APPEAL OF CONSCIENCE DINNER

Plaza Hotel
Tuesday, May 20, 1969

Remarks of Herbert Brownell

I wish to compliment the founders and supporters
of the movement which we call "Appeal to Conscience® for
their worthy ideals and the practical steps they are taking
to reach these goals. I first realized the impewtance of
a people-to-people approach under the leadership of
President Eisenhower. You recall, of course, the many
occasions when he alerted us to the truth that world peace
and comity between nations could never be achieved by
governmental action alone., He believed, as I am sure we
all do, that contact between individuals believing in
the same goals, communicating across national boundaries,
is an indispensable part of a program to achieve world
peace. I do not underestimate the importance of having

men in high governmental office dedicated to preservation

of freedom, including freedom of religion, and we should



support actively such governpental leaders irrespective of

partisanship, race or religion. But the actions of individuals

such as those engaged in the Appeal to Conscience, constitute

a mighty force to protect and enhance our freedoms.

We in the United States have a special modern

rigsion to carry to others across national boundaries the

message that freedom of religion is best preserved if we

keep an open soclety in which all citizens have the opportunity

to reach their lsgitimate goals tihrough democratic processes

instead of violance. Indeed we know that freedom of religion

soon disappears if men resort to violence, to military rule

and to totalitarianism to achieve their goals, however

highminded those goals may saeaem, I am indebted to Eugene

Rostow, former Dean of Yale Law School for a clear statement

of this truth:



"We come back, then to Thoreau's assertion that
when a citizen is convinced that a law is unjust, and
he cannot persuade a majority to agree with him, he has
the right - indeed the duty - to disobey the law, even
if, as in John Brown's case, he has to use force to do so.

"To acknowledge Thoreau's proposition would make
concord within society impossible. In times of stress,
Thoreau's. quiet war could hardly remain a limited war,
confined to a few eccentrics at the fringes of society.
Different groups would join him in claiming the right
to dissociate themselves from society. Presumably they
would be as convinced of their superior virtue as he was
of his own. Competition in violence and in intimidation
would become more open, and more intense. The taboos:
with which democracy has sought to control and redirect
our aggressive impules would weaken. Despite our
profound and nearly universal instinct to avoid such a
course, we could all too easily find ourselwves far
beyond the accepted democratic limits of social conflict.
As a people, we know the horror and cruelty of war
among brothers, and we recoil from the idea.

"Those among us who have recently pursued
experiments in disorder have discovered how easy it is
to paralyze a society based on consent. Such societies

are not police states. They are organized on the



assumption that citizens normally obgy the law. It
has been an intoxicating discovery for young militants
to realize that, for a moment, they can paralyze cities
and institutions, and provoke situations of dot and
siege. But they discover too that even the most
tolerant and permissive societies do not submit to their
own destruction. Every government and every society has
an inherent impulse to restore order, and to assure its
own survival.

"American society does not accept the premise
that it is rotten to the core, and has become incapable
of solving its social problems through the benign processes
of reason, political action, and democratic reform. 1In
view of the progress on many fronts we have made in
recent years, such an assertion is patently unjustified.

"A prolongation of the tactic of riot, however,
can have only tragic consequences, if fear comes to
dominate the political atmosphere, and policy turns
to a reliance on repression rather than on social
. progress as the primary method of order.

"Jefferson spoke to this issue - a threat to
soclety in his time as it is in ours - in these

words:



"'The first principle of repubiicanism is that

the lex majoris partis is the fundamental law of

every society of equal rights; to consider the
will of the society enounced by the majority of
a single vote, as sacred as if unanimous, is the
first of all lessons in importance, yet the last
which is thoroughly learnt. This law once
disregarded, no other remains, but that of force,

which ends necessarily in military despotism.'"

So let us not only carry and listen to the

message of freedom of religion, people-to-people, but
also speak out for reason and democratic reform, rather

than violence, to reach that goal.



