
THE GREAT IDEAS ONLINE 

Oct’21                                              Journal No.2035 

The Post-war World-IV 

THE CHALLENGE 
OF THE 

FOUR FREEDOMS 
 

A UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO ROUND TABLE BROADCAST 
• 

AUGUST 23, 1942 
• 

MORTIMER J. ADLER, Law School, University of Chicago 
CARL J. FRIEDRICH, Department of Government, Harvard 

University  
W. W. WAYMACK, Des Moines Register-Tribune 

• 
SUGGESTED READINGS 

 
MACLEISH, ARCHIBALD, “The Image of Victory,” Atlantic Monthly, July, 

1942. 
 

WALLACE, HENRY A., “The Price of Free World Victory,” Vital Speech-
es, June I, 1942 Free copies available from Office of War Information, 

Washington, D.C. 
 

WELLES, SUMNER, “World Leadership To Protect Peace,” Vital 
Speeches, June 15, 1942 

 
THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 

ROUND TABLE 
REG. U.S. PAT. OFF. 

 
Published weekly. 10 cents a copy; five copies, 25 cents; full-year sub-
scription, 52 issues, two dollars. Published by the University of Chicago, 
Chicago, Illinois. Entered as second-class matter January 3,1939, at the 
post office at Chicago, Illinois, under the Act of March 3, 1879. 

 No. 232 
 

NOTE 
The supplementary information contained in the footnotes to the follow-
ing text, developed by staff research, is not to be considered as rep-
resenting the opinions of the ROUND TABLE speakers. Following the 
transcript of the broadcast are questions which readers may wish to use 



2 
 

for analysis and discussion. It is hoped that teachers and discussion 
leaders may find this additional service of the ROUND TABLE transcript 
helpful in their study of the subject discussed in the broadcast. 
 
 
 

THE CHALLENGE 
OF THE 

FOUR FREEDOMS 
 

A UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO ROUND TABLE 
BROADCAST* 

• 
MORTIMER J. ADLER, Law School, University of Chicago 
CARL J. FRIEDRICH, Department of Government, Harvard 

University 
W. W. WAYMACK, Des Moines Register-Tribune 

 
*A radio discussion broadcast from the University of Chicago over sta-
tions of the National Broadcasting Company, Sunday, August 23, 1942, 
at 1:30 P.M., Central War Time. 
 
The ROUND TABLE, the oldest educational program continuously on the 
air, is broadcast entirely without a script, although participants meet in 
advance, pre-pare a topical outline, and exchange data and views. Sub-
jects are chosen because of their social, political, or economic signifi-
cance. The program has no “ax to grind.” In the selection of speakers, 
the effort is to provide a balanced discussion by participants who have 
special competence and knowledge. The opinion of each speaker is his 
own and in no way involves the responsibility of either the University of 
Chicago or the National Broadcasting Company. 
 

THE CHALLENGE 
OF THE 

FOUR FREEDOMS 
 

What are we fighting for? Today the most likely answer 
would be “for the four freedoms, freedom of expression and 
of religion and freedom from want and from fear.” 
 
How many of us understand what these freedoms entail or 
comprehend the task which they impose upon each citizen?  
 
What major problems must be solved unequivocally before 
these freedoms can be achieved—at home and abroad?  
 
How do the peoples of the other United Nations react to the 
promise of these freedoms? 
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Concluding its series on the post-war world, the University of 
Chicago ROUND TABLE brought three observers to its mi-
crophone to answer some of these questions in a discussion 
of “The Challenge of the Four Freedoms.” 
 
 
MR. ADLER: In the minds of most Americans the four freedoms 
are symbols; they’re a part of a slogan under which we are 
fighting. In the past there have been other slogans for which free 
men have fought. In the eighteenth century there were the rights of 
man. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Yes, and Lincoln’s government of, by, and for 
the people. 
 
MR. ADLER: And liberty, equality, and fraternity. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: And Wilson’s “make the world safe for democ-
racy.” 
 
MR. ADLER: And we mustn’t forget, I suppose, that Hitler him-
self has a slogan in speaking of the new order. Now, to begin with, 
in what respects are the four freedoms the same things that have 
been said by these other slogans, and in what respects are they dif-
ferent? 
 
MR. WAYMACK: In general, I think the four freedoms are a good 
expression, necessarily loose, of the aspirations of the majority of 
the American people. All of them, of course, are the complete ne-
gation of the new-order theory and principle of Hitler and of the 
Nazis and Fascists in general.1 
                                                
1 ‘President Roosevelt first stated the four freedoms in his annual message to 
 
“The first is freedom of speech and expression—everywhere in the world. “The 
second is freedom of every person to worship God in his own way—everywhere 
in the world. 
 
“The third is freedom from want—which, translated into world-terms, means 
economic understandings which will secure to every nation a healthy peacetime 
life for its inhabitants—everywhere in the world. 
 
“The fourth is freedom from fear—which, translated into world-terms, means a 
world-wide reduction of armaments to such a point and in such a thorough 
fashion that no nation will be in a position to commit an act of physical aggres-
sion against any neighbor—anywhere in the world.” 

 
The twenty-eight members of the United Nations have adhered to the Atlantic 
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Now, of the four freedoms, it seems to me that freedom of expres-
sion and freedom of religion, at least as far as Americans are con-
cerned, are very close, if not identical, with our traditional ideals. 
They don’t represent a very significant expansion of our traditional 
ideals and expressions of the past. Possibly freedom of expression 
is a little broader than freedom of speech. We have our new com-
munications—the movies and the radio and all—but fundamentally 
they are the same. 
 
However, I think there is a very significant expansion of our tradi-
tional ideals and slogans in the inclusion of freedom from fear and 
freedom from want, and I’d like very much to hear Friedrich say 
something about freedom from fear. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Freedom from fear is very important. I don’t 
think I quite agree with you when you say that all Americans find 
themselves represented in the four freedoms. I believe in them ar-
dently; I think we all do. But there are quite a few Americans who 
do not entirely agree with them. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Oh, of course. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Remember that freedom from fear in the eight-
eenth century meant freedom from the fear of dynastic oppression; 
freedom from fear of what George, the king of England, might do. 
Today, to the American, the threat, the terror, of the fascist reac-
tion that is rampant in the world has come in the form of attack 
from without. But let us not forget that to a great many people in 
the world today the older meaning of the freedom from fear is just 
as significant. What the people under fascist oppression most suf-
fer from is the terror. 
 
MR. ADLER: But wouldn’t you say that the two meanings of free-
dom from fear are closely connected—that freedom from fear 
aroused by oppression and tyranny and despotism within is very 
close to freedom from fear from despotic and totalitarian aggres-
sion from without? 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Certainly. They are both the result of the same 
world-forces. 
 

                                                                                                         
Charter, which has as its sixth principle “. . . . to see established a peace which 
will afford . . . . assurance that all the men in all the lands may live out their 
lives in freedom from fear and want.” (See pages 16-17.) 
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MR. WAYMACK: We who haven’t been invaded naturally put the 
emphasis on the one thing, the fear of external aggression. Those 
people who have been invaded know what the Gestapo is. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Right! 
 
MR. ADLER: I agree with you, Waymack, that freedom from fear 
and freedom from want are novel, but, of the four freedoms that 
arouse our interest, it seems to me that freedom from want is the 
most difficult of all. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Before we get to freedom from want, I’d like to 
add that, while it is true that a good many Americans have freedom 
from fear, there are some Americans, notably some of our colored 
people in the South, who have never been really entirely free from 
fear. I think we ought to recognize that. 
 
MR. ADLER: I think we should, and I think we ought to come 
back to it when we ask whether in our obligation to carry the four 
freedoms to the rest of the world we aren’t first obligated to estab-
lish it here. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: You certainly can’t skip it. 
 
MR. ADLER: Let me come back to freedom from want generally, 
apart from the United States or the rest of the world. The thing that 
strikes me about freedom from want is, first, that it’s the only one 
of the four freedoms on which you would get universal agreement, 
because it hits below the belt, as a matter of fact, and is some-thing 
that no one can ignore. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Or exactly at the belt. 
 
MR. ADLER: But the other aspect of freedom from want, it seems 
to me, is the most ambiguous. People who, like former President 
Hoover, talk about the free-enterprise system think that they are 
providing freedom from want. On the other hand, you have both 
the Communists and the Fascists—I think you have to admit that 
both the Germans and the Russians have made all their work pred-
icated on the end of freedom from want. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: I don’t think they get it. But you’re right; that’s 
what they profess. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: I’ve always wondered to what extent that was 
really an aim of the Nazis rather than a slogan. 
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MR. ADLER: In any case, wouldn’t you gentlemen admit that the 
aim at freedom from want, the desire for freedom from want, tends 
to get in the way of the other three freedoms? That in the name of 
freedom from want you suppress freedom of speech; you may ac-
tually interfere with freedom of worship; you may, in fact, increase 
freedom from fear? 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Except that in the case of the Nazis there is that 
slogan about guns rather than butter. That doesn’t sound like free-
dom from want to me. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: And Freidrich’s comment a moment ago sug-
gests the importance to us of making sure that our slogans are more 
than slogans—that they aim at accomplishing things. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: I agree very heartily with that. 
 
MR. ADLER: But in the United States, to leave the world at large 
for a moment, do we not yet have a long way to go to establish the 
kind of economic order not only in which we have plenty but in 
which, through cooperative bargaining, through collective and un-
ionized conditions of labor, through a cooperative organization of 
industry, we prevent any man from being economically dependent 
upon other men? Because wouldn’t you agree, Waymack, that un-
less men are economically free they can’t actually enjoy and exer-
cise their political freedom? 
 
MR. WAYMACK: I think that’s true, and I think we’re coming to 
a realization of it. We have to face it when we face this question of 
the meaning of the four freedoms for us. We do have to face it. We 
must make progress. We must make faster progress in the years 
just ahead than we have made in the past—there is no question 
about that. 
 
MR. ADLER: Doesn’t that suggest that perhaps the four freedoms 
are a very radical document? 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: I think they are. I think it’s very important to 
realize that the four freedoms are the expression of the fact that our 
world is going completely upside down. The other day, riding in 
the train, I saw a headline which read: “Willkie Goes with Message 
from F.D.R. to Stalin.” 
 
MR. ADLER: Think of that in 1940 or in 1939! 
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MR. FRIEDRICH: Exactly! People would have thought somebody 
had gone completely crazy. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Still stranger things may happen within the 
next three years. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: That’s right. But we must recognize that what it 
all adds up to is that imperialism and nationalism and capitalism 
and collectivism, as we have known them, are gone. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: You say “as we’ve known them.” That’s quite 
right; but it doesn’t necessarily mean that nationalism is gone 
completely. I think it’s an unspent force in the world. 
 
MR. ADLER: May I say that I completely agree with you, Fried-
rich, that nationalism, as we have known it, and similarly capital-
ism and imperialism, are gone. We agree. 
 
We must recognize, perhaps, that a large part or some of the 
ROUND TABLE’s audience may not agree with us. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Oh, certainly! But we must recognize that the 
struggle of capitalism and of communism for the control of nation-
al states is gone. Just as the people in Federal Union have said, 
you’ve got to have some kind of an organization that will provide 
for rule of law everywhere.2 
 
MR. ADLER: Let us turn now to another question which will be 
reported for us. 
 
ANNOUNCER: President Roosevelt has called this war the “war 
of survival.” Many Americans ask how we can survive, even after 
a military victory, unless the four freedoms are extended through-
out the world. Other Americans ask how we can expect to survive 
if we try to impose our ideals on the rest of the world. 
 
MR. ADLER: That question seems to pose two problems. One is a 
problem about the four freedoms in the United States in the future. 
The other is a problem about the relation of the United States to the 
rest of the world with respect to the four freedoms. 
 
As I see the challenge of the four freedoms within the borders of 

                                                
2For further details of this plan see Clarence Streit, Union Now (New York: 
Harper & Bros., 1939), and Union Now with Britain (New York: Harper & 
Bros., 1941). 
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our country, it is a challenge to us to perfect democracy in two 
ways—one, to remove the economic and social obstacles to its 
working. I refer to the problem of the Negro in the South and to the 
problems of labor in this country. We have a lot to do in economic 
and social progress within our own borders to make democracy 
work. But is there a relation between that in your mind and the 
problem of making democracy work in the rest of the world? 
 
MR. WAYMACK: There is, very definitely. A moment ago Fried-
rich put the emphasis upon the importance of freedom from fear, 
and he indicated two aspects of that: freedom from foreign aggres-
sion—fear of that; and freedom from domestic terror—fear of that. 
We agreed, I think, that they are really two facets of the same 
thing. 
 
Well, now, if we’re going to establish freedom from fear in the 
world, we’ve got to approach it from the standpoint of the world-
community and as a problem of the world-community which only 
the world-community can hopefully approach or hope to solve. 
And that means, as I see it, that in one way or another (but, at any 
rate, effectively) there has simply got to be set up some form of 
collective security, something that’s beyond the scope of national 
boundaries. 
 
MR. ADLER: Then you really are, I think, agreeing with Fried-
rich, who says that nationalism as we have known it must be for-
gotten or said goodbye to. When you talk about collective security, 
are you admitting more than a League of Nations without sanctions 
or more than a peace treaty with a temporary police power? Aren’t 
you contemplating a world-order established by a world-
government somehow? 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Yes, unquestionably! I think it’s an imperative, 
a “must” in the situation. I’ve said that nationalism isn’t entirely 
spent. It’s still a force in the world, but we’ve got to go beyond it. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: You don’t mean necessarily a government 
comprising all the world? 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Not at all! 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: An intermediary step, as something in the way 
of progress. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: It must be effective. We can’t do too little, be-
cause the whole world would be in a pot if we did that! I think 
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what we’ve got to aim for now, in the immediate future after this 
war, is some way of implementing the phrase of Norman Angell, 
of some years ago, “of getting force behind the law instead of be-
hind the litigant.” 
 
MR. ADLER: There’s another aspect to this problem of the world-
order which, it seems to me, has a great bearing on our own de-
mocracy. I would say it is imperative for us to work for a world-
government because I don’t think that democracy can exist in the 
United States—endure and flourish and develop—without a better 
order among the communities of the world. Friedrich, in a recent 
book, makes the point even more sharply by saying that a democ-
racy cannot really develop a foreign policy. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: What I tried to show in The New Belief in the 
Common Man is that democracy cannot carry on the kind of for-
eign policy that was characteristic of the old monarchies. The old 
monarchies played the balance-of-power game, with secret treaties 
and secret diplomacy and all the rest, but democracy can’t do it 
because the public is supposed to participate in the formulation of 
public policies, and they do not understand this intricate game of 
intrigue and so forth. Therefore, there were two solutions. The old-
er solution was isolation. That was possible in the days when 
America was far removed and could separate herself and say: “Let 
these people fight their brawls, and we won’t have any part in it.” 
Today (and Pearl Harbor certainly proved it) that solution is out. 
Therefore, American democracy can only seize the other side of 
the dilemma and establish a world-democracy. 
 
MR. ADLER: There’s still another aspect. Agreeing with you that 
we can no longer pursue our isolated national existence, must we 
not go further and agree with Hitler on one point, namely, that the 
totalitarian regimes that are actually opposed to our constitutional 
governments and democracy cannot exist together in the same 
world? If that’s true (and I think it is true), then we can no longer 
hold, as we used to hold, that the internal governments of other 
countries were no part of our concern. Wouldn’t you agree, Way-
mack, that, just as the Constitution of the United States had to 
guarantee republican government to each of the several states be-
longing to the federation, so if we do have anything like world-
government, the aim must be to establish and develop democracy 
in all the communities of the world? 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: One reason is precisely this problem of foreign 
policy. The democracies cannot handle the type of game that Hitler 
imposes upon them. They’ve got to get rid of him. 
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MR. WAYMACK: I agree with that, and also I agree with Adler’s 
point, although it does represent a change in my attitude. In com-
mon with practically all Americans I’ve held heretofore to the tra-
ditional notion that the form of government that anybody else had 
was none of our business. But, when you see what developed in 
Germany, I think that we’ve got to recognize that for our own se-
curity, and for the safety of our institutions and ideals in the future, 
it just isn’t safe to permit to develop anywhere, as developed in 
Germany in the Hitlerite period, a great national community, cut 
off from the rest of the world, with no access to information, with 
no free expression—a regimented people constituted into an engine 
of menace and aggression and destruction. Now that probably isn’t 
tolerable in a world of the future. 
 
MR. ADLER: That summarizes our first main point. Let us turn 
now to the second of our main questions and have it stated for us. 
 
ANNOUNCER: Are the four freedoms really practicable ideas? 
Some of our allies, as well as our enemies, may not want to adopt 
them. And we say we believe in self-determination for each nation. 
What are the practical problems we shall face, and what are the 
actual chances for success in making the four freedoms world-
wide? 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: These are very real questions. We’ve said we 
want to live in a world where law and order reign. That’s right. But 
how are we going to do it? Let’s put the question about the four 
freedoms in another form. How many of the four freedoms would 
even the peoples of the United Nations agree to? Would, for ex-
ample, the Soviet Union accept all four of the freedoms or only 
some? We’ve got that problem of the common ground facing us, 
and we must explore it. Don’t you think so? 
 
MR. ADLER: I’ve thought considerably about that problem, Frie-
drich, and I must confess to being something of a pessimist. The 
minimum common ground which I can find for all the peoples of 
the United Nations is some belief in justice, in a reign of law and 
right; in some belief that might is not the only controlling factor in 
human affairs. But if you go beyond that, if you ask for acceptance 
of all the four freedoms, meaning constitutional government, uni-
versal suffrage, all the democratic privileges and rights, then I must 
say you can’t find them in all the United Nations. And what both-
ers me, Waymack, is that I doubt if you can get all Americans to 
agree about the four freedoms, if by the four freedoms you mean 
freedom from want and freedom from fear, implying the end of 
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nationalism as we’ve known it and the end of capitalism as we’ve 
known it. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Of course, you won’t find unanimous agree-
ment in America on these things any more than you’d find unani-
mous agreement in any democratically organized country about 
anything that involves a degree of change. But I think you’re need-
lessly pessimistic. I recognize that there are great difficulties; that 
there isn’t yet a completely common understanding even between 
us and our allies. But I think that you’re needlessly pessimistic 
about certain common-denominator qualities of these four free-
doms—for our allies, for the United Nations, and for the rest of the 
world. 
 
After all, unless our whole democratic faith is just bunk, for the 
long run we must believe, and I do believe, that it’s the natural and 
inevitable urge of humans to seek out these liberties, including 
even the freedom of expression, and so on. I think the similarities 
between the peoples of the world are more significant for the long 
run—and even for the relatively short run—than the differences. 
 
MR. ADLER: As many previous ROUND TABLES on similar 
topics have shown, the similarities may be great, but there are also 
within communities the same kind of divisions. In England, in the 
United States, in Holland, there are the people who are for nation-
alism and imperialism and capitalism and who are against the peo-
ple who are not. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Of course; but again that is just the democratic 
process. And don’t forget that war itself is a very great educator 
and that it’s a very great fanner of the aspirations and ambitions of 
people. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: What would you think of this? Here we have a 
disagreement between Adler and you about a common ground. 
Now we know, for example, that all the millions of China are Con-
fucionists and Buddhists; and we know that our own people are 
Christians; and we know that the peoples of the Soviet Union have 
different beliefs— 
 
MR. ADLER: When you say “Christian,” I’m reminded of the fact 
that President Roosevelt has said again and again that the belief in 
the four freedoms is based upon the belief that man is a human be-
ing, made in God’s image, which is definitely Christian and not 
shared by the oriental religions. 
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MR. WAYMACK: Well, fine as it may be, you don’t have to 
Christianize the world before you can make progress toward estab-
lishing the foundations of a tolerable peace. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Maybe you don’t have to, but I shouldn’t be 
surprised if the world were Christianized in the process of spread-
ing the four freedoms. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Fine! 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: But we have these great masses of people. 
Wouldn’t it be a more democratic thing, rather than for us to try to 
settle it here at this table, to bring together representatives of the 
great beliefs that mankind shares and let them thrash it out; to have 
a meeting of the men of thought rather than of the men of action, 
who could lay the foundation for a pan-humanistic conception of 
mankind? 
 
MR. ADLER: Would it be your view of the future and of the steps 
that we must take to achieve its promise that our job is one of edu-
cation—a job of education by discussion, education by carrying 
these problems to the peoples of the world in their own forums? 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Well, it’s an education for ourselves, too. I be-
lieve that our own conceptions would broaden. We have already 
been learning from India and China. Non-cooperation is right now 
a very aggravating thing; and yet we all somehow respect Gandhi 
for his uncompromising stand on behalf of his principles, don’t you 
think? 
 
MR. ADLER: I think we do, though I do think I tend to regard the 
task of bringing the four freedoms to the world as a much more 
difficult one than either you or Waymack seem to think. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Education is necessary, of course; but we can’t 
wait for the educational process to complete itself before we do 
something. And I still think, not wanting to minimize the difficul-
ties at all, that even in the case of the Russians they have an aspira-
tion toward a constitutional government, although they haven’t 
achieved it yet, despite a written constitution. The Chinese are 
moving toward national independence; they want it, for unifica-
tion, for industrialization, and for education. I think that points to-
ward such things as free expression. 
 
Mexico and the South American countries, ditto. I happened to be 
thrown, within the past month, into a conference with representa-
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tives of all the Latin-American countries. It seemed very clear to 
me, as far as the great majority of those millions of people south of 
the Rio Grande are concerned, that they are not very far removed 
from the aspirations of the four freedoms. 
 
MR. ADLER: That summarizes I think very nicely our second 
large problem. Let us turn now to the third major question which 
will be stated for us. 
 
ANNOUNCER: Hitler’s propagandists claim that the four free-
doms are a hoax; that the American people themselves do not 
practice the four freedoms at home. Many sincere Americans think 
that we must reform ourselves before we try to reform the world. 
Are we morally and intellectually ready to provide the leadership 
which victory will impose onus? 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Of course we’re not morally and intellectually 
ready in the sense that we have achieved perfection. But, again, we 
can’t wait for that. I think we have achieved, and are rapidly 
achieving under the pressure of events, an adequate degree of mor-
al and intellectual preparedness. We’ve got to recognize, and we’re 
beginning to recognize, that power always means responsibility. 
That applies to us and to the world at large. We’ve got to recognize 
that ideals won’t take care of themselves. 
 
MR. ADLER: There’s no question about that, but what is your no-
tion of the time it will take to realize what is involved—to bring 
about in fact and in practice the ideals that are here being stated 
under the head of the four freedoms? 
 
MR. WAYMACK: If you mean complete realization, the same as 
is true of any ideal. We’ve had the idea of broad democracy for a 
long time, and we’ve all conceded here, readily, that we haven’t 
achieved that yet. If you mean complete realization of the full 
meaning of all these four ideals represented by the four freedoms, I 
don’t know how long it will take. It will take generations! 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Isn’t it always a question of degree? The point 
is not that America, is perfect as contrasted with Hitler’s Germany, 
but it’s so infinitely better that anybody would rather live in Amer-
ica than in Hitlerite Germany, except an outright Nazi. 
 
MR. ADLER: But I’m thinking of something else. We have talked 
about bringing about world-government. We have talked about a 
radical reform of capitalism as well as an avoidance of the opposite 
evil of collectivism. We’ve talked about an educational job, and we 



14 
 

know in the United States how little we’ve done, in fifty years of 
trying to do it, to educate people to be democratic citizens. 
 
Can this job, not completely, even begin to be realized short of a 
hundred years or five hundred years? I ask the question because 
isn’t it your feeling that Americans generally are an impatient peo-
ple? They want immediate cash returns. They don’t like to work 
for something they are not going to enjoy in their own lifetime. 
Maybe this time we will not only have to fight and give our lives 
but work our whole lives through without seeing the fruits realized. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: I quite agree with you, although I recoil from 
such periods of time as five hundred years. But then, of course, our 
impatience is due largely to inexperience in international responsi-
bility. We’ve been inexperienced politically but by no means eco-
nomically. We’ve played a larger part in creating the shrunken 
character of this world than probably any other people, and, in-
stead of being ashamed of it, we’re proud of it. All we must do is 
bring our political action up to our economic. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: There is another point here, isn’t there? You 
can disparage the idea of doing it right away quick. That is an 
American fault. But, at the same time, if you put it in terms of a 
hundred years or five hundred years, then there arises the danger 
that people will say, “Well, if it’s a matter of five hundred years 
why fight this war?” 
 
MR. ADLER: That is, the great question of the moral aspect of our 
peace is something about our own characters. It’s easy to work for 
something you think you can gain in a short period. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Let’s not say we have to stick to it for five 
hundred years, or one hundred years, or ten years. What we have to 
do is to recognize that we can’t secede from a planet that is largely 
of our making. We’ve got to stay in and pitch. 
 
MR. ADLER: But the point remains that if we have any illusions 
about a short-term, successful venture, we’re likely to have that 
kind of disillusionment. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Quite right. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Let’s not make the mistake that was made last 
time and think that we can settle our ideals in a peace treaty. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: Amen! 
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MR. FRIEDRICH: A peace treaty is important, and we want it to 
make progress toward our ideals, but let’s not kid ourselves into 
thinking it can settle everything. 
 
MR. ADLER: No! And I’d go to an even more pessimistic extreme 
and say that if in fact we don’t act sensibly at the end of this war, 
we shall have to suffer another war to learn how to act sensibly. 
My own feeling is that these things we’re talking about, the four 
freedoms—freedom from fear and freedom from want particular-
ly—world-organization, and a proper world-economy, are things 
that are going to be forced upon us if we don’t work for them vol-
untarily. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: And the most encouraging thing in the situa-
tion, I think (despite division among us), is a spreading feeling that 
we don’t want another one of these things in twenty-five years; 
and, unless we improve the basis of things as they were before this 
war started, that’s exactly what we’ll have. 
 
MR. ADLER: It seems to me, then, that this fourth ROUND 
TABLE in the series of four on the post-war world summarizes the 
meaning of the other three—and particularly in the first ROUND 
TABLE, which raised the question of whether or not this was the 
time to discuss the post-war world.3 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: And I’d put a punch line that General MacAr-
thur handed us there. When he got a chance to talk to Americican 
newspaper reporters, he said, “You can’t get fellows to fight unless 
you can tell them what they’re fighting for.” Let’s not forget that! 
 
MR. ADLER: As a matter of fact, the new order should be our slo-
gan, not Hitler’s. He’s fighting for an old order; and our new order 
is an order based upon very old moral ideas which only in the last 
thousand years have grown to a point of actual successful practice 
in the world. So that I should say that it is our side rather than Hit-
ler’s that can speak of establishing a new order. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Amen to that! I think there’s a general tenden-
cy on the part of Americans, because they want to be practical, to 
overemphasize the economic and political tasks. They may even go 
so far as to say that this kind of thing is just a matter of a lot of 
words. Well, let me tell you I don’t think that’s so at all. Unless the 

                                                
3 The first three broadcasts on Should We Discuss the Next Peace Now? Politi-
cal Reconstruction, and Economic Requisites of a Durable Peace, broadcast 
August 2. 9, and 16, respectively, are available in pamphlet form. 
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economic and political tasks are faced— 

 

MR. ADLER: May I interrupt? You say “economic and political” 
tasks. Wouldn’t you say that we almost always add educational as 
well? We have a cultural task. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: Certainly! But let’s recognize that freedom is a 
weapon for winning the war. There is now abroad the possibility of 
a new belief in the common man. What Henry Wallace said in his 
speech the other day—that this is the century of the common man, 
if it’s anything. That’s what we’re fighting for. 
 
MR. WAYMACK: It must be that. And we’ve used the term 
“moral preparation” and “moral basis” and things of that sort—and 
I think that’s extremely important. 
 
Let me just put it in another way. I see no sense in being cynically 
afraid of idealism. Idealism appeals to the American people; it ap-
peals to all peoples. It’s absolutely essential to the doing of neces-
sary things. 
 
MR. FRIEDRICH: That’s right. I think we have a torch here that 
we can carry forward in good conscience. And let’s recognize that 
our task, as we sum up the whole thing, is to become world-
citizens. Wouldn’t you say that, Adler? 
 
MR. ADLER: I think we must become world-citizens and must 
fight for democracy’s future as well as defend its past. 
 

THE ATLANTIC CHARTER 
 

Joint declaration of the President of the United States of 
America and the Prime Minister, Mr. Churchill, representing 
His Majesty’s Govern-ment in the United Kingdom, being 
met together, deem it right to make known certain common 
principles in the national policies of their respective countries 
on which they base their hopes for a better future for the 
world. 
 
First, their countries seek no aggrandizement, territorial or 
other; 
 
Second, they desire to seek no territorial changes that do not 
accord with the freely expressed wishes of the peoples con-
cerned; 
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Third, they respect the right of all peoples to choose the form 
of govern-ment under which they will live; and they wish to 
see sovereign rights and self-government restored to those 
who have been forcibly deprived of them; 
 
Fourth, they will endeavor, with due respect for their existing 
obligations, to further the enjoyment by all States, great or 
small, victor or vanquished, of access, on equal terms, to the 
trade and to the raw materials of the world which are needed 
for their economic prosperity; 
 
Fifth, they desire to bring about the fullest collaboration be-
tween all nations in the economic field with the object of se-
curing, for all, improved labor standards, economic ad-
vancement, and social security; 
 
Sixth, after the final destruction of the Nazi tyranny, they 
hope to see established a peace which will afford to all na-
tions the means of dwelling in safety within their own bound-
aries, and which will afford assurance that all the men in all 
the lands may live out their lives in freedom from fear and 
want; 
 
Seventh, such a peace should enable all men to traverse the 
high seas and oceans without hindrance; 
 
Eighth, they believe that all of the nations of the world, for 
realistic as well as spiritual reasons, must come to the aban-
donment of the use of force. Since no future peace can be 
maintained if land, sea, or air armaments continue to be em-
ployed by nations which threaten, or may threaten, aggres-
sion outside of their frontiers, they believe, pending the es-
tablishment of a wider and permanent system of general se-
curity, that the disarmament of such nations is essential. 
They will likewise aid and encourage all other practicable 
measures which will lighten for peace-loving peoples the 
crushing burden of armaments. 
 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT 
WINSTON S. CHURCHILL  

August 14, 1941 
 

ALLIED-GOVERNMENTS’ RESOLUTIONS 
London, September 24, 1941 

 
The Governments of Belgium, Czechoslovakia, ‘Greece, 



18 
 

Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, U.S.S.R., 
Yugoslavia, and the representatives of General de Gaulle, 
leader of Free Frenchmen, having taken note of the declara-
tion recently drawn up by the President of the U.S.A. and the 
Prime Minister (Mr. Winston Churchill) on behalf of His Maj-
esty’s Government in the United Kingdom, now make known 
their adherence to the common principles of policy set forth 
in that declaration and their intention to cooperate to the best 
of their ability in making them effective. 
 

JOINT DECLARATION OF UNITED NATIONS 
 

A Joint Declaration by The United States of America, The 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, The 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, China, Australia, Bel-
gium, Canada, Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Domini-
can Republic, El Salvador, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Hon-
duras, India, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nica-
ragua, Norway, Panama, Poland, South Africa, Yugoslavia. 
 
The Governments signatory hereto, 
 
Having subscribed to a common program of purposes and 
principles embodied in the Joint Declaration of the President 
of the United States of America and the Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland dated 
August 14, 1941, known as the Atlantic Charter, 
 
Being convinced that complete victory over their enemies is 
essential to defend life, liberty, independence and religious 
freedom, and to pre-serve human rights and justice in their 
own lands as well as in other lands, and that they are now 
engaged in a common struggle against savage and brutal 
forces seeking to subjugate the world, Declare: 
 
Each Government pledges itself to employ its full resources, 
military or economic, against those members of the Tripartite 
Pact and its adherents with which such government is at 
war. 
 
Each Government pledges itself to cooperate with the Gov-
ernments signatory hereto and not to make a separate armi-
stice or peace with the enemies. 
 
The foregoing declaration may be adhered to by other na-
tions which are, or may be, rendering material assistance 



19 
 

and contributions in the struggle for victory over Hitlerism. 
 
Done at Washington,  January First, 1942  
   
The United States of America        
by FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT  
 
Canada 
by LEIGHTON MCCARTHY  
 
The United Kingdom of Great Britain  

and Northern Ireland  
by WINSTON CHURCHILL  

 
The Republic of Costa Rica 
by J. M. TRONOSCO 

 
The Republic of Cuba 
by AURELIO F. CONCHESO 
 
On Behalf the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
by MAXIM LITVINOFF, Ambassador 
 
The Republic of El Salvador 
by  C. A. ALFARO 
 
National Government of the Repulic of China  
by TSE VUNG SOONG, Minister for Foreign Affairs 

  
The Commonwealth of Australia  
by R. G. CASEY  
 
The Kingdom of Greece 
by CIMON P. DIAMANTOPOULOS 
 
The Republic of Guatemala 
by ENRIQUE LOPEZ-HERRARTE  
 
The Kingdom of Belgium  
by Cte R.V. D. STRATEN 
 
La Republique d’Haiti 
par FERNAND DENNIS 

 
The Republic of Honduras  
by JULIAN R. CACERES 
 
The Kingdom of Norway 
by W. MUNTHE DE MORGENSTIERNE 
 
India 
by GIRJA SHANKAR BAJPAI  
 
The Republic of Panama  
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by JAEN GUARDIA 
 
The Grand Duchy of Luxembourg  
by HUGUES LE GALLAIS 
 
The Republic of Poland  
by JAN CIECHANOWSKI 
 
The Kingdom of the Netherlands 
by A. LOUDON  
 
The Union of South Africa  
by RALPH W. CLOSE 

 
Signed on Behalf of the Government of the Dominion of New Zealand  
by FRANK LANGSTONE 

 
The Kingdom of Yugoslavia  
by CONSTANTIN A. FOTITCH 
 
The Republic of Nicaragua  
by LEON DEBAYLE 
 

POLISH-CZECHOSLOVAK AGREEMENT 
January 23, 1942 

 
The governments of Poland and Czechoslovakia have 
agreed on the following points with regard to the future Con-
federation of Poland and Czechoslovakia. 
 

1. The two governments desire that the Polish-
Czechoslovak Confederation should embrace other 
states of the European area with which the vital inter-
ests of Poland and Czechoslovakia are linked up. 

 
2. The purpose of the Confederation is to assure com-

mon policy with regard to foreign affairs; defense; 
economic and financial matters; social questions; 
transport, posts and telegraphs. 

 
3. The Confederation will have a common general staff, 

whose task it will be to prepare the means of defense, 
while in the event of war a unified supreme command 
will be appointed. 

 
4. The Confederation will coordinate the policy of foreign 

trade and customs tariffs of the states forming the 
Confederation with a view to the conclusion of a cus-
toms union. 
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5. The Confederation will have an agreed monetary poli-
cy. Autonomous banks of issue of the states forming 
the Confederation will be maintained. It will be their 
task to assure that the parity established between the 
various national currencies shall be permanently 
maintained. 

 
6. The Confederation will coordinate the financial poli-

cies of the states forming the Confederation, especial-
ly with regard to taxation. 

 
7. The development and administration of railway, road, 

water and air transport, as also of the telecommunica-
tion services, will be carried out according to a com-
mon plan. An identical tariff for postal and telecom-
munication services will be binding on all the territo-
ries of the Confederation. The states in possession of 
sea and inland harbours will take into consideration 
the economic interests of the Confederation as a 
whole. Moreover, the states forming the Confedera-
tion will mutually support the interests of the sea and 
inland harbours of the states forming the Confedera-
tion. 

 
8. Coordination will also be applied in the realm of social 

policy of the various states of the Confederation. 
 

9. The Confederation will assure cooperation among its 
members in educational and cultural matters. 

 
10. Questions of nationality will remain within the compe-

tence of the individual states forming the Confedera-
tion. The passenger traffic be-tween the various 
states included in the Confederation will take place 
without any restrictions, in particular without passports 
and visas. The question of free domicile and of right 
to exercise any gainful occupation of the citizens of 
the individual states forming the Confederation over 
the whole territory of the Confederation will be regu-
lated. 

 
11. The question of the mutual recognition by the states 

forming the Confederation of school and professional 
diplomas, of documents and sentences of court, as 
well as the question of mutual legal aid, in particular in 
the execution of court sentences, will be regulated. 
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12. The constitutions of the individual states included in 

the Confederation will guarantee to the citizens of 
these states the following rights: freedom of con-
science, personal freedom, freedom of learning, free-
dom of the spoken and written word, freedom of or-
ganization and association, equality of all citizens be-
fore the law, free admission of all citizens to the per-
formance of all state functions, the independence of 
the courts of law, and the control of government by 
the representative national bodies by means of free 
elections. 
 

13. Both governments have agreed that in order to en-
sure the common policy with regard to the above 
mentioned spheres, the establishment of common or-
gans of the Confederation will be necessary. 
 

14. The states included in the Confederation will jointly 
defray the costs of its maintenance. 
 

 
QUESTIONS FOR ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

 
The following questions of wider scope, intended for discus-
sion, are suggested by the broadcast, and answers may be 
found in the literature on the subject listed in the section 
“Suggested Readings,” which follows. 
 
1. In your opinion, what is the democratic faith? What are its 

ideals and values? Does it include a belief in the common 
man? Discuss. 

 
2. What is the meaning and significance of the four free-

doms? Twenty-eight nations have pledged support to the 
Atlantic Char-ter, which sets forth as one of the basic ob-
jectives a peace in which men may be free from fear and 
want. How do you think this objective can be achieved? 
 

3. How much common ground of principles and idealism 
exists among the United Nations? How can this be ex-
panded? What are our differences? Discuss. 

 
4. Do you think a democratic faith can be the basis of a 

world-community? How can a world-community aid the 
achievement of freedom for all? What compromises must 
we make between idealism and the realities of world-
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differences? 
 
5. What is the value of the freedom being fought for? Is 

freedom an end in itself, or is it a means to some higher 
end? Why is freedom of value to you? 

 
6. Do you think freedom can be secure in one part of the 

world if it doesn’t exist in the rest of the world? Do mod-
ern conditions force America to make the four freedoms 
world-wide in order to secure freedom at home? Should 
democratic government and a democratic way of life for 
all peoples be our goal? 

 
7. Is it true that the four freedoms are meaningful to all 

Americans? Discuss. If democracy can be extended at 
home as well as abroad, what steps would you suggest 
toward achieving this double end? 
 

SUGGESTED READINGS 
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DAVENPORT, RUSSELL W., “This Would Be Victory,” Fortune, 
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Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1942. 
 
KINGDON, FRANK, “Being an American in Wartime,” Annals of 

the American Academy of Political and Social Science, July, 
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February, 1942. 
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Press, 1942. 
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