from his life. A frequent criticlsm one has often heard of
Macdonald over the years is that "he did not become the
American Orwell." But the two men have very little resemblance
to each other. As much as one may admire the English writer,
the image of "Saint George" is out of keeping with the often
raffish,heavy-drinking,argumentative, hurricane-likepersonali-
ty presented by Wreszin. They both served their purposes well,
and a more apt comparison for Macdonald might be Mark Twain
or Chesterton. Frankly, I think Macdonald often wrote better
than Orwell.

When the appraisals are all in it is likely that
Macdonald's directly political writings will be forgotten, and he
will be most appreciated for his ideas on mass culture and his
final views on the relevancy of anarchist insight. Beneath the
turbulent surface of Macdonald's life as activist and polemicist,
there does run a consistent vein of "work devoted to under-
standing the mass mind and its manipulation by the nation-
state,” as his biographer notes. Wreszin correctly sees
Macdonald as an old-style American individualist and even
compares him to Jefferson and Madison in his thinking, as a
defender of the Western cultural canon against the onslaught of
mass response.

Macdonald's final statement can be found in the speech
he repeated whenever possible in his late years, "The Relevance
of Anarchism," in which he cited the increasing centralization of
power in the state as the chief evil. There is, he said, "too much
planning from above and not enough problem solving on the
communal level, too much sheeplike respect for authority and
not enough man-like respect for one’s own interests and values,
too much herding together in conformist mediocrity and not
enough assertion of those individual differences that make life
Interesting, too many bureaucrats and demagogues and mother-
knows-best bully boys in high office ordering and bamboozling
us into political behavior that is disastrous to our own inter-
ests.” This vision is Dwight Macdonald's real and very generous
gift to each of us.

A Rebel in Defense of Tradition: The Life and "Politics” of Dwight

Macdonald by Michael Wreszin. 590 pp. New York: Basic Books, 1994.
$30.
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Reviewer: Brian Martin

During a trip to Brisbane years ago, I was talking about
peace issues with a group of activists. One of them com-
mented, “The problem of war is undoubtedly the strongest
argument for anarchism.” I could only agree. The thinking
behind this claim is straightforward. The central driving
force behind modern warfare is the system of states.
Anarchists seek a world without states and thus address a
central root of war. No other political philosophy tackles this
issue head-on.

Unfortunately, this line of thinking has been adopted by
only a minority even in the peace movement. The strengths
and limitations of much writing on peace issues are appar-
ent In the two books reviewed here.

Conditions of Peace 1s the product of a group of scholars
called EXPRO—the Exploratory Project on the Conditions of
Peace—who have met since 1984 to attempt “to break
through the strictures that the Cold War had placed upon
political imagination® (p. 3). In this EXPRO volume, there
are seven major authors, six major chapters and five major
themes: security, democracy, ecology, economics and
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community. The authors for the most part are eminently
sensible. They describe the incredible harm caused by
warfare, the enormous military expenditure that could be
diverted to more socially useful tasks and the damaging and
hypocritical nature of US foreign and military policy. They
argue for reforms in international relations, for redefining
security to include environmental and community
dimensions, for political and economic democracy, and for
grassroots action.

A Just and Lasting Peace by Roger C. Peace Il is
somewhat different. It is a history of the US peace movement
since World War II, focussing on the 1980s, covering the
nuclear freeze campaign, Central American solidarity
actions, support for antiapartheid struggles and opposition
to the Gulf war, among other things. The presentation is
clear and systematic. Without going into a lot of detalil, it
covers the major political events, peace organisations and
actions In a balanced way. This is a convenient overview for
anyone not familiar with the great range of social activism
on peace and related issues in the United States. The book
also contains an impressive amount of analysis and
prescription for the peace movement, including discussions
of the politics and ideology of the movement, an account of
comimon security as a suitable vision for the movement, and
how to go about building a movement. Most of this is down-
to-earth with plenty of examples. All social movements need
more people doing this sort of assessment of goals and
strategies.

So far, so good. Both books are written by committed
authors and filled with good material on critique of the
existing system and visions of an alternative. But there are
limitations.

All the authors leave the state largely unquestioned.
Linked to this is a shortage of analysis of social structures
and how they relate to war. Roger Peace does provide a
radical analysis of capitalism and nationalism, and Arjun
Makhijani in his chapter in Conditions of Peace presents
capitalism as the basic driving force behind the current war
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system. But these books are not the place to find convincing
analyses of links between war and patriarchy, bureaucracy,
the military, the state, science/technology, or industrialism.

If the state is not the problem, then perhaps it is the
solution! Peace movements have for decades tried to con-
vince or pressure governments to do the right thing. It is so
disappointing when they don’t, but this never seems to be
enough to suggest that the approach is fundamentally
flawed.

There are several standard approaches, all of which
appear in these books. One is simply to present good
ideas—for governments to carry out. For example, Robert L.
Borosage says "nations should actively try to prevent and
resolve conflicts long before violence occurs® (Conditions of
Peace, p. 16). Michael H. Shuman says “the U.S. govern-
ment should support all local efforts to educate, research,
and lobby on foreign policy® (Conditions of Peace, p. 113).
Good ideas, to be sure. But what will make them happen?
Perhaps the authors imagine that govg:nment policy-
makers, seeking to improve the rationality,their decisions,
will be reading these chapters looking for ideas. This
approach of saying “the government should...” seems to be
an attempt to appeal to the rationality of elites.

Another approach is for communities to organise and
apply pressure on governments to do the right thing.
Makhijani, for example, lists a series of controls on multina-
tional corporations that he believes should be imposed. He
notes that “No single community has enough power to
establish and enforce these rules” (p. 202) and suggests
that an international agency might be created to enforce
them. Roger Peace favours working locally to build move-
ments that can act nationally to bring about political
change, typically by affecting Congress and legislation.

Strategies that involve persuading or pressuring govern-
ments are only to be expected, since none of these authors
examines the state as a root of war. Roger Peace says “The
maintenance of state power is not in itself negative® (p.
253); for him, it's okay if the government serves the people.
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Other authors want to remove power from the state by
vesting it in International organisations. Although every
author is fully supportive of local communities having more
power over their affairs, none of them examines the system-
atic obstacles against this created by states.

Another important limitation of these books is their US-
centeredness. When events in other countries are men-
toned, it is almost always because of their connection to the
US. Now, undoubtedly, a study of the US peace movement
is quite a useful thing. But in studying it, it is surely useful
tolook at connections with and lessons from other societies.
For example, the Western European peace movement of the
1980s preceded the US movement and was in many ways
stronger and more radical. But none of this can be gleaned
from Roger Peace's account.

Most of these writers recognise that the US state is now
the world’s foremost imperialist (or neoimperialist) power.
But they donot reflect on the implications of this for antiwar
strategles. Opposition to the war system may well have a
greater chance of developing in peripheries, both poor
countries and thelesser capitalist powers. Opposition within
the US, the imperial center, is unlikely to topple the system
alone, but can play a crucial role in conjunction with other
forces. But in these books there are no analyses and
strategies taking this into account.

How much does any of this matter? Perhaps it is enough
for writings to stimulate concern and encourage action.
These books are filled with useful information, good argu-
ments and inspiring storles of acon. Their analyses can
readily be criticized from an anarchist perspective, but it is
a far bigger challenge to develop an anarchist strategy that
works in practice.

Conditions of Peace: An Inquiry, edited by Michael Shuman and Julia Sweig.
254 pp. Washington, DC: EXPRO Press, 1991. $15.95 paper.

A Just and Lasting Peace: The U.S. Peace Movement from the Cold War to
Desert Storm, by Roger C. Peace Ill. 345 pp. Chicago: Noble Press, 1991.
$14.95 paper.
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The Psychology of War: Comprehending its Mystique
and its Madness.

Reviewer: Thomas Martin

There was a time when wars actually showed a profit:
they facilitated acquisition of new territory, resources or power,
or they destroyed some great evil, all without spending more
than one was likely to acquire. Since the advent of
industrialism two centuries ago, this rationale— never a
compelling one to anarchists, anyway — has lost all force. War
always costs more than it is worth; winner and loser alike lose
vast amounts of money, materials and human life, and gain
little by comparison. Why, then, do we continue to fight?
Because, Lawrence LeShan writes, when war looms we step into
an alternate reality, a fairy-tale world in which the usual rules
don't hold and our self-worth and very survival may require us
to do and think very stupid things.

In his Introduction, LeShan (a psychologist with forty-
flve years’ experience and eleven books to his credit)
summarizes a wide range of theorles on the origins and nature
of war. Ecological and anarchist interpretations are notably
missing. Not until one reads a bit further into the book,
however, does one understand why. Though the author's
insights and language are often remarkable, he does not see
beyond a tradiional Western paradigm in which certain
assumptions are taken for granted: (1) power relationships and
hierarchic authority are natural and inevitable; (2) the
nature /nurture dichotomy is fundamental; and (38) so is the
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