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Much of the new wisdom is to be
welcomed. It is clear, for example, that
the terms 'National Security' and 'Mutual
Security' have lost their separate.mean-
ings. The search for either at the
expense of the other la futile.

Certalnly, the old Roman maxim 'if you
wish peace, prepare for war' la a far
less adequate guide for action than it
was in its lime. ln the nuclear age,
something more sophisticated needs bo
be added, whether it be labelled arms
control, disarmament, confidence-
building or conflict resolutlon. As the
Prime Minisier said before this Group
laat year, 'the world ai large shoulci
recognize that arma control is a compo-
nent of, not a subslitute for, a healthy
national securlty pollcy.'

It ia nol surprialng that people are
generally reluctant and slow to recognize
the new clrcumstances. After aIll, we have
given governments the responsbllty of
prolectlng our physical well-belng. Such
responsibilîty requires neither blithe
experimeritatlon nor neglect of the leasons
of hlatory. Gîven the stakes, no one
would wlah his goverfment to approach
security wîth a gambler's abandon,
playlng the oclds - double or nothing.

In the rush bo invent new ways bo
order our affairs, we must neither lurn
our backs on the pasi, nor confuse wh
we seek 10 create wlth what we must
learn to conirol. Proponents of a alronç
national defence oflen consider sup-
oorters of arma control to be misquide

ai

per se does not require order, predict-
able, desirable and controllable change
certainly does.

You will recali the often brilliant and
compelllng essays of Jonathan Schell,
which first appeared a couple, of years
ago in The New Yorker. He concluded
that the only way out of the terrible
dilemmas posed by nuclear weapons la
the transformation of politics, the crea-
tion of a world govemnment which would
relieve us of the burden of our own
invention.

Some of you may agree with hlm anid
perhaps history wlll judge hlm correct.
But for those who must cope wlth
today's problems, todlay'a challenges
and today's world, Mr. Schell's prescrip-
tion ia of Uitile immediate assistance.

The world, for aIl is interdependence,
remaina a aociety of nation states. Each
is, ai least in part, an expression of ils
people's wlsh bo be saf e and protected
in order not slmply to survive <or,
indeed, prevaîl) but also to pursue other
ends. In some cases, those ends are
aggresslve and threaten the security and
sometimes the very existence of other
states. Such threats are not simply the
stuif of bad dreams or paranold per-
sonaîlties. They are real and palpable:
the enormou~s number of tanks andi shlps
and guns and aircraft of the Waraaw
PacI exiat and cannot be wlshed away.

Against such threats, those few stales
d which choose not 10 provide for their
y own protection muai accept the implica-
- tions and the price of protection supplled
d by others. Indeeci, far from challenglng
o- the legltimacy of national defence, the

fact that some states choose to abandon
their defences la an implicit aclcnowl-

ny edgement of the vital importance of the
defence efforts and sacrifice of others.

Such a decision presenla a moral, and
flot simply a practical, cholce. It la con-
celvable, for example, that Canada could
abandon its efforts at national defence.

;t We face flitile llkellhood of invasion,
cml andc rtainly none that we coulci suc-
>f ceasfully resist by orevsor whloh
f col eviewed wit eqaimty bythe

We also benefit from the protection of
others. But does this reality relieve us of
doing our fair share 10 maintain the
peace, to provide for our security, to
achieve stability and order in the interna-
tional system, and to, preserve social jus-
tice and the democratic way of life?

We Canadians must accept the costs,
risks and responsibilities which are part
and parcel of the security system on
which we rely so heavily. Ramher than
simply exploit the contributions of
others, surely we must recognize that
security la not a right to be enjoyed, but
a status to be earned, involving an
obligation to be fulfilled. If our efforts to
provide for our own defence are inade-
quate, others, if only 10, protect
themnselves, wîll assume the task In our
stead, and do it in a manner over whlch
we will have little control.

Some Canadians insist that we ought
t0 maintain a prudent national defence,
but that Canada should do Eo in isola-
tion, ahunnlng allances of our own
maklng. They suggest that we should
withdraw from Europe, that we should
close our porta to the forelgn vessels
which guarantee our security, that we
should deny our allies the facilities pro-
vided by our vast terrltory and open
skies for military training.

Such argument8 are most oflen made
in an effort loi cleanse Canada of any
connection, however remote, wlth the
nuclear delerrent on which we rely, as if
ending aIl such rellance would increase
the safety of Canadians or the possibllity
of our survlvlng global war. We cannot
afford to insulate ourselves from reallty;
we live in a world where nuclear weap-
ons exist, and we are willing members
0f an alliance which faces an opponent
with vast conventional and nuclear forces
so near the East-West dîvide. We cannot
allow ourselves te slip int a false and
aelflsh posture. To do so would affront
reallly, our own proud herîtage, and our
friends and alles. Our securlly wll con-
tinue to depend for the foreseale
future on the collective streigth and the
collective influence of our alliances.

argue for mllltary isola-
that nothlng in our alliance
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