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^ions only serve to point up the paradog-
ical nature of the Communist balance-
sheet.

Western :mistakes
The Western powers have already made
iepeated mistakes _ in dealing with the
changing Communist threat and have paid
the penalty - by yielding Eastern Europe
to Soviet military occupation at the end
of the Second World War, by allowing
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themselves to become divided in dealing
with the ' egplosive developments in the
Middle East, and by becoming divided
again- over how to deal with China and
Southeast Asia, especially over the tragic
intervention of the U.S. in Vietnam.

With this experience of the dangers
of separating the political-economic di-
mensions of security from the military
dimensions, there should no longer be any
question that more NATO consultation is
needed on such matters as the headlong
rush of the arms race. Militarization is no
defence against itself. Ultimately, it risks
the use of the increasingly destructive
mechanisms that are being accumulated
and stockpiled ready for a nuclear
Armageddon.

; It is not reassuring in this connection
to read the view of nuclear war of the U.S.
Presidential Security Adviser, as recorded
by Elizabeth Drew in the New Yorker:

I asked Brzezinski then about some-
thing I'd read that he had said in an
interview. He had said that the proposi-
tion that a nuclear war would mean the
end of humanity was `baloney'. He re-
plied: `It's inaccurate thinking to say
that the use of nuclear weapons would
be the end of the human race. That's an
egocentric thought. Of course it's hor-
rendous to contémplate, but in strictly
statistical terms, if the United States

used all of its arsenal on the Soviet
Union and the Soviet Union used all of
its against the United States, it would
not be the end of humanity. That's
egocentric. There are other people on
the earth.'

There are indeed! But it so happens
that Canadians, as Khrushchov reminded
Pearson, would not escape the effects of
nuclear war in our own homeland, because
unfortunately we are situated between the
nuclear giants. This fact makes rational
thought vital to any Canadian military
decision. No one else is going to do our
thinking for us and we shall have no one

else to thank if we are directly involved in
the irrational consequences of purely nzil-
itarÿ thinking:

It is thus essential that the best
brains we can assemble systematically re-
view political as well as military trends.
This spring, in Toronto, the Canadian
Pugwash Group organized such a review
under the leadership of Professor John
Polanyi. The consensus was that we could
avoid war ônly if we could observe "a deep
restraint in reliance on nuclear weaponry
of any sort". As nuclear weapons become
more intimately woven into military plans
and developments in NATO, the chances
increase that they will actually be used at
a moment of great international crisis.

In a letter to The Globe and Mail last
March 28, I suggested the need for joint
defence and foreign-policy planning. I also
proposed that these plans should be re-
viewed by an Advisory Board on Canadian
Defence Policy, which would make an
annual report to Parliament. This is not
a new idea. I put it forward in an essay
entitled "Canadian Aims and Perspectives
in the Negotiation of International Agree-
ments on Arms Control and Disarma-
ment" at the time of my retirement from
the foreign service. I wrote that piece as
I write this article, trying to reconcile my
Jekyll-and-Hyde experience of having en-
gaged in military planning at NATO and
in peacemaking and peacekeeping at the
United Nations.

Quoting' Disraeli that "ignorance
never settles any question", I pleaded -
and still plead - that Canadians should
have a right to know more about the
rationale of their defence policy, commit-
ments and equipment proposals, since
they bear the consequences of serious
error or miscalculation. This knowledge is
especially important at a time when
weapons of mass destruction have become
part of the standard weaponry of the
alliance to which Canada belongs, as well
as part of the armoury of its totalitarian
adversary. Efforts by the United States
and the Soviet Union to control and pre-
serve their tremendously destructive power
by a mixture of diplomacy and arms con-
trol are matched by their determination
to extend their spheres of influence further
and further. I suggest that Canadians, in
these circumstances, should have more
influence in determining defence policy,
matching concerns for security with con-
cerns for survival.

Canadians
have right
to know more
about rationale
of defence policy


