




























































































Franz von Papen, German Vice-Chancellor under Hitler, is
threatening to publish a list of pensions being paid to former Nazis,
including some men connected with Adolf Eichmann,

He says he will reveal these “unpleasant truths” unless he him-
self is given a substantial pension as a retired 1914-18 army major.

Von Papen, aged 81, has already bad his claim rejected. Now
he is- appealing to higher court.

He says he is incensed by some recent pension awards — such
as the £50-a-week given to Dr. Franz Schlegelberger, former States
Secretary in the Nazi Justice Ministry.

He says he will also publish 2 list of “honourable men opposed
to Hitler” who have been refused pensions — including himself.
(Daily Express 7-16-61)

West Germany’s new foreign minister, Berhard Schroeder, has
revised his field on former Nazi links. Last week he told a Washington
audience he had not been 2 Nazi “even for a second”, But in 1960
he admitted to Newsweek that he had been a member from 1933
until 1941, (Newsweek, 12-4-61)

Herr Jacob Scheck, who was mayor of the ski resort of Garmisch
Partenkirchen for 12 years until he was jailed as a Nazi in 1945, is
now to get an ex-mayor’s pension of £100 a month — plus more
than £06000 in back-dated compensation. Herr Scheck, 60, was one
of the early members of the Nazi Party known as the elite “First
Hundred” (Sunday Express, London, 6-18-61)

Former Col. Gen. Franz Halder, once Hitler’s army chief of
staff, has received the meritorious civilian service award, highest
civilian decoration of the United States Army in Europe. (Reuters,
11-25-61)

A German may command Britain’s Army of the Rhine next year.
Defence sources here say Britain will agree to a West German taking
over NATO’s key Northern Army Group (of which the Rhine Army
is a part), now headed by British Gen. A.J.H. Cassels. Reason: By
next summer the group will have twice as many German troops
(some 100,000) as British. (Newsweek, 12-4-61}
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The German successors to the I, G. Farben chemical cartel ha
been busily buying their way back into the American market M:si
active has been Farbwerke Hoechst, which through its U.S l;oldin
company, International Chemical Corporation (New Yo.rk) haf
acquired eight separate U.S. chemical concerns since 1953 \,»vhich
turn out specialties, dyes and pigments, photographic supplies; dru
and synthetic fibers, Meanwhile Farbenfabriken Bayar is back, in tis;
U.S. drug, dyestuff, and photographic business (the latter through its
Ag:fa subsidiary), and has established Mobay Chemical Company as
a joint venture with Monsanto to produce insecticides and plastics
The third 1. G. Farben heir, Badische Anilin & Soda Fabrik nou;
controls Putman Chemical Corp. and is sharing a joint operat;on in
;h;ngf;n field with Dow Chemical Co. (Magazine of Wall Street,

. A former U-boat commander who sank 250,000 tons of Allied
shipping in World War II will launch the first submarine built in
West Germany since the war. Capt. Otto Kretschmer, now command-
er of the West German Naval Amphibious Strike Force, will christen
the new 350-ton submarine U-1 at the ceremonies in Kiel in north-
ern-most Germany . . .

Grand Adm. Kar] Doenitz, who commanded Hitler’s navy
credited Capt. Kretschner in his book “Ten Years and 20 Days” w1tl;
a “ra:l'e cold-bloodedness” . . . Captain Kretschmar, recalling that
the first U-boat had been constructed in Kiel fifty-five years ago
expressed wish that the new submarine would have “an efficient crev:r
tllga; 115 6flil)led with the old U-hoat spirit.” . . . (Combined Press Service,

« i
) It. terrifies me,” says Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt, “to think we
might give nuclear arms to Germany . . .”

“We have 'bjui}t her (West Germany) economically. But 80 per
cent of her officials are ex-Nazis. But they never admit they were.

. “Tlfey say none of them liked Hitler. But every day people
{in Berlin) go over to that now-empty bunker (where Hitler died)
and stand. But for what reason? Honor? . . ¥ (A.P. 12-13-61)
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In Essen tomorrow Herr Alfried Krupp will be celebrating the
150th anniversary of the founding of his mighty industrial empire.

Who can blame him if he mixes homage to his ancestors with
a little sardonic amusement at the expense of the Allied Governments?

For if he had obeyed their instructions the Krupp empire would
have been broken up long ago. There would have been nothing to
celebrate. '

But Krupp, the convicted war criminal, the employer of slave
labour, has succeeded year after year in getting an extension of his
“promise” to sell out his companies. (Sunday Express, London,
11-19-61)

Question — Minister, this a question which has been kicking
around here. I am sure you can put an end to it right at this
morient, Please explain your reported Nazi background.
A#swer — My only reply to this question is as follows, and
this is a statement which I have already made in the past
before the Bundestag, the German Parliament: I have never
in my life been what is called here a Nazi, not even for one
second. I have neither been a Nazi prior to 1933, nor have
I been a Nazi after 1933, nor do I have any intention of
being turned into a Nazi at this time through misrepresen-
tation.

— German Foreign Minister Gerhard Schroeder before the
National Press Club. November 22, 1961.

The statement issued by the German government on his
past (as printed in Die Zeii of Hamburg Nov. 24) presents
the facts differently. It denies that he was ever a Storm
Trooper, but admits that he was a Nazi. The official biography
says he applied for membership in the Storm Troopers in
the winter of 1933-34 but his application lapsed when he
moved from Bonn to Berlin. He did however join the Nazi
party in 1933 and remained in it until 1941 when he married
the daughter of a “non-Aryan” banker. (The ratio of
money to actual Jewish blood had to be very wide for survival
in such cases). The biography claims that he showed his
negative attitude towards Nazism by joining the Confessional
Church in 1938. Nevertheless he remained in the Nazi party
for three more years,

— 1. F. Stone’s Weekly-Dec. 4, 1961
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Also, the expectations of the human race have been changed
drastically. Whereas Hiiler’s bombing of civilians in Rotterdam raised

_cries of “Atrocity!” the American atomic bombing of two defenseless

Japanese cities was widely accepted as an almost humanitarian move
bringing a great war to its close. With the announcement of the
hydrogen . bomb; the slogan “One bomb equals one city” gained
general usage. We now assume that the major cities of participating
nations will be prime targets for button-pushers in World War IIL
Over half of our federal expenditures today go into the creation and
perpetuation of an Era of Terror: we are hemmed in on all sides
by SAC bases, DEW-lines, Nike sites, Titan missile silos and the
plants and testing grounds of a “booming” munitions industry.

There have been novels, poems and plays — and good ones —
written about these matters. Like much other good literature, they
are profoundly truthful; unlike the novels typically studied in the
traditional twentieth-century syllabus, they deal directly and com-
pellingly with life and death issues of today. In short, these works
are important, if for no other reason, because they are sensitive and
humanistic treatments of subject matter that bears overwhelming
relevance to the living of life. And yet, the average student is seldom
encouraged to read them; he probably does not even know they exist.

What once could be tolerated as “innocence” is now to be con-
demned as crass ignorance. Humanity is passing through a crisis
whose X-factor is time; if we fail to wake up and live creatively in
the present, destructive forces in civilization may deprive us of any.
future chance to do so. It would be foggy thinking in this age of
super-rapid change to assert that the Humanities neced not concern
themselves with mankind’s pressing needs, and yet, this js what
thousands of English Departments in effect do.

Let us develop a “model” seminar that would go far toward
supplying the basic knowledge and insight required for effective and
discriminating citizenship in today’s powder-keg world. Although the
nucleus of our bibliography will be novels of The Bomb, we desire
to base our seminar firmly on the irreducible facts of the Atomic
Age. The sciences have provided us excellent source materials for
this purpose, and it will be profitable to begin with a brief discussion
of these,
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At the outset, we must recognize not only the role which science
has played in creating nuclear weapons, but the terrible ethical
price it hrs paid to do so; only then can we appreciate the impact
upon our culture of these weapons. The delicate relationship between
responsible sclence and political freedom has been pointed out by
Philip Wylie.!® Intimate and illuminating details of the great adven-
ture of nuclear science are told by William L. Laurence in Men and
Atoms'™® and Robert Jungk in Brighter tharn e Thousend Suns'®.
Whereas the former concentrates on the absorbing drama surround-
ing the creation of The Bomb, Jungk emphasizes the political and
social impact of The Bomb in individual lives and upon western
culture,

One World Or None®™, an early appraisal of the meaning of
The Bomb, is a symposium of opinion by some fifteen scientists and
military experts. A more recent book, Fallout,’® presents the dispas-
sionate reports of several leading authorities, describing the effects
of the first generation of weapons of the thermonuclear (hydrogen)
bombs. Containing a well documented account of an attack Russia
could have launched in 1959 against the United States, Fallout has
been widely accepted as a standard text. In Place of Folly,'” by
Norman Cousins, brings the megatonnages up to date, clearly out-
lining the latest implications of mass-slaughter. This book, which
shows promise of becoming a sort of “bible” for enlightened opinion
and action, should be on the “required-reading shelf” of every
American library.

The intense human concern that ought to characterize our seminar

pervades John Hersey's classic, Hiroshima.'® Takashi Nagai, an
insider to the horrors of nuclear war, has shown how The Bomb
poisons the human spirit in We of Nagasaki, the Story of Survivors
in an Atomic Wasteland:® “We of Nagasaki, who survive, . . .
know what only one atomic bomb can do to plunge decent people
into a pit of sorrow.”?® Another informative bock is Fernand
Gigon’s paperback, The Bomb.®'V Its chapter V consists of excerpts
from essays written in 1961 by those who had been child-victims of
the Hiroshima bombing. These three decumentaries, or any one of
them, will provide valuable insight into the new depths and magni.
tudes of human suffering — one of the revolutionary meanings of
the new weapons, the new war. Their tone is quiet desperation —
pleading with the world not to let it happen again.
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Before we delve into the novels themselves, we wish to adopt that
perspective which will best enable .us to appreciate them for what
they are worth. As literature, these novels are good; few will be treas-
ured in the future as excellent belles lettres. Their virtue must not
be measured by the traditional rules of academic literary criticism.
Writing under the strain imposed by their awareness of impending
nuclear war, these novelists have forced themselves to be brutally
frank about the gloomiest topic imaginable: Doomsday. Their plots
tend to be deeply spiritual in the hurnanistic sense; but the main value
of these novels of The Bomb is their authenticity. Each writer has
captured the flavor and the texture of the age in which we live
Each has invested untold research, transiating it intc meaningful
fiction through an uncommon effort of the spirit. As a result, the
novels taken as a group comprise a sensitive forum of informed feel-
ing and thought.

Following widely accepted practice, let us structure this seminar
around a number of cardinal themes found in the novels. In this
widy we may examine several aspects of the strange new world. Each
of these themes would provide a suitable term-paper topic for one
or more students, and doubtless each can be improved upon by
sophistication in selection: (1} the mythical structure of mankind’s
atomic experience; (2} the institution of nuclear science before
Hiroshima; and (3) following Hiroshima; (4) the humanistic pers-
pective of The Bomb; (5) social, political and cultural backgrounds;
{6) the role of fear in the psychological dynamics of the Era of
Terror; and (7) biological aspects of nuclear war.

Although the international bibliography accompanying this essay
lists all novels known to this writer which deal significantly with the
age of the atomic bomb, the following discussion is harshly and,
perhaps, unfairly selective. The early researches of any seminar would
probably turn up a few new titles, and would undoubtedly uncover
the merits of works listed here but not discussed.

In reading Philip Wylie’s novels and criticism, the mythical
structure of the atomic world feeling comes clearly to light. In
Opus 21 and Tomorrow! Wylie is echoing the spirit of the Hebrew
Prophets; he gives his causes, and dooms society through his dark
forecasts. Other writers who utilize the mythical realities of our
spiritual past are Pat Frank, Robert Nathan, Walter M. Miller Jr.,
and Aldous Huxley. Frank’s Alas, Babylon, like Wylie’s Tomorrow!,
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pofits a hypothetical Third War, the result of which is a purging,
but not the extermination, of mankind. Others, notably Nathan,
Miller, Huxley, Nevil Shute Norway, Andrew Sinclair and Hans
Helmut Kirst, are not so optimistic. They suggest the possibilities that
war could end human life on earth.

Hiroshima occupies a place in the history of nuclear science
analogous to the Fall in biblical story. Sensitive indices to the feel-
ings and thoughts of representative scientists are found in the novels
by Michael Amrine, Vance N. Bourjaily, Pearl Buck, Ruth Chatter-
ton, Merle Estes Colby, David Duncan, James Hilton, Dexter Masters,
Mitchell Wilson and Charles Percy Snow. In The New Men, Snow
offers his authoritative distinction between the general attitudes pre-
vailing among scientists and those among enginéers; the latter tend
to be pragmatic and unreflecting in their relationship with The Bomb,
whereas the scientists scrutinize their work, more often, from the
standpoint of ideals in harmony with a broader human sympathy,
The negative judgment against the “engineer type” is sustained in
the novels of Maxwell Griffith, Miller, and Mordecai Roshwald,

Wilson’s Meeting at ¢ Far Meridian deserves careful attention;
it is the story of a scientist who has left nuclear research to go into
cosmic ray work. When he entertains his Russian opposite number,
and travels to Russia to examine his apparatus, the subtleties of cold
war feeling constantly threaten professional rapport. Although security
regulations do not impede a fruitful meeting of minds, the two world
views are out of joint against the backdrop of international fact; and
a chill of caution tones every official act, Wilson dramatizes the ways
the two men feel about The Bomb: Russians seem to feel somehow
justified in their defensive position, and do not seem greatly perturbed
about the potential hell of war; this American, who seems somehow
“soft,” has seen the light of an atomic blast and is haunted by his
morbid but repressed preoccupations with what might lie ahead for

mankind. This image of- the haunted American is common to The

Answer, Frank’s Forbidden Area, Bourjaily’s The Hound of Earth,
Judith Merril’s Shadow on the Hearth, Ruth Chatterton’s The
Betrayers, Hilton’s Nothing So Strange and Masters’ The Accident.

The “humanistic® perspective is most telling when it puts The
Bomb in juxtaposition with the suffering it has caused or “will”
cause. The emphasis is upon the life of the individual vietim, with a
strong appeal to what is humane in the reader. The Flowers of
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Hiroshima, by Edita Morris, tells sensitively of unhealed wounds and
wilted human forms which carty the degradation of life’s genes in
the rebuilt Japanese city. Mrs. Morris adopts the documentary pers-
pective we have seen in Hersey and Nagai. In The Accident, a
masterpiece of atomic age fiction, Dexter Masters utilizes the case
history of an irradiated physicist to drive home the lesson that stock-
piles of nuclear bombs can go critical like an atomic pile: and when
the pile goes critical, every human nearby can expect to' suffer as
his hero suffers,. Wylie drives home the point in his charming The
Answer by depicting angels in their traditional duty as messengers
from the heavens, bringing a cosmic méssage of love to Russians and
Americans — but blown to pieces by nuclear tests conducted by both
sides.

The student of sociology, politics, or general culture will find a
wealth of social criticism here; indeed, the novelist remains today
one of our severest sources of criticism and reform. At the peril of
doing injustice to many excellent critical novels, we may tzke note
of several. Along with the works listed in our discussion of mythical
structure, incisive analyses are made in Ray Bradbury’ Fahrenheit 451,
in Hilton’s Nothing So Strange, in Griffith’s The Gadget Maker, in
Masters’ The Accident, and Roshwald’s Level 7.

Enter the bibliography at practically any point, and you encounter
vivid reflections of fear. Fear shapes The Bomb from the beginning,
dictates its postwar development, and gives the ignorant what little
justification they need to impose secrecy on nuclear science. Fear is
at the root of the trial in The Betrayers, by Ghatterton; and fear
terminates in The Seventh Day envisioned by Kirst in -Germany.
Fear is the tenor of the age, and so it becomes one of the powerful
forces portrayed by almost every atomic novel. When fear drives
human beings underground they say goodbye to everything beautiful
and good in life; this is the judgment of Modecai Roshwald, and
Level 7 is something of a classic in its own right.

The biological aspects of nuclear war are most often found as
topics in science fiction. Probably, the reason for this is the fact that
we do not yet know what the final effects of Hiroshima and Nagasaki
will be. The speculative and inquiring nature of the radiation hiolo-
gists’ contemporary work is reflected by the weird variations in the
speculations of science fiction novels and short stories. Among the
more serious treatments are Masters’ The Accident, Snow's The New
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Men, Morris’s The Flowers of Hiroshima, and Buck’s Command the
Morning — all of them essentially documentary in nature. Imaginative
speculation is the keynote in Norway’s On the Beack, Roshwald’s
Level 7, Anderson’s Tuwilight World, Frank’s Mr. Adam, and Miller’s
4 Canticle for Leibowitz. Aldous Huxley is perhaps the most reliable
of those who have let their imaginations run; his Ape and Essence is a
frightening portrayal of the physical and culture details of mankind’s
hypothetical “devolution” in a society and an environment stricken
by atomic war.

The literature of The Bomb, then, is laden with virtually untapp-
ed materials relating directly to the survival and style of life of our
species. In a broader sense, however, the ‘“utilitarian” approach
suggested here might just as profitably be applied to other areas.
Problems almost as pressing as those posed by The Bomb exist in all
realms of modern life; of course, they have been dealt with in belles
lettres. The population explosion with its profound repercussions in
all phases of civilization, is perhaps second only to nuclear war as a
threat to the well being of all. Prejudice is hardly limited to the
American South, and has been the target of great writers the
world over. Socialist thought did not end with the plays of Shaw
and O'Neill; the ethos of Army life has changed since Across the
River and Into the Trees; the rise of White Collar has displaced The
Titan. It is high time the English Departments woke up to the realities
of a world on fire with revolution and change.

It would be folly to deny the vital significance of the great
literature of past epochs, but we are obliged to assert that there is
a desperate need for English Departments and English professors to
do their share in preparing students for citizenship in a world which
none of us yet understands. Traditionally, they have turned out a
preponderance of specialists in the period literatures of bygone ages.
It is doubtful whether they fulfill their obligations to humanity, now,
in continuing to fill ivory towers with the traditional corps of spirits
disengaged from life in the name of academic specialization,

Mankind is poised high in the gigantic scales of destiny; the
English Departments can and should meet this challenge boldly: it
is the opportunity to cast votes in favor of Life.

(1) For Faulkner's apologia, see his Nobel Prize Speech, rl:prmted in
Saturday Review of Literature, February 3, 1961, pp. 4-5.

fg) 200 “Impurc Science,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, VII (Aug., 1951),
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{3) (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1959).

(4) Tr. James Cleugh (New York: Harcourt, Brace and.Company, 1958).
(g%G)Ed. Dexter Masters and Katharine Way (New York: McGraw-Hill,
1 .

{(6) Ed. John M. Fowler (New York: Basic Books, 1960).

(7) (New York: Harper & Basic Books, 1960), ‘

(8) (New York: Alfred A, Knopf, 1946).

{9) Tr, Ichiro Shirato and Herbert B, L. Silverman (New York: Duell,
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(10) Ibid., p. 189.

(11) Tr. Constantine FitzGibbon (New York: Pyramid, 1960).
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We mourn profoundly the death of C. Wright Mills.
His sudden death at so young an age (46) is a tragic loss
to the entire world of scientific thinking. As a sociologist and
academican, he was the rare type of man who used his
speciality as a weapon against war and injustice, Our loss

is deepened by the fact that he left his work incomplete.
We are proud to regard him as a member of our generation.
In the next issue of OUR GENERATION AGAINST NUCLEAR
WAR we hope to have a special article on his life and works.

The Editors
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OLD THINKING CHALLENGED

A REPLY TO Dr. KEYSTON

by Michael Maxwell

Mr. Maxwell is an associate editor of Our Generation Against Nuclear
War. He is a lecturer in history at Sir George Williams University and
is working for his doctorate at McGill University.

R. Keyston, Vice-Chairman of the Defence Research Board, -
- recently published an article in Exchange (December, 1961)
in which he urged the adoption of nuclear arms by Canada.
If we are to accept the premises, and hence the policies of Dr.
Keyston, then anyone who knows the perils involved for the whole
world will be sad but will have few doubts. We must, therefore, be
convinced that we are doing the best we can, and that there is no
other way which can protect us better from war or enslavement.
If, however; the premises, and hence the policies of Dr. Keyston
and company are based erroneously then, indeed, we are taking a
course of action that no human being with some sense of responsibility
and duty could dare to recommend. We have therefore, the moral
and intellectual obligation to question the correctness of these pre-
mises. We must contribute to this questioning. We must try to derions.
rate the reasons for our conviction that many of the premises on
which Dr. Keyston’s policy is based are untrue, that many .of his
assumptions are fictitious or distorted and hence that we are running

‘with confused minds. into the gravest danger for ourselves and the

rest of humanity, We must realize that Dr. Keyston’s thinking belongs
to the old order, to that other generation, '

Although many of the other articles in Exchange. indirectly
answered the points made by Dr. Keyston, the following remarks aim
at a direct reply. In order to show Dr, Keyston’s thinking, considera-
ble excerpts from his article are here printed with comments inters-
persed, Dr. Keyston begins:

One’s thinking about defence policy and preparation is very dependent
on the view one takes about the magnitude of the threat, its imminence, and
the seriopsness of the consequences of failing to defend against it . .. .
Back in 1938 Mr., Neville Chamberlain saw the threat of Nazism abate as
Hitler satisfied his ‘last territorial ambition’, while only just before the Nazi
invasion of Norway, Holland and Belgium he was led by deceptive quietude
to conclude that militarily Hitler had ‘missed the bus'! Around the same
time three American politicians out of every four were failing to recognize the
war in Europe as a crucial contest, the outcome of which would determine
whether the dominant spirit of internatiomal behaviour should stem from the
brute mentality of the pogrom-minded or be more consonant with human

" decency.
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If one’s view of the ‘magnitude of the threat’ is to be the basis
of one’s thought on defence, all threats now confronting us, not just
one, must be considered. On the one hand we have Communism,
with its threat to deprive us of liberty. On the other, we have atomic
war threatening us with the loss of everything, including liberty. This
does not mean that we should adopt the facile argument that it is
better to be ‘red than dead’, or the equally absurd view that it is
better to be ‘dead than red’. We wish to avoid both alternatives, We
will not do so if we behave like Dr. Keyston, whose analysis ignores
the threat of war.

Next, Dr. Keyston uses the ‘Munich argument’. Of all historical
events, the Munich agreement is probably the most abused. Those
who abuse it ignore the injustices of Versailles. They also ignore the
desire, at the time of Munich, to turn Nazi aganst Communist. Fur-
thermore, it is assumed that if Chamberlain had stood up to Hitler
at Munich, no war would have occurred later on. To make such
an assumption is to insert a large number of ifs’ into subsequent
events. We know Hitler wished to expand, we know his army had
to act before 1943 if it was going to avoid fighting with obsolete
equipment. We also know the German troops had orders to retreat
if Chamberlain remained firm in 1938, In other words, Hitler was
not prepared to have a war in 1938, but this does not mean he did
not intend to have a war later.

However, the question here is not so much which of the many
possible historical interpretations of Munich is right. The matter that
concerns us is that Dr. Keyston uses the ‘Munich argument’ appa-
rently without any recognition that more than one interpretation
exists. As this first paragraph forms the foundation of Dr. Keyston’s
thesis, this blindness of approach towards Munich becomes of fun-
damental importancé. His blindness in this respect occurs not as an
isolated incident but as a foretaste of the flaw that permeates all of
his article.

Finally, Dr. Keyston postulates that because ‘appeasement’ failed
(even assuming it did fail) at Munich, it will always fail. This
argument borders on the ludicrous. ‘Appeasement’ under the guise
of negotiation has often succeeded in averting a war, it has also often
failed. The use of one example out of the whole course of human
history to prove that ‘appeasement’ fails and always will fail smells
swepiciously of the unscientific. Unfortunately, today, three out of
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four American politicians, not to mention Canadians, use the same
sort of reasoning as Dr. Keyston, What is required today is not the
cavalier utterance of modern war cries such as ‘appeasement’ but a
c}cl;ol appreciation of differing interests and an attempt to reconcile
them.

If today one regards Soviet Communism as an ideclo i

. 1 et gy which, tho
quite dnfferent_frmq democratic ideology, might provide a way of erugo};
cormparable satxsfactmn, one cannot feel deeply and vitally concerned that
our defence against Communism must be impregnable . . . .

If one believes that Khrushchev wishes his proposals for total disarma-
ment wlt}un foqr years to be taken seriously and that he desires total disar-
mament in the interest of stabilizing peace, one can scarcely think that he is
currently contemplating any imminent threat .of war.

But for my own part I hold Soviet Communism to be ev i
filled as Naziism was with the cvil that strikes at the very roo?s c;}r l?l::n:;
decengy and dignity. We have seen it display its colours in Hungary, not
only in the brutal treatment of citizens who, for a brief spell, revelled in
some liberation of the human spirit, but also in its cold-blooded betrayal and

murder of the very leaders who had been promised safe conduct to armistice
negotiations.

I feel very convinced that the consequences of failing to defend success-
fully against Communism has the most diabolical implications,

The key to these three paragraphs is the last two words ‘diabo-
lical implications’. The concept of the diabolical presumes an absolute
good and an absolute evil. This is a very comfortable doctrine as it
goes without saying that we are on the side of the former while our
enemies attain their leadership from the devil. In past ages this did not
matter very much. Luther could throw his ink pot at the devil
without fear that spilt liquid would engulf the world in fire, It is
true that in the seventeenth century both Protestants and Catholics
saw each other as devils and frequently acted as such towards each
other, but neither side possessed really diabolical weapons so the
extent of the damage done remained limited. Today, of course, every-
body knows we do possess such weapons, Therefore, it is particularly
important that, knowing this, we dispense with seventeenth century
attitudes towards our antagonists. :

Perhaps I have been unfair to the seventeenth century, we do
not have to look so far into the past to see similar attitudes. We need
only look back to the first half of our own century to see a similar
sight. Indeed, the seventeenth century may claim more sense than
our own, for after the destruction of the Thirty Years War, there was
a recognition of the futility of the destruction while we, if we are to
judge from Dr. Keyston’s professed beliefs, have not yet learnt the
lessons of our experience -— none, that is, save the ‘lesson’ of Munich.
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Finally, does Dr. Keyston see no diabolical implications in the
prospect of nuclear war? He does not say that he does.

Again, Dr, Keyston maintains that Russia’s actions in Hungary
struck at the “very roots of human decency and dignity”. So they
did and do, he is perfectly right. So did Britain’s actions in Ireland
in 1916, so do France’s actions in Algeria, so do Portugal’s actions
in Angola, so do China's actions in Tibet, so too did the actions of
the United States in Nagasaki and Hiroshima. Some argue that the
last example is invalid. If it is, it follows that it is both decent and
dignified to cripple the unborn because the parents participated in
a war against you. All this merely states that the nation-state is an
amoral entity and unscrupulous when its vital interests are at stake.

Despite the triteness of this observation it has to be made for Dr..

Keyston implies that Russia alone acts without decency. Such a
view can-only arise either from a, deliberate desire to deceive or a
naive blindness. Whichever it is; it is dangerous as it tends to create
a climate of fanaticism in which one amoral entity can embark on a
holy crusade to exterminate another,

That Soviet Communism has internationally aggressive intention is not
open to any doubt, either from its rccord or from the consistent proclamations
to this effect by the Kremlin, Nor is there any doubt about the tremendous
magnitude of Soviet military might. But, on the other hand, it iz widely
believed that the Soviet plan and intention is to spread Communism by
political and cconomic means, by subversion and by any and every method
except warfare, and the re-devastation of Russia that war would entail,
Moreover. is it not a fact that the Soviets are adequately deterred from
embarking on war by the present U.S. nuclear striking strength? The answer
to this question, on the basis of experience to date, would seem to be in the
affirmative, but there is an important reason why experience to date may he
misinterpreted.

From 1945, when the U.S.A. produced the atomic bomb, the Soviets
have been at a considerable military disadvantage relative to the West . . .
‘The balance of force has been tipped against them and they have had to
beware of overdoing provocation, During this time they have been building
themselves up technologically and mﬂltarlly towards parity in strength, for
attack and defence, and this goal is now coming within their sight. Their
nuclear strike-first potential will soon compare well with the retaliatory strike
.potential of the U.S.A., as the missile takes over the task of the bomber, and
may COmpare Imore than favourably in the few years that must intervene
before U.S. nuclear retaliatory mxssﬂes can be developed and located so as
to be invulnerable to a Russian surprise attack.

Now Dr, Keyston moves from history and morality to strategy.
It is implied that the Russians are getting ready for a ‘strike-first’
adventure. The reason, it is maintained, they have not struck before
is that America has retained atomic superiority. But Dr. Keyston
does not answer the question of why the Russians should wish to
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strike first. He says there is no doubt they are aggressive, but he
does not point out how Russia would gain by an atomic war, Russia
has not only no desire for a war, she has no need of one. The rulers
of Russia have much to gain by avoiding a war and much to lose
by starting one. With an economy that has expanded between 1953
and 1960 at the rate of 91% as opposed to the rate of 16% for the

. US.A, 629% for West Germany and 30% for the world as a whole

during the same period, Russia can look to a bright fufure both
domestically and abread. If she could disarm, her prospects would
tend to be even brighter.

Ii Russia began a war in which she was successful, she would
gain nothing but large, devastated territories denuded of population.
As she herself suffers from a lack of manpower at present, she could
not afford to repopulate or rehabilitate her conquests. The only time
that Russia is likely to start a war is when she believes she is about
to be attacked. If the West takes action that convinces Russia that it
means to launch a war, then Russia may strike first. Attempts, for.
instance, to wean Finland from her present neutrality might convince
Russia that the Western powers were planning to launch an attack.
What must be done, in the present situation, is to look at Russia’s
position, not only from the point of view of a Westerner observing
what Russian leaders say and do, but alko from the point of view
of a Russian official observing what Westerners say and do. If we
do not do this, if we follow Dr. Keyston’s example, we may avoid
Communism but we will not avoid war, and my premise is that we
must do our utmost to avoid both.

Needless to say, the Russians must try to see our view too, the
difficulty is that if they read what Dr. Keyston has written, they may
fall into the same error as Dr, Keyston and believe the aggressive
designs of their opponents are beyond doubt.

. Here it is perhaps pertinent to reiterate, in the face of Dr.
Keyston’s certainty, that Russia’s aggressiveness is just that of any
other state. Eric Fromm, in his book, May Man Prevail?, expresses
the situation well when he states: “To sum up: the cliché of the
Soviet offensive against the United States in Berlin, Laos, the Congo,
and Cuba is not based on reality but is rather a convenient formula
to support further armament and the continuation of the cold war.
It corresponds to the Chinese cliché that pictures the United States
as seeking wotld domination by the support of Chiang Kai-shek,
by the domination of Seuthern Korea and Okinawa, by the SEATO
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pact. etc. All these mutual accusations can not stand up to sober
and realistic analysis.” Moreover, it should be added that the United
States deterrent power has certainly not worked in the cases of Laos,
Korea, Viet Nam and Hungary. The very agent of victory advocated
by Dr. Keyston has proved itself ineffective time after time.

Hitherto since World War II the Soviet has had the mind and charact-
eristics of an international bully but not the dominant brute strength. But
now the Bully perceives that he will soon be at least as physically large and
strong as anyone around.

The experience one has of an international bully when he is at a
disadvantage of strength is likely to be less disconeerting than the behaviour
one.can expect when he acquires fighting superiority. But the portents have
been disconcerting enough from the time he annexed ‘the satellite terntones,
through the Xorcan phase, the Berlin airlift, Hungary, many insincere
approaches to negotiation, and his current dlsregard for the Berlin agreements,
And these portents surely imply that the experience of the period in which
we will soon enter, when the Soviet may be no longer at strength disadvan-
tage, will be a revelation of the bully-character much more strongly developed
and displayed than at any time previously . . .

The timing of the Berlin crisis, indeed, marks the beginning of this
expected new phase of Soviet force-fortlﬁed behavxour I personally shall find
it surprising to the point of mconsmtency # Khrushchov uses negotlatlons
over Berlin with any degree of sincerity except for threatening or for impos-
ing his own terms on the West. Why should the man, who by use of force,
has reached the pinnacle of power in an aggressive-oriented political system
be thought likely to renounce the support of force at the very time when the
balance of force begins to operate to his advantage?

My conclusion is not that the Soviet is now bent on war — no nation
can deliberately set out to unleash holocaust — but that the time is imminent
when the threat of application of Soviet armed force, nuclear and convention-
al, is likely to be applied very fully, forcibly, frequently and frighteningly in
the endeavour to intimidate the NATO natmns, separately and collectively,
into the surrender of some fraction of their mesistance to the. further spread
of Communism across Furope. A new order of magnitude of strain will be
imposed on .NATOQO which will only be weathered successfully by cementing
a higher degree of political and cconomic unity of action than hitherto, and
by reinforcing it with an mmpressive nuclear deterrent strength .

Unless NATO’s spirit, unity and strength for resistance of Soviet threat
is raised to a new high order during the immediate future period we shall
become involved in setbacks, retreats, compromises, appeasements, humilia-
tions or other experiences that will add up to 2 serious weakening of the
defences of freedom.

Here Dr. Keyston seems to make three points. First, he states
Khrushchov will bully us with his demands over Berlin and that
bullying will be severe due to increased Russian strength. Secondly,
he seems to contradict what he has previously said and states that
he believes the Soviets will not start a war. Finally, he maintains
that NATO must present a united front to oppose Mr. Khrushchov’s
increased power,
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The question of the concept of the bully needs little comment.
Already something has been said about it. The Russians failed to
‘bully’ in the case of Austria and in the case of Greece at the end
of the war. This was not because they had turned into angels for
brief intervals of time, but because they were willing to negotiate
for the sake of their own interests in the case of Austria and refrain
from lending active support in the case of Greece. To use the word
‘bully’ is merely to use another modern war cry. All nations ‘bully’
when necessary and possible, at present both Albania and Cuba are
being bullied by Russia and the United States respectively.

That the Soviets now bargain from a position of increased power
is both true and dangerous. History has no laws, but over the past
hundred years, at least, experience seems to show that wars have
broken out between groups which appeared about equally matched
even though the various antagonists may have felt they had a slight
edge. If the West takes such an adament position that it refuses to
negotiate anything, the Russians, too, because they now have close
to parity of strength, may act in the same way and fail to negotiate
seriously.

This brings us to the second point. Certainly, Russia does not
wish to start a war, nor do we. But in the present situation either
Russia may force us or we may force the Russians into a position
from where the only escape is a decisive diplomatic defeat or the
beginning of a war. When states are about equal in power, it'is
only the utopian optimists who can hope either party will opt for
the second alternative. Negotiation is meaningless if both sides are
far apart and rigid in their positions: It may be that the Russians
will only accept a Communist régime in Berlin. However, up to this
point, (Dec. 1961) no Russian has said so. Meanwhile, on our side,
there seems to be a reluctance even to discuss the matter of altering
the situation in Berlin at all. Finally, it is suggested by some, though
I hasten to add, not by Dr. Keyston nor by any responsible Western
official, that if the arrangements in Berlin are changed in any way,
we might as well hand over Bonn, Paris, London and Washington
at the same time. Such is the absurdity of our times!

We come now to the point about NATO unity. Before investigat-
ing it, let us see what Dr. Keyston has to say about it.
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A great deal of what NATO must achieve lies in the sphere of improved
political and economic cooperation, but this will not suffice unless supported
by the kind of military strength that can only be provided by planning the
NATO {forces within the framework of a unitary defence policy whick is fully
endorsed by every member nation and to wish it is ready to commit its own
component of NATO’s forces,

The core of a unitary military deterrent policy for NATO is complete
unanimity on the policy of provision, control and use of nuclear weapons,
for it is these weapons — both stategical and tactical — that furnish the
heart of the deterrence of attack . . . So long as there are obvious differences
between the NATO nations regarding nuclear weapon policy, the retaliatory
use of such weapons is bound to look less than wholly credible to the Soviet
~— a dangerous situation indeed.

There is no rcom for moral reservations by any NATO nation about the
availability of nuclear weapons to its forces, and most certainly not by
Canada, one of the foremost suppliers of uranium for nuclear weapon man-
ufacture. Nor, in my view, in the light of the preceding interpretation of the
threat, is there justification for any’' NATO nation to contract out of the
acquisition of nuclear weapons for its NATO forces for any selfish reasons
of its own which run counter to the judgment of its NATO allies.

‘To take a specific example: If as & component of NATO defence policy
Canada undertakes to contribute anti-submarine ships and aircraft to the
_NATO f{orces available for deterrence of Soviet submarine attack, and it is
NATO iudgment that these Canadian' anti-submarine units could enhance
their deterrent value by having nuclear depth-bombs available, it is not
justifiable in my view, for Canada to decline to acquire nuclear depth-bombs
to thie end.

First let it be said concerning the shipping of uranium to the .

U.S.A., those groups who oppose Canada’s acquisition of the bomb
have not opposed the:continued retention of the bomb by the
U.S.A.; therefore, it follows there is no coniradiction in helping the
U.S. make the bomb while at the same time working for the
exclusion of the bomb from Canada. While there is a moral issue

involved over whether any nation should retain the bomb, unfortun-

ately it Is irrelevant to the present situation as it involves entities that
have no morals — nation states,

Canada must accept or reject nuclear weapons on the grounds
of her own interest alone, She must accept them only if they increase
her security, she must reject them if they do not.

The decision as to whether atomic bombs are or are not essential

to Canada’s security is a military one. Let us, therefore, turn to a -

military man’s opinion. Major General Macklin, writing in answer
to the same article by Dr. Keyston as is presented here, wrote in a
letter to the Toronto Globe and Mail (Dec. 21, 1961):

“The fatal weakness in the doctor’s reasoning is that it totally
ignores the drastic limitations of nuclear weapons in our defence
strategy. The nuclear bomb in Western strategy is a deterrent, and
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it is nothing else. We cannot dispense with the deterrent, but no
amount of perverted argument will ever make the bomb useful in
promoting our safety in any other role whatever. The actual use of
the bomb will spell suicide, or ‘mutual annihilation’.

“Arming Canadians with nuclear bombs could not possibly
increase the efficacy of the deterrent, which is already far more power-
ful than is really necessary.”

Nor, surely, would moving the bombs a few hundred miles north
make them any more ‘credible’. They are all too credible at the
moment. Moving them north can only create greater suspicion in
the Russian mind that we are preparing to engage in a war.

Dr. Keyston continues:

In brief, in the face of a Soviet military threat which calls for 2 highly
planned and coordinated’ NATO military deterrent effort, each member
nation’s nuclear weapons policy should be a reflection of the team requirement.
What the team stands to lose by taking risks with its own cohesion is nothing
less than_human freedom.

It is worth while pausing here to examine Dr. Keyston’s last
word, ‘freedom’. No sane person would deny that we have more
freedom than the Russians. But it should be pointed out and pro-
claimed from the roof-tops that while the Russians appear to be
gaining freedom in comparison to Stalinist days, ours seems to be
leaking away. Anyone who has been concerned with groups aiming
to prevent Canada acquiring nuclear weapons is only too familiar
with the snooping methods of the R.C.M.P. The activities of the
F.B.I. are notorious while France, today, can no longer be called
a ‘free’ country. If those of us who spend time expounding on the
lack of freedom in Russia would spend as much time maintaining
our own, it would be easier to believe in their sincerity. It is curious
but instructive to see how few proponents of ‘freedom’ have expressed
satisfaction at the change in Russia from the black days of terror
to the grey days of Khrushchov’s police state. It is also interesting
to note that those who develop instruments of slaughter seldom burst
forth into print in defence of civil liberties, One is forced to conclude
that many of the adherents of freedom foster a greater hatred for
Russia than they do a love for freedom. '

But Dr. Keyston calls us back from this digression:



The usual case against thé provision of any nuclear weapons for Canada's
NATO forces rests upon the following premises:

(a) Uanada can provide a contribution to NATO forces of the proper
proportionate magnitude and value in the form of forces equipped
with conventional weapons only.

{b) Restriction of Canada’s NATO forces to conventional weapons can
contribute more to the deterrence of war by various indirect means
than the availability of nuclear weapons would contribute directly
to deterrence,

Premise (a) is not really supportable, and can only be made to appear
so by showing a fine disregard both for the balance and efficacy of the NATO
forces as 3 whole and for the fair sharing of the more onerous military respon-
sibilities between member nations. As long as NATO’s purpose is to deter
war, and the nuclear weapons, strategic and tactical, remain critically im-
portant features of the deterrent equipment — which means for at least
that future petiod to which our political, military and economic planning
has relevance — it is purely wishful thinking to représent that Canada can
pull her weight' militarily in NATO while subscribing only conventionatly
equipped forces. Moreover, a Canada that reriounced nuclear weapons would
be a Canada largely stripped of political influence in the counsels of her
NATO partners.

: Premise (b) rests on the view that the renunciation of nuclear weapons
by Canada could be an exemplary act which encourages similar renunciation
by other nations, or contributes to world opinion aganst the use of nuclear
weapons, in a way and degree that significantly diminishes the likelihood of
nuclear war. The war-inhibiting potential of this act of nuclear renunciation
is seen as arising from discouragement of the spread of nuclear weapons to
other nations, and from aiding the approach to the negotiation of nuclear
disarmament.

To accept this kind of viewpoint you have to believe not only that
Canada can play a disproportionately very large future role in influencing
the cause (sic) of intermational power politics, but also that the aggressive
behaviour of the Soviet bully is subject to significant influence by one or
many voices of the militarily small and weak, You also have to believe that a
non-nuclear Canada could do something significantly more useful than 2
nuclear Canada in re-inforcement of the efforts of the U.S.A, UK, and
other nations in persuading the Soviets to negotiate some degree of nuclear
disarmament, under safeguards that will increase the stability of peace . . .

Here it is only necessary to make three comments. First, it was
the foreign minister of a non-nuclear Canada that won the Nobel
Peace Prize. Secondly, President Kennedy, from the time he took
office, has tried to put increasing emphasis on non-nuclear weapons.
Thirdly, even that most hard-headed of commentators on nuclear
matters, Mr. Herman Kahn, who wrote On Thermonuclear War,
stated in a radio interview that the statistical chances of the outbreak
of a war increased with every new case of a nation acquiring nuclear
weapons. If America begins distributing nuclear weapons to its allies,
Russia may begin to do the same. It is not hard to imagine the wave
of distribution growing wider and wider till war ceases to be a
statistical possibility and becomes a shattering reality.
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Dr. Keyston’s final paragraph is as follows:

From 1961 to 1965 I submit that Canada’s greatest i
contributing to the maintenance of world peace and fﬁrtheringoflf: ’ﬁé‘s??aui,‘::
of free men lies in giving top priority to improving the unity of NATO to
the fullest extent, politically, militarily and economically, We should accept
the full military fmplications of this opportunity.

This last paragraph constitutes the end of Dr. Keyston’s article
in Exchange, but it is only proper to add a few words written by
Dr. Keyston on a previous date. On page 84 is a copy of a letter
written by him to Mr. Witchell on August 27, 1958 when the latter
was working for the Defence Research Board. Needless to say, the
letter is published with Mr. Witchell’s'" permission, and that he
(Mr. Witchell) no longer works for the government. It should also
be stated, in preface, that Mr. Witchell had written letters to the
Ottawe Citizen while employed by the Defence Research Board in
which, to use Mr. Witchell's own words: “I had indeed critized the
policy of the American government, but had actually applauded the
policy of the Canadian government.”

In commenting on this letter two points require emphasis. First,
it is one of the minor, but cherished, principles of our government
that public officials should not, on their own initiative, attempt to
influence public opinion in any way. Numerous Royal Commissions
have stated that civil servants should restrict their influence to advis-
ing their superiors — the elected representatives of the people. It is
therefore, a matter of concern to note that Dr. Keyston objects only
to “criticism of government policy through the. public press.”

No Canadian who values his system of government should accept
the implied thesis that public servants can be permitted to use the
press to praise government policy. Civil servants should stay out of
politics altogether. Furthermore, in this case, one- wonders to which
“government policy” Dr. Keyston refers as the letters in question
attacked the American government and not the Canadian?

The second point is that Dh. Keyston, by writing his article in
Exchange, violates even his own rather strange interpretation of the
manner in which public servants should behave. The government,
to date, has not declared its policy towards the adoption of nuclear
weapons. Therefore, in fact, Dr. Keyston is criticizing govem.tﬁent
policy when he urges the adoption of nuclear weapons in public.
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BOOK REVIEW NOTES

It may fairly be concluded, then, that not only are the grounds
for the adoption of nuclear weapons by Canada on an unsound
foundation, but that at.least one of those who urges their adoption

uses unsound means to do so.

(1)

Mr. Witchell is the author of Is the Military Mentality Breaking Up?,
published in Vol. 1, No, 1 of this quarterly.
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27 Anguat 1958,

Mr, J.B, Witchell,
C.A.R.D.E,,
Valcartier, Quabso,

Dear My, Witchell:

It had not been my intention to reply to your
letter of 6 June. Recent letters of yours published in
the Ottawa Cltiszen, however, have convinced me that my
advice has fallen on deaf ears.

Igur letter on Defence Poliq was, of ocurse,
mogt unwise, Common sense and good judzement sursly muld
dctate that public servents should refrain from expressing
criticism of government policy through the public presa,
Quite spart from this you seem likely sventwally to cause
osubarragsment and ridiculs of your ssployers. Grave
doubts are bound to be created as to the wisdom of a person
with your convictions contimming to work in a defencs
Ag8NCY.

I feel now that you hawe in effect laid down an
unfair vltismstum, I am left with nco alternative but to
roquest that you discontimue your letters to the presa,
which are critical of government defence policles, s0 long
a8 you remain an smployse of the Defence Research Board,

sincarely,

Millis, Walter, “A WORLD WITHOUT WAR”, published by the
Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions, Santa Barbara,
California.

War is one of the fundamental institutions of civilized society.
It is deeply ingrained in our structures of law, politics and economics,
in our whole system of ideas about ourselves and the world, Within
these structures it serves many functions which to us seem indispen-
sable. The concept of a “just and lasting peace” of which our states-
men like to taik, Millis says, has never been seriously examined. Would
a disarmed world be viable?

In an endeavour to answer this question, Millis assumes a world
in which war has been abandoned as a means of settling disputes and
examines how the functions fulfilled by the present war system might
be discharged. He seeks not only to demonstrate the viability of such
a world, but also to elucidate exactly what functions the war system
does fulfil.

Millis suggests that these functions can be divided into internal
and external categories. Within the internal, he includes the most
obvious function, the economic factor. In addition he lists the incentive
to scientific and technological advance, and closely coupled with this,
the career opportunities for scientists afforded by the system. Finally,
he points out that it binds the people of a nation into a cohesive
whole, united, and ready to take up arms against a supposed common
enemy.

It is with the external functions of war that he is most concerned,
however. Such factors as the protection of the territorial integrity of
the state on one hand, and the provision for change, redistribution
of peoples and wealth on the other, are relevant in this connection.
No completely static world order could be expected to endure, and
some provision would have to be made for a just and necessary change,

Finally, he generalizes all these functions into the concept of
“power”. We cannot eliminate the coercive element from mankind.
There will always be those who strive for control, or dictotorship. War
has served to restrain this element in the past. A warless world would
have to develop an alternative means of conirol,
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The details of the question of the economic effects of disarma-
ment Millis prefers to leave to the economists who are working on
the problem, and notes merely that it does not appear to be insoluble.
Nor does he feel war to be an essential stimulus to science, for the
basic competition between power centers will remain after the abo-
lition of war, and if weapons systems could no longer be used the
weapons of the mind would only become the more important,

A worldwide disarmament would, of itself, reduce the threats to
national survival, and hence reduce the tendency to violate the
agreement. But there would stil! remain the basic conflict between
states due to desire for territory.

Millis maintains that this conflict would in large measure dis-
appear in a warless world, The major cause of invasions and appro-
priations of territory in modern times has been the strategic consider-
ation of ensuring that the enemy did not achieve a position of
overwhelming military superiority. Without. the military, this would
disappear. If the enemy could never muster anything more formidable
than a lightly armed police force for an aggressive invasion, a force
‘which could be effectively opposed with nothing more than the
police force of the invaded nation, this “preventive” attitude would
become unnecessary.

Moreover, the fact that an extensive invasion and takeover of a
country would be impossible, would tend to render minor disputes
more readily amenable to settlement by diplomatic means, The
- absence of threat and counterthreat would render the atmosphere
of the conference table more amiable and encourage equitable settle-
ment.

Finally, the question of “power”, or the ability to coerce, arises,
The Hungarian people believed justice and freedom could best be
served by an ideology other than Communism; the Russian govern-
ment felt that the highest ideals of freedom and justice were embodied

in their system. How can Millis’ warless world cope with the inevitable -

clash of ideological concepts?

Millis feels that, lacking an external military threat, such as
united the thirteen very diversified American colonies, a world govern-
ment would not, of itself, be effective and coherent. He envisages a
great strengthening of the present international juridical structure
to mediate disputes between rival nations. Irreconcilable conflicts of
ideals would ultimately be settled by internal revolutions such as have
taken place in Hungary, Cuba, and the South American nations.
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Men would still be called on to shed their blood for a cause, but at
least millions of innocent and uncommitted bystanders would not
be annihilated in the struggle. Millis concludes, then, that a warless
world would be viable. Further, he discerns encouraging suggestions
that mankind is moving slowly toward the attainment of such a
world, an achievement which, although immeasurably difficult, seems
still not impossible, ‘

A discussion between Millis and other consultants and staff of
the Center is printed after the text. Several important questions
emerge in the course of this discussion. Would technological and
cultural conflict be acceptable to the West as the only means of
combatting -what it considers a wholly evil philosophy? In other
words, would the West be sufficiently tolerant of a competing ideo-
logy to stop short of taking every means in its power, including war,
to triumph over it? The conclusion reached is that, with education
on both sides, people may become mature enough to reject war, and
fight only in the area of disagreement, namely moral values and
ideals,

To the question of whether two dissimilar systems can live to-
gether in comparative peace and stability, Millis replies that there is
not really a very great gulf between the East and West, and upon
the abolition of war, international politics would be largely eliminated
for lack of a field in which to work, '

Finally, the discussion con¢ludes with an agreement that the
most fruitful area for investigation and research is in the concept
of power. Just what is it, and can it be controlled in a warless world?
Millis points out that his paper is merely one attempt te answer a
few of the questions which arise in considering a disarmed world;
it may be weak in many places, but it does lay a foundation on which
further discussion can be based,

reviewed by David M, Maxwell

DOCUMENTS:
THE UNDEN RESOLUTION

Text of Resolution as approved by First Committee of U.N. on
November 30, 1961 by a vote of 57 to 12, with 32 abstentions, and
as approved by the plenary session on December 4, 1961, by a vote of
58 to 10, with 23 abstentions:

“The General Assembly,
“Convinced that all measures should be taken that could halt further
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nuclear weapons tests and prevent the further spread of nuclear
weapons,

“Recognizing that the countries not possessing nuclear weapons have.
a grave interest and an important part to fulfill in the preparation
and implementation of such measures,

“Believing that action taken by those countries will facilitate agree-
ment by the nuclear Powers to discontinue all nuclear tests and to
prevent any increase in the number of nuclear Powers,

“Taking note of the suggestion that an inquiry be made as to the
conditions under which countries not possessing nuclear weapons
might be willing to enter into specific undertakings to refrain from
manufacturing or otherwise acquiring such weapons and to refuse
to receive, in the future, nuclear weapons on their territories on
behalf of any other country,

1. Reguests the Secretary-General to make an inquiry as soon as
possible and to submit a report on its results to the Disarmament
Commission not later than 1 April 1962;

2. Request the Disarmament Commission to take such further mea-
sures as appear to be warranted in the light of this report;

3. Calls upon the nuclear Powers to extend their fullest cooperation
and assistance with regard to the implementation of this resolu-
tion.

Nations ‘Voting Against the Resolution: Belgium, France. Greece,

Ttaly, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Portugal, Spain, Turkey,
UK., and US.A.

Nations Abstaining: Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, Cameroun, Central
African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Columbia, Congo (Braza-
ville), Costa-Rica, Dahomey, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El
Salvador, Gabon, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iran, Liberia, Mada-
gascar, Mauritania, New Zealand, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philip-
pines, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Uruguay, and Venezuela.
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STATISTICS:

MILITARY PROPERTY AND BASES IN THE US.A.

1. Property Held by Defence Agencies is Valued At Almost $170
Billions.

“As of December 1958, about 10% of our total national wealth
was invested in the implements of warfare and in the facilities,
supplies and materials required to maintain our fighting forces.®

The tangible assets of major defence agencies were estimated at
about $170 billion as of June 30, 1959,

Value of Government property as of June 1959®

Allocated to Total
r National Governmental
Type of Assets Security Assets

Personal Property Assets such as
equipment, supplies, inventory .. $133,373,000,000 $192,808,000,000

Real Property Assets -— land E
utilities, buildings ........... .. $ 36,566,000,000 $ 71,765,000,000
Total cuoveevinccssossnaasans $169,939,000,000 $264,564,000,000

9, The Defence Department Alone Owned or Leased 31.3 Million
Acres of Land on June 30, 1959. More Than 509% of This Total

Was Concentrated in the Five States of Nevada, California,
Arizona, New Mezico, and Utah.'

Department of Navy
Defence including

Location Total Army Marine C. Air Force
Continental U.S. 25,324,292 8,714,253 4,691,344 11,918,695
Alaska, Hawaii
and Possessions 3,459,867 1,045,834 309,408 2,104,635
Foreign Countries 2,519,318 508,701 321,495 1,689,122

TOTAL 31,303,577 10,268,788 5,322,337 15,712,452

89



3. Defence Department Holdings are Larger Than Seven States
Combmed ®

The 31,303,577 acres or 48,912 square miles controlled by the
Department of Defence is greater than the area of Rhode Island,

Delaware, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Vermont, New Hampshire and
Maryland combined.

4, The Department of Defence Owns 278,237 buildings on 3,553

military installations in the United States (exclusive of Alaska
and U.S. territories) ® and leases additional facilities at home and

abroad, It occupies 250 major bases in 36 foreign countries.!®

American Friends Service Commitiee 1960
“The Big Hand In Your Pocket”

1. Background Material on Fconomic Aspects of Military Procurement and
Supply, U.S. Cengress, Joint Economic Subcommittee on Defence Procure-
ment, February 16, 1960, p. 25.

2. Federal Real and Personal Property Inventory Report as of June 30,

1959, U.S. House Committee on Government Operations, 1960, pp. 13-14.
3, Ibid, pp. 92, 96, 98.

4. The World Almanac for 1959, p. 205,

5. Inventory Report on Real Property Owned by the United States Through-
out the World, as' of June 30, 1959, U.S. General Services Adminisiration,
1960, p. 36.

6. Department of Defence, Office of Public Affairs, July 1960.
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REPORT

2 poem by Lionel Kearns

Watching the ambiguous people
turning away from the AN.A. petitioners,
I am filled with wordless imperative.

She and I are still living

in this house on the corner,

In these days

of vapour trails and statistics,
we raise a few | :

flowers and chz'ld‘ren

as fast as we can.

PRISM, a lively magazine of contemporary writ-
ing presents other reports by new and established
poets, playwrights, story writers -~  Carroll,
Hitchcock, Kreisel, Bowering, Souster, Laurence,
Bluestone, Bentley, Kero, Hodkinson, Langland,
Priestley, Susac, Leahy, etc. Send $1.00 for a
special issue, PRISM, Managing Director, 431
East 54th Ave. Vancouver 15, Canada.



A NATIONAL ESSAY
CONTEST

for
CANADIAN TEENAGERS

Announcing a national essay contest, sponsored by the Canadian
Peace Research Institute for young Canadians (between the ages
of thirteen and nineteen inclusive).

PRIZES
First Prize: $200.00
Second Prize: $100.00
Third Prize: $ 50.00
Ten prizes of: $ 25.00 each

These prizes will be awarded to the best teen-age essays on the
subject:—

“WHY CANADA NEED A PEACE RESEARCH INSTITUTE”

The World’s first Peace Research Institute, founded by Dr.
Norman Alcock, is soon to be established in Canada. It will be a
centre where a crash-program of research into the causes of war
will be undertaken, and solutions sought through the methods of
sclence and reason.

Lock for news and information about the Canadian Peace
Institute in your local newspaper and on your local radio and TV
stations, and then follow these simple rules:—

1) Write an essay of not more than 500 words on the subject
“Why Canada needs a Peace Research Institute”
2) Mark your name, address and age clearly on your entry.

3) Mail your essay to “Peace Research Contest”, Box 3550,
Station F, Toronto, Ont.
4) Mail your entry not later than April 31, 1962.

The contest will be adjudicated by an eminent Board of Judges,
including: —

Norman Z. Alcock Pierre Bellefeuille
Pierre Berton Jacques Ferron
June Callwood Jean-Louis Gagnon
Fred Davis André Laurendeau
Hugh McLennan Jean LeMoyne
Len Peterson Gabrielle Roy
Frank Rasky Lister Sinclair

Toby Robins

Teenagers! This is your contest. Discuss this important subject
at home and in school. Be sure to tell your friends about it. Peace
Research may mean the difference between war and peace in your
lifetime. Learn about it, and write about it — now!

Suggestion for entrants: “The Bridge of Reason” by Dr. Norman
Alcock explains the Peace Research Institute idea in detail. You can
obtain this booklet by writing to Box 550, Station F, Toronto, Ontario.
(Regular Price: 50¢, special students’ rate 23¢).

11 Why Canada Needs

A Peace Research Insfifute "
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insecure, lonely, and deprived of the naive, simple, and un-
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to society.” ‘
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Albert EINSTEIN
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A SPECIAL OFFER TO THE READERS OF
Our Generation A garnst Nuclear War

IF you get fwo friends to subscribe to the Quarterly or if you
sell fzwo subscriptions you will receive FREE a copy of Bertrand
Russell’s latest book —

“HAS MAN A FUTURE?”

IF you get four friends to subscribe to the Quarterly or if you
sell four subscriptions you will receive FREE a copy of Bertrand
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