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Walls 


One of the most curious features of contemporary times is 

to be found in the existence of walls. I am thinking, of course, 

of a certain kind of “political” wall, often constructed from 

stones and bricks, frequently of barbed wire, and usually 

patrolled by silent armed men. Occasionally one hears the 

sounds of rifle shots along such walls, and less frequently 

world attention centers over a spot where some incident 

has taken place. In Germany we are familiar with one such 

wall: it encircles and cuts through the city of Berlin, and it 

slices north and south through the whole country. However, 

the German wall is not the only wall, indeed it is not even 

the most formidable. Consider China. In the neighborhood 

of China are at least three such walls: that between North 

and South Korea, that between the mainland and Taiwan, 

and that in the Vietnam area.  Three million South Koreans are separated from their families in the North. So infrequent is the family contact, 

and so powerful the desire, that when a North Korean girl 

and her South Korean father met for five minutes at the 

Olympic Games in Tokyo it electrified the entire country. 

Split in economically irrational ways, ruled by unpopular 

governments, surrounded by huge powers that they fear, 

torn by the pressures of the Communist/anti-Communist 

struggle, trying to recuperate from a ruinous civil war which 

comes on top of an already marginal existence: that is Korea, 

with a wall through the middle. 


The wall between China and the KMT island groups, 

especially Taiwan, is not of stone and mortar, but sea and

mortars—and American ships. Surveillance planes fly from 

Taiwan regularly over the mainland, and are occasionally 

shot down. Radio messages go back and forth, but all 

messages of reconciliation and understanding sympathy 

are selected out and only hate, distrust, and challenge come 

through. 


The walls and divisions of Vietnam are too much in 

every day’s news to recount, but notice that here instead of 

solid “dependable” walls there are ambiguous political 

divisions and shifting military lines that change day by day. 

A stone wall may be a far better wall than a moving military 

wall, and may offer more hope of eventual solutions, just as 

the Korean example compared with Germany shows that 

fixed walls vary in porosity. 


These examples seem to indicate that there are not 

many walls, but one wall with local variations between 

Communists and non-Communists. In some cases, 

however, the basic causes are not political, but rather 

religious and racial with later involvement in the world 

Communist/anti-Communist struggle. The sub-continent 

of India is divided into two countries, one of which, Pakistan, 

is broken into two sections one thousand miles apart. It 

has had a bloody and painful history and the “solution’ is 

hardly satisfactory. Given the unsettled Kashmir problem, 

the differing approaches to the northern border, and 

the deepening involvement in the Communist/anti- 

Communist struggle, one has to regard this as another wall 

situation. 


I have often thought that Germans could get better 

perspective on the relative comfortableness of their wall, if 

they could experience directly the Israel-Arab wall. The fiery 

hatred and distrust in that part of the world is unbelievable 

if you have not experienced it. No Arab or Jew moves from 

his side to the other, although one exception is worth 

recounting. In 1955 I was in the Arab part of Jerusalem;

about a week before, someone had found his way into the 

no-man’s land between the two sides. He was fired on from 

both sides, and died there in the middle. 


Let me mention one other example of a wall situation: 

the struggle between Whites and Negroes in the United 

States. Once again one has to experience at first hand the 

intensity of the involved passions in order to understand 

the resistances to peaceful approaches, the tensions 

between sub-groups within the major divisions, and the 

sense of hopelessness of finding a solution which could be 

cheerfully accepted by all involved parties. 


These are only a few quick sketches of “wall” 

situations, both past and present. The problem we are 

discussing is neither new nor unique, though some of the 

present forms of the problem are novel. What then is the 

“wall problem”? It should be obvious from these examples 

that it is not a simple phenomenon. Even to understand 

the problem is difficult. In the first place, the wall problem 

only sometimes involves physical walls. Indeed, without 

physical walls the “wall phenomenon” may be more serious, 

more complex, and more bitter. I am not convinced that 

the Berlin wall made the German split more serious or more 

insoluble; rather I am inclined to believe that the physical 

wall made it only more visible and more dramatic. It 

symbolized and focused the split, it pointed beyond itself to 

the depth of the split; but the wall itself was not the split. 

The German “wall phenomenon” could be solved while the 

wall remained, and the wall could be removed without 

solving the problems. In short, the significance lies not in 

the existence of a physical fact, but in the psychological 

attitudes in individual human minds that give it meaning. 

Over the physical fact it is possible to climb, even if 

dangerously or with difficulty; but over or through the 

physical-psychological fact one may not be able to pass at 

all. If the “wall phenomenon” is more a “psychological” than

a physical phenomenon, then the physical wall may reflect 

a situation of greater hope than where there is no wall. In 

contrast to a military wall, it could offer sufficient stability 

and perspective to provide some of the necessary conditions 

under which constructive solutions could be found. 


Notice that I have not mentioned as examples many 

cases where physical walls do exist. I did not mention the 

famous old North China Wall, nor the wall around the Agra 

Red Fort, nor other walls between countries. Why not? Simply 

because these do not correspond to present significant 

problems, although they have represented problems and they 

may again represent problems. The conclusion seems to 

be once again inevitable: the “wall problem” is in fact the 

problem of “wall mentality.” It has an inner and an outer 

side, but the inner side is the critical one. Please do not 

interpret me as saying that the problem is subjective, for 

the objective aspects are not less significant; but these 

objective aspects have more to do with economic and 

political institutions than they have to do with brick walls. 





I.  What Makes The Wall Mentality? 


I find the following five elements present in a typical case of 

“wall mentality.” In the first place, in all cases there is 

something that suggests to us that these particular 

divisions into two antagonistic sides are both rather recent 

in origin and arbitrary in nature. If there are older roots, 

they have somehow been reactivated and rejuvenated; but 

the wall itself strikes us as being somehow “unnatural.” 

The divisions of Vietnam, of Germany, of Korea, of Palestine, 

seem to cut unnaturally across a genuine or assumed unity. 

The division of what was formerly one political country 

appears especially arbitrary; but this split does not seem to 

me to be more tragic than the similar split between different 

countries, except in so far as family and friendship ties are

rudely broken apart. A condition that we still remember, 

and that was approved, has been altered, perhaps suddenly, 

and we resent it. I am not at all sure that it really is 

“unnatural,” but because it is strange and unfamiliar it 

seems to us to be contrary to the way things should be. 

More frequently, one side—or a group from one side—likes 

the new state of affairs, while the other side does not. Often, 

the initiators of the change are charged with belonging to 

some other and larger “conspiracy.” Many Southern 

American Whites blame “northern agitators” and “Commun- 

ists” more than they do southern Negroes, who are said to 

really “know their place.” Arabs see sinister ties between 

Israel and the “Jewish press” in the United States. Marxists 

see “imperialistic” and “neo-Colonialistic” connections. And 

so it goes. Often quite remote and locally irrelevant conflicts 

are imposed on the local scene. Korea or Vietnam had no 

natural and durable Communist north and non-Communist 

south; but the East-West conflict was imposed upon the 

situation without regard to local needs. I suppose, 

historically viewed, Hitler’s greatest strategic mistake was 

to attack both an eastern front and a western front, thus 

forcing an uneasy alliance between soviet power and 

western power. When that alliance split apart after the 

common threat was overcome, Germany was simul- 

taneously increasingly pulled apart by those outside forces. 

Secondly, we should notice the existence of a sharply 

defined and limited self-identification. The wall-minded 

person decisively draws a line around his interests, his 

concerns, his needs and wants, and views the satisfaction 

of these interests and needs as good, whereas the interests 

of others he regards with indifference or distaste. Let us 

call this characteristic “the chosen people complex,” using 

that in the sense so magnificently criticized by Spinoza. 

My group being called, or chosen, presumes another group

is rejected. God being good to me, means conversely that 

God is against another person or group, my enemies. The 

history of Christendom provides unfortunately many 

examples of this exclusive mentality. It is “class 

consciousness” in the classical Marxist sense, where my 

consciousness of being a member of one class automatically 

entails my rejecting another class viewed as antagonistic. 

It is also the mentality of many anti-Communists. My 

identity is furthered and developed by my awareness of an 

“outside” and hostile being. “If the niggers want it, then we 

don’t want it.” “If the Commies are involved, then the whole 

project is suspect.” “If the Americans are fighting there, 

then we know it is imperialistic.” We have here a clear 

though somewhat extended example of that which 

sociologists call “in-group–out-group” orientation. 

At its simplest this characteristic is found in the 

person who defines his identity with his physical body or 

possessions. He is in fact seldom met with because 

everyone around him, almost by definition, is engaged in 

softening or attacking his sense of identity. Nevertheless, 

he turns up in times of crisis, as when in consequence of a 

military defeat shortages of the necessities of life suddenly 

occur, coupled with breakdown of all normal group ties. More 

frequent is the limited identification with a human group 

larger than the single human being, but smaller than all 

mankind. Frequently the person expands his identity to 

include his own family, but stops there and rejects all beings 

outside it. Or he may identify with his race, religion, nation, 

or economic class. This group identification, though limited, 

has the advantage of being clear, has an obvious superiority 

over individual selfishness, and the enormous advantage 

of locating an external visible enemy where all the mistakes 

are seen to have been made and upon whom all hates can 

be focused.  Herein lies much of the logical neatness and 

psychological appeal of both the doctrinaire Marxist and the 

doctrinaire anti-Communist. All other differences are 

reduced to this one, which is viewed as an unavoidable and 

irreconcilable antagonism. The dismaying thing, of course, 

is that if this assertion is believed vigorously enough by 

either side, then it becomes true, even where it was not in 

fact true before. It is an example of the “self-fulfilling 

prophecy,” to use Robert Merton’s term. 

A third element in the “wall mentality” is the presence 

of intense emotional factors, all converging on the basic 

identity distinction. Within the approved group all the sweet 

satisfactions of positive emotions can be lavished: love, 

helpfulness, mutual support, concern, friendship. If 

necessary one can sacrifice himself, totally or partially, for 

this group, and earn the rewards of praise and respect. 

Against the enemy one can pour all the negative emotions 

of suspicion, fear, distrust, and hatred, achieving the 

satisfaction of expressing these negative emotions, along 

with the sanction of one’s group for doing so. Destruc- 

tiveness, latent in all of us, thrives under these 

circumstances, since the stimulating elements are all close 

at hand while the inhibiting possibilities are eliminated or 

reduced. 


Given this fundamental division of the world into “us” 

and “them,” two radically contrasting psychological 

mechanisms can be seen at work. Within “our group” we 

share each other’s sorrows and hurts and joys. We 

sympathize and empathize with each other. I share your 

happiness. I feel your hurt, and resent as my enemy the 

outsider who hurts you. In contrast, when the outsider is 

hurt, I rejoice. And if he feels joy, my reaction is to feel 

rage and anger. Within our group, feelings vary directly. 

Between the groups, feelings vary inversely—for there is 

the enemy.





 II. The Collapse In Communication 


The fourth characteristic typical of wall mentality and to 

me a very important one, is the collapse in communication 

between the inside and the outside. By communication I 

mean the continuous process of receiving and sending 

messages whereby we direct or redirect our energies. It is 

the absolutely vital process whereby we learn; whereby the 

mistakes we make are pointed out to us. It is the process 

by which we psychologically grow: we learn to appreciate 

new beings and respect their interests. Instead of that, in 

the wall situation, certain kinds of mistakes and ignorance 

are not only permitted but are demanded. We are no longer 

permitted to hear, even if we want to, the messages from 

the other side that might correct our ignorance. We 

systematically exclude certain kinds of messages, and 

augment others that don’t need augmentation. We build a 

stereotype of the other side which has only partial truth, 

shutting out the elements that we don’t want to see. 

The non-Communist world has less advantage over the 

Communist world in this respect than it likes to think it 

has. I have read many books by Americans about 

Communist China, and I have met few false statements in 

them. But few of those books gave a balanced picture, for 

what they left out, or explained away, was just as important 

as what they chose to include. And Western newspapers 

and TV are worse, in this respect, than Western books. 

Communist censorship is cruder, and more centrally 

located. But the western “censorship,” though it is more 

diffused, more voluntary, and less obvious, has an impact 

only slightly less effective on the masses of people. The 

realities of modern life are always complex; too few of us 

have the patience, the time, or the skill to win through to 

an understanding of those on the other side of the 

communications barrier.


The communications breakdown offers two interesting 

psychological phenomena, the projection of blame and 

responsibility. Something has gone wrong. We are disturbed 

and uncomfortable. However, the cause of this un- 

comfortable state, and the responsibility for correcting it, 

we do not see as lying within us, but “project” outside of us. 

Someone else has caused the problem: the Jews, the Arabs, 

the Communists, the Imperialists, the Negroes. They are 

to blame, and they must correct the situation. I am not to 

blame, and therefore (illogically) I am not called upon to 

correct the situation. I know,—or I think I know—my own 

intentions, and I judge these to be honorable and justified; 

but I see my neighbor’s actions, not his intentions, and I 

see they have transgressed upon my interests. We do not 

pause to think that we may have defined our interests 

wrongly, or may have inherited the consequences of past 

actions, and that to our neighbor his actions may appear 

as honorable and justified as our own do to us. 

This blame and responsibility projection is very closely 

related to a second psychological phenomenon: perceptual 

selectivity. Much of the time our seeing is determined by 

what we expect, or what we want. We learn to not perceive 

things that are unexpected or distasteful. Demonstrated at 

the Princeton Perception Center in the most objective spatial 

and physical situations, this tendency is even more powerful 

and damaging in the area of racial, religious, and political 

stereotypes. If I believe that all Jews are sly, or all Germans 

are militaristic, or all Negroes are lazy, or all Marxists are 

untrustworthy, or all Americans naive, I find it extremely 

hard to perceive evidence to the contrary. 

The communications breakdown is also worsened by 

the misuse of words. One and the same objective situation 

can be referred to by a set of words that describe precisely 

the same situation, but that have an emotional content 

ranging from extreme disapproval to extreme approval.


Example: Schmidt is attentive to money: he is “stingy,” 

“mercenary,” “tightfisted,” “financially conservative,” 

“thrifty,” “frugal.” Mr. Erhard is: “vacillating,” “indecisive,” 

“has no profile,” “thoughtful,” “consults his advisors,” is 

“democratic.” Washington has a “War Minister,” but East 

Berlin has a “Defence Minister”—and vice versa. For the 

one side, there is the “free world,” or, as seen by the other 

side, the world of “capitalist imperialists,” “revanchists,” 

and exploiters of Negroes. And what we know as the “slave 

world,” known to itself as the “Peoples economic system,” 

the “International Working Class Movement,” the working 

class under the leadership of the socialist unity party.” 

There is a country east of the German Bundesrepublic 

called: the “Soviet Occupation Zone,” the “German 

Democratic Republic,” the “so-called German Democratic 

Republic,” and so on. The Berlin wall is the “Wall of 

Shame”—or it is the “Anti-Fascist Protection Wall.” 

Certain words are frequently used in an almost 

exclusively emotional way, with little or no descriptive 

content: “democratic,” “liberal,” “peaceful,” “good,” 

“beautiful,” “deep,” “profound,” likewise “God” and 

“Christian.” Usually these words are used not to clarify 

thought, but to generate strong feeling. Frequently they are 

used to hide our own errors, and to reveal those of other 

people. They are excellent for persuading, for encouraging 

action, for arousing emotion—thus they communicate in 

one sense; but they do not help us to honestly locate 

mistakes and to learn how to correct them. Such words are 

sometimes useful and necessary: the problem is to use them 

appropriately. 


Another important element is that of our thought 

systems, our ideologies, and utopias. Such simplifications 

are necessary and unavoidable. They are the means by 

which the past can transmit its findings to the present, 

and they can help direct our activity to create a better

future. But, it is easy to become a prisoner of an ideology, 

so that one sees what the ideology points out, but does not 

see what the ideology fails to point out. Thus when the 

Westerner talks about the “free world,” I see confirming 

instances of freedom; but fail to notice the lack of freedom 

in that part of the world. And when the Marxist talks about 

capitalistic exploitation, it is exploitation I notice, forgetful 

that capitalists and capitalism (if there are such things) 

can be very non-exploitive indeed. In short, the over- 

simplifications necessary to our living can easily become 

the imprisoning walls of dead or rigid thinking, leading us 

to dogmatism and destructiveness. To “think realistically” 

is important and helpful, but such thinking is sometimes 

difficult to do. 





 III. Institutionalization 


A fifth component in the “wall mentality” syndrome—unlike 

the arbitrary and novel aspect which I mentioned first—is 

“institutionalization,” that is, the process by which that 

which was once novel becomes so accepted, and so 

automatic that we do what   we do without conscious thought. 

Having accepted the presence of a certain wall, we organize 

our lives this side of the wall, ignoring as much as possible 

what goes on on the other side. Gradually our behavior 

becomes formal, and rigid, corresponding to the limits set 

by the wall. Routine decisions control the processes of life; 

reorganization becomes progressively more difficult. In the 

individual this is what we call habit. It can free our minds 

for new tasks, but it can also enmesh us in inflexible 

patterns that preclude conscious awareness of changes on 

the other side of the wall. Corresponding to habit in the 

individual is the presence in collective life of the 

institutions of political government, economic organization,

education, and the church. Inherited from the past, from 

which they presumably convey the wisdom of experience, 

they are supposed to help us solve our problems collectively; 

but they always have an inertia of their own which limits 

the flexibility of the present. Yet institutions are necessary. 

The new attitudes are only half realized when they remain 

mere subjective processes in individual consciousness. Not 

until they become incorporated in new habits and 

institutions can we speak of a revolution having become 

successful, or a solution having been realized. To the degree 

that wall mentality is to be overcome, to that degree must 

the old habits be weakened, new ones developed and brought 

into durable operation. 


In the southern United States a series of walls exist 

between the Whites and the Negroes. There are walls of 

attitude and ideology; but there are also the institutional 

walls of habits, of political structures, of educational 

systems, and economic organizations. As the attack on the 

walls of racial discrimination proceeds, all of these 

institutions resist the demanded changes; but that 

revolution, now in progress, will not be complete until radical 

changes in attitudes, in habits, and in institutions are 

accomplished. Neither the Whites nor the Negroes, neither 

the habits and institutions of the American South nor the 

black ghettoes in the cities of the American North will be 

the same in another twenty years; and anyone perfectly 

content with the present state of affairs will not be content 

with the state of affairs twenty years from now. 

Briefly put, power structures resist radical change, 

especially when such change exacts erosion in those same 

power structures. Whenever a wall is built, a set of power 

structures tends to solidify in the shadow of that wall, and 

to resist alteration in the nature of the wall. Significant 

changes in the wall are only possible when not only attitudes 

and ideologies, but also institutions, are modified.




       IV. The Use Of Walls 


With the description of these five elements it is perhaps 

time to draw a tentative conclusion, namely: the wall 

syndrome is a normal phenomenon in that it exists to some 

degree and for some areas of all human beings and all 

human societies. Every last one of us has, and to some 

degree must have, walls within us, and around us. We need 

them for administrative convenience, for psychological and 

physical defense, for currency control, for economic 

organization. We need them because we are all finite 

beings, with imperfect faculties, with areas of limited but 

definite responsibility. So long as I am a creature who 

makes mistakes, has impure thoughts, who cannot 

empathize equally with all creatures that feel pain—to that 

degree I will not expose my psyche nakedly before you, nor 

open my soul wide for all to see. To the degree that I do not 

trust you, I will not let you peer too deeply into my being. 

Thus I throw in front of me, to some degree, a “Persona,” to 

use Jung’s word, a curtain or a facade, behind which I can 

tolerate my imperfections and my insecurities. We need 

such internal walls—and the more you attack me without 

mercy, or the more others have attacked me before, or the 

less I dare risk exposing my small store of treasures to you, 

the more and higher I will build my walls. All men insist, 

and rightly, on some degree of privacy. 


One of the rarest—and most precious—of all human 

creatures is the person like Gandhi who, without flaunting 

his failures, could nevertheless expose them to others for 

them to criticize—so that he might purify himself of the 

traits of which he should be ashamed. A Mahatma (Great 

Soul) could absorb hurts and injuries, and return gentleness 

and understanding for harshness; but this demands great 

insight, enormous sympathy, habitual self-discipline, and 

great personal courage. Most people are not capable of such

prolonged effort. The natural response is to encase oneself 

in protective armor and not to expose the tender feelings of 

trust and love. 


For, at the present stage in human history we do not 

know how to organize our needs and our abilities in the 

production, possession, and exchange of goods, in 

techniques of educating and communicating, and above all 

in modes of loving and sharing, so that all creatures are 

equally within whatever walls and fences we might want to 

build. Our problem solving intelligence is too limited, our 

emotions too immature, and the resistance of habit and 

inheritance too powerful for us to create suddenly and 

adequately the institutions that would include all creatures 

and exclude none.   What is true for individuals is even truer for racial, 

social, political and economic groups, where face to face 

perception is not available to act as a check on the urge to 

inflict pain and injury. A country like Poland that has been 

mercilessly destroyed will not easily regain its trust in the 

country that destroyed it; nor will China easily forget the 

humiliations that the West has imposed upon her. The list 

is endless, for every country can list past injuries and has 

elaborate techniques for keeping the memories of these 

injuries alive. Injury begets counter injury, and the cycle 

continues itself. Capitalism begets Communism, and 

Communism begets anti-Communism, which begets the 

next in the series. The more the unfriendly pressure that 

is put on a wall, Berlin’s or Selma’s, the higher and deeper 

that wall will be built.   We need then to have a clear sense of why and how 

such walls are built, and we need to have sympathy and 

understanding for those that build them. In short, I wish to 

offer a limited defense of psychological and institutional 

wall building. Given the facts of human fallibility, we must 

admit that some walls are necessary—for psychological

protection, for administrative convenience, for economic 

and psychological organization. 




    V. An Outworn Means 


At the same time we cannot rest content with this cycle of 

building walls and counter walls. It is unsatisfactory and 

inadequate. Wall building, defense measures, and 

retaliation raids perpetuate the very evil they seek to cure; 

but paradoxically, under conditions of modern technology 

and modern alliances, they do so only by the concomitant 

threat of annihilating every living creature. What for 

centuries has been an unpleasant and only partially 

successful method, that of meeting violence with violence, 

is no longer rational. It may satisfy our primitive instincts 

for defense or revenge, but it neither defends nor revenges 

in any adequate sense.   In an earlier age when populations were smaller and 

more scattered, economic and political organizations 

simpler, weapons less destructive, and human groups less 

interdependent, then the mentality of separateness and 

retaliation was a manageable misfortune. Today it is a 

catastrophe. To overcome this primitive response is a 

universal imperative; genuine and cooperative coexistence 

is not merely a desideratum but a necessity. 

It seems to me, the traditional wall and defense 

mentality locates the problem in the wrong place, and 

therefore the solution in the wrong place. The wall thinker 

does not want to see his own mistakes or contributions to 

the present problem, except as tactical errors; but he is 

very capable of seeing the substantive mistakes on the 

other side of the wall. Since he sees all the evil personified 

on the other side, he uses methods which he would not 

excuse in his opponent in order to eradicate that opponent 

or his system. Thus he turns for an easy remedy to military,

or political, or psychological pressure, trying to crush or 

control the other side. He sees a troublemaker, but not what 

bothers the troublemaker and thus attacks the symptom 

but not the disease. His attack, being destructive, only 

aggravates the underlying ailment which is present on both 

sides of the wall. The root problem is the not yet sufficiently 

developed maturity of men and systems in a world of 

insufficient abundance, where we have not learned to 

produce and share equitably, recognizing that equitably does 

not have to mean equally, or according to contribution. A 

more inclusive sense of equity is required because men 

and systems are endowed differently, inherit different 

resources, and face different problems, and yet are 

increasingly interdependent with each other. The 

immaturity is that of men who do not know how to be content 

with the best that could be devised at a given time in ways 

of government, and at the same time to be constructively 

discontent when those ways of governing unnecessarily hurt 

other men. It is the immaturity of men who have not learned 

to critically respect both me and mine on this side of the 

wall, as well as you and yours on the other side of the wall— 

nor to recognize that we have an infinite obligation, which 

we can more or less satisfy but never fulfill, to include in 

our society of critical respect all living creatures 

everywhere. 




      VI. The Double Obligation 


I am referring to the double obligation suggested to us by 

Albert Schweitzer: that we should feel reverence for all life, 

and all forms of life; and within this first unconditional 

obligation the more limited and local obligation to be able 

to respect my own life, and yours, and societies that are 

less inclusive than the whole. Notice that I cannot fulfill 

both of these obligations perfectly, for they are incompatible,

but I am required to try, and I can be more or less successful, 

though never fully successful.   Similar to Kant’s “Kingdom of Ends,” as it is to Spinoza’s  intellectual love of God, reverence for all life is the 

nontranscendental first and divine commandment. All 

living things—with and because of their differences—must 

be viewed as members of the kingdom of ends. They 

constitute together what is sacred on earth, for the only a 

priori claim to universal respect lies in being a creature 

that lives and can die, and that offers the possibility of 

continuous creativity. I am quite willing to admit that the 

claim to be respected is augmented by increments of 

biological complexity and psychological sensitivity: thus the 

capacity to experience at all, to feel pain, to understand, to 

imagine and think add to the claims that others should 

respect. If all living creatures were gods, omniscient in 

insight, with wants the satisfaction of which would not 

deprive another of the satisfaction of his wants, then there 

could be only one binding claim which all could obey without 

conflict. Then, in respecting all creative possibilities—in 

loving God immanently—we would be loving each other and 

ourselves simultaneously. In brutal fact, however, we are 

finite creatures, and though we can sense the vision of 

perfect compatibility, we cannot live it. We must live the 

divine possibility under the imperfect and limited conditions 

that are given to us in our lives, amid other lives and other 

choices which are sometimes incompatible with our own. 

This then, is the second commandment: to love others and 

ourselves in a more limited way. I should feel a more active 

affirmation in relation to men than to animals, a more direct 

involvement with men near to me than to those that are 

far away, a greater responsibility to certain men than to 

others. Every being, myself not excluded, is a center of worth; 

but it is a center of worth who should respect all other 

centers of worth, and who, with all of the creative powers at

his command, should seek continuously to generate that 

community of lives where ever more can live in harmony. 

Notice that a new element is entering. Out of the 

unreconcilable tension between the first and the second 

obligation arises the necessity to exercise critical 

reconstruction. Because I must feel sympathy for all 

creatures, respectful of each life and each difference in 

living, and because I can express sympathy only for some 

creatures, therefore I should exercise my critical faculties 

upon my self and others in the effort to reduce the avoidable 

disharmonies that exist between us. This is to me the only 

class-consciousness without class antagonism, the only 

dialectic without an enemy, the only national con- 

sciousness without chauvinism, and the only family- and 

self-consciousness without exclusivism. In brief the first 

commandment is universal love, the second is parochial 

love, and the third is critical reconstruction. 




    VII. The Tension Within Love And Truth 


It is unconditionally laid upon us to live as a member of the 

“Kingdom of Heaven.” I mean that the brotherhood of all 

creatures is unconditional, and that none are to be excluded 

from this community. Even though to live in this community 

is unattainable, one can live more closely to or more 

remotely from this ideal. There are two attitudes here: love 

and truth. Both are ambivalent, with an ideal pole and a 

realistic pole between which we are tensionally suspended. 

The attitude of love commends to me an emotional 

community of all creatures, from which none are excluded, 

and simultaneously another less inclusive emotional 

community in which I am called upon to more actively love, 

respect, and help. If this second community requires of me 

hurting or handicapping another creature then I must do 

so, if at all, with reluctance and shame that that is my

human condition. But the decisions of action require of me 

an attitude toward truth. I must act on the basis of the 

most accurate and inclusive knowledge that I can achieve; 

but on the other hand I must recognize that truth exceeds 

that grasped by any man or group of men. Though truth is 

more closely approached as the needs, perspectives and 

assessments of all creatures are included, no earthly 

knowing is omniscient. Although I must love and know in 

a limited way, I must also be aware of unlimited loving and 

knowing, and know that they too lay claims upon me. Only 

thus can I maintain my sense of being called (with others) 

by God, coupled with the restraining sense that my 

interpretation of that calling must be modified by the 

humility of my finiteness.   I am describing a faith, an attitude that is neither anti- 

scientific nor pro-scientific, but which is a presuppostion 

of a scientific approach. I mean it to be like Tillich’s sense 

of the meaning of “faith” as ultimate commitment. I believe 

it is not unlike the concept of a German Quaker thinker, 

Emil Fuchs: 


“Above all else the education of youth must carefully 

avoid such errors that suggest to young people that the 

biblical message announces to us something that we ‘must 

believe’, instead of a revelation to wake us to love.”1 

The concept may be clearer if thought of as a 

developmental ideal.   The young child gradually develops an awareness of 

himself and the world of things and beings around him. He 

becomes aware of his pains and pleasures and needs, and 

those which are not his. He distinguishes himself from 

other selves. In modern societies he comes to feel into other 

selves, and in a sense to let those selves become present 

in himself. His “self” expands to include a few other people, 

his parents, his brothers and sisters. He feels their needs 

and satisfactions working vicariously in himself, as they

feel with him. He develops a limited social self as well as a 

personal self. The process does not always go forward, and 

certainly does not proceed evenly. It may stop with his family 

or a few friends. Usually, however, it does proceed further. 

His sympathies expand to include a teacher, classmates, 

then a club group, his city, his country, his race. A series 

of concentric social selves develop in him, so that when he 

says “myself” he says something systematically ambiguous. 

He has different systems of loyalties, which sometimes 

conflict, but which he tries to maintain as fully as possible. 

When conflicts arise he either reduces his loyalties, or tries 

to maintain those loyalties, while reconciling the conflicts. 

He learns to value differences in sex, in training, in skill, 

in interests, for the richness of his world is a function of 

variety within a cooperating community, or series of 

communities.   Usually the process of ego-expansion stops at some 

point. His sympathies become limited and bordered. He 

cannot imagine a factory beyond his own; he cannot see 

mutual satisfaction beyond his nation, though he can see 

it within his nation; he settles for his class satisfactions 

because he cannot discover a way of satisfying the interests 

of his class and another class. He stops growing, stops 

looking for more inclusive loyalties, and is content to serve 

a group smaller than the whole. This is understandable. 

For functional purposes of organizing production, of playing 

a game, of taking care of the aged or sick, these limits may 

be both unavoidable and even desirable; but for purposes of 

defining the highest human loyalties and sympathies they 

are inadequate. The only justifiable limit to feelings of 

sympathy and respect are the limits of creative life itself. 

Any limit short of that is a kind of idolatry, for only the 

whole is wholesome and healthy, and only the whole can 

be a satisfactory locus of the ultimate loyalty.

Yet we can never serve that whole in its entirety, until 

we are able to find forms of social, political and economic 

organization whereby we can simultaneously serve any part 

and the whole as well. In any foreseeable future we cannot 

serve mankind as a whole, or all living beings in their 

entirety; but the obligation to do so remains a test for the 

relative adequacy of any less inclusive loyalty or set of 

sympathies, or way of organizing human efforts. 



      VIII. Guidelines For The Future 


I have spent much time trying to develop the concept of an 

attitude, and little time dealing with programs of action. 

That is not because attitudes are important, and programs 

unimportant; but because attitudes are more within our 

individual control, while programs are interpersonal and 

vary with conditions. Programs—the development of 

institutions for implementing the attitude—are equally 

important with the attitude. Indeed, for most people they 

are probably the way the attitude is learned. 

Let me briefly indicate a few guiding principles. No 

economic, political, social, educational, or religious 

institution is of universal validity. Each is tensionally 

suspended between the ideal of universal loyalty on the 

one side, and the local conditions of its origin and history 

on the other. While the ideals of universality offer standards 

for evaluating specific institutions, they cannot be 

mechanically and absolutely applied with equal rigor to 

every situation. Evaluation must take into account local 

conditions as well as pragmatic considerations of how to 

achieve maximum progress towards these ideal standards. 

The adequacy of such institutions must be measured 

against the needs and interests of the whole of that 

population, and not some privileged few. The institutions 

should in this sense serve the people, and all of the people.

The institutions should be “by the people,” using all 

the creative insights and energies presently available. I 

speak out here against all forms of institutionalized elites, 

answerable only to themselves: whether it be an elite of 

the Communist party, or of a capitalist managerial class, 

or of the white or some other race. The true function of an 

elite is to eliminate itself, by developing the capacity for 

leadership as widely as possible and providing for the 

dispersal of decision making among all the people. 

While an institution should be for and by the people 

who are its members, it should also not be against the 

interests of members of other institutions. A family, a 

production group, or a political entity cannot be judged as 

adequate, even though it provides fully for all of its members, 

if it does so at the expense of members of outside 

institutions. This error of the “realists” does not occur so 

frequently in our century with respect to families, but all 

too frequently with respect to an economic organization, a 

race, a class, a nation, or a group of nations. 

Machiavelli made significant contributions by showing 

that a country or group can not be judged simply by the 

standards of individual morality, but it does not follow that 

a country or other group is to be ruled only by “its” own self- 

interest. Each of us has the obligation to be sympathetically 

critical of the institutions under which we live, and to 

persevere steadfastly and courageously when the con- 

sequences of this are unpleasant. We have a greater 

obligation to be critical of the institutions under which we 

directly live, and a lesser obligation to be critical of the 

institutions under which we do not live. 


There is an especially troublesome contemporary 

problem to which Germans could make specially significant 

contributions. I refer to the need for understanding 

“totalitarianism” (by which I mean highly centralized, non- 

representative power control), and how to control its

excesses. I am not referring to individual acts of resistance, 

but rather to the thoughtful and empirical analysis of the 

origins of such systems, the sources of their strength, and 

the methods by which they may be constructively 

restrained. Given a totalitarian system, what institutional 

structures from within and from without will control and 

reduce its excessive power? Given a non-totalitarian 

situation, what institutional structures will prevent its 

becoming totalitarian—especially as a reaction to an 

outside or former totalitarianism? What is the potential 

role of supranational structures in controlling and limiting 

totalitarianisms—without in turn becoming a new and 

more terrifying totalitarian structure? 




      IX. Wall Mentality 


Is the enemy having developed, even if crudely, this frame of reference, 

let us return to the walls with which we started, using 

the German wall as a focus. The considerations which 

follow are those which need to be heard in the West—in 

the East different but corresponding considerations would 

be called for.   The causes which led to that wall started with a Hitler- 

German aggression against the East and against the West, 

which was followed by a defeat for German arms, and 

occupation of the country by two groups of armies. The 

nature of those occupations reflected the differing past 

history of the countries to the East and to the West, and the 

polarization of Germany was an expression of the 

polarization of the victorious powers. The two Germanies 

grew continuously more distinct and antagonistic as time 

went on, since the tasks were conceived differently, the 

burden of reparations and the help to rebuild were different, 

and so on. As cold war antagonisms centered in Germany, 

and as the comparative advantage of political democracy

and material well-being developed in favor of West Germany, 

political pressure grew stronger in the East, thereby 

increasing rapidly the flow of people (and money) from the 

East to the West of that which they still regarded as their 

country. East Germany had either to give in to the West or 

to change her system of administration, neither of which 

she could do; or she had to improve her economic position 

rapidly, which she could not do rapidly enough, especially 

in view of the refugee stream; or she had to fight back with 

restrictive measures. She chose to fight back, which led 

finally to the erection of the visible wall. 

The use of military force by either side is unthinkable 

under present political and technological conditions. 

Economic isolation and psychological pressure from the West 

will strengthen rather than reduce the wall, and will keep 

alive the fears of the East German administration, as well 

as the fears and hates still warm from World War II in Poland 

and Russia. If the wall cannot be blasted away by either 

military force or economic-political pressure, then the use 

of such pressure can only cause the wall to be strengthened 

and the wall mentality to be reinforced. Even if the East 

German government were less popular with its citizens 

than many other governments, that does not alter the fact 

that there is a real power structure there that cannot be 

wished away, and probably will not be blasted away from 

outside or from inside. If this is so, then improvement in 

the German situation can only occur through sympathetic 

but critical negotiation with this government. 

If not the wall, but rather “wall mentality” is the enemy, 

then it is not to be identified with certain persons rather 

than others, or one system rather than another. The 

“enemy” in short is not a person or a system, but a way of 

thinking and of feeling. It is the exclusive mentality that 

sees only the satisfaction of “my” group as important, and 

sees this satisfaction as antithetical to your group. The

goal then is the gaining of an attitude of community—a 

community which includes both East and West Germanies, 

and their political, economic, and social structures. It is a 

community furthermore which does not stop with Germany 

but includes Poles, Russians, Americans, and Frenchmen. 

Paradoxically, I am convinced that Germans will not be able 

to reunite with Germans until they are able to reunite with 

non-Germans. Quickly I must add that this sense of 

community does not exclude the element of criticism; on 

the contrary, it would be unrealistically utopian without it. 

However that critical element must be an outcome of 

sympathy; it must fall within the bounds of an inclusive 

sense of community which draws in both sides. Dr. Muller- 

Gangloff, director of the Evangelical Academy of West Berlin, 

uses the expression “double loyalty” which suggests to me 

that I must be simultaneously loyal to forms and persons 

on this side of a wall and to forms and persons on the other 

side of the wall—and of further walls. But precisely this 

“double” loyalty indicates that the ways of expressing that 

loyalty to my group and to the inclusive group are not 

identical, and suggests the enormously important need of 

the critical element rooted in the more inclusive 

community, with which we must criticize both the groups 

on both sides of the wall. 


For those who are Marxists I would suggest that there 

is a sense of dialectic here that profits from but goes beyond 

the classical sense of class antagonisms. It provides a 

framework for a concept of genuine co-existence which 

offers friendly challenge even while it offers mutual respect 

and toleration. In any case the classical class struggle has 

nothing to offer us today, both because of the nature of 

modern violence, and because we can see today possibilities 

for political forms that are not mere tools of economic 

substructures.




X. Aims Into Action 


Broadly speaking, components in the new community 

attitude will be modifications of the previously listed 

elements in the wall mentality. We should seek ways of 

being loyal to our side, without requiring disloyalty to the 

other side. We should seek to maintain positive emotions 

for both our communities, saving our negative attitudes to 

criticize ways of thinking and acting that are antithetical 

to the larger community. We should seek real com- 

munication at all levels, so that we may see ourselves as 

all others see us, and thus realize what others take to be 

our errors and mistakes. We should try to perceive reality 

objectively and universally. We should shun words that avoid 

thinking, and think constructively about problems to which 

we as well as others can make contributions. And we should 

seek ideologies that encourage the growth of larger 

communities, rather than restricting us to smaller groups. 

Quakers and the German churches can make direct 

contributions to reducing central European tensions by 

developing dialogue opportunities and encouraging problem 

solving discussion of existing conflicts. We can support and 

extend such efforts as the weekend conferences of the 

Evangelical Academies in Berlin, East-West conferences 

such as those of the Gossner Mission and International 

Friendship House, Quaker East-West work camps, school 

affiliations, conferences and seminars, and such pub- 

lications as the recent Polish-German Memorandum of the 

Evangelical Church. Professors and artists have been able 

to open significant lines of communication precisely 

through the use of their professional skills, and these efforts 

could be encouraged.   Let me make a few suggestions for specific and 

constructive West German political approaches to the 

German division. However, no attempt will be made here

to elaborate or defend these suggestions, nor to analyze 

contributions which could be made from the East German 

side. West Germany could reduce the causes of Eastern 

fears: by avoiding frightening and extreme measures such 

as the Emergency Law Legislation as first conceived, and 

the Atomic Mine Belt plan; by not escalating her military 

power, especially in the area of nuclear sharing, but rather 

by supporting the movement for a non-proliferation 

agreement and seeking consultations for military 

disengagement and a mutual security pact for central 

Europe; and by minimizing claims to former German 

territories to the east of the Oder-Neisse, or agreeing to 

the possibility of international arbitration to settle claims 

to these territories. 

Develop positive connections with East Europe, and 

later with East Germany in the form of trade, cultural 

exchanges, and even political relations. Fortunately there 

are hopeful signs that West Germany is already beginning 

to move in this direction. It is reasonably clear that German 

reunification can be neither a sudden nor an isolated event, 

but rather a contributing cause and beneficiary of a slowly 

developing European reintegration to replace the present 

East-West line of division. As the German division is both 

cause and effect of the European division, the healing of 

both divisions must proceed conjointly. 

Work toward treating the East German government 

should be treated as a future negotiating partner by 

developing de facto ties, but without presently extending 

diplomatic recognition: the first step is to reduce 

propagandistic treatments of life in East Germany and the 

use of emotive words like “the Zone.” Objective presentation 

of both good and bad aspects of the situation in East Germany 

is vitally needed, instead of moralistic condemnation and 

ostracism. Mixed-manned technical commissions for trade, 

culture, and reunification plans could develop fruitful

dialogue. Treat the Allied Travel Office as an out-lived Cold 

War survival, and discard it along with the fiction that there 

is no administration in East Germany with which to discuss 

mutual problems. 


Finally the ground could be prepared for a peace treaty 

conference at which at least the four occupation powers 

and both Germanies would be represented. Prior to that, in 

consultation with the occupation powers, East and West 

Germany would need to seek consensus through mutual 

negotiation on border questions and a plan for the gradual 

reintegration of a future Germany.   Whether working as individuals or institutions, we need to learn to be patient with what we can achieve, and 

to take limited satisfaction in limited progress. We are all 

humans: we make mistakes, we grow tired and irritable, 

we cannot love as widely or as wisely as we feel we ought 

to. Having tried to improve our situation, and without giving 

up that effort, we must learn to forgive others and ourselves 

in comparable degrees. 




XI. Like A High Mountain 


Thinking, as we have been, in terms of walls, we have not 

been able to escape them in our ideological framework of 

categories, borders, and groups. Some linguistic anthro- 

pologists have suggested that such thinking patterns are 

due to language habits inherited from our Greek origins, 

which they contrast with other more fluid thought patterns, 

such as the Pueblo Indian and Chinese. Perhaps it would 

be well to replace or supplement our root-metaphor of walls 

with a root-metaphor drawn from India. Hindu thinkers often 

suggest that reality is like a high mountain, with many 

different routes to the summit, and many different groups 

traversing them. Each has its own special problems and 

joys, its unique history and future. Each has a sharp focus

on a piece of reality, but only a suspicion—if that—of other 

sides of the mountain, and of the mountain as a whole. 

Large and difficult mountains can only be ascended by 

team effort, which includes teams within teams, and base 

parties that support several teams climbing higher on the 

slope. Each is aware of other teams on the mountain. 

Sometimes we can ascend together, sometimes separately, 

and sometimes we can cut steps, or leave a cache, for them, 

or they for us.   In this way we can view our social and political 

situation with keen focus on our immediate reality but with 

simultaneous consciousness of other teams and other 

routes, and the glimpse above all of the summit of the 

mountain itself.   Given this approach, the political reunification of 

Germany in something of the old sense, and the overcoming 

of a particular wall, may turn out to be possible. But, once 

accomplished, it will also turn out to be less important. The 

approach itself is the real achievement. 
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