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? What is [sic] the

- extent and purpose; should it be carried
- on through the permanent members ‘of the"
Council or through Ministers? Is it merely -
an exchange of information, ‘or to co-

ordinate foreign policies and seek agree-
ment on a common policy? Should con-
sultation extend to problems outside the
NATO area? How can European integra-
tion be broight about so that it will
strengthen rather than weaken the Atlan-
tic ties?” B
Dulles pledged full support-and co-

- operation, naming Senatpr'Walter George,

a much-respected octogenarian,  as the
American contact with the committee;
Pearson. records, however, that it was

easier to ask the questions than to secure:

convincing answers from the allies, espe-
cially Dulles: “He assured me that, in
respect of consultation, the United States

‘would be willing to go as far as any coun-

try with comparable responsibilities’ . . .
even further”. The responsibilities of the
U.S., the leader of the alliance, - were
clearly not comparable to those of the
lesser NATO partners. This Delphic reply
hardly advanced matters.

It is not surprising, therefore, that

‘th_e committee’s original draft report was

largely the work of the Canadian delega-
tion, especially of Pearson himself. Still
In pursuit of the Holy Grail of Article 2,
we were left much to our own devices to
draw up the ground-rules for trying to
ensure the better cohesion of the coalition
through regular consultation on political
and economic policy. ‘

In addition to suggesting ground-
rules for political consultation, especially
in advance of policy commitments affect-
ing other members of the alliance, the
Council adopted certain proposals of a pro-
cedural character. The Secretary-General
of NATO was to become the permanent
chairman of the Council and to assume
responsibility for the organization of its
agenda. Political counsellors of the perma-
nent mission were to meet weekly, before
Council meetings, to prepare the ground
for consultation. '

On the question of economic consulta-
tion, we ran into strong opposition from
the European members, They were against
duplication of existing machinery or any
weakening of the conception of the Euro-
pean Community that was now gaining
acceptance.

Thus Canada became what Trudeau
has referred to as the “bed-mate” of the
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Historic fact = o
The growing militarization of NATO s 4
historic fact. Escott Reid, in an essay in
honour of Pearson, cites “Chip” Bohlen,
one of the greatest American diplomats of
the postwar era, in support of this truth,
Bohlen  traced NATO’s ' militarizatio,
through several developments: the Korean
War, the rearmament of Western Ger.
many, the inclusion of Greece, Turkey ang
Western Germany in the alliance, and the
creation of an integrated NATO military
structure under an- American Supreme
Commander. Reid concludes that the re-
sult was “the metamorphosis of the North
Atlantic Alliance into the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. . : . With these de-
velopments, the chances of the North
Atlantic Alliance providing a starting-
point for economic and political unifica-
tion of the North Atlantic community
became remote.” T
Indeed it did.. Unfortunately, NATO
also became afflicted with a form of “tun-
nel vision” in its strategic planning. There
was first of all the focus on the rearma-
ment of West Germany and its inclu-
sion in the alliance. Perhaps the associa-
tion of NATO with the reconciliation
between those old- enemies, France and
Germany, was justified. The rearmament
of West Germany, however; also provided
the fulcrum by means of which military
leverage could be exerted against Soviet
power in Europe, using the countervailing
military power of the United States.

- There was no doubt about the reac-
tion of the Soviet leaders to this historic
development. During his Soviet visit in
October 1955, Pearson asked Khrushchov
to clarify the Soviet attitude to the Ger-
man problem. “His reply,” Pearson ‘writes,
“could not have been more categorical:
‘so long as the Paris agreements exist and
Germany remains in NATO we shall do
everything possible to prevent the reuni-
fication of Germany.’” My personal re-
collection of this conversation is that
Khrushchov spent more time on NATO
and the consequences of its admission
of West Germany than on any other
question. He insisted that the combina-
tion of the industﬁal—technological power
of the United States and ‘the military




