More War Movement or the War Resisters’ International. The spirit of
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universality is almost identical to that of the WRI. However, the Brotherhood, despite having
such a profound pledge, could not develop into an active and dynamic body able to work out
a practical pacifist programme.

Universal Peace Union

The American Civil War (April 1861 to April 1865) brought about a wider understanding of
the futility of war as a means of conflict resolution and the need for peace and reconciliation.
Out of it was born the Universal Peace Union (UPU). The UPU was perhaps the most colour-
ful and important organisation coming out of the Civil War. It grew out of a reaction against the
compromising tactics used by the American Peace Society. The UPU was launched at Provi-
dence in 1866, with Alfred Love, Henry Wright and others as its leaders.

The UPU laboured to remove the causes of war, to discontinuance all resort to deadly
force . . . never acquiescing in present wrongs. They tolerated no compromise with the
principles of love and nonviolence. Specifically they preached immediate disarma-
ment and worked for a general treaty among nations, arbitration, and unconditional
submission to an international tribunal.

The UPU denounced imperialism, compulsory military training, memorials and
war demonstrations, war taxes, capital punishment, the spread of white imperialism in
Africa, the exclusion of oriental immigration and many other things. Without their pro-
tests and aggressive agitation the Indians would have been treated far worse. Because
of their work Pennsylvanian laws were relaxed in their application to Conscientious
Objectors. They did not win all their battles but they carried the torch of enlightenment
down through decades of valiant struggle.

Early in its career the UPU said that peace should be obtained in industry through
arbitration. In 1880 they settled a dispute between the Brotherhood of Locomotive
Engineers and the Reading Railroad. Alfred Love was their prime motive power and
arbitrator.

The UPU held its annual meeting at Mystic Grove, Connecticut. At first only
about 60 persons went, but in the 1880s and 90s it grew to close to 10,000. In the
employment of symbolism the Society was unexcelled. In the course of time more than
40 branch peace societies were technically affiliated with the UPU.!'

The Universal Peace Union held a commemorative meeting on May 18, 1901, in Philadel-

phia. It was attended by a number of people. One of them said afterwards that he had met there
more real truth than he ever had before.
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The President, Alfred H. Love, addressed the meeting:

We are meeting on the eve of a great event for the pacification of the world and the
overthrow of the military system. On the 18th of this month, the Hague International
Peace Tribunal is opened for business. . . . This remarkable achievement in the history
of the world ought to make this day one to be observed with each New Year as an event
second to none in the civilisation of the world.

It may be asked what has been accomplished by the Hague Peace Tribunal in the
two years since the call was issued for the representatives of all countries to meet and
what since the conclusion of their labours and the establishment of the Court till this



day of its announcement — we are ready for business.

The very fact that a Court is now providing is a gain. It takes time to arrange all the
necessary paraphernalia of a great Court. M. De Beaufort, President of the Tribunal,
sent out messages to all of the 26 powers that the Court was formally established.

This is the grandest word ever sent out to humankind to bless humanity and yet so
little noticed by press or people.

While the recent wars have been in progress and still unended, this true reserve
force for peace has been gathering strength. It is for us to appreciate this event and to
recognise and commemorate it as the hope of the age, and the biggest ray in the morn-
ing light of the new century.

At the same meeting a message from Rev. Amanda Deyo was read. Among other things he
said

May the meetings do great good. . . . The riches of His great love are constantly poured
out upon us — yet slow are we to learn. God bless you each and all in this blessed day’s
work, when we have such abundant cause for gratitude in the calling together of this
Permanent Court for Arbitration. Blessed opening of the century!'!

In 1902 William H. Parry wrote a note entitled “The Outlook of the World for Peace’, from
Germantown, Pennsylvania. In this note he enumerated nine reasons supporting the Union’s
work against war and why it was important: I quote a few words from its last point:

My final reason for believing that the outlook for peace is a rosy one lies in the fact that
the Hague court of arbitration for the first time in human history offers to the nations of
the world an acceptable and adequate substitute for war. When nations are in dispute
and diplomacy has failed, it is no longer necessary to seek the arbitration of the sword.
In the historic city of Hague, there has been established a tribunal which metes out
justice to all nations that come before it with their disputes.'?

This is how the peace movement operated with its naiveté and optimism, which had an
abundance of enthusiasm and courage, but lacked the experience of the realities of life, of
human nature and its priorities in that given time in history.

The UPU was dissolved in 1920 and the Pennsylvania Peace Society, one of its affiliates,
declared as its legatee. Following the First World War the situation had changed. People started
realising that the most important work was not only the signing of treaties between nations in
conflict with each other. There was much more that needed their attention and the attention of
people who wanted peace in a much wider and deeper sense and who were willing to take
concrete steps to abolish militarism.

Deutsche Friedensgesellschaft

Deutsche Friedensgesellschaft (DFG), one of the oldest peace organisations in the German-
speaking area, was founded in 1892 by the well known pacifist Bertha von Suttner and Alfred
F. Fried. It reached the zenith of its activities in the 1920s.
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... the DFG was not originally interested in conscientious objection [to military service].
‘We are not prepared to incite conscripts to a refusal of their duty’ declared a statement of
the years 1900— 1910. The DFG accepted conscientious objection only in 1960."

It took some time to sort out their long-term agenda. They also felt that to be a part of an
international movement would be helpful. The organisation then turned to the War Resisters’
International and became one of its three affiliated bodies in Western Germany; the other two
being Internationale der Kriegsdienstgegner (IdK) and Verband der Kriegsdienstverweigerer
(VK).

National Council of Peace Societies

The British set up a federation of organisations which were concerned with the promotion of
peace and development of international co-operation and goodwill. It originated in 1904 and
was called the National Council of Peace Societies. In 1908 an International Peace Congress
was held, in which the National Peace Council was established on a permanent basis with its
headquarters in London. Organisations affiliated with the National Peace Council included
pacifist as well as non-pacifist groups, religious and political organisations, trade unions and
educational societies. Through the years, the Council made efforts to co-ordinate the work of
its affiliated members to inform and influence public opinion by organising conferences on
specific issues including problems of war and international strife. It is hard to assess the con-
tribution the National Peace Council was able to make in the social or political life of the
people, but it did help in building links between various peace movements.

Bureau International de la Paix (International Peace Bureau)

An International Peace Congress was held in Rome in 1891. The International Peace Bureau
(IPB) was the result of a proposal from the Congress to form an international clearing house.
The organisation described itself as ‘service secretariat’ and was first located in Bern and
finally in Geneva, Switzerland, from where it still continues to operate. The IPB also estab-
lished an affiliated office in 1894 in Washington, USA. At one time, along with other move-
ments, some pacifist organisations became its affiliates.

The IPB had a setback during the Second World War. But after the War it re-emerged as
International Liaison Committee of Peace (ILCOP). A few years later it switched back to its
original name — IPB. The War Resisters’ International was affiliated to it and still remains so.

New York Peace Society

The Guide to the Swarthmore College Peace Collection lists four New York Peace Societies.
Perhaps the oldest among these peace groups was the New York Peace Society (NYPS) founded
in 1815 by a New York merchant, David Low Dodge. The Society organised the first National
Arbitration and Peace Congress in 1907. From the time of its inception it had been advocating
the creation of permanent international courts and the progressive development of interna-
tional law, as well as the limitation of armaments by international agreement. It joined with
other early peace groups and formed the American Peace Society in 1828. The NYPS was
formed as an auxiliary society in 1837 but had became defunct by 1844. The third one formed
in 1844 also did not stay active for long.
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American Peace Society

As mentioned above the American Peace Society was formed in 1828 as an association of
several peace societies. The Society and its branches sought to promote permanent interna-
tional peace through participation in international peace congresses and support for the use of
arbitration to settle international disputes. From 1932 onwards the work of the society was
primarily the publication of World Affairs, a quarterly journal on international problems.

The League of Nations

The coming into being of the League of Nations in 1920 was the result of the climate created
by the labour of several peace organisations, national and international, which had been work-
ing for several decades for peace through goodwill, negotiations and arbitration.

The terrible losses of the First World War produced, as years went by and peace seemed no
nearer, an ever growing public demand that some method be found to prevent the renewal of
the suffering and destruction which were now seen to be an inescapable part of modern war. So
great was the force of this demand that within a few weeks after the opening of a peace confer-
ence in Paris in January 1919 a unanimous agreement was reached on the text of the covenant
of the League of Nations. Although the League was finally unable to fulfil the hopes of its
founders, its creation was an event of importance in the history of international relations.

There is no doubt, however, that the experience gained from the work of these organisa-
tions has been significant in convincing committed activists that it is not sufficient to make
appeals and publish statements for creating understanding and co-operation among peoples
and resolving conflict between nations. It is essential to take concrete steps with full personal
commitment and responsibility. To some extent it is necessary to go back to the source of the
concept of pacifism, the way to build paths which people can journey upon with hope, faith
and intelligence.

Tolstoy: a new light on pacifism

There was a growing belief among many concerned people that war as an instrument for
bringing about peace between nations and groups was becoming totally redundant. The First
World War provided plenty of evidence for this belief. At the same time it was becoming
clearer that preaching peace alone was not the way to reach it. It was essential that the peace
forces try to convince the belligerent parties that the primary requirement for making peace
was committing themselves to it. That was, first of all, necessary to create the climate for
letting peace grow from below and that they would do their best if peace could be maintained.
It was again and again brought home to people that word alone can never be effective in
bringing nonviolence and pacifism to fruition.

When a third party makes an appeal with the hope that the State will be generous or intel-
ligent enough to understand their arguments, they are shoved aside saying, as Tolstoy stated:

... I'shall be told, ‘this is anarchism; people never have lived without governments and

States, and therefore governments and States and military forces defending them are
necessary for the existence of the nations.”'*

61



Such appeals make hardly any impact on the policies of the State.
Talking about the influence of peace organisations, especially those which addressed them-
selves to the power centres, i.e. governments, Leo Tolstoy said in 1909:

The governments will listen willingly to any speeches of that kind, knowing that such
discussions will neither destroy war nor undermine their own power, but will only con-
ceal yet more effectually what must be concealed if wars and armies and themselves in
control of armies are to continue to exist.'’

This does not imply that all the work of those peace organisations, including the League of
Nations, was of no significance. In fact those efforts have to be considered a part of the total
process of change. What came out of those efforts of sincere and imaginative men and women
was the realisation that man’s future is not totally predetermined by forces beyond his reach,
and that human beings have been endowed with the necessary tools, imagination, skill, deter-
mination and discretion to work out their relationships with others; to mould their own destiny.

The most convincing argument for promoting an active pacifist philosophy and approach
was put forward by Tolstoy in his speech at the Swedish Peace Congress. But before I quote
anything else from his speech I must point to his concluding remarks, which I think are of
fundamental significance. He wrote: “. . . for me, a man eighty years old, expecting to die at
any moment, it would be shameful and criminal not to speak out the whole truth as I under-
stand it — the truth which, as I firmly believe, is alone capable of relieving mankind from the
incalculable ills produced by war.”® The whole statement being a little too long I am giving
here only a few paragraphs:

... difficulty lies in the impossibility of making the Christian faith (which those who
form the governments profess with particular emphasis) accord with armies composed
of Christians trained to slay. However much you may pervert the Christian teaching,
however much you may hide its main principles, its fundamental teaching is the love of
God and one’s neighbour. . . .

Perhaps Christianity may be obsolete, and when choosing between the two — Christi-
anity and love or the State and murder — the people of our time will conclude that the
existence of the state and murder is so much more important than Christianity, that we
must forego Christianity and retain only what is more important: the State and murder.

That may be so — at least people may think and feel so. But in that case they should
say so! They should openly admit that people in our time have ceased to believe in what
the collective wisdom of mankind has said . . . what is written indelibly on the heart of
each man, and must now believe only in what is ordered by various people who by the
accident of birth have happened to become emperors and kings, or by various intrigues
and elections have become presidents or members of senates and parliaments — even if
those orders include murder. That is what they ought to say!

If it is admitted that Christianity forbids murder, both armies and governments be-
come impossible. If it is admitted that the government acknowledges the lawfulness of
murder and denies Christianity, no one will wish to obey a government that exists merely
by its power to kill. And besides, if murder is allowed in war it must be still more
allowable when a people seeks its rights in a revolution. And therefore the govern-
ments, being unable to say either the one thing or the other, are anxious only to hide
from their subjects the necessity of solving the dilemma.

62



And for us who are assembled here to counteract the evil of war, if we really desire
to attain our end, only one thing is necessary: namely to put that dilemma quite clearly
and definitely both to those who form the governments and to the masses of the people
who compose the army. To do that we must not only clearly and openly repeat the truth
we all know and cannot help knowing — that man should not slay his fellow man — but
we must also make it clear that no considerations can destroy the demand made by that
truth on people of the Christian world.

Therefore I propose to our Meeting to draw up and publish an appeal to all men,
and especially to the Christian nations, in which we clearly and definitely express what
everybody knows but hardly anyone says: namely that war is not — as most people now
assume — a good and laudable affair, but that like all murder, it is a vile and criminal
business not only for those who voluntarily choose military career but for those who
submit to it from avarice or fear of punishment.

With regard to those who voluntarily choose a military career, I would propose to
state clearly and definitely in that appeal that notwithstanding all the pomp, glitter, and
general approval with which it is surrounded, it is a criminal and shameful activity; and
that the higher the position a man holds in the military profession the more criminal and
shameful is his occupation. In the same way with regard to men of the people who are
drawn into military service by bribes or by threats of punishments, I propose to speak
clearly and definitely of the gross mistake they make — contrary to their faith, morality,
and common sense — when they consent to enter the army; contrary to their faith, be-
cause by entering the ranks of murderers they infringe the Law of God which they
acknowledge; contrary to morality, . . ."”

Tolstoy made a great impact on those pacifists who were feeling lost between orthodox
pacifism and the quasi-pacifism of those who were trying to bring about peace and under-
standing among mankind through appeals to governments and organising conferences. The
time had come for those pacifists to do some hard thinking and to prepare themselves for the
forthcoming hardships faced by defying the State with all its militarism and its various mani-
festations. Tolstoy helped them in their understanding of the situation and its possible results.

A man born in an aristocratic family of landlords, one who spent long years of his life in the
Russian army, Count Leo Tolstoy became a committed pacifist when he was nearly fifty years
old. He had been deeply impressed by the Sermon on the Mount in his adolescence. Once,
when he witnessed a guillotining in Paris he experienced a profound revulsion against homi-
cide. Nine years later he saw a soldier being executed. Such an experience made him disillu-
sioned with established Christianity, which supported war and execution. Tolstoy saw nonvio-
lence as an ethical imperative in its purest form in Christ’s teachings and life. He wrote: “The
Sermon on the Mount always stood out for me as something special, and I read it more than
anything else.”

Tolstoy wrote an essay in 1900 entitled Thou shall not kill. He considered revolutionary
violence to be both useless and immoral, but war waged by states was “incomparably more
cruel than the murders committed by anarchists”. He added: “If Alexander II and Humbert did
not deserve death, still less did the thousands of Russians who perished at Plevna, or of Italians
who perished in Abyssinia.”

Tolstoy did not believe in international arbitration, which he thought had become the pana-
cea of the peace societies everywhere as a method of abolishing armed conflict between na-
tions.

63



To think that arbitration between states could achieve this was, he thought, a delusion,
since it was the very existence of governments and state apparatuses that made domes-
tic violence and international war inevitable. When in 1899 the first Hague Peace Con-
ference took place, largely on the initiative of Tsar Nicholas II, Tolstoy was filled with
contempt for those peace workers who imagined that this marked a step forward in the
direction of a warless world. “The aim of the Conference”, he wrote “will be, not to
establish peace, but to hide from men the sole means of escape from the miseries of
war, which lies in the refusal by private individuals of all participation in the murders of
war.” He envisaged a time in the future when personal conscientious objection would
reach such dimensions as to take on the character of a general strike against war, of a
boycott of the army by masses of individual objectors.'®

Tolstoy was also critical of the peace societies active during his period for not being able to
understand the fundamental importance of the precept of a ‘personal witness against war’.
They kept their eyes shut as far as the personal responsibility of the individual to stop milita-
rism at its roots was concerned, i.e. the question of the rightness or wrongness of taking part in
military service. These societies side-tracked the basic issues by taking up problems of sec-
ondary importance. The depth of Tolstoy’s feelings about personal responsibility can be gauged
from a statement he made referring to the suffering the Doukhobors were going through. He
regarded the Dukhobor conscientious objectors as Christian martyrs. His biographer, E. J.
Simmons, wrote that Tolstoy felt humiliated in being a modern Christ without a cross to bear.
In January 1897 he declared:

I by no means see why the government, persecuting those who refuse military service,
does not turn its punishment upon me, recognising in me an instigator. I am not too old for
persecution, for any and all sorts of punishments, and my position is a defenseless one."

At atime when genuine war resisters were looking for light, Tolstoy proved to be a beacon.

The first two decades of the twentieth century — the First World War
Formation of organisations with an anti-war stance

The initiative to do something against growing militarism came from people engaged in religious
and social reform activities. Some members of the Society of Friends (Quakers) took the initia-
tive in the formation of groups like the Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR) and the Women’s
International League for Peace and Freedom. The inspiration behind the formation of these groups
was their personal concern about the growing militarism and the politics of war-making so evi-
dent at the beginning of the twentieth century, in Europe specially. They addressed themselves to
the people of all European nations, all the Christians, not to any particular sect.

However, many of the sectarian groups, still active in their own way, did not join these ef-
forts, except for a few of their members in their personal capacity. For example not many Roman
Catholics collaborated with the efforts made by, say, the Fellowship of Reconciliation; much of
the support for the FOR came from Protestants. For a long time the Mennonites or the Doukhobors
did not take much interest in the work of these new organisations. The Jehovah’s Witnesses
remained completely aloof on account of their entirely different approach to worldly affairs.
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Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom

The roots of the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom (WILPF) lie in the
women’s suffragette movement, the foundations of which were laid a little more than two
hundred years ago. In England women'’s suffrage was first mooted by Mary Wollstonecraft in
her work A Vindication of the Rights of Women. It is the story of a hard struggle against male
domination, over a period of 150 years, by a large number of brilliant and determined women
to obtain their rights equal to the male members of the society. The WILPF was formed by
some of these women.

On April 28, 1915, for the first time in history, women of different nations met together at
a time of war to express their opposition and consider ways of ending the conflict. The Inter-
national Congress of Women that gathered at The Hague in Holland in the ninth month of the
First World War included delegations from both Europe and America, from ‘enemy’ as well as
neutral countries.

The Hague Congress was the offspring of the International Suffrage Alliance, an already
well established organisation with a strong pacifist bias in its leadership.

The organisers [of the Congress] were soon faced with a serious problem. Would gov-
ernments permit the delegates to attend? Amongst the most enthusiastic supporters of
the Congress were the German suffragists. Some of them set out for The Hague, and
were stopped at the Dutch border, but 28 got through. No French or Russian woman
was able to attend. The British committee had recruited an imposing delegation of 180,
but passports were refused to all but 25; and even as these delegates reached Tilbury,
the North Sea was closed to all shipping and they could not sail. Three British women,
however, succeeded in reaching The Hague . . . This group, too, was delayed on gov-
ernment orders in the English Channel, so that Jane Addams and the other 41 American
delegates only reached The Hague just as the Congress was due to open.

In her opening address Dr Aletta Jacobs said:

Those of us who have convened this Congress . . . have never called it a Peace Con-
gress, but an International Congress of Women assembled to protest against war and to
suggest steps which may lead to warfare becoming an impossibility.?

Else Zeuthen wrote:

The immediate object of the founding Congress was to try to stop war, the outbreak of
which had been a profound shock to all progressive and liberal-minded people. In a
longer perspective, the aim was to abolish the war system and replace it by ordered co-
operation among the nations. From the start there was a clear realization that a perma-
nent peace would have to be based on the freedom and equal rights of all men.?!

The Hague Congress adopted 20 resolutions, which laid down the principles and policies
of the women’s peace movement under six headings: Women and War; Action towards Peace;
Principles of a Permanent Peace; International Co-operation; Education of Children; and Ac-
tion to be Taken. One of the resolutions asked “the neutral countries to take immediate steps to
create a conference of neutral nations which shall without delay offer continuous mediation”.
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Another resolution decided to send envoys ‘to carry the message expressed in the Congress
Resolutions to the rulers of the belligerent and neutral nations of Europe and to the President
of the United States’.

[The Hague Congress also resolved] that an international meeting of women shall be
held in the same place and at the same time as the Conference of Powers which shall
frame the terms of the peace settlement after the war, for the purpose of presenting
practical proposals to that Conference.?

The Manifesto issued by envoys of the WILPF Hague Congress to the governments of
Europe and the President of the United States quoted some of most prominent personalities of
several governments. They praised and welcomed the proposals of the WILPF Hague Con-
gress. For example the prime minister of one of the larger countries said that the Hague Con-
gress proposals were the sanest that had been brought to his office in the last six months.
Another minister expressed that it was right to propose that it would be of the greatest impor-
tance to finish the fighting by early negotiation rather than by further military efforts, which
would result in more and more destruction and irreparable loss.

It is understandable that the leadership of WILPF felt contented to see that their efforts
were being welcomed by the concerned governments. There need not be any doubt that the
warring countries themselves wanted to end the fighting and that the ‘pressure’ from so many
prestigious bodies had some impact on their attitudes. From that point of view the WILPF and
other peace bodies had their constructive role in the processes of peace-making. But how
significant it was in the long run is difficult to assess.

One thing is certain: that the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom kept
up its pacifist position and continued to demand those changes in social and political matters
which were essential for building enduring peace. The Statement of Aims of WILPF, revised at
its Stockholm Congress in 1959, described its aims as

bringing together women of different political and philosophical tendencies united in
their determination to study, make known and help abolish the political, social, eco-
nomic and psychological causes of war, and to work for a constructive peace.

The primary object of the WILPF continue to be total and universal disarmament,
the abolition of violent means of coercion for the settlement of all conflicts, the substi-
tution in every case of some form of peaceful settlement, and the strengthening of a
world organization for the prevention of war, the institution of international law, and
for the political, social and economic co-operation of peoples.

Fellowship of Reconciliation

The Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR) came out of the radical wing of Christianity. In 1914 an
ecumenical conference was held in Switzerland organised by Christians seeking to prevent the
outbreak of war in Europe. Before the conference ended, however, the First World War had started
and those present had to return to their respective countries. While returning to their homeland two
of the participants, Henry Hodgkin, a British Quaker, and Friedrich Siegmund-Schultze, a German
Lutheran, met at a railroad station in Germany and pledged to find a way of working for peace even
though their countries were at war. On the basis of this pledge some Christians gathered in Cam-
bridge, England in December 1914 and founded the Fellowship of Reconciliation.
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The following autumn Henry Hodgkin, also one of the founders of the British FOR and a
secretary of the foreign missions enterprises of the Society of Friends went to the United States
of America. After speaking widely throughout the country on the spiritual crisis which the war
represented, a conference was called to meet with him on Long Island to understand the mean-
ing of love your enemy. It was there that the US Fellowship of Reconciliation came into being
on November 11-12, 1915.

After setting up the US FOR the group sent a circular to find out who and how many would
join in their struggle against war and preparations for it. The circular said:

The Movement thus launched differentiates itself from others occasioned by the war in
certain important particulars. It is obviously not simply an addition to the already long list
of peace societies. While there is no doubt that the members of the Fellowship find them-
selves unable to take part in war, the acceptance of the spirit of Christ as the only suffi-
cient basis of society clearly involves for them very much more than the question of war.
They view war not as an isolated phenomenon but as only one out of many unhappy
consequences of the spiritual poverty of society. While it may at the present time be the
most serious and most pressing problem confronting them, they conceive their task to be
no less than a quest after an order of society in accordance with the mind of Christ.**

The leadership of the FOR, in the United States as well as in Great Britain, with their deep
commitment and enthusiasm appealed to the people to join the Fellowship and help them in
getting rid of war and all preparations for war. They argued that moral principle is a safer guide
in the day of crisis than the most eloquent pragmatism. In their appeal the US Fellowship said:

Now is the time for this nation to have courage to go forward in a better way. This is the
hour for us to dare to make trial of the will to love as the effective power for the
maintenance of the moral and spiritual order. . . . The highest task that confronts us as
a people, in the present situation, is to generate and set in operation between nations on
a scale never before known the irresistible energies of love. The immeasurable needs of
humanity plead with us to dare all risks in trying Christ’s method of serving the cause of
mankind.?

Some of their friends counselled that they should not be hasty, at least for the duration of
the war. However, these idealists were sure of not failing to speak out in truth-bearing witness
against the whole method of war and to plead for the war’s speedy conclusion on the basis of
peace without victory. Two conscientious objectors, Evan Thomas and Harold Gray, were
sentenced to imprisonment for refusing to join the armed forces.

After his court-martial Harold Gray said in a letter:

So far as I am able to learn, Thomas and I are the only men for whom the death sentence
has been asked, and since Thomas received twenty-five years’ hard labour at Fort
Leavenworth, my fate will probably be the same. However, if they should give me the
death sentence and it should be approved by Washington, I know of no one who is more
ready to die for a great cause than I am, and I certainly know of no greater cause than
that of upholding the majesty and freedom of conscience.?

In the meantime, on November 2, Evan Thomas was sent to solitary confinement at Fort

67



Leavenworth, where he remained continuously till the end of December. During his period in
jail he was chained up in a standing position with his hands above his head for nine hours each
day for nearly five weeks. The reason behind this punishment was that he had refused to do
prison work in order to bring to the attention of the outside world the barbarous treatment
being inflicted upon some Russian conscientious objectors. Such a great sacrifice could not go
unnoticed by a large number of concerned people. It did not take a long time for many a young
Christian idealist to join the Fellowship of Reconciliation and build it into an inspiring and
dynamic movement. The driving force behind the FOR has been the desire on the part of many
people to make a new study of the teaching of Jesus and to apply the results unflinchingly
wherever they might lead.

The pacifist movement found institutional expression not only in national societies but in
international organisation. According to Peter Brock

The twentieth century indeed has been an age of internationals. Socialists and co-op-
erative internationals, Communist ‘Red’ and peasantist ‘Green’ internationals do not
exhaust their number. It was natural, therefore, that after the war the ex-conscientious
objectors of Britain and America, along with a handful of sympathisers from the former
allied, enemy and neutral lands, should band together in some form of fellowship,
which would provide a basis, they hoped, for the expansion of the movement beyond
its Anglo-American heartland.”’

International Fellowship of Reconciliation

At a conference held in October 1919 in Bilthoven, Holland an organisation was formed with
the name of the Movement for a Christian International. In 1921 its name was changed to
International Fellowship of Reconciliation. All the national FOR groups got themselves affili-
ated to the International FOR. The 50 participants at the Bilthoven conference had solemnly
acknowledged “each his own share in the sins of his own country in connection with the war
and the making of so-called peace”, and proclaimed their “shame for their part in the failure of
their respective churches to maintain a universal spirit during war” .2 The number of affiliates
had reached 11 already in 1919. The story of the Fellowship of Reconciliation is a story of the
most dynamic pacifist Christian movement, one that received guidance from some of the most
renowned and dedicated women and men from nearly all over the world.

By now the general public had started hearing openly things which were not generally
publicly spoken of before, that is, that the institution of war had to be abolished if humankind
was to live in peace and harmony. Tolstoy had explained the situation bravely and clearly.
After the appearance of the German edition of his book, What I Believe, he received a letter
from a professor of the University of Prague informing him of The Net of Faith, abook written
by Chelcicky, a fifteenth-century Czech. The professor told Tolstoy that the writer had put
forward the same views as his expressed in What I Believe. Chelcicky’s book was not allowed
to be published. After making much effort Tolstoy obtained some information about the writer
from Pypin’s history of Czech literature in which there was an account of The Net of Faith.
Later Tolstoy also managed to get proof copies of the book, which he found ‘in all respects a
wonderful book’. He said:

Chelcicky entitled his book The Net of Faith because — having taken for epigraph the
verse of the Gospel about Christ calling his disciples to be fishers of men — he says,
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continuing that metaphor: “Christ by means of his disciples caught the whole world in
his net of faith, but the big fish burst the net and escaped from it, and through the holes
they made the other fish got out, so that the net has been left almost empty.”

Tolstoy said that the big fish that burst the net were the rulers, emperors, popes and kings,
who, without renouncing power, accepted not Christianity but only its mask.

Chelcicky teaches what is taught to-day by the non-resistant Mennonites and Quakers,
and was taught in former times by the Bogomiles, Paulicians, and many others. . . . A
Christian, according to Chelcicky, not only cannot be a ruler or a soldier; he cannot
take any part in the government, nor be a merchant, or even a landowner; . . .

This book is one of the few exposing official Christianity that have survived the
autos-da-fé. All such books, which were pronounced heretical, were burnt, together
with their authors, so that ancient works exposing the errors of official Christianity are
very rare.”

Tolstoy had the farsightedness to be able to warn humankind that if it did not put an end to
the growth of militarism its existence would be in jeopardy, and that it would not take long to
reach the stage of non-reversal.

Pacifism, until the beginning of the First World War, was not taken seriously by the intelli-
gentsia. When groups like the Fellowship of Reconciliation, the Women’s International League
for Peace and Freedom and the War Resisters’ International came into existence it dawned
upon them that these pacifist men and women meant what they said: that they were willing to
give up their comforts and everything, even their lives, to save the world from the disaster
being created by the misconceived policies of the rulers.
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CHAPTER 5

What do you think? Wherein is courage required - in blowing
others to pieces from behind a cannon, or with a smiling face to
approach a cannon and be blown to pieces? Who is the true
warrior - he who keeps death always as bosom-friend, or he
who controls the death of others? Believe me that a man devoid
of courage and manhood can never be a passive resister.

M. K. Gandhit

Conscription, its origin and opposition to it

The use of the word ‘conscription’” with its present connotation, that is, compulsory national
military service, dates back to the early nineteenth century. It first came into common use in
connection with the mass national armies employed by the French in the Napoleonic Wars and
from that period onwards was used by all the belligerent countries in the Franco—German war
of 1870.

The power to compulsorily recruit men for the maintenance of armies, specially in the time
of war, was used by the State from the earliest days of the Roman empire. Even in the days
earlier than the period of the Roman empire rulers used coercion to recruit men for their
armies whenever needed, whether for the defence of their kingdoms or for invading other
regions. In other words conscription in some form or other had existed since the very early
days of history, and presumably in every stabilised society.

France

Denis Hayes says of the origins of French conscription:

though Prussian regulation of 1733 had imposed compulsory service on quite a large
scale, it was in the surge of the French Revolution that the live seeds of modern con-
scription were sown, seeds which in due time were to spread the roots of compulsion
throughout the world. Notwithstanding a remarkable voluntary effort, the Republican
Government in February, 1793, had been obliged to conscript 300,000 National Guards
for foreign service. This levy failed to secure the necessary numbers and a few months
later the Government, at the instigation of Carnot and Bareére, introduced a general levy
of all able bodied men from eighteen to twenty-five.

The War Resisters’ International’s world survey of conscription states:

Under attack from Austria and the German States in 1792 the French improvised an
army by Requisition which has been called “a special law of unprecedented despot-
ism”. Compulsory military service was put into effect in February, 1793. ... The Law
of Conscription was substituted for the Requisition in 1798. This law made all French
men liable to serve whenever the Government declared the country to be in danger and
conscription was applied to men in the 20 to 25 age groups.’
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This law of conscription service became a fundamental clause of the Constitution.

The French Revolution of 1789 saw the beginning of mass armies formed under the com-
pulsory national military service law. When Napoleon saw that it had become difficult to meet
the country’s need to have an adequate number of soldiers by voluntary enlistment he used the
law of conscription, and enrolled 2,613,000 conscripts between 1800 and 1813. For that time
in history it was an immense figure.

After his victory in the battle of Jean in 1806 Napoleon restricted the size of the Prussian
army, which gave birth to the idea of using a small cadre of professional soldiers as a ‘sausage
machine’ to train batches of conscripts in a short time and pass them to the reserves. This
method enabled Prussia, in a few years, to build up a large reserve of trained men without
infringing the conditions restricting the size of the standing army. This was the system on
which the continental powers based their armies in preparation for the First World War: a
comparatively small corps of professional officers and soldiers, who were responsible for
operational and administrative staff work and for instructing the conscripts forming the bulk of
the army, who served for one to three years as full-time soldiers, before passing to the reserve.
By this means France, Russia, Germany and Austria-Hungary, in 1914, were able to deploy
large armies within a few days of mobilisation and to follow these up quickly with reserve
divisions composed of conscript reservists.

The civil authorities were required to prepare a national register from which conscripts
would be drawn. . . . The Law permitted no Frenchman under the age of 30 to travel or
serve in any public office unless he had discharged his military responsibilities. Escorts
of police marched the conscripts in bodies of 100 to various depots throughout the
empire so that no mass opposition could be organised. There were exemptions for
clergy, doctors, only sons of widowed mothers, workers in war industries and soldiers
who had survived five campaigns. Penalties for defaulters were harsh. Death or the
“peine de boulet” punished them — ten hours hard labour a day for ten years chained to
an iron ball and solitary confinement. In 1807 for using a false document to save his
son from conscription a man was sentenced to 8 years’ labour in irons, branding with a
hot iron, 6 hours’ exposure and a fine.*

When conscription was introduced in France, one of the arguments presented in its favour,
supported by the social-democratic groups, was that international socialism should invariably
throw its weight against the aggressor party, the party that fires the first shot. This argument
was put forward by the French Parliamentarian Socialists under the leadership of Jean Jaures.
In fact the French syndicalists wanted Congress to “call on all comrades to answer any decla-
ration of war, no matter from what side it is made, with the military strike and with insurrec-
tion”.

The French lived for years in the midst of the Second World War under great stress and
fear. There was hardly a family from which at least one male member had not been lost or had
undergone severe suffering. However, the same families were supporting their government in
building weapons of mass destruction in the 1960s. Although there were some groups engaged
in anti-war activities, compared to the UK and the USA mass movements against war, spe-
cially against nuclear weapons, were much weaker in France during that period.

“As recently as 1958 French citizens were called to arms, with full support of trade unions,
to defend their country in response to rumours of a parachute invasion by Algerian generals
who were opposed to a negotiated end to their war with France.”® Whereas provision for
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exemption from military service on grounds of conscience and/or religious beliefs had been
introduced in some countries already before the First World War, in France it was not until
1963 that a law was introduced to provide exemption from military service to a very limited
category of conscientious objectors (COs), who would do alternative service.

United States of America

In the United States of America, although a number of States were already using compulsory
methods of military enrolment, it was during the Civil War (April 1861 to April 1865) that
military conscription in the modern sense was introduced.

In the North, the Act of 3rd March, 1863, ruled that “all able-bodied male citizens of
the U.S. (and applicants for citizenship) . . . between the ages of 20 and 45 . . . are
hereby declared to constitute the national forces, and shall be liable to perform military
duty in that service of the U.S. when called out by the President for that purpose.”
Violations of the Act were punishable by up to $500 fine and/or 2 years imprison-
ment. At the outset there were no provisions for conscientious objectiors, but on 24th
February, 1864, anotherAct granted alternative service in hospitals for whoever would
swear that he was conscientiously opposed to bearing arms and could produce evi-
dence that his “deportment had been uniformly consistent with such a declaration”. In
addition substitutes were allowed on payment of $300. In the South conscientious ob-
jectors had a more difficult time but could secure exemption on payment of $500. The
draft encountered general opposition in many cities of the North and in New York City
on the 13th to 16th July, 1863, 100,000 infantry, three batteries of artillery and a divi-
sion of the National Guard were needed to enforce it on an unwilling working popula-
tion. At least 1,200 people were killed and damage to property amounted to $1,500,000.”

The development of war and weapon technology forced governments to give some thought
to the strategic as well as tactical aspects of war management on the one hand and on the other
hand to the implications of international relations. With the expansion of war on land, sea and
air it was important to co-ordinate the efforts of all the three fighting services. It meant that
recruitment for the three services by conscripting men — and in some cases also women — had
to be on a different basis.

In addition to the increase in the number of personnel trained in operations of sophisticated
equipment of a large variety the size of armies for actual fighting had also to be increased.
Although machines conserved manpower on the battlefield, they increased the number of men
required for supply and maintenance of the equipment and its production in factories. Except
in the USA all the other belligerent countries suffered acute shortage of manpower. Under
these circumstances the concept of conscription came to be useful to all the nations.

After the Second World War, the Cold War provided a reason for many governments to
impose conscription. Divided into two blocks, East and West, nearly all the countries of Eu-
rope and the USA continued compulsory military service. The reality or myth, whatever one
wants to call it, dictated that the USA and European countries, of both East and West, not only
continue with conscription but increase their armaments and make the nuclear bomb look like
the greatest necessity for national defence.
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Switzerland

The principle behind military conscription in Switzerland has been very different. The Swiss
military tradition has often been quoted as an example by pro-conscription forces in other
European countries.® The Constitution of May 29, 1874, Article 18, states “Every Swiss citi-
zen is subject to military service. . . . Each soldier receives gratis his initial arms, equipment
and dress. The arms remain in the soldier’s hands, subject to conditions fixed by the Federal
legislation.” According to the amendments of April 12, 1907: “These obligations commence
from the year when the citizen reaches the age of 20 and lasts until the end of that year in which
he reaches 60.” In Article 2 of the regulations the word “obligations” remained the same but
the change of the age limit for military service was reduced from 60 to 48. Article 3 stated: “In
the case of personal service not being accomplished, the Exemption Tax is applied.”

In 1924 people signed a petition asking for a choice between civilian and military service
and between civil and military taxes. The National Council rejected the petition by 102 votes
to 44. In 1947 another motion came before the Federal Council. In support of it the Commis-
sion for Civil Service of the Swiss Council of Associations for Peace published a comprehen-
sive brochure examining all aspects of the problem, comparing the situation in Switzerland
with that in other countries and proposing detailed legislation. All this came to nothing.

In the 1960s an increasingly active group of objectors and their supporters put their case
for alternative service with growing force and demonstrated and held work camps to make
their position known. In the 1960s an objector who was exempted from military service but
refused to pay military tax had already undergone his eighteenth prison sentence at the begin-
ning of 1968. During the same year another objector aged 26 was sentenced to three months
for refusing three times to join military training courses, though he was willing to go toAlgeria
for one year civilian service camp.

There has been some difference of approach as to whether the French or the German sys-
tem of comparatively long-term conscription is preferable to the “Swiss system of compulsory
militia service, administered with reason and flexibility. The military efficiency of Switzer-
land’s Forces, which had been demonstrated by their spectacular mobilisation in the first week
of August 1914, sprang from the complete popularity of the system itself, which was a source
of pride to the people and a result of the ancient democracy of the Swiss Confederation. The
ideal of equality seemed somewhat weakened in practice” because “about 48 percent of the
recruits were rejected as physically unfit for service. . . . In any event the unfit were liable to a
poll-tax to help level the burden.”’

It was a clever step on the part of the Swiss State to cut down the size of the Forces by
rejecting nearly half of the recruits by declaring them “unfit for health reasons”. This step
reduced the administrative and financial burden of the State while maintaining the democratic
ideal as well as the number of soldiers considered necessary for the country’s defence. Moreo-
ver, the poll tax paid by the “rejected” recruits for being exempted from military service helped
the State coffers. Furthermore, it also provided young men with the opportunity of not doing
military service by paying the military tax.

Gradually sections of the Swiss youth also realised the futility of militarism. They now
wanted a “Switzerland without army”. On September 12, 1982 10 members of the Social
Democratic Party of Switzerland formed an organisation called Gruppe fiir eine Schweiz ohne
Armee (GSoA). In reply to a questionnaire I had sent to all the WRI member organisations, the
secretary of the Group sent back the completed questionnaire with the following note:
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The Swiss army used to be “sacred”. It was considered the best education a young man
could get. Any critique of the army was considered treason. Objectors were rigorously
sent to prison for several months. In our opinion the army was/is an institution of ha-
tred, hierarchy, and patriarchism, although this army hasn’t fought in war for 150 years.
We did not believe that the Swiss army was able to defend Swiss territory in a European
war. So our conclusion is that the army is superfluous. It does not do anything good to
Swiss society only spreads submission and aggression. So let us abolish the army."

The State held a national referendum on this issue. Although the Group lost in the referen-
dum it was by a very narrow margin.

Norway, Denmark and Sweden

In Scandinavian countries a loose form of conscription was in operation prior to 1914. However,
the fear and uncertainty of war caused many countries, including these countries, to tighten up
their conscription machinery. Norway’s constitution of 1814 stated: “Every citizen of this State is
generally bound to serve in the armed forces for his native country, without consideration as to
birth and economic circumstances, for a fixed period. The manner of application of this principle
should be determined by law.”" But until the General Compulsory Service Act of 1866 was
introduced it was one of the first countries to provide humane treatment for conscientious objec-
tors and legal provision for their exemption from military service.

The new Act did not provide for exemption on any grounds. A number of conscripts, mostly
belonging to religious groups, refused to bear arms and were usually assigned to non-combat-
ant branches of the army. The situation changed gradually. But even in the mid-1960s it was
far from satisfactory. “Although conditions are still far from satisfactory from the the FMK’s
(Norwegian affiliate of the War Resisters’ International) view, from now onwards (beginning
of 1968) Norwegian COs may expect to have somewhat better prospects than previously of
getting peace promoting work for their alternative service.”'?

Denmark and Sweden were the first countries in Scandinavia to introduce laws to allow
COs to render civil service in lieu of military service. In Denmark such a law came into opera-
tion on December 13, 1917 and in Sweden on May 21, 1920. An official report stated that in
Denmark a large proportion of COs refused to choose an alternative service and went to prison
instead.

Russia

In Russia the Tsarist government sentenced conscientious objectors for a period of four to
twenty years’ imprisonment or penal servitude, and sometimes even capital punishment was
used. A WRI Bulletin in 1924 stated:

After the fall of the Tsarist Government the Provisional Government released all COs,
but as the war was still going on and the Government still kept a regular army based on
conscription it had to face the same problem as the former government with regard to
COs who still refused to serve in their army. The Provisional Government prepared a
special decree concerning those religious COs and providing for them alternative serv-
ice. However, the Prov. Government was overthrown by the Bolshevists before this
decree was issued."
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The WRI’s survey continues the account:

On assuming power the Soviets dismissed all COs from the Red Army but shortly
afterwards re-introduced conscription without making provision for their exemption.
There was no conscription from 15th January to 29th May, 1918. The treatment of
objectors depended on the attitude of local officials. In some cases they were given
alternative work. In others they were released unconditionally and in the majority of
cases they were imprisoned and a few were shot. Conscientious objectors had many
friends among the general population and leaders very close to Lenin, including the
head of his office staff, his wife and the circle of Christian Communists.

In October, 1918, a Decree (No. 190) was issued for all applications for exemp-
tions on grounds of religious conviction to be examined by a court of inquiry and if
approved to be assigned to alternative work in military hospitals. This arrangement was
not acceptable to a large proportion of objectors.

After a conference of all concerned people the United Council of Religious Groups and
Communities for the Defence of Conscientious Objectors was formed and its first action was

to approach the Government with an offer to act as the “Court of Inquiry” named in the
Decree and to promote the establishment of other Councils throughout the Union. As a
result a new Bill for objectors was published in Izvestia on 4th January, 1919."

There was a great increase in the number of objectors and it was suggested that some
religious sects which had not previously sanctioned conscientious objection, suddenly found
appropriate commandment in their sacred books. This led to a ruling, published in Izvestia on
July 24, 1919:

In the spirit of the Decree of 4th January, the expression of opinion must be complete,
that is, the United Council of Religious Groups must reply formally that each indi-
vidual person . . . is known personally to the Council; . . . The Tribunal . . . may reject
the application if it finds . . . the applicant is simply trying to use it as a means . . . of
getting out of civic duties."

Such a statement alarmed the United Council. They demanded the withdrawal of the state-
ment. The demand proved effective and the new Bill for objectors was published. As a result,
by 1920 there were 30,000 cases registered as objectors in Moscow alone. The Government
modified the law in 1924 to grant exemption only to certain specified religious groups among
which Tolstoyans were not included.

In 1926, compulsory military training was introduced for students in higher educa-
tional establishments. In 1929, it became quite impossible for pacifists to associate
together at all.'*

The fate of the objectors depended largely upon the personality of the communist military
commander who had to deal with their cases. For instance in the Moscow military district the
military commander Mouralof trusted only V. G. Tchertkoff, the friend and colleague of Tolstoy,
and agreed to grant full exemption to all those COs who would bring him a letter from Tchertkoff
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certifying the sincerity of his religious convictions. It became more and more difficult for
Tchertkoff to deal with an increasing number of cases; besides he felt he had no right to probe
another man’s conscience.

The WRI Bulletin 1V described the cruel treatment the COs received for refusing to co-
operate with the military structure. For instance in the County of Smolensk seven COs were shot
in 1921 in spite of the protest made by the Moscow Central Soviets to stop the execution. The
local tribunals shot more than 100 COs. Vallsilij Tarakin quite independently came to the conclu-
sion that war of any kind was a great crime and he was ready to meet death for his faith. The
Revolutionary Tribunal gave him the death penalty by shooting. He was given 48 hours to recon-
sider his decision. Eventually when the soldiers refused to shoot him the president of the Com-
mission himself shot Tarakin. All the witnesses of the execution cried. Tarakin’s last words were:

“Know it brethren, and always remember that by shooting my body you are killing your
own soul. My body shall perish but my spirit will live, because I die for love and
brotherhood.”

Some of the COs refused to accept the certificate of their religious sincerity sup-
plied by the U. C., saying that it only weakens their spiritual side when they can get a
certificate which will help to release them from military service. They also said that
such a certificate brings forth envy among other people and lowers the significance of
their attitude in their eyes instead of letting them act as an example.'’

Finland

Finland was a Grand Duchy of Tzarist Russia and from 1809 had its own army, however small
in numbers, based on general conscription. But as a first phase in the ‘Russification’ policy of
the Tzarist regime the army was disbanded in 1901. The liberation of the country took place
with the spontaneous organisation of voluntary armies. Both white and red guards were estab-
lished. After a bitter and cruel civil war independence of the New Republic was established in
1918. The Constitution of 1919 provided for military service as a duty of all citizens, male and
female. The first military service law of 1922 made all those physically fit liable for military
training, without any provision for conscientious objectors.

Asia and Africa

The situation in the Asian and to some extent African countries in regard to conscription has
been very different. Anti-conscription or even an anti-militarist perspective of the Western
kind has taken a long time to be introduced. The experience of colonialism must be an impor-
tant factor responsible for this near-total absence of anti-militarism.

It is interesting to note that the policy of the colonial powers was different in the colonised
countries as compared to their home countries. In many colonies conscription was introduced
only for the citizens of the ruling nations. The local population was kept away from the use of
weapons of war. The British actually deprived the people of whatever weapons they pos-
sessed; so much so that in India there was a time when an average farmer could not own even
an ordinary gun to protect his crops from wild animals.

High levels of unemployment in many of the countries of Asia and Africa are another
factor which has not helped in developing a realistic understanding of militarism among the
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people. It is an eye-opening experience to see the kind of crowds drawn at the recruiting
centres specially when there is a call to arms based on national security. For instance when
India and Pakistan and India and China went to war in the early 1960s, there were queues
several miles long at recruiting centres in both India and Pakistan. Many of the slogans on
posters used by both the sides to evoke nationalistic sentiments and the sense of obligation to
defend one’s motherland were alarmingly one-sided and devoid of basic human values. The
conditioning of minds was so deep-rooted that the basic values propagated in most religions
by their founders and prophets completely disappeared from the mind of the average person.

United Kingdom

Britain, the biggest power involved in the First World War at its commencement, did not
possess any form of conscription at the beginning, therefore it was natural that the struggle
against conscription on the grounds of conscience started in that country.

When early in 1916 the first Conscription Bill was introduced into the British Parlia-
ment, the No-Conscription Fellowship (known as the N.C.F.), in which the Conscien-
tious Objectors (COs) were organised, was already a powerful movement — so power-
ful indeed that the Government was compelled to take cognisance of it. From first to
last the policy of the N.C.F. was to offer an uncompromising resistance to Conscrip-
tion. The N.C.F. did not seek a way of escape for COs. It asked for no conscience
clause; its sole aim was to defeat Conscription.

Nevertheless a conscience clause was inserted in the Bill. This was due partly to the
efforts of influential pacifists, etc., and partly to the fact that in the N.C.F. were some of
the finest and most respected young men in the country. It is also worthy of note that,
notwithstanding that a war was in progress, the Tribunals, before which the COs had to
appear, had the power to grant “absolute” exemption from all compulsory services
whatsoever, military or civil.'®

In actual practice, however, the tribunals, except in a few rare cases, refused to grant total
exemption. Instead they offered either non-combatant military service or compulsory civil
service. The majority of COs refused these offers and chose to be court-martialled for disobe-
dience. They then were sent to prison, usually for two years.

Despite her very special geographic situation, about which we have already made a men-
tion, gathering war clouds made the British government feel it necessary to recruit more sol-
diers than possible on a voluntary basis.

With the last months of 1915 the recruiting position became even worse and the advo-
cates of conscription both within the Cabinet and without were becoming more and
more insistent upon its introduction. But still the Government hung back, hesitating to
take a step unprecedented in modern times and fearing that the support for the introduc-
tion of conscription might be less substantial than the loudmouthed fury of its advo-
cates led them to believe.

So on October 5th, 1915, Lord Derby was appointed Director of Recruiting to carry
out a last canvass of the country’s man-power."

Derby was a keen conscriptionist himself. He made a scheme for a voluntary system known as
the Derby Scheme, which was bound to fail because those who were at the heart of affairs
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wished it so. After a few days of sharp debate the Bill for the Military Service Act 1916 was
carried by 431 for and 39 against, and received the Royal Assent. The Act provided that every
male British subject who on August 15th, 1915 was ordinarily resident in Great Britain and
had attained eighteen but not forty-one and who was either unmarried or a widower was to be
deemed to have enlisted for general service for the period of the war. There were some exemp-
tions left to the Tribunals to decide who could or could not apply for it.

In an all-night sitting in a dignified speech T. Edmond Harvey, an elected Liberal, spoke on
behalf of the Society of Friends and put frankly, and moderately, the case for the conscientious
objectors with which Parliament would soon have to deal if and when the threatened call-up of
single men came about. Sir John Simon’s opposition to compulsion for service was one of
principle. He said:

The condition that compulsion should only be adopted by general consent has been
abandoned in favour of the condition that compulsion should be adopted without any
regard to the numbers to be compelled or to the strength of the opposition . . . Does
anyone really suppose that once the principle of compulsion has been conceded you are
going to stop here??

Opposing the Bill, Arnold Rowntree begged the House “to leave men still the masters
of their own souls, and to do nothing to destroy the fabric of England’s appeal to the
conscience of the world.”?!

The military machine always likes to secure an increase in the number of its personnel. To
this end it creates public alarm leading to a climate which makes it easier for the public to
accept youngsters’ going to war. Politicians post-rationalise such events as shown by this ex-
tract from the War Memoirs of David Lloyd George:

Looking back after the event, no one can now doubt that the adoption of conscription
was vitally necessary for carrying the War through to victory. Without it we should
have been overwhelmed when Russia, Roumania and Serbia had all cracked and the
FrenchArmy was threatening mutiny.*

There is another side of the practice of conscription related to the United Kingdom. It is
true that on account of its unique situation, it faced no serious threat from any nation, hence did
not need large armies for its own protection. It based its defence on its insular geographical
position — surrounded by sea. Yet it had the largest navy in the world — the Royal Navy. Since
the days of Oliver Cromwell’s major generals the British people had resolutely opposed any
form of compulsion for military service. Even in the beginning of the twentieth century when
Britain became associated with France in an entente cordiale its commitments on the conti-
nent were so small that no attempt was made to increase the size of the army.

However, the British needed armed forces to keep their hold on the countries they had
occupied as a colonial power. The British dominions did not have threatened land frontiers,
therefore they faced no serious danger of attack from any nation. Therefore they could manage
with comparatively small but very well trained and equipped garrisons, which were provided
for India and other overseas possessions. The size of the garrisons was so limited that the
question of conscription never arose.

When Britain needed more soldiers for the First World War in 1914-15 it had a large
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enough number of volunteer recruits to train them properly and to be well equipped. But with
the high number of casualties in the war it became apparent that it was not possible to increase
the strength of the army further on the basis of voluntary recruitment, so Britain introduced
conscription in January 1916. As soon as the war was over in November 1918 it reverted to a
no-conscription position.

Conscription and the First World War

When, later, the USA came into the war, a similar struggle took place with, on the whole, similar
results. The next storm centre in the fight against conscription was in the Scandinavian countries
and in Holland. In these countries a loose form of conscription — from which in most cases it was
not difficult to arrange exemption — was in operation prior to 1914. But the First World War,
owing to the fear and uncertainty which it created in the neutral countries, caused the latter to
tighten up their conscription machinery. This increased stringency produced revolt, and gave rise
to a powerful anti-conscription movement. That period encouraged a large number of young men
to declare themselves COs, resulting in their imprisonment in all these countries.

The persecution of COs and their increased number might have encouraged governments
to modify their conscription laws to try to establish various forms of alternative service for
COs. However in these countries no attempt was made to secure full exemption from any kind
of service. Denmark and Sweden were the first countries to introduce laws to allow COs to
render civil service in lieu of military service. In Denmark such a law came into operation on
December 13, 1917 and in Sweden on May 21, 1920.

An official report stated that in Denmark a large proportion of COs refused to choose an
alternative service and went to prison instead. The Norwegian parliament considered a law in
March 1922, but it was not passed. In Holland a law for alternative service was carried. Wilfred
Wellock wrote that some comrades informed him that not many COs availed themselves of the
provisions of this act.

In Switzerland an agitation went on to ask for alternative service. Swiss anti-militarists
presented to the public a petition for their signatures to be presented to the government asking
for civilian service in place of military service. It stated that in order to prevent abuse, the
period of the alternative service could exceed military service by one-third in duration. It also
suggested that those who objected to the paying of taxes for military purposes should pay a tax
one-third greater in amount, which should be devoted exclusively to civil purposes.

Herbert Runham Brown had asked the WRI Sections for their opinion about alternative serv-
ice. The great majority of those replying simply affirmed their agreement with the views ex-
pressed by him in his June letter. They looked upon alternative service as a dangerous support to
military conscription and not likely to help in making war impossible. Some said that there were
other ways to be of use to the community than by accepting the kinds of alternative service likely
to be imposed. Some pointed to the demoralising effects of confining people in barracks.

One member thought that in the countries with conscription introducing alternative serv-
ices would soon make a breach in military conscription itself. However, the experience in
Scandinavia and Russia did not confirm this opinion. According to Runham Brown:

Most of us . . . think that we will have to educate the new generation for voluntary

services for the community; but we will have to strive against every form of compul-
sory service, in order to make the organisation of war impossible.?
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The debate over the question of giving priority to the demand for alternative service went
on and on for a long time. It has remained an important issue and looking at the work of the
International since the Second World War, particularly in the 1950s, 60s and 70s, it is clear
that much of the effort of the WRI Sections, and to some extent of the International itself, went
into the struggle to introduce legislation for recognition of conscientious objection as a human
right. It has, naturally, encouraged the demand for alternative service. Even those who were
not dedicated pacifists preferred alternative service to military service for the simple reason
that it would save them from going to the battlefield.

Why do people accept conscription?

It is said that protecting your home, your country, is the greatest truth and must be adhered to
as your highest duty. For instance, “It is your dharma” says the Gita, the most revered scrip-
ture of the Hindus, the essence of the epic Mahabharat. The epic deals with the conflict: which
side has the truth? Two branches of the same family, the Pandavas and the Kauravas, ulti-
mately come face to face on the battlefield of Kurukshetra. Lord Krishna is the chariot driver
of Arjuna, the commander-in-chief of the Pandavas. He stops the chariot on the battlefield and
commands that the battle having been declared, Arjuna must do what his duty demands. Arjuna
expresses his inability to lift his bow and arrow against his own kith and kin.

The Gita is the discourse given by Krishna in response toArjuna’s doubts. Krishna’s reply
to Arjuna is that for the sake of sentiment he must not forsake that which he considers to be the
truth. According to most interpretations of the Gira Krishna’s order is: “it is your duty, Arjuna;
do not be misguided by worldly sentiments — of blood relationship. You must fight the battle as
a brave and dutiful man, as you have always been”. All the belligerent parties have often used
this interpretation of Gita. Hardly anybody has questioned this teaching of Gita. It is taught as
aritual and considered to be something that cannot be disputed. However, Gandhi had some-
thing different to say about it.

According to Gandhi’s interpretation Gita is not about the Kurukshetra battle as such; it is
about the battle that goes on in the heart and mind of each individual and it is for himself or
herself alone to decide as to what action should be taken to solve the dilemma or dispute. But
Gandhi implies that Arjuna would have refused to take up arms if he had been knowledgable
about this aspect of nonviolence advocated in Gita by Krishna himself; which is the major
emphasis of the scripture. It is in this context that Gandhi often said: “Violence is preferable to
cowardice, but the only desirable thing is nonviolence.” Gandhi says: “. . . on the present
occasion, his [Arjuna’s] reason was suddenly clouded by ignorant attachment. He did not wish
to kill his kinsmen. He did not say that he would not kill anyone even if he believed that person
to be wicked . . .”?* Gandhi’s interpretation of Gita is the opposite of the one popularised and
that recommends retaliation or even aggression.

The experience of the Peace Pledge Union (PPU) in Britain after a few years of its found-
ing is a significant example of a similar dilemma faced by pacifists in modern times. For some
of its members the idea and slogan of war resistance as a universal principle was fine up to a
certain level and was to be adhered to; but when it started conflicting with intellectual or
sentimental attachments it became hard to continue accepting pacifism as a lifelong pledge.

A few years before the Second World War ‘Dr. H. R. L. Sheppard, Canon of St. Paul’s
Cathedral, London, invited any men who felt as he did to send him a post card stating that he
renounced war and would never take part in another one. The response was immediate and
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overwhelming ... So “Dick Sheppard’s army” was enlisted.’®

In the first year the Peace Pledge Union received 80,000 signatures to the pledges. Its pre-
war membership rose at one point to 140,000 and with its weekly newspaper, Peace News, it
came to dominate the pacifist field.

But let us see what happened when Hitler jumped into the war in the late 1930s. People
rightly believed that Nazism was one of the greatest of all evils of the century. The corollary
was that the war against Nazism and Hitler was a just war and had to be fought and supported
by everyone who wanted to save democracy. Before long the Peace Pledge Union was left
with just a few thousand members. Many who had considered themselves staunch pacifists,
including many intellectuals, left the PPU and extended support to their government. Several
joined the armed forces and supported military conscription, introduced in May 1939.

One question that bothered the pacifists was, and still is, how to resolve the psychological
conflict many people face in accepting the pacifist argument against the so-called just war.
People like Fenner Brockway, Chairman of the WRI for a long time, Albert Einstein, one of
the greatest names in the worlds not only of science but also of humanism, and C. E. M. Joad,
to mention three of the most well known personalities, gave up their pacifist position when
they had to face that question. To solve this dilemma one must look at the problem in its long-
term and broadest perspective. People forget that destroying enemies like Hitler and Hitlerism
by using the instruments of war does not destroy the evil forever; in fact in today’s conditions
it destroys innocent masses more than it ever did. After the defeat and death of Hitler many
people asked whether Hitlerism had been eliminated from the world.

Despite the understandable senselessness of the institution of war and militarism and its
inhuman character, and the ultimate destruction it causes, the dilemma remains in the minds of
a large majority: should I fight against injustice with weapons or do I sit quietly and watch the
happenings as a helpless creature? Or, is there any other way I can face the situation coura-
geously and creatively? What are the factors which influence many an individual or even
group to tilt on the side of violence and lead people to the battlefield? Why has the pacifist
movement, especially the War Resisters’ International, been unable to find the answers?

The ‘just war’ argument is perhaps the most challenging for pacifists. I would like to touch
upon a couple of relevant points in this connection. The first is about the prevalent notion that
democracy and conscription are closely connected with each other. At the time of the introduc-
tion of military conscription the argument put forward in its favour was that it should not be the
responsibility only of the paid soldiers — generally from the poor strata of the society — to
defend the country; each citizen belonging to every strata of the society should consider it to
be his or her duty, and therefore, each able-bodied person must take part in the process of
defending their country, and should be ready to perform the duty at any time required by the
State. The introduction of military conscription therefore added a new dimension into the
psychology. It injected compulsory militarisation into the social structure.

The second is the notion that as discipline is a virtue and one of the chief qualities associ-
ated with militarism, the armed forces have something valuable to teach. Even a person like
Mahatma Gandhi, whose philosophy and programme were against militarism, admired the
military kind of discipline as part of education.

Lord Hugh Cecil put forward the following counter-argument in a talk he gave in 1909 on
‘Liberty and Authority’:

If by discipline is meant self-discipline that certainly is a most precious quality. But is
it the case that soldiers are pre-eminent in self-discipline? I confess that I have never

82



been able to notice that the soldiers are superior in self-control and self-discipline to
civilians. Discipline then, in the military sense means something different. It means, I
apprehend obedience — what is called in military language subordination. Obedience is
in truth a non-moral habit. It may make for good, but it may also make for evil.?

WRI opposes all conscription

The question for the WRI is: is our task only to get rid of military conscription? Our major task
cannot be to go on increasing the number of conscientious objectors doing alternative service,
even if for social welfare, but to strive for the removal of all the causes of war. The authority of
the State itself is often one of the causes of war. Hence, one of the things that has to be con-
fronted is the compulsion exercised by the State to make people do things under its authority.
The pacifist struggle is not only against military conscription but conscription in its every
form; in other words to liberate the individual and humankind as a whole from the absolute
authority of the State.

The WRI has constantly been aware of the reality that it has not been able to do as much as
it was expected or wanted to do in using the anti-conscription concept for its goal of social
change. One of the underlying reasons for being conscious about it was the fact that rather than
being directed to building a warless world, too much of its energy was being spent in securing
the right of conscientious objectors — many of whom were interested primarily in securing
exemption from military service or obtaining alternative service. There have been several
occasions when at its International Council meetings or the Triennial conferences statements
to that effect were made.

In 1967 during the US war in Vietnam the Council meeting held in Spode House in Great
Britain made the following statement after a discussion on the question of a pacifist approach
to military conscription:

The WRI is opposed to conscription for military or civilian purposes and advocates its
total abolition. The Council recommends the Executive to explore with the Sections the
possibility of an International anti-conscription campaign.

Because the WRI is opposed to conscription on principle, it does not recognise the
right of the State to impose an alternative to compulsory military services. Neverthe-
less it admits that in countries where military conscription exists, the provision of alter-
native service may be a step forward. In such cases we consider that civilian alternative
service should be granted to all who apply for it. Such service should be socially con-
structive and should include the possibility of international service or participation in a
peace programme under the auspices of a voluntary agency.

The WRI takes note of the special problems that have arisen in the USA in connec-
tion with the war in Vietnam where a number of young men for reasons of social or
cultural background have not applied for the traditional CO status or have been refused
exemption because their objection was not of a religious nature or applied only to this
particular war. The WRI views all these men as genuine conscientious objectors to
conscription and therefore deserving its full support.

The WRI reaffirms that its campaign against conscription is only part of its general
struggle against war and its causes and for the establishment of a nonviolent social
order.”’
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It is not military conscription alone that the WRI wants to get rid of,, it has to get rid of the
State’s authority to force people to do those things that are harmful to humankind. Yet it seems
that the State and the authority inherent in the State cannot be separated. Does it mean that as
long as the State exists with its present structure and tradition conscription too will remain?

In this very context another basic question has to be raised. Does the State build armies
only for protecting the country from outside interference and for defence? Or is it under the
garb of national defence it tries, nearly always successfully, to subjugate the population —
condition it to be able to keep it under control by all sorts of methods? These issues cannot be
separated from each other.
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fectly wrong to give much importance to these. If, moreover, it is difficult to reconcile a few of the
verses with the idea that the Gita advocates nonviolence, it is still more difficult to reconcile the
teaching of the work as a whole with the advocacy of violence.’
Gandhi asks: ‘But then had Arjuna’s obstinate refusal to fight anything to do with nonviolence?

In fact, he had fought often enough in the past. On the present occasion his reasoning was sud-
denly clouded by ignorant attachment. He did not wish to kill his kinsmen. He did not say that he
would not kill anyone even if he believed that person to be wicked. Shri Krishna . . . understands
the momentary darkening of Arjuna’s reason. He, therefore, tells him: ‘You have already commit-
ted violence. By talking now like a wise man, you will not learn nonviolence. Having started on
this course, you must finish the job.” . . . Krishna, who believed in nonviolence, could not have
given Arjuna any advice other than that what he did. But to conclude from this that the Girta
teaches violence or justifies war is as unwarranted as to argue that, since violence in some form or
other is inescapable for maintaining the body in existence, dharma lies only in violence. The man
of discriminating intellect, on the other hand, teaches the duty of striving for deliverance from this
body which exists through violence, the duty, that is, striving for moksha.’

25 ‘Our New British Section — The Peace Pledge Union’, The War Resister 41, Winter 1936, p.13

26 Quoted by J. M. Todd in Conscription, Peace Pledge Union, London, p.5

27 War Resistance 2:22, 3rd quarter, 1967, p.5
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PART TWO

The War Resisters’ International
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CHAPTER 6

And so I fell asleep to dream of the International of those who
would refuse all war service, not to keep themselves unsoiled from
the blood of their brother, but so that they might render the
greatest of all service, that they might be his comrade and rekin-
dle his faith in men. I saw the great walls of race and nation, of
differing language and custom, of creed and political opinion, of
wealth and poverty, of caste and class, rise up before me. We had
broken prison walls and re-established an effective contact. Here,
surely was a bigger task we must set ourselves steadily and sys-
tematically to accomplish. We must break through the barriers.

H. Runham Brown, Cutting Ice

The beginning

The First World War ended with the Armistice agreement with Germany signed on November
11, 1918. Consequently, the pressure of conscription on young men was no longer so acute.
Some of those who had become war resisters felt relieved, but others, who had gone through
experiences which made their pacifist commitment firmer and stronger, felt the need to con-
tinue the struggle against militarism. They planned to form an active body that would continue
the work in an organised manner and with a long-term perspective. The idea was to go deeper
into the implications of their pacifist approach to war, which according to the philosophies of
statehood and militarism, was supposed to be the instrument for bringing about peace in the
world, a view once again proved by the First World War to be futile and totally disastrous.

An initiative came from some dedicated individuals and organisations, such as the Reli-
gious Society of Friends and the Fellowship of Reconciliation, that were deeply engaged in
pacifist activities. However, a further step of the ladder had to be climbed to reach the goal of
making this a really warless world and a world aiming at human unity. There was another
challenge, that is to consider human beings as human beings and not as Jews, Christians,
Hindus, Muslims, atheists, agnostics or any such category. The need was to create a body that
would work incessantly against militarism in all its forms and manifestations and without any
discrimination between women and men, or between people belonging to different races and
religions or creeds. This body would consider all humanity as one family.

Until that time pacifist groups had their own well-defined constituencies and followers to
address and seek support from. Even if in an organisation ‘others’ were welcomed to sit and
discuss matters of common interest they could not fully identify with them. Their language and
focal points were often different. Even if they tried, which they very often did wholeheartedly,
it was not easy for them to go far enough to be able to feel at one with their way of expression.

At this point some Quakers and members of the Fellowship of Reconciliation attended
meetings of other denominations and started feeling that this gap was a crucial one. They felt
the need for a body that would address every man and woman of every country in the world
asking them to come out openly and work together for getting rid of war and militarism. They
strongly felt that to achieve that goal they themselves must organise to do everything they
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could to root out all the causes that make war a likely possibility.

At this time politics was being influenced by socialist thinking and enlightened anarchism
was also making its impact on the minds of many concerned people. This was another factor
which caused some activists to feel the need for a radical and non-sectarian pacifist organisa-
tion with a well-balanced political and economical analysis, able to approach and attract peo-
ple of all strata — social as well as economic.

The two philosophies, socialism and anarchism, were making an impact particularly on the
younger generation, which was willing to look at the phenomenon of war from a fresh angle —
different from the way the majority of the men and women of the older generation did. How-
ever, the pacifist activities of members of some sections of the Society of Friends and the
Fellowship of Reconciliation were attractive and meaningful enough to the younger genera-
tion to share in the efforts to build a new movement.

They began to make contacts, nationwide as well as internationally, with the purpose of
holding a get-together to discuss what they could jointly do next as pacifists. There were
already anti-militarist organisations in several European countries. Holland, although it was
neutral in the First World War, had many war objectors, and among them a good proportion
had anarchist views. They decided to call a meeting to discuss their future plans.

It was decided that the consultations would be held in Holland, which was chosen for a
number of reasons. Firstly, Holland was a neutral country in the First World War; it was com-
paratively easy for delegates to travel there from many European nations. Secondly, there
were certain characteristics of Dutch society as described in the note entitled ‘The Birthplace
of Internationalism’ published in The War Resister.

The remarkable fact that nearly all the international anti-militarist organisations have
been founded in Holland is due to something more than the geographical position of
the country. The Dutch working class people are largely anti-militarist.

The Anti-Militarist Union was founded more than twenty years ago and is a big and
influential organisation, out of which has grown the International Anti-Militarist Bu-
reau Against War and Reaction, a most effective organisation which is always in co-
operation with the War Resisters’ International. We would draw the special attention of
our readers to the excellent Press Service published by the Secretary of the LA.M.B.,
Albert de Jong, . . .

The Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom held its first meeting in
Holland in 1914, shortly afterwards the International Fellowship of Reconciliation held
its inaugural meeting in that country, and in 1921 the War Resisters’ International was
founded at Bilthoven, Holland; while official peace institutions, such as the World
Court of Justice, meet in the Netherlands.

More recently the International Union of Anti-militarist Clergymen and Ministers
has been formed and its Secretary, the Rev. Dr. J. B. Th. Hugenholtz, who is also secre-
tary of the Dutch Federation of Peace Movements, has published a most valuable Year
Book entitled “Jaarbock voor de Vredsbeweging in Nederland,” . . . The Dutch Bap-
tists have a special War Resistance Committee, which is affiliated to the Union of Anti-
Militarist Clergymen and Ministers. The Bond van Religieuse Anarcho-Communisten
is the official section of the W.R.I. All the movements are linked together in a special
committee working in conjunction with the Joint Peace Council in the campaign against
military training.

There is also a special council for the assistance of imprisoned war resisters.!
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A Dutch pacifist and anarchist, Kees Boeke, whose wife was a Quaker from the Cadbury
family, took the initiative and made his home available for the meeting, which took place from
March 23 to 25, 1921. Representatives from four countries — Britain, Germany, Austria and
Holland — took part in it. The most prominent and active among them were Ernest Fletcher;
Wilfred Wellock, representing the No More War Movement; Muriel and Doris Lester, Britain;
Max Josef Metzger, who was executed by the Nazis in 1944; Wilhelm Meyer, one of the
founders of the German Bund der Kriegsdienstgegner (Union of War Service Refusers) and a
number of Dutch pacifists.

The birth of the War Resisters’ International

The Bilthoven Conference founded an organisation with the name Paco, the Esperanto word
for Peace. A Declaration, on which every person seeking membership of the organisation was
expected to put his or her signature, was formulated:

War is a crime against humanity. We therefore are determined not to support any
kind of war and to strive for the removal of all causes of war.

The Bilthoven meeting also made a Statement of Principles elaborating the implications of the
Declaration. The wording of the Declaration was later changed at the Hoddesdon Conference
held in 1925. The Declaration and its implications explained along with it show the sound
socio-political perspective which modern pacifists were developing within the framework of
their philosophy and action.

Jo Meijer was appointed as Secretary of the organisation. During his 18 months in that
position Jo Meijer wrote to a great number of individuals, including conscientious objectors
and organisations sympathetic to the pacifist cause in various countries, and established con-
tacts with as many of them as possible. He arranged lecture tours for some of the members who
were present at the first meeting of March, 1921. Wilfred Wellock travelled to some countries
talking about the organisation, Paco, and seeking help from people interested in pacifism and
anti-militarism. This formed a sound basis for Paco as an international pacifist movement. Jo
Meijer managed to build a good-sized mailing list of interested people from many lands.

Jo Meijer organised the second conference of Paco, also in Bilthoven. It took place from
December 16 to 18, 1922. From a letter about a change of the dates, written by Jo Meijer on
November 22, sent to the people who had attended the first conference, it could be concluded
that he was having some difficulty in carrying on his work with Paco, probably on account of
monetary problems and partly relating to the work itself. The dates he fixed for the Paco
conference had to be suited to the conference of the International Absolutist Anti-Militarists in
Holland. Jo Meijer expressed his inability to continue as the Secretary of Paco and asked to be
relieved of the position. No one offered his or her services and no name from Holland was
proposed. Jo Meijer then asked Wilfred Wellock, who attended the meeting on behalf of the
British No More War Movement, if someone could be found in Britain to volunteer for the job.

Herbert Runham Brown

After his return to London Wilfred Wellock held a meeting at the London office of the No
More War Movement with Beatrice Brown, the Secretary, and three members of the Move-
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ment, Theodora Wilson, James Hudson and H. Runham Brown. After he presented his report
of the conference, and told them that Jo Meijer was unable to continue as Secretary of Paco,
and that Paco would like someone from Britain to volunteer for the job, Runham Brown of-
fered to take over the task himself and became Secretary early in 1923.

The War Resisters’ International had found the right man and the man found his dream
come true. Here are Runham Brown’s own words:

One night I sat alone in my prison cell. Men had been killing each other for three years,
and for two years I had sat in this same little cell, looking out on the small cabbage
patch which covered the space between my window and the great wall which surrounded
the prison. My thoughts went back to the first night when the door had clanged behind
me. I was not alone now as I was then. That first night, with all the faith and courage |
could muster, I had tried to believe that I was not alone. I tried to think of all the men
and women who had folded their arms with a determination that not one act of theirs
should help to carry on that war. It was not without some success that spirit joined spirit
that night, but oh! How I longed for the human touch, just the sound of a comrade’s
voice, or a grip of the hand! It was all different now. Even in that prison we had broken
through the walls. The iron bar no longer stopped all our communications; a grip of the
hand was sometimes felt; and a comrade’s voice was often heard. Slowly but persist-
ently we had broken every rule and crumpled up every bar that stood between friend
and friend. As I sat there, I thought of the boy who came from a country village, think-
ing that he was the only one; now he knew that there were three hundred within these
prison walls and three thousand within all the prison walls of our land alone. Was I to-
night like that boy? Were we the only ones? Or were arms outstretched behind still
greater walls? Was the human voice only British, or did it cry in many tongues behind
even grimmer barriers, for comradeship? If we had understood that the greatest service
we could render, not only to our country, but to the whole human race, was to resist the
call to arms, others must have seen what we had seen.

And so I fell asleep to dream of the International of those who would refuse all war
service, not to keep themselves unsoiled from the blood of their brother, but so that
they might render the greatest of all service, that they might be his comrade and rekin-
dle his faith in men. I saw the great walls of race and nation, of differing language and
custom, of creed and political opinion, of wealth and poverty, of caste and class, rise up
before me. We had broken prison walls and re-established an effective contact. Here,
surely was a bigger task we must set ourselves steadily and systematically to accom-
plish. We must break through the barriers.

Now, I know that I was not the only one that dreamed that night and for many a
night. Neither were all the dreamers within prison walls. Many a restless slumberer lay
under the starry sky in the rain-drenched trenches.

And so it happened that three years later, a little group of people met together in
Bilthoven, in Holland, and the War Resisters’ International was born. Messages went
out in the darkness like the first rappings on the walls, then we listened, and the answer
came — slowly and quietly — but it came.>

Herbert Runham Brown was a builder by profession. He had spent two and a half years in

prison during the First World War as a conscientious objector. He was an absolutist, i.e. one
who refused to do any kind of alternative service. When he took over the responsibility of
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Paco as its Secretary, he received an extensive mailing list from Bilthoven, which Jo Meijer
had built during his period as Secretary. He believed that it was not so much that the organisa-
tion had to be built, it had really to be discovered.

There were already thousands of people throughout the world who, often in complete
isolation, were feeling that they would not be able to participate in any kind of war. It was
necessary to find such people and bring them closer to each other. In other words the first task
was to make these individuals feel that they were not alone in their struggle, and that there
were thousands of objectors in the same situation in many countries.

That is what Runham Brown started doing from the time he took on the work. His home
became the home of the organisation and he spent every minute of his spare time working for
it. His first job was contacting all the people on the Jo Meijer mailing list, explaining to them
what the organisation was and whether they would like to join it as members by signing its
Declaration. Gradually the mailing list extended and by the time the organisation moved to
London in 1923 four European Unions of War Resisters had already been affiliated to the
International. The name Paco was changed to War Resisters’ International at that point.

Runham Brown worked ceaselessly to build the WRI into an organisation with the poten-
tial of bringing about a nonviolent revolution. There have been many pacifist bodies commit-
ted to a pacifist philosophy, but hardly any with a programme for a socio-political revolution.
Runham Brown did not do all the work by himself. He brought with him to the task his earlier
practical experience in resisting war and the insight gained from his lengthy imprisonment.
There were a good number of stalwarts with him in the field, but without him they could not
have built the WRI into a pacifists’ body with such a farsighted perspective.

I would like to quote some parts (the full text is in Appendix 8) of what Harold Bing® wrote
as Runham Brown’s obituary in Peace News, December 1949:

No man has done more in the past 35 years for the pacifist cause and particularly to
help and encourage those young men in many countries who were facing persecution,
imprisonment and even death on account of their refusal to submit to military training
or co-operate in the crime of war.

The War Resisters’ International, in the course of the past 27 years, has become far
more than a world-wide organisation standing uncompromisingly for pacifism: it has
become a great living family bound together by ties of deep comradeship and a com-
mon philosophy of non-violence. It was the spirit of Runham Brown which created and
sustained it.

No one I have ever known expressed in his own life and action more clearly the
principles which he held. ... never once ... have I heard him utter an unkind word or
speak harshly of someone with whom he disagreed — even under the greatest provoca-
tion. ...Herbert Runham Brown was born on June 27th, 1879, at Redhill, in Surrey, the
son of a Sunday school Superintendent and grandson of a minister of religion. He
showed no particular scholastic gifts and left school at fourteen to be apprenticed to the
building trade. Here his skill as a craftsman and his genius for establishing human
relationships, ... whilst still only 19 years of age, he became foreman on a small build-
ing concern and a year later founded his own business. ...

He was only 20 years old when Britain entered the Boer War. He at once felt bound
to oppose it and his first public speech, made in 1900, was a denunciation of the British
concentration camps in South Africa. Even earlier, at the age of 14, he had written a
paper showing the incompatibility of war and Christianity. ...
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Runham Brown’s early pacifism grew stronger as time went on and 1914 found him
taking prominent part in opposition to the First World War.

In 1915 he joined the No Conscription Fellowship which had just been formed by
Fenner Brockway, Clifford Allen and others, for he saw clearly that he could take no
part, directly or indirectly, in the prosecution of the war. ...

A Mr. Beavis brought him one day a letter from his son, H. Stewart Beavis, who had
just been sentenced to death in France, along with some thirty other C.O.s for disobey-
ing military orders. In an effort to save his friend’s life Runham Brown had the letter
printed and circulated to M.P.s and local clergy and residents.

He was prosecuted under the Defence of the Realm Act for prejudicing recruiting
and the discipline of the forces, and fined thirty pounds or two months’ imprisonment.

In the summer of 1916, shortly after the coming into force of the second Military
Service Act, which conscripted married men, Runham Brown appeared before the lo-
cal Tribunal as a C.O. Three members of the Tribunal were for granting his absolute
exemption and four were against. The result was the useless offer of non-combatant
military service.

. .. Like many more he served three successive Hard Labour sentences and was
released only in November 1918, after two and a half years’ imprisonment, on medical
grounds.

... For a long time he edited the manuscript magazine which was secretly written
and circulated among the C.O.s in Wandsworth Prison, London, and he used remark-
able means to have news conveyed to the outside world.

In the solitude of his prison . . . He realised that in every belligerent country there
must be those who felt as he did . . . He had a vision of all those lonely pioneers united
into a great world-wide family and, largely through his own faith and efforts, he lived to
see that vision realised.

In 1921 came the foundation of the No More War Movement in Britain, and in this
Runham Brown played a leading rdle. He became and remained throughout, a member
of its National Committee. . . .

From that day to this, the work of the W.R.I. has occupied the greater part of his
thought and filled a large part of his life. . . .

For thousands of men and women of all nations, creeds and colours, Runham Brown
was the W.R.I. and the W.R.I. was Runham Brown. . . . “My greatest intellectual gift,”
he once said, “is the ability to recognise exceptional ability in others.”

Runham Brown’s life and work will form a keystone in the triumphal arch of peace
which we who remain have yet to build.*

The growth of the International

People scattered over the face of the world, of different races, of varying outlook, living under
vastly different conditions, all unknown to each other, men of religion and men who have
turned from all creeds, many hardly able to trace how the idea came, have found themselves
possessed by the conviction that war resistance is a means, probably the greatest means, of
abolishing war and armed violence.

Runham Brown wrote:
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I remember when the term “War Resistance” was first framed and how rapidly it be-
came a slogan which without explanation conveyed a general idea of an attitude that
was up against war. [ am sitting in the room where a few short years ago the term “War
Resistance” was first spoken. Deliberately it was repeated. The idea had sprung into
existence through the long years of war, but without a long thesis it could not be ex-
plained. Only the slogan was the creation of one or two brains, it was adopted as a ready
means of identifying an idea which they had discovered to exist in the minds of a great
multitude, an idea which was being lived out in action by many. Other terms had served
for a limited purpose in a prescribed period. “No Conscription” during the war had
served in certain places as a slogan for the opposition to forced military service; while
“Conscientious Objector” was a term thrust upon those who refused to render such
service. . . . After the war the phrase No More War became a slogan, but it was vague
and could be used to denote only a general dislike of war, while the word “Pacifist”
meant many different things and involved those who adopted it in endless questioning
as to the extent to which the pacifist philosophy of non-violence should be carried.®

Eventually the potent term, ‘War Resistance’ was discovered, and simultaneously the War
Resisters’ International was born.

It was obvious that trying to build a centralised worldwide body, which could keep in close
contact with, leave aside control the activities of, hundreds of its affiliates and associates
spread all over the world, was neither possible nor desirable. It was not possible for practical
reasons, and undesirable because the affiliated bodies, in all likelihood, would have their own
practical, political and/or philosophical differences. With such considerations in mind and to
save time Runham Brown sent the following letter to a number of people on April 14, 1923:

Dear Comrade,

For two years our comrades in Holland have been working to form an International
Movement of War Resisters, under the name Paco. We are greatly indebted to them for
all that they have done in that direction.

For some time it has been realised by them, and by all in close touch with their
effort, that it is neither possible nor desirable to establish one International Organisa-
tion with a central control. Accordingly it was decided to work on new lines, and it was
resolved at an International Conference held at Bilthoven in December last to transfer
the Centre to England, under the name of The War Resisters’ International.

The delegates from the German, Austrian, Dutch and British movements agreed in
this direction.

I have since been asked to become International Secretary, and upon the arrival of
the documents and addresses of correspondents from Holland on March 18th, the cen-
tre has been officially set up in England.

I hope to form a Kartel, or central Federation, which will not only link together the
few National Organisations already in existence, but which will draw together the innu-
merable unorganised groups we know to exist all over the world.

The War Resisters’ International will adopt as its basis the formula which was the
foundation of “Paco”. (War is a crime against humanity. We therefore are determined
not to support any kind of war and to strive for the removal of all causes of War.)

T am writing to you because I have been given your name and address as one who is in
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sympathy with the object of our movement. I do not know whether you have been in close
touch with “Paco” or not, and I should therefore be gratefully helped if you would let me
know whether you desire to associate yourself with the War Resisters’ International.

As I have some thousands of names, I cannot keep up a constant personal corre-
spondence with all. Where there is a National Organisation, it would be most service-
able to link up through that, but in countless places where there is no organisation I
hope to enroll associates of the War Resisters’ International. I believe, however, that it
will be productive of the best results if little groups can be formed wherever few of like
mind are in touch, so that one or two can correspond on behalf of the group. In this way,
I believe a foundation may be laid and a great network rapidly spread over the entire
globe which shall knit us all together.

I have no desire to control such groups; I want to be used as a means of contact one
with another. I therefore ask that you will send me only such information as will be of
interest and service to encourage and strengthen our comrades in other parts of the
world. Where I think it will be helpful, I am enclosing a translation of this letter in
French or German.

Will you please let me know whether I may write further to you in English, or
whether it is more convenient for you to have my letters in French or German? Please
write in your own language unless it is quite convenient for you to write in English.

As I happen to be the British National Secretary for the No More War movement
and Universal Disarmament Demonstrations which we hope will be held this year all
over the world on the anniversary of the outbreak of the Great War, I am enclosing the
demonstration Manifesto and beg that you will give this Movement all the support in
your power.

The Demonstrations are an endeavour to lead the thoughts of the great mass of
well-meaning people a step further on the road which must, for each of us, end in the
consciousness of our duty personally to refuse all war service.

I trust that the War Resisters’ International will everywhere be the backbone of this
and all other Movements directed towards both the removal of the causes of War and
the stimulating of the will to resist it.

I remain,
Yours very sincerely, H. Runham Brown®

In this letter Runham Brown clearly stated his opinion that the International could not be
and should not be a centralised body to dictate or even ‘guide’ the individual members or the
groups associated with it. It had to be a body whose role should be to bring together like-
minded people and organisations, organise common projects and actions and do some basic
group thinking, both constructive and analytical. The other thing that is important to be noted
is that Runham Brown did not project the WRI as a European or Western organisation. His
outlook was clearly global and secular.

There was hardly any money, but of course they had a clear picture of what they wanted the
organisation to be and they could see that the time and situation were ready to receive new
ideas. The “war to end war” had ended in the destruction of human life and the homes of
millions of families. This experience, though, reaffirmed the conviction of War Resisters that
the end of war “would not come by fear of the next war and its even greater horrors, not by
slow and cautious bargaining to limit armaments, abandoning gun by gun and cruiser by cruiser;

but by faith and courage, by risk and adventure”.’
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Young men and women who had grown up during the war wondered at the incapacity and
insensibility of their parents. Many were in the mood to revolt. Although the Armistice had ended
the war superficially the hatred between nations, and between groups within nations, had not
gone away. The spirit of class war was in the air. But the War Resisters did not want to give up.

Runham Brown wrote:

It was our opportunity. We saw clearly that the Peace Movement in the future must be
a war resisters’ movement. There must not be merely a wish for peace, but a consuming
desire to right wrongs must possess us. We had no wish to suppress revolt, but to bring
justice and liberty. Revolt and defiance must be harnessed to faith in our fellow-men
without distinction of colour, race, class or creed; we had to discover those who would
themselves personally refuse to use any form of violent domination over their fellows,
who would give to others the liberty which they desired for themselves, who would lay
down their arms and rely as their only defence on the sense of justice in their fellow-
men.?

Runham Brown and many others started feeling, on the basis of worldwide contacts they
were trying to make, that in many countries men and women had given up resorting to arms and
had begun to live in fraternity. Many were waiting to break the barriers which kept them away
from the information about like-minded men and women in other parts of the world. The job of
the WRI was to remove their seclusion and harness the collective energy of all such people.

Publication of the Bulletin

A campaign which aims at building a people’s movement needs to have a regular means of
communication between the headquarters and the regional, national or local sections. It is also
important to make it practical for even individual members to keep in touch with each other as
well as with the centre — both international and local. With the WRI there was another reason
to have such a communication mechanism. Unless they are in regular contact with other simi-
lar-minded people — war objectors — the hundreds of war resisters spread in all the corners of
the world feel isolated. Therefore all the more reason to have a journal which most people can
afford and find useful to get rid of their feeling of isolation.

It was a wise step on the part of the WRI to start publishing the Bulletin within a few
months of the WRI moving to England. The first issue of six pages came out in October 1923.
On the cover it said that the Bulletin “will be published in English, French, German, Russian
and Esperanto”. It was also offered to persons other than the WRI group correspondents for a
donation sufficient to cover the cost of production.

The Bulletin became popular in pacifist circles. Unfortunately, after a time the Russian
edition had to stop on account of the changed situation in the Soviet Union. After publishing
14 issues in two and a half years the Bulletin was renamed The War Resister, starting in March
1926. Every issue of the journal was full of information about war resisters all over the world
and relevant articles and reports on militarism and related subjects.

It will be useful to reproduce here in its entirety the Editor’s Foreword, published in the
first issue of the Bulletin. It will not be difficult for any pacifist to imagine how encouraging it
must have been to the anti-militarist youth at that time:

The exercise of violence as the final arbiter in the settlement of differing interests has
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been hailed as not only necessary, but as worthy of the highest honor.

Throughout the world the profession of the soldier has been held in the greatest
esteem (except possibly in China and India) even when the soldier was but a paid
mercenary, while the right to conscript in the cause of national defence has generally
been taken for granted.

Many years ago a new consciousness was born, the first Christians, the Doukhobors
of Russia, the early Quakers of England and America, and other little groups believed
that to use violence was wrong, and they refused to take part in duelling and in war
fares, but they were isolated and little was known of them.

When the GreatWar came it was discovered that many thousands of men and women
could no longer consent to the rule of violence, not only did they refuse to participate in
the war themselves, but they actively opposed the sanction of war. They were not all in
one country, they were found to exist in every land, while the rulers in some nations
were successful in keeping them entirely isolated and ignorant of each other’s exist-
ence; other nations found them organised and comparatively strong.

Since the conclusion of the war, they have been recognized as forming a new and
disturbing factor in the old order of rule by violence. In most of the conscript countries
new laws, known as alternative service laws, have been or are about to be introduced in
order to meet this new phenomena. Utterly useless as they are for the purpose for which
they are designed, e.g., to avoid a conflict between the new thought and the old belief in
the right of might, these laws are a significant recognition of wide growth of the convic-
tion that power of violence is not only wrong but futile in achieving any worthy ideal.

For centuries efforts have been made to avoid the danger of war, but every effort
has had the sanction of violence behind it and has necessarily failed. Nothing short of a
total change of the industrial and economic systems of the world could have even a
chance avoiding periodical resort to force of arms, and even the most revolutionary
change would not necessarily be free from the scourge of war.

Hand in hand with the new social order based upon co-operation rather than com-
petition and rivalry, must come this new sense which is now making itself manifest by
the rapid growth of the groups of war resisters, “conscientious objectors” and absolute
anti-militarists, which are found to exist in every country throughout the world.

The War Resisters International seeks to make and maintain effective contact be-
tween these groups, so that never again shall it be possible to wage war without let or
hindrance by those who will risk as much and more than the soldier in their patriotic
devotion to humanity as a whole.’

First International Conference

The WRI had made its first public appearance in August, 1923, when it took part in the dem-
onstration organised by the No More War Movement of Britain, which had become an affili-
ated body of the International. Under a War Resisters banner, with names of the associated
bodies in many countries, walked many of the members; to name a few: George Lansbury,
Beatrice Brown, Margery Fry, Fenner Brockway, Runham Brown (Britain), Martha Steinitz
(Germany), Tobias Hagtingius (Holland) and many more.

It was now time for the International to gather together as many active and concerned paci-
fists as it could at one place and launch itself on a global level. Its presence was established
already in over twenty countries, in Europe, America, Asia and Australia. Hence the people
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responsible for its work at the headquarters felt the need to hold a conference to work out the
future plans and put down in writing its objectives and framework. Runham Brown sent a ques-
tionnaire about the suggestion to all the affiliated bodies. He also suggested London as the venue.

Many meeting places have been suggested but London is felt to be the most suitable by
the majority. . . . Many of our Sections have asked for the return fare to London for their
delegates . . . The International has but a few pounds in hand. This is the reason why |
have not called the conference before.

I believe now, that if we delay any longer we shall miss the opportunity of meeting
at all and that if we do not pay the fares . . . we shall shut out from our conference many
whom it is essential to have with us.'

Runham Brown then called the Conference to meet in London from July 9 to 12, 1925.The
English Youth Section undertook to make all arrangements for the comfort of the delegates
and to meet them at the station upon arrival. After much preparation the First International
Conference met at High Leigh, Hoddesdon, Hertfordshire, on the outskirts of London. Ninety-
five representatives from 20 countries took part, representing 42 Sections of the International.
Some could not attend the Conference on account of being prevented by their own or the
British government.

The delegates unanimously chose Runham Brown to preside over the meeting. He ad-
dressed the Conference:

We have met here to take part in no ordinary International Peace Congress. For a cen-
tury men and women have met and carried resolutions at Peace Conferences. They
have called upon their Government — and sometimes appealed to the people — to agree
to limit their armaments and to submit “some classes of disputes” to arbitration courts.
They have sought to avoid war. Their voices have been unheeded. War has gone on; it
has, in fact, never for a moment ceased. It has widened its embrace until none are left
untouched by its awful arms.

This Conference is different. We are either a party or cranks dreaming of the impossi-
ble, a party of impracticable people beating the air in our impotence before the over-
whelming forces of militarism, or else this Conference is the symbol of a great and won-
derful idea which, although born long ago, has only in our day begun to feel its strength.

We are not the makers of a new organisation, but the representatives of a movement
which has spontaneously sprung into being.

Four Continents and Twenty Races. You have come from every part of Europe. Some
of you have crossed the Atlantic on purpose to be here. You have come from Australia,
and Asia is represented by our Indian and Chinese comrades. You will speak for tens of
thousands of your fellows who have sent you here, not to pass resolutions or to plead with
Governments, but to consider together how this new-found power can be made effective.

It is not nations which you represent, but the peoples of twenty different races.
There are 42 sections of the War Resisters’ International in 19 countries, and repre-
sentatives in many other lands where organisations will shortly be formed. This mo-
ment is fraught with great potency. We meet here representing thousands of men and
women, who have declared war, whether between nations or classes, and the use of
armed violence, to be a crime against humanity, and that they are determined not to
take any part in it.
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How different is this conference from any other international gathering! We have
not met here to make a bargain or to come to an agreement. If we carry any resolution
at all it will be to declare unitedly what we have already declared individually.

... Some [delegates] are absent because they are detained in the prisons of Europe
for their heroic refusal to train themselves in the art of warfare. Many of you have
suffered already as the result of your resistance.

We invite our comrades of every land to stand with us and to refuse to co-operate in
armed violence. We are prepared to assist in any properly organised general strike to pre-
vent war. It is, however, not primarily in mass action that our hope lies, but in the individual
will and determination, if need be to be the first to become absolutely disarmed.

... We do not intend to die, but to live for the cause of humanity! ... War is not to be
avoided, it must be resisted. . . .

The power of non-violence and non-co-operation is not enough. It must be rein-
forced by the power of love for humanity, the power of the individual will be inspired
by the vision of a new social order, where competition, exploitation and all that is
associated with capitalism shall give place to co-operation for the common good.

Frankly, we are idealists. We shall put before the world not expediency, not self-
interest, although these are valid arguments against the present order. . . . We have to
show that this movement is possessed of sound common sense. . . .

We have met, then, in order to seek to make the resistance of our comrades of
practical value, to encourage them to resist, and to formulate practical proposals for
achieving a new social order of co-operation for the common good."

Then Runham Brown went on to describe the story of the International and its work done
over four years. He talked about the staff. He told the Conference that since he became the
Secretary Martha Steinitz had worked as his colleague and that she had been the inspiration of
the movement, while he had been the business manager. Together, they worked as a good team
complementing each other’s responsibilities. He ended with the following note:

In this statement [ have dealt only with the work of the centre, but this is but a small part
of our movement. The greater work has been done by you in your organisations and
groups; of this I hope that you will tell.

I beg you not to be discouraged in the difficult work before you. Those who are for
us are greater than those who are against us. We have met in order to face the facts and
to strengthen one another. We are at the beginning, the end is not in sight. We are not the
whole, but a tiny part of those who are moved by a great idea. Youth (the manhood and
womanhood of the future) is represented in this conference. There stands our hope.

When you are tempted to think that you stand alone, listen! I hear the sound of feet,
a thousand times ten thousand, and thousands of thousands, and they beat this way!
They are the feet of those that shall follow you.

Lead on! Make a track! Where you stand now, the ground will be beaten flat by ten
thousand times ten thousand feet. Where we fall they will mount. Lead on! Make a track!"?

Undoubtedly in the minds of quite a large number of workers and many an intellectual the
Soviet Union presented a dilemma. Most were socialists rather than Marxists and unable to
accept the Soviet concept of the State. Runham Brown’s picture of the ideal society was ex-
actly what many such socialist-anarchists had in mind.
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A Statement of Principles

Some of the important outcomes of the Conference were, (1) the Constitution of the Interna-
tional, (2) a revised version of the Declaration and its implications, and (3) a sense of solidar-
ity among the radical pacifists and the strengthening of the movements. The Statement of
Principles as follows was adopted by the Conference:

Statement of Principles

The following statement was adopted by the first International Conference at Bilthoven,
Holland, 1921, and amended at the Hoddesdon Conference, 1925.
War is a crime against Humanity.
It is a crime against life, and uses human personalities for political and economic ends.
We, therefore,
actuated by an intense love for mankind,
are determined not to support
either directly by service of any kind in the army, navy, or air forces, or indirectly by
making or consciously handling munitions or other war material, subscribing to war
loans or using our labour for the purpose of setting others free for war service,
any kind of war,
aggressive or defensive, remembering that modern wars are invariably alleged by Gov-
ernments to be defensive.
Wars would seem to fall under three heads:
(a) Wars to defend the State to which we nominally belong and wherein our home is

situated. To refuse to take up arms for this end is difficult:

1. Because the State will use all its coercive powers to make us do so.

2. Because our inborn love for home has been deliberately identified with love of

the State in which it is situated.
(b) Wars to preserve the existing order of society with its security for the privileged
few. That we would never take up arms for this purpose goes without saying.
(c) Wars on behalf of the oppressed proletariat, whether for its liberation or defense.

To refuse to take up arms for this purpose is most difficult:

1. Because the proletarian régime, and even more, the enraged masses in time of

revolution would regard as a traitor anyone who refused to support the New

Order by force.

2. Because our instinctive love for the suffering and the oppressed would tempt us

to use violence on their behalf.
However, we are convinced that violence cannot really preserve order, defend our home,
or liberate the proletariat. In fact, experience has shown that in all wars, order, security
and liberty disappear, and that, so far from benefiting by them, the proletariat always
suffers most. We hold, however, that consistent pacifists have no right to take up a merely
negative position, but must recognize
and strive for the removal of all the causes of war.

We recognize as causes of war, not only the instinct of egoism and greed, which is
found in every human heart, but also all agencies which create hatred and antagonism
between groups of people. Among such, we would regard the following as the more
important to-day:

1. Difference between races, leading by artificial aggravation to envy and hatred.
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Differences between religions, leading to mutual intolerance and contempt.
Difference between the classes, the possessing and the non-possessing, leading to
civil war, which will continue so long as the present system of production exits, and
private profit rather than social need is the outstanding motive of society.
Difference between nations, due largely to the present system of production, lead-
ing to world wars and such economic chaos as we see to-day, which eventualities,
we are convinced, could be prevented by the adoption of a system of world economy
which had for its end the well-being of the entire human race.

Finally, we see an important cause of war in the prevalent misconception of the
State. The State exists for man, not man for the State. The recognition of the sanctity
of human personality must become the basic principle of human society. Further-
more, the State is not a sovereign self-contained entity, as every nation is a part of
the great family of mankind. We feel, therefore, that consistent pacifists have no
right to take up a merely negative position, but must devote themselves to abolish-
ing classes, barriers between the peoples, and to creating a worldwide brotherhood
founded on mutual service.!3

At Hoddesdon the Conference also adopted a constitution of the organisation. At the same
time it elected A. Fenner Brockway as Chairman and H. Runham Brown as Secretary together
with an International Council of five members, with three co-options: Helene Stocker (Ger-
many); Marianne Rauze (France); Premysl Pitter (Czechoslovakia); Jo Meijer (Holland); Olga
Misar (Austria); Allan Degerman (Sweden); Hans Kohn (Palestine) and Harold Bing (Britain).

The Conference received reports about war resisters from participants from various parts
of the world, who included representatives of bodies associated with WRI. They told stories of
the struggles against conscription and militarism in many countries.

With this began a new phase in the life of the International, which involved firstly the
clarification and concretisation of its philosophy and secondly the working out of a practical
programme of activities.
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CHAPTER 7

Believe me, sir, that it needed strong reasons to compel me to

break with everything dearest to me in life, with an old father and

old mother, with friends, in order to accept the existence of an
outlaw, an existence allotted to all those who dare to oppose mili-
tary law. However, I preferred an uncertain future and these sepa-
rations to lying to myself, to counter-acting the very essence of my
existence, my ideal of goodness, of fraternity, and of solidarity.

As a young man I experienced all the horrors and miseries of the last
war. I suffered profoundly through it, and the fact that it was not ca-
pable of solving any problem and obliges the nations again to prepare
for war has only consolidated my determination. . . . I am returning to
you my papers and the sum of forty-three francs which were handed
to me on my release in order to enable me to rejoin the army.
Georges Chevé, The War Resister 50, pp.18-19!

The growing struggle of the war resister

By 1923-24 the movement started growing rapidly. The youth in several countries of Europe,
such as Russia, France, Czechoslovakia, the United Kingdom and the United States of America
started participating in campaigns against military conscription.

Russia

The situation in Russia has been discussed briefly in the chapter on conscription, including the
way objectors were treated by the Tsarist and Communist regimes. Let us now look into the
situation during and after the First World War.

The antimilitaristic movement in Russia is largely based on religious convictions and
had its beginning many years ago. Already as far back as 1893 there were a few cases of
conscientious objectors known which were treated very severely by the Tsar’s Govern-
ment. The C.Os. suffered great torments in prison and in some instances died there. In
1895 about 10,000 Doukhobors, ... suddenly refused to serve in the army, and those
who had rifles and other arms at home burnt them. Most of them were imprisoned or
sent to Siberia where many of them died from cold and hunger. . . .

The number of individual cases of C.Os. greatly increased during the last years of
the World War. Most of them belonged to different sectarian groups and followers of
Leo Tolstoy. No one knows the actual number of cases as there was no central organi-
sation to register them, but according to the official statistics there were 837 cases from
1914 to 1916, ...2

Since 1921 the cases of C.Os. became more numerous, every day. The Moscow U. C.
could hardly cope with all the applications for certificates of sincerity, and its secretary
and other voluntary workers were working day and night, as every hour of delay meant an
extra hour of imprisonment or even death for a C.O. The applications for certificates
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came in bundles, sometimes all the young people of a village applying at one time.

This stupendous growth of the C.O. movement all over Russia made the Soviet
Government rather uneasy, and in order to stop it they found some pretext to make an
attack on the Moscow United Council. They charged the U.C. with not carrying out
their work properly and sealed and locked their offices, so that the U.C. was left pow-
erless and could neither go on with their work nor inform their C.Os. or the People’s
Court about the pending matters.?

The general situation for anti-military propaganda in Russia became almost impossible for
the formation of any peace group or even a peace society. Pacifists were liable to be impris-
oned or exiled out of Russia. Some people prepared a book on the international peace move-
ment but its publication was banned. Publishing anything on anti-militarism or anything based
even on Tolstoy’s ideas was prohibited.

Dr Helene Stocker, one of the leading members of the German war resisters’ movement,
spent several weeks in Moscow in September 1923. She published a series of articles in Die
neue Generation (The New Generation). In one of them she said:
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It was one of my most interesting experiences that I was able to attend a trial against a
C.0. at the People’s Court. Several cases of so-called “Evangelists” were to be heard in
the big hall of the law court. Numerous comrades and relations had come to listen to the
proceedings. The court consisted of one judge, two jurymen or rather women both of
them, the clerk, and the so-called “public prosecutor”. In front of them stood the C.O.
and as his only counsel — without a real advocate — the leader of the Sectarian group of
Evangelists to which he belonged — as an expert. The C.O. was a bookseller by profes-
sion, about 25, his parents belonged to the Greek-Catholic Church, but he himself ac-
cording to his own report turned atheist when he began to think independently. How-
ever, this teaching did not satisfy him, and after much searching and groping he joined
the Society of Evangelists whose faith was entirely based on the New Testament. From
this he had gained the conviction that it was a sin to kill and that therefore he could no
longer take part in war-fare. It was an aggravating circumstance for him that not all
members of the sect had come to the same conclusions. After a long hot cross-examin-
ing by the judge with only a few interruptions from the part of the public prosecutor
during which the judge tried again and again to confuse the young man, (who stood
before him in quiet dignity trying to defend his position,) and to entangle him in contra-
dictions, the court withdrew for about twenty minutes in order to pronounce the sen-
tence. It was a very painful disappointment for us that exemption was refused to him.
The public prosecutor said that his convictions could not be sincere because he once
had been an atheist. Then we ought to call every communist unsincere, as probably
none of the present communists was born and educated as communist.

A few days later numerous cases of free-thinking C.Os. were expected to be heard,
and Tschertkoff was to attend as their expert. The biggest hall of the law court had to be
taken. Several hundreds of people had come to attend the proceedings which proves
the great interest taken nowadays — after the terrors of the World War — not only in
Russia but everywhere in the world, in this highly individual attempt to struggle against
the slaughtering of men. After a long time of waiting the proceedings were adjourned as
the public prosecutor did not turn up.

... Imet wonderful human types among those Russian C.Os., by no means fanatics or



canting self-conceited hypocrites, but delightful personalities, glowing with the pleasure
of living with love for humanity. . . . One of them told me that shortly after the outbreak of
the war he had been called up to fight against war, and that he and more than hundred of
his comrades had benn spending several years in prison. According to his words . . . the
Government knew well that he and his friends were no counter-revolutionists. . . . Most of
them had welcomed the Bolshevist Revolution. ... The conflict arises only because they
believe that already to-day they have to live out their methods and convictions, whereas
the Bolshevists only believe this to be possible in the future.*

United States of America

Along with Britain, the United States of America has been the most active region in the field of
pacifism. Pacifism came to the USA with migrants of several Christian sects from Europe and
took firm root with the growth of the Quaker movement and the contribution of dynamic
individuals like Jessie Wallace Hughan and John Haynes Holms.

Several of the peace organisations, formed during the later part of the nineteenth and the first
two decades of the twentieth century, hoped that peace would come through making appeals to
governments and organising conferences to declare their opposition to war. Much hope, too, was
invested in the League of Nations when it was established after the First World War.

On the one hand there were individuals and movements who had developed great faith in
the socialism of the Soviet Union and thought that it would lead the world to peace. On the
other hand there were the Christian pacifists who believed that peace would emerge from their
personal faith and non-participation in the use of weapons as individuals.

The question of resisting military conscription, however, had to be faced, and many indi-
viduals were doing so, courageously. A number of States of the United States of America were
applying compulsory methods for recruitment in the army, but it was only in the second year of
the Civil War that conscription in the modern sense was operated. In the North the Act of
March 3, 1863, had ruled that all able-bodied male citizens between the ages of 20 and 45
were declared to constitute the national forces, and made liable to perform military duty in the
service of the USA.

Many pacifists had become convinced by their own experience that war would never end
unless a substantial number of people decided that they would not take part in any war in the
future. Efforts were being made to form a body of war resisters with different political and
religious beliefs, including people of socialist and anarchist orientation, who did not feel com-
fortable being in organisations based on their particular religion and faith. Some of the people
concerned about this matter were encouraged to know that an organisation of war resisters
with the name of War Resisters’ International had already been formed in Holland.

Jessie Wallace Hughan, an active socialist pacifist, had formed the Committee for Enrol-
ment Against War within the US Fellowship of Reconciliation. It adopted the WRI pledge and
in 1923 she, with representatives of the Women’s Peace Society and the Women’s Peace Un-
ion, founded the War Resisters League (WRL), which later became the American Section of
the War Resisters’ International. One of their tasks was to enrol men and women who were
prepared to refuse to support any war.

Although the War Resisters League was founded in 1923 its background goes back to
1915, when Jessie Wallace Hughan, Tracy Magyar and John Haynes Holms set up the Anti-
Enlistment League to oppose the American participation in the First World War. The League
was organised on the basis of Jessie Wallace Hughan’s concept of individual war resistance.

103



Its members signed a pledge against “enlistment as a volunteer for any military or naval serv-
ice in the international war, offensive or defensive, and against giving my approval to such
enlistment on the part of others”.The pacifism of Jessie Wallace Hughan was derived from the
Christian idealism which had pervaded her childhood home and from a socialist interpretation
of international relations — the premise that all wars are fought solely in the interests of ruling
economic elites. Tracy Magyar and John Haynes Holms also derived their pacifist ideology
from a synthesis of the ethics of a Christian idealism with the historical perspective of socialist
thought.

From its beginning the War Resisters League gave support to COs whether they were in
civilian camps or in prisons. Other pacifist groups accepted the forced labour system embod-
ied in Selective Service provision for alternative service in the camps. WRL was unable to go
along with the Peace Churches in their programme, which evidently implied supporting the
Government to administer conscription. When the 1940 Conscription Act was put into effect
the focus of the league shifted from enrolling men and women against war to offering moral
and legal support to conscientious objectors.

France

Harold Bing, who travelled in France as Secretary of the youth wing of the International in
1924, published a report about the situation in France in the WRI Bulletin:

Pacifist propaganda of all kinds is being carried on in France by several vigorous peace
movements. However, the severity of the French law with regard to military service is
a great difficulty for the formation of a war resisters movement. There are quite a
number of different groups of people opposed to all military service and prepared to
refuse it and to suffer for their refusal. Yet they think it better not to have any definite
pledge and to keep no register of their friends.

But the spirit of non-violence is constantly growing in France and is alive in many
of its peace organisations and still more so in groups of pacifists, scattered all over the
country, some of which already affiliated with the W.R.I. Some other bodies, altho’ not
affiliated with us and perhaps not taking entirely our view, are manifesting a growing
tendency towards the standpoint of war resistance.

There is a general consensus of opinion among radical French Pacifists that the
legal recognition of Conscientious Objection would be the most practical step and
would be in itself a tremendous gain, even though in many cases they do not look upon
compulsory civil (alternative) service as desirable in itself. Thus some of the prominent
French pacifists have formed the League for the Legal Recognition of Conscientious
Objection. About 300 members have already joined after the issue of the following
appeal, which was signed among others by Romain Rolland, Paul Reboux, Grillot de
Givry, Paul Bergeron, and Marceline Hecquet:

APPEAL
Respect for human life is the basis of all the religious and philosophical morals of our
day.
That is why so many philosophic and religious creeds are against murder in all its
forms, individual or collective murder, and above all against war.
That is why the Christians in the first three centuries have chosen martyrdom rather
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than fulfilling the so-called duty of military service.

After a long darkness interrupted only by isolated protests against the war, coming
from men like Pascal, la Bruyere, Voltaire, J. J. Rousseau, Alfred de Vigny, feeling of
revolt against this murder, ordered and organised by the authorities, has appeared again
during the last hecatomb.

In the United States and chiefly in England men have opposed conscription by
“Conscientious Objection to Conscription”.

Under the pressure of public opinion the governments of England, the United States,
Holland, Sweden, Denmark and Russia were obliged to recognise conscientious objec-
tion. Other countries: Switzerland, Norway, Roumania, Tscheco-Slovacia are prepar-
ing to do the same.

It is important that France, the country of the Declaration of Human Rights, should
not lag behind in that question of primary importance which, being solved, will give to
men liberty of conscience in its broadest sense.®

The above is a clear indication of the climate changing in favour of a radical pacifist
outlook and the growing determination of the young to oppose conscription. The following
paragraphs from a letter written by a teacher show the earnestness of a young French pacifist:

It will be evident that I cannot become a soldier, a hireling of death and of hate. But it
is clear that my conscience requires from me something more positive even.

In a few weeks, in a few days, perhaps, I will confide myself to my God and to the
humanity which I would serve. I will help, I will console, going perhaps to the North or
to Germany, till the good days return, when I will wander from village to village through
France, endeavouring to penetrate into the life of mankind: And; if God wills, I will see
clearly that which I now see but dimly.

But I am a teacher . . . In a few days I will hand in my resignation. I object to a lay
school, such as has been instituted in a society where every pivot of action is self-interest.
I object to the school with its prison-rooms where, children are prepared by slaves for a
life of servitude. I reject it with its programmes its false knowledge. I reject it, but I do not
condemn, — I understand. But I feel that the true lay school should be one open to all, a
school where men should open the ways to children, a school where one will affirm
“God”, where human pride will diminish on learning the significance of that Name.

Much must be changed, certainly . . . Before entering into life, without ever having
been children, our children are slaves. It is miraculous that they do not turn against
mankind. Our lay school is a national institution, and with that false title they are less a
state institution than Government work.

On the 8th November I informed the Inspector of my views my resolution to resign,
my refusal of military service. This was at an interview resulting from a protest I had
made during a teachers Conference against a recommendation from the Inspector that
the children should be allowed to act scenes from history, and giving as examples the
broken Vase of Soissons and the massacre of French peasants by the Normans.

I will now go where it is my human duty to go, in full consciousness, knowing what
the consequences of such a step may be, knowing the barriers, the precipices, but con-
fident in the love which inspires and sustains me.’
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Czechoslovakia

In Czechoslovakia Premysl Pitter sent a note for consideration to the Hoddesdon Conference
in July 1925 to describe the work they were doing in Czechoslovakia:

The Anti-militarist Movement, as a result of the last War, begins to spread in all na-
tions, as evidenced by the many and large demonstrations. Until now there were found
only individual heroes, to become martyrs by refusing to take part in that which out-
raged their conscience. Now, these scattered individuals, multiplied by those whom
their action has invoked, long for a unity corresponding to a ‘national’ unity, discover-
ing a brothership in lands of different nations.

In our Czechoslovak Republic, there has been established an association of Anti-
Militarists, the ‘Nova Jerusalem’, under which name we bend to the task of recon-
structing the sacred City of Love, into which the world shall change.

We are disillusioned as to the indefinite pacifism of the past, and firmly believe that
only through the will of the people, through renaissant individuals, can come the salva-
tion of the world. We intend to unite all these brothers in ideal, into a powerful interna-
tional association, and along that line obtain a unified onward march in all countries to
abolish armament. To this end we strive, that:

1. In all nations and countries where yet no similar association exists, there shall at
once be founded associations of Anti-Militarism, with moral and religious convic-
tion.

2. Societies in existence shall approach each other form a one power Anti-Militarist
World-Association.

3. We can no longer look on and see how many good men, refusing military service
etc., must for their moral conviction suffer in prison and lunatic asylums. In the first
place this association demands that the governments accept and adopt a law allot-
ting some other compulsory service in place of service in the army for those whose
conscience forbids them to serve as soldiers. . . . The law should contain well thought
out safeguards against dishonest elements and egoistic motives, which might prompt,
to the misuse of the advantage of such law.?

Premysl Pitter sent this circular also to the Pacifists Convention at the fourteenth World
Esperantist Conference in Helsingfors. He hoped that the Convention would accept it and the
efforts to realise its objective would soon commence. The other recipients of the circular he
asked for approval and support in the future. The Czechoslovaks were working on the propos-
als by organising meetings, distributing reading material relating to the purpose and for the
education of their children. In the refugee camp in the suburb of Zizkov they started educa-
tional work with one hundred children. The circular ended with “We regard our work as divine,
and therefore no one can suppress us.’

This circular emphasised the idea of an alternative to military service, which became an
important point for theoretical as well as practical reasons. It questioned the basic concept of
war resistance and the role of the State.
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The Anti-Conscription Campaign

One of the fronts of the anti-war and anti-militarism struggle carried on by the War Resisters’
International was to oppose military conscription at both levels — individual as well as collec-
tive. The individual war resister was fighting the battle, which was becoming quite wide-
spread. However, there was also a feeling among many pacifists that an organised campaign
against conscription should be started and the WRI was the body that should take the initiative
to launch it.

Following a suggestion of Hans Kohn, a WRI Council member from Palestine, an ad hoc
committee was set up for the purpose of an international Anti-Conscription Campaign. The ad
hoc committee prepared the following Manifesto:

During the war people in all the countries determined to throw off for ever the yoke of
militarism, and, when peace came, the League of Nations was welcomed as the off-
spring of this hope. It is our duty to see that the terrible suffering of the war does not
recur.

We call for some definite step towards complete disarmament, and the demilitariza-
tion of the mind of civilised nations. The most effective measure towards this would be
the universal abolition of conscription. We therefore ask the League of Nations to pro-
pose the abolition of compulsory military service in all countries as a first step towards
true disarmament.

It is our belief that conscript armies, with their large corps of professional officers
are a grave menace to peace. Conscription involves the degradation of human person-
ality, and the destruction of liberty. Barrack life, military drill, blind obedience to com-
mands, however unjust and foolish they may be, and deliberate training for slaughter,
undermine respect for the individual, for democracy and human life.

It is debasing human dignity to force men to give up their lives, or to inflict death
against their will, or without conviction as to the justice of their action. The State,
which thinks itself entitled to force its citizens to go to war, will never pay proper
regard to the value and happiness of their lives in peace. Moreover, by conscription the
military spirit of aggressiveness is implemented in the whole male population at the
most impressionable age. By training for war men come to consider war as unavoid-
able and even desirable.

By universal abolition of conscription, war will be made less easy. The Government
of a country, which maintains conscription, has little difficulty in declaring war, for it
can silence the whole population by a mobilisation order. When Governments have to
depend for support upon the voluntary consent of their people, they must necessarily
exercise caution in their foreign policies.

In the first draft of the Covenant of the League of Nations, President Wilson pro-
posed to make conscription illegal in all affiliated countries. It is our duty to restore the
original spirit, which created the League, a spirit shared by many of those who fought
in the war, and professed by many of the Statesmen of the countries concerned. By the
universal abolition of conscription we can take a decisive step towards peace and lib-
erty. We therefore call upon all men and women of goodwill to help create in all coun-
tries a public opinion which will induce Government and the League of Nations to take
this definite step to rid the world of the spirit of militarism, and to open the way to a
new era of freedom within nations and of fraternity between them.’
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The International Manifesto was launched in August 1926 on worldwide level, initially
signed by more than 60 eminent personalities of the world. Among these were Mahatma Gan-
dhi, Rabindranath Tagore, C. F. Andrews, Lajpat Rai (India), Toyohiko Kagawa (Japan), Henry
Barbusse, Romain Rolland (France), H. G. Wells, George Lansbury, Arthur Ponsonby, Bertrand
Russell, Lord Parmoor (England), Albert Einstein, Harry Kessler, Martin Buber (Germany),
Selma Antilla, Jindriska Wurmova, Maikki Friberg (Finland), Miguel de Unamuno (Spain),
Carl Lindhagen, Elin Wagner (Sweden), Ignaz Seipel, Friedrich Hertz (Austria), Frans Daels
(Belgium), Chr. L. Lange (Norway), August Forel, Leonhard Ragaz (Switzerland)

The Anti-Conscription Manifesto and world opinion

The Manifesto had an extraordinary reception in the press. It was published in every country in
the world except in those countries where the free press is entirely suppressed, and in even
these lands it was circulated to a considerable extent. The hostile comments of the French and
Belgian press only indicated the strong feeling which existed on the subject in countries where
compulsory military service was enacted by law. Since the publication of the Manifesto, it has
been counter-signed by eminent people in 20 different countries. Among the additional nota-
ble signatures are those of people such asAnna Kethly (Hungary), Eugen Relgis (Roumania),
Dr Kurt Hiller (Germany), and Dr J. Polok (Poland).

A striking fact was that a large number of organisations identified themselves with the
demand to abolish conscription. Among those which should be mentioned were the Socialist
Party of Estonia, the Independent Socialist Party of Poland, Young Socialists of Poland, the
Labour Party of Spain, the Socialist Party of Portugal, the Agricultural Labour Party of Cy-
prus, the Fabian Society of India, the Danish Sailors Union, the Committee on Militarism in
Education, USA, Jeunesses Laiques et Républicaines, France, and sections of La Fédération
Ouvriere des Anciens Combattants and L’ Association Universelle pour Supprimer ce Crime,
la Guerre, France.!”

It may be useful to quote a comment on the Manifesto from a Bulgarian paper called Mir.
The article was written by ‘Nikolov’ referring to both the Manifesto and the Geneva Interna-
tional Conference of Anti-Militarist Clergymen:

Here are two world-phenomena which in themselves are of great value. They witness to
a tremendous psychological change in the intellectual circles of those nations who bear
the standard of present-day culture . . . They are convinced that in our day war is not a
suitable means of settling disputes, and for the civilised and moral people of today war
can only be a remnant to barbarism. ... They are convinced that if the victory of the
sword brings chains to the vanquished, it also brings serious and incurable wounds to
the victors.

Mankind no longer desires war. It has seen, not for the first time, its evil features.

And now, behold, the enlightened idea of disarmament descends from the distant
heights of diplomacy to the levels below, lightening and inspiring the masses, and new
life appears for suffering humanity.

This is not a vain imagination. This is not merely a delightful dream . .. Itis a
newborn reality which brings within itself all the elements of complete success.

And this worldwide reality brings good for our country, more, I believe, than for
any other."
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The publication of such an article in an otherwise militaristic paper (even though mir means
peace) was a remarkable indication of the impact the Manifesto was making on the intelligent-
sia at a time when the results of the First World War had blinded the militaristic mind to the
real need of human kind.

The Sections and associated bodies of the International took up the task of educating the
people of their own regions about the issues involved with conscription and the importance of
the Manifesto. For instance, the No More War Movement in Britain gave a ‘Call to Govern-
ments to Disband Armies, Navies And Air Forces’:

The European war has again evidenced the futility of wars to achieve any permanent
evidence of human progress. It has, however, demonstrated to the world that war brings
destruction to all that is worthy in human life, and is accomplished by economic ruin.
The result has been two fold; on the one hand a great reaction has set in, in favour of
Nationalism based on armament and the restriction of intercourse between peoples and
nations, and on the other hand, there has been a great revolt against the whole idea of
armed force as a determining factor in international relationships. This is seen in the
spontaneous growth of Pacifist groups throughout the world, and in the return, in some
countries, of Members of Parliament, who are pledged to oppose war under all circum-
stances, and to establish in constitutional life an entirely new principle, upon which the
future of the peoples is to be based.

Now, when public opinion is veering round to the pacifist point of view, is the time
for us to ask the nations of the world to take the supreme act of faith, and to disband
their armies, navies and air forces. It is not enough to place our hope in the League of
Nations; useful as we hope it will be in the promotion of international organisation of
world friendship. The nations themselves must decide whether they are prepared to
base their national and international life finally upon armed forces, or upon friendship
and international goodwill. The two cannot exist side by side.A reduction in armament
will not meet the situation. No country that has arms can avoid the accusation that it
believes in force as the final arbiter in international disputes. Further, there is the pos-
sibility of reactionary Government arising, and using the forces provided for an aggres-
sive Imperialism. A reduction of armaments leaves us still with the stigma that finally
we pin our faith to force and violence.

We ask you therefore, to unite with us in calling upon our Parliaments to take the
only true and logical course, which is to disband all armed forces, and prohibit the
manufacture of armaments, whatever may be done by other nations. Make them realise
that there are no means of defence at the present time, only methods of attack; that there
are no frontiers that can form barriers to modern armaments — there are only centres of
military activity; that, whether on the grounds of humanity, of military possibility, or
economic well being, or of spiritual truth, war must be ended, and this cannot be ac-
complished without complete disarmament. Disarmament is the best road to national
prosperity and international peace.

We appeal to you to urge the Government of your country to follow this course,
believing that those countries that first disarm, will not only be pioneers in the greatest
step in human advancement ever taken, but will be the only countries able to develop a
real life in peace and security.'”

The Manifesto made an impact on many people and organisations. For example Professor
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Walther Schiicking said on behalf of the sub-committee of the League of Nations: “We must
realise that the principle of military conscription is passing through a crisis. It is obvious that
an era, which is ceasing to look upon war as a legal means of international procedure and
beginning to consider it to be a crime, must necessarily look upon military conscription from
a different angle. There are war resisters in many countries, and several States where military
conscription still exists, have taken into account this war resisters’ movement in their legisla-
tion. Does not the fact that the law in several countries exempts conscientious objectors from
military service, show that the principle of compulsory military service has already been con-
siderably weakened?”’13

While discussing the Manifesto at the WRI Council Meeting held in Enfield in May 1927,
Fenner Brockway made a crucial point for the perspective and work of the International. He
stressed the need for a movement wider than just resisting conscription and suggested that by
working on the Manifesto the WRI should not give an impression that it was favourable to
voluntary service as an alternative to conscription. Elinor Byrns pointed out that men were
being forced into the Army because they could not live in any other way. Fenner Brockway and
some other Council members had a strong feeling that on the destitute part of the working class
in England military service was being imposed as unavoidably as it would have been if con-
scription were the law of the land. Young lads were being sent to the army owing to their
desperate economic position.

According to Jo Meijer Holland was opposed to the Manifesto. They saw a great danger in
it as the militarists too were moving towards an anti-conscription position. There was a strong
feeling in the Council that the Manifesto should not be issued from England — partly because
at that time Britain was not a conscripting country. Therefore the possibility of the Manifesto
being launched from Germany should be explored.

The leadership of the International was not clear and united about its stand, as activists, on
having a firm political outlook. This fact became clear at the Enfield Council meeting held in
May 1927, where the following resolution was adopted:

The Council of the War Resisters’ International declares that the first object of war

resisters, must be to prevent war by —

1. Arousing the peoples to such a determination to refuse war that Governments will
refrain from resorting to war;

2. Working for complete disarmament, not only by International agreement, but also
by national action which shall be independent of other countries;

3. Securing national and international recognition that war is a crime against humanity
and should be outlawed; and

4. Working for the supersession of Capitalism and Imperialism by the Establishment
of a new social and international order based on the principles of co-operation for
the common good.'*

Obviously, the objective of the International was of laying pacifist foundations for an egali-
tarian and humane social order. Had it been able to make a significant enough headway in that
direction and prepare a sophisticated and workable plan? This question has been raised from
time to time, both directly and indirectly. The sincerity and determination of the International
as a whole has always been clear in regard to its ultimate goal, i.e. social revolution.

At the Council Meeting of May 21-22, 1927 a question was raised, and a long discussion
took place: “whether we are to say to resisters in imperialistic countries: do not resist imperi-
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alism by force; whether we are to accept groups from such countries if groups are formed; and
whether we are going to have any answer for such a problem.”" It was the task the WRI had
taken on itself, to work out pacifist policies to resist imperialism and to believe in these poli-
cies so thoroughly as to be able to go to the people and say: here is the alternative to resisting
imperialism by force.

Fenner Brockway presented a summary of the discussion, as he saw it. The following are
some extracts from it:

I think we have to keep in our minds the ultimate thing which we are after — a society in
which differences in race and class are gone; a Society where you have not merely your
machinery of co-operation, but where each individual is animated by the sense of love
for his fellows and a desire to serve.

You look out on the world today, and the gulf between the world today and the
ultimate ideal is about as deep and broad as it is possible for it to be. Somehow we have
got to work out our own personal lives and the policies of our Movements and the
things for which we stand, so as to bridge that gulf.

On the one hand today we have the dominant class or dominant nation using the
method of violence, and on the other side we have the subject class or subject nation
also inclined to use the method of violence in order to resist. Yet there are in every part
of the world a few people who have seen the vision of the new society, even while they
are in this world which is using violence; people who feel that this use of violence is all
wrong, and feeling that, cannot take part in it, and yet somehow want to be contributing
towards the coming of their ultimate ideal.

As Isee it ... there are two possible courses for the individual who has seen the
vision. The first is the course which Christ took. Christ, quite deliberately, I think,
stood right above the battle. He said ‘I will stand in my own life for the big, ultimate
image. My contribution to the world will be a contribution which will live on and on
and on and on, and because I have lived out his great principle now, I will stand as an
example for mankind for long ages. . . . But I do not think that kind of life is the kind
one is going to live as a result of sitting round a table and discussing things. I think it is
a much bigger and deeper thing than that.

I think most of us who are ordinary mortals, and do not dare to claim the name of
‘Christian’, have to be content to work out our lives for our own time and generation,
have to think out how we expect our ultimate ideal is to be reached, and associate our
lives with the problems with which we are surrounded. Looking at it from this stand-
point, I say we have to give our lives to the advocacy of policies which are opposed to
capitalism, and imperialism and which are making for the new co-operative order. We
have each in our countries to be opposing those things which make for domination and
division as vigorously as we can, and to seek to construct the new society. . . .

My own position is quite clear on this point. I am not going to remain outside these
Movements for human freedom and equality. I am going to identify myself with them,
even if they use methods of violence to which I am opposed. I will exert my utmost
influence within these Movements to prevent methods of violence being used; and try
to get the alternative methods adopted as much as possible. . . .

... Itisn’t a matter of mental conviction: it is a matter of spiritual perfection. But I
believe that the man or woman who is big enough to do that, is doing the biggest thing
in life. I doubt whether most of us are equal to it.'s
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Conscription, alternative service and war resistance

As aresult of the wide publicity gained by the Manifesto and pressures coming from various
sources, several countries adopted laws on conscientious objection and the granting of exemp-
tion to recognised conscientious objectors. However, in some countries they did this on condi-
tion that the COs would do non-combatant military service and some others civilian alterna-
tive service.

Consequently, along with their awareness regarding the relationship between conscription,
world peace and human liberty on the one hand and on the other, the individual and his coun-
try, reinforced by the publication of the International Anti-Militarist Manifesto, some very
pertinent questions were raised in the minds of people. The questions were not simple or
convenient. For instance one had to ask oneself: do I have any responsibility towards my
country? If my conscience does not permit me to do anything that would, in all likelihood,
cause death of human being/s, and if at the same time I feel an emotional or rational relation-
ship between my motherland and me how do I resolve the dilemma?

Perhaps some individuals — and they may be fairly large in number — do not feel any
emotional or philosophical relationship between themselves and their country. Or they may be
afraid of joining the military because of the risks it involves. In such cases the idea of refusing
military service might sound convenient. Otherwise, what alternative do they have? Should
they try to take the risk because of the general belief that war comes very rarely and it may not
happen during their service period? Hence, isn’t the risk worth taking, specially because life in
the military is comfortable and has a glorified image in the minds of the public. So, why not
accept conscription and enjoy the comfort and glory as long as it is available!

There can be yet another incentive, specially in situations where the general population is
not allowed to possess weapons. For instance the British applied this principle to most of their
colonies, e.g. Ireland, South Africa and India. Under such conditions a psychological factor
comes into play. When people are barred from the use of weapons they may start hankering for
opportunities for owning and using them. I could identify three major categories of people
who joined the miles-long queues in front of recruiting centres at the time of India—Pakistan
war.

Firstly, a large number of these people were the poor unemployed; military service came as
amost welcome opportunity for getting employment to earn a livelihood for their nearly starv-
ing families.

Secondly, there were many young men who were fascinated by the thought of using weap-
ons especially because they never had the chance of handling weapons. They liked the idea of
joining the army as long as it provided them with an assured livelihood and guns on their
shoulders. Most of them could hardly have a deeply rooted sentiment for their country’s free-
dom.

Thirdly, among them there were quite a few, both young and middle-aged, whose motiva-
tion for joining the army was their love and loyalty to their matra-bhoomi (motherland), to
defend her from the invaders coming from the north or north-west.

In the case of India the factor of unemployment was an important one. Nevertheless, the
elements of loyalty to one’s country, to the rulers and the defence of the nation, all put together,
created the climate of war. Although some jingoistic elements asked for conscription, the gov-
ernment in that situation had no need to take such a step. It had many times more volunteers
than needed for the forces. Thus the issue of alternative service did not arise.
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Alternative service

A majority of the activists in the War Resisters’ International were convinced that acceptance
of alternative service in place of military service is another way of telling the State that it had
the ultimate authority to conscript every citizen. However it was necessary to be considerate
and at the same time recognise the importance of the dictates of the individual’s conscience. In
other words, did it make any sense saying that we will not press the trigger but we can carry the
gun to the place where you need it! Or, we shall not handle weapons or go to the front, but shall
nurse the war-injured and do the work for the Red Cross, etc.

After discussing the issue of conscription and alternative service the WRI passed the fol-
lowing resolution at its 1925 Hoddesdon Conference:

This Conference refrains from laying down a general rule regarding alternative service
in view of the different opinions and circumstances of the affiliated organisations. It
registers the view, however, that in its opinion acceptance of alternative service may be
taken to imply the recognition of the right of the State to impose military service upon
others. The War Resisters’ International denies this right, and urges that in time of war
alternative service should be strongly opposed, because all such service becomes part
of the war organisation.'”

The WRI had been repeatedly saying that its work was not to find alternatives to war
service, it was to abolish war altogether. Yet, it took the stand that it would be wise not to lay
down rigid rules about the way people decide to oppose military service in a nonviolent man-
ner. The International realised that in certain situations or cases choosing a reasonably accept-
able alternative service could be the only practical step, the first in the direction of the aboli-
tion of conscription altogether. In many situations it could be taken as an initiation into the
fully-fledged pacifist conviction for many a beginner. In some other situations it was a tactical
step toward educating the people to be ready for the next step, i.e. refusal of compulsory
military service and total rejection of militarism.

Runham Brown had expressed his opinion about alternative service already in a letter
dated June 14, 1923. It was particularly in response to the approach expressed in a circular
sent to the second Bilthoven Conference written by Premysl Pitter on behalf of Nova Jeruzalemo,
the Czechoslovakian pacifist organisation, later a Section of the International.

With his letter Runham Brown had enclosed a copy of Premysl Pitter’s circular, which had
reached the office of Paco (War Resisters’ International) before it was transferred to London.
He wrote:

I am now glad to be able to send you a letter by Premysl Pitter, which expresses the
thoughts of many of the members of our Movement in Czechoslovakia on the question
of Alternatives to Military Service.

It is of great significance that proposals are being put forward from many countries
for solving the problem of the Conscientious Objector. The War Resister is no longer
negligible. He is a fact which has to be reckoned with before Conscription can again
work smoothly or War be carried on without hindrance from at home.

My personal view is different from our Comrade Premysl Pitter. I will state it briefly
without any claim to speak for the W. R. I with more authority than any other member.

I believe that War Resisters would be well advised to oppose any Law providing
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Alternative Compulsory service. The reason for the proposal is the existence of compul-
sory Military service. But compulsory military service is itself wrong and dangerous.

I know that many Anti-Militarists are deeply concerned to be of real service, while
those of their friends who see them suffer are anxious to save them from the penalties of
resistance. There is a prevalent idea that they should undertake work that is more un-
pleasant or of greater danger than that which the Soldier is required to do, and so prove
their conscientiousness.

I believe that the job for Anti-Militarists is not to go about trying to find something
unpleasant or dangerous to do. There is more than enough for them to do arising natu-
rally out of the World’s condition.

Their work should be undertaken solely on the ground that they feel called to do it
and not because it is unpleasant or because there is such a thing as compulsory military
service.

I am not concerned to prove my conscientiousness. I am concerned to make the
organisation of war impossible.'®

The debate on the question of alternative service continued. The two sides were quite firm
on their positions. Premysl Pitter said during a discussion at the Hoddesdon Conference of
1925 that it was not possible to organise war resisters under that name in his country. They
had, therefore, named their organisation as New Jerusalem. With the Fellowship of Reconcili-
ation they had proposed a law for civil alternative services. “This did not mean work for the
army, but work similar to that done in Switzerland, e.g., the clearing of roads after an ava-
lanche. This might not please the British delegates, but if they were in Czecho-Slovakia they
would be pleased if such a law could be enacted.””®

Despite the position of the WRI being firmly against alternative service, some of the mem-
bers tried to find different ways and reasons for introducing it, especially in countries where
conscription existed. According to Premysl Pitter there was nothing in the actual Constitution
of the WRI which would prevent the International from taking action upon the above proposal.
He and even Fenner Brockway recognised the right of the State to compel its citizens to do
certain things.

In the mean time the WRI received a letter from Dr Arnold Kalisch on behalf of the Ger-
man Bund, suggesting that it send ‘A request to all Governments to introduce the Scandinavian
Alternative Service Laws signed by well-known international people’.

The Council accepted the following statement made by Fenner Brockway and asked the
Secretariat to send it to Dr Kalisch as an official reply to his letter:

I think there is no possibility of reaching a decision as to the question of the right of the
State. Personally I do not deny the right of the state to organise the communal life and
if it were a part of a general scheme to insist that every citizen in the State I should not
have an objection. But this is not a scheme of that kind. It is a compulsory military
service scheme and as part of that scheme there are alternative service laws. The ac-
ceptance of alternative services under a compulsory military service scheme means,
the recognition of that scheme itself, and the right of the State to impose military serv-
ice. It means that you become a party to that scheme and a party to the State acceptance
of alternative service.

In actual fact, in those countries where Alternative Service is being generally ac-
cepted, the Movement for Resistance to all compulsory military service is weakened.
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Norway is a great example. I doubt whether there is any war resister who is resisting
compulsory military service now to the point of going to prison, and the result is that
the moral force of the war resistance movement in Norway has almost entirely disap-
peared. In many cases the upon those taking part.

But when that has been said, the WRI must take a broad view of this question and
must recognise that many of its members are prepared to accept alternative service and
want alternative service. I think the Headquarters here must be prepared to assist all
those who are seeking to obtain alternative service in their various countries. We must
be prepared to provide information and to co-operate even with other International
Organisations which are seeking to do this, but it is important that the War Resisters’
International itself should be concentrating upon the principle of resistance and should
not become known publicly either as a relief organisation or an organisation for secur-
ing exemptions. There would be a great danger of such a position becoming our public
witness if we ourselves were to concentrate upon this Alternative service work. We
must keep our absolute resistance position clear.”

The debate as to the legitimacy of a war resister accepting alternative service was to be-
come a recurring theme for the International. For example it was reported at the Council Meet-
ing held in Enfield on January 2-5, 1932, that

in Scandinavia an extraordinary opportunity was presented for war resistance propa-
ganda among young men who had already accepted Alternative Civil Service . . . in
Denmark where the Movement had definitely taken the Alternative Service outlook,
there was an increasing number of cases where men had refused to accept the civil
alternative and gone to prison, and a general tendency to adopt this attitude was devel-
oping, and that in

the International had been particularly effective and a new Law had been introduced to
deal with War Resisters.

Hitherto the Movement had accepted both alternatives — the attitude of those who
accepted a civil alternative in peace-time, and the ‘absolutist’ attitude. It had not been
the business of the WRI to propagate the idea of Alternative Service but it could be
regarded as highly satisfactory when the propagation of war resistance ideas had re-
sulted in the passing of a Law similar to that introduced in Finland. In view of the
difference of opinion in the Movement on this question . . . it was stated that the time
had come when the Council should make a further official statement.?!

Despite the fact that Premysl Pitter had expressed the impossibility of organising war re-
sisters under that title in Czechoslovakia, he himself had not the slightest doubt about his
personal pacifism. That much is evident from the striking letter he wrote to the President of the
Czechoslovakian Republic:

I am unable to serve as a soldier and therefore I return my military papers to you as to
the commander-in-chief.

... In one of your pre-war essays, in an article on the Czech Reformation, you write ‘I
admire Zizka, he obliges me to follow him, but with Chelcicky (founder of a pacifist Bohe-
mian sect) I must say that one should not use violence as Zizka did. I sympathise with
Chelcicky who is quite as energetic a character as Zizka, but who did not use violence.’
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But now I read in your recent work ‘The World Revolution’, that ‘Chelcicky has
gone too far,” and that we must find a compromise between violence and non-violence.
Several years ago, through the experience and the barbarism of war, through bitter
sufferings and struggle, I came — like you — to the decision: ‘Jesus, not Caesar; Chelcicky
not Zizka.” From moral reasons I became an opponent of every form of violence.

To-day we are only a handful in comparison with the others, the majority, but this
handful is growing in size and in inner strength. Our enthusiasm attracts others, carries
them away, enflames them, and our number increases. To-day we are ten, to-morrow a
hundred, soon thousands, and not only in this country, but everywhere, all over the
world. For there are no borders for the spreading of truth — truth cannot be prohibited,
love cannot be defeated. . . .

Therefore I am returning my military papers. I do not like the feeling that I still
belong to a military organisation, if only on paper, and that I am still counted as a
soldier. It appears to me insincere and dishonest to wait with the refusal of military
service and with returning my military papers until I am called up. People might think
that I shall do this from other than idealistic reasons. On the other hand, I do not want
to make a martyr of myself. Therefore I am sending my papers to you, Mr. President,
and not to the military authorities, . . . We are strengthened by the knowledge that
people are with us who are not easily passed over, and who are also quoted often by you
Mr. President: Jesus, Chelcicky, Tolstoy, and among those still alive men like Romain
Rolland and Gandhi.?

Whatever the state of the debate on total refusal verses alternative service among pacifist
groups, the WRI’s stand in favour of total rejection of militarism and the war machine re-
mained as firm as ever. As a pragmatic approach it was accepted that if alternative service had
occasionally to be supported, it should be only as an initial step towards total war resistance.
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CHAPTER 8

Many people feel that an organization that uses non-violent methods
to reach its objectives must continue winning victories one after another
in order to remain non-violent. If that be the case, then a lot of efforts
have been miserable failures. There is a great deal more involved than
victories. My experience has been that the poor know violence more
intimately than most people because it has been a part of their lives,
whether the violence of the gun or the violence of want and need.

I don't subscribe to the belief that non-violence is cowardice, as

some militant groups are saying. In some instances nonviolence
requires more militancy than violence. Non-violence forces you to
abandon the short-cut in trying to make a change in the social or-
der. Violence, the short-cut, is the trap people fall into when they
begin to feel that it is the only way to attain their goal. When these
people turn to violence, it is a very savage kind.

When people are involved in something constructive, trying to

bring about change, they tend to be less violent than those who are
not engaged in rebuilding or in anything creative. Non-violence forces
one to be creative; it forces any leader to go to the people and get
them involved so that they can come forth with new ideas. I think
that once people understand the strength of non-violence - the force
it generates, the love it creates, the response that it brings from the
total community - they will not be willing to abandon it easily.

Cesar Chavez!

Social revolution and war resistance

As we have seen, from its very foundation in 1921 the War Resisters’ International had non-
violent socio-political revolution on its agenda as a major item. In reality, however, even now
at the beginning of the twenty-first century, it has not been able to work out a practical pro-
gramme in that direction, neither for itself nor for its Sections and other affiliates. Why has it
not yet been able to do so despite its sincerity and honest efforts in everything else it tried, and
its successes? What is the reason for this? One explanation is that it spent so much of its time
and energy trying to pressurise governments to provide legal status to war resisters and on the
debate on the ‘absolutist’ position verses alternative service; so allowing no time to prepare
itself to launch a nonviolent struggle for social revolution. Its inability to make progress in this
area is despite the fact that it has been able to carry on theoretical work and debate quite
effectively throughout its existence.

Obviously, for a movement to be able to bring about such a fundamental change, it re-
quires, among other things, answers to many questions. For instance, how clear is its leader-
ship about the issues involved? What is its perception of the future relationships — structural,
political as well as social? And above all, how strong is the will of its leadership to bring about
such a fundamental change? Equally important is to prepare the people, mentally as well as
practically, to work and be willing to suffer for achieving the goal. At the same time, individual
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members and the movement as a whole have to ask themselves whether they are sufficiently
equipped with the skills needed to provide guidance to a large enough section of the popula-
tion for such a revolution.

The meeting of the International Council held in Berlin on January 1-2, 1926, discussed
the question as to what was the eventual objective of War Resisters’ International. Helene
Stocker emphasised the need for a constructive social policy and asked ‘Can we achieve the
new order by organising work and reform, or only by perfecting the individual?’ Martha Steinitz
referred to the constructive work in education and promoting freedom which was being car-
ried out by many of the WRI Sections. The Council decided to ask the Sections if the next
Conference could include this question on its agenda, and also if they would encourage their
members to have discussions on it before then.

No doubt most of the key people within the WRI were trying to look for ways and means to
bring about social changes to make war an outdated phenomenon and build a society based on
socialist and enlightened anarchist principles, that is a society that respected human life and
was endowed with a sense of equality and freedom. Jo Meijer, from Holland, believed that ‘it
ought to be made clear that we are in favour of people and classes fighting for freedom, though
we differ in methods’.

Fenner Brockway
believed that in Vienna was to be found the most acute problem of pacifism today.
Vienna, the most socialist city in the world, was surrounded by reaction, isolated from
Germany by the Versailles Treaty. The general strike is useless because it has no goods
to supply. Under these circumstances it could not stand an invasion from without. There-
fore our suggestion of a general strike would not help.

Vienna pacifists should urge closer political and economic union between Germany
and Austria. . . . Economical unity was more practical at present, and may produce a
situation in which the general strike was workable.

If Vienna were filled with a spirit of pacifism and could make every possible ges-
ture for co-operation and the reduction of tariffs, they would break down tyranny in the
surrounding countries. Any attempt by the Austrian workers to use violence would
mean destruction to themselves, and possibly to all Europe. The assassination of a
tyrant either produces a sense of relief in the community, or it makes him a great hero.?

Some members were of the opinion that pacifists should try and make war legally impossible.
For instance, at a later International Council meeting (May 1927) Elinor Byrns said: “in making
any statement of our case we should be clear that we do not wish armies or navies, but she would
go much farther than that, and that in many countries, especially in England, Germany and the
US...itwas possible to help the war resister Movement very definitely by accepting a resolution
... which would mean that we should have a definite movement to try and make war legally
impossible, and work for disarmament . . . She did not wish to force the position on anyone who
did not believe that political action was the only thing that they could do.”?

Pacifism and freedom

The WRI Secretariat often received communications from people who were attracted by the
work and philosophy of the WRI, but had serious doubts about the applicability of nonvio-
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lence and pacifism for the management of a nation and maintaining its freedom. Lithuania was
one of the countries to become independent at the end of the First World War. On February 3,
1927 Vitoldo Ozelis wrote from Lithuania that after having been

governed in oppression during long centuries, war gave [to the Lithuanians] the oppor-
tunity for national rebellion. And for these sufferers there exists no other language by
means of which to speak to their oppressors than the language of arms with the device
of national liberty . . . Would it not be ridiculous to proclaim anti-militarism amongst
the Riffs of Morocco, the Syrians, and at present the Chinese, who rightfully demand
the removal of their shackles? . . . I only present to you briefly, my true friend and
brother, the real feelings of the mass of the people, thus showing how rough is the path
for bare feet. To attack imperialism and militarism with bare hands is a task very ex-
hausting, dangerous, and not soon accomplished. . . .

Now, in these circumstances to speak of anti-militarism when every day the Polish
Government inspired by England and France in order to form a barrier preventing the
union of Germany and Russia, threatens the occupation of Lithuania, is not only use-
less, but for such conduct long imprisonment and even death is threatened: and the
military tribunals do not jest.

Evidently Dr Ozelis was confused and wrote this letter to Runham Brown to say that al-
though he agreed with the spirit of the Anti-Conscription Manifesto he did not know what
actually he himself could do. His letter continued:

Notwithstanding, I am preparing for printing a call to Lithuanian youth to resist milita-
rism, and if circumstances permit, I will translate and print separately the Manifesto.
And I hope my authority will escape imprisonment, but it is possible that my work will
be confiscated. But for wider usefulness of my work, I beg you to send me, dear brother,
more material in German and French. Also please enrol me a member of the WRI and
accept my support and approval for the Anti-Conscription Manifesto.

I most heartily greet your courageous and valuable work and much desire that you
untiringly continue it for the good and happiness of mankind.

Always fraternally yours,

Dr V. Ozelis*

Runham Brown’s reply must have given Dr Ozelis much courage and food for thought. It
began with a sensitive comment:
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I am very impressed with the masterly survey you have given me showing the outlook
of the great mass of the people in your country, and that seeing all the difficulties, you
still have the courage to face them, and to attempt to co-operate with us. I am well
aware that our task here in England is at present not attended with the same risk that
you have to run, and I am therefore not prepared to persuade you to take up this work,
any more than I should be prepared to go to tell the people of the Riff in Morocco, the
Syrians or the Chinese and tell them what they ought to do.

... You have alluded to the domination of the strong and the rich. Their strength and
their riches lie in their power to brutalise the labour of the weak and the poor. When
with a united will the workers refuse to co-operate, this power of domination is gone.



The resort to violence is weakness, it may bring a temporary relief, but nothing more,
and in the end can only set up a new power of domination.

We, who are nationals of the big military nations, such as Great Britain, have the
greatest responsibility. Our task is first to disarm ourselves and thus to throw in our lot
with the weak and the oppressed. During the Great War some thousands of us did this.
We refused to take any part which would help in the prosecution of the war. Our lot was
not as hard as that of many of our comrades in other countries. We spent some years in
prison and when we were offered release, if we would agree to do some civil work, we
refused this also, because it was not the sin of committing violence which we sought to
avoid, but because we desired to be as effective as we could in our opposition to all
war. . . . Resistance to war was undertaken by men in other countries without knowing
of each other’s action. Now we have come together. The work of the War Resisters’
International is to discover those who in future will refuse all war service and all vio-
lence and civil war, so that we may strengthen one another. We are opposed to compul-
sory military service of course, but we are equally opposed to voluntary military serv-
ice.

We are but a handful compared with those who have not yet become conscious of
the way they are being used to strengthen the hands of the strong and the rich, in their
oppression of the weak and the poor. Only a few thinks — the great mass feels and learns
only by object lesson. It is not a theory but a fact which we stand for. Many have
refused, many have been shot, some are in prison today, and still their number grows.
We can at least be masters of ourselves and give by our life, or if need be, by our death,
that one thing which humanity needs, the object lesson in weak men made strong by
being possessed of a great passion — love for their fellow men. That is our ideal. I do not
know whether I shall live up to it, but I hope so. Such ideals and such action must be
prompted by individual conviction. We can only become effective when individuals
unite in groups and groups become international.’

WRI’s contact with Gandhi

During this period the British Government as well as an important section of the Labour Party
were becoming increasingly engaged, in their different ways, with the Indian national freedom
movement, which was waging a nonviolent struggle under the leadership of Mahatma Gandhi.
Whereas the British Government was quite nervous about the growing strength of the Indian
movement against colonial rule, some of the leadership of the left and the anarcho-socialists
were looking with great interest at Gandhi’s methods of nonviolent struggle for freedom.

The Indian struggle offered an example for the radical pacifists to follow in devising the
methodology for their pacifist programme. They identified with the Indians in their ‘nonvio-
lent war of liberation’, especially because in the climate of that time there was much glorifica-
tion of liberation struggles. A popular belief was that for the oppressed there was no alternative
but to use violence. However, the nonviolent struggle of the Indians added to the faith of the
pacifist world with a vision and hope for achieving their goal by nonviolent means. Some men
and women from the pacifist circles established friendly contacts with Mahatma Gandhi and
many others among the leadership of the Indian freedom movement.

In the pamphlet, Brief Report of the Work of the International Council August 1928 —
Spring 1931 it was stated:
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We have remained in the closest possible touch with our comrades in India and we see
the struggle made by Mahatma Gandhi and the National Congress, the first experiment
on a large scale to carry our principle of non-co-operation with the tyrant into aggres-
sive action. The British members of the Council have co-operated in the publication of
‘Indian Events’ a paper bringing particularly to the English public, a knowledge of the
actual happenings in India.b

The Women'’s International League for Peace and Freedom had sent a message in sup-
port of the Appeal by Gujrat women to the Viceroy and the Executive Committee of the
WRI sent Gandhi a letter of greetings, which he published in Young India, of 1st May
1930. Gandhi’s accompanying comment was: ““... I must reproduce the following two
messages as they are from English friends. It is the conversion of England that civil
resisters are aiming at. I have enough criticism from England, some of which I have
published in these pages. It gives me pleasure therefore to publish good wishes of some
English friends.”’

Later, when in 1931 the WRI Council heard, with “deep regret”, the news of the arrest of
Gandhi, they immediately sent a cable to him: “War Resisters’ International Council repre-
senting organisations in 25 countries send affectionate sympathy to you and all Indian follow-
ers of Gandhi and assures you of its support for India’s claim to independence and the non-
violent method of securing it.”®

Significant in this context is the participation of Dr Rajendra Prasad as Gandhi’s repre-
sentative at the International Council Meeting held in Vienna in 1928. Gandhi himself could
not go to Vienna but sent a message through him. Fenner Brockway said that when he met
Gandhi in India at Christmas Gandhi told him about his great pride in the work of the War
Resisters” Movement and that he had absolute sympathy with it. He also expressed his desire
to be present at this Conference, which he could not attend due to the pressure of work in India.
But he had particularly asked comrade Rajendra Prasad to come and to bring his greetings.

Rajendra Prasad:

It has been my privilege in India to be associated with Mahatma Gandhi in the great
work which he has been doing there for the last eleven years. And the message which he
has directed me to convey to this Conference consists in the first place of an apology
for his absence. As the Chairman has been pleased to tell you, Mahatma Gandhi was
desirous of coming to Europe and of meeting the kindred souls engaged in similar work
in other parts of the world. He has had to deprive himself of the great pleasure which he
would have derived from coming here. In the second place he has also felt some hesi-
tation in accepting invitations which have come to him from time to time from Europe
and America. The hesitation on his part has not been due to any want of appreciation of
the work in which you are engaged. He feels that he is not yet in a position to deliver a
message to the world. He feels that he is now engaged in a great experiment in India
which, if successful, would in course of time place before the world a new idea of life.
And that struggle in which he is engaged is nothing less than a struggle for the freeing
of three hundred million of souls from the greatest tyranny and oppression yet known
in the world. The method which he is pursuing against the mightiest empire of the
world which exists to-day, is also unique. It is because this method has not proved

122



successful as yet, that he hesitates to accept invitations from abroad. During the last ten
years in India he has created a revolution of the heart which is unparalleled in that
country. To-day it is not only a few persons who accept his message, but the Indian
National Congress has accepted it as its creed — no arms and non-violence as its method.
And with this method of non-violence Gandhi hopes to subdue and bring to its knees
the mightiest empire of the day. Up to this moment we have not succeeded as we had
expected. We have had failures and we do not know when we are going to succeed. But
the people have made up their minds to obtain their freedom and to obtain freedom for
the world.

Mahatma Gandhi is convinced that it is the social and economic order of the world
to-day which is responsible for all the wars and miseries. Therefore he is not only
pursuing this method of non-violence but has also devised a means for the economic
restoration of India. He feels that it is the rivalry for trade and markets and gaining
colonies which has been creating all the trouble in the world. The Western nations of
to-day are engaged in an industrial movement which makes for war. Over-production
means the seeking of new markets in which to dump the surplus goods. It is for this
reason that big nations want to keep their colonies and mandated areas.

Gandhi thinks so long as it is possible for one country to force another country to
take its goods wars cannot be abolished. He has therefore asked his own country not to
be dazzled by the industrialism of the West. He has called upon us to go to the poor
villages to ask them to revive their spinning wheel, which is the symbol of revolution,
of the mind which is unknown to-day. In India to-day there are thousands like myself
who are engaged in carrying this message to the villages. Because they have accepted
Gandhi’s doctrine and use the spinning wheel there are thousands to-day who have a
little food, who were previously starving. It is his work in connection with the spinning
wheel which will live longest.

When he has established freedom in India by the method of non-violence, he will
be able to speak to the world. It is possible that India one day may be in a position,
through Gandhi’s help and God’s grace, to deliver a message which you may be in-
clined to listen to and accept.’

The introduction of Gandhi’s ideas came to the WRI at the right time, when the Interna-
tional was struggling to clarify its political perspective within pacifist thinking and activities.
To reach the desired goal it was not sufficient only to increase the number of war resisters. Of
course, what the WRI wanted to do was basically political; not the politics of State power, but
the politics of the power of the people, of liberation from the power of the State. However, the
crucial question facing WRI as a committed pacifist body was how to go about developing
people’s power with the aim of creating a military-free nonviolent society? Gandhi’s work, to
an extent, was a guiding factor for the pacifist movement.

WRI and the League Against Imperialism

The League Against Imperialism invited the WRI to send delegates to their Second World
Congress to be held in Paris in July 1929. The January 1929 Council meeting agreed that the
WRI should be represented at this Congress, and so identified itself with the struggle against
imperialism. The Council felt that it would be a good opportunity to use its presence to urge
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the use of nonviolence in order to free the world from imperialism. Dr Helene Stocker was
asked to be the WRI delegate.

Helene Stocker reported to the Council meeting in Zurich (August 30-September 2, 1929)
that there were ‘five general groups in the League — the Communists, Gandhi-ists, Left-Social-
ists — mostly English, Radical Pacifists and Anti-militarist Anarchists’. Stocker emphasised
the need for the League to bring together representatives of oppressed peoples. She insisted
that the ‘value of our principles being represented and expressed to Colonial people, and that
we should try to express our ideas and ideals as much as possible within this movement, to
balance the tendency towards Communism and because the nonviolent pacifist element was
still in a small minority.” She urged that there ought to be systematic co-operation among the
pacifist representatives on the League.

The Council felt that it was necessary to define the WRI’s relations with the League Against
Imperialism. If not only ourselves but other pacifists and anti-militarists, particularly the so-
cialist bodies, had realised the tremendous possibilities of the League Against Imperialism at
the beginning, it might have developed on other lines. Fenner Brockway was under no illusion
that the League was commenced definitely by communists with a view to assisting the revolu-
tionary Movement against Imperialism, which at the time was very strong. The Council had an
in-depth discussion about the attitude of the WRI towards the League. It decided that instead
of affiliating, WRI would remain associated with it and pay a yearly subscription; it would
make clear that the WRI principles are those of nonviolence, and it would carefully consider
its representation at the next conference of the League.

The Council prepared the following Manifesto on Imperialism to be given as wide a pub-
licity as possible:

The War Resisters’ International extends its cordial greetings to the peoples of Colo-
nial Countries who are struggling for political and economic freedom.

The WRI realises that the Imperialism of which they are the victims rests upon
military domination and that it causes frequent cruelties comparable with the sufferings
of war. Moreover, the WRI sees in the imperialist rivalries of the Great Powers the
most provocative causes of modern war.

The WRI, therefore, calls upon its members in Imperialist countries to demand the
withdrawal of the Armies of Occupation from the territories of Colonial Countries and
to oppose relentlessly the political persecution and economic oppression of their peo-
ples. At the same time, it urges those peoples to strengthen their political and industrial
organisations, so that they can achieve their freedom without a disastrous conflict of
violence in which the deadly armaments of the Imperialist Powers would certainly be
used to crush them.

The WRI understands that there can be no true basis for internationalism without
national freedom and racial equality; it recognises the right of all peoples to self-gov-
ernment and independence and identifies itself whole-heartedly with those who are
actively engaged in the struggle for their achievement!®

The spirit and the approach of the war resister was expressed in the following words:
Give by our life, or if need be, by our death, that one thing which humanity needs, the

object lesson in weak men made strong by being possessed of a great passion —love for
their fellow men. That is our ideal. I do not know whether I shall live up to it, but I hope
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s0. Such ideals and such actions must be prompted by individual conviction. We can
only become effective when individuals unite in groups and groups become interna-
tional.!!

Even at that time the WRI, in fact the whole of the pacifist movement, had yet to create a
consensus regarding its approach and strategies to reach the objectives it was striving to reach.
A successful approach would have to be based on the qualitative preparedness of the indi-
vidual as well as the community. The Sonntagsberg Conference provided a forum to deal with
these issues.

The Sonntagsberg Conference

WRTI’s second Triennial Conference was held at Sonntagsberg, Vienna, Austria, from July 27
to 31, 1928. It proved to be a crucial event in the history of the International by raising some
key questions about the functioning of the International and its goals. It was clear that some of
the WRI activists were not fully satisfied with the direction of the movement and the speed
with which it was moving forward.

The discussion started with a comprehensive statement by Hans Kohn of Palestine. He said:

Regarded from the sociological standpoint we are today a sect, and we must become a
movement. It is undoubtedly of great spiritual value that we have begun as a sect, ... a
community of people united by one idea, who have gone out to seek to discover men
who already belong inwardly to this sect. We must come out from this position as a sect
and enter into the position of a movement.

... we do not aim at making martyrs, ... we regret that there have to be martyrs
amongst us. We did not come into our movement for the sake of a few hundred War
Resisters, . . . We must consider ourselves as an outpost, as, morally, the most respon-
sible group, which, just from the idea of war resistance wants to abolish the idea that,
against their conviction, against their wills, against their longing to live, men must die
and kill other men. We are not there for the purpose of upholding giants and martyrs,
but for representing all those who are called upon to die and to kill for any cause
whatever which is indifferent to them and with which they do not willingly co-operate.
... We do not say we will not cover cowards. We do indeed cover cowards. We cover
men who simply do not want to give their lives for anything to which they are not
inwardly driven. We consider no one a coward, who wants to cling to the sun and
moon, the mountains and everything green and beautiful. We and the War Resisters are
merely an outpost of all other men who do not possess the power of theoretic exposi-
tion, and the sacrificial courage of the martyr; of the humble and the dumb, who cannot
speak for themselves. It is for these we must speak and not for saints and martyrs, who
can speak for themselves on the ground of their conviction.

Hans Kohn wanted “to see our future activities directed from these hypotheses”. He pointed
out the approach the WRI ought to take in their future work. The first task should be to strengthen

the weak.

... We find certain spots in which our movement is at its weakest. . . . Our chief work has

125



hitherto been concentrated in England. But we are very strong in England. ... We are
strong in Germany . . . but we are frightfully feeble in other lands. Do not delude
yourself with facts like the Ponsonby campaign, and the popular vote against war, as
they have been carried out in England. It stands to reason that people should subscribe
to the pledge there. The non-existence of compulsory military service in those coun-
tries must be remembered in connection with that. Here is the salient point from which
we must proceed. If we wish to free the world from the compulsion to kill men, then we
must strain every nerve against compulsory military service. If we wish to effect for
mankind of the present day what was effected 200 years ago for the religious world,
namely, freedom of conscience in respect to religion — then we must create freedom of
conscience in respect to the State. If at that time the Moloch of religion politically
fettered by the State was the oppressor, then to-day we have to turn in the same way
against the Moloch of the National State.

Some really peaceful countries have introduced Alternative Service alongside com-
pulsory military service. That is no direct result of our campaigns but lies above all in
the nature of the geographical situation of these States . . . I must tell . . . that compul-
sory military service is something sacred, to most people. It had its birth in a great
revolutionary movement in France, surrounded by the “glory” of 1789. It was the ex-
pression of the sovereignty of the people who overthrew the domination of the Auto-
cracy. In Germany the Liberation Movement of 1813 was its root. It is sacred to the
people in the newly arisen States, — that is — in the Austrian and Russian Succession
States, where compulsory military service, in the view of the broad masses of the peo-
ple, protects the long-desired newly won independence, sanctified by years of propa-
ganda. Therefore we have a difficult spiritual struggle before us to turn this matter of
compulsory military service into a problem, when to these people it is no problem. . . .
I regret one thing; we issue so many beautiful publications in Germany and England. I
consider that superfluous. I hope that will not be misunderstood. Our organisations can
publish these themselves in these countries for they are strong. But in countries where
we are weak, in languages which only now have awakened to life, as for instance,
Lithuania, etc., where yet no word of our movement has penetrated, we must succeed in
finding an entrance. . . . Therefore we must turn our attention to these countries and not
to England, which stands to-day at the zenith of its power, which has only to lose by any
war which it conducts, and therefore will not conduct any war.

Another point Hans Kohn elaborated concerned the question of co-operation between the
WRI and the organisations which shared or almost completely shared its standpoint. They
included, for example, the International Fellowship of Reconciliation, the Women’s Interna-
tional League, the International Anti-Militarist Bureau (IAMB), the Pacifist Youth Organisa-
tions and The Society of Friends,

to whom we are all so much indebted. ... We must come into close combination with
them in the form of Cartel. I propose that between our International Council and the
executives of these Unions, sessions in common, for the consideration and organisation
of different activities, should take place, . . .

The next point raised by Hans Kohn was connected with the idea of working with the
Socialist International,
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This is partly hostile, and partly moderate in feeling towards us. We appear to them
either fools or a danger — fools because we seek an object which they regard as unat-
tainable, and a danger because we earnestly desire what they allege is desired in all
their solutions. They will therefore partly fight us with all possible means, but they will
through their own watchwords, . . . be led more and more towards us. ...

Thirdly, I think of Religious Movements. While in the case of the previous organi-
sations there are political reasons which make them slowly draw towards us, so there
are inner reasons for the same development within the Religious Movements. Nowhere
in the last ten or fifteen years have such strong new forces broken out as in the religious
world. In all churches, even in the German Lutheran Church, youthful forces have
broken through. . . . To bring God into the daily life, into practical and social life, means
the abolition of war.

Hans Kohn as a Palestinian pointed out that there was not a WRI Section there, hence he
could not give any report. But, he said that there were indications of a revival among the Jews
both in the national and religious life. Judaism had been through a process of rebirth during the
last 20 years.

I'have seen with interest the Community Settlement of our young Christian Communist
friends in Waidhofen, which arose out of the desire to conquer the present day system
of exploitation. . . . There, however, exists for us a pacifist problem of a more difficult
and serious nature. . . . for instance, in Czecho-Slovakia, complete disarmament de-
pends upon the solving of the problem of how Germans and Czechs are to live together;
for the Czechs require an army not to fight an external enemy, but to hold the Germans
down in their country. . . . a similar problem exists in Palestine. . . . it gives us the
possibility not only to hold principles theoretically, which is easy, but to test them.

Hans Kohn asked the Congress to urge the International Council to set to work on the
formation of a working cartel. The WRI should address appeals to the movement as mentioned
in his speech, and build a press and propaganda service.

We certainly meet here in order to discuss practical questions, and dare waste no mo-
ment of our very short time in going beyond them. Yet there is need to bring theoretic
clarification to the business.

He asked the Conference to send an appeal to ‘our intellectuals’:

Everywhere there are people of distinguished intellect, . . . who write books and poetry
in which they say very similar things to what we feel. Yet those people are never at our
service. They are in truth lost to the Movement. ... I have read their books and have the
feeling that, when they are put to the test, they will not risk their reputation in the
bourgeois world; that all this is only a romance or an essay to them. ... it will only
become a serious matter when it is proclaimed from the street corner. I am convinced
that these people will only join us when we are successful. . . .

The problem of violence and non-violence cannot be solved by thought, only by
action. An Antimonian foundation like that of violence and non-violence is soluble and
acceptable only in religion, but not in our Movement. The foundation of our Movement
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must be the solidarity of the human race, and the respect for life and the worth of human
personality. . . .

I believe that our Movement can look hopefully into the future, because we are
attempting to transform into reality what hitherto has been the universal religious and
philosophic conviction which we are trying to live in our lives.'?

Bart de Ligt, the author of Congquest of Violence," as the representative of the Interna-
tional Anti-Militarist Bureau, said:

...he also had to come to Sonntagsberg in order to learn how to get out of the position of
sectarianism. The I.A.M.B. realised that as a sect they could get no further and he was
grateful to Hans Kohn for speaking not only with a broad, but with a deep outlook, and
for showing the Conference that the thing to be fought was the jus belli of the State
which can demand of every citizen the readiness to kill and die.

It seems to me, pacifists like to preach but mostly act too late and then quite unnec-
essarily, become martyrs to their ideals. Hans Kohn is too optimistic, especially as
regards England. The attitude of the MacDonald Government against India should be
remembered and their strengthening of the defence of the Empire. But in spite of this
the British Labour Movement is better than the Continental ones.

One international organisation that has not been mentioned is of decisive impor-
tance — the International Trades Union Movement. All those among us who believe in
political parties will agree that the war against wars will have to be waged mainly by
economic means.'*

Bart de Ligt reminded the Conference about WRT’s failure to get the TAMB resolutions to
propagate war resistance at the Hague World Peace Congress. So much so that there was no
mention of it in their report. He said that the task was more difficult than Hans Kohn described
it. We must have the courage to admit that, otherwise we shall certainly lose the war against
war, just as the working class in 1914 lost it. Bart de Ligt also said that Hans Kohn’s picture of
the political world situation was too provincial. He did not mention the United States of America,
Pacific Ocean and the Far East, from where many dangers were threatening. Asia was attempt-
ing to liberate herself. There was a tendency among the Africans towards military organisation
against their white oppressors.

The Indian struggle for independence was not reliable as an anti-militarist movement.
During the World War Gandhi had helped the British Empire and even appealed to the
Indians to volunteer in the British army, thus helping to build that cursed monument of
the unknown soldier. There will always be the danger in India that religion and paci-
fism will be used as means towards a national end. But Nationalism has not the right to
use the universal elements of religion and ethics for the limited purposes of national-
ism. Prominent Indians admit that there is the desire in India for the organisation of a
national Indian Army, in order to enable the Indian people to “defend themselves”.

Bart de Ligt’s emphasis was on the economic aspect of war rather than on military con-

scription.
Immediate abolition of military conscription by the actual rulers does not seem to be an
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essential thing. In the present economic and political situation abolition of military
conscription alone is of little avail for the prevention of war. Perhaps the dominating
class will not need much longer military conscription, for several reasons . . .

Our fight for the abolition of conscription must be only an inferior part of our fight
against modern State and for social revolution. No war will be possible, in so far as the
people who are with us are able to control the economic life.

With these words Bart de Ligt commended WRI’s collaboration with the IAMB.

From the report of the Conference given in the pamphlet, War Resisters in Many Lands, it
appears that Bart de Ligt’s comments did not initiate any serious discussion on what Hans
Kohn had said. Pierre Ramus, a very active member of the International did, however, make a
comment saying that Bart de Ligt’s critical attitude on the Anti-Conscription Manifesto was
mistaken.

Eugen Relgis, from Roumania, believed that there was a great need for a Pacifist Interna-
tional and the War Resisters’ International therefore at this Conference should proclaim the
Pacifist International. According to Eugen Relgis the tendency towards unity was both a cos-
mic and biological law, the law which was often forgotten, since each individual rather tries to
regard himself as a world centre. Biologists call this tendency Gigantanasie, an unlimited
passion for expansion. It leads to destruction; to catastrophes in the world of nature, and to war
in the human world.

Relgis argued that Capitalism suffered from this tendency:

With its extreme measure of growth, and like the frog who wanted to blow himself up
to the size of an ox, it will burst, that is, it will be overcome by the tendency towards
unity of which Pacifism and Internationalism are the expression. . . . This Conference
represents forty groups from over twenty States and people of very different outlook,
Socialists and Individualists, Christians, Tolstoyans, Catholics and Freethinkers, young
people and workers and women. . . . This Pacifist International needs a doctrine which
will be founded on the universal and permanent interests of humanity, the doctrine of
humanitarianism.That doctrine is wider than the dogma of Socialism. It wants Peace
between nations and peace between the social classes. It condemns war and revolution.
Humanitarianism needs as a practical expression an International of Intellectuals, which
will be to the Proletarian International what a nervous system is to the human organism.

Eugen Relgis believed that the Sonntagsberg Conference could form the international of
intellectuals in the form of a Pacifist International under the auspices of the WRI."

Eugen Relgis read out Romain Rolland’s letter, which he had addressed to the Conference.
It was very much in the spirit of the discussions going on at the Conference:

Monsieur le President, Villeneuve, Switzerland, 24-7-28

I extend the expression of my fraternal sympathy to all those who take part in the
Sonntagsberg Conference.

I believe the moment has come to bring about a Federation of all movements op-
posed to war, a real pacifist international. The most important fact of these last fifteen
years has been the close contact between all the oppressed consciences in the world,
through the World War itself. It is now time to sort them out, to consolidate them, and
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to oppose with their mass, all those ever-present menaces of a new scourge. I do not
believe in the “sudden and near disparition of war through its own elephantiasis” which
our friends Eugen Relgis and Professor Nicolai are predicting. War, armed with new
and gigantic weapons, threatens not to disappear before it has made humanity disap-
pear.

Humanity is in danger. Let her organise her defence!

Put aside all that separates us, all these little shades of political, social, religious
and philosophical ideas! At present, it is not the question of working out one single
doctrine that should be accepted by this pacifist federation. Every doctrine — may it be
scientific or religious — is subject to discussion. If we want too anxiously to bring about
unity of spirit, we may easily destroy it!

For us it is the question to create at this very moment, one united front against war.
Let us decree resistance, opposition, the refusal, the “absolute no” to all war!

And if we need one central principle on which to base our action, it is sufficient to
point out the principle of solidarity, of mutual co-operation, of — let me say —commun-
ion between all living beings. This is a clear, immediate principle. And if we derive this
principle from different faiths, either from the belief in a Father God, of whom we are
all children — or from scientific monism — it is for all of us ultra-evident and categori-
cally imperative.

Let us unite all the spiritual forces of life against the forces of death.

Yours with my heart,

Romain Rolland"

Jo Meijer, from Holland, said that Hans Kohn’s speech was splendid, but he expressed his
dissension by pointing out that they should not trust too much on the reawakening of religious
instincts, as it might lead into a blind alley. The WRI was not sectarian. It had been a centre for
groups differing very much in outlook. Now it should not only act as a centre, but should
become active in itself in the weak countries. Unity among different movements was most
important and, at the end, the first common action ought to be the prevention of another war. Jo
Meijer added that that co-operation should mean self-restraint in the criticism of other move-
ments. The policy as regards those movements should be that in writing about them in papers
one should further the good in them rather than fight the bad in them.

Franz Kobler, who had edited Gewalt und Gewaltlosigkeit, Handbuch des Aktiven Pazifis-
mus, made an interesting comment. He said that while Hoddesdon had created the WRI and
brought forth its constitution Sonntagsberg had brought a synthesis of ideas.

It is the object of the Handbook to show this unity of ideas in the many movements
which are moving towards us. Our movement will not only be movement against war, it
will not only be political, it will be a spiritual. It will be linked up with other social
reforms.

After saying some of these sensible things, including “Co-operation with other groups is
necessary” Franz Kobler added: “Our movement should not comprise the Communists, but
Movements, as for instance, the ‘Arbitrate First’ Movement organised by David Peat, whose
members refuse war service only in wars started by a Government that did not want to arbi-
trate.” This may have been a confused or more likely even a reactionary way of thinking, but
what he said about the work was sensible and to the point.
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Franz Kobler seems to have been somewhat of an admirer of this aspect of militarism; for
instance he said: “Our struggle against conscription should be constructive. We should propa-
gate physical training and sports instead. Our physical passions will have to be sublimated.”"’
People have a problem separating discipline from militarism. They tend to think that military
training imparts discipline — not a logical or self-evident conclusion. But it makes it imperative
that the pacifist world defines what discipline is in the context of nonviolence and pacifism.

Pierre Ramus drew the attention of the Conference to the fact that the WRI had not been
able to attract the working class, although it was the proletariat who had the power to save
humanity. The WRI must win the workers. The Syndicalists International had a membership of
250,000. The WRI had the intellectuals, but unity with the working class was essential. The
discussion that took place at the Conference was good not only for WRI but also for the
younger participants of the Conference and their future practical work. They would, hopefully,
realise that the purpose of the fight was not to encourage an ever-larger number of young men
to go to prison, but to influence the military legislation of conscripting countries. The signifi-
cance of the refusal to do military service was to heroically point out the obsoleteness and
monstrosity of the claim of the State, which sins against all human and divine right. It was
necessary to point out that the refusal to comply with military conscription did not necessarily
mean opposition to law and state in general, but might be born from a real, a more modern and
more humane form of patriotism.

Ramus added that the WRI should not forget the organisations of ex-soldiers, of war inva-
lids and war victims. Some of the participants felt that by showing sympathy for the oppressed,
the WRI might be led into activities which were all too distant from its main object. Another
danger was, as pointed out by some, under-estimating the obstinacy and even wickedness of
the opponents. Therefore in its propaganda it should consider not only those who are already
sympathetic to it, but attempt to propagate its idea even among those circles who may be
hostile to pacifism in general and the WRI in particular.

Obviously, after such a rich experience derived from remarkable contributions made by
the delegates, many participants felt the need for some kind of final resolution. Eugen Relgis
put forward a resolution asking for a Pacifist International under the auspices of the War
Resisters’ International. There was not enough time available for discussion on this proposal.
Hence the Conference decided to refer the matter to the newly elected Council. Fenner
Brockway’s closing remarks ended with the note:

This Conference has, I think, marked the development of our Movement to a stage
where we have grown from being just groups of individuals sharing a faith, to a Move-
ment which is going to spread that faith throughout the world. During the next two
years, that must be our work.'®

The delegates were given a reception at the Vienna Town Hall. As a response to the recep-
tion the Chairman of the War Resisters’ International, Fenner Brockway, thanked the Vienna
City Council and expressed admiration for the great work that was being carried on by the
Vienna Socialists Council."”
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CHAPTER 9

Throughout the war we have stood for the brotherhood of man, and
in the name of that ideal have resisted conscription. We now reaffirm
our unity of aim with those in all countries who have given their lives

that they might serve the cause of freedom, but declare our belief that
it is not by bloodshed that freedom can be won or Militarism destroyed.
We acclaim the new hope of human liberty now challenging ancient
tyrannies in industry within the State and between the nations, and
dedicate the liberty we have regained to such service as shall contrib-
ute to the healing of the wounds inflicted by war, and to the building of
a world rooted in freedom and enriched by labour that is shared by all.
It is in this spirit that we go forth to meet new tasks, confident

that through its long and bitter suffering mankind must yet come into
the way of love.

Resolution adopted by the No-Conscription Fellowship

(NCF) at their concluding Convention held on November

29-30, 1919 in London. Clifford Allen gave the farewell

speech on behalf of the NCF and read the above resolution

to a gathering of 400 delegates and many more members.?!

After Sonntagsberg

The Sonntagsberg Conference (1928) had given an indication of the direction in which the
WRI had to forge on. The next Council Meeting, held on January 47, 1929, had discussed the
issues that were raised by Hans Kohn. Runham Brown had urged that the Council should
realise that it would involve a development in the work of the International and that the sug-
gestions to be made should be practical.

First of all they looked upon the WRI as a centre which would link together the groups,
assist and encourage them, while the groups would do the actual work. The WRI office would
operate as a clearing house. This would make the WRI headquarters a worldwide propaganda
organisation. Under such situations there is always a basic question: should an affiliating body
take the initiative in the work itself, or should it leave that to its Sections. The Council there-
fore should decide the future pattern of the WRI as such. In other words the Council must
define the work and working of the activities of the headquarters.

At the Sonntagsberg Conference the point of view was expressed that the WRI should
extend its activities into the wider political field. This view had been stressed by the No More
War Movement (NMWM) of Britain and found considerable support. ‘Consequently, a scheme
for the development of the International’s work had been prepared and circulated to the Coun-
cil Members and submitted to the NMWM.’

These were suggestions as to the way the International could expand its activities into the
wider field for the sake of influencing organisations, especially political groups, to support
pacifist activities.

Runham Brown pointed out that, although from the financial point of view the scheme was
absolutely impossible,
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it was important that the Council should discuss the scheme quite apart from the question
of finance and consider how far it wished to endorse the scheme in principle as a whole, or in
part, and whether any further action should be taken in the matter.

Runham Brown also reported that the NMWM had written to say that although they en-
dorsed the scheme, they would not be able to help the WRI financially in the carrying out of
the proposed Scheme.?

The Women’s Peace Union (WPU) of the USA sent a letter to the WRI with a resolution
passed at a meeting of their working committee held on August 7, 1929, in New York:

Resolved that the WPU hereby request the Council of the War Resisters’ International
to concentrate all effort on the development of the war resister idea in relation to:
1 The present economic system and the conflicts it produces.
2 The struggle for achieving and maintaining, without organised violence, a society
based on co-operation instead of competition.
To test every plan, every project, by asking whether it will clearly and directly
further the war resister idea; to reject every proposition which cannot meet this test.
To attempt only such work as it can finance and under no circumstances incur
any financial obligations for which it has not the funds in hand.’

This resolution, or advice, did not move the Council from the decision it made at the
Sonntagsberg Conference, desirous of extending the activities of the WRI from being a link
between existing groups to act as propaganda and organising body within the limits of its
outlook and resources. The extension, however, should not mean compromising in any way at
all its war resistance attitude, but that it should seek to influence more effectively other or-
ganisations towards that attitude and thus become an influence within the great formative
movements of the time in the direction of war resistance.

The development scheme was not sent to the WRI Sections, but the Chairman urged: ‘that
the Council should carefully consider how it could influence other Movements in our direc-
tion.” They decided to ask the Executive to prepare reports upon the Socialist, Youth, Educa-
tional, Religious and other peace movements and find a way to influence them in the direction
of the WRI approach to a world without war and exploitation. Council members also should
prepare confidential reports on the political situation in their respective countries to be dis-
cussed by the Council. After studying these reports the WRI Sections also should suggest the
most effective action which might be taken to reach the goal. The Council was very keen on
this project and despite the financial problem decided to add a full-time typist to the office
staff so that the Secretary, Runham Brown, could concentrate on this work.*

War resistance and the stand of socialists

In a letter, Elinor Byrns, Women’s Peace Union, USA had urged that the Council should not
lose sight of the absolutist war resistance basis of the WRL3 Fenner Brockway, Chairman,
admitted that there was always a danger of compromising principles without realising it, espe-
cially under the pressure of other work. Therefore there should be some within the Council
who held the absolutist position so clearly as to be able to keep a vigilant watch upon develop-
ments. There ought to be a realisation of an ultimate state of society, which expressed pacifism
not only in relation to war but also to social conditions.
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In his statement to the Council the Chairman said that in seeking to end capitalism and
imperialism and to bring peace to the world he was personally prepared to co-operate with
non-absolutist movements so long as their methods did not fundamentally deny pacifism. If
any movement adopted methods of violence he would disassociate himself from such actions.
He told the Council: if he were ever asked to take a position in a Labour government he should
decline it so long as such a government pursued a policy of armament and he would vote
against a Labour government on that issue. He would be prepared to risk exclusion from these
movements on these issues. At the same time he would not wish to disassociate himself with a
general movement which he believed was creating the new world they were seeking.

Brockway thought that to apply this philosophy of action the WRI should act with other
bodies, such as the Women’s International League, the Society of Friends, the International Anti-
Militarist Bureau and the International Co-operative Women’s Guild, for a left policy which
went further than the general peace movement in standing for total disarmament, the defence of
war resisters, and largely even for the principle of war resistance. It should go as far as possible
with all these bodies. There might come a point when the WRI would not be able to secure the
support of these bodies; then it would have to act alone. The WRI might arrive at that point in the
case of the International Anti-Militarist Bureau, on the issue of civil war; he could equally see it
arriving in the case of the Society of Friends on the issue of a new social order.

These were two extremes: working alone in certain areas and in others working with like-
minded bodies. Between them was a large field of activity where they could co-operate with-
out compromise of principle, and where effective work could be done to advance the policy of
the general peace movement. The WRI should not think of the Joint Advisory Council as the
pivot of its future policy. That pivot should be the building up of its own organisation, the
influencing of other organisations towards absolute pacifism by direct efforts, and the carrying
on of its own propaganda clearly for war resistance and pacifism.

The Council expressed general agreement with Brockway’s statement and desired it to be
circulated. Apart from this matter the Council took decisions in regard to other issues which
were raised at the Sonntagsberg Conference: (1) keeping constant contact with countries where
the movement was weak, (2) making visits to groups under the auspices of the WRI, not
necessarily by workers from England, but also from neighbouring countries which have strong
Sections, (3) arranging visits by prominent members to countries where the movement was
weak, (4) making an appointment as soon as possible of a Field Secretary who would concen-
trate upon weak and critical countries.

On July 9, 1929 socialist members of the British parliament, inspired by the reports of the
Sonntagsberg Conference, sent a message to the Second International Congress of Socialist
Youth held in Vienna in July.

Dear Comrades,
We, the undersigned Socialist Members of the newly-elected British Parliament, who,
at the same time are active supporters of the WAR RESISTERS’ INTERNATIONAL
and its British Section, the NO MORE WAR MOVEMENT, extend our warmest greet-
ings to Socialist Youth from many lands. While wishing you every success in your
endeavours towards the establishment of a Socialist Commonwealth of Nations, we
urgently ask for your help in our work for the world-wide organisation of war resist-
ance.

Some of us were imprisoned during the war because of our refusal to fight our
comrades across the sea; some of us are ex-servicemen who are determined “Never
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Again” to take part in the slaughter of our brothers. Our belief in total disarmament, in
war resistance, in a fraternal commonwealth of nations based on co-operation and not
on imperialistic exploitation, is still unshaken. We are continuing our fight for these
ideals in the firm expectation that you, the Socialist Youth of the World, will join us in
our struggle and will return to your countries prepared to fight military conscription,
the granting of war credits, and every kind of war preparation, and to refuse to partici-
pate in warfare.

Yours for the Socialist Commonwealth,

[Signed by 18 prominent members of the British Parliament]®

During a NMW demonstration of the Diisseldorf Social Democratic Youth Group, Herman
Greid, a member of the WRI Section, addressed the gathering of young proletarian leaders. He
said that fate had made them the guardians of world peace. They should consider that military
conscription and military school education, which had made them a victim of military mental-
ity, had enslaved the pre-war working class. The socialist youth of today was more enlight-
ened. They were fortunate that conscription did not exist any more. If the youth allowed itself
to be dragged into a war, it would indeed be guilty. Herman Greid ended his speech with the
following words:

We young ones who build the future — we call: No more murder, no more war; we say
‘No’ to all weapons, to ‘defensive force,’ to the slaughter of the nations, to the killing of
brothers. We stand on guard! We watch. In the factories — the colour factories, the silk
factories — the manure factories, the scent factories, the chemical factories — in all the
factories, those sources of poison gas, of war, of death — we stand on guard. We, the
proletarian youth — we, the guardians of the earth, we thunder over the world; No, No,
No. No More Murder, No more War.’

The same issue of The War Resister published news of American socialists and war resist-
ance. Clarence Senior, with wide experience in municipal government, in adult education and
in Labour questions, and a member of the war resisters movement who attended the Sonntagsberg
Conference, was appointed national secretary of the Socialist Party in the USA. His co-opera-
tion in the Labour field was expected to be of great value to the war resisters movement.

The Amsterdam (Holland) Secretariat of the International Transport Workers’ Federation
sent out a circular to all its affiliated bodies, reminding them of the resolutions accepted at the
international congresses of their federation for direct action against war and militarism. They
requested them to keep watch over all transports and to refuse co-operation with war-like
measures.

Christian pacifism and war resistance

The objectives of the Christlich-Soziale Reichspartei, a small but very active political party in
Germany, were the realisation of Christian principles in the political sphere of life. Vitus Heller,
an ever-active champion of war resistance, edited its journal, Das Neue Volk. The following is

an extract from the leading article he wrote in its issue of August 1, 1929:

we curse and condemn war and war preparations and war spirit and everything that
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serves war and the slaughtering of the nations.

Into the rivers with guns, into the ocean with the cannons, to Hell with all armed
cruisers, war planes, and poison gas.

Never shall we be able to recognise a Christianity, or representatives of Christianity
who bless murderous weapons and who preach hatred and war!

Never shall we be able to recognise Parties and Politicians as ‘Christian’ who vote
for cruisers and Defence Credits, and for Poison Gas Manufacture.

Never shall we elect members of parliament who do not denounce bloody violence
and manslaughter, who, in face of modern war, do not stand for war resistance and war
sabotage, and who do not do their utmost to create a real basis for the peace of the
nations.®

Anti-war educational efforts of this kind were widely made, many inspired by the atmos-
phere created by the Sonntagsberg Conference. It is neither possible nor necessary to give a
detailed description of such activities within our present context. However, [ am sure it will be
useful to give here a few examples, both on an organisational and an individual level.

The Grossdeutsche Volksgemeinschaft (GV), the German Catholic Section of the WRI, dis-
tributed a pledge of war resistance. It had quotations from the words of Christ and Pope Leo
XIII. Within a few days they had received signatures of 77 Catholic priests, 30 teachers, 60
university students and 640 workers. At the same time the organisation also sent a protest to the
German Government against the building of new cruisers. The protest included the following:

As Catholics we emphatically protest against the military budget of the Government,
(1) because we consider a radical moral and military disarmament of Germany the only
means of avoiding another European War, (2) because we consider it to be inexcusable
to spend all these millions for senseless armaments, while German people is perishing
in misery, unemployment, housing shortage and hunger!

The Government is composed entirely of ministers who call themselves Christian,
among them three Catholics. We feel obliged to protest against their action on behalf of
wide Christian and Catholic circles, and to dissociate ourselves from their armament
policies.

Editors of “Vom Frohen Leben’, G.V., War Resisters from conscientious reasons.’

The WRI received the following message from Andrej Poliszczuk, Poland, after his re-
lease from prison:

My warmest thanks to you and to our mutual friends who took such an interest in our
common struggle against violence and militarism. When I started this struggle I did not
know whether or not there were other people acting as I was doing. I only knew one
thing — that I had to be sincere; that I had to act in accordance with the dictates of my
conscience and my reason; and that if I was alone, I had to testify by word and deed for
the greatest human ideal, and by my example urge the world forward and to overcome
violence, evil and militarism. But what happiness! After long and difficult years of
lonely struggle, to see a whole army of sympathetic friends scattered all over the world,
who came to rescue me, an ill man, and to set me free. This does not mean that I am
going to remain quiet and do nothing more. . . . I am prepared to struggle to every end
for justice and the freedom of mankind.!°
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Having obtained the permission of the local Mayors in his own town Constant Petit, a
farmer of St Sauveur-de-Nuaillé, took an unofficial plebiscite of all the voters in that district.
“They were asked to state whether they were in favour of complete and immediate disarma-
ment and as a first step, the abolition of military conscription and the destruction of all war
materials on the given date ... 1st April, 1932, ... Ninety per cent voted in favour of total and
immediate disarmament.” The success of the plebiscite was so gratifying that Constant Petit
wanted to attempt a similar action on a much larger scale."

The 1931 Spring issue of The War Resister reported that a record Christmas post was
received at the prison in Scheveningen, Holland, where 20 war resisters were confined; over
4,000 letters and cards of greetings from comrades in all parts of the world. As it was not
possible for the prisoners to reply to these greetings the WRI was requested to publish the
following letter from them:

To all War Resisters,
With simple words we herewith want to let you know that we received a great many
letters and postcards from you, showing sympathy with our deed.

They have done much to cheer us at Christmas, therefore we ask you to accept the
best thanks of all who are in prison here for our cause. May we together attain our
purpose — Peace on Earth.

With many fraternal greetings on behalf of all my comrades here, your Dutch friends,
Bram Hessels'?

A WRI friend visits two COs in prison

There are countless stories about war resisters, their sufferings and of the solidarity within the
war resister movement. Just to give one example I would like to tell the story of Platon and
Josef from Poland.

Platon Kosciewicz, a CO in Poland who was serving his second sentence, protested to the
authorities that the sentence did not include exclusion from the army. The judge replied ‘exclu-
sion will follow after a third sentence’. Platon and another CO, Josef Stankunas, who was then
serving his third sentence of two years, were ill with tuberculosis in a military hospital. Both
had almost completely broken down in health following a hunger strike of nearly three weeks.
A friend of the WRI agreed to visit them. This is his report:

I went to the Military Court in Wilna and asked for an interview with Platon and Josef.
The President himself received me. [ introduced myself as a friend of the nearest friend
of Tolstoy, that I was one with them in thought, and that to me the two sentenced men
were almost like sons. In reply . . . the President . . . insisted that he could be of no
assistance, stating that he was only the executor of the existing law. [ reminded him that
the repeated sentences without dismissal from the army, and his own announcement
that there was only a prospect of a further series of sentences, were tantamount to a
death sentence. I reminded him also, that I knew it would be impossible to compel the
youth to do anything against their conscience, and that they would deem it better to die
now than to suffer such a long-drawn-out execution.

“You are a Christian,” I said, “How then can you expose these noblest children of
God to such a fate?”

“Their hunger-strike does not frighten the authorities,” he replied, “for they would
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not be allowed to die. Yes, I am a Christian and I understand and even highly esteem the
teaching of Tolstoy. I know also of the refusal of military service by the early Chris-
tians. But you must remember that the State comes first, and that even Jesus Christ
Himself taught ‘Render unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s and unto God the
things that are God’s.” Remember also, that Poland can be attacked any day.”

At last I was granted an interview with both Platon and Josef, the only question
being whether the Superior of the Military Hospital would sanction it. I made my way
at once to the Military Hospital. . . . I introduced myself in much the same terms as to
the President of the Military Court, but there followed a much longer and more difficult
dispute. All the information vouchsafed was, “the youths will not be allowed to die.
Recourse has already been taken to artificial feeding but we have no time to prolong the
treatment. They will be placed, therefore, in a lunatic asylum, where with those who are
insane, they can be artificially fed for a year or more. But I ask you to use your influ-
ence to persuade them to break off the hunger-strike.”

“I cannot promise to do that,” I said, “but I certainly will not use my influence for its
continuance.”

After a long argument he agreed to examine Platon, promising that if genuine sick-
ness were proved, he would give him such a category as would free him from military
service; . . . Permission for the interview was granted . . . We made our way to what is
called the “Ward of the Barred Ones”, and in conversation I explained the significance
of “War Resistance”.

“We should indeed be sorry for these young refusers,” said he, “and therefore we
should encourage them to serve.”

“One should be more sorry for the millions of young men who serve as cannon
fodder,” I replied. “It is impossible to ignore the voice of conscience, and to obey that
voice is the only way to save mankind.”

At last we stood before Platon’s room and the door was opened to me. I cannot
adequately describe what I saw. The poor lad could not speak, and blood was flowing
from his mouth and nose, the result of the artificial feeding. I sat on the bed and held his
hand. . .. There was silence, and I understood at once that in Platon’s case, at all events,
the hunger-strike had reached a climax which could only eventuate in a nightmare end.

We thought it better to leave him for a while and in the meantime visit Josef. Al-
though terribly weakened he was far removed from Platon’s condition. How delighted
he was to see me! He had heard of me, but up to now we had not met. I passed on to him
greetings from his parents and from many of our friends. We spoke together of the
hunger-strike, and then I made my way again with the major and his assistant to Platon.

I found him somewhat rested, and we were able to converse. I passed on to him the
major’s promise and greetings from friends in the War Resisters’ International. But
here the major and his assistant intervened, and Platon began to explain that for him
and Josef there was no other way than to continue in their course of resistance. Then the
major became very harsh and ironical. I could not contain myself and turning to him I
said:

“Are you not ashamed to speak so to a man in such condition?”” He took my words
as an insult and threatened to break off the interview.

“They are not meant as an insult,” I replied, “but you cannot expect me to remain
quietly listening to your harsh statements.”

I discussed with Platon the question of the hunger-strike and its possible signifi-
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cance as suicide. After deep meditation, he declared that he was somewhat in doubt as
to whether suicide, even under such conditions, was in conformity with the voice of
conscience. And so after some consideration he decided that the hunger-strike should
cease. I then asked whether Platon and Josef might be allowed to see each other. Per-
mission was granted, and taking Platon, who could scarcely walk, by the arm, we went
to Josef’s room on the other side of the corridor.

At this point the major took his leave, shaking his hands with me and saying that he
realised my sincerity. His assistant remained.

Together Platon and I explained to Josef the decision as to the hunger-strike, adding
that in case the authorities at any future time became inexorably cruel, such a means of
protest could always be repeated and thereby ... finally arouse the conscience not only
of Poland but of other countries too.

I am unable to say what would have been the entire significance of the hunger-strike
had it not been broken off, for no one would have been allowed to see them. We had
visited the editorial offices in Wilna, but not one of them would report even the bare
fact of the hunger strike, stating that it would mean the suppression of their papers. . . .
The major himself was so astonished and dismayed at their constancy in the hunger-
strike and their determination to continue unto death, that he labelled it ‘psychopathic’.
The new psychology would seem to explain conscience in terms of mental pathology.

When I returned two days later, I received a ready permission to see both Platon
and Josef again. The major informed me that both had broken the hunger-strike. I ex-
plained to him that since my first visit I had interviewed Josef’s parents and had learned
that their son was most probably consumptive, the result of long confinement in a civil
prison in a cell which was continually wet. He promised to do for Josef exactly as he
had agreed to do for Platon. He expressed his opinion that the youths were possibly
abnormal.

“Then why,” I asked, “do you judge them and imprison them?”

“I am not firmly convinced that such is the case,” he replied, “but if on examination
I find them to be so affected, I shall at once, set them at liberty. But in any case, I agree
that it is undesirable to keep such men as these either in the barracks, the prison or the
military hospital.”

But even he is bound by the law.

This friend visited the young men again. At the time of the visit the sergeant was also
present. Platon expressed the opinion that they should approach the court, but apart from
anything else there was the question of money. Anyway he thought that the International must
do everything to support them.
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On leaving them again, I gave them the greetings of their fellow comrades throughout
the world, as represented in our International Movement. . . .

So Platon and Josef went back to their prison cells and I . . . thankful for the testi-
mony of such young men, the number of whom is steadily increasing even in Poland,
yet wondering deep in my heart what the future holds for them and, indeed, for us all."



Joint Advisory Council — Joint Peace Council

The Sonntagsberg Conference created much enthusiasm among the WRI leadership about the
future of the International and the importance of the work it had been doing. Runham Brown
wrote in Cutting Ice:

Here it was recognised that if the International was to maintain its rapid growth, and
was to become a world-wide power both for the prevention of war and armed violence,
and for the resistance of warlike policies in peace-time, it must organise its work in a
bigger and more ambitious scale than it had done in the past. We recognised that we
had come to the end of a period when the International had been mainly concerned with
linking together those who had declared their intention to resist all participation in
warfare and armed violence and the beginning of a period when the International was
becoming a vital force in the world towards building up a world-wide pacifist and anti-
militarist movement in which war had no place and in which personal and massed
refusal to take part in war and preparation of war would rank as an effective force by
which warlike policies would be changed to policies of peace and understanding and
through which all should be able to co-operate for the common good.'

The reality, though, was that there was more than one international peace movement. To a
greater or lesser degree, all such movements, in their different ways, embodied war resistance
as an important part of their work. It was generally felt that there was a degree of overlap in
their activities. To avoid undue overlapping, there ought to be some kind of co-ordination
among these international movements.

It would, however, today be more correct to speak of the movements reinforcing each
other. Happily there never has been the slightest suspicion of rivalry, but always the
fullest desire for co-operation. '?

Grace M. Beaton, Secretary of the International (1933-56) wrote in Twenty Years’ Work in
the War Resisters’ International: “The machinery of the W.R.I. was used for the purpose of
launching this Manifesto [Conscription]; it was taken up energetically by our Sections and
naturally brought many new contacts for the International. We had also enjoyed the co-opera-
tion of other International organisations. This close association was found to be so valuable
that two years later, namely in 1928, the War Resisters’ International took the initiative in
forming a Joint Advisory Council”'® with seven international, Europe-based, organisations
and one from Britain. The organisations which joined the Council were:

International Fellowship of Reconciliation with headquarters in England, later transferred
to Austria, subsequently to France, then still later back to England (and now in Holland);
International Anti-Militarist Bureau, headquarters in England;

Women'’s International League, headquarters in Switzerland;

International Co-operative Women’s Guild, headquarters in England;

International Union of Anti-Militarist Ministers and Clergymen, headquarters in Hol-
land;

Peace Committee of the Society of Friends, UK; and

War Resisters’ International.
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The Hon. Secretary of the WRI acted as the Secretary of the Advisory Council. The first
meeting of the Joint International Advisory Council (JIAC) was held on November 29, 1928.
It was decided that the JIAC should hold its meetings once every six months.

The JIAC, as soon as it was formed, had an urgent task to perform, which it completed
successfully. The action was in connection with the imprisoned Nazarenes in Yugoslavia. As a
result of their efforts 112 of the young Nazarenes were released in December 1928. This
success increased the optimism of pacifists everywhere. On behalf of the International Peace
Bureau, Ben Gerig asked the WRI and other Peace Societies for assistance in regard to their
work in helping the Nazarenes. The Council agreed but pointed out that the WRI should not be
precluded from taking any supplementary action it thought fit.

There was, however, an understanding within the Council that the WRI must not go into
the Joint Advisory Council regarding it as the pivot of their future policy. That pivot should be
the building up of their own organisation, the influencing of other organisations towards abso-
lute pacifism by direct efforts, and the carrying on of their own propaganda definitely for war
resistance and pacifism.

This ad hoc Advisory Council was later named Joint Peace Council (JPC) and in 1930 it
launched another worldwide Campaign against Military Training and Conscription of Youth,
with Oskar Bock of Vienna as the campaign secretary.

On December 14, 1930, the Joint Peace Council met in Paris to receive Oskar Bock’s
report. The Anti-Conscription Manifesto was translated into 12 languages and some 10,000
copies were sent out to the press in all European and a majority of non-European countries. Ad
hoc committees for the propagation of the Manifesto functioned in Czechoslovakia, Finland,
Germany, and Holland, whilst in the United States of America, Great Britain, Austria, Norway,
and Switzerland existing peace federations or organisations co-operated. In France and Bel-
gium small groups of individuals undertook propaganda for the Manifesto, which had been
receiving much attention from peace groups.

For instance,

In Holland the work soon developed to such an extent that a special committee had to
deal with it, with sub-committees in several parts of the country. Five hundred and
thirty thousand copies of the Manifesto were printed and meetings for promoting the
object of the Manifesto were held all over the country.

In Germany and Great Britain the Manifesto was published simultaneously with
declarations suited to the special political situation in each country, signed by promi-
nent men and women. The German Ad-Hoc Committee is continuing its activities by
giving special attention to the attempts to introduce a compulsory Labour Service in
Germany, and in Great Britain the National Council for the Prevention of War is wag-
ing a strong campaign against the Officers’ Training Corps."’

The success of the campaign was mostly due to the hard work of Oskar and Florence Bock,
to whom the JPC expressed their special appreciation.

Runham Brown, Hon. Secretary of the WRI, was appointed the Acting Hon. Secretary of
the Joint Peace Council at the very beginning of its foundation. After the termination of the
campaign he was made the Hon. Secretary of the JPC. The WRI continued to stimulate the
general campaign for demanding real disarmament, specially directing to this purpose the
disarmament conference which was to be held the following year. Some of the activities of the
WRI included supporting their USA Section against conscription in the Philippines and help-

142



ing the campaign against the reintroduction of conscription in Austria. The No-Conscription
Fellowship was also set up in Britain.

To help the campaign the WRI published a booklet in English, Esperanto, Spanish, French
and German, entitled Is It Universal Conscription? The spirit of anti-conscription was mani-
festing itself in several ways and interpreted in several manners, but with one thing in com-
mon: that war did not make any sense. In the USA, the Boston University abolished compul-
sory military training. The president of the university gave the following reasons for taking
this decision. Firstly, he considered military conscription as foreign to the genius of America;
secondly, he believed that Boston University was not founded to train men how to fight, but to
stick to the business of education; and finally, he was convinced that the spirit of Christianity
was opposed to war and military preparedness because these guarantee war instead of peace.

In Nebraska a petition was circulated demanding the total abolition of compulsory military
drill at the university. The national convention of the American branch of the World Alliance
for International Friendship, through the churches, accepted a resolution demanding the abo-
lition of military training in high schools and opposing compulsory military training in schools
and colleges. The resolution was widely accepted.

A youth wing for the International

An idea for a world federation of youth against war and militarism was mooted at the Council
Meeting in January 1929. The World Youth Peace Congress held in Holland in August 1928
had sent out a manifesto to youth groups. Council member Franz Rona had sent a memoran-
dum to the WRI International Council, which made some proposals which were going round
in various countries. One of these was that the WRI should stimulate youth groups in all
countries and that a WRI Youth International be formed.'®

This proposal did not seem to be practical to the WRI because the majority of its member-
ship already consisted of youth. Was it therefore necessary to have a special Youth Section of
the International ? The Council, however, asked Harold Bing to keep a special watch on youth
activities, and on behalf of the International encourage youth groups where they existed and
put them in touch with one another. The Council did not feel able to initiate them where they
did not exist. Nevertheless the appointment of Harold Bing as Youth Secretary proved very
useful. He travelled to various countries in Europe and North America talking about the WRI,
making it more widely known.

Later, Franz Rona, a Hungarian, became the Youth Secretary, with his headquarters in
Vienna. The Section published a regular circular in English and German, which was sent to
youth organisations all over the world. It carried out international correspondence, encour-
aged summer camps and visits and exchanges of pupils between different countries.

After many years’ valuable work Franz Rona (Hungarian living in Vienna) handed over
this work to Frans Angs, of Belgium, who continued for a time, but subsequently Marcel
Pichon, of France, took over. Marcel Pichon was secretary of the French Ligue Scholaire
pour la Paix (School League for Peace), which after a while became an international
organisation with affiliated groups of young people of under twenty years of age in Aus-
tria, Belgium, England, France, Poland, Peru, Holland, Roumania, Switzerland and the
U.S.A. ... after the outbreak of war Marcel Pichon wrote to us from a prison near Lyon
... In some miraculous way he was kept informed of all that was going on in France,
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knew the whereabouts the whereabouts of individual war resisters, and if we wanted any
correct detailed information, we knew that to get it we could do no better than to address
an inquiry to Marcel in his prison. He knew more than the people outside!"’

Study conferences

Some of the participants of the WRI Conferences found them not fully satisfactory, especially
the WRI Triennials. They were too crowded with topics relating to the regular work of the
International and lectures, and comparatively speaking, with hardly any time for discussions
and dialogue.

The consequence of leaving a gap of three years between two conferences was that the
agenda became too crowded to do justice to. The period of discussions was often tense, al-
though full of enthusiasm and activities for the devoted ones. It was a time when the pacifist
movement in general and the WRI in particular needed more frequent consultations among its
own members as well as with sister movements. A long time gap between the official Confer-
ences did not seem to be logical. For example, “certain matters concerning the constructive
application of war resistance ideas came up for discussion but there was hardly any adequate
opportunity and time to discuss them fully. They have to be referred to the next Council or to
the Executive Committee meeting.?’

At the same time everyone was aware of the fact that holding the Conferences more often
would be financially almost impossible. So it was suggested at the Lyon Council Meeting in
1931 that whenever there was a special problem which needed discussion, the International
should consider organising a study conference in between the Triennials. These study confer-
ences need not always be organised directly by the headquarters, as some Section or Sections
might find a certain issue that may be of special interest to them. They could either be ap-
proached by the International Secretariat or they might themselves offer to organise the con-
ference.

The Council decided to refer the matter to the next Conference and if approved there, to
the new Council. The Council suggested that an experimental study camp in 1932 should be
organised by a Section or group with the endorsement of the WRI. The chair pointed out that
no financial responsibility should fall upon the Secretariat of the International.

The first suggestion for a study conference was presented to the Council at Lyon. Harold
Bing drew the attention of the Council to some problems concerning the future work of the
International, e.g. the relation of war resistance propaganda to education and educational meth-
ods; of our movement to industrial war resistance; of war resistance to the new social order.
Harold Bing suggested that such topics needed study and full discussion, which was possible
only in a prolonged conference. The Council endorsed the suggestion for holding a school of
study organised by some Section of the International and asked Harold Bing to draft a letter to
Sections setting out the proposal, but pointed out that the International would not be able to
take any financial responsibility for the project. The decision arrived at was to be executed
only after it had been discussed by the Council or the International Conference.?!

The first study conference

At the next International Conference in 1931 the proposal was approved, and the first study
camp was held from July 25 toAugust 3, 1932, on the island Lille Oxeo in Flensborg Fjord, an
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inlet of the Baltic between Denmark and Germany. The island was placed at the disposal of the
study camp by its owner at the request of the International Ungdoms Liga, a peace organisa-
tion. About one hundred delegates from 14 countries attended it.

Two main subjects occupied the attention of the gathering: Youth, War Resistance and
Revolution, opened by Harold Bing, and International Co-operation of Youth Against War and
Militarism, opened by Franz Rona, Youth Secretary of the WRI. The main emphasis of discus-
sions was on working out a pacifist strategy in face of the present world situation and the need
for a pacifist technique of revolution. The participants of the Conference felt the need for the
periodic issue of a circular letter of the WRI youth groups.

Affiliates outside Europe and North America.

The WRI was now worldwide. For instance correspondence in its central office was carried in
15 languages and the number of its affiliated Sections had gone up to 47 in 26 different coun-
tries, with individual membership in 64. In 1923 there were WRI groups in almost all the
countries of Europe, including Russia, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia and Finland, and the number
went on growing. This shows that the WRI was representing a network of radical pacifist
efforts through the whole world.

The first group of the WRI in Asia had been formed in India in the summer of 1925 in
Kanchipuram in the south. It was called ‘the Anti-War League, Indian Section of the War
Resisters’ International’. The young group had started corresponding with people in other
parts of the country with the hope of forming local centres.

Australia already had a WRI section in 1926. The Council Meeting held in Lyon, France
(August 1931) accepted the application of a Mexican group, all the members of which signed
the WRI Declaration. The Council heard an interesting description of the nonviolent methods
used by the General Workers Union, Japan, in a recent strike in Tokyo. Their application too
was accepted for affiliation.

In 1935 a group with the name of Alexandria Peace Movement was formed in Egypt. It was
working closely with the WRI. Not all its members signed the WRI Declaration or any state-
ment equivalent to it. However, in response to its wish to be affiliated to the International the
WRI Secretary had successfully sought to group together those within this movement who
accepted the WRI position. The Council, at its meeting held in Zurich towards the end of July
1935, agreed to accept the group as a Section if every member of the group pledged to the
Declaration.

In Buenos Aires, Argentina, a committee was set up to form a war resistance movement,
which was then called Committee of Anarchist Youth. The WRI had already been in touch with
them for some time. The group could not affiliate to the International for tactical reasons.
However, knowing about its activities, the Council decided to treat it, for practical purposes,
as a WRI group.

There were Sections also in Israel, South Africa, New Zealand and Uruguay. One of the
most notable characteristics of the WRI was that the International with its affiliated bodies was
all-inclusive, without any element of exclusion due to nationality, race, language, culture, po-
litical ideology or religion. It attracted people from every section and strata of society into its
comradeship and became a worldwide community of pacifists.
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The Digswell Park Conference

The Fourth International Conference, 1934, was planned to be held in Holland. But at the last
moment the Secretariat was informed that the Dutch Ministry of Justice had forbidden the
holding of any WRI conference in their country. Therefore a hurried transfer of the Conference
to England became necessary and it was held in Digswell Park in England.

The Digswell Conference was another step forward towards the goal of building a world
without war by developing the socio-political aspect of the pacifist-nonviolent revolution. It
was a conference in which the co-operation between the various international movements
generated much hope for the future work of the WRI.

No closer co-operation could have been desired than that accomplished at Digswell
Park, when the International Anti-Militarist Bureau, the International Fellowship of
Reconciliation, the International Co-operative Women’s Guild and the International
Voluntary Service, all represented by their leaders, merged their efforts with ours to
achieve the most effective results from our deliberations.?

Lord Ponsonby, the Chairman of the International, built on the spirit of the revolutionary
contents of the movement in his comprehensive opening address:
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In war, my comrades, there is money to be made at once by investors and by profiteers,
who give no thought to the inevitable and terrible impoverishment of all nations which
participate, and of the people who are fortunate enough to remain alive. But in peace
unfortunately there is not immediate profit for the investor, but there are immeasurable
riches for humanity in the long run. . . .

... Now in what sort of world have we to work to-day? It is a world dislocated,
confused and shattered by war which is called “great” because the loss of life and the
devastation of territory was greater than any ever experienced before in human history:
a world in which the reign of force is in many cases supreme: a world in which people
are filled with resentment, fear and despair: a world in which vast numbers of innocent
people are terrorised by governments: a world in which the expression of a desire for
peace or for social justice is in some countries often severely punished by governments
which in their criminal blindness believe that the destiny of a nation can be shaped by
violence, by persecution and by the suppression of opposition and even criticism. The
only lesson these governments have learnt from the war is the devastatingly effective
nature of modern armaments. So with machine guns and shells they put their opponents
to death, or with truncheons and torture they force them into submission. Fools they
must be to believe that by killing men you can destroy an idea, or by torturing a body
you can extinguish the flame of a soul. . ..

Fellow members of the War Resisters’ International, we must admit that in the world
of to-day when so many are either deluded or intimidated, our voices can hardly be
heard. But this is no reason why we should weaken our convictions. It is a testing time
for us. In spite of the clamour, in spite of unfavourable circumstances, in spite of the
derision with which our seemingly feeble protest may be met, let us continue to pro-
claim the eternal truth of our belief, let us firmly refuse to be driven with the herd and
let us cherish and preserve the ideal to which we know enlightened humanity must
eventually turn if civilisation is to be preserved.



Our opponent is not any particular nation as is often erroneously supposed. Our
opponents are within every nation. Our cause is weakened not by militarist nor by the
soldier, who is only conscientiously carrying out the duties assigned to him. Our cause
is weakened in each nation by those who pay lip service to the cause of peace, while
they support the authority which prepares for war. . . . What use is it for scientists to
pose as the champions of a new civilisation while they are devising and inventing more
devastating methods for the destruction of life? What use is it, indeed, for those who
fervently desire the establishment of a new social order, founded on service and co-
operation, to expect the attainment of that object while they readily swallow down the
falsehoods presented to them about the iniquities of some foreign nation whom it is
their duty to fight, and so allow their ranks to be divided and their objects defeated? ...

So, we, few as we may be, must take upon ourselves the responsibility of political,
religious and social propaganda, each according to our capacity, inclination and na-
tional circumstances. Our strength lies in the fact that we are firmly convinced that
there is no half-way house: that in smaller wars, fewer arms, less dangerous weapons,
limitations of expenditure and in all the absurd attempts to make war more humane no
solution of the problem can be found.

Come what may we will have nothing to do with it. Come what may, at no man’s
dictation, at the command of no authority will we aid and assist in this imbecile brutal-
ity. We are not taken in by being told we must defend ourselves against an aggressor,
because this has been told to every people in every country which has waged war since
the dawn of history. . . .

Our claim is not to intellectual superiority but to clearer vision, not to special wis-
dom but to ordinary sanity. Readily will we sacrifice ourselves . . . but for a cause which
will benefit our fellows and not for a cause which can be shown without question only
to bring ruin to nations.

No, our mind is made up, come what may, war must be resisted, and perhaps there
may not be prisons enough to receive us should the fatal day come . . . Let your delib-
erations at this conference be devoted to strengthening our common ground for persua-
sion and for action, for mutual help and for co-operation, and let us avoid widening the
differences in detail which we, like all progressive parties, may discover amongst our-
selves, lest we undermine our strength and become divided and consequently weak-
ened in our efforts. Let the result of our conference be a message of hope to those in all
nations who like ourselves can see clearly that this overshadowing problem of peace
and war can only be solved by determined resistance to a call to arms.?

Reginald Reynolds also addressed the Conference. He said:

There remains the minority who will oppose the war whatever the cause. How great is
it? How is it to be organised ... These are questions for de Ligt to answer. I shall speak
of the pitfalls that lie before us, of the temptations we have to face and will continue to
face. . . . If there is an “aggressor state” in this world, then we are all aggressors. And
yet every “Collective Security” proposal is based upon the fallacy that “aggressors”
can be singled out among Imperialist states that are all aggressive by definition! And
the Labour movement, having missed this simple fact, finds here its first pitfall; which
shows that war is actually the direct product of false peace policies.

This first pitfall is the attempt to base peace upon our own security, on domination,
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on the acquisition of what does not belong to us, on mere immunity from invasion or
rebellion. Defence of the existing order is not peace; it is the maintenance of a war-
motivated civilisation, where violence is the moral basis of the state itself. We must put
it before the working-classes of the World that peace through justice is the only peace
worth achieving; and when I say “justice” I do not mean “doing good”. This “doing
good” is the negation of justice and social ethics. The reformist conception of social
relationship is doing to other people what you consider good for them. That is not
justice, which means the creation of conditions in which people can be themselves and
achieve their own destiny.

Reginald Reynolds drew the attention of the Conference to a sermon given by Bishop
Barnes to the gathering of the National Peace Congress. The Bishop asked the British govern-
ment to return the former German colonies to the German government.

... as though those thousands of people living in the Colonies were so much property to be
disposed of! “Justice’ here meant that people who had endured British Imperialism should
be handed over like chattels to Nazi Imperialism! When we speak of social justice, and of
capitalism being incompatible with pacifism, we must realise that freedom and justice
begin with the “Bottom Dog” — that we do well to demand these things for ourselves, but
have an even greater duty to grant them as inalienable rights to other people. ...

I am therefore utterly opposed to the fig and thistle policies of Geneva. You can’t
get peace through diplomats whose aim it is to secure the war-motivated society they
represent. The foreign policy of the Soviet Union has recently become almost as dan-
gerous as that of the Capitalists. There is a trend towards participation in “Collective
Security” pacts, defining “aggressors”. This policy is itself un-Marxist.

... Pacifism is not “non-resistance”: it is the opposite to non-resistance. The non-
resister is the man who goes to the front because he won’t resist “authority”; but we are
a war resisting movement. The pitfall of passivism (as distinct from pacifism) consists
in the illusion that it is sufficient to do nothing and take no part in the more obvious
forms of militarism.

Reginald Reynolds also elaborated the misconception of an International Police Force.

Without clear vision and a steady eye on the main issue we shall fall into these traps. ...
[These are] the Death Racket, for handing over Colonies from one Empire to another,
for concealing Imperialist ventures as mandates and “sacred trusts”.

He added:
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I'have therefore tried to plant the seeds of destruction in any hope anyone here may still
cherish that the present system is reformable. I have tried to show that this is not true
faith, for there are two kinds of faith. There is the faith of the hen who sits on a china
egg; and all the faith of all the hens in all the world will not hatch one single chicken
that way. I warn you against the china eggs of Geneva; and I would persuade you that
disarmament under capitalism is as easy as sitting on a chair that isn’t there.

But there is still one thing left, and that is our faith in Men. On that basis we can
build, as de Ligt will show you.?*



Reginald Reynolds made a strong plea to the Conference to adopt the plan Bart de Ligt had
presented on behalf of the IAMB.

The Bart de Ligt Plan

Bart de Ligt, an outstanding scholar and intellectual and a deeply committed pacifist (July 17,
1883—September 3, 1938) was the son of a Calvinist pastor, born in a small village near
Eindhoven, Holland. He was appointed pastor of the little Reformed Church of Barbant vil-
lage of Nunen. He read widely, but when he went to study theology at the University of Utrecht
his high hopes for intellectual enrichment were shattered as he found that there was nothing
less universal than the university. However, he was impressed by the teachings of Bolland, the
leading Hegelian philosopher who was a conservative, but was able to stimulate in his students
the growth of a strong revolutionary consciousness.

Like Bakunin, Bart de Ligt always insisted that a two-fold revolution was necessary: one in
the external world, affecting economic, social and political relations, and a moral and spiritual
one, no less vital, inside each human being. His life-motto was — only he is free who wants to
set free the world around him.

In 1921 Bart de Ligt, who had already once been in prison for his beliefs, was imprisoned
for a second time, when he organised a general strike in order to obtain the release of Herman
Groenendaal, a conscientious objector, who had started a hunger strike. In a meeting organ-
ised in that connection he said that he was there to incite them in the name of Jesus, in the name
of Marx, in the name of Bakunin, in the name of Tolstoy, in the name of Groenendaal, so that
they leave behind them all evil work, to refuse to build army barracks and prisons, to refuse to
produce war material.

The same year he took the initiative in the formation of the International Anti-Militarist
Bureau. More than anti-militarism de Ligt’s main objective was to create a new culture and
society, which required the ending of militarism and a thorough renewal of society. His book
entitled The Conquest of Violence — an Essay on War and Revolution s a classic in the field of
pacifism and social revolution.?

The International had long desired to have a practical plan, setting out the methods by
which its members could resist war and war preparations. De Ligt presented such a plan for the
first time to the Digswell Conference.

Bart de Ligt’s Plan was thorough in its details and presentation. He covered various as-
pects of the subject, authenticating it with quotations from authorities from over a dozen na-
tions and regarding the relevant issues discussed in the Plan. Though elaborate and compre-
hensive the Plan was perhaps too long.

In his editorial note in the special issue of The War Resister 36, September 1934, Runham
Brown stated: “Unfortunately the subject was far too extensive for adequate discussion at one
Conference. The Plan in all its details has not yet been endorsed by the International Council,
but as the Conference considered it of extreme importance, it is hoped that Sections will ear-
nestly study all the proposals therein made.”?¢

The Plan as it was presented to the delegates was in the form of a large chart to make it
easier to follow. The original version can be seen at the end of the book, The Conquest of
Violence — an Essay on War and Revolution — pages 269—-85.The following is only a summary
from the “somewhat amateur condensation of the Plan itself” as introduced by Runham Brown
in The War Resister.
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Bartholomew de Ligt’s Anti-War Plan

INTRODUCTION
This plan for the mobilisation of all anti-war forces is not based on any kind of compulsion,
compulsory service or conscription. The anti-militarist movement is entirely composed of
volunteers, every one of whom is called upon to act as energetically as possible according to
his conscience but without being obliged to go beyond his strength. The deeds to be accom-
plished and the attitudes to be taken up under the following plan are dictated to no one.
They are instanced in order that individuals and collective bodies may become conscious
of the numerous possibilities within their reach to-day, to make all and every war impossible.
The cases mentioned below should especially stimulate men to put into the service of this new
fight their maximum of energy, devotion and courage.
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PracTicAL METHODS, INDIVIDUAL AND COLLECTIVE
Refusal of Military Service
1. As conscript; 2. As soldier or sailor; 3. As reservist (return your Military Papers to the
State); 4. As citizen called to arms: (a. for the purpose of manoeuvres, b. on the occasion
of a strike, c. on the occasion of political and social conflicts).
Refusal of non-combatant Military work
(even in the Red Cross or the Army Medical Corps which both are by their nature subor-
dinated to the military system).
Refusal to Industrial, Technical and Social Service
Refusal to make war materials, munitions, etc.
Refusal to take part in military aviation
Refusal to construct barracks and fortifications
Refusal to make: a) military clothing, b) military boots, etc.
Refusal to make optical instruments, instruments of precision, etc., destined solely
for war purposes
6.  Refusal to set up type for or to print articles, pamphlets, books, manifestos, tracts,
etc., of a distinctly military, militaristic, jingoistic or imperialistic tendency
7.  Refusal to make military toys
8. Refusal to handle, forward or transport anything used for war and its preparation, etc.
Refusal to put trade at the service of War (as employer or employee)
1. Banks; 2. Co-operatives; 3. Publishers; 4. Clothing Trade; 5. Saddle makers, harness
makers; 6. Shops for technical, optical and precision instruments, etc.; 7. Bookshops;
8. Bazaars (children’s toys etc.) ,etc., etc.
Refusal to pay taxes
Refusal to put up soldiers billeted on you
(Or they may be received hospitably and as imposed guests may be subjected to a judi-
cious anti-militarist propaganda while the indemnity paid by the State may be used in
favour of anti-war propaganda.)
Refusal of Intellectual and Moral Service
a) DIRECT ABSTENTION
(Refusal to undertake research work which aims at creating means of war purposes
or to draw up plans connected therewith, and refusal to direct any technical or
intellectual work of preparation for war): 1. as physicist; 2. as chemist; 3. as bacteri-
ologist; 4. as civil engineer; 5. As technician; 6. As speaker, orator or broadcaster, etc.
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b) INDIRECT ABSTENTION

1.

10.

11.

12.

As parents: a) by keeping the children as far as possible away from all na-
tionalistic, militaristic, jingoistic and imperialistic influence (by watching over
the influence exerted by their reading matter, their teaching, festivals, etc.) b) by
refusing to hand over to the State children who have not yet attained their major-
ity, for the purpose of military training or of compulsory military service.

As schoolmaster, teacher or professor: By refusing to educate youth in a
national, imperialist and militarist spirit.

As journalist, publicist, lecturer or man of letters: By refusing to influence
public opinion in a nationalist, militarist or imperialist spirit, by showing up
modern politico-economic life, etc.

As religious or moral leader: By refusing to sanctify or glorify national de-
fence or war.

As chief of a movement or political group or party: By refusing to prepare
public opinion in any manner whatsoever for national defence.

As jurist: By refusing both to subordinate international law to national interest
and to interpret the law with a bias in favour of one’s own country.

As historian: By refusing to commit the common error of making the history
of one’s own nation the starting point of world history (by elevating it as the
chosen one above any other nation) and by refusing exclusively to glorify
one’s own race.

As artist: By refusing to place one’s services at the disposal of nationalism,
militarism and imperialism.

As sociologist: By showing up nationalism, militarism, imperialism, pride of
race, etc.

As medical man, psychologist or psychiatrist: By revealing the unconscious
and subconscious tendencies which make war, and the retrogressive character
of military discipline, and by showing that modern war is an odious crime
against life, the physical, moral and mental health of man, as well as against
his aesthetic sense (millions of dead, mutilated, unbalanced, sexual illnesses,
consequences of under nourishment, rachitis, tuberculosis, etc.)

As philosopher: By showing up all forms of dogmatism and absolutism, espe-
cially in the field of the history of civilisation, of religion and comparative
philosophy.

By organising effectively from the points of view of science, propaganda and
action in respect to the above-mentioned aims and by associating on a federal
basis with other organisations for direct action against war and its preparation.

CONSTRUCTIVE METHODS

Direct:

Indirect:

The endeavour to place at the service of peace and human civilisation alone

those technical and intellectual inventions and means which are actually placed

at the service of war; the endeavour not to pervert science in its application:

1. as physicist; 2. as chemist; 3. as bacteriologist; 4. as civil engineer; 5. as

technician; 6. as speaker, orator or broadcaster, etc., etc.

By preparing a humanitarian and international mentality:

1. As parents: a) By leading as harmonious as possible a family life, in-
spired by a truly universal spirit (the home atmosphere exercising a domi-
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10.

11.

nant influence on youth); b) by educating youth in as free and wide a
spirit as possible, and especially indirectly by awakening in youth a sense
of respect for others, love for sentient and insentient life; by awakening
sympathy for foreign peoples and races; by awakening the sentiment of
social justice and admiration for all forms of courage and heroism, even
in war — by a constant direction of the attention of the new generation to
that which rises above all violence; ¢) by sending one’s children to schools
where they are sure to receive modern and up-to-date instruction in the
widest sense (and if such schools do not exist, establish same), remain-
ing in constant touch with the pupils themselves by taking part in par-
ents’ circles, teachers’ and pupils’ meetings, etc.

As schoolmaster, teacher or professor: By educating youth in a truly
universal spirit according to the method of self-government (and with
this aim in view seeking to keep up regular contact with the parents).
As journalist, publicist, lecturer or man of letters: By directing public
opinion as much as possible to the ideals of justice and freedom and
teaching the readers to appreciate foreign nations and races.

As religious or moral leader: By awakening by word and deed the senti-
ment of universal solidarity and a sense of responsibility to mankind
generally, seeking to sublimate the fighting habit and war.

As chief of a movement or political group or party: By inciting the masses
to work for a new civilisation, giving them confidence in the method of
non-violent struggle.

As jurist: By directing law towards a harmonious international world in
which individuals, groups, nations and races would entertain free rela-
tions and exchange all their products (material, intellectual and spiritual)
according to their nature and need.

As historian: By taking universal life as a starting point, pointing out the
qualities of every nation and race, demonstrating the relations and influ-
ence which each has with and upon the others and showing according to
universal history the existence of an undeniable tendency towards a so-
cial life which would be as free as it would be varied, offering to every
individual the greatest possibility of free development.

As artist: By directing every effort towards a truly human and universal
harmony.

As sociologist: By recognising the relative meaning of war and showing
why and by what means the nations may rise above it and pass out of the
stage of violence and barbarism.

As medical man, psychologist or psychiatrist: a) By analysing the patho-
logical phenomena of society with a view to individual and social self-
cure and the establishment of moral hygiene; b) By demonstrating the
possibilities of canalising and sublimating the instincts and passions which
formerly found their outward expression in war.

As philosopher: a) By recognising the relative value of all traditions of
thought and civilisation, by permitting them all full expression and in
showing how they complete each other mutually; b) By making univer-
sal philosophy a force of social dynamics.



12. By organising effectively from the points of view of science, propaganda
and action in respect to the above mentioned aims and associating on a
federal basis with other organisations for direct action against war and
its preparation.
Organisation of a movement based on direct action for the immediate abolition of mili-
tary slavery (compulsory Military Service).
Organisation of a movement based on direct action for the immediate liberation of all
objectors to military service.
Organisation of special movements for direct action connected with special events of an
anti-military character (such as for instance the 1921 movement in Holland on the occa-
sion of the hunger strike by the objector Herman Groenendaal, and the one of 1932 in
Belgium on the occasion of the hunger strike by R. A. Simoens).
Organisation of a popular movement with the aim of eliminating immediately from the
laws of one’s own country the right to declare war.
Unarmed mass opposition to the imprisonment of objectors in any town or village and
organisation in connection with such injustices of demonstrations, meetings, strikes of
protest, etc.
On the occasion of parliamentary discussions or special governmental measures (such as
a vote for the increase and the modernisation of war material, manoeuvres, dispatch of
military or naval forces to a place where a strained situation has arisen, dispatch of mili-
tary forces to some colony), to prevent such measures from being carried out by demon-
strations and strikes.
Wide distribution of manifestoes inciting to refusal of service in which thousands of men
and women — giving their names, callings and addresses — declare openly that they refuse
to take any part in wars or in its technical and moral preparation whether it be in the army,
the navy or in social life.
Creation of funds in aid of the victims of refusal to take part in war:
1. Infavour of those objectors who have lost their work in consequence of their anti-
military attitude;
2. Infavour of propagandists in a similar situation;
3. Infavour of those who refuse to make war material or to participate in the technical,
intellectual or moral preparation of war.
Compelling the governments to renounce all forms of national defence (if for instance
reasonable plans for universal disarmament are proposed the masses must compel the
government by direct action to accept the same).
Organisation of international itinerary peace crusades (such a campaign lasting several
weeks or several months, begins at the same time in different countries and in the most
important centres. The crusaders pass through towns and villages holding meetings and
march to a designated spot where a grand international demonstration is to take place).

Should political tension between two countries threaten to lead to the danger of war:

A common front of all organisations which are opposed to war and its preparation should

immediately be established in order to:

1. Create a Committee and a special fund for any proposed action.

2. Inform public opinion of the threatening danger through: a) The Press; b) lectures
and meetings; ¢) manifestoes, tracts and pamphlets dealing with the political differ-
ence in question in an objective and anti-war manner.
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10.

Appeals should be launched by wire or express letters to all pacifists, anti-militarist

and workers’ organisations etc. to exert pressure upon the government and parlia-

ment to avoid war at all cost.

Leading personalities of the country should be supplied with full particulars con-

cerning the point in dispute with a request that they should influence public opin-

ion, the government and parliament, to avoid war at all cost.

Appeals should be addressed to all teachers, journalists, religious or political lead-

ers, lawyers, historians, etc., that they may use all their influence to avoid war; (see

G. b. 2-11).

The government and parliament should be warned that in case war is declared the

masses will refuse to take part in it and this all the more since modern states possess

political and juridical means — such as arbitration — for settling any political differ-

ence and so avoiding all war.

In the country which might become the enemy country, manifestoes should be pub-

lished declaring clearly that should war break out the masses will refuse to take part

in it and inviting all human beings worthy of the name, on the other side of the

frontier, to act in a like manner.

Enter into immediate contact with kindred movements, committees and organisa-

tions in a prospective enemy country so that parallel action may be taken in both

countries in peace time as well as when war threatens to break out.

In towns and villages situated on the frontiers of both countries in question, confer-

ences and meetings should be organised at which the war resisters of both countries

should meet in order to

a) examine the political dispute in question and devise means for a pacific solu-
tion;

b) examine all possible means to be employed for preventing the outbreak of war;

¢) examine all means to be employed to oppose mobilisation and prevent the
outbreak of war.

A general strike, the collective refusal of military service and non-co-operation, etc.,

should be prepared in advance, and if necessary commenced at once, and any other

steps taken to render the threatened outbreak of war impossible.

Since it is likely that, in case of a mobilisation or on the outbreak of war, the members of the
directing committees of anti-war organisations and the best known propagandists of the anti-war
movement will be arrested and the documents, archives, etc., of these organisations confiscated,
it is necessary

S.  To take the following preventive measures:

1.

Educate the members of the organisations in question in such a way as to enable
them more and more to continue their illegal work even should all their leaders be
arrested, banished or killed.

To keep several duplicates of membership lists in different places in order to avoid
the consequences resulting from confiscation.

Bear in mind the possibility that the funds of the organisations in question which
may be deposited in official institutions (Savings Banks, Banks, etc.) may be con-
fiscated by the State and avoid the danger of being deprived of means at the mo-
ment of action.

In order to be able to act effectively at the given moment and to forestall possible proclama-
tions launched by the government, it is necessary:
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T. To have prepared already in advance proclamations of different sizes and colours, drawn
up in clear terms, inciting to direct action, individual as well as collective, against war
and its preparation and calling upon all to mobilise their forces in the service of human-
ity, to meet the following cases:

Colonial war;

1.  State of war;

2. State of siege;

3. Rumours of mobilisation;
4.  Mobilisation;

5. Rumours of war;

6. Civil war;

7.

8

. International war.

NotE: Most of the foregoing methods from A to G can be practised either individually or
collectively in times of peace, mobilisation or war. Those from H to T are for collective pur-
poses only.

THEORETICAL METHODS, COLLECTIVE

A. Propaganda:

By public and open meetings, by Congresses, courses, schools, etc., by study circles, by

writing or pictures, plays, pageants, etc., by the cinema, wireless, by processions and

demonstrations, by house to house canvas (a far too neglected method).

B. Youth organisations:

1. Children: Do not moralise; borrow what is good from the Boy Scout Movement;
awaken above all a sense of respect for others and for oneself and a sentiment of
responsibility and of human solidarity.

2. Adolescents: Should organise themselves according to their own methods to dis-
cuss the subjects in question.

C. Women’s Organisations:

These are chiefly needed where women do not yet or have only for a short time taken any

interest in social questions and where in connection with their maternal and social func-

tions they require special education. The central idea must here be their responsibility
towards the new generation in respect of physical, moral and intellectual health; it is of
the greatest importance that women should become conscious of the fact that in modern
war the industrial, intellectual and social work of women behind the front is as necessary
as the men’s work at the front; that if the system of national defence is to work well, at
least 20 per cent of the mobilised men should be replaced by women and that without the
constant collaboration of millions of women the making of munition would be paralysed.

In this connection house to houses canvass by women of women is of the highest impor-

tance.

D. Special propaganda amongst the workers adapted to every kind of trade, especially those
of first necessity for war purposes, in order to explain to these workers the technical
function of their trade and what can be done individually or collectively — by each on his
own ground — in order to undermine and to prevent war by refusing to serve:

1. Transport (goods and material, men):

By a) rail, b) autobus, c) car, d) tramway, e) boat, f) aeroplane, g) beast, h) men.

2. Minerals:

a) coal, b) iron, ¢) lead, d) aluminum, e) zinc f) tin, g) nickel, h) mercury, i) copper,
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k) manganese, 1) sulphur, m) pyrite, n) tungsten, o) chromium, p) antimony, q) graph-
ite, r) mica, etc.

3. TIron and Steel industry (engines of war material, munitions).

4.  Chemical Industry (asphyxiating gases).

5. Mineral Oils, petroleum, heavy oil, petrol (gasoline), wells, refineries, pipelines,
tanks etc.

6. Alcohol

7.  Cotton

8. Wool

9. Rubber

10. Leather, etc.
NotE: These methods are intended as collective activities in time of peace, to prepare for the
methods of active and organised resistance outlined in the section which follows.

COoLLECTIVE ResIsTANCE IN TIME OF MOBILISATION AND W AR

A. Boycott, Non-co-operation and General Strike

NotE: In time of war danger to oblige the government to give up its disastrous plan and in
time of war to stop the slaughter

B. Creation of United Anti-War Front in preparation for general Strike and mass refusal of
military services.

C. Attempt to win over soldiers, sailors and workers still mobilised for war by
1. Demonstrations; 2. House to house canvass.

D. Paralysation of Transport by mass picketing of roads and railways and passive resistance.

E. The collective opposition to war should be converted into social revolution. In this revo-
lution it will likewise be the duty of all pacifists to carry on their fight by such means only
as may be worthy of men, methods of violence being in contradiction to any rebirth of
human civilisation.

NotE: These methods should be attempted where war or mobilisation finds the anti-militarist

movement insufficiently strong to mobilise immediately on a national scale (see A).”

The Bart de Ligt Plan, as it came to be known, was a timely and meaningful proposal aimed at
creating a practical way of thinking out the next stage of development — the objective of the
WRI - a nonviolent social revolution. This need had been quite clear to the WRI leadership
and at no time overlooked by the International Council or the central and regional workers.
The International Council kept a watch on the affairs of the movement and its future. When-
ever it learnt about any international conflict it did not hesitate to express its opinion, give
statements or write to the concerned parties. But until now the major activity and focus of the
International had remained limited to opposition to militarism, a field in which it had achieved
an unexpected degree of success.

The Digswell Conference was a historical event of special significance in the development
of the War Resisters’ International because it helped clarify the core task of the WRI. While
reporting on the Conference in The War Resister Runham Brown wrote:

The lectures and discussions which followed showed the general recognition that per-

sonal war resistance is but the first essential step in combatting war. Further, that the
world had never ceased to be at war, for the economic and social conditions to which

156



Capitalism and Imperialism had reduced the world, were the results of a warfare equally,
if not even more, terrible, than armed warfare. The Conference was resolved not only
to resist war, but to seek to build a new Social Order.?

With a speech like that of Ponsonby and proposals like the de Ligt Plan, the Digswell
Conference inspired and motivated many of the participants to start thinking with a sense of
urgency about formulating a programme of action by the International. Years of hard work by
hundreds of workers and sacrifices by thousands of conscientious objectors had created confi-
dence in the power of nonviolence. There was an atmosphere of optimism among pacifists all
over the world.

A careful study of the de Ligt Plan suggests that de Ligt was more an anti-militarist intel-
lectual and a theoretician than a field worker. The Plan goes into almost all the details of
actions that he could think of as necessary to oppose militarism and military conscription. But
he did not take into consideration those countries or societies in which there was no military
conscription, nor did he give much consideration to the socio-economic and cultural factors
which make war inevitable.

The Council meeting that took place immediately after the Conference asked Reginald
Reynolds to study the Plan and prepare a statement which, along with the Plan, should be sent
to the Council and Sections inviting them to comment on the whole scheme. The Council was
asked to study it before taking any action. Reginald Reynolds made Proposals for Revised
Draft of the de Ligt Plan after it was published in the The War Resister. He proposed the
following Introduction for the English edition:

The problem of War Resistance divides itself naturally into two principal categories —
viz., that of a policy to be pursued in time of peace under ‘normal’ conditions and that
of activities in time of mobilisation and war.

This distinction is not absolute, for the pacifist recognises that the conditions of a
capitalist and militarist world are never really ‘normal’ (in any social or ethical sense)
and that the differences between what we call ‘peace’ in a world of armed imperialism
and the state of war to which it gives rise is in reality only a difference of degree —i.e.,
in the sharpening of conflicts.

Thus, the conditions of a ‘democratic’ country in time of mobilisation will closely
resemble those of a fascist state in time of ‘peace’. Dictatorships again will be found to
vary in the degree of centralised control, suppression of liberty, blatancy of class rule,
etc., so that in certain countries today it would be hard to say whether the government
was dictatorial or parliamentary.

The conditions of war itself will be found to vary according to a number of deter-
mining circumstances. In the last few years there has often been war on the NorthWest
Frontier of India without the slightest interest shown by the mass of the people in this
country, although their government has been directly responsible. This has been due to
the fact that such wars are fought at a distance from the ‘motherland’ against foes
unable to retaliate in kind —i.e., by bombing London as we have bombed their villages
— and unfortunately war only appears to excite interest and opposition when we are
fighting a nation strong enough in its military equipment to hit back effectively.

The other extreme would be a war against, for instance, Germany or France, in
which it seems highly probable that hostilities would commence with the blotting out
of the chief industrial towns on both sides and a paralysation far more effective than
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anything that could be produced by a general strike. This does not mean, however, that
talk of industrial resistance in time of war should be regarded as impracticable, for
there still remains the third possibility — that is to day, the war with a distant but power-
ful enemy (for example, America or Japan) which might be less devastating in its im-
mediate effects and more prolonged.

The next consideration is the number of people in the various industries, profes-
sions, etc., likely to respect any call to War Resistance. Here we shall see that the often-
debated question ‘Industrial versus Collective Resistance’ is also a problem only of
degree. The scholastic logician used to argue as to how many grains of sand made a
heap; and it would be equally futile to discuss how many individual resisters consti-
tuted collective resistance. Clearly to say that one believes in one method but not in the
other is to draw an artificial line somewhere and to any that it is desirable for less than
X persons to resist, but undesirable for x + 1 persons to resist — vice versa.

If we bear this fact in mind, the distinction of degree is still an important one — the
number of people involved, their relative isolation or organisation (actual or potential)
— and these facts will determine at all times the technique of resistance that is possible
and suitable to the circumstances. Methods theoretical and practical, constructive, ab-
stentionist, destructive and obstructive will all have to be decided upon with regard to
the objective situation and the actual personal.

Reginald Reynolds also suggested modifications to the text itself. One of the major sug-
gestions was to include those countries with no conscription. The amendment was:

As most of these clauses are compiled with a view to countries where there is conscrip-
tion, a clause should be added for non-conscriptionist countries, pointing out the neces-
sity of individual and collective (i.e. organisational) work against recruiting, especially
among the unemployed.

The section [2.G] shall also include a clause urging citizens in countries with parlia-
mentary institutions to raise the pacifist issues specified later in this revised draft in the
form of questionnaires to parliamentary candidates, questions at election meetings,
letters and deputations to the local member of the legislature, ‘lobbying’ of such mem-
bers etc. etc.

. .. Further a clause shall be added for countries having a parliamentary form of
government, urging the permeation of the ‘left’ parties and a campaign for the election
of deputies pledged to oppose all war credits and to demand total unilateral disarma-
ment. Such a parliamentary programme to include:

a) Withdrawal of troops from Colonies; b) Self-determination for all peoples and c)
Abandonment of concessions, investments etc. in such colonies and foreign countries.?

There were several amendments suggested by Reginald Reynolds, which made the Plan
much more holistic and not exclusively anti-militaristic, and in which anti-militarism and socio-
political elements were fully integrated. Despite the enthusiasm in favour of the Plan among
most of the delegates, it could not be adopted by the Conference. This was partly because there
was not sufficient time to go through it thoroughly, but it was also obvious that some among
the leadership of the International did not think it to be a practical proposal. Many thought it to
be too academic. At the same time the European climate was becoming tense with the likeli-
hood of war breaking out. The defeated nations of the First World War had been rearming
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themselves. As a result demilitarisation, disarmament and anti-conscription received the high-
est attention from the WRI leadership as well as the WRI Sections.
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CHAPTER 10

If you do not want to honour objectors’ suffering at least be quiet!
We ask therefore, quite the contrary of what you are asking.
We ask to stop every discrimination and division of Motherland
in front of every country’s soldiers and uniforms who, dying,
sacrificed themselves for the sacred ideals of Justice, Freedom
and Truth. We respect suffering and death, but in the sight of
our young people who are watching us we must not cause dan-
gerous confusion between good and evil, between truth and
error, between death of an aggressor and that of his victim.
If you wish we can say; "Let us pray for those unhappy people
who, poisoned through no fault of their own by a propaganda of
hatred, were sacrificed for a misunderstanding of the Mother-
land’s ideal, and unknowingly trampled over other human ideal”
Don Milanit

Gathering war clouds — a challenge

At the International Council Meeting held in Zurich (August 30-September 2, 1929) Olga
Misar had reported on the fascistic situation in Austria. The Social Democratic part of the
political circle was very anxious about the political freedom they had built up during a period
of 10 years and were trying to defend it by all possible means. However the financial support
from the industrial powers for the Home Guards, specially from outside Austria, had created a
dangerous position. The mentality among the people was very much for war, there being hardly
any neutral people left. The situation was extremely dangerous and had made it almost impos-
sible for war resistance work to go on.

A Dr Seipal had a powerful influence on the people, including the ‘Home Guards’, who had
developed a peculiar mentality. Some of them believed they could threaten anybody without
actually causing bloodshed, hoping that the Socialists would give way. On the other hand the
Socialists were making the same mistake, believing that they too would be able to carry their
policy through without any real bloodshed while still maintaining their ‘Protection Guards’. “It
was this belief in violence,” Olga said, “which is causing the greatest danger in Austria today.”
She added: “The Chancellor, the Social Democratic leaders and Christian Socialist leaders are
for peace, and they should be strengthened from outside by those who have access to the press.”

WRI resolution on Austria

Recognising that civil war in Austria would almost unavoidably involve the danger of
external political developments and war, the WRI, in the interests of the Austrian peo-
ple and the maintenance of world peace, approaches the Austrian Government and the
leading parties, urgently begging them to do their utmost to avert a civil struggle.

For the second time, Austria has become a danger-centre to world peace. It is, how-
ever still possible, by wise and decisive action, to avoid the worst. It seems to us, filled
as we are with warmest sympathy for Austria, that the best way out would be the imme-
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diate calling of a conference for internal disarmament, in order to avoid a violent con-
flict, with all its fatal consequences. Both parties, in touch and unity with the Govern-
ment, must then decide the dissolution and disarming of their organisations.

The political situation in Germany

At the same Council meeting (Zurich), Helene Stocker pointed out that the fascist danger in
Austria heightened the fascist danger in Germany. She reported: “Major Pabst, head of the
Austrian ‘Heimwehr’ was responsible for the murdering of Karl Liebknecht and of Rosa Luxem-
burg. The greatest danger at the present is the existing hatred between the Communists and the
Social Democrats.” Dr Stocker suggested that the most effective help the War Resisters’ Inter-
national could render was to help people to realise the difficulties of the situation; and that the
prominent members of the two parties should discuss plans to overcome it.

Fenner Brockway, the WRI Chairman, told the Council that he was trying in the Labour
and Socialist International to group together the ‘Left’ elements. The WRI Council decided to
send a letter to people with whom they were in contact and about whom they thought they had
the necessary knowledge.*

Changes in Europe

Europe was passing through a phase of political and economic turmoil. The victory of the
Bolshevists in Russia had created a new hope, nearly all over the colonised world, for libera-
tion from imperialist oppression. For many in the West also the 1917 Revolution was a great
victory of the proletariat. Unfortunately, despite the apparent dedication of Marx and Engels
to internationalism, the results of the revolution were nationalistic, ultimately leading to the
building of highly centralised States.

For some pacifists who had a socialist orientation the image of the Soviet Union was that of
a messiah landed on the earth to show the way to the liberation of humankind — the force that
would generate the spirit of equality and peaceful living which would end war for ever. Some-
thing like Marx’s dream of a communist world. They could not imagine that what was coming
would be very different from that dream. It would be more centralist and authoritarian than
most other States; in which the freedom of the individual and the right to follow one’s own
conscience would have no standing whatsoever.

Economic power, as a logical consequence, produces political power. For a lay person the
concept of democracy implies a non-exploitative society, a society with free enterprise, oppor-
tunities for every citizen and practical application of egalitarian values. But when a powerful
minority of the population monopolises the fruits of industrialisation power is bound to get
further concentrated in the hands of the few and individual freedom gets lost.

What happened a decade before and during the Second World War was a logical develop-
ment of a situation that had been created during the previous hundred years or so. Both the
systems — democracy with free enterprise and the socialist—-Marxist system, aiming at collec-
tivism — reached a centralist and nationalist stage in which neither freedom for the individual
nor any real spirit of collectivism could flourish. What came into existence was a powerful
nation-state, which might be socialist in intention, but had many fascistic characteristics.

I had the opportunity of meeting a few young Germans who had joined the Hitler Jugend
during The Second World War. Several of them thought it to be a great opportunity to serve the
nation as social workers. The image of the Jugend projected to them was that of a philanthropic
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organisation — one motivated by the love for their nation. However many of them later realised
that it was an exercise for recruiting the youth into the Nazi forces including the military. Even
Fascism could have an idealistic aura. And it was presented to appeal to idealistic impulses.

According to Mussolini’s Fascist plan everything was part of the State, there was nothing
outside the State. He himself had once said that Fascism is totalitarian, and the Fascist State
was the synthesis and unity of all values; it interprets, develops and lends potency to the whole
life of the masses. Is this not the underlying reality of the nation-state? Are not all the States, be
they communist, Fascist, capitalist or so-called democratic, not authoritarian to different de-
grees in their treatment of the individual?

The War Resisters’ International, in contrast to the above, visualised a society that would
be free from any authoritarianism, particularly of the State. Its major stress has always been on
nonviolence as the dynamics of human management. Nonviolence of the pacifist can never
force or instigate authoritarianism. At the same time it has a sophisticated dynamics of social
management and a natural tendency toward co-operation between people. When the WRI
opposed militarism and conscription (not only military but all kinds of conscription) it was
also endeavouring to fight against all the forces which are the causes of war and organised
violence in society. Its repeatedly pronounced objective has been to build a society run on the
principles of nonviolence and free from all kinds of authoritarianism.

The situation that was developing in Europe, and in many parts of the world, came as a
challenge for and a test of pacifist thinking and activism. Eventually these developments proved
to be a serious setback, though a temporary one.

The uprising of Fascism—Nazism manifested in the occupation of Abyssinia by , the Span-
ish Civil War, the Japanese occupation of Manchuria and above all the Second World War,
involved directly or indirectly, almost the whole of the European continent. This affected the
world at large, changing the trends of history nearly everywhere. Questions and doubts were
raised about the concept of collective security and the relevance of international bodies like
the League of Nations.

Italy’s occupation of Ethiopia

After an internal struggle within the ruling class of Ethiopia (Abyssinia) Ras Tafari became
Haile Selassie, who tried to regularise the country’s relations with foreign powers by a tour of
Europe, Egypt and Palestine. In 1925 an Anglo—Italian agreement accorded Italy a sphere of
economic influence in Western Ethiopia. Italy, in return, undertook to give diplomatic support
to a British demand that Ethiopia should build a dam at Lake Tana to regulate the water supply
for irrigation in Egypt and the Sudan. Ethiopia appealed against the agreement to the League
of Nations, but the appeal was rejected. Britain did not insist on the project and Italy tried to
reduce the tension by making a treaty of friendship and arbitration with Ethiopia (1928).

In the meantime relations between Italy and Ethiopia had deteriorated owing to disagreement
over some building projects, disputes and incidents on the Eritrean and Somali boundaries. An
Anglo-Ethiopian commission was inquiring into the grazing rights of British Somali tribes where
the boundaries of Ethiopia and British and Italian Somaliland met. Fierce fighting took place
between Italian Somali troops and the Ethiopians. Ethiopia retreated, but the Italians demanded
heavy reparations from Ethiopia for this incident. Ethiopia again appealed to the League of
Nations, which appointed a commission of arbitration. Economic sanctions were voted against
Italy. But Italy continued its assaults on the country and in May 1936 occupied Addis Ababa.
Haile Selassie escaped and reached Geneva, where he pleaded for the cause of his people to the
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assembly of the League of Nations; but his claim against Italy was not supported.

Did this surprise the WRI pacifists? No, it did not, for, according to their analysis of the
phenomenon of war and the understanding of the character of the powers behind organisations
such as the League of Nations, these things were bound to happen. At its meeting held in July
1935, in Zurich, Switzerland, the International Council of the WRI considered the implica-
tions of the happenings in Abyssinia.

Runham Brown wrote that the Council

gave special consideration to the danger of war between Italy and Abyssinia. It organ-
ised a mission to the International Labour Movements. On the Council’s behalf, its
representative urged on the various International organisations of the workers for a
united refusal to send munitions, not only into Italy, but even into the countries of
potential aggressors.

Appeals were made to the International Federation of Trade Unions, the International Fed-
eration of Anarchist Trade Unions, the Labour and Socialist International, the International
Federation of Transport Workers, the French Communist Party, and the General Confedera-
tion of Workers (France). A WRI representative attended the annual conferences of most of
these organisations to stress the WRI point of view.

[The WRI] mission failed. The Labour Movement of the world was too busy ranging
itself behind its respective Governments assuring them of its support for the League-
Sanctions and Collective Security. The [War Resisters’] International has been doing
all it can to persuade the workers of the rest of the world to refuse to co-operate with
Italy in its aggression in Abyssinia. There is a minority view in the Movement which is
the majority view in the world at large, which believes that we have a League of Na-
tions to keep the peace — that one member has wantonly attacked another member of
the League — that all therefore must unite to stop her supplies and thereby stop the war,
and by doing so that they will prevent future similar aggressions. ...

There is only one way. Let Great Britain, and the other nations, but I speak of Great
Britain, as the nation most responsible, let her go to the League of Nations and lay on
the table the spoils of aggressions; let the biggest thief do that and say — “these things
have been obtained by robbery with violence — we now stand for the League, we stand
for International Peace and Justice.” If that were done, the whole world situation would
be changed. There is no other way. ...

Fear of a Great War — a world war — is so terrible that the minds of statesmen may
be open even to consider justice as a means of preventing it. The enormous pressure of
public opinion may yet have greater effect than at one time seemed possible, but some-
thing more is needed. Behind all stand the guns, a menace to security. There is one way
to “Collective Security” — remove the guns, remove the power of Governments to re-
sort to war under any pretext whatsoever, remove the fear.’

The Council was unanimous that some action should be advocated by the WRI, and as a
general economic boycott was not approved, it was recommended that a boycott of all ship-
ments to Italy of material likely to be used for war purposes should be organised. They decided
to urge Great Britain to make permanent their temporary embargo on this trade. For assisting
Sections to a clear understanding of the issue the WRI sent out a number of information bulle-
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tins prepared by the International’s Political Advisor, at that time Reginald Reynolds.

The WRI Council asked Eugéne Lagot to interview the officials of the International Federa-
tion of Trade Unions in Paris to ascertain what action could be undertaken along these lines. If
this step proved successful the International Federation of Anarchist Trade Unions was to be
approached by Bart de Ligt or Albert de Jong; and the Third International through Madame
Nadezhda Krupskaia, the widow of Lenin, Department of Public Instruction in Moscow.

In Fascist Italy

Italy by now had come fully under Fascist rule.To give an example of the general situation, as early
as 1926, I quote from a letter addressed to the members of the No More War Movement, England,
by an Italian colleague living in Milan who had attended the WRI Bilthoven Conference:

About three months ago I came to — with my family in the hope of finding some perma-
nent occupation (with the help of God) — no matter of what nature as long as it might
bring me out of the dreadful situation in which I had been lately.

You who have lived in Italy so long will appreciate what is the condition of the
isolated War Resister who exists in Italy where no one is counted as a citizen who is not
a Fascist. . . .

Lately there has been held in Rome the first conference of the Scholastic Corpora-
tion, a conference of official and national character, Mussolini, in his inaugural speech,
said, among other things, by way of threat: “The Italian school is a Fascist school. All
must adapt themselves to the fait accompli — to the annihilation of the old democratic
regime. The school must draw its inspiration from Fascism and everyone in Italy must
live in the Fascist climate.” And so it is. It is easy for those abroad to imagine what,
under those conditions, is the life of Pacifists and War Resisters, who are not few,
although they are unable to organise in parties, because all parties have been dissolved
by law, but who have not ceased to keep alive the flame of their ideals of brotherhood
and love between man.

It seems to me to be the duty and the business of the War Resisters’ International to
occupy itself closely with their friends and comrades in Italy, more than in other coun-
tries, in this time of indescribable martyrdom, remembering their most urgent wants, so
that they may not perish with their families.

... T have got to know many Pacifists and War Resisters, and we meet from day to
day in different places and exchange ideas, experiences, sorrows, and hopes. . . . |
should like to start a private school to inculcate pacifist teachings in the young. . . . To
do that it is necessary that the comrades and friends in the various countries help me in
my dire need with liberal and individual subventions so that I may also be able to help
the most needy friends who surround me.5

At that very critical time Italian pacifists needed much courage to maintain their nonvio-
lent principles. There was already a movement of war resisters in the country. In one town of
only 20,000 inhabitants there was an organised group of 300 war resisters carrying on propa-
ganda in the surrounding areas. They had also secretly organised a conference in circum-
stances of great danger. While giving this information in The War Resister, the WRI could give
no further information, as mere suspicion might have thrown their members into prison and
robbed them of their livelihood.
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Japanese occupation of Manchuria

Since the Meiji period (Emperor Meiji Tenno — 1852—1912) there had been a number of right-
ist organisations dedicated to the theme of internal purity and external expansion. In the early
1930s some civilian groups of ultra-nationalists opposed parliamentary government as un-
Japanese. They sought to preserve what they thought unique in the Japanese spirit, and there-
fore fought against excessive western ways and ideas. Most of these organisations attracted
rootless young men who were willing to risk their lives in the tactics of terror and suicide that
traditionally stirred male emotions in Japan.

Their leaders were as much against political parties and big business as they were against
acculturation and westernisation. In March 1931 a coup involving highly placed military gen-
erals against the civilian politicians had to be abandoned due to lack of agreement among the
leaders. In 1932 the army announced that no party cabinet would be acceptable to it. The
military appointed retired Admiral Saito Makoto as Prime Minister. Japanese fascism was now
fully in power.

Japan occupied Manchuria in early 1932. Some believed that the Disarmament Confer-
ence should be able to put pressure on the League of Nations to do something, possibly, by
enforcing sanctions against Manchuria. They explained the inaction of the League over Ja-
pan’s invasion of Manchuria in terms of Japan being allowed to develop as an imperialist
power.

What could the WRI do in a situation created by the Manchurian crisis? It had no meaning-
ful contacts whatsoever in that part of the world. At the most it could express its agony and
anxiety about the repercussions of the Japanese occupation. Wilfred Wellock, member of the
International Council of the WRI, gave a summary of the events in the Sino—Japanese conflict.
For immediate action he suggested a resolution protesting against what had happened, to be
adopted at public meetings and meetings of concerned organisations and forwarded to the
leaders of the home government and to the council of the League of Nations. Regarding what
might have been done earlier he suggested that there were two possibilities: 1. that under
Article 15 of the League of Nations, the withdrawal of ambassadors be sanctioned, and 2. that
under Article 15 there be economic sanctions.

However, looking at the miserable performance of the League, not all the members of the
Council were of the same opinion. But the Council agreed that 1. In future in any declaration
the WRI might make on war dangers the International should concentrate upon the exposure
of the general imperialistic background; upon an appeal to the peoples to resist war and to
refuse to provide munitions for war and upon a demand for total disarmament; and 2. That the
WRI Council should be particularly careful in any positive proposals which it might make in
relation to the League of Nations. Only where these proposals were clearly constructive and in
line with its general philosophy could the WRI be justified in making them. At the Enfield
meeting, January 2-5, 1932, the International Council issued the following statement:

In view of the continuation of warlike activities in Manchuria, the Council of the War
Resisters’ International reaffirms its belief that in the long run the preservation of peace
can be assured only by refusal to participate in war and appeal to the peoples of Japan
and China to refuse to take any part in further hostilities and to peoples of other nations
to refuse to provide munitions.”
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Industrial war resistance

The 1932 International Council meeting discussed the role of industry in supporting the mili-
tary system. In the past the WRI had emphasised the refusal of war service and preparation for
war. But making and handling of war material was not reconcilable with a war resistance
attitude. Council member Martha Steinitz presented an outline of a campaign for Industrial
Resistance to War Preparation.

The discussion at the Council emphasised the importance of this subject and it was decided:

1. That the subject of ‘Industrial War Resistance’ should be kept on the Agenda as an
important part of the WRI work, constantly to be considered.

2. That Fenner Brockway should write a pamphlet for the WRI on Industrial War
Resistance dealing with the resistance of the British working class to war with Rus-
sia in 1920.

3. Torequest the Swedish Section to approach the Swedish Trade Unions with a view
to creating a movement amongst their members for the conversion of War indus-
tries to Peace industries — Sweden being suggested as ‘the country where the work-
ing class movement was most likely to respond’.

4. That Allen Skinner be asked to prepare a draft pamphlet on the ‘Relation of the
conversion of War Industries to peace industries, to the general necessity for a com-
plete change in the social system’.?

Geneva was going to host an International Disarmament Conference. The Council felt that
it would be desirable to have the presence of the WRI in Geneva at the time of the Disarma-
ment Conference, specially to firmly propagate total disarmament. Two suggestions were made:
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1. To appoint a representative in Geneva, and

2. To open an office in Geneva for the sale and display of literature and as a propa-
ganda centre.

Bjarne Braatoy (Norway) who would be present at Geneva during the period of the

conference had agreed to act as the representative of the WRI and to send out a weekly

letter to certain Press and Sections of the WRI and advise when further action seemed

necessary.

The Women’s Peace Union (USA) was desirous of opening the proposed office and
had raised a special fund for this purpose. Their representative would shortly join the
representative of the WRI in Geneva to make the necessary arrangements.

It would also be desirable that the International publish a special Disarmament
Leaflet in English, French and German for free distribution in Geneva. Harold Bing
had prepared a draft which, after certain amendments had been made to meet expres-
sions of view of several Council Members, was passed for publication.

The International’s representatives in Geneva should convene a meeting of the rep-
resentatives of the ‘Left’ pacifists movement at Geneva with a view to co-ordination
and co-operation, e.g. in regard to Disarmament proposals likely to be put forward by
Russia, etc.’



The Spanish Civil War

The Spanish Civil War created, or brought to the surface, a crisis of conscience within pacifist
circles, particularly in the WRI. Never before had pacifists experienced such a conflict of
conscience.

The emergence of the anti-militarist movement in Spain during the Second Republic (1931-9)
was largely the result of the meeting of two currents. On the one hand there was the native tradi-
tion of opposition to the military, which showed itself as much in spontaneous draft evasion as
in the activism of the trade union movement (including opposition to the colonial wars in
Morocco and the 1909 general strike in Barcelona). On the other hand, the rise in pacifist
thought and action after the First World War created some form and structure, partly as a result
of the founding of the WRI in 1921.

The experience of the Spanish Civil War was the first major crisis for the War Resisters’
International within its first decade of existence. It was a crisis for pacifists in general. They
faced two big questions: “What would I have done if I were living in Spain?” and ‘What is it
that I should do as an honest pacifist living outside Spain?’ In his essay Spain, a Challenge to
Pacifism, Runham Brown quoted Professor Brocca, who was working in Madrid as the WRI
representative in Spain:

In the circumstances in which the fascist rising has taken place, the people have had no
alternative but to meet violence with violence. It is regrettable, but the entire responsi-
bility for the tragic and bloody days we are enduring lies with those who, heedless of
the most elementary social principles of humanity, have let loose destruction and slaugh-
ter, to defend, not ideals, but out-of-date and hateful privileges, tending to a set-back to
medieval barbarism.

I stopped a few days in Barcelona to take part in the mass meeting against war that
we had organised, but which could not be held, as on the very night when it was to take
place, there broke out the criminal militaro-fascist insurrection, the danger of which I
had already notified to you.

In Barcelona there were days of bitter strife. From the first moment I placed myself
unreservedly at the service of freedom, without thereby renouncing my principles of
absolute war resistance; that is to say, I have done and continue to do what I can by
word and deed, but without participating in violent actions, for the anti-fascist cause,
and within the proletarian and democratic organisations which are struggling to save
Spain from this reactionary tyranny. My work is that of information and propaganda. In
Barcelona, in Valencia, in the province of Caceres and in Madrid I have acted, and
continue to act, in such interesting tasks as stimulating, directing and organising the
peasants so that instead of abandoning their agricultural work, they work, even in those
areas abandoned by the fascists in their flight, to avoid interruption in production and
provision of supplies for the towns; in establishing and organising schools and homes
for the children of those citizens who have fallen or who are fighting on the various
fronts, and in general taking advantage of all opportunities to spread among the com-
batants our humanitarian ideals and our repugnance to oppression and cruelty.'

Professor Brocca found a personal answer to the question: “What would you do in Spain

today?’ And he followed the dictates of his conscience by rendering practical service by assist-
ing the people in maintaining the food supply of the country. Professor Brocca had to make his
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decision and he made it quickly. He did not give up his belief in pacifism. Unfortunately, many
among the top leadership of the pacifist movement, including some of the War Resisters’
International, failed to realise that by abandoning their long professed pacifism they were
unwittingly becoming a party to the processes of centralisation of State power. By supporting
the armed conflicts, they may have helped eventually in destroying Hitler but they did not
succeed in ending the basic elements of Hitlerism — Nazism or Fascism.

Runham Brown stated:

War resisters are as much opposed to tyranny and injustice as they are to war and
violence and it is possible that some in the hot blood of their indignation might find it
difficult to restrain themselves from taking up arms, but on cooler reflection with their
previous training, I have little doubt but that they would refrain. If they did not, at least
their error would be more pardonable than if they had betrayed their principles by
accepting the cold blooded preparations for the slaughter as in an international war. For
myself, I should have no delusions, to assist in supplying food for the people, and the
people are the army, is to help to win the war; to refrain is to help the insurgents to win
the war. I lay myself open to the charge of inconsistency. That would not worry me, for
I'have yet to learn that consistency is an absolute virtue. . . . I do not judge my Spanish
comrades for not understanding the technique of non-co-operation, but I ask instead,
“How can I best serve my fellows in their distress?” My judgment is that I can best help
them by feeding them, by helping the wounded, by lending my hand in carrying on the
normal life of the country. Then I hear someone say, “For heaven’s sake go right in.”
No, I know a better way, even if I cannot practice non-co-operation just now. To join in
the fighting entails destroying my fellows, even my own comrades captive in the cities
held by the rebels. It means shooting down deluded men fighting on the other side. I
know only too well that victory even for the Spanish people will not necessarily bring
peace. I disapprove of the methods being used, although I do not blame my comrades
who use them.

Runham Brown was in the middle position. He did not have a clear and dependable an-
swer. “What would I do if I were in Spain? Give my sympathies and my hopes and otherwise
be neutral? No. I am sure I should offer something much more active than that.” Evidently, he
had no suggestion as to what he could offer as a pacifist. He was hoping that it might be
discovered sometime in the near future. All the same, he was not absolutely clear and firm on
the conviction about not using violence under any circumstance.

We may agree that the new social order of society cannot be achieved by armed vio-
lence, but does that really mean that when some substantial measure of social progress
has been made, any little group of desperate men can overthrow it by the resort to
violence and that we are to do nothing to defend that new society? No, it does not. I am
not opposed to the use of a certain measure of physical force, but that force must be a
restraining force and not a destructive one. For instance, we will suppose that a freely
elected Government representing a certain measure of progress has been established,
such as was the case in Spain last February, and that a “small” group of violent men
representing class and privilege try to overthrow it by violence and so to thwart the will
of the people. I should be prepared in such a case to arrest and imprison those men,
even if in so doing, there were some broken heads, even at the risk that the necessary
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use of force was exceeded and some were killed. Then, does it mean that if the opposi-
tion come with sticks I would use the policeman’s truncheon, but if they come with
guns I will let them have their way? No, it means that up to the point where there is
reasonable prospect of restraining them, I should be prepared to use the necessary
force, but directly it became evident that I had no alternative but to attempt to destroy
them, at that point I should stop. If I found that this reactionary gang were in such
numbers or possessed such weapons, as to make restraint impossible and that mass
destruction was the only means of subduing them, I should definitely reject that method,
even if I had to allow them to take control; but if they did take control, it would not be
with my help. I should refuse them all co-operation, refuse to become their tool, and
should use my best endeavours to bring everything to a standstill.

Now if, “I” were the will of the progressive majority who were in this way being
ousted from their control, we should soon see if the usurpers were in reality a small
group of violent reactionaries. If they were, they would be powerless and their govern-
ment would collapse within a few weeks as the Kapp Putch in Berlin in 1920. They
might shoot their way to the Government offices, but their guns could not help them to
run the country or to provide its food. But on the other hand, supposing they were not
such an insignificant group, supposing they could persuade or cudgel a sufficient number
of their countrymen into their service, then we should have to start again to rebuild our
new society. If that new society was only a liberal democratic government, still believ-
ing in a certain measure of capitalism and imperialism, we should repeatedly fail and
remain always a prey to the reactionary minority with their guns, because having to
maintain even a small measure of imperialism, we also should have to rely upon armed
violence.

The Big Thing. We therefore have left to us one hope. The change in society which
we must work for must be a total and radical change.

In this statement there is a sense of confession, of helplessness. The positive element in the
statement was his continued and honest belief in pacifism. Although confused, Runham Brown
had, by no means, lost his hope in the pacifist future. He added:

Just as the war resister cannot wait for all to resist the call to arms, — he must alone face
ostracism and persecution, imprisonment and perhaps even death — so each nation must
make its struggle and falter and suffer — first one to the water’s edge and then another.
So they will learn to protect each other. There is no salvation for one race without the
rest. We are members one of another, sharing each other’s guilt, unable to live out our
ideals alone.!!

There was a serious divide within the pacifist movement as to how it should respond to the
crisis brought about by the rise of Fascism. The crisis had actually started at the time of the
occupation of Manchuria by Japan and later Abyssinia by Italy. There were two main camps.
On the one hand there were those who stood absolutely firm on their anti-militarist, nonviolent
position; and on the other those who were

... finding it more and more difficult to remain pacifists in face of the increasing danger

with which the war threatened the things they most value — the safety and welfare of
their own country and the lives of those they love. And as the danger of war increases
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so does the unpopularity of those who remain convinced that the far-reaching evil done
by war more than counter-balances the seeming good which military victory might
bring about. It is long range verses the short range point of view; and the short range is
the more attractive — it seems so much more “practical”.'?

The above paragraph is from the statement by Laurence Housman, newly elected Chair-
man of the WRI. He, along with two other co-authors of the booklet, Autocracy, Internation-
alism and Common Sense, were of the opinion that giving up their stand against war at that
stage would be the end of the long-term pacifist approach.

The loss of Brockway and Einstein

Among those who resigned from the movement was Fenner Brockway, the first Chairman of
the War Resisters’ International and one of its founders. He had served the movement with
great conviction and dedication to pacifism and the WRI for many years. He was a leader of
the socialist movement in Britain and a key member of the British Labour Party. But the
Spanish war and the role of the War Resisters’ International made him uncomfortable with the
pacifist position. He did not see any hope in the pacifist approach to a war waged by Fascist
forces. He resigned from the International — not only his position as the chair but even as an
ordinary member. He wrote:

It is with great regret that I feel I must resign from the War Resisters’ International. I
have never had happier associations than with its members, and the period during which
I was Chairman and a member of its Internat