
nuclear project, not to  mention East- 
West suspicions, set thc stage for post- 
war crises. Clark documents British dis- 
trust of  American security and Ameri- 
can distrust both of British security and 
the emigre physicists from the Conti- 
nent. Then the Americans wcre dis- 
tressed to learn that the French team of 
scientists not only had taken out pat- 
en& on various nuclear processes but 
also had come to a private agreement 
with the British Government-which, 
even at the height of the war, seemed 
preparcd to divert energies from the 
war effort in order to achieve postwar 
preeminence in the  generation of  
nuclear electricity. As Clark shows, 
none of these misgivings was entirely 
unjustified. 

Suspicion and secrecy were codified 
into U.S. law in 1946 with passage of 
the McMahon Act, which, Clark ob- 
serves, “enshrined the  fallacy o f  
America’s atomic monopoly and put an 
absolute ban on international co-opera- 
tion, military or  civilian ....” With Amer- 
icans lulled into complacency about 
nuclear weapons and the British and 
French convinced of the need to go it 
alone, prospects for genuine interna- 
tional control were pushed further into 
the future. By the time strategies did 
change, it w a s .  toward “mutually 
assured destruction,” not cooperation. 

In Nuclear Illusion and Reality, Lord 
Solly Zuckerman argues convincingly 
that most of the huge arsenal of weap- 
ons accumulated to assure this mutual 
destruction is utterIy useless. Only a 
small fraction of the weaponry already 
possessed by the superpowers is needed 
to provide “minimum deterrence,” by 
which Zuckcrman means a nuclear 
force just large enough to make sure 
that aggression doesn’t pay. Beyond 
this, nuclear buildup is without any 
value or, worse, is counterproductive. 

The  weapons have no military use, 
their destructiveness being so great that 
the devastation to each side in ‘a conflict 
would outweigh any conceivable reason 
for starting it. And Zuckerman draws 
upon his long experience as scientific 
advisor to ihe British Government to 
show that any presumed difference be- 
tween “theatre” and strategic weapons 
is part of the nuclear illusion, since 
limited use is virtually certain to  esca- 
late into all-out war. 

At best, the arms race contributes 
nothing to military strength or  strategic 
value. At worst, new weapons, by creat- 
ing ripples of uncertainty, bring fresh 
26 

threats to security. And an escalating 
arms race in a time of ever more expen- 
sive weapons a n  cripple economically, 
if not bankrupt, the superpowers. 

Zuckerman has done a masterly job 
of separating much that is illusory from 
reality, a t  a time when illusions make 
the world more dangerous with each 
passing day. That being so, it may seem 
uncharitable to point out a flaw, but it is 
one that runs deep and must be faced. I 

In the long run, the reliance on 
minimal deterrence that Zuckerman! 
advocates is itself only the illusion ofi 
safety. Nuclear deterrence, minimal or  
not, is a policy rooted in constant fear 
of attack. A society evolving in such a 
climate of fear is subject to psychologi- 
cal, social, political, and moral corrosion 
that  eventually will threaten both 
domestic a n d  international peace. 
Minimum deterrence is on the path 
away from the overkill megatonnage 
that today threatens life on the planet. 
But while it is an important step toward 
solution of  thc nuclear problem, it is not 
the solution itself. 

Contmlling the Bomb is the exact 
complement of Nuclear Illusion and 
Reality. While Zuckerman is concerned 
about the established nuclear powers, 
Dunn anguishes over those who are  yet 
to join the nuclear club. His book, a 
detailed outline of diplomatic steps 
directed at  containing the nuclear genie, 
threads together proposals and options 
for slowing proliferation and checking 
its scope, always with the goal of 
minimiz ing  t h e  c o n s e q u e n c e s  of 
nuclearization of con flict-prone regions. 

The importance of such imminent 
proliferation has been underscored by 
recent events. The conflicts in the Falk- 
land Islands and Lebanon involved 
only one overtly nuclear power, Eng- 
land; but Israel and Argentina are  close 
to nuclear capability, and the Middle 
East teems with would-be club mem- 
bers. The circumstances that have kept a 
fragile nuclear peace since 1945 are not 
present in these and other international 
hot-spots; use of nuclear weapons in 
any one of them could send destabiliz- 
ing waves throughout the world. It 
would be a mistake to think that the 
bombs Dunn wants to see controlled 
are less threatening globally than those 
possessed by the superpowers. 

Clark, Zuckerman, and Dunn focus 
on very different aspects of  the nuclear 
problem, but they have one message in 
common: There is a great deal to be 
done, and the hour is late. 

A COMPASSIONATE PEACE: 
A FUTURE FOR THE MIDDLE EAST 
by AmMcan Friend8 Service 

Committee 
(Hill and Wang; vii+266 pp.; $6.95 
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Charles Bloomstein 

In 1970 the American Friends Service 
Committee published Search for Peace 
in the Middle East. T h e  present essay 
updates that and supports the conclu- 
sion of  the earlier work: Only the estab- 
lishment of a Palestinian state on  the 
West Bank and in the G a m  Strip, coin- 
cident with recognition by the Palestin- 
ians and Arabs of  the State of  IsrAel, 

ith secure borders, can bring peace to 
t i&t troubled area. 1 tend to agree. Yet, 1 espite many good things, this study 
falls so far short of its goals that I find it 
disappointing. 

The  response to the earlier study 
was predictablc. Supporters of Israel 
found it biased against that country. A 
comparable reaction can be expected to 
this updated st.udy, and with some 
justification. Israeli intransigence is 
overstressed and Palestinian rigidity 
understated. 

The  study predicts that many will 
also find it naive as  well as  biased. It is. 
Not  because i t  calls for  a higher 
morality than political “realities” per- 
mit (it does not), but because it seems 
convinced that a simple recounting of  
“facts” will change the minds and 
hearts of  people dedicated to a cause. 
Would it wcre so. 

The bulk of the study is devoted to 
Israel, the Palestinians, and the PLO. 
There are chapters, quite dispensable, 
on Iran and Afghanistan; and the 
policies of the U.S. and USSR are also 
treated in separate sections. This nar- 
row focus I believe to be a serious 
defect, since a number of critical con- 
nections are bypassed. The  style is 
documentary-flat and nonperjorative. 
But many judgments a re  made, some 
undocumented, some undocumentable. 
Among the latter is’ the curio& asser- 
tion that Soviet policy in the area is 
devoted to securing a peaceful southern 
border. How the authors became privy 
to this baffles me. They d o  state that 
Iraq and Syria, both Soviet clients, find 
the Israeli-Arab war to their taste. AI 
Fatah is described a s  conservative and 
neutral, with a strong socialist wing. 
Oddly, the conservative Arab nations 
do not regard it so, and just what 



"neutralist" means when Arafat talks 
of his socialist brothers is another mys- 
tery. 

I f  onc is to givc a history of thc 
conflict. the role of democracy and of 
refugee treatment is certainly impor- 
tant. Yet democratic practices and in- 
stitutions are not even mentioned, 
much less compared. And while the 
study states that 550,000 Jews from 
Arab lands, where they have been 
harassed and persecuted. were ab- 
sorbed into Israel while 643,000 Pales- 
tinians were st i l l  in refugee camps, ii 
draws no conclusions from this. The 
fact is that the rel'ugecs have bcen used 
as political pawns, without regard for 
them as human beings, and no Arab 
country save Jordan has given citizen- 
ship to any. 

The study corrcctly iittacks Israel's 
policies toward the occupied territories. 
But, in fact, this is not at all the cause of 
the conflict. Harsh as tlicy are, those 
policies are primarily irritants. The 
conflict lies in Israel's vcry existence. In 
my opinion, had Israel been courageous 
cnough after Ihc 1967 Wiir to allow in- 
digenous Palestinian political organ+ 
tion, i t  might now find itself in a much 
more favorable situation. 

For a study that purports to be politi- 
cally knowlcdgeable, this one has no 
real discussion of the attitudc of the 
US., Israel, and the conscrvative Arab 
slates toward direct Soviet participation 
in a negotiated rcsolution ol' the 
conflict. There are some scholars who 
believe that Sadat's dramatic trip to 
Jerusalem in 1977 was motivated at 
least in part by his desire to scuttle the 
Geneva conference then being arranged 
with Soviet participation. 

The authors believe that the PLO 
and the Arab states are on the verge of 
according recognition to Israel. This 
may be so, but the evidence cited is not 
very convincing-like the assassination 
of a PLO leader who came out openly 
for recognition. Thc PLO has stated i ts 
willingness to establish a Palestinian 
slate on any land from which Israel 
withdraws or which is liberated from 
Israel. The Israelis. with justice, see this 
as a movc to dismember Israel bit by 
bit. The Fahd plan is also cited as move- 
ment, since it states quite explicitly that 
all states in the region should live in 
peace within secure borders. But .the 
study does not report that the Saudis 
immediately and specifically disavowed 
an interpretation that included Israel 
among the states that it covered. They 

"The most powerful challenge to be 
mounted against the principles of 
popular environmentalism in the last 
fifteen years." 
William G. Tucker, Washington Post 
Book World I I  
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orfercd no cxplanadon and said that the 
statement was complete within itself 
and not subject to interpretation. Odd- 
ly. while the appendix to the study in- 
cludcs various items of documentation, 
i t  does not include the PLO covenant, 
surely an important source. 

There always has been a clear path 
to pcacc in thc Middle East. Sincc the 
war resulted from the Arab determina- 
tion not to accept the existence of 
Israel, it could have been ended at any 
time had recognition been extended. If 
the PLO is now ready to extend that 
recognition, as the study keeps imply- 
ing, why  do they not do so? Imagine 
the impact such a statement would 
have had. If Israel had rejected such an 
overture, i t  would have been com- 
pletely and  utterly isolated diplo- 
matically, cvcn from the United States. 
More to the point, there would have 
bccn such an outpouring of debate and 
discussion within democratic Israel that 
even the expansionist Begin govern- 
ment could not have withstood it. Such 
;I declaration by the PLO would have 
bccn far more effective than terrorism 
or its prcscnt military and political 
policies. Surely the PLO is aware of 
this. Why then has it not openly stated 
what this study claims it is now willing 
to accept‘! Arafat’s explanation of 
negotiating cards is far from convinc- 
ing. I t  is possible that the Israelis are 
correct, that the PLO is out to destroy 
them. But i t  seems to me to be more 
likely that the PLO is so divided on this 
nwtter tha t  it cannot gather a consen- 
sus. Thc PLO, 1 bclicvc, holds the key. 
It could bring about peace-but cannot. 

TWO additional matters trouble me. 
One is the study’s utility as a primer;- 
that is what it is, despite its pretentious 
title. Here its bias and its failure to in- 
clude, perhaps because of lack of under- 
standing, a number of profound politi- 
Ciil issues disqualify it. But more than 
t h a t  I am troubled by its apparent 
willingness to accept conventional po- 
litical standards and values. In his 
preface, Stephen G. Cary, board chair- 
man of the AFSC, quotes William 
Pcnn: “Let us then try what love can 
do.” Alas, there is no further mention 
of !ove anywhere in the study. Nor is 
there a hint of the prophetic tone one 
expects from this deeply religious, 
humanitarian, and pacifist organization 
that prides itself on being “peculiar” 
and having a quite unique approa*. In- 
stcad, in  1982, this is a rather ordinary 
book expressing in ordinary terms what 
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many people already have concluded. 
Nothing new or unusual about it at all. 

And that’s too bad. The contempo- 
rary world is beset by widespread and 
perplexing problems involved in the 
search for national sovereignty and 
self-determination. Both those who 
search and those who oppose them 
gcncrally dcpcnd on violence to achieve 
their goals. And the world moves from 
one disaster to another. If selfdeter- 
mination is a human right, what posi- 
tion should we take on the Kurds’ long 
and violent struggle? On the Somalis’? 
The Eritreans’? The Basques’? The list 
is very long, and chaos could result 
from every item on it. Do the ends 
justify the means? Can we accept these 
desirable values uncritically? These are 
profound moral, ethical, and political 
dilemmas, not susccptiblc to ready 
resolution. But our world must make a 
start, and I believe the AFSC uniquely 
competent to lead and to bring some in- 
sight to these intractable questions. I 
am sad they did not begin here.. 

Postscript: As this is being written, 
Isracl is beseiging Beirut. The terrible 
human costs of that incursion are clear, 
the political consequences uncertain at 
present. But that devastation adds 
emphasis to my contention: The AFSC 
missed an opportunity to be prophetic, 
to point out that the human and moral 
values being destroyed in this (or in- 
deed any other) modern conflict in 
which both sides use violence to 
achieve,what they consider justice may 
very well outweigh the political values 
sought. NYJ 
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MARK’S THEORY OF IDEOLOOV 
by Bhlkhu Pmkh 
(John Hopkins University Press; 247 
pp.; $24.50) 

Gregg Kvistad 

One of the few growth sectors in politi- 
cal theory these days is the study of 
Karl Marx’s thought. The resurgent 
academic interest in Marx since the 
1960s has produced increasingly narrow 
and specialized studies. Marx’s Theory 
of Ideology is one of these. But the sub- 
ject matter of this short work is far 
broader than its title suggests. Parekh 
works tenaciously through Marx’s 
various uses of the concept of ideology, 
detailing interconnections and m- 
sional inconsistencies. Arguing that a 
coherent notion of ideology can be 
discovered-though not without some 
difficulty-in Marx’s writings, Parekh 
leads his readers through Marx’s entire 
corpus, stopping along the way to pose 
some of the most difficult questions 
that can be asked of Marx’s thought on 
the nature of social analysis. Parekh 
does not miss an opportunity to push 
Marx’s views as far as (and, m my opin- 
ion, sometimes further than) they can 
be pushed. This is a rigorous study; my 
only reservation is that it may be more 
rigorous than Marx’s views on ideology 
-which Parekh wants to call a “theory” 
-can sustain, 

Parekh’s purpose is to articulate “the 
logical structure and epistemological 
basis of Marx’s theory of ideology.” 
“Ideology” is neither a term of abuse 
nor merely a term for a system of be- 
liefs. Rather, as Parekh has discovered, 
Marx uses ideology in two related ways: 
to denote idealism and apologia. Each 
type of ideology, Parekh contends, is, 
first, systematically biased in its presen- 
tation of social reality and, second, 
biased toward the interests of a particu- 
lar social group. Parekh wants to call 
the systematic bias of ideology its “Io& 
cal structure” and the bias toward a 
social group its “epistemological basis.” 

According to Parekh, idealism in 
.Marx’s writings refers to a theory of 
the nature of consciousness that mis- 
takenly posits independently exist- 
ing ideas which ‘humans can “per- 
ceive,”“grasp,” or “live up to,” but can- 
hot create or alter. Idealism’s ideas, ac- 
cording to Marx, are really produced by 
humans in particular social contexts, 
but they are seen by ideologists as 
universal, de-historicized, absolute en= 


