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ACTION OR GROWTH? Mr. Hart shows mainly that individuals do learn from

history, but remain unable to influence national affairs.
' We have selected some quotations to show the value of
his book. In the first few pages he writes on the unwel-
come character of truth.

As preparation for war continues in the United States —
and everywhere else--it seems a good idea to take another
look at a litrle book published in 1944 and revicned here
during the first year of MANAS—in 1948. The book is Why
Don't We Learn from History? (Allen and Unwin) by
B. H. Liddell Hart. Hart is a historian and journalist of

We learn from history that in every age and every clime
the majority of people have resented what seems in retro-
spect to have been purely matter of fact comment on their

rmilitary affairs. As World War II wound down he asked institutions. We learn too that nothing has aided the persis--
the plaintive question of - his title. Hart h_as plenty of tence of falsehood, and the evils resulting from it, more than. °
credentials. He was a captain in the British army in World the unwillingness of good people to admit the truth when it

was disturbing to their «omfortable assurance. Always the
tendency continues to be shocked by nutural comment, and
to hold certain things too “sacred” to think about. I can

War I, a correspondent for the London Times, military
‘adviser to the Encyclopedia Britannica, and consultant to

the British cabinet. His book is filled with sagacity and conceive of no finer ideal of man’s life than to face life with
common sense. _clear eyes instead of stumbling through it like a blind man,
It is also filled with evidence that modern nations keep an imbecile, or a drunkard—which, in a thinking sense, is

. e . . . . the common pref : ..
on making terrible mistakes, sometimes costing the lives by preference. How rarely does one meet :y.ne
whese first reaction to anything is to ask: “Ts it true: ™ Yet,

of hundrec?s of thousands of human beings. In_faCtv afte.r : unless that is a man's natural reaction, it shows thar trurh is
you read his report on the conduct of war and his generali- not uppermost in his mind, and unless it is, true progress
zations about human nature at the "'leadership™ level, there is unlikely. °
remains little reason to expect nations to learn from.
history. Nations, it becomes evident, have no interest in
learning much of anything. The real question, then. is
why people entrust them with so much power. While
wstitutions may be individual human beings writ large.
and much that people do in person is reflected in national
behavior, it is also true that the restraints felt by individ-
uals, simply because they are human, are mostly absent in
institutions such as nations. We establish nations with L o )
only a part of ourselves—by no means the best part—and The criticism of historians is a help. Barbara Tuchman
then, having other things to do, leave the conduct of its has pointed out that the only thing you can be sure of in
affairs to elected and appointed officials. After a while regard. to national policy is that it will be stupid. She
they mistake sovereignty for welfare and build up behavior ~ Wrotein Esquire for last May:

"True progress” scems least of all likely for nations.
Why don't we face it and begin to devise some other form
of human association? A few people are already working
along these lines, taking back what responsibility they can
and developing community-style social relationships as
more important than “nationality,” but to ween the great
majority of their dependence on the state will take a
particular kind of education.

patterns that cannot be changed except by a major cata- Why did Lyndon Johnson, seconded by the best and
clysm—shich is no way to make a new beginning. brightest, progressively involve this nation in a war both
. e _ nunous and halfhearted and from which nothing but bad

If, while we are still in the twentieth century, we are for our side resulted? Why does the present Administration
able to learn that it is virtually impossible for nations to continue to avoid introducing effective measures to reduce
learn anything from history’ the f\\'enty.ﬁrst mdy Jfford a wosteful ((.'IISUHIP“OD of oil while members Of OPEC follow

chance to survive.



a price policy that must bankrupt their custczzers? How is it
possible that the Central Intelligence Agency, whose function
it is to provide. at taxpayers’ expense, the information neces-
sary to conduct a realistic foreign policy, could remain un-
~aware that discontent in a country crucial to our interests
was boiling up to the point of insurrection and overthrow
of the ruler on whom our policy rested? It has been repo_r'ted
that the CIA was ordered mof to investigate the opposition
to the shah of Iran in order to spare him any indication that
we took it seriously, but since this sounds more like the
theater of the absurd than like responsible government, I
cannot bring myself to believe it.

The conscription of men for war was begun by Napo-

leon. The British were slow to adopt it, but, as Liddell approach to a safe assurance against its abuse. i
Hart says, the Nazi system seemt?d to persuac?e man).’ The only hope for the future, Liddell Hart concludes, :
Englishmen of its value. But as a historian he points out: lies with the spread of effective individual thinking, Here |

Such a system entails the suppression of individual judg-
ment—-the Englishman’s most cherished right. It violates the
cardinal principle of a free community: that there §hquld be
no restriction of individual freedom save where this is used
for active interference in others’ freedom. . . . It was an
advance in British civilization which brought us, first to’
question, and then to discard, the press-gang as well'as .the
slave-trade. The logical connection between the two institu-
tions, as violations of our principles, was obvious. Is the tide
of our civilization now on the ebb? In respect of personal
service, freedom means the right to be true to your convic-
tions, to choose your course, and decide whether the cause
is worth service and sacrifice. That is the difference between
the free man and the State-slave.

Unless the great majority of a people are willing to give

their services there is something radically at fault in the

* State itself. In that case the State is not likely or worthy to
survive under test—and compulsion will make no serious
difference. . . . We ought to realize that it is easier to adopt
the compulzony princizle of naticnal life than o shike
off. Once compulsion for personal service is adopred ir
peace-time, it will be hard to resist the extension of the
principle to all other aspects of the nation’s life, including
freedom of thought, speech, and writing. We ought to think _
carefully, and to think ahead, before taking a decisive step
towards totalitarianism. Or are we so accustomed to our
chiins that we are no longer conscious of them?

possible effectiveness of non-resistance. Is there any way out
of the dilemma? There is at least one solution that has as yet
to be tried—that masters of force should be those who have
mastered all desire to employ it. That solution is an exten-
sion of what Bernard Shaw expressed in Major Barbara
thirty-three years ago: that wars would continue until .the
makers of gunpowder became professors of Greek—and he
here had Gilbert Murray in mind—or the professors af
Greek became the makers of gunpowder. And this, in turn,
was derived from Plato’s conclusion that the affaits of man-
kind would never go right until either the rulers became
philosophers or the philosaphers became the rulers. If armed
force were controlled by men who have become convinced
of the wrongness of using force there would be the nearest

the use of compulsion is completely ridiculous. No one |

can force a human to think. You may, however, be able to

weaken his thinking. As Hart observes at the end of his
|

little book:

For collective action it suffices if the mass can be managed;
collective growth is only possible through the freedom 2nd
enlargement of individual minds. . . . Once the collective
importance of each individual in helping or hindering prog-
ress is appreciated, the experience contained in history is
seen to have a personal, not merely a political, significance.
What can the individual learn from history—as a guide to
living? Not what to do, but what to strive for. And what
to avoid in striving. The importance and intrinsic value of
behaving decently. The importance of seeing clearly—not
least of seeing himself clearly. R
Finally, there is this “counsel of perfection™:

He has to learn how to detach his thinking from every
desire and interest. from every sympathy and antipathy—like

ridding oneself of superfluous tissue, the “tissue’ of untruth
which all human beings tend to accumulate, for their own

comfort and protection. And he must keep fit, to become
fitter. In other words, he must be true to the light he has seen.

In other words, he must do what he can to realize an
ideal that is quite impossible for States even to consider,
much less to work toward. In our time, the State has

i

The impression grows that the principles of a good life become the “superfluous tissue,” as anyone can see. Getting
‘or wdiv Teals are the exact opposite of the rules adopred rid of it will be a project in which conventional politics
for *hie welfare of the State, War, as Randolph Bourne will be no help at all.

Wlinned. is the health of the State. Force is its major tool.
Tt s rather interesting to find a military scholar saying:
The more [ l.ve .eflected on the experience of history
the more 1 have come to see the instability of solutions
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From the Journal of the Federation of American Scientists (FAS) Vol. 34 No. 3 Marcﬁ 1981 :

NUCLEAR WEAPONS
AND THE HOSTAGES

Pell: ...didn’t you say to a group of Washington
businessmen, quoted in the Boston Globe of Dec. 2,
1979, that in connection with the hostages, every op-
tion should be considered, including ‘‘even the un-
thinkable’’? What did you mean by ‘‘the un-
thinkable?”’

Haig: In the first place, Senator, I am not sure I
am familiar at all with what you are referring to. In
the Boston Globe?

Pell: The Boston Globe of Dec. 2.... am told this
was a quotation..

Haig: Iacluding ‘‘the unthinkable?’” And it said,
‘‘including the unthinkable?”’

Pell: Including ‘‘the unthinkable.’”

Haig: I don’t even recail the incident. It does not
sound like my language—‘‘unthinkable.”” I would
have been more precise if I had felt it was justified.

Pell: Somebody gave me the article.

Haig: I’'m glad. He probably gave you the question
too. So he’s probably the expert on it.

Pell (quoting the article): ““Perhaps the most start- |

ling aspect of Haig’s Washington speech' came in
response to a question of how he would have handled
the Iran hostage problem. After initially calling on
Americans to ‘rally round the President’ Haig
lowered his voice and said the Administration should
consider every option. Then, after a melodramatic
pause, he added, ‘even the unthinkable.’ ’*

Haig: Well, Senator, I don’t recall that.

Pell: Well, good, I'm delighted. And I trust the
story is inaccurate and I'm glad to assume it was.

Globe reporter David Nyhan contends the. story
~ “isn’t inaccurate,”” noting that Haig ‘‘did not flat

out deny he said it. He just said he didn’t recall it and
that, if he had used language like that, he would have
been more precise.’”

THE NEW SELECTIVITY
IN HUMAN RIGHTS

Senator Helms: All right. How much concern do
you have about what has appeared to many to be
selective application of human rights standards by
the United States?

General Haig: Well, again, I touched upon this in
my opening statement. I think it is presumptuous of
me to go very much further than to suggest that I
think the problem is not the principle of human
rights, which 1 fully support—and I have reiterated
that here today—but in the application of that princi-

. ple I think we have made some mistakes.

1 do not like to think it is naivete or stupidity that
caused those mistakes, but perhaps an excess of zeal
combined with what is probably an inadequate
mechanism for the application of it. Here I want to
look very carefully at my own Department and the
way that the human rights issue has been given policy
consideration, to be sure that that was not the source
of some of this excess zeal and distortion.

You know, I have spoken on philosophic terms to
this question, and.it is always dangerous, because it is

" when you get into those areas that people’s sen-

sitivities are irritated. But I have made the point, and
I will make it again, that authoritarian or autocratic
regimes generally derive their character, as unplea-
sant as it is to Americans, from environmental
forces: a lack of political development, a lack of
economic development, perceived internal or exter-
nal threats, an historic legacy, as is true in so many of
our Latin American countries.

But because the situation is the product of environ-
ment, it lends itself to an entirely different approach
as you seek to move it toward 2 more moderate con-
dition. On the other hand, a totalitarian regime by
ideological conviction rejects the principles and
values and ideas that you and I espouse.

It cannot serve the purpose of social justice nor
meet the vital interests of this country to pursue
policies that seek to drive, or have the practical con-
sequences—no one seeks to do it—of driving
autocratic or authoritarian regimes, some tradi-
tionaily friendly to us, into totalitarian molds. Such a
state is fundamentally antagonistic te all we represent
and seek to achieve in the world.




T YT

L R

NUGCLEZAR SEADOVY 3

The question of a nuctear end 1o ctvihzauon nangs over the mos
confident and energetic actions of a newish decade and a new
administration. The question invades public TV's news-analysis
programs on defense and technology. As background, The Dial has
asked why the Russians seem afraid of the bomb and why we seem
notto tearit atall. The third and final question we ask is:

And what'’s Nagasaki like 1007
Busy, booming, bustiing, but...

Et is not easy to find Hiroshima
today—a huge rebuilt city, ves, that
spreads across the Ohta River delta,
pushing back up the valley, climbing
the slopes of the surrounding moun-
tains. and absorbing nearby towns and
villages. Like the bursl of wild flowers
that. in the space of a few months, color
“the atomic desert)” the resurgence of
this citv seems almost abnormal,
belving the prediction made after the
bomb exploded that "nothing will grow
here for seventy-five years”

As the nuclear threat mounts, more
and more people are taking an interest
in this birthplace of the atomic age.
Americans go with anxiety and reluc-
tance coupled with a desire 1o sift truth
from legend, fact from propaganda.
They wcan the faces of passersby. Even

Barbara Revnolds has lived off and
on in Hiroshima since 1951 and is an
honorary citizen of that city.

after thirtv-six vears, they fear that thev
will come upon the maimed or dxsﬁc
ured in this city whose name has be
come synonymous with annihilation.

. With relief, they discover that this is not

the case.

But visitors see what they want to see
and avoid what they dread. sometimes
unconsciously. It is quite possible to go
to Hiroshima today and not see "Hiro-
shima.” for that is not a city at all but an
awareness, especially if the visitor does
not know the language. (Those kapan-
ese who don’t wish to crase the memory
of the atomic e\pu'i( nee will wnte out

“Hiroshima™ in a svllabary reserved
for foreign words. t o 2. For them.

len:hlma has no geographical
boundary: it is infernational and wide-
reac hm(r by implication. Otherwise, the
ity is u~u¢|l\ desigmated by Chinese
characters. JAE, J

Certainly it is casy to see that Hiro-
shima is conscious of its unique position

'BYBARBARAREYNOLDS

as the worlds first victim of a nuclear
explosion. There is its Peace Memonal
Park, and it is a peaceful spot. No ew-
dence of horror is visible; rather; visitors
will see children feed pigeons and pose
for photographs in front of its memorial
tomb. And there is the Atomic Bomb
Dome. the skeleton of the former In-
dustry Promotion Hall, the only re-
maining building in the city's center

that withstood the bombs force. But
now the ruin is bordered by the dark
mass of the chamber of commerce, on
the left. and the baseball stadium. on
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into a city thatlooks like many others.

the right. And there is the Peace Memo-
ral Museum, full of the artifacts that
immortalize that instant thirty-six vears
ago. Butitis, after all, a museurn, where
disphay cases and labels suggest some-
thing that tsover aad done with.

Bevond these reminders of an un-
ey event in the past, visitors can be
tooled into thinking that Hiroshima ts
just one more mxlern ity of almost
owe allion people. Tt has an efficient
transpoctdion svsten, It hus shopping
arcaeles asnd othiee !n:lild:ng.\ and a glit-
wring ui:_'hl life.

Many Japanese. even thuse who are
able to sprak Einglish, will be as
ot s ans body —a stringer who is vis-
iting the city tor the first tme—ubout
“Hiroshima 1 they are residents, thes

no-

b

SUURFEN TR N win b Hipehinen ' -
Al fodsed e e
he teldd that the pecple of Hiroshinea e
proud of their ety amd wishvonls toen-
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The bomb leveled almost 90 perceat of this part'uf Hiroshima. The rapid reconstruc

prosperous future that benefits all.

wzzed ut these people do not speak
for “Hiroshima™ Many of Hiroshimas
residents came to the city after the war
cepatriates from territores formerly oc-
cupied by the Japanese. They Howed
into the wasteland created by the atom
bomb. carrving all their belongings.
and squatted in areus from which suni-
vors had Hed. While the wounded and
the bereaved were recuperating in the:
surroundling countryzide, these new-

comers. filled with energy and in-

itiative. brought in  construction

nettetials. np-t:;(ml black markets. or-
ganizel homeless orphans into groups,
and helpald to reextublish the cirv. [t is
e, B g oaith the thensamts Do

i
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tion turned the rubble

Yes, it is possible to avoid ~Hiro-
shima?” to leave the city convinced that
reports of the destruction, such as the
prediction that nothing would grow,
were grossly exaggerated or that human
beings are capable of recovering and
even turning to good account the worst
that nuclear weapons can do.

It is also possible to find “Hiro-
shima” It is all around you, but vou
must look for it. [t is small statues and
nurkers in unexpected places- -ut the
comer of a busy thoroughfare or in the
lobby of a newly constructed post of-
fice. [t is engraved on bronze tablets in
almost every school vard and on monu-
ments elsewhere. Ask someone to
translate the inscriptions. and vou will
begin to know “Hiroshtmu”

On the Childrens Bace Monument:
Te 7ol ROCRY. CHES s o i o ER
BUILING PEACE IN THIS WORLD.

O a peare stitue <howing 1 vouny

airl widh 4 Fas itz O, GOD OF RS DO




NOT COME THIS WAY AGAIN. THIS PLACE

15 RESERVED FOR THOSE WHO PRAY FOR

PEACE.

On a monmment at the site of &
junior high school: HERE SEVEN TEACH-
FRS AND THREE HUNDRED AND FORTY-
THREE STUDENTS HAVE DIED IN THE
ATOMIC BLAST AND [NOW} BECOME THE
CORNERSTONE OF PEACE.

And on the Peace Park memonial it-
slf. where the names of those known to
have been killed by the atom homb are
added each vear: LET ALL S0ULS HERE
REST IN PEACE. FOR WE SHALL NOT
REPEAT THE EVIL

akiZowever lelling, this is only
part of *Hiroshima” The heart and
compassion of *Hiroshima™ are the hi-
bakusha, those who survived the bomb.
There are over 100,000 of them, grow-
ing older in a darkening world. For
them, “Hiroshima™ is a memory that
will not die, a tragedy that must never
be repeated, a growing concern that

_will not let them be silent. In the Peace

- Memorial Hall, adjoining the Peace Me-

monal Muscum. are -hundreds-of pic-
tures painted by the hibakusha, who
could not forget and who wanted to
offer their view of the moments after
the explosion. For them. the past is a
threat blotting out the present and cast-
ing a shadow across the future of us all.

The hibakusha live also in Naga-
saki, manv more of them proportion-
ately than in Hiroshima. Their message
is not so difficult to find. for Nagasaki
has not been forced to live with division
and conflict. 1t has tried to recognize its
past. After the bombing. the city never
Jost its identity. This was because it was
not so destroved as Hiroshima. lts resi-
dents took care of their own. nursing
them hack to life and guarding thetr
property rights. While Hiroshima
fought political battles after the war. be-
coming an exploited and misunder-
stood svmbol in the international
struggle for peace. ;\';Lgasaki—the for-
gotlen one—was left 1o mourn its dead
and 10 devole itself 1o the tiving, 1t has
alwavs been a serene eity, with ils nar-
row shopping strecls in the old scction
and its ancient temples and churches.

I the past [u-nplr ~lm'm' of Tangn
Hiroshinm and ]»m_\in;: \;1"_';L\'|ki. still
H '_'r‘nll-' ci s now, however o more
deicrintied one,

For Nugasaki has its own anguish.
(quite different from Hiroshimas. If the
atom homb dropped on Hiroshima was
sufficient. as history admits. to hring an
end 10 the war, what can be said of

.\"ugusaki? “Not onlv was our sacrifice

unnecessary,” the hibakusha say, ~but
our people were victims of a calculated
and inhuman expenment to compare
the effects of a plutonium bomb with
the uranium bomb dropped on Hiro-
shima. Such things must never happen
again anvwhere—-in war or in peace.”

‘e hibakusha must spt’ak." an old
man savs. "t is our responsibility. If the
bomb had been dropped on a deserted
island, as some people suggested. the
world would have learned nothing. No
one cares what happens 1o palm trees,
and the coral and the fish of the sea can-
not talk. 1t had to be used on human
beings because we can 1alk! It is
because we hibakusha have not kept si-
lent that atom bombs. have not been
used again in ime of war. Yet even now,
many will not listen. After we are
gone...” Hesits silent. staring into a fu-
ture when the last hibakushas voice
will have been stilled. "We must keep
telling them.” he repeats.

In Nagasaki. as in Hiroshima. rec-
ords are gathered and preserved, and
grim souvenirs are displaved. But in
Nagasaki the emphasis is somewhat
more upon the children and the educa-
tion of future generations concerning
war. Expeniences of “the bovs and girls
of Nagasaki™ have been translated. and
many are exhibited in the International
Cultural Hall. At the Shirovama Pri-
marv"School. the school closest to the
blast. located within half a mile of the
bombs epicenter, a memonal senice 18
held on the ninth dav of every month
for those who died. Students offer pray-
ers and read peace essays of their own
composition.

An association of Aibakusha teach-
eTS prepuires matenials for teaching even
the voungest pupils about l]_le realities
of nuclear war, When Americans elject
to exposing children 10 such horrors.

the teachers reph "1 hildren doonot
fearmn i this Wiy and dedicate them-
< hes 1o =eing that at never happens=
HERUI they e Dipve Ta e g s e oty
whes leamed. And then who will be
lefi to pass that know ledge on?”

En the end. it is only by gpeaking 1o

the hibakusha themselves that vou will
find what vou both fear and need to
know. Their gralitude toward those who
«ill listen is touching. and they will
Ining vou gifts. Gifts of trust. Gifts of
painful memory. A ceramic doll. black-
ened and blistered by the atomic heat.
“It belonged to my. grandmother and
my mother.... My little girl died on that
dax. Now I'm alone.... It is useless to
save precious things for our hildren
unless we get rid of the bomb” A pre-
war coin, once molten. "1 found this
where my parents had their shop.” a
fortv-two-vear-old woman tells me.
“Thev were both killed.... I tried to
protect my baby brother, but T couldn’t
find enoughi food. and there was no one

to help.... How will I be able to apol- . .-
" .agize to my parerits for being unable to-
“keep my haby brother alive?” The

woman dabs apologetically at her eves.
Tears come easilv to the hibakusha.

Thev do not point the finger of
blame, the hibakusha. Their hatred is
for the bomb. A teacher, who was four-
teen at that time, describes his expeni-
ence: "It happened so suddenlv.... It
was so—so complete. | watked through
the streets looking for my maother. [ was
like a camera. My mind recorded even -
ﬂ]ing—ewr_\'lhing—-but I felt nothing.
People crving for help. People begging
for water. | could not respond. 1 was not
even human. Something in me was
dead.... For a very long time it was
dead”

There is a poem by Sankichi Toge
entitled "Give Back the Human!” Fora
long time, [ did not understand the
meaning of the title, but now. thanks to
the wifts over the vears from the hi-
bakusha. 1 do. I hope that others under-
stand it. 1 hope that Ronald Reagan.
Leonid Brezhney, and the Jeaders of all
countries with the capability of using
nuelear weapons under-tand it 0



Of several minds: Thomas Powers

SIGNS OF WAR -

IS IT TIME TO MOVE TO NEW ZEALAND?

MET a woman, some years ago. who
had a number tattooed on her
forearm. She served coffee in her liv-

|

ing room on a kibbuwz near the Sea of |

Galilee. I didn't ask about the number. A
relative had sketched in the story. Her
family had planned to leave but didn't

move quickly enough. History has a way
of catching you by surprise. She turned |

sixteen in Auschwitz. I often think about
her when I am talking with my friend R.
in New York.

Early last year R: worried that things
were slipping out of control. He thought
he smelled war in the air. It wasn't just

the hostage crisis in Iran, then in the first .

bloom of impasse, or the Rassian inva-
sion of Afghanistan. It was the little

stories, some only two or three para- |

i
i
h
!
i
i

|

graphs long. which he read in the Times: :

a report of Russian troop concentrations

-on the northern border of Iran, American

fleet movements, the basing of Russian -

aircraft along the southwestern border of -

Afghanistan, far from the areas where
rebels were active, close to Iran, close to
the Gulf. Worst was the story anonym-
ously quoting U.S. military officials to
the effect there was little the Americans
could do if the Russians decided to move;

the choices pretty much came down to
acquiescence, or the use of tactical nu- -

clear weapons. My friend R. got a
passport and seriously thought of taking
his family to New Zealand.

But this isn't the sort of move you can
arrange in a day. It is very difficult to tell
when a ‘‘critical situation’ — an arena
of danger bristling with chances for war
— has reached a point where actual hos-
tilities are imminent. Things which
might lead to war usually don't. Things
which do can be so inconsequential, at
first, they escape notice. Before the
shooting starts there is always a chance
things might be settled peacefully. After
the shooting starts, it’s too late. I argued
with R. that no one had more than one
guess in him. If you guessed wrong and
then spent three weeks at great expense
cooling your heels in an Auckland hotel

you'd never regain the confidence in
your own judgment to guess boldly
again. Odds are, the next time you'd be
too skeptical, too hopeful, and too late.
In the event, R. never went beyond get-
ting a passport. He's still thinking about
moving to New Zealand permanently,
but for the moment is busy with other
things. The air has cleared, and he feels
safe. :

But that leaves the problem of how to
tell when a war is about to begin. This is
not something which has been much dis-
cussed in print. The literature of war con-
cemns itself, for the most part, with mili-
tary history. The shelves of libraries are
groaning with tomes recounting the prog-
ress of armies in minute detail. These
books. however interesting, always re-
mind me of E. M. Forster’s remark that
the appeal of novels is the implicit ques-
tion: and then? and then? Military his-
tories have a similar narrative line: first:
the generals did this, and then they did
that, until finally the generais on one side
could do no more. Such histories recount

_our collective experience of war, but they

fail to close with war as a thing, waras a
kind of behavior. In the spirit of
Clausewitz they treat war as a rational

endeavor (even when foolishly con- .
ducted) — the pursuit of policy by other :

means, They suggest that war becomes
increasingly unlikely as sensible men see
less and less hope of winning something
worth the candle from a recourse to arms.

It follows that when there is no hope of |

success there is no chance of war.
But the historv of particular wars is
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replete with disastrous miscalculations,

wars in which high feeling swept away

all sense of proportion and restraint, wars .
blundered into. wars embarked uponina -

mood of almost suicidal despondency.
The thing which makes war possible is
not reason for it, but capacity for it.
Wherever we find armies we must as-
sume that in some circumstances they
will go to war. But which?

There is not much to be gained by
describing all the situations which might
fead to war — the mixture of oil and

7
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anarchy in the Persian Gulf, say, or the
isolation of Berlin. or the great empty
place where Russian and Chinese armies
stare at each other across a mythical line
in the earth — because there are so many
of them, because each one is so factually
complex, and because such situations .
offer only a possible occasion for war,
without requiring_it. There is too much
variety and surprise in human affairs for
us to predict the moment of war solely by
examining in detail the sources of
animosity. War is not what comes after
the equals sign in an equation. What dis-
tinguishes war from peace is a sudden
and dramatic increase in willingness to |
both suffer and inflict injury. Peace is |
careful, war profligate. The catalytic
element, then — the thing one must
watch for — is mood. a change in feel-
ing, a conviction the only way out is |
forward. In our century — and especially -
in our half of our century — a decision
for war must be a desperate thing. If we
listen for that note, we may be able to
hear war coming. _
The theory I'm working from heré is
that a.major war between great powers
will be the result of a kind of self-
entrapment. Nations are active creatures;
they cannot sit still. When they are big
enough to act freely they are comirrally
seeking advantage — a new alliance
here, the right to patrol an international
strait there, the replacement of a hostile
government by a friendly one. exclusive
commercial rights, the military embar-
rassment of opponents with the aid of
proxies, the intimidation of neighbors,
the secret shipment of arms to the
enemies of an opponent’s ally. and so on.
Peace is not the absence of strife. just
strife of a quieter kind — a restless tug-
ging and shoving. But these initatives
always run the risk of being 100 success-
ful. and thus eliciting a response on a
higher level. a kind of raising of the ante.
Because power has an intangible side —
the qualities of will which lend weight to
words. the stuff of prestige — matiers of
small importance in themselves may
loom suddenly large. It is only necessary
for one side to insist things are going to
be this way. rather than that. Once com-
mitted, great powers do not like to back
down. Most of the important Cold War
crises have been affairs of this sort — the




struggle of rivals over matters which
would have seemed small, even trivial, if
they had not involved questions of intan-
. gible will. This suggests that the essence
of a war-precipitating crisis is a confron-
tation in which the possible outcomes
progressively narrow to failure. or a step
in the direction of war — a raising of the
anle — as a sign of determination. It is
the sort of thing. on’ an international
scale, which we might describe, if indi-
viduals were involved, as getting into a
pickie. This seems the most likely way a
big general war might begin now, not
only because we get about halfway into a
pickle every few years, and sometimes
oftener. but also because the weapons we
"have acquired for such a war are so
. frankly terrifying it i1s hard 10 '-imagine'
anyone deliberately choosing ‘to use
them. until he felt himself back flat up to
the wall.

The first stage of a pre-war crisis,
then, is closing — the coming together of
two sides in a dispute. The point at issue
might be one of either actua) or symbolic
substance. Western access to oil in the
Persian Gulf (or Poland’s allegiance to

. the Warsaw Pact) would be an example
of the former. Berlin (or Cuba) of the
latter. My own feeling is that the relative
importance of the point at issue would
not be as significant as the fact ofclosing/.
accompanied by an atmosphere of crisis.

The second stage would be deadlock
— the announcement of mutually con-
flicting claims. At that point hopes for a
peaceful settlement depend on one or
both sides surrendering goals in whole or
in part. Each side hopes the other will
back down first. It is primarily danger
which would make one or both sides
think twice. This offers a risky opportun-
ity to the more resolute of the two. De-
termination may carry the day. as it did
for the United States over Cuba in 1962,

but it also raises the stakes, for the simple
reason that backing down gets harder to
do (and costs more politically). the
longer it is put off.

The third stage would follow the is-
suance of an ultimatum — a clear and
unambiguous warning to the other side
not to do something, or to do something.
The latter, requiring a positive act, is
inherently more provocative. One can
always pretend to decline to do some-
thing for reasons of one’s own. But to do
something. to walk alone across the stage
with the whole world watching . . . ! At
this point those thinking about New Zea-
land would be wise to book passage. An
ultimatum is equally hard to accept, and
to take back. Issuing an ultimatum serves
as earnest of implacable resolution, but it
doesn't leave an opponent much room to
maneuver. In the past an ultimatum was
often little more than a formality, a kind
of prelude to hostilities. In 1962 Ken-
nedy issued an ultimatum to Khrushchev
but he was careful to call it by another
name. and he made it clear privately he
neither wanted war, nor intended to
exploit a Russian retreat. Even so. war,
for a short time, was not far away.

The fourth stage would follow a shot
fired in anger. At that point the planes to
New Zealand would be filled.

It is entirely possible that all four

* stages of a war-precipitating crisis might

occur in secret, making it difficult for an
ordinary reader of newspapers to sense
the growing desperation of the situation.
Before Kennedy announced his blockade
of Cuba in 1962 journalists had only the
vaguest sense something was up. and no
sense of its seriousness. Kennedy's ad-
visers at one point favored a surprise at-
tack on the Russian missile sites. If this
advice had been accepted, the first sign

of war would have been an act of war. |
Kennedy wisely shrank from so bold an -

initiative, and it is likely, but not centain,
taat future crises will follow a similar
patiem.

In any event an ordinary citizen might
see war coming only if he has a sensitive
ear for that note of the desperate charac-
teristic of a government under severe
stress. Background stories in the media
and wild fluctuations in the financial
markets would tell us little. Reports of
troop movements. especially those
which close forces, would tell us more.
But it is the small things which mighttell
us most. Complete isolation of the presi-
dent and his main advisers would be an
alarming sign. and perhaps the clearest
signal of all would be any report of emo-
tional agitation in public by an imponant
official — a cracking voice, trembling

n

hands, an outburst of irrational anger.
weeping. etc. Reportérs do-not mention
such things, even in the twentieth para-
graph. unless they are dramatic and un-
mistakable. If I were planning on leaving
for New Zealand, that sort of thing would
probably send me to the airport.

But ] am not at all certain we would see
war coming, even if every step towards it
were of the sort which in retrospect
would appear to be clear, logical. and
progressive. For one thing, it is hard to
accept the imminence of an event which
arouses deep fear. For another, things
can happen so quickly. If the distance
from the onset of crisis to deadlock were
imaged as a mile. the distance from dead-
lock to ultimatum might be a thousand-
yards; from ultimatum to a shot fired in
anger. 100 yards; from a shot fired in
anger ta the first use of a nuclear weapon,
10 yards; and from first use of a nuclear
weapon to general war, three feet. This is
only intended to suggest that tension ac-
celerates the process. For those pianning
on refuge in New Zealand, it might be
wise to anticipate — to behave as you
would if a crisis had already proceeded to

“the next stage.

But there are arguments for: another

; -approach. When I talk about this with R..

I remember the woman with the tattoo on
her forearm. Her home in Israel was not
far from the Syrian border. The sound of
the guns had been clearly audible in
1973. The children of the kibbutz had
been moved into a deep shelter covered
by a great mass of broken rock held to-
gether by several layers of chicken wire.
They slept there every night until the war
ended. The woman with the tattoo had
relatives in Canada; she might have left.
But she had already beendnvenfromone
home, and did not intend to abandon
another. It might be said that she had -
passed the point where she worried first
about herself personally. There is sense
in that, too.

THOMAS POWERS
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EXPERTS’ TESTIMONY
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Corporations fear ‘disarmament threat’

the testing of nuclear weapons only in the arms contraciors. It is an interesting docu-
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vard University; NobeNaureate in biology,
.¥67; member of executive committee,
Federation of American Scientists.

By GEORGE WALD

IN 1961 — not all that long ago — some-
thing happened that has not only been for-
gotten bul now seems unimaginable.

Top negotiators for the United States and
the Soviet Union — John J. McCloy and
Vladimir Zorin, who had been Soviet am-
hassador to Washington — brought before
the General Assembly of the United Na-
tons a complete set of principles agreed to
by both governments for — guess what —
reneral and complete disarmament: no
more national armies, navies or air forces;

* only police forces for internal security; no
more stockpiles of weapons of mass
destruction, nuclear or *’conventional.”

The General Assembly received this
document with joy, and at once established
the 18-pation Disarmament Commission to
implement it,

| think that in retrospect we can see that
corporate America looked upon this
development as the disarmament threat,
and started then what Alva Myrdat calls the
disarmament game we have lived with ever
since. :

The first casualty was the term disarma-
ment. The trouble is that it means some-
ttanp: fewer arms, It has been replaced in
virtually all official discussion by two essen-
tially meamingless terms: arms-control and
arms himitation. Of course one can control
arms up or down; so far it has always been
up; and however far up they go, they will
necessarily always he limited.

H

By 1963 we had the first arms control trea-
ty: the Partial Test Ban Treaty. if that had
Dbeen a comprebensive test ban treaty, we

would now be living in a better and more se-
cure world. What it did, however, was ban
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atmosphere, outer space and under the |ment. Every corporation in the country

sea; testing continued unabated under-
ground.

Since then we have had 10 bilateral and
seven multilateral arms agreements —

without even slowing the arms race. SALT 1"

is number 18. Far from promising to slow

the arms race, it is a license to go on withit. -

All through this sorry experience, my
physicist friends who are arms experts kept
saying, *‘That last treaty didn’t mean much
in itself, but it was a step in the right direc-
tion.”” And what do they say now? “SALT il
doesn’t mean much in itself, but it's a step
toward SALT 1"

One might think all that diplomatic activ-
ity a waste of time; but no — it ac-
complished a useful purpose: it disarmed
the disarmament movement. Always we
were lold, ""Delicate negotiations are in
progress. The negotiators know things that
you don‘t know. Don‘t rock the boat!”

Where has that brought us?

The curreni stockpiles of just the
“strategic” nuclear weapons — the big
ones, many in the megaton range — in the
U.S. and Soviet Union at present add up to
the explosive equivalent of about 16 billion
tons of TNT. There are slightly more than
four billion persons in the world; so

roughly on the average about four tons of .

TNT for every man, woman and child on the
earth. In addition, each superpower has
tens of thousands of. so-called “tactical”
nuclear weapons, and has already stock-

piled the material to make hundreds of -

thousands more. . . . :

Our nation has been making new hydro-
gen warheads at the rate of three per day

for at least the past seven years. It seems

insane; it is insane — unless one holds an
arms contracl. Then it’s business, and the
more of it the betlter.

Each year the Department of Defense'
(DOD) publishes the list of the “'top 100,

whose name | can recognize is on it: not

only the aerospace companies one ex-

pects, but all the major oil companies, the
auto companies, the telephone com-
panies, the electrical appliance companies.

It is largely a hidden business. The com-
panies’ reports to stockholders make al-
most no mention of it; nor does anyone
else. For example, we have in the past
months been told in detail all about the
finances of Chrysler; but no mention what-
ever of the fact that Chrysfer, which makes
the XM-1 tank, held arms contracts in 1979

~ of $809 million, expected to go to $1.2 bil-

lion in fiscal 1981.

Do the people in this business realize
what it means? Yes, entirely. “The world
doesn’t look very safe out there,” says a
spokesman for General Dynamics (No. 1in
the top 100: contracts in 1978, $4.154 bil-
lion). ““That makes the prospects for the
industry fook very good’” (Newsweck,

“Feb. 4, 1980). it may be the end of the

world; but they're making money.

. Why do they continue in this suicidal
course? Think of some chairman of the
board of a major corporation faced with
having to choose, between a $500 million
contract and the extinction of the human
race. First thought: ““That $500 million con-
tract is here and now. We'll figure out some

‘way to save the human race when the time

comes.” Second thought: “’lf we don’t take
that contract, someone else will. We'll be

“in just as big trouble, and we’ll have lost

that contract.” They always take the con-
tract.

The deception of the American public is
endless. ... The entire H-bomb enter-
prise, both research, development and
production, goes not under the Depart-
ment of Defense, but is in the hands of the
Department of Energy. In fiscal 1980, out of
a total DOE budget of $8.42 billion, by far
the largest segment, $3.022 billion goes
into huclear weapons.

That helps explain how James
Schlesinger, formerly our secretary of de-
fense, overnight became our secretary of
energy; and that he was then replaced by
Charles W. Duncan who came, bringing
most of his staff, directly out of the Penta-
gon. The reality is that the Department of
Defense is not defense, nor is the Depart-
ment of Energy energy.

What can we do?

First: realize that unless we can stop the
arms race, and then go on to get rid of
nuclear weapons, we are doomed as a
species. In comparison with this, nothing
else really matters.

Second: one isn’t talking unilateral dis-
armament, but bilateral, indeed multi-
lateral, worldwide disarmament. Not arms
control, not arms limitation but disarma-

ment. N

Third: where to apply our énergies: The
Pentagon is not the master, but the servant.
Our government is not the master, but the
servant. Then who is the master? In our
country, the major corporations and banks.
We have to deal with the corporate state.
We have o break the dominance of the
arms business.

Fourth: where to begin? First and most: a
comprehensive test ban treaty. That would
stop the development of new weapons.
Then cut the production of existing
weapons, multilaterally. Then begin to de-
stroy the stockpiles of weapons of mass
destruction, multilaterally. We have been
living for a generation in a balance of ter-
ror, All that matters is the balance. Instead
of going up in balance, as in the past, we
need to come down in balance.

That is the program: simple, but difficult
— so difficult that'if we had any cHoice, it
would be prudent to do otherwise. But we
have no choice; it’s that or obliteration.

~So we had better do that.
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