
least from their own perspective. One 
of these, excessive economic depen- 
dence on the West, is especially 
salient in light of Poland’s recent trou- 
ble repaying its foreign debt. Thus 
Honecker  cautions that his s ta te  
should be extremely careful in its 
dealings with the West and should 
try to maximize its independence by 
developing its own resources and 
technologies. On occasion he also 
seems to concede that the East Ger- 
man regime still has a way to go in 
establishing its authority on the do- 
mestic front. In recent years the 
government has been troubled by out- 
breaks of dissidence among writers 
and artists, and Honccker has built up 
a reputation for being quite tough 
with these critics. Here he states his 
views unambiguously: “In the class 
struggle, one has to make up one’s 
mind: the revolutionary movement 
here, reaction there; socialism here, 
capitalism there. There is no third 
way.’’ 

Finally, Honecker’s work is useful 
for what it fails to say and especially 
for whom it fails to mention. I t  is pro- 
vocative, for example, that Nikite 
Khrushchcv is never  mentioned, 
even thqugh the Soviet first secretary 
was one  of  the most influential 
figures in shaping the course of East 
G e r m a n y ’ s  d e v e l o p m e n t .  K h r u -  
shchev  was undoubtedly left out 
because the East Gcrmans were al- 
ways ambivalent about his policies 
and never could determine just how 
serious he  was about their cause. The  
Polish leader Wladyslaw Gomulka is 
also missing, presumably because of 
Honecker’s intense dislike of tlic 
kind of “national communism” thiit 
Gomulka was supposed to represent. 
But most striking is the omission of 
Willy Brandt, the creator of West 
Germany’s Ostpolitik and one of the 
founding fathers of East-West d5- 
tentc. Undoubtcdly Brandt is left out 
because Honecker himself was onc of 
ditente’s principal opponents in the 
late 1960s. Only in recent years has 
the East German leader come to see 
the virtues of better ties with the 
West. 

To sum up, Ilonccker’s perspec- 
tive on  his personal exploits and ex- 
periences offers little that is searching 
or unexpected. But the events, at- 
titudes, and priorities he  describes 
have shaped his personality and that 

of  his country over the years, and this 
makes From My Life a useful source 
for understanding East German in- 
terests and impressions. 

CANADA SINCE 1945: 
POWER, POLITICS, 

AND PROVINCIALISM 

Drummond, John English 
by Robert Bothwell, Ian 

(University of Toronto Press; 489 pp.; 
S24.95) 

Jotrrr W. Holrnes 

Americans need a more supple undcr- 
standing not only of the complexities 
of Canadian politics and policies but 
even of its forms of government, This 
has been alarmingly illustrated of liltc 
in thc outbursts against Canada’s so- 
called “new wave of economic na- 
1 iona I is m .” Ccr ta i n W a s  h i ng ton  
officials have charged that Canada’s 
policies are worse than those of the 
Third World. So soon after those 
“Takc-a-Canadian-to-Lunch” weeks, 
Canada has become a pariah country. 
Such is the volatility of American opin- 
ion. U.S. objections to the National 
Energy Policy iind tlic Foreign Invcst- 
mcnt Review Agency were legiti- 
mate; what wiis dismaying was the 
faulty analysis of‘ thc Canadian scene 
grounded in depths of ignorance of 
what makes Canadians tick. The only 
news out of CiIniida that seenis to in- 
terest Americans is its impending dis- 
ruption. The facl that American ill- 
titudes on this disruption iirC sym- 
pathetic does not mean they have got 
things straight. A prime niinister-in- 
credibly labeled a nationalist and ii 

sociiilist- was said to have devised 
these actions as an anti-American 
plot to unite the country against a 
foreign devil. When even the h‘ew 
York Times accepted this nonsense. 
Canadians realized the need to edu- 
cate their neighbors. 

This spacious survey of Canadian 
politics, economics, and society was 
not designed for that purpose, but for 
Americans it is an excellent introduc- 
tion lo a country that seems decep- 
tively similar, a country that is 
strange and foreign in important re- 
spects yet more important to the U.S. 
economy than the whole European 
Community or Japan. 

“Canadian history is a succcss sto- 

ry,” is the defiant opening sentence. it 
is designed to grab the Canadian 
reader because the authors, three high- 
ly  respected economic. political,. and 
diplomatic historians. have set out to 
cut through much of the encrusted 
legends of €:iinadian history. They 
must first blast the so<idled “myth of 
victimization”-the tendency of Cana- 
dians 10 cxilggeriite their failures and 
to look skeptically at their achieve- 
ments in the shadow of great powers 
or niythiciil kingdoms. Sincc thc Ameri- 
can people. for all their kindness. find 
i t  hard not to sec Canada ils a failed 
United StiltCS and tend to judge i t  by 
standiirds of size and unity that are 
not Canadian villues, they should 
profit from this many-filceted account 
of the extraordinary expansion of the 
economy iind the iirIS. the reorienting 
of old patterns, the vitiility of ii prc- 
postcrous Iiind. I t  is described in no 
boasting niood but with the silrtlonic 
note tliat Canadians prcfcr iind wilh 
wciikncsscs disclosed. 

The iluthors have not written ii de- 
fense of‘ C;iniidi;l1i cconc.)mic policies. 
but thcy do undermine popular 
siniplificntions. ’They have. i n  I x t .  an 
iIdmittcd bias against ilic iiiorc 
cloctrinairc Cii1i;idi;in n;itioniilisls and 
illustriltc the modest i11itl intcrniittcnt 
niiturc of thcir influcncc on policy. By 
describing thc various challcngcs to  
the Ciiniidiiin ccononiy and culture 
over the past few dccades. howcvcr. 
thcy give riitioniil rciisoiis for w h y  
rcccnt Cilniidiiln governments. whether 
Liberal or Chscrvativc. hiivc re- 
giirdcd i t  as neccssary to cstablish pro- 
tections against continental free en- 
terprise. If th i i t  mciins niorc govern- 
men1 intervention than is nccded in il 
super economic power, the riitioni~k 
is not doctrinaire socialism. This so- 
callcd ncw \ViivC of n;itioniilisnl, as 
this history S l i o ~ ~ S .  hcgi\n* iis ii re- 
sponse to the new economic national- 
ism of the Nixon regime, ilnd i t  has a 
great deal wider support in the busi- 
ness and politico1 community than 
the Wull Srrivr Jormrol likes to think. 

Without setting out to do so, the 
iiurhors. by their detailed and well-in- 
formed account of the vaguries of 
politics and government, make clear 
thc essential differences bctwecn the 
U.S. and Canadian forms of govern- 
ment. Their lively uttcntion to the 
characters, convictions, and whims of 
prime ministers and influential mem- 
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bers of the Cabinet, such as C. D. 
Howe, the ex-American who built a 
Canadian national economy, or Lester 
Pearson, who pursued as loyal ally a 
foreign policy that was based on a 
different reading of the world scene 
from the one that obtained in 
Washington in the ’50s. are appropri- 
ate in a Canadian history because 
Canadian administrations have a de- 
cisive role in policy that is denied to 
those in Washington. Although Cana- 
dian parliamentary government 
differs fundamentally from the U.S. 
“division of powers,” the country is 
certainly not immune to American 
political influences. as with thc winds 
of Camelot that tempered Canadian 
politics in thc early ’60s. The book 
makes clear that Canadian Liberals fit 
bctter under thc traditional British 
and European definition of the term 
than do the United States liberals. 
Although neoconservatism is a prcs- 
ent force in the Canadian spectrum, 
Canadian Conservatives always have 
shared the national attitudc toward 
the role of the state. There is also a 
Canadian tradition, with which the 
present leader of the Progressive- 
Conservative party has been associ- 
ated, of “Red Tories,” who are much 
like what Amcricans would call 
“liberals.” Given the stridency with 
which the terms liberal and consenla- 
riw are used in the United States 
these days, i t  is just as well that 
Amcricans should not misinterpret 
the Canadian labels. Another fact 
to be learned is-that Americans are 
unwise to identify any Canadian par- 
ty as simply pro-American or anti- 
American. 

Foreign readers should be warned 
that the book has been criticized in 
Canada from both Right and Left as a 
defense of the record of the “Grits,” 
the historic appellation for the Liberal 
party. That is probably because 
Liberal governments have done most 
of the governing in the period 
covered, and these historians, by re- 
vealing the infinite complexities of 
the issues and the differences within 
the parties. undermine cherished con- 
victions about simple solutions that 
ought to have been tried. On the other 
hand the authors do imply that it was 
unfortunate the short-lived Conserva- 
tive goernment of 1979-80 did not 
have a better chance to see what i t  
could do. The admitted bias of the 
authors is in favor of strong govern- 
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ment at the center, but they deal fairly 
with the grievances of the provinces. 

Thc book has, of course, an 
Anglophone perspective, but one will 
find here a sensitive and thorough 
unraveling of the growth of national- 
ism and “indGpendanfisme” in Quebec. 
Keflecting, however, some hardening 
of attitude on the part of Anglophone 
liberals in the facc of the rejection of 
proffered goodwill by Quebec intellec- 
tuals, the authors are harsh in their 
judgments of the language policy 
and other policies of the Parti 
Quibicois government. As for “sov- 
ereignty-association,” which has been 
the P.Q. slogan, it is dismissed in 
the kind of one-liner that enlivens 
this book: “An adult national exis- 
tence perhaps, but one might suggest 
that in this plan the adolescent was 
leaving home with the keys to the 
father’s house and mother’s Master- 
charge.” But doubtless the greatest 
disadvanlage of sovereignty-assoeia- 
tion for Quebeckers is that i t  would 
leave the keys to economic policy and 
the credit cards in Ottawa, where 
their own voice would be considera- 
bly diminished. That is exactly why 
Canadians always have been shy  of 
economic unions or “accords” with 
the United States. 

One of the myths this book 
challenges is that Canadian life and 
history are dull. Not even his many 
enemies at home or abroad think Tru- 
dcau is dull. Nor is anyone likely to 
think that of MacKenzie King or 
John Diefenbaker and the others 
after reading these absorbing pages. 
The book flows along, embracing with 
vivid and amusing detail almost all 
aspects of the life of the country. It is 
admittedly opinionated. But the opin- 
ions make for good reading, and 
over the breadth of it,  i t  is remarkably 
fair because the authors recognize 
that governments are run by human 
beings who combine frailty with 
genius and who are neither conspira- 
tors nor prophets. If there is one com- 
plaint it is that foreign policy is treat- 
ed soundly but sketchily, crowded 
out by domestic politics and culture 
and acute economic analysis. It is to 
be hoped that Messrs. Bothwell, 
Drummond, and English will produce 
another compilation on that subject, 
for the enlightenment of readers at 
home and abroad on the problems of 
a middling power in the world. rw-v] 

JUST WAR TRADITION AND 
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Readers of Worldview may remember 
James Turner Johnson’s review of 
Michael Walzer’s Just and Unjust 
Wars, a book with which it is useful to 
compare Johnson’s own. Johnson 
had written in May, 1978, that 
Walzer’s book should be read not only 
as an exploration of the moral limits 
on warfare embodied in tpe tradition 
of “the just war,” but also as an in- 
vestigation of the ideas of morality 
and moral reasoning upon which any 
theory of the just war must rest. In his 
own book Johnson provides us with 
an account of these limits that also 
must be read on two levels-that is, as 
a book about morality as well as about 
war. This complexity is a source of 
difficulty for both authors. Johnson 
(and others) criticized Walzer’s ac- 
count for depending on an un- 
developed and possibly parochial 
theory of human rights. The soft spot 
in Johnson’s account is the obscurity 
of the idea of “tradition” that under- 
lies his essentially historicist concep- 
tion of morality. Because the idea of a 
moral tradition and its relation to 
moral reasoning is not closely ana- 
lyzed, the reader is left wondering 
what Johnson’s intention in this book 
really is: Is the book to be read as a 
work of practical morality or as one of 
intellectual history? 

The  ambiguous character of 
Johnson’s inquiry reveals itself in his 
awkward phrase “just war tradition,” 
which eschews ihe definite article. To 
speak of the just war tradition 
presumably would distort the fact that 
there are a number of different tradi- 
tions concerned with the limitation of 
war, even if we confine our attention, 
as the book does, to Western civiliza- 
tion. Then why not speak of “just war 
traditions” in the plural? Johnson 
suggests this is because those who 
have thought and written about the 
limitation of war are in considerable 
agreement. But agreement alone does 
not make a tradition. Christianity and 
Confucianism both emphasize the 
virtue of charity, yet this does not in- 


