try's foreign minister. Tariq Aziz, is a
Christian. Fervently secularist as well as
nationalist, the Ba'thist leaders of Iraq arc
persuaded that an Iranian-style i~volution
would destroy their country's long-sought
and still-tenuous national identity.
Many of the roots of the Iraq-Iran war
can be found in the combination of Iraq's
long-standing concem to ensure the security
of its eastem border. including its control
of the Shatt al-Arab. and the present govcmmcnt's fear of the upheavals that would
attend the politicization of its majority Shi'i
population. thought to be proportionally undcmprcsented in h e ruling elite. The dispute's long and tortured diplomatic history
hcgins, however. in Ottomiin-Persian rivalries. and it is in tracing this political
history that Abdulghani's work is most useful. Iruq andlrtrri outlines the shifts in power
behind the shifts in borders. It is somewhat
mon' academic in prcsentation than Helms's
work: One chapter alone has 203 footnotes,
and it includes in uscful appcndixcs several
of the numerous agrccmcnts that attempted
to resolve the dispute during our own century. (It is wonh noting that Helms's miips
are inucli supcrior in clarity and coniprchensivencss.)
Iran's apparent weakness in tlic iifterniath
o f its rcvolution contrasts sharply with thc
relative strcngtli of the two countries in the
mid-1970s. In 1975. Iraq grudgingly acquicsccd in Iran's tleniands for border rcvisions in thc Shatt al-Arab in order to end
Iranian (and American) support for Kurdish
scp;iratist movements in the northern oilproducing ucits that wcrc draining Iraq's
military and linancial resources. Military
blackmail hiis rarcly produced stable borders i n thc Middle East, or anywhere clsc
for that matter. However. Iraq's compctition with Egypt for prccrnincnce in thc Arab
world in the postwiir period also contributcd
to its govcmment's willingness to risk niilitary confrontation with Iran. With Egypt
sideliricd by its pcace treaty with Israel in
the late 1970s, Iraq's lcaders saw an opportunity to win the region's leadership
quickly by "protccting" the Arab countries
of the Gulf and bcyond from the revolutionary threat ~x)scdby Iran.
Obviously the 1r:iqi leaders miscalculated: ?'lie Iranians proved bcttcr organized
and morc enthiusiiistic about the rcvolut i o n d r at least inore loyal to the Shi'i
Persian nationalisin on which thc rcvolution
drew-than expcctod. The war did bring
Iraq hack into the Arab mainstream, however, and its reliance on financial aid from
the conscrvativc Gulf states contributed to
a pcrceptiblc " k i t i n g of the rtictoric fn,m
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Baghdad. Soviet willingness to toy with
supporting Iran in the early monthr of the
w.w-an idca latcr abandoned as tlic Iranian
regime cracked down on the Soviet-backed
Communist Tudch party-also accclcrated
earlier moves on the part of thc Iraqi leadership away from the Soviet camp and toward genuine nonalignment.
Since both contestants have declared their
unwillingness to lay down their iirnis bcforc
the demise of the other's rcgime. and since
neither supcrpower is in a position to dictate
a settlement, the Iraq-Iran war is unlikely
to sec an early conclusion. This should give
us ample time to reflect upon both thc limits
of military power and the distortions caused
by looking at Third World conflicts through
the lensofsupcrpower competition. As both
these hooks persuasively argue. Iraq-like
all countries-has spccific historical, rcgional, and domestic impcrativcs which,
much more than ideological inclination. dctenninc its foreign policy. 'Ihc war, in cutting across the dividing lines of supcrpower
rivalries, provides an unusuiil opportunity
to assess American intcrests in light of regional rather than globill politics. Both authors suggest that, quite apart from its nicinbcrship in the Arab world, Iriiq's cnorinous
oil rcscrves-ainong
the highest in thc
world-and its suhstantiiil agricultural iind
industrial potential makc it ii country worthy
of much more serious American attention
than it has receivcd ovcr thc last twcntylive years. The reccnt resumption of diploniatic relations may bc a stcp in that direction. Ccrtiiinly both books will scrvc as
uscful aids to the understanding that is ncccssarq. if those relations itrc to be fruitful.

CAN MODERN WAR BE JUST?
by James Turner Johnson
(YalcL'nivcnityPrcss;xi+21Spp.:F;17.OS)
WAR AND JUSTICE
by Robert L. Phillips
(University of Oklahorna I'rcss:
pp.: 514.05)
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Writings about the just war arc, lor tlic most
piin. cithcr historical. theological. pliilosophical. or priiclical. Although the two
books considcrcd licrc fall pretty clciirly
into tlic category of thc pritcticul. James
Turner Johnson bctrays an interest in historical and theological qucstions and Kobcrt
L. Phillips makes sonic effort to provide a
p l i i l ~ ~ ~ p h i cground
iil
for tlic mora! judg-

ments he derives from the just war traditim.
Hoth, however, m concerned primarily with
contemporary war and military policy and
with the application of traditional morality
to military conduct in the circunistances
created by the spread of revolutionary war
and the invention of nuclelvweapons. Their
aim is to provide practical advicc on'how
contemporary war might bc conducted
justly.
Johnson's book has bccn asscmblccl from
a scrics of occasional pieces presented during the past few years to various audiences,
and thc resulting tcxt is rather loosely organized and sometimes repetitious. 13ut the
central argument is clear cnough. Focusing
largely on questions of moral conduct in
iviir, thc iiutlior argues that the just war
tradition prohibits any ii\c of weapons that
violate the tentral tests of proportionality
and discrimination. Nuclear weapons, if dcsignctl and used in ways that did not. ciiusc
disproportionate and indiscriininute tlcstruction, would not themsclves be morally
objectionable. Givcn prcscnt tcchnology.
however, thc emphasis should bc on rcplacing nuclcar with conventional we;ipons
iind on dcvcloping tlic strategics iind organizations nccdcd for convcntional dcfensc.
Johnson f'iirthcr argues that because the
tradition unequivocally bars direct attacks
on noncombatants. the counterforce striitegy is thc only moridly pcmiissiblc targeting stratcgy for nuclear weapons. 'I'his implies the inoral uniicccpt;ibility of inassivc
ret;ilintion, assurcd destruction, and sirniliir
stnitcgic doctrines and indicatcs that the U .S.
ought to begin pliicing greater cmphusis on
stratcgics of countcrforcc and flcxiblc rcsporisc as quickly as is practic;iblc. Furthcrinorc, \re should \vclcomc ;ind scck to
rcfinc ncw wcapons thiit iirc compatible with
these stratcgics. Among thcm arc thc ncutron bomb iind tlic cruise missilc, against
which, Johnson suggests. rhcrc has bccn ;in
irrational emotional rcwtion by ;in unconi-prchending public.
Many will dcplorc Jonson's rccommcndiitions as simply iibctting harcbrainctl
schcnics for fighting liniitcd nuclcar u;irs
and iis tending to undcniiinc the present
systcm of stable inutuiil deterrence. But his
cnnclusions iirc no more than ii straightforward and unsurprising working out of.
thc impliciitions of tr:idition;il moral prillciplcs, such iis the principle of noncom1)iitiint immunity, for nuclcar we;ipons policy. Precisely how to trctnslatc into sensible
policy the judgment that moritlity requires
us to shift our military policy uway frorn a
rcliancc on wcap(ins of mass destruction is
ii qucstion that Johnson ciinnot and does not

try to rcsolvc. The moralist can sound a
warning and issue a call for reform, but it
is up to thosc hc addresses to discovcr how
best to respond.
A niore serious criticism is that Johnson
fails to grapple with the arguments of Karl
Jaspers. George Kennan. Jonathan Schell.
and many others about the need to rethink
the ethical implications of nuclear weapons
technology. Johnson skillfullq: applies the
traditional principles; hut suppose the invention of nuclear weapons has Freiited a
new situation within wliich those principlcs
do not apply? If, ;is hlic1i;icl Walzcr has
argued, nucleiir weiipon~"explode tlic theory of the just war." n.hy,continue tiilking
about it? Johnson merely asserts the .continuing relevance of the tradition; he does
not establish it or cvcn provide iln iirgumcnt
for it. To do that would h a w rcquircd not
only that Johnson pity closer attention to
the well-known tlil~rnniii~
of nuclcrir dctcrrence and action in extreme situations but
also that he consider iind attempt 10 rcfiitc
the altemativcs. One of thcsc is nuclcar
pacifism which, dcspitc its proinincncc i n
the present debate, receives scant attention
or rcspcct in thcsc pages.

The book is least satisfactoy in its efforts
to show that tlic constraints of the just war
tradition arc compatihlc with political nc-

ccssity or prudence. For example. in addressing Michael Walzcr's argument that ii
stiitc threatened with destruction miiy dcfend itself by immoral nieans, Phillips attributes to Walzcr the view that only ii thrciit
to the moral life itself could justify such
expedients. In faet Walzer niiikcs ii much
mow questionable claim: thiit ii coinniunity
threatcned with 3cstruction inay violate the
triidition:il iiroriil constr:iiiits on w:irtiiakiiig,
cvcn in the nbsencc of any larger tliIeat to
civilizcd viilues or tlic inornl life. Mtcr criticiziiig Walzcr's conciusion tliiit nuclcardctcrrcncc is iit this moment ii necessity. whatcvcr the long-tcmi prospccts for csciiping
it tiiiiy be, Phillips SccIiiS unqwiirc thiit his
own conclusion is thc siinic.

The author's ;Ittempt to itconcile iieccssity with morality is unpcrsuasivc. He wiints
t o show chiit there is in fact no contradiction
hctwcen the just w i r triitliti~ni i l d political

realisin "Iiglitly conceived." 'I'lie corc of
his grgiiment is that inimoriil niilitiiv policies arc "almost ccrtiiinly" inept i i d "idtimiitcly cciuiitc~roductive."'I'his may be
tnic. but it docs not follow that therr: is 1 1 0
inconsistency betwccn nioriility niid e q s diency. All Phillips shows is tliiit thcrc ;in.
similarities between tlie reiilist ciiip1i;isis on
pitdencc atid the pt~tlclitiiilsilk of the just
wiir triidition. Both reiilisrii i\tid tlic just wiir
tradition a i t conceriictl with roiisitlcratioiis
of p~oopoItioiiality,bot oiily tlic lattcr gives
independent weight to sticli consitlcriitiolis
of discriiiiiniition iis those cmbodietl i n tlic
principle of noncomb;itiint immunity.
Despite serious IliiWs, I'hillips's book is
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Phillips's N'ar atid Justice docs address
these more fiindamcntal qiicstions. It directly confronts the objection that the just
wiir tradition docs not apply to modern war.
According to Phillips, thc fact thiit I ~ C W
weapons or stratcgies vio1;itc the triidition;il
constraints indiciitcs that thcsc wciipons and
stratepics ;ire irnmoriil; it clocs not indiciitc
that our mor;il stant1;irds arc irrclcviint. The
interesting question, he suggests, is why
the present ~iioriiliind politicnl clitniitr: 101crotcs terroristic wciipolis illid policies.
The book is very rc;rtl;ihlc iind full ol
argunicnts thiit arc clciirlv. tcrscly, ii~idvigorously prcscntcd. One can scc the ;iittli:)r's
point immcdii~tcly,which miikcs it ciisy to
pinpoint just whcrc one thinks hc is niistaken. Ikspitc inucli intclIi@c.ntdiscussion.
tiowcver. l V m citrd .Iiisricxi frequently Iiipscs
into c;ircIcss~icss.For c ~ i i ~ ~ i pitl cis, co:ifusing to say tliiit thc traditional tloctrinc
permits "wars 0 1 aggression" if thc c;itise
is just, for to I;ihcl ;I war ";igprcssivc" is
alrciidy to miikc tlic judgriicnt thiit it is 1111just. The tr;idition;il tloctrinc i n sonic ciiScS
permits ii state to strike the lirst blow. But
if onc is in the right, tliut is not ":iggrcssion." It is also a riiistakc 10 suggc~ttliirt
one may kill cncmy soldiers only "in ii justified w;ir." 'I'his tics the moral contluct of
war too tightly to thc 1110ri11 right to go to
war and potcntially tiims entire amiics into
war criminiils. Nor is it true thiit tnodcrn
weaponry is by its ncrtiir(*indiscriminiitc.
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worth reading for its excellent discussion
of rcvolutionary wxfarc, its analysis of the
terroristic elcment in both revolutionary war
and nuclear dctemnce, its attention to the
currently often neglectcd problems of the
right to go tu war, and its consideration of
the pacifist and realist alternatives to thc
just wiir tradition. The rcadcr who spcnds
sonic hours with Johnson and Phillips will
learn much morc about the moral issues
raised by modem wcapons and modcm
forms of warfare. But becausc Johnson
avoids and Phillips sturnblcs ovcrthe dccpcr
question of how to lay a foundation for just
war thinking, onc is still at thc very beginning of the philosophical inquiry when onc
puts tlicse books down. :wv:

A PALESTINIAN STATE:
THE IMPLICATIONS FOR ISRAEL
by Mark A. Heller
(Harvard Univcrsity I'rcss; x 4- 190 pp.:
S 16.00)

This is a carcfully rrasoncd and boldly stated
tmok by a political strategist who teachcs
at Tel Aviv Univcrsity. Heller argues that
the Arab-hi:.:; conflict will not end unless
and until thc I'iiiAnian problcni is solved.
What is thc problcm? Thc demand for tcrritorial autonomy, sclf-govcmmcnt, and
rcfugcc repitriation. The United Nation5
will not solvc the problcin, nor will the
IJnitcd States o r thc Arih statcs thcmselvcs.
Only Israel has sufficient powcr and motive
to solvc the problem. Considering thc consistcnt opposition of Isritcli lcadcrs to a PLOled "third state" bctwccn lsracl and Jordan.
it tiikes courage for t'rofcssor llcllcr, an
Israeli Jew. to assert that the best solution
is for Israel to declare its support for the
cstablishmcnt of iiii inticpcndcnt l';ilcstinian
state in the West Biink. Gaz;~,ant1 piirt of
I3st Jcrusalcni ilnd to nqoti;itc directly with
the I'alcstinc Libwition Orgiinization. the
futurc Icadcrship of that st;itc. He rcasons
that wlicii lsracl acknowlcdges thc PLO.
the rcvo1ution;irics will be too busy organizing their ncw st;itc to continue with terror.
Unfortiinatcly Iicllcr docs not tell u s
whcthcr. once in powcr. the PLO Ic;idcrs
will try to cvcn the score with West Bank
Arabs who opposed thcm or did not wholehcartcdly support thcm.
Virtui~lly;ill Israclis cite sccurity rtxsoiis
in ohjcctinp to an independent Arab Palestine on thc W c ~ Biink.
t
Hcllcr iirgucs that
thc continuing military occupiition of West
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Bank Arab territory stretching from Jenin
by 3.25 million Jews) would be radically
in the north to Jericho in the south provides altercd. Indeed. with Arab natural increusc
strategic "depth" against any future major doublc that of Israel's Jews, by early in thc
attack. Rctuming thc West Bank to Arab next century, if not sooner, Muslims will
sovereignty would restore Israel's prc-'49 outnumbcr Jews in the whole area west of
narrow waist at thc two points where the thc Jordan River. In addition, the voting
distance bctwecn Arab scttlemcnt and thc strength of ii new Arab bloc woultl hiivc
vital Meditcrrancan coastline is less than serious implications for the country's Zitcn miles.
onist policics. If, howcvcr, thc territory is
Hellcr i5 one of a minority of lsracli Icft- annexed and the Arabs are absorbcd but full
wingcrs who bcliwes that thc security risk,
civil rights, including voting rights, arc nor
although permanent, can bc considcrably extcr?ded, then Israel would lose her c l i h
rcduccd. He proposes the phased with- to democracy and surrendcr the case to the
drawal of lsracli occupying troops, timed
critics who today arc accusing hcr of practo allow for the installation of devices to
ticing South African-style apartheid t o ~ i ~ r d
monitor Arab movements in a rcgion tle- the Palestinians.
militarizctl by treaty. Isracl would rctain thc
Thus, in Hcllcr's judemcnt, the only way
right to enter h e West Bank and Gam with ; for lsriicl to rctiiin its Jcwish sclf-identity
force to stop the cntry of personnel and without losing the dcmocratic principlcs
wcapons that thrcatcn hcr. Hellcr dismisscs Zionism espouscs and to rid itself of its
(rightly, I think) the tlangcr that an indccrushing Piilcstini;m hurdcn is to openly dependent West Rank Palcstiric woultl hc- clarc for iin indcpcndcnt I'nlcstinc. 'lhc tlccome a base for Soviet incursion or sub- cision is Isriicl's. and the diiy of decision
version in thc rcgion. It is against Jordan tlri~wscloser. Thc dcmographic hiintlwritthat an indcpcndent Piilcstine poses a palping is on the w;tll.
able threai. The Hashemite monarchy is rcHcllcr's thesis is provocativc, hut it is
scnted by Palestinians for thc 1970 Bliick also timely imd tliouphtful and should be
September massacrc and for thc ninctecn
givcn ii fair hearing hy all who do not dcyears (1948-67) of Jordanian exploitation spair of solving the oldest, still most difof the Wcst Bank. King Husscin fears the
ficult, of the hlidcast's niany problems.
Piile~tiniiin~,
does not want inorc of thcm
in Jordan, but would keep his promisc to
form a single federal Jordaniim-Palestinian
statc should Isracl declarc support for an
indcpcndcnt PLO-led Palcstinc.
THE COEVOLUTION OF CLIMATE
The kstablishmcnt of an indcpcndcnt state
AND LIFE
honors the legitimntc political rights of the
by Stephen H. Schnelder
Palestinians arid. in Hcllcr's ,judgment. lifts
and Randl Londer
a burdcn from Israel. Bcforc the Six-D;iy
(Sicrrii Club Books [ Si111 I:riincisco];
War of June. 1967. when thc West Bank.
xii -i- 563 pp.; S25.00)
Gsza, m d East Jcrusalciri 1 1 1 to Israel, the
Palestinian problem (then largcly sccn in
terms of the plight of the rcl'ugccs) was in
the lap of the Arab stntcs. ,\Iter '67, with
hlost pencriit readers will hc (IrilIvIi to his
the rise' of the ~ 1 . 0 , intcniationa~attention
hocik for its cxtciisivc discussion of clini;itc.
turnetl 1'1 thc questions of I'~i1cstini~i1iIiiihum;iii nl'fairs. :incl their close interaction.
..1 he cliccts of that interaction arc most notionalism and Isracl's occupation of tho
Arab-populatctl West I3iink i d C ~ ~ I KHclI.
tiiblc iit prcscnt in Africii. Thcy arc hccoiiiIcr notes that ninctccn yciirs of' occupation
ing iiiorc plobal all the tiiiic. But 'I'hc~Cooarc having ii dclctcrious iiioral and ~ ~ c i i i l volrrrion of Clirrinrc trrrtl L i j i p , tlic product
cl'f'cct on Jews no less thitri on Arabs. 'lhc
ol' ii very successful co1l;iborntion bctwccn
failure of successive Isriicli poveriiincnis to
a I d i n g atmospheric scientist (Schncitlcr)
deal with the West Rank problem strengthiintl ii lirst-rate scicncc ,jourii;ilist ( I ~ i i d c r ) .
cncd thc hi~ndol' right-wing Israeli politiprornoics the discu\sion ofcffcct\ hy hying
cians who view the tcrTitorics iis piirt of the
the groundwork essential to ii c1c;ir undcrstmding 01 prospects arid options.
biblic;illy promiscd Ereti 1sr;icl icnd dcmand
iinncxation.
'Tlic ;riirhors covc'r mii,jor clcrncnts i n the
Professor Hcllcr responds by iirguing that
history of cIiniiitc in Part I ;inti tbc iiicc~iIsrael confronts a clrcadfiil dilcnima. If tlic
misins of ~ l i ~ ~ i ichange
itc
in Part 11. 'I'his
tcrriiory is anncxcd ;1n1l IsrxI ildtls I . 3 niilrcquircs thcni to draw upon the rcsciircli
lion Arabs to its prcscnt popu1;rtion oi' incthotls 0 1 ii widc ritripc of scicntific tlisciplincs. Schncitlcr nnci I .ondcr have se700,O(H)"lsriicli Ariihs," the "Jewish' clinracter of thc JCWish Statc (inliahitcd t o h y
lcctccl s o skillt'ully frorn this Iiirgc body of
WOI<I.DVII:H' ! >fay 198s

