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The §oLlowing is an excenpt from MANAS, November 2, 1983:

HISTORICAL AMNESIA

LiKE other readers, we try to keep track of what goes
on in the world. and. if possible, to understand what it
means, if only to a small degree. We find this effort diffi-
cult and discouraging. Yet we do come across writing that
is helpful, and is meant to be helpful. Often such aids
are articles by writers who have retired from the thick
of political and international affairs, and speak of what

is going on in the practical terms of many years of ex-.

perience. It seems well to listen carefully to these writers,
especially when they are plainly motivated to tell what
they see to be the truth, unaffected by narrow considera-

tions of self-interest and stubborn ideological partisan-

ship. We are thinking, for example, of a thoughtful piece
on Lebanon (in the Christian Science Monitor for last
Sept. 16) by Curtis Jones, who spent twenty-nine years
working in the US State Department. The usual press
reports on the bloody events going on in that part of the
world don't tell us why those people can’t get along. but
keep on killing each other. In a few brief paragraphs Mr.
Jones helps us to understand: \

The nation of Lebanon arose toward the end of World
War II out of a delicate inter-sectarian compact fostered by
the French. Lebanon was and is a communalist house of
cards cof fructed by France and the United Kingdom. The

Lebanese acquired a flag, an anthem, and a government; they
never acquired a national consciousness.

Over time, the several autonomous communities were
supposed to blend together, but the ancient legacy of com-
munalism was too strong.

Mr. Jones goes on, outlining what has happened as a
result. His point is that this artificial political synthesis.
engineered by the French and the British, cannot possibly
grow into a real nation unless the powers leave them
alone. It is just not possible to whip together a "nation”
in this way, nor to "'fix it up” by military threat or action
when the plan doesn't work at all. Israel, Jones shows,
thought it could manage Lebanon, but failed miserably.

making a horrifying mess, and his point is that we seem

to know no better. There is in Lebanon, he says. no con-
sensus to strengthen: “When there is no peace to keep.

the international forces risk being drawn into the unten-
able role of policemen. who have to shoot at both sides
—or—us seems to be the fate of the marines in Lebinon-—
drawn into the battle as pacticipants, and on the wrong
side to boot.”

Well, the only clear instruction of this informing essay
is that nations must make themselves. They can't be put
together with momentary diplomatic mucilage and ex-
pected to grow up mature and sensible. The fundamental
mistake, in the past and now, is “intervention.” One hopes
that some day our policy-makers will learn to consult
people like Mr. Jones instead of rattling sabres and letting
pecple know they had better do what we say.

MANAS PUBLISHING COMPANY
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FOR THE RECORD

Toward an Education for a Living World

“The totality, the finality, and the growing imminence of nuclear extinction is
by now apparent to all who have eyes to see and the will to look. This special
issue of the Record represents one attempt to seek ways whereby educators and
education can join with others to avert the catastrophe of nuclear war, and to
undo the forces that drive us toward it.

This attempt also grows out of the twolold conviction that the peace .
movement in general, and education for peace in particular, must not allow
themselves to be impelled solely by fear, but must be grounded in a primary
and positive vision of the fully human; and that, so grounded, education for
peace is not a peripheral matter but lies at the heart of the educational venture.
Before the enormity of the nuclear threat one reaction is simply paralysis and

stupefaction; another is indifference born of fear (including that cool.

academic nonchalance, which hides a deep despair and cynicism). Another
reaction is panic; and, unfortunately, a large element of the peace movement
appears still o be built primarily on fear, and an even larger element is
constantly tempted to rely on fear as its main mode of persuasion. Obviously,
in perilous times an unflinching ability 10 see what is in store for us, if we do
not turn ourselves around, is absolutely essential. But if we are to take the
necessary steps without faltering, there must be something to turn toward, and
an awareness of the energies available for the urning. A movement built
solely on fear is destined 10 founder, and in doing so may help bring about the
very thing it fears most. As the great Russian philosopher Nikolai Berdyaev
Wrote:

Wit is possible only in a certain psychological atmosphere and this
psychological atmosphere is created in a variety of ways, sometimes in
unnoticed ways. Even an atmosphere of fear of war can be favourable 10
war. Fear never leads to any good.!

The primary task of education for peace is, therefore, to reveal and tap the
reality of those energies and impulses that make possible the full human
capacity for a meaningful and life-enhancing existence. But this is what
cducation in its inner essence has always been about, which is why an
adequate understanding of education for peace is not something secondary to
the 1eal tasks of education, like, for instance, adding on to the rest of the
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curriculum a special course called “peace studies” (though it certainly may
reqaire at Jeast than), but is integral 10 education in its deepest and fullest
sense. However important the secondary tasks of education may be, and until
now they have usually received primary emphasis, we can no longer avoid
recognizing how terribly and wruly deadly itis o ignore the heart of the matter.

However, we can be more specific still about the integral connection
between education and the movement for peace. In the first place, the basic
aim of educators is 10 provide for the healthy growth and development of
childien, and 10 acate a culture worthy to receive them. The threat to the
children that they should never grow up, and that in the interim the
preparations for their destruction should impoverish and corrupt the world
in which they now live, strikes at the foundation of the educational vocation.

In the second place, efforts for peace are intimately connected with
education because they involve the ways in which we attempt to know and

‘understand reality. And our ways of knowing directly alfect the way we relate

to the world and, hence, the kind of world we create for ourselves through our
institutions, our technologies, and our conceptions of reality. The world we
apprehend and live in is siructured by our consciousness. It is here that
education and the peace movement have the most to do with each other, and it
is here that, so far, both have done the least.

‘The dominant modern view of how we know, of what we can know, and,
therefore, of what life and the world and their potentialities hold for us has
been shaped by the positivist assertion (in its various modern forms) thatall
knowledge is acquired only through ““the positive data of science,” which has
meant, in eflect, only through that which can be counted, measured, and
weighed. The central positivist claim is that science provides our only way of
knowing and our only source of genuine knowledge. This claim has its
corollaries, numely, (1) that all problems are scientific and technological
problems, including all human problems, which are 1o be cast exclusively in
scientific and technological terms and dealt with accordingly; and (2) that
quantitative science provides an adequate, all-embracing picture of the
world—the so-called scientific and technological world view, a mechanistic,
quantitative world in which there is no place for normative values, ethics,
final causes, meaning, and above all qualities and the feelings, sensations,
consciousness, and intangible, inner webs of relationships in which qualities
inhere. The world that thus can be known and the world that results is one in
which the only consideration is quantity—power.

True, it has become au courant in some philosophical circles 10
maintin that positivism 1s now at last being overcome; and increasingly
fewer and fewer people show any desire to be regarded as positivists.
Nevertheless, there remains everywhere more than a little of what Owen
Barfield has humorously called RUP, ‘“the residue of unresolved
positivism,” and in certain important areas, including those dominant in?
modern educanon (10 say nothing of the military, the government, the
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corporate world, and the scientific establishment itself, despite some notable
exceptions within the last), this residue is more on the order of a pervasive,
conglomerated mass. That this is the case, and what it means, what
momentously destructive consequences it has had for human beings and
human community, why it is immediately relevant to the human search for
justice and peace and for a living and livable world, become apparent with a
little reflection. . .

As positivism, often without the name, has battened its hold on the madern
mind, we have witnessed a steady, unremitting shrinking and narrowing of
reason to its lowest, most elemental dimensions. For convenience sake, we
may call it, as others have (though this is not an entirely satsfactory
designation), technical reason. It is a reason skilled at calculation. but with no
sense for beauty; a reason adept at taking things apart, but oblivious to the
intangible and undergirding connections of the whole; a reason skilled in the
perfecting of means, but void of meaning; a reason enamored of process, but
bereft of purpose; a reason highly developed in efficiency, but dead to the
richness of experience; a reason devoted to problems and programs, but
without vision; a reason that while it is fragmenting, also drives to reassemble
the parts it has created in homogenous, interlocking, closed, collective
unities. It is the cultivation of this narrow reason that much of modern
education has taken as its sole reason for being. That this technical reason is
but the shadow of rationality in its fullest sense, there is in the modern world
lide inkling. '

This technical reason, when set in the context of a larger, more capacious
rationality, is of utmost importance and usefulness. But when allowed to
define and determine the rational, technical reason by itself is ultimately
destructive. An exclusive emphasis on technical reason strengthens the hands
of those who control science and technology. Political, economic. and
military centralization is the constant trend where only technical reason is
recognized. The reductionism of technical reason parcels out knowledge in
discrete, compartmentalized domains, which offer themselves to capture by
powerful vested economic and political interests having no concern for the
interrelatedness of knowledge or of nature or of human community. Nature is
subjected to unrelieved dismantling and spoliation. Human comtunity
rooted in commitments to time, place, and persons is eroded and torn apart
in the name of modernization and development. Considered public policy
disappears in the tumult of interest-group politics. Crucial political, moral,
and cultural issues and choices go unattended, and are decided by default, or
by technological imperatives. And the further consolidation of social control
in the hands of the already politically, economically, and technotogically
powerful proceeds apace. A purely quantitive, technical reason knows only
power (by definition) and is, therefore, not neutral, but has a special affinity
. for power and for the powerful.

At the same time, often in panicky and fear-stricken reaction to the
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desolations wrought by a nannowed. fragmented, and fragmenting technical
reason, there well up on every side all manner of dark, surging, destructive
passions that pour outin dogmatisms, fundamentalisms, political ideologies,
mass enthusiasms ol every sort. When irrational passion and technical reason
join forces, we begin to recognize familim central characteristics of owm
modern situation: a highly refined, disciplined technical reason attuned only
to its own imperatives and driven by irrational forces impervious or hostile to
genuine human needs and concerns. In such a situation, calls for greater
reason, when only technical reason is recognized and allowed, can only make
matters worse; and attempts to restrain and redirect technical reason by
placing itin the service of irrational commitments are usually worse yet. What
is needed is a recovery of the breadth and depth of rationality in its fullness, a
rationality that encompasses and can reconcile and reenliven the powers of
both our calculative, technical reason and our deepest, most humane feelings
and commitments,

One way to speak of this larger rationality is to speak of imaginationand an
education ol imagination. It should be obvious that imagination here is not
meant in the trivial sense of much modern education that loves to speak of “‘the
creative imagination” but is really referring to the exercise of fancy as a
necessary but essentially separate and minor prelude to technical logic and
reason. In modern education the notion of imagination has become as
thinned and fragmented as reason itself. We are here using imagination—
and, perhaps, some such expression as Insight-Imagination might be more
satisflactory—to refer to the activity of the whole person in knowing. Often a
false contrast is made between rational thinking and irrational will, when the
real contrast should be made beiween rational thinking and irrational
thinking, rational feeling and irrational feeling, rational will and irrational
will. In all knowing the whole person—the thinking, fecling, willing,
valuing person—is involved. To ignore the feeling and willing capacities, and
the development of all our sensitivities and sensibilities as potentially organs
of cognition, is to restrict unduly the possibilities of knowledge, and to make
all our thinking vulnerable to dead, habitual, and even brutal and psychotic
impulses and energies. Must we not begin to seek ways to generate within
oursclves, and to bring into our thinking, dynamic, living impulses and
energies that can inform thinking and open up 10 it living and life-giving
dimensions of reality?

Einstein’s statement that the bomb has changed everything except our mode
of thinking is more and more quoted, and with good reason. But it is then, in
most instances, casually dropped. and other matters taken up. The radicalness
of what Einstcin there says is almost never taken note of, or pursued further.
He says that the only way to avert “unparalled catastrophe” is to change our
mode of thinking. To change our mode of thinking! Unless we assume that
Einstcin was merely tossing off a felicitous expression, must we not ask
seriously what this means, and then attend to it urgently and with all our
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efforts and abilities? Whatever else it may imply, it cannot mean continuing
on our present positivist, technicist path to catas(ropI}e. ll.l lh{s light the task
of developing an adequate education of lnsig'ht-lmagmauon is central to the
peace movement and to every effort for a living world. !

It is here that a dilemma confronts the peace movement. F_.vems are moving
quickly, and the looming threat of destruction requires action so immediate
that we cannot wait upon a fundamental transformation of human nature and
thinking to deal with them. At the same time, however, the potential for
nuclear war is now with us, humanly speaking, forever. The knowledge of lh.e
bomb is available and can never be put back in the bottle. This evident fact is
frequently hurled at the peace movement by its oppouents as though it
discredited the efforts for peace, rather than making them all the more urgent
and necessary. So education faces a dual task: a short-term one of marshaling
all available forces to turn the present situation around, and a long-ralfge.
permanent task of forming those structures of consciousness and of society
that alone can make possible a just and sustainable peace. Both tasks are
necessary and must be carried out simultaneously: the first making bfe;nhmg.
room for the second, and the second more and more informing aund
strengthening the first. The difficulties in such a tension-filled undertaking
are manifold; the necessity for it is inescapable.

In this light we can begin to sketch out in a most ;‘neli.minnr‘y and
incomplete way what to the editor seem to be some of the main dnmepsnons of
education for peace, knowing that some contributors to lhlS‘ issue mtghl well
disagree, and that all would probably draw a somewhat different picture.

The most immediate task of the peace movement requires the relentless
questioning and unmasking of officialdom. It is at this point that the
question most often posed to the peace movement must be [acgd_. What about
the Soviet Union? It will not do for the movement to focus its criticism only on
Western governments, which, to their credit, are still relatively open and
accessible to such criticism. Nor will its ultimate aims be served for the peace
movement to soft-pedal the unattractiveness and brutishness of the Soviet
state, sentimentally hoping that it will change for the better of its own nccqrd.
The peace movement has much to do in learning how to extend .llS growing
international reach into the Soviet Union with the same effectiveness it is
beginning 1o experience in the West. At the same time, however, the peace
movement cannot permit Western governments self-righteously to cast the
Soviet Union as the sole villain and only embodiment of evil in the wurld.
And, above all, the peace movement in the West must be relentless in exposing
the efforts of its own governments to generate fear among their people in order
to gain their unquestioning compliance with official policies, all lh‘e more so
as these policies contemplate the incineration of hundreds of mflll'ons .of
people. Not only does a successful playing on fear allow follY and criminality
10 go unchallenged, it elicits similar responses and hardening on the other
side; and it locks out of consideration any recognition of real change,

6

Teachers College Record

possibilities for change, clemens of flexibility and even of self-interested
realism on the other side, which can be the essential starting point for mutual
relaxation of tensions all around.

A sccond reproach made o the peace movement is that, however well-
intentioned its efforts, they endanger the mutual deterrence that has, it is
claimed, prevented nudear war for nearly four decades. But it is by no means
clear that deterrence has worked: Rather, under cover of the doctrine of
deterrence, the arms race has continued unabated. From only a handful of
nuclear weapons in 1945 there are now approximately 50,000 in the world,
and the United States and Russia alone are adding to this total three to five
new bombs daily.? Arms-conurol agreements worked out in the context of a
presumed deterrence doctrine have done litde to stem this growth of
destructive potential (and many knowledgeable analysts argue that each new
arms-control agreement, while probably better than nothing, has served 1o
ratify the desires of the military services, and of their scientific and echnical
weapons experts, for deployment of the next, new generation of weapons).? If
these weapons go off in an exchange, then deterrence will have proved not to
have worked; on the contrary, it will have been the flawed concept that
actually led to disaster.* And all of this is to say nothing of the continued
proliferation of nuclear weapons among nations that may or may not be
concerned with deterrence at alls

But it is now becoming clear that deterrence as such cannot even be said 1o
be the policy of the two major superpowers. If it were, either nation could be
satisfied with a relatively small number of weapons. On this point,
Spurgeon M. Keeny, Jr., and Wolfgang K. H. Panovsky have written: “A
devastating attack on the urban societies of the United States and Soviet
Union would in fact require only a very small fraction of the more.than 50,000
nuclear weapons currenily in the arsenals of the two superpowers. . . . An
exchange of a few thousand of these weapons could kill most of the urban
population and desiroy most of the industry of both sides.”s Theodore
Draper, commenting on their statement, has added that “‘no one has ever
disputed what President Carter said in 1979 about ‘just one of pur relatively
innumerable Poseidon submarines . . . that it carries enough warheads 10
destroy every large and medium-size city in the Soviet Union."" Clearly, a
policy of minimuny deteyrence has long been abandoned.

What is most disturbing in this light is an actual U.S. policy that shows
usell increasingly bellicose, and insensitive to the dangers of nuclear war. The
president of the United States, while ratiling the nuclear keys, works on the
{ears of Americans by belaboring Soviet strength in land-based ICBMs while
ignoring U.S. and NATOQO supcriority in submarine-based and airborne
weapons. Plans proceed to deploy a whole new gencration of utterly
destabilizing weapons—the MX missile, the Trident submarine and Trident -
Il missiles, cruise missiles, and the Mark 12-A Reentry Vehicle. These are by
all accounts destabilizing, first-suike weapons, which can only heighten
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insecurity by forcing the Soviets into preemptive [lirst-strike policies.
Moreover, the new missiles to be deployed in Europe will have a three- to six-
minute time span from launch to impact, which will compel the Soviets to
adopt a launch-on-warning system, further increasing the possibilities of
accidental nuclear exchange. (And with scores of acknowledged U1,
computer errors that have already threatened accidental nuclear exchange, it
is most disquieting, as several persons have observed. to contemplate the
Soviets on a launch-on-warning system having to depend on their own
more technologically backward computers.?) The president'sheralded START
talks, as proposed at this writing, will not halt the deployment of any of these
weapons, and it seems little wonder that Edward Muskie has called STAR T a
“secret agenda for sidetracking disarmament.”® Morcover, reinforcing the
impression that the United States is adopting first-strike policies have been
the renewed concern and actual steps on the part of the administration to
reactivate civil defense (with all its absurdities), to rejuvenate attention to
ballistic missile defense, to develop silo-busting and carth-burrowing
warheads, to improve so-called C31 (Command, Control, Communications,
and Intelligence) measures, and, amidst all the patriotic ballyhoo of a Fourth
of July, to celebrate the conquest of space, and of the space program. by the
military and the extension of their war preparations into earth orbit via space
satellite. And now we have the release of a Department of Defense document
setting forth a policy of being able to conduct ‘“*protracted nuclear war™ with
the intention of “prevailing.’!?

Increasingly, the conclusion presses: The ability to project U.S. military
power into Third World countries and other places of tension-at will, backed
up by the threat and use, if necessary, of nuclear weapons, has become more
important to our policymakers than avoiding a nuclear war. Is it too little to
ask them what could possibly justify such policy? To ensure uninterrupted
supplies of oil from the Middle East, perhaps?'! That an oil cut-off would be
humanly and socially wrenching and tragic, especially given the energy
extravagance of present American society, ought never to be denied. But it
would not be the end of the world, which, if they are not altered, present
military policies to secure those oil lines very probably, and literally, could be.

Also, in facing its immediate tasks, the peace movement finds itsclf
constantly having to deal with the question of national security, and the
meaning of real national security.!2 What contributes most to real national
security: the continued amassing of nuclear weapons that threaten all life, or
the creation of a strong, democratic socicty at home, the protection of the
environment and the preservation of scarce resources—ground water, topsoil,
our rivers and lakes, the building of community, the provision of meaning{ul
livelihoods, adequate housing and medical care, and so forth? Government
leaders speak of waging "a war ol economic attrition’ against Russia. The
first image that comes to mind is Verdun, in which both sides cmbarked on
battle of “attrition”” with the purpose of bleeding white the army of the other,
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only as cach was drawn deeper into the conflict to discover that its own life’s
blood was hemorrhaging away. Military expenditures already seriously sap
the economic health of both the United States and Soviet Union.?? And the
president’s proposed $1.5 urillion military budget threatens 1o undercut the
quality of American life even more severely. Jobs, housing, industrial
productivity, medical rescarch and facilities, the environment, agriculture,
transit, education, and cultural health generally are being sacrificed to the
build-up of arms that offer not greater security but ever more insecurity for
the nation's and the woild’s peoples.’* Furthermore, the administration’s
assault on the democratic rights and safeguards of its own citizenry—in its
attempts for example, to unlcash anew the CIA and to attack the Freedom of
Information Act—undcrcuts the substance of that which is most precious to
the West and ultimately is the source of its real security.

There is, finally, the haunting moral question that refuses to go away: What

-could possibly justify this or any nation’s use of nuclear weapons against

another's unarmed population of hundreds of millions of innocents, men,
women, and children? Every attempt at justification sounds like a parody of
Swiftian satire. If the only possible moral answer must be, “‘Nothing can
justify it,”" can there be any moral grounds for building and possessing
nuclear weapons, since doing so implies readiness to use them? The questions
have yet to be faced forthrightly with all that they entail and all their devilish
complexities made plain. Doing so, and helping the American and world's
peoples do 5o, is one of the unavoidable tasks of the peace movement and peace
education. It will require a greater moral and spiritual strength than is now
apparent. In this light the work of such persons as Gene Sharp in
investigating new options in conflict and defense (as represented in his article
in this issue) assumes particular importance.

In his testimony to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on May 13,
1982, the Noble Laureate physicist Hans Bethe said that two principles are
essential o grasp:

—Our strategic forces are, if anything, superior to the Soviets;

—OQur national security, and that of our allies, is most threatened by the
grotesque size and continuing growth of both nuclear arsenals.!s

From this vantage, real national security demands that alternatives to the
present weapons build-up be given serious study and consideration. Among
such alternatives are a return to minimum deterrence, a nuclear freeze, a
comprehensive test ban, the establishment of nuclear-free zones, a no-first-
use policy by the West, and the various proposals for bilateral arms reductions
put forward or supported by serious and knowledgeable persons such as
George Kennan, Jerome Wiesner, McGeorge Bundy, Hans Bethe, Admiral
Noel Gaylor, and others. Not that there may not be problems with each
proposal, or that all would prove acceptable, but serious proposals put
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forward by serious and knowledgeable persons deserve better than to be
peremptorily rejected out-of-hand as has been the official response to date.'
The short-term task of the peace movement, then, is urgent and itself many-
sided and complex. It involves the relentless questioning of officialdam and of
its myths and deceptions, and a demand that alternatives to the present path be
seriously engaged.

The long-term tasks are just as important, and require immediate,

simultaneous attention with the short-term. If itis toachieve its aims, it seems
especially crucial to long-term peace and disarmament education that it
extend its international outreach, in order that peace and disarmament
education might both have the effectiveness it seeks and truly represent a
global perspective. This is a difficult but urgent undertaking (one not made
easier by the current falling off of cultural—and especially of academic—
interchange between the United States and Russia). Peace and disarmament
education must also recognize and take advantage of the educational
functions of many different agencies and institutions: religious groups,
schools, professional organizations, citizens’ groups, the media, and a growing
cadre of enlightened Wall Street leaders and their investors. The powers that
be also recognize the educational potential of this diversity of agencies and can
be expected to intensify efforts to draw them into an iaterlocking, total system
of propaganda, surveillance, information control, and behavioral condition-
ing and reinforcement. The struggle between the truly educational and the
pseudo-educational, propagandistic use of public institutions will tarn in
important part on having essential clarity about the difference between
education and propaganda. , ’

The long-term tasks of peace and disarmament education have basically
two dimensions or orientations: those concerned, on the one hand, with the
structures of society and, on the other, with the structures of consciousness.'?
Most peace and disarmament education has been primarily concerned with
the first, with the structures of society—the institutions, the procedures and
norms of institutional relationships, and the means of governance and
regulation of them. There is along and, in many respects, richly sophisticated
tradition of studies, methods of analysis, and actual teaching and curricular
practices that clusters around this pole of peace and disarmament education.

Space here permits only a summary glance, and an incomplete one at tha,
at some of the main areas of study in this regard.'* Connected with peace and
disarmament education has been the growing interest in global education and
global cori\munily studies, although these do not always include specific
focus on the problems of war itsclf. Of increasing importance has been the
field known as “World Order Studies,” which, Lirgely through the work of the

Institute for World Order, has attempied to develop a method of envisaging -
and assessing various workable alternatives to the present international

systems, and to explore concrete ways for their realization. The hiule peace and
disarmament education that actually takes place in many academic settings
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has often been associated with traditional strategic studies and studies in
imternational relations and world politics. In the university these last
approaches frequently run counter, or at least stand in ambiguous
relationship, o peace and disarmament cducation, since much in strategic
and international studies has been oriented toward bolstering the present
system and even uncritically supporting specific national strategic policies.
Anotheraea of concern, more radical in some ways, has included those peace
studies  that have focused on nomviolemt means of resistance, civil
disobedience, and conflict resolution; the full weight of resources available
in this approach of long standing has yet (o be brought (o bear on peace and
disarmament education in other areas. Similarly, there is need for greater
historical awareness and understanding in every field of peace and
disarmament education.

Of particular importance is the urging by almost all persons deeply
involved in peace and disarmament education that problems of war and peace
be studied in connection with other related issues, such as economic
development, the economic aspects of the arms race, social justice, human
rights, ecological balance, "and conceptions of a just world order. The
mterrelations among military spending, economic development, and human
rights are fundamental and demand analysis and understanding. A peace not
grounded in a just political and economic order, and impervious to ecological
destruction, is unsustainable, and for the exploited, famished, and the
oppressed is no peace at all.

Despite a long wradition, peace and disarmament education still remains on
the edge of most educational undertakings today. Teacher education has been
almost totally remiss in dealing with peace and disarmament education of any
sort. As a result, many tcachers fivst encounter peace and disarmament
cducation as something peripheral to that which they have themselves been
taught are the proper concerns of education. It is of crucial importance (o
demonstrate that peace and disarmament education has a fundamental place
at the center of all education. Otherwise it will continue to be largely regarded
as a side issue, or will be rendered innocuous by being relegated to specially
msulated peace studies compartments in the curriculum.

Concern with the structures of society has received much more systematic
and sustained attention among those involved in peace and disarmament
education than has concern with what we have here called the structures of
consciousness—with our ways of thinking and with the changes necessary in
our ways of thinking. To be sure, peace education evinces a growing interest
in the values, attitudes, and tansformations of behavior deemed necessary for
the full realizavion of just and peacelul social structures. In most cases,
however, this growing interest in values, for example, does not begin to touch
the deeper questions—ethical, epistemological, ontological—raised by the
need fora fundamental change in our thinking. The thinking characteristic of
the peace movement, and of most peace education, still tends to leave intact
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the modern dualistic split between subject and object, inside and outside,
between institutions and attitudes, knowledge and values, and, consequently,
reveals itself to contain more than “a residue of unresolved positivism.” Even
those who speak most about the need for global awareness and global
relationships often do so (as Broughton and Zahaykevichargue in their article
in this issue) in fundamentally positivist terms, cloaking in ostensibly
organic, qualitative metaphors what remain essentially  mechanistic,
quantitative modes of thought and action. To the extent that this is done,
unknowingly and with the best of intentions, all the greater are the dangers. It
can only be self-defeating, and may redound with even more tragic
consequences, for the peace movement to perpetuate the same ways of
thinking, and conceptions and perceptions of reality, that shape the
institutions and actions it wishes to change.

What might be some of the elements of a change in our ways of thinking
that would at least begin to break the hold of positivisin and of the narrow
conception of reason, and of human possibilities, that has us in its grip?

A change in our way of thinking would, if nothing else, recognize and
reorient itself, in method and substance, around the reality of qualities. Noth-
ing would be more radical for our thinking than to sce that qualities are not
only subjective but also objective, and even more constitutive of reality than
quantity. Power and might could no longer make claim to being the ultimate
reality. Those scientific and technological world views that depict the
universe as a dead, lifeless mechanism would be seen for the absurdities they
are. Science would be forced to develop methods and concepts adequate to the
realities of life, quality, and consciousness, rather than dealing with these, as
now, exclusively in terms of the quantitative and inanimate (still the
fundamental conceptual basis of even the so-called life-sciences). Or, failing
this, the strict limits of quantitative science would be cJearly apparent, and
appropriately circumscribed. The qualitative enhancement of life and of
culture would become more important than their quantitative manipulation
and control. -

A change in our mode of thinking could once again reinstate a recognition
of the fullness of the human reality. The irreducibility of the central human
problems would be recognized as essential to human dignity. The central
human problems are not computable, and are, therefore, not amenable to
technological solutions without a loss of the essentially human. We couldalso
hegin to come to grips with the deep, destructive impulses of the human
psyche, to which a purely technical reason is as oblivious as it is to the sources
of genuine creativeness. The persistence of a narrow reason within the peace
movement does not enable it to recognize, much less to bring to lightand deal
with, the dark and deadly proclivities of the human heart. Nikolai Berdyaev
has noted how war always presupposes the arousal of erotic conditions of love
and hate. War seduces, it lures and beckons, hence the frisson of excitement
that one detects even or, perhaps, especially in the attempts to portray its
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hideousness: Wi tempts with promises 10 get us off the hook'’; to enable us
to surrender our human tasks and responsibilities; to obliterate the memory of
past deeds, debts, and failures: to taste reality kept from us by the everyday
routine of the OK world; 10 have the ultimate joy of a final paroxysm of sadism
and ressentiment at the caims of existence, of the Other, and of all the othets.
A grasp of the fullness of the human being would be a first step in beginning
10 deal with the depths of our human involvement in war. But it would also
cnable us to begin to recover a healing awareness of the equally real beauty
and higher potential of the human being, starting particularly with a renewed
sense, almost lost in 1the modern world, of the beauty and nobility of the
human form itself. That human beings would docilely hand over to a
machine, to the silicon chips in a launch-on-warning system, the
responsibility [or their own final destruction is testimony to how complete
has been our loss of any grasp of the full human reality. (And in this regard, we
may very well ask of those educators who now try to outdo one another in
recommending the adoption of computers in education in every way and at
every level possible just how they plan to do this without fostering further the
illusion that all human problems are computable, and that human beings are
justified in abdicating to the machine.)

A sense of the truly human would also help torestore a respect for language.
That which is most unique about the human being is grasped primarily in
language, and in the deeply human and numinous meanings expressed in

language. Human commiuments, community, and meaning all turn on a

respect for language. Many observers have noted that the abuse and misuse of
Ianguage is integral to government and military preparations for war. The
Iack of respect for language is nowhere more evident than in the use by of-

ficialdom ol misleading language to describe nuclear weapons and nuclear

strategy. Sanitized, detached, and deceptive phrases—*a wider menu” of “'nu-
clear options,” “preemptive deterrence,” ‘‘surgically clean strikes,” and so
forth—scek to conceal and make palatable instrumentalities of death and
destruction.!? While the misuse of language reaches its heights in the current
utterances of officialdom, the way for it has long been eased and prepared by
those theories of language, often given the highest academic standing and
sanction, that sce words not as the bearers of intrinsic meanings, but only as
signs to be manipulated at will; that see words not as meaning-laden symbols
with their own integrity, but as one-dimensional labels useful for any
arbitrary funciional purpose. As Wendell Berry has eloquently shown, the
degeneration of language and the degeneration of the human being and of
human community go hand in hand.2°

A change of thinking would also recognize that a grasp of beauty is essential
to an adequate cognition of reality. A spreading and unchecked ugliness
invariably accompanies an unrestrained technical reason. Toleration and
awareness of this ugliness bespeak the widespread atrophy of sensitivities and
sensibilivies that, il fully formed. would make the contemplation of the
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destruction of this beauteous earth unbearable. It is probably no coincidence
that the U.S. administration most given to entertaining the possibility of
nuclear war is also the most heedless of the beauty and fragility of the
environment. Winston Churchill has been quoted as saying, “The Stone Age
nay return on the gleaming wings of science.” The meaning is twofold: the
technology that carries the missiles on their way, and the scientistic world
views of a purely quantitative, mechanistic universe that is dead already by
definition and that, as it clamps itself on the modern mind, steadily dulls the
capacity to perceive and respond to the living world really there. In contrast to
Churchill’s words is the affirmation of Dostoevski that “beauty shall save the
world.” Clearly more than that wrivial aestheticism, which is about all of
beauty left to the modern mind, can Dostoevski's meaning indicate anything
less than what is revealed in a creative, imaginative grasp of qualitative reality
and wholeness?

A genuine sense of beauty means a sense of reverence for life, a grasp of
diversity in wholeness, of qualitative richness and reality, of newness and
meaning. And it requires a new mode of thinking that is at once capacious and
precise: Insight-Imagination, the involvement of the whole person in
knowing. It is here that the artistic, the scientific, and the ethical come
together in thinking and knowing. And its realization requires its own
appropriate education: an education of imagination in which the
development of technical reason takes place within the larger rationality
revealed in color, sound, tone, movement; in a joy and immersion in the
delights of words and the living images evoked by them; in calm and healing
architectural, classroom, and community environments; in the aesthetic
presentation of every lesson; in awareness and respect for the rhythms of
growth and learning; in the direct presence and appreciation of living nature;
and in meaningful social responsibilities and the presence of nourishing,
trustworthy persons. From such an education couid come support for the
positive (not positivist!) transformation of our thinking needed for both the
development of a humanly useful critical and technical reason, and for the
establishment of lasting, just, and peaceful social structures. The very
envisaging of the possibility of a genuine transformation in our ways of
thinking can in itself begin to awaken within us awareness of the real grounds
that exist for life-affirming hope and action.

DS
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2, Jintai Xilu, Beijing

‘Overdue disarmament

by China Daily commentator

The United Nations General Assembly
opened its 38th session last week at a
time when the world’s tension spots were

many and widespread. In his opening

speech, the newly elected President,
Jorge Illueca, accused the two super-
powers of playing with fire in building up
the risks of a nuclear holocaust. _

It is no wonder then that disarmament
figures prominently among the assemblvs
preoccupations, accounting for more than
20 agenda entries. It is no wonder either
that hundreds of thousands of people in
West Europe and North America are rea-
dying again to demonstrate for peace and
nuclear disarmament.

It may be recalled -that -the first UN
resolution ever adopted was one against
nuclear war. Talks on nuclear disarma-
ment have been held, off and on, for 20
years since an accord was reached on the
so-called partial ban on nuclear tests in
1963. There has not only been no reduc-
tion of arms, but the arsenals of the two

- superpowers have also been replenished
~ with ever newer and more sophisticated
' nuclear_ weaponry.

It is estimated that the Soviet Union
and the United States have between them
some 50,000 nuclear warheads with a
total destructive power one million times
that of the atomic bomb that levelled
Hiroshima in 1945, Evidently, the conten-

" tion between the two superpowers for

nuclear superiority, under the pretext of
maintaining a nuclear balance, con-
stitutes the greatost threat to the future
of mankind. '
' MaF-hanl], conventitnsl was is
@.%salityFen thilligh lives. have
perish®d-in~s0me 140 conveptional wai

since THE¥Hd of-Weorld War IT. People arb
dyingnew-in*Widelyscattered-wars strét-

ching from the Middle East to Central -

America, and in Chad, Kampuchea and
Afghanistan. Either or both of the super-
powers have a hand in each of these wars.
The two countries are, by far, the biggest
munitions dealers in the present world.

It is thus obviously time that the
United States and the Soviet Union
started to do something instead of merely
paying lip service to reducing their arms,
both nuclear and conventional. In this
respect, China’s proposal presented by
Foreign Minister Wu Xuegian Tuesday at

' the UN session should serve as a practical

basis. _

China’s basic stand on disarmament as
elucidated by Foreign Minister Wu Xue-
qian can be summed up as follows:

— China stands for the complete pro-
hibition and ' thorough destruction of
nuclear weapons;

— China is in favour of reducing con-

' ventional armaments as well as nuclear

arms;

— China stands for the early conclusion
of a convention on the complete prohibi-
tion and thorough destruction of chemical
weapons.

Specifically, China holds that the two
nuclear superpowers which possess the
largest arsenals should be the first to
reduce their arms, drastically cut their
nuclear and conventional armaments and

. destroy the reduced armaments before

there can be any reduction of arms by
other countries. S

In regard to nuclear disarmament,

Minister Wu has proposed that, after the
Soviet Union and the United States have
taken practical action to stop testing, im-
proving and manufacturing nuclear
weapons and have agreed on reducing by
half their nuclear weapons and means of

.delivery of all types, a widely-

representative international conference
should be convened with the participation
of all nuclear-weapon states to negotiate
the general reduction of nuclear weapons
by all nuclear-weapon states.

All the tensions and unrest in the inter-
national arena have their root cause in the
contention between. the superpowers.
Disarmament is part of the struggle
against hegemonism and in defence of
peace, which is the most pressing task
facing the people of all countries, especial-
ly those in the Third World. There can be
no real progress in disarmament unless
there is genuine desire for it, primarily on
the part of the superpowers. It is hoped
that the two superpowers can pay heed to
the common will of all peace-loving people
and nations in the world for peace and
security. The Chinese proposal stands as
a test for any country who tries to
dissociate itself from hegemonism in
name but not in fact.




"INow we have something that could really
extinguish life on our planet. Mankind has
not found itself in a similar situation since
the end of the palaeolithic age... In fact,
the threat to mankind's survival has been
much greater since 1945 than it was during
the first million years of history."

—Amnold Toynbee

(As quoted by Ambassadon Alfonso Gareia
RobﬂeA, Permanent Representative o4 Mexico
1o the Committee on Disarmament, upon
accepting the Nobel Peace Prize gor 1982)
(Printed in Disarmament, Vol. VI, No. 1,
Spring, 1983. p-ll A pﬁraodsg review by the UN.)
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