by George Ignatleff

. Whrle readmg Escotf Reid’s excellent book on the
B makmg of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, I began -
‘to wonder whether the orrgmal emphasis placed by Canada,

_on political and economic co-operation within the alliance

- had not been sacrificed to the counsels of the industrial-.
-military complex. Had. NATO become primarily a military -

" machine?

This speculatron is supported when one considers the

" ;-contrast between the pious declarations of the United Na-
tions Special Session on Disarmament and the concurrent
- decision of the North Atlantic Council to authorize another
substantial build-up of NATO military strength. Admit-
tedly, the Soviets share the same belief in running ever

" faster to remain in the same place. Consequently, NATO
-+ and the Warsaw Pact'act as complementary agents, inflating
- -each other’s military budgets and stockprlmg incredible

~ destructive capacities. - :

Asthe former Canadian Permanent Representative at’

NATO the United Nations and the Geneva Disarmament
. Conference, I had direct experience of this see-saw escala-

~tion of m111tary strength, with which no arms-control talks -

- ever seem to be able to keep up. The unfortunate con-
sequence is that the costs of defence increase more than the
degree of securrty ‘The arms-manufacturers are the only.
winners.
-~ NATO will remain a necessrty so long as Soviet power
is deployed in Central Europe. The miilitary resources of
Western Europe alone are fiot enough; they require the all-
important transatlantic guarantee. Canada definitely has a
role to play; it should be expected to make a fair contribu-
tion to the insurance against aggresswn prov1ded by the
" United States.
. Moreover, as I know from personal experience, Cana-
dians have every reason to feel confidence in the Canadian
military forces serving at home and abroad. This article is
concerned with the process of planning the Canadian con-
‘tribution to NATO, and in' NATO planning itself. The
question in my mind is the extent to which military plan-
ning can or should be divorced from considerations of
-political, economic and psychological factors that influence
foreign policy.

Mr. Ignatieff was Provost of Trinity College,
University of Toronto when he wrote this article. The
views expressed were those of the author.
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Not limited - ' S
. The Canadran partlcrpants in the makmg of the/North
Atlantrc Treaty realized that the strategic thinking in the
alliance should not be Testricted to a purely military point

- of view. Atthe signing of the treaty on April 4,1949, Lester

B. Pearson, one of its architects, said: “This treaty, though :

" born of fear and frustration, must, however;lead to positive

social, economic and political achievements if it-is to live
achievements which will extend beyond ‘the time of the
emergency which gave it b1rth or the geographrcal area

- which it now includes.”

As Reid recalls in his book, the mam opposrtron to thrs ¥
point of view came from the British, who feared that any .
new transatlantic machmery might duplicate arrangements
already in existence in Europe; like the Organization for
European Economic Co-operation. There were those, like
Gladwyn Jebb, who were already drawing attention toa
possible inconsistency between the coriception of an Atlan-
tic Community in which the United States would inevitably .
be the predominant partner and the idea of a European
Community in which it was hoped that Britain and France
might once-again assume their prewar role as leaders of a
Western coalition.

Thus, on September 2, 1948 at a meetlng in Wash-
ington, D.C., J ebb quoted Ernest Bevin, then British For-
eign Secretary, as follows: “The emphasis being placed in
these talks on the establishment of machinery for the solu-
tion of-common economic and cultural problems -

. might inject considerable confusion in the internatio-
nal picture and slow the progress of the European nations
towrd union which they all believe is so essential.” The
Americans, on the other hand,.supported the notion em-
bodied in- Article 2 of the Treaty that NATO should be a
political and not simply a military mechanism. Even Dean
Acheson, who created difficulties for us over Article 2
because of his apprehension about the effect on the passage
of the North Atlantic Treaty through the Senate, recog-
nized that a military approach to strategic planning was
insufficient.

In his Power and Diplomacy, written in November
1957, Acheson left no doubt where he stood on this point:

To know less or be less prepared than our opponents
could bring disaster. But-this does not answer the ques-
tion of where our interest lies, nor can this be decided
from what is sometimes called a “purely military point of
view”. - This phrase is not synonymous with 'the: best
mrhtary opinion. It usually means a point of view which
assumes the willingness and ab111ty of a populatlon to'




