
i i i i i i i !Ninni i i i i i i i i i i i i in i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i : i t ! ! i 

Books in the News 

INSTEAD OF WAR OR SURRENBEi 

QtJK^TP 
i roi^ r'K^voii; 

OEClXl'^rKI'i 

A program to put America's 
unemployed men and factories 
to wori( to industrialize the 
emerging nations • • • • • 
SEYMOUR MELMAN 

•, « 6 A l,^>^(«'S^f' 

II Imi 

0 #r.-¥l.%*li'ff #-i^J* 

Alternatives to Holocaust 

B y C h a r l e s P o r t e r , former Demo
cratic member from Oregon of the 
House of Representatives. 

W HETHER in fact man is smart 
enough to survive in spite of his 

new weapons is at this moment un
certain. If we survey the efforts of the 
United States in this century, as his
torian Dexter Perkins does in "Amer
ica's Quest for Peace" (Indiana 
University Press, $3), the odds against 
survival suggest that vour fall-out shel
ter should be deep and well stocked. 

If, on the other hand, we heed what 
Seymour Melman, Columbia University 
professor of industrial and management 
engineering, proposes in "The Peace 
Race" (Braziller, hardbound, $3.95; 
Ballantine, paperback, 50<!i) we might 
incline to forgo the shelter and refuse 
membership in the John Birch Society. 

Both books are short and well written. 
Perkins takes a scholar's view of the 
immediate past and shakes his head 
dolefully. Melman looks penetiatingly 
at the present to determine what the 
future could bring instead of disaster. 
He rejects the measured pace of a quest 
and summons Americans to a race, 
which he believes we can win. 

We don't have to be dead or red, 
armed or impotent, he says. By "peace 
race" he means that we employ our 
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immense productive capacities to bring 
economic development with freedom to 
underprivileged countries and on a 
scale hitherto undreamed of by the 
most ardent supporters of economic and 
technical assistance through the mutual 
security program. 

The arms race is more familiar. We 
know its high taxes (80^ out of every 
tax dollar goes for past and present 
wars), its pervasive influence in aca
demic and industrial research, and its 
innate instability. It is easy to anticipate 
its victorvless culmination in holocaust. 

Perkins, steeped in diplomatic his
tory, offers little hope that our men 
will match our mountains of arms. He 
tells of our efforts to achieve peace 
through law and concludes that at best 
they have been only a "palliative" for 
war prevention. Apparently he is un
aware of the promising and hard-driving 
work being done under the superb 
leadership of men like Charles S. Rhyne, 
former president of the American Bar 
Association, and Arthur Larson, now of 
Duke University, 

Peace through collective security 
offers no more than the old balance of 
power, Perkins says. "Any balance is 
precarious," he adds, especially now 
that there are nuclear weapons. 

As for his final category of our quest 
for peace, disarmament, he concludes 
that any far-reaching scheme in this 

area will face many hurdles; that it 
must take security needs of all major 
powers into account; must come in at a 
time of relaxed tension and not involve 
any sharp shift in the balance of military 
power. Perkins calls "total disarmament" 
an "irridescent dream," but it is clear 
he has not studied the proposals offered 
by both sides since 1959, when he de
livered the lectures on which this book 
is based. "Total" or, better, "complete 
and general" disarmament does not re
quire, as he implies, a reduction of 
forces to baseball bats and kitchen 
knives, but allows the retention bv na
tions of conventional forces adequate 
for internal security. 

Perkins emphasizes his agreement 
with the Dulles doctrine that violence 
is less likely if one makes clear his in
tention to resist and declares "our first 
and fundamental principle must be to 
remain strong," a favorite breast-beat
ing theme song for most politicians, and 
an arid formula because military 
strength today, no matter how superior, 
does not mean that we can defend our
selves against devastation. 

Seeking to conclude on a more hope
ful note, Perkins quotes Winston 
Churchill's statement that "in our time 
peace might be the sturdy child of 
terror." More likely, terror will beget 
terror. 

Perkins is not alone among the 
rationalists who believe that aggression 
may be so dangerous today that it will 
not be attempted and hence that nu
clear armaments will constitute "a 
powerful guarantee of peace." A nation 
with lethal rockets pointed at it, how-
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ever, can hardly depend on its leaders 
to remain rational. How rational is the 
hideous but undeniable fact that the 
nation that strikes first will have more 
survivors even if it can't claim a "vic
tory"? 

Where Perkins ends—talking about 
"Great winds of hope . . . sweeping 
through the world, the hope of peace, 
the hope of economic progress, of a 
richer life for all"—Melman takes up, 
optimistic yet practical and informed, 
deeply concerned but unintimidated. 

While Americans concede Soviet 
superiority in the conquest of space, 
their spines chill with the thought that 
maybe Khrushchev and Company will 
bury us, if not in radioactive dust, in 
the struggle for world markets and the 
ensuing political affiliations based on 
commercial relationships. 

Melman chides those Americans who 
doubt our abihty to compete. He be
lieves that if capital is made easily 
available, that is, out of the vast idle 
productive capacities of the United 
States, then the underdeveloped nations 
need not become police states along 
Soviet lines in order to use force and 
deprivation to accumulate capital goods 
rapidly for the economic "take-off" so 
long deferred and so devoutly desired. 

The peace race means that America 
will put its know-how to work to in
dustrialize the world under conditions 
of "variety in economic life" with "in
dependence of organization and diver
sity in decision-making," which means, 
among other things, trade unions, co
operatives and, yes, in some instances 
public ownership. 

Melman, who is an authority on the 
machine tool industry, paints a terrify
ing picture of how the Soviets are now 
winning a crucial phase of the peace 
race by being on the verge of providing 
standardized, mass-produced machine 
tools to Asia, Africa, and Latin America 
at prices far below ours. If we are to 
rev up our productive capacity for such 
competition, industry and government 
will have to join together in planning 
and executing a program of action. 

While we should cooperate with the 
Soviet Union in bringing about con
trolled disarmament, according to Mel
man, we need not cut back our arms 
production in order to enter into the 
peace race, whereas, to compete, the 
USSR would be forced to cut back arms. 

Melman's counsel boils down to 
advice that the United States recognize 
the drastic shortcoming of military 
strength as insurance against nuclear 
war, and realize that in our economic 
and political institutions we have 
strengths as yet undeveloped and un
committed. 

"The evidence," he says, "challenges 
a widely held assumption that a thor-
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oughly managerial society, with its loss 
of personal and political freedom, is a 
necessary condition for rapid advance 
in industrial productivity." 

But where will the money for the 
peace race come from? Victory in the 
Cold War and avoidance of nuclear war 
are worth any price. Melman's book 
points the way. Full employment in an 
economy that must find 80,000 jobs per 
week for the next ten years just to main
tain present employment will mean, as 

Melman reminds us, large increases in 
corporate and personal tax yields. 

An arms race and reliance on militaiy 
strength can't save the human race. A 
peace race might. Once the cocked 
weapons are lowered and at least part
ly unloaded, we can help demonstrate 
to the two billion disadvantaged peo
ple of the world that freedom can 
speed economic development and that 
freedom makes both full bellies and 
peace worth while. 

Strategy: Be Flexible and Firm 

By Edgar Ansel Mowrer, author 
of "An End to Make-Believe." 

MARSHAL of the Royal Air Force 
Sir John Cotsworth Slessor comes 

of a long line of distinguished soldiers. 
During two world wars he seems to 
have held about all the important jobs 
that an Air Force officer could. He is 
an authority on strategy and writes 
clearly. In his current book, "What 
Price Coexistence? A Policy for the 
Western Alliance" (Praeger, $4.50), he 
specifies that he is setting forth a "per
sonal view," but his recommendations 
turn out, upon examination, to be not 
unlike those of the Macmillan govern
ment in Britain. They can indeed be 
considered a plea for the kind of com
mon strategy that H. M. Government 
would like to persuade their Allies, and 
chiefly the United States, to adopt. On 
this account alone "What Price Co
existence?" deserves careful reading. 

As befits a Britisher in today's world, 
Marshal Slessor's plan is in the mid
dle—about the same distance from the 
aims of nuclear pacifists and immediate 
dis^rmers as it is from those who in 
increasing number demand that the 
West pass from the defensive to win
ning the Cold War. 

Essentially, the Marshal favors the 
policy of holding the line, of "contain
ment" (made more effective by readi
ness to fight little wars if necessary), of 
"nonprovocation," of "time, talk and 
patience," of giving up whatever ideas 
of "liberation" Westerners may have, 
and of recognizing that "Communism 
is here to stay"—in short, of real (not 
Communist-type) peaceful coexistence 
and cooperation with the "enemy" 
wherever possible, overlooking no op
portunity to negotiate or to come to 
terms "when the Communists show gen
uine interest." 

Because of nuclear weapons, total 
war, he believes, is out. These weapons 

are the real protectors of the peace, 
and in any sincere process of disarma
ment (which he does not expect in the 
near future) they should be the last 
thing to be given up. 

Unlike any number of other English
men (and not a few Americans), Sir 
John has a realistic understanding of 
the Soviet and Red Chinese govern
ments' will to win (although he over
estimates the possibility of a serious 
split between them). Slessor acknowl
edges that the recent Communist pro
gram was "an amazingly frank declara
tion of Cold War" and of "implacable 
hostility to the Western world and all 
we stand for." The USSR, he says, will 
"never agree to anything reasonable 
unless they are compelled by the pres
sure of events" or of their own interest. 
Yet since "there is . . . no rapid or 
spectacular action open to us wherebv 
we can change the system . . . in Rus
sia or other Communist areas . . . the 
only hope is the gradual evolution of 
Communism into something more rea
sonable and civilized." Meanwhile we 
must be resolute, subject the Russians 
to nonviolent pressures to make them 
alter their policies, recognize and re
spect their "sphere of influence," yet 
permit no imposition of Communism on 
any part of ours. 

The Marshal's strategical plan, which 
follows from the foregoing assump
tions, varies in different areas. He pro
poses regarding the peripheral and un
developed countries that we slow down 
emancipation, give aid wisely, and 
fight to hold them if necessary. But we 
must not let them blackmail us, he 
cautions. We should hold the line with 
respect to China, build up a balance 
of political and economic power in 
Asia (using India, perhaps?), and cease 
ostracizing Peking. "It is not in any
one's long-term interest for the anarchy 
and poverty that has [sic!] prevailed 
. . . in China to continue." 

However, the Marshal stresses 
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