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Power and Grace 
by Douglas Allanbrook 

Many years ago I was walking with a dear friend of mine, 
Neapolitan, in front of the cathedral of Naples. The cathedral 
is a bizarre mish-mash of styles and periods, a proper reflec
tion of the endless and perennially changing life of the 
ancient capital of the Kingdom of The Two Sicilies, a city 
older than Rome and bearing even nowadays a resemblance 
in its ways to Pompeii, its near neighbor. It has always been a 
messy place, buzzing and popular, set in the curve of an 
incomparable bay. It has often been a wondrous place to live 
in, from Virgil's time down to the present. It has always 
seemed far from the hurly-burly of politics and Rome, and 
the reformers and rulers of the world. It has never ruled itself 
well, and has most often been the victim of rulers from 
abroad. It was one of the few places under Spanish domina
tion which refused to put up with the Inquisition. 

On the front steps of the cathedral were stationed four 
carabinieri, resplendent in dress uniform. The carabinieri are 
members of the traditional national police force of the mod
ern nation-state of Italy. I rather perkily asked my friend what 
all the policemen were doing on the front steps of the 
cathedral and she, without a moment's hesitation and as if it 
were the most obvious fact in God's world, replied "Why
the Cardinal is a Prince." The answer jolted and tickled me 
simultaneously. The juxtaposition of the spiritual and the 
temporal power was foreign to my upbringing and habits of 
thought, and I experienced that delight in strangeness which 
is one of the pleasures of being away from home. Though I 
had recently taken part in a great war, and was surrounded in 
Naples with evidence of its destructiveness, I had never until 
that moment reflected long on the nature of power and 
might; far less had I seized upon any analogy between power 
and whatever was prayed to for the happy termination of that 
war. It was on first reading Pascal that I returned to the train 
of thought that had been initiated by my experience in 

Naples. I am also in this lecture indebted to Erich Auerbach's 
essay on the politics of Pascal, and to many discussions I have 
had with students in the third-year language classes here at 
the college. 

The order the lecture will follow is: first an introduction 
discussing briefly the Pensees of Pascal. Two parts follow 
which are the heart of the lecture, and are devoted to a 
commentary and reflection on Pensee 298 (Brunschvicg). The 
lecture ends with a peroration. You have already had the 
preamble. 

INTRODUCTION 

Those of you have read the Pensees are aware that they do 
not in any ordinary way constitute a book, or even a treatise 
or a handbook. They are often no more than fragments, and 
they were left in bundles of various sizes which were disposed 
of by those interested in Pascal and his doctrines. The vrder 
in which they are to be read is a matter for debate. They were 
written in the last years of Pascal's brief life in a time of 
increasing disease and imminent death. They are fragments 
which never, with but a few exceptions, grow to full-blown 
essays. They are unique in their lucidity, wit, blackness, 
passion, and Christianity. They serve as models of what prose 
can be, and indeed the subject of some of them is prose style 
itself. They are aimed at civilized and urbane men and 
women, and their intent is to shake such readers so as to 
prepare them for Grace and belief. The French often dubbed 
such readers "honnetes hommes," a phrase not adequately 
translated by "honest men," although that catches some of it. 
Honnete homme came increasingly in Pascal's time to mean a 
person who would not dream of overturning the existing 
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orders, but who lived within them and knew his place there. 
Revolution and civil war would be anathema to him. We 
should bear in mind as we examine the pensee at hand that 
the author, in his early manhood a most wordly honnete 
homme, was a mathematician and physicist, one of the 
founders of the new science. Some of you are acquainted in 
Freshman laboratory with his experiments with water. He was 
the inventor of projective geometry, and also of one of the 
first computers. As he grew older his passion for truth led him 
to ascribe less and less importance to his physical and 
mathematical studies, and to concentrate his heart and mind 
on the truth-for him the Christian religion. Since he had, 
by his own confession, been struck by the Grace of God and 
fully and radically converted to the Christian faith, the 
natural lucidity of his mathematical nature would in the 
interest of all consistency insist on the primacy of that part of 
his person that had been affected by God-the heart. 

It is sometimes hard to grasp what Pascal intends by the 
heart; his term includes more than we in ordinary talk intend 
by the word. Clearly it is to be distinguished from mind or 
esprit. In Pensee 282 he states, "The heart senses that there 
are three dimensions in space and that numbers are infinite; 
and the reason following on this demonstrates that there are 
no two square numbers of which one is the double of the 
other." I would propose that he means by coeur the place or 
part of us that receives primal things and is moved by them. 
This meaning is what we imply when we call falling in love 
an "affair of the heart." The heart is also the place that 
receives the beginnings of Geometry: space, time, movement, 
extension, number, which Pascal sometimes calls primitive 
words. In its highest function the heart is where God touches 
us with his love and power and transforms us radically; it is 
the organ of the soul which is enabled by Grace. 

It seems obvious to Pascal, in a manner that he felt it would 
be folly to demonstrate, that the mind cannot be our way of 
connection with God. God is for Pascal, as for his theological 
mentor Saint Augustine, absconditus, hidden. If hidden, 
then not seeable or knowable. If hidden, then irrational to us 
humans; powerful, in charge, and capable of actually moving 
our hearts and giving us new life. Heat rather than light 
would be a proper image; but not both, as in the well-known 
image of the sun in Plato's Republic. In divine and super
natural things one must love before knowing. For Pascal to 
say this implies no dialectic, no path which we with good will 
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and intellect can follow as pilgrims to the Good. We will 
only know as God wills, and we will only see as the angels 
may see. In natural, as opposed to divine and supernatural, 
things, one might suppose that knowing would precede lov
ing. In his essay on The Geometric Mind and the Art of 
Persuasion Pascal notes that things are upside down. It 
appears, he says, that God has established this supernatural 
order completely contrary to the order that ought to be 
natural to men when they are dealing with natural things. 
The right order would be loving before knowing in super
natural things, and knowing before loving in natural things. 
Men have nevertheless corrupted this order by making of 
profane things what they ought to make of divine things; we 
only believe what pleases us. If all were well we would love 
God and know things here. All is not well. We are fallen and 
corrupt, and we follow our pleasures. They turn us from God 
and lead us, in things of this world, not to accept proofs but 
to be swayed by charms and delights. "Tell us agreeable 
things and we will listen to you," say the Jews to Moses. The 
heart, which is the place of all loves and delights and 
persuasions, is the ruler here on earth. It is the Perennial 
dictator of our understanding. 

Worldly audiences are peculiarly aware of amour-propre (a 
mixture of ambition and self-love) and of its comedies and 
blacknesses; certainly this part of Pascal's writings finds an 
easy entrance into the souls of the educated and the literate. 
Scepticism, which in Pascal comes from a mighty faith< and 
search for the truth, is more generally a worldly doctrine, at 
best the charming and anarchic reflections of a moderate 
hedonist. Civilized society generally feels it to be impolite to 
deny such views, which often seem to be the criteria of 
civilization itself. All of the writings of Rochefoucault, and 
most of those of Montaigne, are based on the kingdom of the 
heart, the place of ambition, on the study of me. 
Rochefoucault's essay on amour-propre states in its last sen
tences the scope of this doctrine. "Such is the portrait of 
amour-propre, of which all of life is an agitation. The sea is a 
sensed image of it, and amour-propre finds in the ebb and 
flow of its waves a faithful expression of the turbulent succes
sion of its thoughts and of its never-ending movement." This 
center of the self, this ego, is for Pascal, and I should think 
for anyone else with good sense, as hidden, as absconditus, as 
is the mysterious Godhead. Its agitations are ever-present 
phainomena, moving in and out of us in a perennial dance. 



PART I 

Let us now turn to the particular pensee which we will 
consider together. The form of this pensee is as follows: there 
are three pairs of propositions followed by a dilemma; then 
comes another proposition aimed at solving the dilemma, 
and then two sentences introduced in the first instance by 
ainsi and in the second instance by et ainsi. 

298. Justice, force~ 

(l). Il est juste que ce qui est justc soit suivi,il est nCcessaire 
que ce qui est le plus fort soit suivi. 

(2). La justice sans la force est impuissante: 
la force sans la justice est tyrannique. 

(3). La justice sans la force est contradite, parce qu'il y a 
toujours des mCchants; 

la force sans la justice est accusCe. 
II faut done mettre ensemble la justice et Ia force; et pour 

cela faire que ce qui est juste soit fort, ou que ce qui 
est fort soit juste. 

(4). La justice est sujette a dispute, 
la force est tres reconnaissable et sans dispute. 
AINSI on n' a pu donner Ia force a Ia justice, parce que 

la force a contredit la justice et a dit qu'elle etait 
injuste, eta dit que c'etait elle qui etait juste. 

ET AINSI ne pouvant fairc que ce qui est juste fut fort, 
on a fait que ce qui est fort fut juste. 

TRANSLATION 
(!). It is just that what is just be followed, 

it is necessary that what is the strongest be followed. 
(2). Justice without force is impotent: 

force without justice is tyrannical. 
(3). Justice without force is contradicted, because there are 

always bad people about; 
force without justice is indicted. 
Justice and force must, therefore, be put together; and to 

that end we must either make what is just strong, or 
what is strong just. 

(4). Justice is subject to dispute, 
force is most obvious and indisputable. 
THUS we have not been able to give force to justice, 

because force has contradicted justice and said that it 
was unjust, and that force was the one who was just. 
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AND THEREFORE not being able to make what is just 
strong, we have made what is strong be just. 

The first balancing pair of propositions do seem notoriously 
self-evident and tautological: they appear to state in their 
predicates precisely what is stated in their subjects. "It is just 
that what is just be followed, it is necessary that what is the 
strongest be followed." We nod our heads, finding the two 
statements obvious and redundant, and are for that reason 
happy to begin with a clear note on what has so often been a 
discouraging subject. A spade is a spade. A thought which 
might well follow immediately would be: if it were not just to 
follow what is just, then justice would be remarkably inef
ficacious and lacking in force. Still another thought following 
on the first might be: nothing is said about what justice is. 

In the second of Pascal's two propositions we again nod 
easily at the expression necessary: it rings with an admirable 
clarity. Not to recognize this meaning of force, not to 
recognize force as force, would be an inexcusable naivete. 
Pascal says in another pensee ( #82): "One would have to 
have a most refined mind to look at the Sultan of Turkey 
surrounded in his harem by forty thousand Janissaries as if he 
were any other man." How many people for how long were 
deceived by Stalin and Hitler, and by Mao and Franco, 
simply because they did not see what is in front of them? 
They were blinded by the ideologies of political theory, and 
worst of all they did not sense the terrible yoke of necessity 
under which subject peoples are bound. We accept Pascal's 
two propositions easily, and it is the intent of the author that 
we do so. In accepting the two propositions we assume 
without realizing it that the strongest thing we know is 
opposed to justice. 

The next pair of propositions seize upon the implied opposi
tion between force and justice and again give us statements to 
which it is difficult not to assent. "Justice without force is 
impotent, and force without justice is tyrannical." There is a 
difference in the two propositions to be noted: the first one is 
tautological, and h3s a privative in its predicate. Impotent 
means without force. There well may be an emotive meaning 
in our nodding our heads, since in accepting the statement 
we are half-way to pitying justice for being impotent, and pity 
is tantamount to dismissal. The second proposition seems 
more· forceful in its effect, and strikes one as nearer to a 
definition. Tyrannical is a mightier adjective than impotent; 
it is also a famous word, and one which all piety in political 
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thought must frown upon. Tyrannical is a great word, with 
all of the penumbra associated with great words, and it thrills 
us. Power excites us. The propositions as a pair have the pretty 
symmetry and elegance of A without B being something or 
other, and B without A being something much more fear
some. It is a characteristic of both the French and the Greek 
languages to play with such symmetrical pairs. People who 
speak these languages must habitually nod and be charmed 
and find wisdom in such neatness. There is no guarantee of 
either logic or wisdom in such pairs. They seem most suited 
for exhibitions of wit, because finesse and intelligence are 
necessary for their successful construction. 

"Justice without force is impugned, as there are always 
wicked people around, and force without justice stands ac
cused." The subjects of this pair are symmetrical, but not the 
predicates. The first proposition has the same A minus B 
form as did both preceeding propositions. the predicate is 
now impugned, or contradicted, as opposed to the predicate 
impotent in the previous statement. A reason for the predicate 
is now given, a reason which destroys some of the symmetry 
of the construction and thus calls special attention to the 
destroyer of the symmetry. I am talking of constructions and 
broken symmetries because I am not convinced that there is a 
cogent argument or counter-argument here. The form of the 
construction would be the form of an argument if indeed 
arguments were formal as well as reasonable. At any rate we 
are told that there are always wicked people abroad in this 
world, and hence justice without force is always contradicted. 
This is a popular statement, eagerly grasped by the faithful as 
a part of their faith. It is also a source of solace and comfort 
for those who believe nothing at all. It pleases the good, as it 
marks them off as special, and it pleases the wicked, as it 
gives them company. It pleases us if we only suspect that we 
are good, for it is pleasant to be different from those we 
suspect of being bad; we obviously need a strong right arm of 
the law to keep things in check, and to shore up our own 
faltering virtue. 

We should remember that the Pensees are not directed at 
the faithful, but at the worldly. For the faithful the wicked 
are ever-present, and incurable by human hands. They are 
sinful products of the Fall, and we are all fallen. Sin, pride, 
and ambition are for the faithful curable in this hospital of 
madmen only by the force and power of God's Grace. To 
expect the wicked to be politically just in this world from any 
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source except custom and habit would be impious and 
illogical. In any case the good behavior and lawfulness 
following on habit and custom are hardly efficacious in 
heavenly matters. Such lawfulness is not justice at all, if 
justice is to be a sovereign word. It would be illogical for a 
faithful man of religion to deem true justice effective in this 
world. Again we must remember that the Pensees are not 
directed to persons of faith; instead they mean to bring the 
worldly to a state of dependence on the eternal word of 
God-to prepare them for citizenship in the only true Re
public. 

The statement or argument implicit in "there are always 
wicked people around" is nevertheless not directed at the real 
dumbbells of the world, those who insist that evil is a result of 
conditioning or family or state and hence not ever-present, or 
who even more stupidly say that it does not exist. There is a 
most apt theological story which speaks to this. The story is 
obviously Bostonian and is laid in the fields of Hell. We are 
to imagine a conversation taking place there between two 
eminent but widely differing divines: Cardinal O'Connell, 
familiarly known to former generations of Bostonians as "Big 
Bill," and Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy. Mrs. Eddy, upon meeting 
the Cardinal in the fields of flame, enquires of him the 
reasons for his being in Hell. The Cardinal, with a more than 
merely Irish repentance, replies properly that God has placed 
him where he is for his sins of simony and peculation in 
administering the archdiocese of Boston, and that he stands 
before her as a witness of the Almighty's eternal justice and 
power. He then with a winning candor smiles and asks Mrs. 
Eddy what she is doing in the fields of Hell. She stamps her 
foot and says, "I am not here." 

The second proposition in the pair, "Force without justice 
is impugned," says little more than the similarly situated 
proposition of the previous pair. It states that what is tyranni
cal is impugned. No reasons are given, for once again the 
assumption is made that any person would be ashamed to 
think otherwise. Again the word justice is employed without 
anything having been said as to its nature. The argument 
often has been made that we innately know anyway what 
justice means, and if we didn't, we could not recognize it 
when we saw it. Pascal often talks of the heart as being the 
locus of the most fundamental but indefinable beginnings. In 
his essay on The Geometrical Mind and the Art of Persuasion 
he says of time what St.' Augustine said of it: "I know what 



time is as long as you don't ask me." Having said, however, 
that the beginnings or primitive words are simply present and 
presented to the heart, Pascal does not deny that a most 
rigorous train of consequences or mathematical propositions, 
infinite in number, follows after. In his geometrical studies 
the givens of space, time, and extension lead to considera
tions of infinite series and ways of peering imaginatively and 
precisely at projected shapes from one's own point of view. 
Thinking in series places one in a middle-but not a middle 
in the sense of a middle, B, with two finite extremities, A and 
C. One knows, in one sense of the word know, that A and C 
are on either side of B. They are, however, unknowably 
distant in the only way you can think of them-precisely in 
series. This way of thinking is intuitively present in the minds 
of everyone, and in particular in the minds of children of a 
certain age. I always remember the picture of the Dutch 
cleaning girl on the scouring-powder can who held in her 
hand a can of scouring powder with a Dutch girl on it who 
held in her hand, ... etc., etc., etc. The mind's conceiving 
and spawning is for Pascal an image and sometimes a parody 
of the infinity of the Godhead, and should teach us our 
place. Our place is some place, for our clear thinking has 
shown it to us. It is only by being able to cut ourselves down 
to size in this universe of unknowable and terrifying extension 
that we have earned whatever dignity we have. Our clear 
thinking based on what is presented to our hearts shows us 
the unknowability of anything encompassing, and makes us 
painfully self-conscious of the pettiness of our small 
neighborhood of familiarity. I would submit at this point in 
our discussion that justice may simply be given to us dimly in 
the heart, but that in our fallen state any train of conse
quences is perverted by that same heart, whose center is not 
the Godhead, but the equally unknowable pit of the Ego. 

We now reach a tentative conclusion in the form of a 
dilemma. Donc-"then" -we must put together justice and 
force, and to that end make what is just strong or what is 
strong just. "Neat," cries the audience, and we are an 
audience of one when we read. A dilemma has been stated 
with precision. We have to put A and B together-either add 
B to A or vice versa. Prudence demands that we should stop 
and examine with some care the done, the "therefore." We 
should be able to see clearly that if the first three pairs of 
propositions are true then the dilemma as stated is valid. 
Obviously the continuation of the pensee will have to argue 
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for one horn or the other of the dilemma we are considering. 
What is there that argues we must put the first three pairs in a 
row and then say "therefore"? Is it that they are true, and 
does truth mean statements of facts? If they are statements of 
facts, arc facts simply the phenomena of behavior generally 
seen about? Does not the witness of martyrs, either religious 
or political, persist and show us something? Martyrs cannot 
even exist unless both power in this world and true justice 
exist together. Can a true political witness ever triumph? 
Perhaps not-perhaps the truths about Soviet Russia have no 
force or power when witnessed to, while the ever-present lies 
and half-truths do have force. In the dilemma of the pensee 
the more interesting expression is the il faut. You had better 
put justice and force together if you have any good sense in 
this world. The pensee may mean that we are forced to put 
them together. Certainly all of the aspirations of heavenly 
and of philosophical justice, and the ideologies of historical 
justice, float impotent above the reality of a Siberian deten
tion camp where the dead hand of wprldly power lies like the 
clamp of Hell. There ideology is a cynical grimace, a cosmet
ic on the face of a brute. It is neither horn of the dilemma. 

Towards the solution of the dilemma we have first off 
another pair of propositions. "Justice is subject to dispute, 
force is most evident and indisputable." Compare this propo
sition immediately with the first proposition in the pensee, the 
tautology that it is just to follow justice and necessary to 
follow force. We are not now talking about the A-without-B 
or B-without-A which raised the dilemma of having to 
combine them in one of two ways. Now the statements 
concern what can be seen of either force or justice. Justice, 
being subject to dispute, cannot be seen with any clarity; if it 
could, it would be indisputable, like the existence and see
ability of the hypotenuse of a right triangle. We instinctively, 
and I fear a bit shabbily, nod assent to this proposition. We 
are painfully aware that over half of the conversations we 
overhear on buses and planes, and engage upon in our own 
houses, are disputes about what is fair and who is responsible. 
There are also so many books which do not seem to agree. 
Second sight should pull us up a bit. It is not self-evident that 
justice as such is subject to dispute, even if we hear cases of it 
disputed about always and everywhere in daily life. It can 
certainly be argued that there could be no dispute about 
justice unless justice were clearly present. We mainly dispute 
whether a case falls under an understanding of justice itself. 
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The understanding must perforce be more general than the 
particular case, or else language about justice would not be 
language at all. 

The other proposition in the pair, force is recognizable and 
indisputable, is at first reading still more indisputable. A bare 
sword, a sullen crowd, an atom bomb-to be sure they are 
not actual power until they are in use, nor are we evil until 
we actually begin to do horrid things. It seemed necessary to 
show in use the atom bomb twice at the conclusion of the last 
great war. Pascal finds power or force as the irrational given 
behind all political associations. A passage from Pensee #304 
speaks of this: 

Let us imagine therefore that we see the bonds (of 
political association) begin to form. There will un
doubtedly be strife until the stronger oppresses the 
weaker, and in the end there wiJI be a dominant 
party. But when that has been settled, then the 
masters, who do not \Vish strife to continue, give 
orders that the power which lies in their hands shall 
be passed on in the way that suits them: some leave 
it to the people to make their own choice; others 
decree that it shall be hereditary, etc. 

Pascal, as you may have noticed, seldom argues: he states 
persuasively what is to him the case. He does see foibles and 
blacknesses more clearly than any other prose writer; his 
clarity is a powerful persuasion embodied in short sentences. 
The pensee I just read is not direct observation, however, but 
a general statement, remarkably free of theory. It states that 
the beginning, the principle, is the fact of power. Later 
manifestations of this power in various polities and types of 
constitutions are simply crystallized forms of the primitive 
power; it is in no way thinkable to Pascal that one polity is 
more just than another. He thinks his favorite writer, Mon
taigne, is wrong when he speaks of custom as having essential 
power. Custom, for Pascal, should be followed simply be
cause it is custom, and not because it is reasonable, or just, 
or loveable, or old-fashioned, or venerable \Vith the accre
tions of time. Another pensee speaks directly to this (#325): 
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The people, however, follow custom only because 
they deem it just; otherwise they would not follow it 
any longer even though it be custom; for one does 
not want to be subjected to anything except reason 
and justice. Without that custom would pass for 
tyranny; but the empire of reason and justice is no 

more tyrannical than that of pleasure; these are 
principles natural to man. 

It would be nice, he says, if one obeyed laws and customs 
simply because they are that and nothing else; it would be a 
good thing if it were known that there were no true laws or 
customs to introduce, and hence we had better stick to the 
ones we've got; reasoning in this way we would never aban
don them. To quote him again directly (#325): 

But the people are not susceptible of such a doc
trine, as they believe that the truth can be found, 
and that it lies in laws and customs; they believe 
them, and take their antiquity as proof of their truth 
and not merely of their bare authority apart from the 
truth. Hence the people obey; but they are subject to 
revolt as soon as some one shows them that these 
customs arc not worth a hill of beans; which cer
tainly can be shown to anyone by making them look 
at things from a certain angle. 

The passage which I have just read must be one of the most 
calculatingly cynical statements ever crafted. It flatters anyone 
of us who is proud of not being one of the people, one of 
nature's noblemen. The Pensees are aimed at creatures of 
pride; behind them lurks a sneer, and a dismissal of any 
aristocrat who feels that by nature he is anything in particular 
apart from the station which birth placed him in. Never to be 
forgotten is the end or reason for the Pensees: the shaking of 
confidence and pride as a preparation for the truths of the 
Gospel. Without such an end we are in the closed room of 
cynicism, and the close-lipped chic of hidden doctrines, and 
the cold-blooded fascination with power politics. Our fascina
tion with such matters bears a strict analogy to an interest in 
pornography. Neither power nor sex is a spectator sport. 

Our pensee concludes with two more principal parts, both 
of which arc introduced by a form of ainsi, "thus." "Thus" 
we have not been able to give force to justice, because power 
has repudiated justice and declared that it was unjust, and has 
maintained that power was the one that was just. The second 
statement: ''And thus, not being able to make what is just 
strong, we have made what is strong just." The first of these 
two statements differs radically in style from the rest of the 
pensee. Suddenly force itself speaks, in the clause beginning 
with parce que, "because." It pokes its mighty head up and 
says that justice is unjust, and that it, force, is the one to 
bring home the bacon. The entire conclusion of the pensee is 



involved in settling the "either-A-or-B" dilemma: having had 
to put justice and force together we have either to make what 
is just strong, or what is strong just. It doesn't seem to me that 
it settles the dilemma to say justice is subject to dispute, but 
force is indisputable, although it does make good sense to 
take what seems clear and manifest as a beginning. Language 
and thought do not necessarily work that way. Quite proper
ly, I should think, we must often take as subject what is only 
heartfelt, and then try to spell out some clarity in what we 
predicate of it. But that is oRly possible if we follow reasoning 
in its habits of twisting through. The conclusion and solution 
of the dilemma in the first thus statement seem to abandon 
any kind of reasoning, to say simply that force wins because it 
is stronger, and what is stronger is more manifest. Who does 
make the laws after all? Answer given: me, power; or me, 
powerful Thrasymachus; or me, the general; or me, the 
manipulator; or we, the people, for that matter. Of course at 
this juncture in the battle justice seems to have disappeared, 
and the tautology of the opening of the pensee returns to 
strike us with new force and harshness. The impotence in the 
second pair of propositions at the opening of the pensee is 
similarly and in a similar situation reinforced and rhetorically 
proven in the last phrase: "and thus not being able (namely 
being without the power) to make what is just strong, we have 
made what is strong just." One of the best translators of 
Pascal, Martin Turnell, translates the last phrase: "And so, 
being unable to ensure that what is right is strong, people 
have acted as though what was strong was right." 

Turnell's is a proper translation if we were right in claim
ing that the pensee means, and intends to mean, that the two 
words right and might come down to the same thing. This 
proposition has great force; it does seem to be the working 
hypothesis-and hence the rule-of the majority of the 
people who have power or aspire to it. Denying the proposi
tion arouses fury and scorn. It does appear rather sophomoric 
to deny it unless one is extraordinarily clear in one's own 
mind, or unless one's own life can stand as a witness against 
the proposition. Of course from the mouth of Pascal the 
proposition has radically different overtones and meanings 
than it does when it is artfully placed in the mouth of 
Thrasymachus or Callicles. For those passionate and ambi
tious young men, "might makes right" is the voice of nature 
itself speaking in their enthusiastic if monstrous souls. For 
Pascal, "might makes right" is the voice of our fallen nature, 
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and speaks of our fall from Grace and of our innate 
impotence-our inability to act justly, let alone to justify 
ourselves. For both Thrasymachus and Pascal, however, the 
voices of power and persuasion are the only thinkable ways of 
talking about politics. Reasoning about politics with any 
purity of discourse is foolishness. In reading over this pensee, 
and thinking of the rest of the pensees, most of you have 
probably been struck by the lack of anything that could be 
called a dialectic of reason, and the complete absence of what 
a school man would call metaphysical arguments or premises. 

Thrasymachus might blush when he is caught in a dialec
tical snare and is well aware that he has been caught, even 
though he claims to find the discussion childish and unrealis
tic. Pascal never blushes; his harshness and excess proceed 
untroubled and unsullied by any voices from either 
philosophy or tolerant good sense. He writes as a tyrant, and 
his charms conceal a grimace. His dictum that "all man's ills 
come from not being able to live in a room by himself' 
denies all public life, and all fulfillment and aspiration in the 
city or the commonwealth. Never confuse his stance with 
that of Hobbes or any other famous downgracler of the dignity 
of reason. Peace is no particular end for PascaC although he 
states again and again that civil war is worse than peace. 
Pensee # 313 speaks to this; its whole tone is a snarl. I will use 
Martin Turnell's translation: 

The greatest of evils is civil war. It becomes inevita
ble if we try to reward merit, because everybody 
thinks himself meritorious. The evil to be feared 
from a fool, who succeeds to a position by right of 
birth, is neither so great nor so certain. 

The simplicity of all that has been said to this point is 
startling, and I can only try to restate it. Pascal writes as a 
tyrant, intent on bullying his reader. The only thing that can 
be spoken to, according to him, is the heart, and given our 
fallen natures the heart and its desires arc infinite and 
tyrannical. Any seeming paradoxes are no longer paradoxes 
when his doctrine of the heart is once clear. In another 
pensee (#15) he speaks of "eloquence, which moves us by 
gentleness and not by authority; as a tyrant, not as a king." 

The authority of reason or mind is ineffectual, for reason is 
impotent and we have no clear sight. All of Pascal's writings 
on human affairs are therefore propaganda. His first fame 
came in a series of anonymous letters published in broad
sheets and distributed throughout the kingdom. I am speaking 
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of his Provincial Letters. These are witty and biting attacks on 
the Jesuits' contemporary casuistry, and take place within the 
boundaries of a political as well as a moral and religious 
struggle. They are the beginnings of modern journalism; 
there is a traceable line from them to Jack Anderson. In both 
the Provincial Letters and the Pensees Pascal's geornetrical 
mind is always behind his scepticism, and his finesse is 
always busy in the holy work of destruction. No one so 
interested in the truth, and so convinced that he was blessed 
by God's converting Crace, was ever more consistent and less 
fair. 

PART II. (Introduction) 
If we, however, are to be fair, from whatever source we 

may find our fairness .and compassion, we still have to go 
through the pensee, testing it now for the most accepted and 
ordinary uses of the word justice. I propose that we take the 
most common uses of the word~ I think there are two-and 
try them on for size in each part of the pensee, to see if they 
can suffer the meanings implicit in Pascal's sentences. If they 
cannot suffer such usage, or must be altered or thrown out to 
suit the progress of the pensee, we may in another way have 
come to understand it. There is no reason for us to abandon 
our reason and our argumentative procedures just because 
Pascal has such scorn for them as tools for our humiliation. 
The final judgment as to whether we surrender our reason is 
our own lonely one. Even those touched by Grace cannot 
communicate this judgment to others, nor can others see it in 
them. 

The statement that all man's evils come from not being 
able to live in a room by himself is not necessarily intended 
to be a negation of politics. It is more a statement of what 
belief itself is, of what is most essential for man. It must have 
come upon all of you to doubt in your heart many times that 
man is a political animal. Certainly the man of faith reciting 
the creed fully intends the "!" in "I believe." Interestingly 
enough, the revisors of the Book of Common Prayer have 
been arguing for the phrase "We believe," out of some 
mistaken notion of the word community. Justice also may be 
an interior thing; we are justified by faith as individuals. Even 
outside the faith one might have the odd notion of being the 
only true citizen, although a life consistent with such a 
notion would be nearly unique in common experience. 
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PART II (First Part) 

We intend the first and simplest use of the word justice 
when we are talking in ordinary conversation of what is an 
actual law in a particular state or city. Caesar, for example, 
broke the most important law of the Republic when he 
crossed the Rubicon and entered the home jurisdiction of 
Rome as a military commander followed by the might of his 
legions. The legions were of course not intended by law to be 
his legions. In other places to enter the city with one's troops 
might be a breach of custom; in Rome it was breaking the 
law. In the sense of the word justice we are now employing, 
Caesar's action was unambiguously unjust. Plutarch under
lines the seriousness of Caesar's law-breaking by recounting 
that the night before he crossed the Rubicon he dreamt he 
had violated his mother. To break that particular law was a 
violation by might of the essence of the Republic, for the 
Republic is a place governed by law and not by might. This is 
not to say, however, that the lawful or just place does not 
employ might. Thus in the first meaning of the word, 
commonly accepted and understood, justice is obeying the 
law, and the law is nothing remote. It is written down or 
present in clean precedents; one can repeat it and say it to 
oneself; ignorance of it is no excuse. Any instituted govern
ment except the most abject tyranny has laws and defines 
injustice as breaking them. God in the Old Testament takes 
care to have them written down and engraved. We can with 
ease employ this meaning of justice in reading the first 
proposition of our pensee: "It is just that what is just be 
followed." The second proposition, on the necessity of fol
lowing force, could be employed in conjunction with the 
first. The force behind the law is the police. There are no 
difficulties in combining the meanings here, although of 
course the fact of Caesar's crossing the Rubicon with an army 
and taking over in Rome destroys all combinations of mean
ings. In the next pair of propositions the simplest legal 
meaning of justice carries no difficulties of interpretation: 
"Justice without force is impotent, and force without justice is 
tyrannical." When the Republic is functioning we obviously 
need a police force and an army, for otherwise we would be 
impotent. On the other hand, when Caesar is a dictator we 
have a tyranny. An outside observer,.. however, might only see 
the same police force and the same legions as were present 
under the Republic. 



The next pair of propositions again bear the legal sense. 
Legal justice Without force is contradicted because there are 
always wicked people around, and force without law stands 
accused. Cato and Cicero, and I should hope all of us, 
accuse force when it is illegal; yet there is Caesar with his 
demagoguery quick to annul and render impotent the laws of 
the state. So we have to put together what is legal and what is 
powerful, and make either the legal strong or the strong legal. 
This dilemma put again in terms of the Roman Republic 
implies one of two solutions: that we make the lawful Repub
lic strong with a proper army and police as Cato would have 
wished, or we make naked power legal, as Augustus did when 
he put his own person at the summit of the legal edifice of 
the state. He was, among other things, both Tribune and 
Chief_Priest, and he instituted a principality and a way of 
ruling that had more permanence than any other government 
in the western world except for the Roman Republic it 
replaced. It was a reign of some order and stability, and a fair 
amount of freedom. St. Paul was happy to take advantage of 
its guarantees. 

In the next proposition-justice is subject to dispute-we 
run into trouble. Legal justice is not subject to dispute. This 
is certainly the case with the Ten Commandments, if one 
may judge of God's intentions as stated in the Old Testa
ment. Nor are the law codes of ordinary states and cities 
subject to dispute. We have to establish that some one person 
has committed grand larceny or embezzlement or murder, 
but not that murder or grand larceny or embezzlement is 
illegal. The vigor and validity of this sense of legal justice is 
in its clarity; it is written down and not subject to dispute
not laid up in heaven, but here before you, and on your lips, 
and written in clear English prose. 

We can use the legal sense of justice in two rather 
pertinent ways in the next pair of propositions: "Thus we have 
not been able to give force to legal justice, because force has 
contradicted legal justice and said that it was unjust, and that 
force was the one that was just." Force can understandably 
argue that way: Caesar might say that the mess of the Senate 
and the people and the years of awful civil strife necessitated 
his becoming permanent dictator, and that the good and 
survival of the commonwealth demanded it, and that justice 
(not legal justice) lay in the stability and order he could 
dictate. We are on the whole lucky if only Caesar says such 
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things; he was neither a monster nor an idealist, although he 
was certainly a tyrant. 

The last statement in the pensee is also viable with this 
meaning or translation of justice: "And thus, not being able 
to make what is legal strong, we have made what is strong 
legal." The law by itself has often lacked strength and 
anarchy has appeared; then to make strength legal we have 
ended up with Augustus, being lucky on the whole to get 
anyone so good. We must know that in general in making the 
strong legal we do not get Augustus, but a parody of the legal, 
such as the farce of the Soviet Constitution. At least the black 
old pig of Spain, Franco, had the honesty to write at the head 
of his constitution that the head of the State is answerable to 
God and History, and let the legal ride. This may well result 
in anarchy at the death of such personal rule. If there is no 
real legal justice or polity there can be no succession, and 
blood will decide who next sits on top. Augustus had no good 
solution for this. 

PART II (Second Part) 
The other principal usages of the word justice in common 

parlance have variously elevated and lowly connotations: 
justice laid up in heaven, Cod's justice, the justice of aspira
tion and dialectic, the noble Stoic sense of the brotherhood of 
man, or the justice based on nature or some other similar 
artifice. We must also try out these second senses of the word 
on our pensee. "It is just that what is just be followed, it is 
necessary that the strongest be followed." None of the 
above-named understandings of justice necessitate the politi
cal; they ascend above or plunge below the political. The 
theological employment of a high sense of justice will talk of 
our justification by faith, and of the saving grace of the Lord. 
Such a usage will collapse the meaning of force and justice, 
of might and right, into two aspects of the same thing. For 
indeed the Grace of God for the true believer is, in fact and 
in revelation, power. In the blessed Republic of God and the 
Angels the seeing or the science of power is the seeing or the 
science of love and grace. If we are not talking as theologians, 
and again are employing a high sense of the word justice, the 
first two propositions in our pensee have inevitable and 
startling implications. If I were to argue and trust that what 
can be known and seen in the classic sense of science cannot 
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be other than something which is irresistible, and that the test 
of the knowing is the inability to stray from the knowable, 
then the knowable and the mighty and the just are aspects of 
the same thing, no matter if tyrants prosper and the good 
don't. Then I would argue with consistency that the tyrant is 
unhappy and the good man happy. Virtue and justice will 
follow upon knowledge. Strange statements will emerge, like 
Socrates' claim of being the only true citizen of the city. 

In the next proposition, "Justice without force is impo
tent," we have again to perform several shifts in translation 
and meaning. If the good, just, and seeing man does good 
and is happy even though tortured on the rack, then the 
proposition is meaningless. But in assuming such a meaning 
we are not in any simple way still talking of politics. The 
meaning of the proposition changes like quicksilver if we take 
the theoretical meaning of justice as employed by the scepti
cal or atheistical philosophers of nature. If, as they claim, 
nature in its theorized primitive state is fu11 of fear and 
passion, and life is perfectly horrid there, then the stronger of 
the passions rules, the stronger man has an upper hand, and 
reason will step in to contract for some order, calculating and 
reckoning and producing an out-put which is justice. Justice 
without force is simply a nonsense proposition when justice is 
a calculation based on self-interest and arising out of force. 
Justice without force is unthinkable because it, justice, arises 
out of force. 

"Force without justice is tyrannical." This proposition of 
course can make sense in the understanding of the sceptical 
nature philosophers, for justice is reckoning~ the calculation 
of reason. Without it one is thrust back into strife and 
primitive nature, and there arc no longer bulwarks and 
safeguards, the contracts of reason. 

There are again those who use the special and elevated 
sense of the word justice so as to find in the word "impotent" 
or powerless a sign of glory. In the reversal of worldly 
meaning implied in this sense, a man who is powerless and 
scorned is to be revered. The viewpoint is not necessarily 
theological or Christian. In co-ordination with the meaning 
the word "force" would have to shift gears and mean some
thing akin to muscles or vim and vigor~at the very least a 
squad of submachine guns. 

The theological import of the next pair or propositions we 
investigated earlier when we too~ the mechants, the bad, to 
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be sinners. If, thinking of the higher philosophic sense of 
justice, we are calling them not sinners but simply bad, we 
must be calling bad those who don't see or intuit the things 
we see as present and forceful and true. In such an under
standing the bad are the stupid-something that Christians 
are not allowed to say, although I suspect Pascal is often 
tempted to. When we examine the proposition "Power with
out justice stands accused," we find perhaps the most extreme 
shifts of meaning. The elevated meaning of justice may well 
impugn and dismiss both legal justice and the meaning and 
force of legal justice. Augustus' reign was a reign of the power 
of the first citizen, who had gained his power by God knows 
what devious and bloody means. There reigned under him 
legal justice. A believer in the higher sense of justice might 
well impugn such a polity, calling it one without justice. The 
real dispute would not be between power and justice, but 
between the two meanings of justice as the word is commonly 
understood. Here in a most pungent and real way poor Justice 
is indeed "subject to dispute." 

The Bible instructs us to render unto Caesar Augustus 
what is due to him, and unto the Lord what is due unto 
Him. One meaning of this advice would be, I suppose, to 
accept the power that is on this earth as God's will, and its 
pronouncements as legal and binding, and to leave to God's 
Eternal Law the supernatural ends of salvation and justifica
tion. Thus we can immediately stop the dispute to which 
justice is subject: we accept the force here, and the power and 
the blood and the guilt implicit in all worldly things, as being 
legally just, and sanctioned in God's Plan. God's Plan in 
time, his Providence, is the higher sense of justice, even 
though it is not open to us or available for our seeing and 
intuiting. This understanding would offer us a way of reading 
the next proposition: "We must put justice and force together 
and either make what is just strong or vice versa." Also the 
statements "Justice is subject to dispute in this world," and 
"force is most recognizable" can now be read theologically. 
God's justice is not known to our minds, and hence we 
dispute. But his power in the wor1d in parting the Red Sea, in 
raising Lazarus, and in touching the rough hearts of men 
with his Grace is manifest-there are witnesses. Reading the 
pensee in this fashion, we are forced to an untenable position: 
it has been constantly argued that the Pens€es are not aimed 
at real believers, and hence Pascal cannot be talking here of 
such theological matters. 



PERORATION 

The intended audience of the Pensees is a worldly audi
ence. A worldly audience would be attracted by the pair of 
propositions in the dilemma of our pensie. A worldly audi
ence is neither theological or philosophical. They know the 
corruption of the world and the vanities of society. Comedies 
of pride and prejudice constitute the subject-matter of their 
preferred plays and novels. Out of their cultivated scepticism 
they will find it good sense to support Augustus, or Louis 
XIV, or even, as foreigners, Salazar. Whether they them
selves are politically al-llbitious or not-and for the more 
sophisticated among them rule would be vulgar-force and 
power are facts which they pride themselves on recognizing. 
They call a sword a sword and let ploughshares be 
ploughshares. This habit of thinking about power and justice 
is to them a given-and one which Pascal uses. Persuasion 
has to hit what is already present in the habits and souls of 
the persons being influenced. A real persuader must imagine 
himself inside the skins of those he wants to persuade and 
then try on for size whatever he is going to say, and see how 
it moves. He is a student of the heart and of its prejudices, its 
vanities, and its ambitions. Never forget that "propaganda" is 
a term originating with the Vatican ministry for-"The Propa
gation of the Faith."' A theological persuader like Pascal 
finds ready-made for his use in the hearts of the worldly the 
opinions necessary to demonstrate the fallen nature and the 
efficacy and self-evidence of power. Ready-made for his 
persuasion is the certainty in such minds and hearts of the 
u nknowability of any thing or of any pure category or species. 
Ready-made for his persuasion is the new power of 
mathematics, the power of the new nature studies, the new 
habits of infinite series. They have all the chic of the new and 
of the anti-scholastic. Ready-made for his persuasion are also 
boredom, and the ennui of society, and a sense of the folly of 
gaming and hunting and the endless pursuit of honor and 
pleasure. Ready-made is the fear of enthusiasm as being 
gauche. Ready-made also is the distress a sophisticated mind 
feels in pushing any new kind of rationalism of science into 
explaining God or the structure of the Ego. Ready-made for 
persuasion is the heavy sense of impotence in the face of the 
endless world and its troubles and foibles, and the near 
impossibility and bad taste of imagining the possibility of 

* de propaganda fide. (Ed.) 
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change. Ready-made is the dead hand of complete accep
tance of whatever is, and the conviction that any revolution 
in the world is a sign of folly and of greater evils lying in 
store. Ready-made is the sense of having no place in the 
maddening and inane distances of interstellar space. Ready
made is the conviction that only power and imagination 
effect anything in our lives, a feeling evidenced by our 
interest in style, taste, and literature. Ready-made is the near 
necessary conviction that all we know of the unknowable and 
monstrous soul are its gestures, its style, and what it is, 
superficially, on the outside. Power and force only affect the 
outside. Our acceptance of the powers of the world means
and this is also ready-made-that we don't want those powers 
to tamper with what's inside; we will leave them in their 
place-outside-if they demand no more than obeisance to 
their might and to their state religion. Such political, such 
worldly power, has its analogue and complement for Pascal, 
and also for St. Augustine, in the Grace of God which can 
shape and change and effect the inward revolution, the only 
crucial revolution. 

The tone at the end of our pensie is more than harsh; it is 
not far from a snarl, and one must wonder at its rhetorical 
effect. Are there souls which are ready-made for such excess? 
Are these souls mathematical in their insistence on absolute 
answers, and in their rejection of all compromise? Is there an 
organ of faith which is touched by such goings-on? 

Anyone who can whistle in the dark is offended by Pascal. 
Not ready-made for his persuasion are men who do not fear 
death. Certainly Pascal knew most shrewdly and constantly 
that his real enemy was Montaigne, for Montaigne was 
talking to the audience Pascal wanted to capture-an audi
ence composed of honnetes hommes. Montaigne's moral 
jauntiness is insupportable to PascaL His mathematical mind 
cannot stomach a compromise, although a part of him 
simultaneously adores and is horrified by his own native wit 
and finesse. He carries the doctrine of the heart to such a 
logical conclusion that any worldly manifestation of love is 
suspect. God is the only enduring object of love; all created 
things-and all lesser propositions-are worthy of love only 
in so far as they reflect God's essence. This is traditional 
belief. It is carried to radical extremes by Pascal, who seemed 
to feel that to love one's neighbor or even one's sister was to 
steal from God. Everything in this world is temporary and 
hence, for his mathematical mind, worthless as compared to 

11 



The College 

Pascal's death mask. 

the infinite worth of Cod. This radical conviction can stifle 
compassion, and what is known as Christian charity. The 
heart becomes a place of horrors, and hate rises from the 
place of love. The snarl at the end of our pensee reflects this. 
Nature in the hands of this new physicist is also a place of 
horror; the old injunction of the Psalmist to worship God in 
the fulness of his firmament becomes lost in the horror of the 
infinite. Such horrors and vituperations we ourselves must try 
on for size-not merely describe. They are part of Pascal's 
rhetoric, and walk hand-in-hand with power and violence. 

To be sure, sensible men have always said that politics and 
power were practical, not theoretical matters, and that per
suasion was the very subject-matter of power. In political 
persuasion if you are moved, then power has been evidenced. 
There is no distinction between what is said and how it is 
said, because the saying and the moving are the subject. 

Pascal, however, takes a grim pleasure in the stark honesty 
of power, in power which needs no disguises and is an evil 
manifest in this world, dissociated from God, yet intended by 
Him to be that way. Can such a view affect a non-Christian? 
It must have some attraction, or Pascal's rhetoric would have 
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no ground upon which to plant its seeds, and could not with 
consistency be an Apology for Christianity. His way of deal
ing with things must test our own feelings, our own hearts, 
and, if we think, our thoughts. It was Gibbon, the sceptic 
and accuser of Christianity, who remarked that he had learnt 
his style in theological matters from reading Pascal's Provin-
cial Letters. Pascal's rhetoric is a double-edged sword. · 

In reading Pascal on matters of this world, we have to 
observe carefully and be on guard. Realpolitik-the politics 
of power and the cool and cynical talk about it-can be a 
heady and facile temptation for which we are only too 
ready-made. Those of us who neither are theologians, nor 
would venture to call ourselves philosophers, find ready-made 
in us the ground for such persuasions, especially if we are 
entranced with clarity and have a strong dose of the geometri
cal in us. Our finesse easily enough points out to us the 
never-ending muddles of the middle ground. We can hope 
that our compassion and good sense, from whatever source 
they may arise, will preserve us from the extremities of either 
political theory or despair. But a still more sensible voice 
which acts like a censor keeps whispering that none of this 
will be possible unless we are lucky, unless we are blessed by 
fortune. We in this country have indeed been lucky and 
blessed by fortune, so far. 



Trial in Berlin 
by Beate Ruhm von Oppen 

The place of the trial was Berlin, the time January 1945; 
the court the so-called People's Court, the highest court for 
political crimes, such as treason. It was meeting in a req
uisitioned building, the court building having been destroyed 
by bombs. The presiding judge was Roland Freisler, the same 
that had tried and sentenced some rebellious students in 
Munich in 1943. He had tried many cases since. The present 
one now as one of his last. Three weeks later he was killed in 
a massive air raid on Berlin. The chief defendant in this trial 
in the last winter of the war was a thirty-seven year old lawyer 
and landowner by name of Moltke, Count Moltke. He had a 
whole string of names. The court only used the first, Hel
muth. 

The war was approaching its end. The British and Ameri
cans had sustained and defeated Hitler's last gamble, a winter 
offensive in the West, in the Ardennes. The Russians were 
about to enter Germany on a broad front in the East. 

Text of a lecture given at St. John's College, Annapolis, on November 30, 
and at St. John's College, Santa Fe, on December 7, 1973. Miss Ruhm von 
Oppen has been a member of the faculty since 1960-63, and again since 
1971. 

The photographs here and on page 17 were taken at Moltke's trial. Frcislcr is 
the man on the extreme left, Moltke on the right. The People's Court Trials 
were not open to the public which was, in fact, very carefully excluded from 
them. Security was extremely strict. But the trials were filmed. Moltke was 
allowed to sit because, suffering from severe sciatica, he was hardly able to 
stand. Hence, but for the presence of helmeted policemen, the 
appearance-almost-of a seminar. 

The trial in Berlin was a treason trial. But, as the defen
dant wrote to his wife, "This affair is really somewhat better 
than the celebrated Huber case. For even less actually hap
pened. We did not so much as produce a leaflet." 

What he meant by "the celebrated Huber case" was the 
case of those Munich students and their Professor, Kurt 
Huber, who had been sentenced to death for writing and 
spreading leaflets against the Nazis. The group had chosen 
"The White Rose" as its name. I lectured about it in 
Annapolis a couple of years ago. In the subsequent discussion 
the name of the group and the students who chose it were 
referred to as rather too "exquisite" and concentration on 
leaflets as a way of fighting the Nazis was criticized as 
unrealistic: why didn't they rather gather arms. My response 
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was to ask what a handful of students could be expected to do 
against the kind of regime I had tried to describe. I had 
probably failed to set if off clearly enough against a mere 
police state, let alone pre-revolutionary America, or, for that 
matter, Richard Nixon's. Incidentally, those students had, in 
fact, carried arms, for strictly tactical purposes: when they 
went out at night to write slogans on walls and expected to 
have to shoot their way out if the police arrived. 

That question "why didn't they?" and the counter-question 
"what could they do?" stand for a whole range of "why didn't 
they" questions, questions of methods and purposes, means 
and ends. And together they raise the question of what is 
sometimes called "realism." 

Why did the defendant in the Berlin trial two years later 
consider his case "even better" than the case of the White 
Rose? Because, he said oddly enough, "even less actually 
happened." 

We shall have to see what in fact did happen. And then we 
might try to discuss whether we agree or disagree that such a 
case was "better." The discussion may be difficult and should 
be delicate; it must be conducted with some awareness of the 
prevailing circumstances-which there is now no time to 
describe. When I say that the Nazi system went beyond a 
mere police state I mean that its legal and extra-legal methods 
and instruments of persuasion and of coercion were more 
comprehensive and more dreadful. It was a one-party state in 
which all rival parties and organizations were forbidden. The 
press, the media, all publications were strictly controlled, and 
so were the pulpits, though the regime did not dare go all out 
in a frontal onslaught on the churches. But National 
Socialism had the character of a counter-religion. It was 
especially intent on the indoctrination of the young. To have 
any kind of career at all presupposed membership in the 
Hitler Youth, which was officially compulsory, though some 
managed to escape it. The Nazi Party, or, to give it its full 
name, the National Socialist German Workers' Party, was 
not only a party, but a Movement, one which swept much 
before it that had seemed quite stable before. Once in power 
it engendered and exploited psychological pressures among 
the people that were unprecedented in modern society, or, 
for that matter, in any society. There was, in addition to new 
laws, prisons and the legal administration of justice, the 
whole universe of concentration camps, even in peace time; 
during the war they proliferated and once Hitler had decided 
on the destruction of the Jews of Europe, death camps were 
added in the occupied East. Their existence and operation 
was secret, a State Secret. Rumor was always rife-and 
always punishable-and reliable and comprehensive informa
tion impossible to come by. In peace-time the unauthorized 
getting and spreading of information could be punished as 
defamation of the state or of the Party or Movement; in 
war-time it might rank as treason. Anyone resisting the 
system had a hard time and a short expectation of life. 

For someone who had opposed the Nazis from the begin
ning, the defendant in that trial in Berlin in January 1945 
had had a surprisingly long life. But then Helmuth James von 
Moltke, who achieved the age of thirty-seven, bore a name 
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that was renowned in the annals of German history; and he 
was a trained lawyer. Hitler hated lawyers. He knew why. 

The defendant's great-grand-uncle Helmuth von Moltke 
was the general who had enabled the Prussian chancellor 
Bismarck to beat the Austrians and the French and to unite 
the German states in the second German Reich. The name 
of Moltkc still had some magic in Hitler's Third Reich. The 
family estate Kreisau, in Silesia, which had been the old 
Moltke's reward for his services to the fatherland, had passed 
to his great-grand-nephew. In fact Helmuth James had had to 
take it on, quite suddenly and not at all enthusiastically, in 
1929, at the age of 22, during the world economic crisis 
produced by the Wall Street crash, which coincided with the 
discovery that Kreisau was very heavily in debt, with bank
ruptcy quite probable. He set to work with a will, and within 
a year he had, by clint of great skill, extremely hard work and 
negotiations, made Kreisau solvent once more. 

The defendant's mother was of British-South-African de
scent. James Rose Innes, her father, was a famous chief 
justice in South Africa, renowned for his liberalism. His 
grandson Helmuth James von Moltke's legal flair and training 
may have been a factor that prolonged his life. In the end it 
did not save it, though it enabled him to go exhaustively into 
all the possibilities of defence against the charges brought 
against him. He even had the effrontery to argue in mitiga
tion the fact that he had never made a secret of his critical 
attitude, but on the contrary had, as he thought it was his 
duty and that of any servant of the state, warned against 
policies and practices he saw as dangerous and harmful. 

The court's reaction to this line of defence is not recorded. 
In fact all we have on the course of the trial is Moltke's own 
fairly full account and comment which he smuggled out to 
his wife in three letters between being tried, sentenced, and 
hanged; and the official Top Secret text of the sentence, with 
reasons. 

What were those reasons? That the defendant had had 
knowledge of a plot to overthrow the government, declined to 
join it and warned his friends against it, but did not report it 
to the authorities. And that he himself formed a circle to 
seize power, in case of a German defeat, with people who 
were not National Socialists. 

These reasons were spelled out in greater detail, as follows: 
The accused was administrator and finally owner of the 
family estate Kreisau in Silesia. He was also a lawyer, 
specializing in international law and admitted at the British 
Bar. His membership in Nazi Party organizations was mini
mal, just enough to allow him to carry on his farming and 
legal practice. In the war he was employed as legal adviser to 
the Supreme Command of the Armed Forces. He always 
took-the official account now adds somewhat suddenly and 
incongruously-an interest in religious and ecclesiastical 
questions, in the relationship between church and state and 
the question of "rechristianization", as well as in agrarian 
policy and the decentralization of administration. 

Around 1941, the official account goes on, he began to 
think about the future in case the war should be lost, and 
started discussing it with friends and acquaintances, none of 



whom were National Socialists and some of whom had since 
been convicted as traitors. In 1942 and 1943 there were two 
longer meetings at Kreisau, the first dealing with re
christianization and the relations of church and state. The 
Jesuit father Alfred Delp-who was a co-defendant at this 
trial and also sentenced to death-spoke about the Catholic 
view on social policy, with special reference to the papal 
encyclical Quadragesimo Anno. And Moltke later checked 
with a Catholic Bishop that the hierarchy still endorsed that 
document. The second Kreisau meeting dealt with questions 
of administration and the relationship of the states and the 
Reich. There was also a search for people who would be 
suitable and willing to carry out the policies that were 
discussed. 

Meanwhile there had been contact with the conspiratorial 
circle of Carl Goerdeler, the former Mayor of Leipzig, to 
which Moltke was opposed because he considered it reaction
ary, (while he, let me interpolate, was interested in establish
ing common ground between socialists-many of them very 
anti-clerical-as well as conservatives and liberals and Christ
ians, between trade unions and the churches of both de
nominations; the Protestant church being far more to the 
Right in Germany than the Catholic). 

The official document summed the case up in the follow
ing words: "All Count Moltke did constitutes treason: high 
treason in the midst of waf. He cannot lessen its gravity by 
saying that he was only thinking and did not proceed to 
carrying out plans. For he did more than think: he also 
gathered a circle for the discussion and development of plans; 
and finally he looked for men to carry them out . . . " The 
reasoning of the sentence goes on to argue that even thinking 
about the case of defeat is criminal; and that the definition of 
treason cannot be limited to a man out to rob us of our way 
of life by his own exercise of force. In peace that might be an 
acceptable limit. But in war the outer enemy counts on the 
internal opponent and vice versa. Moltke's treason must be 
regarded as a particularly grave case. He spread defeatism and 
helped the enemy. 

At this point two articles of the penal code were adduced: 
paragraph 83 (on organizational cohesion) and paragraph 91b 
(on aiding an enemy); in addition, paragraph 5 of the Special 
Penal Ordinance for War which dealt with activities or 
utterances detrimental to the national defence or to morale, 
and which was evidently made to apply to Mo1tke's defeatism 
and its infectious effects or potential. 

But, the explanation of the sentence went on, this was not 
all. From 1940 onward Moltke heard about and members of 
his circle were in contact with the group of Ludwig Beck (a 
former chief of general staff) and of Carl Goerdeler. This 
group was plotting to overthrow the government. Moltkc was 
against it, on the grounds, inter alia, that he knew from his 
visits to London before tl1e war that Goerdeler's British 
contacts were confined to right-wing reactionaries. Yet finally 
he agreed to a meeting of the two groups at which he 
explained his opposition to Goerdeler. The meeting broke up 
in acrimony. Moltke continued to warn his associates against 
the Goerdeler group. Yet he did not report it to the au-
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thorities. This omission alone would be punishable by death 
under paragraph 139 of the Penal Code. But the real point 
was that all these things were part of a whole and meant that 
Moltke made himself into a servant of the enemy and 
therefore had to be punished by death. -So much for a 
summary of the sentence. 

Actually the deatl1 penalty was not mandatory under any of 
the laws that were adduced. Much therefore depended on the 
judge and his impression of and reaction to the accused. The 
judge was Roland Freisler, the most radical and ruthless of 
the Nazi judges-Hitler himself once referred to him as a 
'Bolshevik' in his Table Talk. He was, as I have said, the 
same judge that had presided over the court that sentenced 
the Munich students. But that was nearly two years earlier, in 
February 1943. During the last winter of the war and after 
the initial rage and vengeance against all who were connected 
with the plot of july 1944 was spent, after thousands of arrests 
and hundreds of executions, during the winter of the Russian 
advance on Germany and the last German offensive in the 
West, it was observed that the People's Court was perhaps 
getting a bit more lenient in its sentences. Therefore Moltke, 
who had been opposed to assassination, indeed to any attempt 
to overthrow the regime by force, and who had been under 
arrest since January 1944, six months before Stauffenberg 
planted his bomb and failed to kill Hitler, on 20 July 1944, 
Moltke had, it would seem, a chance of getting away with a 
prison sentence. 

The official arguments, for all their harping on his educa
tion and elevated position and the greater responsibility these 
carried with them, were not very convincing on the need to 
kill him and Alfred Delp, but not Eugen Gerstenmaier, a 
Protestant cleric, or church official, another Kreisauer and 
co-defendant who, unlike the other two, was actually arrested 
at Stauffenberg's conspiratorial headquarters in the war minis
try in Berlin in the evening of 20 july 1944, and who 
nonetheless got off with a seven year jail sentence. 

There were, of course, plenty of other things Moltke had 
done that the court did not know about and that would have 
laid him open to severe punishment. In the absence of such 
knowledge and of convincing arguments in the official expla
nation of the sentence, we must now turn to the trial itself. 

Moltke's own account of it is reliable and has been 
preserved~! am tempted to say "as by a miracle" or a whole 
series of miracles. First the very fact that he was able to write 
it, able not only psychologically but physically. Usually those 
condemned to death were hauled straight off to the gallows. 
Moltke was taken back to his prison cell. Then, the Protestant 
prison chaplain, Harald Poelchau, was a friend of his and 
had been a member of his circle, a fact that was never found 
out in the year of investigation. This chaplain smuggled 
letters from Moltke to his wife and back. He also managed to 
smuggle out the account of the trial. And she managed to 
keep it out of the hands of the police, as she managed to keep 
all his other letters and the Kreisau plans and papers, though 
Silesia became a theatre of war and is now Polish. 

When we turn to Moltke's own account, we find that all 
those flat phrases in the official sentence about Moltke' s 
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interest in questions of church and state and in 
"rechristianization"-phrases that were tucked away among 
other things like agrarian policy and decentralization-that 
even the mention of Kreisau discussions of Catholic views on 
social policy concealed rather than revealed the drama of the 
trial, and concealed it for good reason, the same reason that 
made Moltke urge his wife to get his account of the trial to 
people who would make it known. Three times he stated it in 
his letters. The first time he called it the crux and climax of 
the whole thing, the second time "the single idea" that got 
him convicted, the third time the drama or dialogue of the 
trial. 

What was that crux, what filled him with such relief and 
gratitude about the way the trial had gone, the trial that 
condemned him to death? It was the judge's explicit recogni
tion of the incompatibility of Christianity and Nazism, a 
recognition the Nazis had always taken a great care not to 
make openly and officially explicit, however much their 
actions might bespeak it. 

The arguments of the official sentence were flat, tortuous, 
and unconvincing because, although the document was Top 
Secret, the court did not dare put in writing what had been 
elicited from the mouth of the judge, forced from him by the 
complete and incontrovertible non-violence of the defendant, 
a defendant who was able and willing to take his stand on 
principle, willing to stake his life, able to manage his defence 
in a way that did not permit his accusers to pervert the cause 
of his condemnation as was commonly done. 

Let me give you those three places in Moltke's own words, 
translated: I am convinced they are an accurate reproduction 
of what went on in that court. He had a lawyer's memory. 

The first. After the discussion of the charge of defeatism 
and of preparations for the time after the Nazis, Moltke goes 
on to Freisler's diatribe: 
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But now came the crux of the whole thing. "And 
who was present? A Jesuit father! Of all people a 
Jesuit father! And a Protestant minister, and three 
others who were later sentenced to death for com
plicity in the July 20 plot! And not a single National 
Socialist! No, not one, I must say: that does remove 
the figleaf! A Jesuit father, and with him, of all 
people, you discuss questions of civil disobedience! 
And you also knew the Provincial Head of the 
Jesuits! He too came to Kreisau once! A Jesuit 
Provincial, one of the highest officials of Germany's 
most dangerous enemies, he visits Count Moltke at 
Kreisau! And you are not ashamed of it, even 
though no decent German would touch a Jesuit with 
a barge-pole! People who have been excluded from 
all military service because of their attitude! If I 
know there is a Provincial of the Jesuits in a town, it 
is almost enough to keep me out of that town 
altogether! And the other reverend gentleman. What 
was he after there? Such people should confine their 
attentions to the hereafter and leave us here in 
peace! And you went visiting Bishops! Looking for 
something you had lost, I suppose! Where do you 

get your orders from? You get your orders from the 
Fuehrer and the National Socialist Party! That goes 
for you as much as for any other German; and 
anyone who takes his orders, no matter under what 
camouflage, from the guardians of the other world, 
is taking them from the enemy, and will be dealt 
with accordingly." 

"And so it went on," commented Moltke, "but in a key 
which made the earlier paroxysms appear as the gentle 
rustlings of a breeze." After this climax, he added, the end 
came in about five minutes. 

He summed up this first account of what went on in court 
in these words: 

This concentration on the church aspect of the case 
corresponds with the intrinsic nature of the matter 
and shows that Freisler is a good political judge after 
all. It gives us the inestimable advantage of being 
killed for something which (a) we really have done 
and which (b) is worthwhile. 

A bit later in the same letter he commented: 
The best thing about a judgment on such lines is 
this: It is established that we did not wish to use 
force; it is further established that we did not take a 
single step towards setting up any sort of organiza
tion, nor question anyone as to his readiness to take 
over any particular post-though the indictment 
stated otherwise. We merely thought. . . . And in 
face of the thoughts of ... three isolated men, their 
mere thoughts, National Socialism gets in such a 
panic that it wants to root out everything they may 
have infected. There's a compliment for you . . , . 
We are to be hanged for thinking together. Freisler 
is right, a thousand times right; and if we are to die, 
I am in favour of dying on this issue. 

But he hoped that their death could be turned to some 
immediate account and added: 

I am of the opinion-and now I am coming to what 
has got to be done-that this affair, properly pre
sented, is really somewhat better than the celebrated 
Huber case. For even less actually happened. We 
did not so much as produce a leaflet. It is only a 
question of men's thoughts without even the inten
tion to resort to violence. . . . All that is left is a 
single idea: how Christianity can prove a sheet
anchor in time of chaos. And just for this idea five 
heads . . . look like being forfeited tomorrow. . . . 
Because he made it clear that I was opposed in 
principle to large estates, that I had no class interests 
at heart, no personal interests at all, not even those 
of my outfit, but stood for the cause of all mankind, 
for all these reasons Freisler has unwittingly done us 
a great service, insofar as it may prove possible to 
spread the story and make full use of it. And indeed, 
in my view, this should be done both at home and 
abroad. For our case histories provide documentary 
proof that it is neither plots nor plans but the very 
spirit of man that is to be hunted down .... 



All this was written after the prosecutor had asked for the 
death sentence for Moltke and four co-defendants, but before 
the court had pronounced. The next day, January II, 
brought the decision: Moltkc and Delp and one other were to 
die, Gerstenmaier got off with a prison sentence. On that day 
Moltke once more returned to the drama of the I Oth when he 
wrote: 

The following, as it turned out was the really 
dramatic thing about the trial. During the proceed
ings all factual charges had proved to be untenable 
and were dropped .... Schulze [the prosecutor] in 
his summing-up expressly stated that this case "dif
fers radically from all parallel cases, for in the 
conversations there was no mention of violence or 
organised opposition" -whereas the question under 
discussion was the practical demands of the Christ
ian ethic, nothing more. And it is for this alone that 
we stand condemned. 

Moltke continues: 
In one of his tirades Freisler said to me: "Only in 
one respect does National Socialism· resemble Chris
tianity: we demand the whole man." I don't know if 
the others sitting there took it all in, for it was a sort 
of dialogue between Freisler and me-a dialogue of 
the spirit, since I did not get the chance actually to 
say much-in the course of which we got to know 
one another through and through. Freisler was the 
only one of the whole gang who thoroughly under
stood me, and the only one of them who realized 
why he must do away with me. There was no more 
talk of me as a "complex character" or of "compli
cated thinking" or of "ideology," but: "the figleaf is 
off." But only so far as Freisler was concerned. It 
was as though we were talking to each other in a 
vacuum. He made not a single joke at my expense, 
as he did against Delp and Eugen. No, in my case it 
was all grimmest earnest. "From whom do you take 
your orders, from the other world or from Adolf 
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Hitler? Where lie your loyalty and your faith?" 
Rhetorical questions, of course. At any rate Freisler 
is the first National Socialist who has grasped who I 
am. 

Then there was a pause during which the Catholic prison 
chaplain visited Moltke and he was shaved and given some 
coffee and something to eat, and then he resumed the letter: 

The decisive phrase in the proceedings was: " . . . 
Christianity has one thing in common with us Na
tional Socialists, and one thing only: we claim the 
whole man." 

And later this letter, which supplements and amplifies his 
earlier report, goes on to describe how the Christian compo
nent of the case came to be singled out, by the providential 
elimination not only of all connections with plans for a 
violent overthrow of the regime but also of co-defendants and 
charges and motivations that would have enabled the court to 
pin blame on individual or sectional interests. "And so finally 
I am selected," Moltke writes, 

as a Protestant, am attacked and condemned primar
ily because of my friendship with Catholics, which 
means that I stood before Freisler not as a Protestant, 
not as a big landowner, not as an aristocrat, not as a 
Prussian, not as a German-all that was definitely . 
.. eliminated earlier in the trial. ... No, I stood 
there as a Christian and as nothing else. "The figleaf 
is off,'' says Freisler. Yes, every other category had 
been removed. 

Y au can read those letters in a little book.' There is also a 
full-length biography** that gives some of the historical and 
sociological context of the life that culminated in this trial. 
The question is-though it does not figure very prominently 
in that biography-whether there is a real and necessary 
connection between the Christian convictions of this political 
convict and his life and actions up to that final dialogue. I 
think there is. Moltke himself certainly thought there was. 

' * * 
It was in the summer of 1940, when France had fallen, 

Russia was still neutral and in league with Germany, and 
Hitler was at the pinnacle of his power and seemed invinci~ 
ble, that Moltke had started, systematically, to collect the 
secret standing seminar of conservatives, liberals, socialists, 
Protestants, and Catholics, for the discussion of a human 
political order to supersede the Nazis' so-called New Order. 
One of the first things the group found itself in agreement 
on-and that included the socialists-was the need to re
christianize Germany if it was to be re-humanized. This did 
not mean a clericalization of politics or education. It meant a 
restoration and defence of the ·freedom of religion and of 
conscience. 

This experience of the rediscovery of the central political 
relevance of Christianity during the years of Nazi rule is 

*A Gennan of the Resistance. The Last Letters of Count Helmuth fames 
von Moltke. Third Edition (Berlin: Hcnssel Verlag, 1972). 

**Michael Balfour and Julian Frisby, Helmuth von Moltke: A Leader 
Against Hitler (London: Macmillan, 1972, and New York: St. Martin's 
Press, 1973). 
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described at greater length in a chapter of Dietrich Bonhoef
fer's Ethics. I have often been struck by the way Bonhoeffer's 
writings are exemplified or paralleled in Moltke's life. The 
two men knew each other. They even travelled together to 
Scandinavia on a wartime mission, in the spring of 1942, for 
the Abwehr or Counter-Intelligence department, the "outfit" 
Moltke referred to in his prison letter, a hotbed of conspiracy 
against the Nazis, whose heads, Canaris and Oster, were later 
executed too. Otherwise Moltke and Bonhoeffer had little 
contact and they did not see eye to eye on the desirability of 
assassinating Hitler. But more of that anon. What matters 
here is the discovery both men and many others made in the 
Nazi years that there was a close connection between Chris
tianity and civilization and between apostasy and barbarism, 
or, as Bonhoeffer put it, that "Reason, culture, humanity, 
tolerance, and self-determination, all these concepts which 
until very recently had served as battle slogans against the 
church, against Christianity, against Jesus Christ himself, had 
now, suddenly, surprisingly, come very near indeed to the 
Christian standpoint." Or, more starkly, also in the Ethics: 
"There seems to be a general unconscious knowledge which, 
in the hour of ultimate peril, leads everything which desires 
not to fall victim to the Antichrist to take refuge with Christ." 
After which Bonhoeffer goes on to comment on the truth of 
both statements in the Gospels that "He that is not against us 
is for us" and "He that is not with me is against me." 

It could, of course, be argued, and often is, especially once 
the crisis is over, that decency could be restored and defended 
without religious sanction. Moltke himself thought so in the 
earlier phase of the Nazi regime. But subsequent experience 
taught him otherwise. During the war, in the spring of 1942, 
in a long letter on the German situation which he managed 
to get to a friend in England, he wrote: 

Perhaps you will remember that, in discussions be
fore the war, I maintained that belief in God was not 
essential for coming to the results you arrive at. 
To-day I know that I was wrong, completely wrong. 
You know that I have fought the Nazis from the first 
day, but the amount of risk and readiness for sac
rifice which is asked from us now, and that which 
may be asked from us tomorrow, require more than 
right ethical principles, especially as we know that 
the success of our fight will probably mean a total 
collapse as a national unit. But we are ready to face 
this. 

This last consideration must have been a very serious one. 
Among his oppositional friends and associates Moltke was 
probably unique in not only not being a nationalist but not 
even a patriot. The others felt that in opposing Hitler they 
were the real patriots, however much the Nazis might arro
gate a monopoly of patriotism to themselves. But Moltke was 
above even those considerations and the consolations and 
conflicts they gave rise to. Yet he knew that the fight against 
the Treaty of Versailles had been Hitler's trump card at home 
and abroad and that the threat of another such treaty or a 
worse one made domestic resistance a desperately lonely 
undertaking. 
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In such an undertaking one needed a faith to sustain one, 
faith that fortified one against being overwhelmed by the 
historic events of the moment and their massive psychological 
effects, and faith that had indeed a connection with "another 
world" from that dominated not only by the Nazis but by all 
those who thought like them elsewhere: or those who, at any 
rate, could not free themselves from the coils of collective 
thinking. 

This, of course, is natural enough in time of war, even one 
that, like the second world war, has an aspect of international 
civil war about it. Even in peace people find it difficult or 
even undesirable to think of themselves and others except as 
parts of collectivities. In fact nowadays that is how "identity" 
tends to be defined: in terms of membership of this or that 
collective: black, white, red; racial, religious, national, or 
sexuaL But in war the need to feel one belongs to some group 
or other becomes even stronger. And nations, naturally, lay 
claim to their nationals and require them to perform services 
and observe loyalties. 

Moltke, incidentally, did at one time think of emigrating, 
leaving his Silesian estate-to which he was very much 
attached-leaving his law practice in Berlin, leaving his 
German roots and connections, and trying to make a go of it 
in England where he qualified as a lawyer by virtually 
commuting across the Channel in the late 1930's; but he had 
understandable hesitations, and when the war broke out, he 
was in Germany. 

He then worked as a legal adviser to the German High 
Command and did his uhnost to persuade his superiors of the 
benefits of international law. He laboured to prevent or 
reduce breaches of it by the Germans, even to interpret 
infractions by the other belligerents in ways that favoured 
them. In human terms this meant, for instance, getting 
people classified as prisoners of war whose status under the 
Geneva Conventions might be rather dubious, or arguing 
against the slave trade: that foreign labour should not be 
forcibly drafted to Germany but that people should rather be 
allowed to man their own industries at home in the occupied 
countries, or it might mean fighting against Hitler's order that 
any captured Russian political Commissars should not be 
treated as prisoners but were to be shot at once. 

Moltke was indefatigable in this work and achieved an 
amazing amount of success considering his relatively junior 
rank. Some of his successes might not be lasting-but even 
just prolonging sorneone's life or liberty was worth the effort. 
His powers of persuasion must have been prodigious. What 
he ascribed them to himself, apart from hard work (he was 
always in command of his facts), was the appeal he could 
make, beside all arguments of expediency he might marshal, 
to the residual decency in people, who might even be 
relieved, on some occasions, to hear someone say things that 
had once been generally accepted as true and good, but 
which were now as generally relegated to the status of 
sentimentality or worse. 

In the pursuit of such "sentimentality," or one might call it 
"justice" or "humanity", he had to keep and use his head. 
Theatrical gestures would have helped no one. But this need 



to keep his head worried him at times, when he wondered 
whether he was getting hardened, just as he had already 
worried earlier whether the mere fact of staying and carrying 
on might not help maintain the facade behind which the 
Nazis did their devilish work. The strain of this sometimes 
became almost unbearable. 

A letter of October 1941 may give you an idea of this. It 
was written at a time when Russia was but America was not 
yet in the war. In his official position Moltke had access to 
classified information, the kind of thing that never got into 
the press. He writes: 

The day has been so full of ghastly news that I can't 
write collectedly although I came back at 5 and have 
had tea. What I mind most at the moment is the 
inadequacy of the reaction of the military. Fa]. 
kenhausen and Stuelpnagel (they were the generals 
in charge of Belgium and France) have returned to 
their places instead of resigning after the latest inci
dents, new and horrible orders are going out and 
nobody seems to care. How can one bear one's share 
of guilt? 

In one part of Serbia two villages have been re
duced to ashes, and of the inhabitants, I, 700 men 
and 240 women have been executed. This was 
called the "punishment" for the attack on three 
German soldiers. In Greece 240 men were shot in 
one village. The village was burnt down, the women 
and children were left on the spot to mourn their 
husbands and fathers and homes. In France exten
sive shootings are going on as I write. In this way 
certainly more than a thousand men are being mur
dered every day and thousands more Germans are 
being habituated to murder. And all that is child's 
play compared to what is happening in Poland and 
Russia. Is it right for me to learn of these things and 
yet sit at my table in a well-heated room and drink 
tea? Do I not thereby make myself into an ac
complice? What shall I say when I am asked: "And 
what did you do during this time?'' 

Since Saturday they have been herding the Berlin 
jews together. They are collected at 9.15 in the 
evening and shut into a synagogue overnight. Then 
they are sent, with what they can carry, to Lodz and 
Smolensk. The authorities want to spare us the sight 
of how they are left to perish in hunger and cold and 
that is why it is done in Lodz and Smolcnsk. A 
friend of Kiep's saw a Jew collapse in the street; 
when she wanted to help him get up, a policeman 
intervened, prevented her and kicked the body as it 
lay on the ground, so that it rolled into the gutter. 
Then he htrned to the lady with a last vestige of 
shame and said: "Those arc our orders." 

How can one know of such things and still walk 
about a free man? 

His actions gave the answer. It was not a question of the 
"right" to refrain from an instant reflex. It was a case of duty. 
There were things he could do or could try to do, and those 
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he did, accepting the risk of arrest, but not courting it. 
Hatching or joining a plot to kill Hitler was not among 

those things. This was not because he lacked the courage but 
because, unlike Bonhocffer, he judged it to be wrong, for 
several reasons. One of them was his conviction that the 
assassination of Hitler-even if it succeeded, and he had his 
doubts about that-would not cure the Germans of Hitlerism 
but might, on the contrary, make a martyr of him and give 
rise to another legend, worse than the one that had vitiated 
politics after the first world war, when it was said and widely 
accepted that the undefeated German army was stabbed in 
the back by traitors at home. Moltke was convinced that the 
only cure for the German disease was a clear military 
defeat-not the whole cure, of course, but a necessary part. 
And the Nazis would have to be in charge until that defeat 
was accomplished so that the responsibility for it should be 
unmistakably theirs. 

This does not mean that he was enthusiastic about the 
Allied policy of demanding "Unconditional Surrender," 
especially about the way that slogan affected propaganda. It 
was launched by Roosevelt and accepted by Churchill at the 
Casablanca Conference in January 1943, at a time when the 
Russians were bearing the brunt of the war and clamouring 
for a second front in the West. The battles at Stalingrad and 
in North Africa were, at last, turning the tide of the war, and 
Roosevelt probably got carried away by historic echoes, by the 
elation of America's growing power, and by the desire to 
assure the hard-pressed Russians, and more particularly the 
ever-suspicious Stalin, that the Western allies would never 
conclude any kind of negotiated peace with whatever kind of 
German regime. Whenever Germans opposed to the Nazis 
regime tried to establish contact with the West, Roosevelt 
refused to have anything to do with these "East German 
Junkers" as he called them and the British government 
rejected all such feelers as aiming at a "soft peace" or a split 
in the coalition between the West and Soviet Russia. When 
Stauffenberg finally tried and failed to kill Hitler and remove 
his regime, the official mood in London was one of relief at 
the failure; the reason given was Moltke's: that the plot, if it 
had succeeded, would only have meant another stab-in-the· 
back legend. Publicly Churchill made a scathing comment, 
in the House of Commons, on the German top-dogs now 
being at each other's throats. Much later, after the war, he 
made amends for this and paid tribute to the plotters. 

But there was another reason for the unwillingness in 
London and Washington to consider any oppositional Ger
man approaches. It was the feeling that Germany needed a 
thoroughgoing social revolution or re-construction and that 
this would have to be brought about or facilitated by Allied 
occupation, by American, British, and Russian occupation 
(the French were included at a later stage, at de Gaulle's 
insistence). The Russian part has, actually, happened. 

Moltke and his friends had their own plans for social 
change-including, incidentally, the nationalization of some 
key industries. They proposed to take mining, iron and steel, 
the basic chemical industries and fuel and power into public 
ownership. They also had their own plans for the purgation 
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of the body politic and the punishment of war criminals and 
of Nazis who had committed crimes in Germany. They were 
convinced that punishment by Germans in conjunction with 
the International Court at The Hague, rather than by the 
victors, was not only desirable and possible, but would also be 
more efficacious. 

Others of the Kreisau discussions and proposals still have a 
curiously prophetic ring about them, especially those con
cerned with the need to create smaller social and political 
units, units in which people can once more feel they belong 
and amount to something, feel responsible. The plans for a 
federal structure of Germany and for a united Europe antici
pated some actual later developments. The need for the 
re-christianization of Germany that they felt so strongly in the 
hell of the Nazi counter-religion may have found some 
counterpart in the growth of Christian Democratic parties in 
Western Europe; and it is probably no accident that it was the 
Christian Democrats in France, Germany, and Italy who 
made the first bold moves after the war to get away from the 
stranglehold of nationalism and the nation state, to found 
some kind of European unity. 

These developments may not quite have taken the form 
that was or indeed could be envisaged by the internal oppo
nents of Hitler's Fortress Europe, but their recognition of the 
dangers of totalitarianism in all its forms and of the man
ipulability of mass societies, their search for remedies, retains 
its relevance to the problems of our day. 

The People's Court in Berlin knew of the Kreisau discus
sions and their outcome only in vaguest outline. The in
criminating evidence was very sparse. Moltke and his as
sociates had been extremely careful and circumspect while at 
liberty, and brave and resourceful under interrogation, some 
of it-though not in Moltke's own case-accompanied by 
torture. The court did know of the selection of Regional 
Commissioners that were to take over after the removal of the 
Nazis and of the instructions that the Krcisauers had drafted 
for them. But the chief emphasis in the trial was on their 
temerity in thinking of and providing for a German defeat; 
not on working for it, but on thinking about it. Freisler knew 
as well as Moltke what narrow limits are set to effective action 
against a totalitarian regime. He had no inkling of Moltke's 
effectiveness within those limits. But he sensed and said what 
was the basis of that effectiveness and the real danger to the 
regime: the faith that was opposed to the Nazi faith. 

The Christian faith had, since the Reformation, split 
Germany into mutually hostile Protestant and Catholic fac
tions and had been subject to erosion in the decades before 
Hitler, who exploited the split and the loss of faith and 
offered himself as the new Saviour. 

It must have been this realization that made Moltke, the 
Protestant, so determined and methodical in his contacts with 
the Catholics, not only with the Jesuits, but also with laymen 
and with the Catholic Bishop of Berlin, Count Preysing, who 
happened to be the most clear-headed and recalcitrant 
member of the German hierarchy as far as the Nazis were 
concerned. (Incidentally, Preysing had written a rather in
teresting article on Thomas More on the occasion of More's 
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elevation to the sainthood, in 1935, four hundred years after 
his death, and at a time when such a canonization had clear 
political overtones.) Moltke saw Preysing quite regularly for 
the discussion of current problems and what could be done 
about them, right down to the content and style of pastoral 
letters. 

Moltke had the reputation-rightly or wrongly-of being 
incapable of telling a lie. He was certainly capable of telling 
less than the whole truth. In the conduct of his court case he 
withheld as much incriminating information as he could, 
and that was a lot. He was very careful, as were his associates, 
to limit the damage, and blame what could not be denied on 
the dead or on those who were for other reasons beyond the 
reach of the regime. The prosecution never learnt of the third 
Kreisau meeting (one concerned with foreign policy, the 
punishment of Nazi criminals, and the instructions to be 
given to the post-Nazi Regional Commissioners). It did not 
know what went on at countless smaller meetings in Berlin, 
at meetings with resistance leaders abroad or with representa
tives of the German occupation-military or even SS-on 
whom Moltke got to work to reduce the harm they were 
doing and to increase the good. He did not volunteer infor
mation to his interrogators about his part in the rescue of the 
Norwegian Bishop Berggrav or of the Danish Jews. 

So what he says in his letters about his trial is true: he was 
condemned not for what he had done but for what he was. 
His widespread and energetic and dangerous activities on 
behalf of victims of the regime, his efforts to foil and 
counteract the purposes of the Nazis and to prepare for a 
human political order to supersede theirs (and that very 
preparation, those discussions, were, of course, invaluable for 
the preservation and fortification of mental health in Hitler's 
madhouse)-all these activities were the expression of the 
kind of man he was, a man who took his Christianity more 
and more seriously. George Kennan, who only knew him in 
the early stages of his clandestine activities, described him, in 
his Memoirs, as "the greatest person, morally, and the largest 
and most enlightened in his concepts" that he met on either 
side of the battle lines in the second world war. 

I did not know him at all. I have only read hundreds of his 
letters, letters in which he is very much alive, in his integrity, 
his intelligence, his seriousness, and his caustic wit. They 
give a picture rather different from that in the literature about 
him. On the basis of my knowledge of the period and of those 
letters I would even suggest that he was a realist. 



Truth and Rights 
by Edward M. Macierowski 

One fitting way to celebrate the Bicentennial Anniversary 
of the promulgation of the Declaration of Independence, 
which marks the conception of the United States of America, 
is to study the central theme of that document: human rights. 
What are the principles that determine them? Are they 
ultimately grounded in the way things really are? 

To investigate this theme, it is appropriate to begin with a 
discussion of the classical philosophical sciences and their 
application to politics, since here is found a tradition of 
inquiry that can open up the metaphysical realm that pro
vides the origin of our rights. After that, the view that man's 
nature as a person is the foundation of human rights will be 
discussed, along with an example from legal history in the 
West showing how the natural law tradition animates legal 
rights. Finally, the Supreme Court decision on abortion and 
the proposed "equal rights" amendment will be used as 
examples of recent attempts to deal with the problem of rights 
without using the theoretical instruments of the tradition. 
The method of approach is metaphysical throughout, al
though politeness and the occasion require omitting preci
sions that experts would expect to be argued out at length. 

A science, in the classical notion, is an articulate knowl
edge of things through their causes. 1 Things that do not 
depend on our action for their being comprise, in general, 
the subject of the theoretical sciences. Things that depend on 
our action for their being, however, comprise the subjects of 
either the practical sciences (concerned with the behavior of 
individuals, of the family unit, or of cities) or the productive 
sciences (the crafts). More precisely, the theoretical sciences 
all have truth as their goal; the practical sciences are in 
general concerned with activities. These practical sciences are 
directed towards the well-ordered actions contributing to the 
perfection of the individual person, the family, and civil 
society, each of which is a distinct subject. Thus, it is not for 
private families or merchant corporations acting on their own 
to determine public action, such as war or peace; nor is the 
State the prime or natural authority in the education of 
children, since distinct entities are concerned with distinct 

activities. According to this view, for example, the State is 
essentially incapable of fulfilling the role of a mother as 
educator. 

The essential work of the practical sciences is, as we have 
said, action. Now, no one would willingly choose to do 
something unless he thought it in some way a good. Indeed, 
everything that exists strives for some perfection. 2 If one looks 
very attentively at trees in the springtime, he will see a clear 
example of this principle at work. This principle can, with 
practice, be seen operating everywhere. Yet human beings do 
not achieve their perfection as automatically as do trees. 
Some persons, for example, are dreadfully unhappy because 
of a sense of meaninglessness in their lives. 

Although unhappiness seems somehow proportional to 
aimlessness, it is not enough to decide on any random aim. 
This is obvious from experience. The peculiarity of human 
striving for perfection consists in this: that we must first 
apprehend our good intellectually before we can strive for it. 
This causes a good deal of difficulty, since this means that we 
must always be exercising our power of judgment with every 
action, so as to avoid error. 

Why is it that trees seem generally able to achieve their 
perfection, while man has such difficulty? Aristotle gives a 
clue to the answer of this question when he explains the 
phenomenon of human knowing. "The soul," he observes, 
"is somehow all beings" ( ~ tfivx~ -rO. 3v-ra 7rw~ l~n 7rdv-ra -De 
anima III, 8: 43lb2l). In man's striving for the good through 
intellectual judgment, then, there is a vast array of beings to 
choose from. The trouble is that no single finite thing or 
group of things is enough to satisfy man's intellectual nature, 
as anyone who has ever thought "If only I had that ... " can 
readily verify a few weeks after getting it. In contrast to this, 
the Christian is taught that man's reason for existing is God, 
Who created man to know Him, to love Him, to serve Him, 

Edward Macierowski graduated from St. John's College, Annapolis, in 1970. 
He is now doing graduate work at the Imperial Iranian Academy of 
Philosophy in Tehran. 

21 



The College 

and to share with Him the everlasting happiness of heaven. 
But although this points to man's proper end, it frees neither 
the believer nor the non-believer from the problem of judging 
things correctly. 

What does classical philosophy have to do with all this? 
The answer is that it was the Greeks who first discovered and 
systematized this body of sciences. These sciences help us to 
know the truth of things. It is true that some difference exists 
between the Greek doctrine of being (which they called <f>vuL<) 
and the notion of a world of beings created out of sheer 
nothingness in time. This does not mean, however, that the 
Greek insight into being, particularly that realm of being 
which they called physis, has no truth to it. The Christian is 
confident that it is right to look for truth wherever it is to be 
found, since both nature and Revelation proceed from the 
same Creator. This is why the sciences, ancient and modern, 
deserve to be studied. 

Gazing now upon the beings found in the world, let us try 
to understand the physis of man. Even with the aid of 
classical philosophy this is no easy task; for even Aristotle 
hesitated over which science should do the job-physics or 
metaphysics. Physics or natural philosophy is the science of 
things as moveable or changeable in some way; such beings 
cannot be understood without reference to their sensible 
material character. Metaphysics is the study of beings irre
spective of whether or not they depend for their very existence 
on matter. 

Where does man fit in? He is rather a strange entity for 
Aristotle, since he is literally amphibious. For although man 
seems, in part, at least, to be of an animal nature and so a fit 
object for physics, he nevertheless seems to be endowed with 
a marvelous power that the other animals lack-the intellect. 
The point is that the power of intelligent judgment points to a 
realm that transcends the material order, and this fact 
suggests that man should be studied in metaphysics. The fact 
is that man is on the horizon between spiritual and material 
entities. On the one hand, as we shall see, he is capable of 
the act of cognition, which is free from matter; on the other 
hand, we can see with our own eyes that every human being 
has many operations in common with the class of animals 
called mammals. 

A distinction may help to clarify what is meant by this 
immaterial operation of cognition. When anyone looks at an 
apple, a number of activities are going on all at once. By the 
law of gravitation, the man and the apple are ever so slightly 
attracted to each other. Moreover, light reflected from the 
apple can be observed on the back of the man's retina. Thus, 
there is a physical relation or interaction between the man 
and the thing in front of him, in which each is related to the 
other. Knowledge, however, is an entirely different sort of 
activity. In so far as I know the apple-that is, considering 
the relation of my knowledge to the tl1ing-l am dependent 
on the apple, and not vice versa. 

Let us focus on this cognitional activity. We understand 
that the apple is in us somehow when we knmv it; and yet we 
gain weight not by looking at apples or thinking about them, 
but by eating them. This fact points the way, crudely perhaps 
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but sufficiently for present purposes, toward a sphere of 
non-material entities. This is the realm in which those who 
study metaphysical science take particular delight. For the 
man in the street, however, this realm has its own impor
tance. For where there is an act, there must be a fitting agent 
of that act. Now, if cognition is an immaterial act, the agent 
of that operation~the intellectual soul-must be immate
rial. Only material substances are capable of corruption; 
hence, the human soul is immortal. Once such a conclusion 
is demonstrated rigorously, it does not, of course, tell us 
whether the soul does anything after it is separated from the 
body at death; the Christian believes that God infuses knowl
edge into the separate soul, but there are no philosophical 
data available to prove that, any more than there are to prove 
the resurrection of the body. The science of metaphysics can, 
however, prove the soul's immortality from human experi
ence. The practical significance of this truth will become 
clear as we proceed. 

The late Roman philosopher Boethius defined a person as 
"an individual substance of a rational nature." A human 
person is composed of two complementary principles, a soul 
and a body. For this reason, neither the intrinsically lifeless 
corpse that we can see, nor the animating soul that we never 
can see, is a complete human person. This notion of a 
human person is pre-political; it is the basis for all subsequent 
developments of personality, including human rights. 

What is the distinctive ground of being human? In the 
Middle Ages and the Renaissance, some Aristotelians held 
that, in human generation, a principle of life, which they 
called a vegetative soul, first initiated the most rudimentary 
vital activities; later an animal soul brought the being to a 
higher ontological and operational level; and finally an intel
lective soul supervened to bring the animal nature to human 
perfection. If this account is understood to require three 
distinct co-present substantial forms for the same entity, it sets 
up a fundamentally incoherent nature for man. Thomas 
Aquinas disagreed. He thought there was only one substantial 
form, the intellective soul, with all subsequent growth and 
development coming from it. 3 

Now, as we have indicated, the intellectual soul that' is 
characteristic of human nature is immaterial. Hence, the 
sexual act of the parents, which is instrumental in initiating 
the biological process, is not responsible for producing the 
soul as such. When something more than the material 
preconditions of life, which the parents supply, is present, a 
continuous process begins, and, unless interrupted, this pro
cess involves growth, articulation, birth, education, and a 
number of other accidental perfections before its natural 
existence is interrupted at death. The principle governing that 
continuous acquisition of new accidental perfections is called 
the substantial form; this is the principle that characterizes an 
entity as human. It is the intellective soul. 

What is the place of this "something more," this intellec
tive soul, in man's political and social life? The most impor
tant thing to understand is that the soul is not the subject of 
the practical sciences, any more than the body is. Ethics is 



concerned about the man, the individual person, not about 
the soul considered in itself. The soul is, however, the 
principle for all man's actions and must never be ruled out of 
account, since it is the source of a man's understanding and 
his will. Both of these powers-intellect and will-are neces
sary for human choices. Nevertheless, in human affairs, as in 
legislation, for example, man is considered in his concrete 
existence. How this philosophical orientation is incorporated 
into legal activity so as to animate it is also worth considering. 

Perhaps a look at some quotations from a textbook for stu
dents of Roman law will help to show how justinian I, who 
commissioned its writing, intended to bring philosophy into 
civic affairs. 4 "Justice is the constant and perpetual will that 
assigns everyone his due (ius suum). Jurisprudence is a cogni
tion of divine and human affairs, the knowledge of the just 
and the unjust" (Institutiones I, 1). "Natural law is what na
ture teaches to all living things. For that law does not belong 
exclusively to the human race, but to all Jiving things that arc 
born-those in the heavens, those on land, and those in the 
sea. Hence devolves that bond of man and vmman which we 
caU matrimony; hence devolves the procreation and educa
tion of children. For we see that the other living things too 
arc thought to have some experience of this law" (I, 2). The 
law of persons is discussed in the following chapter, wherein 
is said "all men are either free or slaves." The text then goes 
on to distinguish bchveen liberty and slavery: "Liberty is the 
natural faculty . . of doing whatever one pleases, except 
\:vhat one is kept from by force or by law. Servitude is an 
institution of the law of nations, whereby one is unnaturalJy 
(eorztra naturam) subjected to the control of another" (I, 3). 
For present purposes, the essential point to note is that-liberty 
is a natural faculty, whereas slavery is opposed to nature. Lib
erty is thus a capacity for action that proceeds from what man 
is. This power is not unrestricted, since there are things that 
lie beyond one's power and there arc also things that ought 
not to be transgressed even if one had the power so to do. 
Slavery, on the other hand, is a counter-natural state imposed 
on a man; it is somehow a violence against his humanity. It 
would seem fitting, then, for Justinian to abolish it. 

Y ct the emperor's power is limited; the law of nations sanc
tions slavery. Nevertheless, within his own realm, Justinian's 
official text-book is clearly directed toward mitigating the 
calamity, just as the Christian philosophy of the person 
would suggest. In the practical order such a task is not easy. 
Even in the United States, for example, slavery was abolished 
only relatively recently; in the Soviet Union, on the other 
hand, this principle of personal liberty is not yet recognized 
by the ruling party. The difficulty is that progress to this prin
ciple is a spiritual and an intellectual advance, not a histori
cal necessity. For in some places men have not yet become 
aware of it; elsewhere, they may, much to the detriment of 
the commonwealth, forget it. Taken to heart, however, the 
Christian adaptation of the principle of natural law (ius 
naturale) does provide a powerful legal instrument for the 
diffusion of liberty, if we take on the task of employing it: 

The free-born (ingenuus) is one who is free as soon 
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as he is born-whether as the offspring of a marriage 
of two free-born parent'i, or of freed parents, or of 
one freed parent and the other free-born. But even if 
someone is born of a free mother with a slave for a 
father, nevertheless he is born free (ingenuus ... 
nascitur) . ... Moreover, it suffices that the mother 
be free at the time of birth, even if she conceived as 
a slave. And, on the other hand, if she conceived 
while free and gave birth after becoming a slave, it 
has been decided that he that is born should be born 
free (liberum nasci), since the misfortune of the 
mother ought not to harm him who is in the womb. 
(I, 4.) 

Clearly, then, despite economic and political institutions of 
long standing, slavery could in principle at least be mitigated, 
if not entirely and frankly abolished at the time. Moreover, it 
is well today to let these forgotten words penetrate to heart: 
non debet calamitas matris ei nocere, qui in utero est. "The 
misfortune of the mother ought not to work harm on him 
who is in the womb." Such liberality of principle is to be 
treasured. This venerable Roman legal maxim embodies a 
spiritual insight not lightly to be cast aside: Liberty is a good 
that deserves to be diffused as far as it can shine. In the order 
of nature, this right to liberty, which is guaranteed by the 
natural law, extends to the unborn. And if liberty could be 
recognized so liberally in an age of slavery, we arc honor
bound not to do less. 

Though obscured a bit in the hands of Hobbes and Locke, 
the insight of the natural law tradition still speaks to us 
through these \Vords: 

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men 
arc created equal; that they arc endowed by their 
Creator with certain unalienable rights; that among 
these rights arc life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness. 

Though human equality in fact goes no further than equality 
in being essentially human, still all men arc created by God . 
with an intellective soul that serves as the principle for their 
corporeal and intellectual existence, as we have seen. Aside 
from an equality of existential character, however, men have 
a vast array of talents, social stations, interests, and so on that 
all call out for being set into harmonious order. The true 
justification for the admission of blacks and women into full 
civil equality with other citizens is that, among this variety of 
talents, interests, and training, the Republic could count on 
blacks and women having the virtues and skills needed for 
citizenship. Indeed, as the traditional doctrine of natural right 
and law shows, there is nothing that essentially prevents any 
person of normal natural endowments and proper formation 
from contributing his free and responsible actions for the 
good of the commonwealth. Accidental impediments, how
ever, ought to be removed. 

But there are some whose vision has become clouded by 
looking at their m:vn concepts rather than at what exists in 
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nature, and who fail to understand how broad and encompas
sing this natural law is. The Roman child is guaranteed lib
erty if, at any point from conception to birth, his mother 
should be free (/nst. I, 4). So great a thing is liberty! Today, 
however, there are many who are willing to go further than 
reducing the unborn to servitude. The abettors of abortion do 
this not out of malice, however, but because they have tried 
to disengage their practical decisions from a knowledge of the 
truth. Let us examine a recent instance of this constriction of 
vision in Mr. Justice Blackmun's majority decision in Roc v 
Wade (in section IX, B.): 

Texas urges that, apart from the Fourteenth 
Amendment, life begins at conception and is present 
throughout pregnancy, and that, therefore, the State 
has a compelling interest in protecting that life from 
and after conception. We need not resolve the dif
ficult question of when life begins. When those 
trained in the respective disciplines of medicine, 
philosophy, and theology are unable to arrive at any 
consensus, the judiciary, at this point in the de
velopment of man's knowledge, is not in a position 
to speculate as to the answer. 

There follows a list mentioning the opmwns of the Stoics, 
the Jews, the Protestants, the common law, physicians and 
scientists, the Medieval and Renaissance Aristotelians, and 
the modern position of the Roman Catholic Church-all in 
a single paragraph-clearly intended to prove a "wide di
vergence of thinking" on the topic, with no effort to sort out a 
common principle from the seven classes of opinion so as to 
bring them all into usable order. Having thrown up his hands 
("We need not resolve"), Mr. Justice Blaekmun begins the 
next section (X) with his own account: 

In view of all this, we do not agree that, by adopting 
one theory of life, Texas may override the rights of 
the pregnant woman that are at stake. 

These are of course the right to personal privacy discovered 
from the amendments to the Constitution. Still, one can 
hardly help being shocked by the moral implications of Mr. 
Justice Blaekmun's metaphysical position implicit in this 
sentence, viz., that one way of understanding life or another 
is a matter of little moment. But what if, we might ask, the 
way of understanding life by which the Texas legislators 
oriented their deliberations was true? It would mean that, in 
the balance weighing between the right of privacy-which, 
like the rest, flows from a person's rational nature so as to 
perfect such non-political spheres of life as colleges, schools, 
a private business, the Church, the family, and the integrity 
of private individuals-and the right of the innocent not to 
be slain, there is no conflict at all: The mother's right to 
privacy, in this case, is none other than her right to protect 
the life of her unborn child. To suggest that the natural 
relationship between mother and child is one of essential 
indifference or even warfare is obscene. It is a grave error, to 
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disengage the consideration of the exercise of rights from the 
essential purposes which those rights serve-in various ways 
to further the perfection of the human person. If Texas is 
right, the right of privacy is here directed toward the protec
tion one who either is or will very soon be of a fully rational 
nature, in the substantial order, and who is, in the accidental 
order, from the point of view of operation, acquiring fuller 
perfections of his accidental existence with each beat of his 
mother's heart. Moreover, by giving birth to a child, a 
mother acquires the natural right to educate it in accordance 
with natural law. Furthermore, mother, father, and child 
constitute a society with rights of its own, by nature. All these 
rights are integrated. Indeed, these pre-political rights are 
presupposed if the State is to exist at all naturally. 

Yet Mr. Justice Blackmun points to a lack of agreement on 
when "life" begins. Of course, it is well known that life is 
present from the moment of conception; what is much more 
mysterious is when that life begins to be human life. If 
human life-animated by an intellectual principle that tran
scends its material preconditions~is sacred, tampering and 
tinkering would of course be simply forbidden, once it is 
really present. Where no one is quite able to agree on the 
exact moment of its presence, however, one must exercise 
that cautious and prudent judgment without which human 
perfection is lost. Now, if an engineer has heard that a man is 
in a mine, he would be criminally negligent to flood it 
without even checking, particularly if there was disagreement 
as to whether the man was still down there, even if the 
project would be delayed and a great deal of money lost. If 
the engineer saw the man reported to be in the cave with his 
own eyes, right by him, dispute would be over; if not, he 
would have to inquire diligently after the man in the cave. In 
the matter of the sacredness of innocent life, the question is 
not based on convenience but on the likelihood that the man 
is down there. What is the real likelihood? Innocent human 
life must be taken as an absolute value; but the question of 
likelihood, too, can legitimately be asked. Similarly, when a 
potential mother applies for an abortion, which is the greater 
likelihood, that her mental or physical health will improve, 
or that another human life is present? In extreme cases, the 
mother is sometimes even faced with the choice between 
saving her own life or that of her child. The physician is 
charged with saving both if he can: Prudential judgments are 
always necessary. Attempting to dodge the issue will not 
prevent the situation from existing. 

Here, however, the choice presented in the Supreme 
Court decision is not an on-the-spot decision in a case where 
only one life of hvo can be saved, but a decision between two 
other considerations: the right to life and the right to privacy. 
Among the features that have to be weighed in such a 
decision is not' only whether the right is actually present, but 
also the relative weight of the rights involved. Which is more 
fundamental? Clearly there can be no privacy exercised if one 
is dead, and so the right to life is more fundamental. Yet if 
the intellectual soul is not yet present, does the living entity 
in its pre-human state have any c3pacity to exercise a right to 
privacy? Or any other rights? If one could establish a clearly 



defined caesura between the pre-human state and the human 
state, one might be able to decide. If there were a naturally 
observable decisive break that everyone could agree on, point 
to, and say, "Yes, that's it," one might feel less squeamish, 
and even be able to justify such an action, for good cause. 
But there is no unanimity. 

We must ask whether it is prudent, since in large measure 
the laws and the Constitution have a powerful formative 
effect on the ways that citizens understand right and wrong, 
to pretend that the right of one person's privacy extends as far 
as to conceal what many citizens understand to be, in all 
likelihood, something very close to homicide. If subsequent 
embryological evidence positively shows that the embryo is 
human, what sort of compensation can be given for those 
who have been sacrificed to the right of privacy? We have 
ample precedent justifying a policy of liberality toward the 
unborn, from conception to birth, in the example of Justin
ian. There was no niggling over what moment it would be 
permitted by the State to kill the unborn; the unborn were 
promised personal liberty. In a way, these voices from the 
past are judging us, and asking us whether we shall be as 
liberal with our diffusion of rights as we ought to be. 

What is the Supreme Court teaching in its capacity as civil 
educator? In its words, it is discovering a new right in the 
Constitution for all to enjoy, with particular reference to a 
certain class of women who want to procure an abortion; in 
fact, it is loosening the public sense of the sanctity of human 
life, and the natural rights that flow from human personality. 
Such a teaching urges people to be concerned more with the 
convenience of the moment than with caring for the future of 
their families or other institutions, including the State. This 
teaches them not to give of themselves for the perfection of 
the societies in which they live, but to sink into personal 
isolation. 

Now, as we have tried to show, man is not just an 
individual body, but a human person endowed with an 
immortal intellectual soul. Endowed with the power of intel
ligent speech, a human being exhibits an intrinsically social 
dimension. We must now examine the logical consequence 
of attacking or ignoring the true principle of personality. 
When the sacredness of the human person is not recognized, 
it is obvious that the sacred character of matrimony, too, will 
be attacked. Indeed, the whole array of private institutions 
that a man or woman may wish to associate in comes to be 
dissolved. Nothing stands between the individual man and 
the direct power of the State. The natural order of institutions 
is subverted, and all acts of human association come perforce 
to be mediated by the State. These are a few of the less 
pernicious consequences of closing one's eyes to the natural 
law; for there can be no rights except as a bare abstraction 
without the natural order to ground them. No truth; then, no 
rights. The tradition knew better than to attempt destructive 
testing with all of human society as the laboratory. 

It is with dismay, therefore, that we hear of a movement to 
go beyond natural justice in what is called the "equal rights 
1mendment," since it is difficult to see how a constitutional 
measure to end sexual discrimination could be enforced in 
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such a way as to include the precisions needed to safeguard 
the sacred integrity of the family. If someone were to urge 
that the only rights that were intended are those that belong 
to women by nature, so that they would not be subject to 
capricious and unfair practices by employers, he ought to 
know that these rights can be found already in the Constitu
tion. For surely the ninth and tenth amendments cannot 
rightfully "be construed to deny or disparage" natural rights, 
which more often than not involve "powers not delegated to 
the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to 
the States." Moreover, in so far as these unfair practices are 
systematically describable, they are more appropriately rem
edied by precise statute laws enacted by the various states, 
which can take into account the just needs of women, 
particularly unmarried women, who already have the vote 
and are thus fully capable of electing persons who understand 
their difficulties in the labor market. Further, since the 
amendment fails to distinguish between married and unmar
ried women, there is some danger that the rights of married 
women within the family would be affected detrimentally by 
the amendment. What guarantees do they have that certain 
non-political rights which they now enjoy will not be legis
lated against in an effort to enforce the proposed innovation? 
What will be the principles that govern the interpretation of 
this proposed amendment? 

Recent Supreme Court decisions have tended more and 
more to depart from the natural law orientation. Where there 
is no will to use the intellectual equipment left to us during 
the past three or four millennia, however, it is not unreason
able to expect that many rights that we are still willing to 
recognize today will become blind spots for those who are 
educated under our laws; this traditional intellectual equip
ment, however, does us no good whatever in unread books, 
since an unknown alternative is prudentially useless. 

* * * * * * 
1 For the background of the discussion concerning the divisions of the 

sciences, see Aristotle, Metaphysics E, I (1025b18-l026a23); K, 7 
(l064al0-b6); Topics VI, 6 (l45al5-18); Nicomachean Ethics VI, 2 
(1139a26-33). Compare also The Metaphysica of Avicenna (Translated not 
from the Arabic text which came to be known in the Latin West, as the title 
would suggest, but from the Persian, by Parviz Morewedge), sect. l, pp. 
11-13. (London, 1973.) Cf. St. Thomas Aquinas The Division and Methods 
of the Sciences, translated by A.A. Maurer, C.S.B., 3rd ed., rev. (Toronto: 
Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1963) pp. 6-9. 

2 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics I, I(I094a3): Td.ya86v, olJ 7nfV'r• £cj>lerat. 

3 St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I, q. 76, a. 4, corpus. 

4 The Corpus Juris Civilis consists of three parts-the Institutes, the 
Digest, and the Code-with additions called the Novellae. 
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CAMPUS-ALUMNI NEWS 
NOTICE TO PARENTS 
OF CURRENT STUDENTS 

The Parents' Weekend, held in 
Annapolis last spring, was, as some of 
you remember, a considerable suc
cess. While full details have yet to be 
developed, and will be sent to each of 
you later on, we can at least an
nounce the dates for Parents' 
Weekend, 1977: the 6th, 7th, and 8th 
of May. 

Klein Essays Available 
The hoped-for has become real! On 

November 6 the first printing of Essays 
in Honor of Jacob Klein went on sale in 
the Bookstore in Annapolis. This vol
ume, containing essays presented to Mr. 
Klein on the occasion of his seventy-fifth 
birthday, represents the first publication 
by the St. John's College Press in several 
decades, and, we hope, marks the start of 
some sort of regular publication schedule 
for the Press. 

The pre-publication sale announced 
last April resulted in sales of almost 100 
copies of the Essays. For those who may 
have missed that announcement, or who 
were waiting to see whether the printing 
would become reality, the Bookstore in 
Annapolis would be pleased to have your 
orders. The cost is $10.00 plus $1.25 for 
postage and handling. 

As a reminder of the authors rep
resented in the Essays, here is the table 
of contents: 

ESSAYS 1N HONOR OF JACOB 
KLEIN 

As Presented to him on the Occasion 
of his Seventy-fifth Birthday 

Introductory Letter by 
Richard D. Weigle 

Preface by Curtis Wilson 
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Contributors: 
Douglas Allanbrook-Study in Black 

and White (for harpsichord). 
Robert Bart-The Shepherd and the 

Wolf: On The First Book of Plato's 
Republic. 

Seth Benardetc-Euripides' Hippolytus. 
Laurence Berns-Rational Animal

Political Animal: Nature and Conven
tion in Human Speech and Politics. 

Eva Brann-An Appreciation of Kant's 
Critique of Pure Reason: An Introduc
tion for Students. 

Anne Buchanan Crosby-Eight 
Sketches. 

Robert A. Goldwin-The State of Na
ture in Political Society. 

Simon Kaplan-Plato in Hermann Co
hen's Philosophy of Judaism. 

John S. Kieffer-Mythos and Logos. 
Samuel S. Kutler-The Source of the 

Source of the Dedekincl Cut. 
David R. Lachterman-Self-hood and 

Self Consciousness: An Inquiry into 
Kantian Themes. 

Beale Ruhm von Oppen-Bach's Way 
with Words. 

Robert Sacks-Ptolemy as a Teacher. 
Richard Scofield-The Christian 

Phaedra or Farewell to Tragedy. 
). Winfree Smith-"Watchman, What 

of the Night?" 
Brother Robert Smith-Clues on How 

to Read Palladius. 
Leo Strauss-On Plato's Apology of Soc

rates and Republic. 
Robert B. Williamson-Eidos and 

Agathon in Plato's Republic. 
Curtis Wilson-Newton and the Eiitviis 

Experiment. 
Elliott Zuckerman-Four Sketches for a 

Study in Prosody. 

Bicentennial Register Progresses 
The 1976-77 edition of the Alumni 

Register, the seventh to be published 
since 1900, was scheduled to go to the 

printer shortly before the Christmas 
holidays. If all goes well, copies will be 
available in February. 

This newest collection of alumni in
formation features occupational data on 
about 45% of all listed alumni. In addi
tion, of course, this is the first Register in 
which alumni of the Santa Fe campus 
are listed. Similarly, recipients of the 
M.A. degree from the Graduate Institute 
in Liberal Education are also included. 

For assistance in preparing the Regis
ter, special thanks go to junior Roberta 
Rusch, sophomore Ann Schwartz, and 
alumnus Frank K. Wilson '35. 

French Dead Honored 
Once a year the Naval Academy pays 

St. John's a visit. That is usually on the 
11th of November, when the Academy 
French Club holds ceremonies honoring 
the French soldiers and sailors who died 
during the American Revolution, and 
who lie buried on the back campus. 

Continued on page 28 



Homecoming 1976 

Jacob Klein, Tutor Emeritus and 
former Dean, and his wonderful wife 
"Dodo" were special guests at the 
Homecoming dinner on November 6, as 
"Jasha" was made an honorary member 
of the Alumni Association in honor of 
his thirty-eight years with the St. John's 
community. 

The event was the finale of the two
day Homecoming which saw the Board 
of Visitors and Governors also gathered 
on campus. This circumstance in turn 
permitted a joint meeting of alumni and 
trustees on Saturday afternoon, at which 
the future of the College was discussed, 
especially as it can be affected by the 
newly-launched Fund for the 1980's. 
(See President's Report, October issue.) 
A number of Board members attended 
the Homecoming dinner. 

The annual Alumni Award of Merit 
was also presented at the dinner. Fred J. 
Bielaski of the class of 1916 was one 
recipient (in absentia), and the other was 
Julius Rosenberg of the class of 1938. 
Mr. Bielaski is the former president of 

A.T.&T. de Mexico, and still makes his 
home in that country. His Award was for 
"Outstanding achievement within his 
chosen field." 

Mr. Rosenberg is a former treasurer 
and president of the Alumni Association, 
and has been a member of the Board of 
Visitors and Governors since 1972. 
From 1968 to 1972 he was director of 
development on the Annapolis campus. 
While in that position he was co-founder 
of the Caritas Society, an organization of 
local friends of St. John's. Mr. Rosen
berg's Award was presented for "Distin
guished and meritorious service to St. 
John's College." 

At the Annual Meeting of the Associa
tion on Saturday afternoon, the follow
ing officers and directors were elected: 
President: William W. Simmons '48; 
Executive Vice President: Marcia (Del
Plain) Reff '57; Secretary: Edward F. 
Lathrop '38; Treasurer: William F. Cone 
'67; Directors: Franklin R. Atwell '53, 
Gilbert A. Crandall '36, Thomas L. 
MacNemar '39, Janet A. Nelson '72, 
Lee Perlman '73, E. Roy Shawn, Jr. '35, 
Carol (Phillips) Tilles '59. 

President William W. Simmons '48 
{L) presents the 1976 Award of Merit 
scroll to Julius Rosenberg '38 at the 
Homecoming dinner. 

Pearl Rosenberg watches as her hus
band speaks to the assembled dinner 
guests. 

Jacob Klein (L) thanks Samuel S. 
Kutler '54 after the latter presented 
Mr. Klein with a copy of the 
newly-published Essays in Honor of 
facob Klein. 

Association President Simmons 
leads the applause as Jacob Klein is 
made an honorary alumnus. 
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Colonel Robert E. Jones '09 shared the distinction 
of coming the longest distance to attend 
Homecoming (from Palo Alto, Cal., as did James 
H. Frame '50), but he clearly represented the 
oldest class present, and, being a mere 90 years 
young, rightfully claimed the honor as oldest 
alumnus on hand. 
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This year the ceremonies were held in 
October to coincide with the presence of 
warships of the French Navy, in this 
country on a Bicentennial visit. 

Leading the French contingent was 
Vice Admiral Philippe De Gaulle, com
mandant of the French Navy and son of 
the former president of France. Admiral 
De Gaulle joined Rear Admiral Kinnaird 
R. McKee, superintendent of the 
Academy, in placing a wreath at the base 
of the French Monument. 

The Academy Band played both na
tional anthems, and French and Ameri
can midshipmen, speaking in each oth
er's languages, described the significance 
of the monument. 

Distinguished visitors were headed by 
Vsevolod Blinoff, honorary French con
sul in Baltimore, and by Lieutenant 
General Clair E. Hutchin, Jr., U.S. 
Army, retired, executive director of the 
Maryland Bicentennial Commission. In 
addition to the midshipmen, participants 
included officers and crew members of 
the French cruiser Colbert and the frig
ate De Grasse, as well as an honor guard 
and color guard of U.S. Marines. 

Words from our Readers 
To the Editor: 

During the tense, hot summer of 1941, another 
great scholar joined the neophyte St. John's Col
lege community. He was Dr. Harry C. Kelly, the 
new "Director of Laboratories," whose goal was to 
unify the sciences in the Program according to a 
reasonably coherent plan. In those days that was a 
difficult task. 

It was with deep regret that I learned this last 
summer of the death of Dr. Kelly on February 2, 
1976, at the age of 68. He had recently retired as 
provost of the North Carolina State University at 
Raleigh. Those of us who remember him would 
have been in the classes of 1942-1945. 

We of the class of 194 2 found in him a friend 
and adviser, one who could comprehend our dif
ficulties as students, since he himself was not far 
removed from his own student days at MIT. No 
question was too trivial for him to answer. No 
student was of "unscientific mind," but needed 
only to be persuaded through those mysterious 
labyrinths of structured experimentation and the 
works of the great scientists to strive for that sud
den, inexplicable insight. And, for Dr. Kelly, no 
effort toward those ends was without worth. 

In February of 1942 he was "requisitioned" by 
the government to return to MIT for radiation 
research; we all know why. He did not wish to go, 
but it was no invitation: it was a mandate. 

After World War II he became adviser on radia
tion damage during the occupation of Japan, work
ing directly for General Douglas MacArthur. 
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While in Japan, he persuaded the scientists of that 
conquered nation to emerge from their withdrawal 
and to rejoin the collective efforts toward under
standing and controlling a necessary but terrible 
weapon, and to utilize whatever peaceful advan
tages might be derived from that implement of war. 
With them, he organized the Science Society of 
Japan. He was later awarded a special medal by the 
emperor for his success. 

After returning to America in 1951, he became 
assistant director of the newly-formed National Sci
ence Foundation, and remained with that organi
zation for some twenty years. 

He often told me that those few months at St. 
John's College were the happiest of his life. He 
missed us when he left our campus, and although 
the years have passed all too quickly, we who 
remember still miss him, a dedicated scholar truly 
devoted to inquiry and discourse as a means to 
learning. 

Warren C. Barnhardt '42 

CLASS NOTES 

1942-Annapolis 

Bryce Jacobsen continues to show his winning 
ways on the tennis courts: in September he and 
Warren Drake won the doubles competition in the 
Middle Atlantic Lawn Tennis Association Senior 
55 tournament. To qualify, players must be at least 
55 years old-or young, depending on one's point 
of view! 

1947-Annapolis 

The New York times Book Section on Sunday, 
November 28, contained a review by Alan M. 
Dershowitz of Richard Harris's latest book, Free
dom Spent (Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1976). 
Mr. Dershowitz terms Richard Harris "among the 
most important legal writers in America today." 

1950-Annapolis 
On October 30 former Annapolis dean Robert A. 

Goldwin resigned his White House staff position as 
special consultant to the President to join the staff 
of the American Enterprise Institute for Public 
Policy Research. Bob also had three articles pub
lished within the past six months: "The Future of 
Liberal Education," Educational Record, Spring, 
1976; "Locke's State of Nature in Political Socie
ty," Western Political Quarterly, Summer, 1976; 
and "Of Men and Angels: A Search for Morality in 
the Constitution," Vital Speeches of the Day, June 
I, 1976. (The last of these also appeared in the July 
issue of The College.) 

Theodore W. Hendricks on December 14 re
ceived a Master's degree in Sacred Theology from 
St. Mary's Seminary and University in Baltimore. 

1966-Annapolis 

Jane Anderson has just had her first book, Inn 
Perspective: A Guide to New England Country 
Inns, published in paperback by Harper and Row 
(New York, 1976). She writes that £ter leaving St. 
John's, she was a reporter for sevetal newspapers, 
was graduated Summa Cum Laude with a 
philosophy major from the Univerdty of Hartford, 

and married architect Peter J. B. Vercelli of Lon
don and Washington, D. C. Peter illustrated Jane's 
new book, by the way. She is now a reporter for 
United Press International in Hartford, Conn. 

1968-Sante Fe 

Antigone (Phalares) Moore wrote in September 
to give us a new address (Bemidji, Minn.) and to 
bring us up to date on her full life. She and Erv are 
parents of Heather Louise, born in December 
1975. Armed with his master's degree in public 
health, Erv is sanitarian for two Chippewa Indian 
reservations. Antigone is learning furniture re
finishing and repair, and is happily busy with 
cooking and canning and sewing and all the things 
which keep a housewife occupied. 

1969-Annapolis 
Philip Holt completed work on his Ph.D. degree 

last spring at Stanford University, and is now teach
ing at California State University at Sacramento in 
the Department of German, Classics, and Russian. 

William F. A. Lang, a recent recipient of the 
M.LS. degree from Drexel University, has ac
cepted a position as a reference l-ibrarian in the 
Department of Social Sciences and History at the 
Free Library of Philadelphia. 

Linda (McConnell) Mueller and her husband 
Robert are the proud parents of Miss Adeline Otis 
Mueller, born October 30 weighting 10¥2 pounds. 
Linda wrote that she took three weeks off from 
teaching English and Humanities at St. Norbert 
College, De Pere, Wis. 

1969-Santa Fe 

James Morrow Hall writes that since 1970 he has 
managed the family business, New Mexico 
Abstract Co., in Estancia, N. M., and also serves as 
Mayor of Estancia as well as Chairman of the 
Torrance County Planning Commission. He is 
married to the former Melinda Brown of Estancia. 
He says that Joel Shearer S69 graduated from 
Marlboro College and is now studying law at the 
University of Texas in Austin. Morrow also tells us 
that Robert Scott Massey S70 has become an excel
lent jeweler and lives in a cabin in Cochiti Canyon 
in the Jemez Mountains. 

1971-Annapolis 

Martha Jo Kaufman and Steven B. Stone were 
married on June 20 at her parent's home in Cleve
land Heights, Ohio. Martha is a student at the 
University of Chicago Law School. 

1971-Santa Fe 
David Esdale, still with Daystar Corporation, 

reports that he is now living in Somerville, Mass., 
that the solar energy business is booming (see note 
on Travis Price below), that he enjoyed the Boston 
area seminars last year {they will be resuming in 
January or February-T.P.), and that he recently 
saw Bonnie Gage; she is doing very well as a 
salesperson for Sterling Drug. 

Travis Lee Price III is the author of "Low
technology Solar Homes That Work with Nature," 
in the December 1976 issue of Popular Science. 
Travis is a principal in Sun Mountain Designs, a 
Santa Fe-based group of architects, planners, and 
engineers. 



1972-Annapolis 

Evan Dudik writes that he defended his doctoral 
dissertation (successfully, we trust) in philosophy at 
the University of Texas in September. His paper 
examines the ontology of the American pragmatist, 
C. S. Peirce. Evan has now commenced a year's 
study in Frciburg, Germany, to research prag
matism's influence on the "local metaphysical 
brew." "If the question's too hard, well, man can
not know it." 

As a follow up of our note about Anne Kilborn 
in the April issue, Anne and William F. Zietlow 
were married during the summer in the District of 
Tralee, County Kerry, Ireland. 

1973-Annapolis 

Roger Greene received his M.F.A. degree in film 
from Columbia University in May. His thesis, writ
ten under the guidance of critic Andrew Sarris, 
concerned the films of Alfred Hitchcock. Roger 
now lives in Manhattan, works as an Audio-Visual 
Production Specialist for the Navy Resale System 
in Brooklyn. Working freelance earlier in the year, 
Roger researched and wrote a chapter on actress 
Jane Wyman for the forthcoming book, "The For
ties Gals." 

1973-Santa Fe 

A most welcome note from Kenneth W. 
Richman, Jr., reporting receipt of his J.D. degree 
last May from Stetson University College of Law. 
He has passed his Florida State Bar examination 
and is an associate with the firm of Parks, Gillette, 
White, and Manz in Naples, Fla., where he also 
makes his home. 

India Williams writes a long letter filled with in
formation about her classmates and friends. Here 
are some of the items she sent 

Laurie Franklin works in a European bookstore 
in San Francisco, and plans to make that city her 
permanent home. 

Katy Moffatt lives in Denver, but was recently 
in San Francisco singing at the Boarding House; 
Katie has had one album released. 

Chuck Savitt has moved to Washington, D.C., 
where he works for Youth Project. 

Erin (Murphy) Williams lives in Malibu, Cal., 
and has daughters three and one. 

India herself has been working for Coldwell 
Banker Real Estate Co. for two years, selling resi
dential real estate in Marin County. She lives in 
Tiburon. 

1974-Annapolis 

Erica F. Chaney and Gregory S. King, both 
lieutenants in the Marines, were married in De
catur, Ga., on November 27. Erica's father per
formed the ceremony. 

Jay Gottlieb this fall became an environmentalist 
with the State of Washington Game Department's 
Environmental Management Division. Jay, a 1976 
recipient of a B.S. degree from Huxley College of 
Environmental Studies, makes his home in Olym
pia, Wash. (How about an address, Jay?) 

1974-Santa Fe 

Further word about David Gross and Harvard 
Law School (sec April issue): Kate Gordon tells us 
that David finds the second year easier, at least so 
far as time and pressure are concerned. 

Alumni Representatives on College Board 

There being no nominations by petition, and the directors of the Alumni 
Association having nominated incumbents Dr. David Dobreer '44, of Alhambra, 
Cal., and Francis S. Mason, Jr., '43, of New York City, for second consecutive 
terms on the Board of Visitors and Governors of the College, in accordance with the 
Association By-Laws I hereby announce that these two alumni are re-elected for 
terms ending in 1980. 

Thomas Parran, Jr. 
Director of Alumni Activities 

Alumni Summer Seminar Program Schedule 

Again in 1977 Alumni Summer Seminar Programs will be offered on both 
campuses. The Annapolis session will take place from june 12 through 25, and will 
consist of two one-week segments. In Santa Fe the program will be offered from july 
31 through August 13; as in Annapolis, there will be two parts, each one week long. 
Participants may attend either or both of the weeks in either or both locations. 

These programs are open to all alumni of both campuses and their spouses; a 
special invitation is extended to alumni of the Graduate Institute in Liberal Educa
tion and to former students of the Institute. 

Program details-reading list, names of tutors, fees, and related matters-will be 
published later in the spring. You are urged to mark your calendars now, however, 
and plan to spend part of your summer in an atmosphere of intellectual stimulation 
and good fellowship on one or both of St. John's campuses. We think you would 
enjoy it. 
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Eliot Marseille and Judith Sharlin S75 live in 
Berkeley, Cal., where he is working toward a de
gree in city planning. 

Stan Stinnett writes that he is now a student in 
the School of Architecture and Environmental De
sign at California Polytechnic Institute, San Luis 
Obispo. 

1975-Annapolls 

A note from Fred Ellis tells us that Sara (Coul
son) has left Quaker Oats Company, and is now a 
copywriter for Scars. 

Geoffrey Harris informs us that he has three jobs: 
political science instructor, Los Angeles Trade 
Technical College; part-time second grade teacher 
of literature and spelling, St. Martins of Tourist; 
and football coach, St. Martins. 

Craig Schweickert this past spring graduated from 
McGill University in Montreal, and is hoping to 
get a job in that city teaching English as a second 
language. 

In Memoriam----. 

1907-Col. Eli Elmer Bennett, Bradenton, 
Fla., September 30, 1976. 

1916-Col. Thomas W. Ligon, Gibson Is
land, Md., July 10, 1976. 

1929-John Leslie Basil, Annapolis, Md., 
November 17, 1976. 

1932-John D. Warfield, Prince Frederick, 
Md., November 1976. 

1941-Bruce J. Edmonston, Baltimore, 
Md., September 9, 1976. 

29 



The College 
St. John's College 
Annapolis, Maryland 21404 

Second-class postage paid at 
Annapolis, Maryland, and at 
additional mailing offices. 


