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CHAPTER ONE: Introduction



The aim of this study is to examine why the Canadian
government decided to participate in projects proposed by the
United States for the defence of the North American continent.
Between 1936 and 1973, continentsl defence co—-operation involved
Canala and the Unitel States in a series of continentsl defence
projects,i.e.,military activities undertaken jointly by the two
countries in Canadian territoxy specifically for the defence of
the continent .Because of the juxbtaposition of the two combtries
on the same continent,Cansda and the United States shared similar
defence needs in that the successful defence of one cowntbry
ensured the defence of the other from extra-continental threats.,
Continental defence projects were initiabed By the United States
because of its particular concems and because of its assessments
of the origins snd credibility of extemmal threats to the
continent's security.Canada's participation in these pro jects
cannot simply have been the result of tobtal agreement bebween
the two governments in their assessments of the objective
extemal threat nor can it have been merely the outcome of the
sub jective collusion hetween the govemning elites of the two
countries.The Canadlan government,i.e.,the Prime Minister and
his Cabinet Ministers who make the fingl decision onm participation
in a project,clearly differel with the Americam government on
the extent and the credibility of the exbemsal threst amd also
disagreed on how to deal with the threat.Yet,despite the concem
of the Canadiem goverment that involvement in joint defence

projects with the United States would adversely affect Canadiean



sovereignty,i.e.,the government's authority to make laws for

the territory under its Jurisdiction,and despite the chenges

in military technology and in the probability of abttacks on

the continent between 1936 and 1973,Cenada participated in a
series of continental defence projects ranging from the
congtruction of bases in the Canadian Arcticto the implememtation
of an integrated air defence command .Therefore,this study
attenpt s to determine why the Canadian government agreed to
participate in defence projects it originally did not agree

with,

I contend that the Canadisn government's main
preoccupation when it was considering whether or not to
participate in an American proposedl project was the avoidamce
of a confrontation with the United States.The Canaiian govermment
helieved that to uphold gteadfastly its objections to the
implementation of a defence project favoured by the United States
and to refuse to co-operate in that project might cause o
confrontation with the United States which only the latter
could win.The Canadian government feared that in any confrontation,
the United States could easlly use its superior power to impel
the Cansdian government to change its position on a pro ject,
using economic retaliation for example,The Camsdisn govermment
Was particularly concemed with the Possibility that the United
States cowld simply ignore Canadisn objections and undertzske the
defence project in Canadisn territoxry by itself, seriously
challenging Cemadien sovereignty in the Process.Whatever the



actual intentions of the Uni‘tfed States may have been in ezch
instance,our stuly of Canadian policy-making overtime shows
that the Cangdian govemmment consistently considered the
avoidance of a confrontation with the United States as more
important them upholding Canada's basic objections to the
project's implementabion.

In its desire to avoid confrontations,the Cenadiasn
government adopted a set pattem of response when dealing with
the American government.Although the Canadian govermment might
have basic objections to the implementation of g new defence
project under consideration by the American government,these
were not communicebted.If it appeared that the American govermment
intended to implement a defence project proposed by the Americam
military,the Canadian govermment would amticipate American
expectations concerming Canadian participation in the project.
The government would then seek to comply with these perceived
Kkmerican expectabions even if it questioned the strategie
assumptions on which the project was based and indeed had not
receive formal requests from the American govement for
Canadian partielpation.Initial non-involvement,then compliance
with anticipated expectations was,the Canadiam government believed,
the best way to avoid a confrontation with the Unitel States.
Beside g,the Cenadian govemment considered that its ready
compliance with Americam expectations might place Canada in a
better bargaining position to influence the mamner in which the
project would be implemented so that its sovereignty would be



protected while obtaining fafrourable cogt-sharing agreements,

Generally,Cemada could participaste in a defence
project in two different ways.Canada could participate passively
in a project by allowing American troops to enter Canzdisn
territory in order to wdertake most of the activities relzbted
to the project's implementation.If the project involved the
construction of & radar line in Canadiasn territory for e:;ample,
the United States would undertake this project by itself, Canadis
supplying only the construction site.Or,Canada could participate
actively by paying for and operating that part of the project
which had to be in Canadian territory.Both ways of partlicipating
in projects had drawbacks for Canada,Passive participation
implied the presence of American military persomnel in Camadian
territoxry,a presence which could have an erosive effect on
Canadian sovereignty.Active participation required Canadg to
contribute substantial funds for the project's operation,s
costly and often difficult task for a country of moiest means.
Thus;ai‘ter having agreed to participaste in a project in order to
avoid a confrontation and after having weighed the drawbacks of
the different menners of participabtion,the Canadian govemmment
negotiated forcefully with the American govemment o that the
pro ject would be implemented to its liking.With this approach,
the Canadian govemment hoped to compensate for its hesitancy
in indicating its objections when the American military first
proposed the projects,

Therefore,a model of the Canadian government's decision-



making process in the considération of Canadian participation
in Mmerican proposed defence projects must include three parts.
The first step in the decisionmaking process is the comparison
between Canada's views on the validity of the proposed project
and American expectations conceming Canadian participation
in that project.At this point,there is no certainty that a
defence project heing proposed by the Americen military will be
implemented by the American govemament .Bubt,the Cenadian
government begins to assess the implications of the project
while trying to perceive what the American govemment expects
from Cansda.The Canadian govermment may dispute the militaxy
value of the project but hegitates to Indicate its unwillingness
o participate in it because the govermment helieves that the
American govermment expects Canadian participation amnd would
not tolerate Canada's refusal to do so.In short, conscious of
the great power disparities between Canada and the United States,
The Canadian govemment becomes more concemed with the neeessity
of maintaining friendly relations with the United States tham
with its degire to escape participation in a questionable
defence project.

The Canadian government's desire not to provoke the
American governmentSire leads to the second step of Camadian
deci sionmaking where the Canadian government recigns itself to
the fact that it will participate in the project despite its
objections to it.The Canadlan goverament does not necessarily

give a formgl indication to the American govemment that it has



abandoned Its objections to the project nor does it suddenly
Jdecide that it must comply with American wishes.Ragther,the
Cangdian govemment gralually saccepts the fact that Canada
will have to participate in the project in omnder to avoid &
confrontation with the United States which it perceives likely
if Canadas refused to participate.Having avoided a confrontation
on the basic issue of whether or not Canaia would participate
in the project,the Canadian govemment considers itself to be
in a better position to indicate to the American government its
objections to the project proposal.Thus in the thind step;the
Conadian governmment carefully chooses the manner in which it
went s to participate in the project and negotiates in & resolute
nanner with the American government to minimize the effects of
the project's implementation on Canada’s sovereignty and on its
economy.In short,this model of Canadian decisfionmaking concerning
defence projects covers the decisionmmaking process from the
time when the American military proposes a project to the time
when the Cenadian and American govermments formally agree on
how the project will be implemented.,

The validity of this Canadian decisionmaling model
can be tested in different time perlods which allow us to combrol
for chenging extemal conditions and changing threat perceptions.
Between 1936 and 1973,there have been many changes in the extemal
factors affecting Canadian—-American co-operation for contineantal
defence such as the different sources of threats to North

American security and the continously increasing ability of



potential aggressors to attack the continent.The sources of
extemal threats to the continent's security from 1936 to 1945
origingted from Japan and Gemmany.With the end of the Second
World War,the Soviet Union emerged ss the most likely aggressor.
However,the changes in military technology amd the resulting
improvement in the potential aggressor's ability to launch
attacks agginst the North American continent had g more
decigive effect on the nature of Canada's role in continental
defence and on the kind of defemce projeats proposed than the
changes in the sources of extemal threats.Prom 1936 to 1948,
the North American continent's isolation from the sources of
external threats due to the latter's lack of suitable long
range weapons made large scale attacks againsgt the continent
very improbable.Bubt, since there was always the possibility of
suall "hit and run" air and sea attacks,defence co-operation
between Canada and the United States was necessary to guaxnd
against these attacks,although the project proposed zt this
time concerned only bases and provisions for exercises.In the
next period,1949 to 1957,%the Soviet Union's acquisition of the
atomic bomb and long range bombers with which to deliver these
bombs meant that the potential aggressor could inflict severe
damage on the indugtrial capacity and deterrent forces of the
United States.The increased threat to continental security and
the fact that the likely routes of the bomber attacks were dver
Canadian territory invoived Conada in defence projects dealing
specifically with the bomber threat.The following peziod;l958 to



1973, presents totally different circumstances however since the
importance of Canadian co~operation in continentzl defence has
decreased even though the threat to the continent has become
nore dangerous with the development of the Inter Continental
Ballistic Missile (ICBM).Since the United States has been gble
to have effective anti-~-ICBM defences without requiring Canadian
participation,the Canadlex government has not been faced with
projects conceming anti-ICBM defence systems.Instead,the
Canadian government is presently considering whether or not

to participate in a defence project which does not deal directly
with the main threat to continental security,the ICBM.Therefore,
there is a whole range of changing circumsbances in which the
Canadian decl slonmaking model can be thoroughly tested. .

Thus,this study is composed of three main chapters,
one for each of the three periods of different threzt levels.,
In the presentabtion of the cases,I have relied,whenever possible,
on the memoirs of Cabinet members and Cabinet documents rather
then on public statements by govemment officials.

Chapter Two opens with a survey of the early higtory
of Cansdian-Americen defence co-operation.The examinstion of
the Canadian govermment's attitude towards defence co-operation
in the late 1930s and during the Second World War is a necessary
prelude to the study of the focal point in this chapter,the
February 12,1947 Joint Declaration on Defence.Thia Declarzbion
indicated Canada's acceptance of an American proposed defence

project which required the presence of Americem troops in



Cenadian territory and which implied Cenadiom agreement with
the United States' appreciation of the Soviet threat to the
continent ,This chapter shows that even though the probability
of large scale abtacks against the continent was small and
degpite Canada's own perception of the threat,the Cansdiam
govemment agree«l to participgte in the project in oxder to
avoid a confrontation.This case will serve to establish the
deci sionmaking model.

Chapter Three examines the Canadian goverment's
decision to participate in two projects for anti-bomber
defences,the Digtant Early Waming (DEW) radar line and the
North American Air Defence Command (WORAD).The 1948 to 1957
period features many different circumstemces compared with the
previous period hecause of the lncreased credibility of the
Soviet threat and because of new and costly technological
developments,However,this chapter shows that the Canadi=am
government's decision to participate in these projects was
still based on its desire to avoid a confrontgtion with the
United States,

Chapter Four concemms the current proposals for the
modemizastion of the continental air defence gystem in the
1970544t the time of writing,this project has not been
implemented,the proposals of the American military gtill
awaiting formal approval by the American govermment.However,
the Canadian governmment's declgionmaking process up to now is

studied in order to determine if the changes in military



technology and the reduced impor’cance of Ceneda's role in
continental defence have changed the Cansdian government's
attitude towards participation in joint defence projects.This
chapter will in fact show that the Cansdian govemmment is gbfll
concermed about a confromtation with the United States and is
accepting to participate in this project in order to avoid

such a confrontation,

Therefore,our decisionmagking model will be tested
in a whole range of changing circumsbtances in order to
demongtrate that the Canadian govermment's decision to
participate in continental defence projects resulted from
a desire to avoid a confrontation with the United Stebtes.In
the conclusion,the implications of a declsiommaking process

based on the avoidance of confrontations will be discussed,

10



CHAPTER TWO: Origins of Defence Co-operation



In this chapter we will first examine the origins
of defence co-operation to show the Canadian govermment's early
attitude towards involvement with the United States in
continental defence.We will then analyse in detgil the Cansdisn
decigionmaking process leading to a fonpal agreement on post-
war co—~operabtion with the Unlted States,the Pebruary 12;1947
Joint Declaration on Defence,at @ time when the probability of
abttacks against the continent was small.American evaluztions
of ‘bhe"bhrea‘t required a strengbhening of forbifications in
Canada,whether carried out directly by Camada or by the United
States.We will show that the Canadiamn government dlisagreed with
the Afmerican appreciation of threat and thus was not anxious
ejther to undertake the fortification of its territoxry ox
allow the United States to do so.But,despite its different
appreciation of the objective threat,the Canadian govemment
modified its point of view and accepted the American govermment'!s
interpretation in order to avold a confrontation.Following its
accepbance, Canada then tried to influence the manner in which
the fortifications were to be uniertaken.A three sbtep
decisionmaking model will be establishel from this examination.

Origins of Defence Co—-operztion

In the late 1930s,President Framklin D.Roosevelt of
the United States became increasingly concemed zboubt the
security of Canafla because of his perception of the importance

of Cangdian territory for the security of the United Stabtes,The

11



President and hisg military advisers feared that an Asian or
European power might attack Casnada and use Cangdisn tgrﬁtoxy
as a base from which to attack the United States.Thus,in g
gseries of public speeches from 1936 on,the President indicated
his concern for the seour{tty of the"good neighbour" to tl:qe
North; Canada.On August 14,193%6,in & speech abt Chaubtauqua,New
York;Pxesident Roosevelt reaffimmed the United States ,
government's detemination to protect i.'!'.s "neighborhood",i,.e.,
the Western hemisphere including Canada,against any aggressor.
However;the American government believed that the task of
protecting the "neighborhood" would be facilitated if +the
Canadian government actively helped the American military by
giving information as to the extent of militaxry preparations
in Canada and by allowing American involvement in Camsdian
territory.Such involvement would necessitebe the placing of
Americen troops in key areas of Canads and the construction of
a highway between the Canalian—American border and the Canadian-
Alasken border to supply Alaska in case of an abttacke
The Canadian govermment was not interested in

becoming too closely involved with the United States in defence
matters,especially if it meant an American military presence in
Canadian territory.The General Staff of the Canadian Army had
wamed the government in a memorandum that,

The building of a noxrth end south highway through British

Columbia and the Yukon would provide a strong military

Inducement to the United States to fgnore our neutral rights

in the event of a war between that country emd Japan, a
danger which we should do everything in our power o avoid., 1
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The Canzdian govermment heedéd the General Staff's waming

and refused to allow the construction of the Alasks Highway.

The Cansdian government simply did not want any foreign nilitary
Presence in Canasdlan territory,whether the troops were from

the Unirbed Stgtes or even from the Mother countzy;Bxitain.In
1938,the Cenadian government refused to grant permission to

the Royal Air Force to establish training bases in Canada;

Prime Minisgter W:f-.lli,am Lyon Mackenzie King stating in the

House of Commons that,

Long ago,Canadian Govermments finally settled the consti-
tutional principle that in Canadian territory there could
be no military establishments unless they were owned,
maintained and controlled by the Canadisn Government...
Such domestic ownership,maintenance and control of =21l
nilitaxy stations and persomnel is one of the really
indispensable hall-marks of national sovereign self-
governmenbosoe 2

Therefore,the Canadien government was uawilling to co-operate
with the United Stabtes if such co-operation involved an
American presence in Canada,

The American government accepted Canadian objections
to American military involvement In Canada.Nevertheless,the
American government persisbed in trying to obtain some form
of Canafdian co-operation,if only for the exchange of military
information.The United States Minister to Canada,encouraged by
President Roosevelt, suggested to Prime Minister Mackenzie King

1 General Staff memorandum,"U.S.A.,Alaska Highway via British
Columbia and Yukon",1l February,l1937,Canadien Army Recomrds,
cited in James Eayrs, In Defence of Cgnadas:Appeasement zpd -
and Reaymgment, (vol.2) (Toronto:University of Toronto Press,
19 5 y pol780 :

2 Canada,Houge of Commong Debgbtesg,l July,1938,vol. VI, p.4893,




that informal discussions take place between the military
officials of both countries,The Prime Minister agreed with
this proposal,recognizing that some involvement with the United

3
States would help to counterbalance British influence on Cengda,

Once the two countries were exchanging information on mutusl
defence problems,President Roosevelt again took the initizbive
and expregsed the United States' commitment to Canadian security.
In a speech delivered in Kingston,Ombtario in August 1938,the
President gtated that the United States "...will not stand
idly by If domination of Camadian soil 1Is threatened by any
4 .
other empire". & few days after the Pregident's speech,
Mackenzie King responded by expressing Cansda's commitment
to the security of the United States:
We,too,have our obligations as a good friemdly neighbour,
and one of these is to see that,at our own instance,our
country is made as immune from attack or possible invasion
as we can reasonably be expectel to make it,and that,
should the occasion ever arise,enemy forces should not be
able to pursue their way either by land,sea or air to the
United States across Cansdian territory. 5
The Canadian govermment recognized that an aggressor could use
Canadian territory to launch asttacks on the United States and
thus acknowledged its responsibility to prevent such g
possibility.Therefore,with these expressions of commitment %o
each others security,the basis for continued Canadian-American

co—-operation for continental defence was established.

14

3 R.F.Swanson, "The United Stales as a National Security Threat to

Cenada, Behind the Headlines,vol.29,nos.,5-6,July 970,29
eggeme

4 cited in James Eayrs, In Defence of Canada:Appessement zpd
Reamanment. (vol.2) zToron o:University of Toronto Press,1965),
sSaluaneny

P.183%,.
5 Tdem,
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With the Second Woﬂd War,the two countries became
even more concerned with their collective security amd in the
early stages of the war,they estahlished the Permanent Joint
Board on Defence (PJBD) through which they could better discuss
mubual defence problems.During = meeting between Mackenzie King
and President Roosevelt at Ogdensburg,New York on the 17 amd 18
of August 1940,1it was announcel that the PJIBD would be composeld
of military officers and one civilian chaiman from each country
and would meke recommendations for mutual actions to the
President and the Prime Minister.Through the PJBD,the American
government renewed its requests for Merican Installations in
Canadian territory such as slrfields and the construction of
the Alasks Highway.The American representatives on the PIBD
discussed,

eseeach problem vigourously and impatiently,and in termus
of the short-term military need,with only secondzry
consideration to long—-term aspects or to the concurrent
impact on other conditions in Caneada.
Bubt it was precisely the long-term effects of an American
nilitary presence on Canadian territory which preoccupied the
Cangdian government such that it was still reluctant to gllow
such @ presence.lowever,with the intemational situation
worsening because of Japan's attack on Pearl Harbour and the
United States' entry into the war,the Canadian government
recognized that American hases on Canadian territory were

6 Col.S.W.Dzulban, Mi]it?m Relgtiongs Between the United States
C- agl 1 e (Unit States Amy in World War II,

Special Studies) (Washington,D.C.:U.S. Government Printing
O0ffice,1959), p.7l.
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necessary for the war effort..'ﬂhe construction of the Alasks
Highway and airfields was allowed by the Canadian govemment.
Also,American military units were allowed into Canada znd took
positions in the bases allocated to them.Nevertheless,the
Canadian govermment was very careful not to lease the bases
allocated to the Unitel States on a long-temm basis, stipulsting
in the leasing agreements the early return of these bases to
Cenadian ownership abt the end of the war.7Therefore,despite
the immediacy of the war,the Canadism govermment was still
uneasy about em American military presence on Cangdiasn territory
and the danger 1t posed for Canadian soverelgnty.Mackenzie King
demonstrated his concern on December %0,1942 when he to0ld his
Cabinet that,

Efforts would be made by the Americans to control

developments in our country after the war and 4o bring

Canada out of the orbit of the British Commonwezlth of
Wations into their own orbit. 8

Therefore,while recognizing the necessity of co-operating with
the United States for continental defence,the Canadian government
was very uneasy aboubt any military activity in Canada which

required an American military presence,
Post-war Co-operstion

With the end of the Seconi World War,the Soviet Union
emerged as a potential aggressor.Because of the relative proxinity

7 Col.C.P.Stacey, "The Canadian—American Permanent Joint Board on

pefence,1940-1345", Iabemabional Joumal,vol.9,n0.2, Spring 1954,
p.119. |
8 dJe.W.Pickersgill, The Mackenzie King Recond. vol,1l,1939%-1944,

(Toronto:University of Toronto P:éess,l960), D436,



of the Soviet Union to Canada over the polar route,Canadian
territory,especially in the Arctic regions,became even more
important for the security of the United States.By October
1946,%he American government,through diplometic smd nilitaxy
channels,was giving precise indications of the type of
installations it wantel in Canadian territory and the nature of
Jjoint military activities that should be undertaken to the
Canadian government .The Unitel States wanj:ecl the construction
of weather stations in the Canadian Arctic;the continued use of
eirfields allocated to it during the war enil provisions for
American training exercises in Cangdisn terri‘bory.gThe Cangdian
goverument recognized that participation in such activities
would require not only a continued Americesn military presence
in Canada but also the acceptance of the United States!
appreciation of the threat posed by the Soviet Union,Conscious
of the difficult decisions it might have to make after the war
concerning continued defence co-operation,the Camadian government
began to consider its post-war defence needs compeared to
American expectations of Canadian participation in post-war
co-operation before the war ended.Thus the first step of the
Canadian government's decisiommaking process began during the
war.

The problems which the Canadian government would face
when it would have to consider how to participste in continental
defence after the war were outlined by Major General Maurice Pope;

9 Hume Wrong,'"Memorandum for the Prime Vinister",26 October 1946,
Departuent of Extemal Affalrs files, cited in James Egyrs,

In Defence of C :Pegcen d De » vol,3.(Toronto:
University of Toronto Press,1972), p.352.
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Chairman of the Canadian Joint Staff Mission in Washington and
a Canalian representative on the PJBD,In a letter to Colomel
JoH, Jenkins in 1944,General Pope stated that if relstions
between the United States and the Soviet Union became st rained
after the war,

oo (Canada's) position would be a difficult one.To the

Americang the defenee of the Unitel States is continental

defence,which includes us,and nothing that T can think

of will ever drive that idea out of their heasls,Should,

then,the United States go to war with Russia they would

look to us to make common cause with them and,as I judge

their public opinion,they would brook no delay...
General Pope went on to say that if the Unitel States amd the
Soviet Union 4id indeed become antagonists,Cansda would have Yo,

«ssprovide adequate forces,not so much as to defend

ourselves against possible raids from the enemy (though

this would be necessary),but more to ensure that there

was no apprehension as to our security in the American

public mind.As I used to hold ten years ago when T was

in Operations,what we have to fear is more a lack of

confidence in the United Stabes as to our security,

rafher than enemy action. 10
General Pope indicated that in the event of Soviet-Americam
antagonism, Canada would be in a difficult position to refuse
co—operating with the United States in any defence project they
might propose to improve continental defences.The Soviet Union
could threabten continental security by launching attacks tThrough
the Canadian Arcticto capture northern alrfields from which to
lawach air attacks on the United States.The difficulties cmused
by the Archbic terrain and climate, supply problems and the Soviet
Union's lack of long-range aircraft,not to mention its strained

10 Letter,Major-General Pope to Colonel JeHeJenking, April,4,1944,
Department of External Affairs files, cited in James Eayrs,
In Defence of Oanada:Peacemaldine apnd Detervence, vol.3. (Toronmbo:
University of Toronto Press,1972), p.321.
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resources due to the war,madé the threat of a large scale Soviet
attack through tbe Arctic only a hypothetical one.llBu'b as General
Pope pointed out,Canada would have to be co-operative with the
United Stabtes really to reassure the Americans rather than to
deal with an immedisgte threat.

General Pope's letter was studied by the Working
Committee on Post-hogtilities Problems established by the
Cabinet and composed of representatives from the Departments
of Extemal Affairs and National Defence,This committee had
been established in 1943 to gbtudy the post—-war intermationsl
situation and Cenada's role in intemational politics.Among the
problems considered by the committee was pogb-war defence
co~opergbion with the United States.Using the assessments of
General Pope and other governmental and militaxy officials,the
Working Committee prepared a preliminary report on post-war
co—operation in May 1944.This preliminary report indicateld that
the Canadian government might have only two options to chose

from:

(2) Respond to United States pressure for large scale
defences in the north (which the USSR might reganl as
offensive measures) and incur the risk of Soviet
hogtility,or

(k) Refuse to incur that risk and be faced with the demand
that if we will not take the necessary steps ourselves
we must give United States forces a free hand, 12

Both options had important dissivantages for the Canadian
11 R.J.Sutherland, "The Strabteglic Significance of the Canadian

Arctic!y !-‘A%A.‘:.c:hi.c.m.n&;l.ﬁr_. (Toronto:University of Toronto
Press,1966), p.262.

12 "Cenadian Defence Relabtionships with the United States",May 26,
1944 ,Department of Extemal Affalrs files, cited in James Esyrs,
po 3250
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govermment .Option (a) implie& that the Canadian government would
have to adopt exactly the ssme evalugbion of the Soviet threat
as the United States as well as wdertake expensive fortifications
it might not consider necessary.Option (b) involved the
acceptamce by the Canadisn govermment of an American military
presence in Canala after the war.In the late stages of the war
and immediately after however,the Cansidian govemment hai
neither the same degree of concern as the American over the
Soviet threat nor the willingness to allow an American military
presence in Canadian'tgrrrtony after the war.
First of all,the basic concem of the Canadian

government in the latter stages of the war was the withirawal
of American military personnel from bases amd installztions on
Cenadian territory as soon as the war was over.Having allocated
bases to the United States because of the demands of the war
effort,the Canadian govermment was impatient to get rid of the
Americen presence due to,

eoe2 feeling that United States military commanders in

Canada had been rather insensitive to the niceties of

Canadian sovereignty and in a few cases had come close

to regarding Canala as occupied territoxry, 13
However,the government was also concerned that the wartime
Emerican presence would influence Canada's ability to formulate
post-war policies.While the Working Committee on Posgt-Hostilities
Problems prepared its repoxt,it was pointed out that,

eeolt was essential that the granting of facilities under

the special circumstances of this war should not be used

as a precedent for future action in time of peace,if
Canadian neutrality were not to be prejudiced. 14



21

Having already had a mi]ita:tfr presence on Canadian territory
during the war,the American govemment might be vexry relunctant
to leave its bases in northem Canada if these were considered
vital for the defence of the United States,giving to the
Canadian govermment little choice but to agree to this continued
presence.On February 17,1944,the Prime Minicter stated to
Vincent Massey,the Canadian High Commissioner in Bxi'tain;his
apprehensions conceming,

seothe process of disentanglement which must follow the

war when the Americans must withdraw and leave us in full
control of our own bases amd their wartime installstions.

The PM showed he had grave doubts as to whether intemsational
agreements on this which Canada hgd secured from the United
States provided any practical guarantee against the United
States' claims and pretentions, 15

Mackenzie King was in fact questioning the willingness of the
United States to recognize the strictly temporary nature of its
occupation of bases on Canadian territory as stipulatel in the
leasging agreement s.16W:i:bh such concern about the continuation
of the American presence in Canada after the war,the Canadiam
government was determined that the process of 4isentanglement
at the end of the war be carried oul as far as possible.lds a
result,when the war ended,the Cansdian govemment undertook the
purchase of 2ll American installations in Canadas not covered in
leasing agreements and all the roads and airfields built by the

13 R.J.Sutherlani, p02620
14 "Minutesg of the 21lst Meeting of the Working Committee on Post-—

Hostilities Problems",May 18,1944,Department of External Affairs
files,cited in James Eayrs, p.324,.

15 cited in Vincent Massey, VWhgt'!'s P g P (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press,l1963), p.371.

16 For example,the Alaska Highwey,though built entirely by the
United States,was to revert to full Canadian ownership not

later than six month's after the war.



United States during the war. in order to have clear title to _
all installations operated by the United States during the war.lr
In short,the Canadian govemment's unwillingness to have an
American military presence on Canadism soil after the war was
clearly demonstrated by the government's determination to
remove that presence at the end of the war.

In the second place,the Canadian government was not
ready to build up its northem defences in response to the
Unitel States' perception of the threat when It Jisagreed with
the fmerican appreciation of the threat and wanted to act
according to its parbticular appreciation of the Soviet threat.
The Canadian government had recognized in the late stages of
the war that the Soviet Union might become the most likely post-
war aggressor.However,the government was not resdy to consider
the Soviet Union as an immediate threat.The revelstion in
September 1945 of the existence of a large-scale Soviet Spy
ring in Canada was a great sghock for the Canadian govermment,
Mackenzie King was angered by the revelation snd became more
concerned gbout the possibility of Soviet aggression.lSBub,the
Canadian government did not want to abruptly break off its
relations with the Soviet Union,adopting a cautious approach
Instead of forcing a confrontation.In March 1946,Mackenzie
King wrote in his diary that he had indicated to the House of

Comnons,

17 Col.S.W.Dzuiban, p.329.
18 J.We.Pickersgill, Th (al

e« vols%., (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press 1970), De29,
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eeoevery confidence in the Russian people and my own
determination not to allow what had been disclosed to
affect the relations of the two countries,but rather be
made the instrument for drawing us closer together.Thab
course alone will save the world.An opposite course,one
of antagonism and fight,would very soon provoke an
appalling situation. 5.9
Mackenzie King believed that if Canada and its allies acted
rashly and antagonized the Soviet Union,the results would
inevitably be bad.Therefore,while Mackenzie King believed
that the Soviet Union could threaten Canadian security,he
did not want Canada to act in a way which would provoke the
Soviets,

Furthermore,the Canadian government had the
impression that the Soviet Union had no intention of threatening
continental security.One observer has pointed out the calmness
of the Canadian government compared with the American government
when considering the tensions between the Soviet Union and its
wartime allies, stating,

Bubt whereas the Canadian policy community remained calm,
the American policgy community was galvanized into something
close to panice 20
The reason for the Canadian govermment's calm was that it
assessed the Soviet threat differently,percelving no immediate
danger of Soviet attacks against the coatinent.In a 1946 study
by the Department of Ixtemmal Affairs,it was stated that,
There have been no indications of undue Soviet interest
in North America and politically,therefore,it may be
Judged that there i1s an absence of evidence to show the
development of any aggressive designs on the part of the
Soviet Union against this continent, 21

The Canadian government did not believe that the Soviet Union
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posed a direct threat to continental security,especially when

considering Soviet capabilities to lauveh sttacks in the

immediate post-war period.As the Working Committee on Post-

Hostilities Problems pointed out in 1944,

Even if tensions were to hecome acute between the USSR ani
the US,the prohlems of recovery and development in the
USSR are so great that the possibility of warfare between

these two Great Powers during the next decaie is ext remely
remote. 22

The American military disagreed with this assegsment ,but the

Canzdian government had been alerted to the fact that this

was due to the particular interests of the American military.

General Pope reported in 1944 that the American military would

not admit that the possibility of war with the Soviet Union in

the next decale was remote because of fear that such an admission

would end its hope of mainbaining the military establishment at

23

a high level of personnel after the war. In fact,there is

evidence that the American military sought to hold exercises

in Canadian territory to spend surplus funds in the military

bulgets so as to avold having Congressmen justify cubts in the

24,

American jefence budget because of these surpluses. Therefore,

the Canadian govermment was facing a situstion where the American

19
20
21

22
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JeWePickerszgill, vol.3, p.l1l55,

James Eayrs, Pe3350

'"Memorandum on Soviet Motives in Relgtion to North Mmerica",1946,
Department of Extemal Affairs files, citel in James Eayrs,p.334.
"Post-war Defence Arrangements with the United States:Prelinminary
FPaper",June 16,1944,Department of Extemal Affairs files, cited
in James Eayrs, p.326.

Letter,Canadian Joint Staff,Washington,to Chief of the Generzl
Staff, August 5,1944,Department of Extemal Affairs files,cited
in James Egyrs, D.328.

F.H, Soward, C a in World Affai 94 4— (Toronto:0xford
University Press,1950), p.273.
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military privately admitted that =z Soviet attack was unlikely
in the near future but still insisted on Canadian participation
in the gbrengthening of defences in the northern regions of

the continent,

The insistence of the American military on Camadian
participation was evident in the discussions of the PJBD on
joint Canadian-American planning to meet the Soviet threat.
The PJBD,through its Canada~United States Planning Committee,
prepared a recommendetion on post-war co-operetion which was
to outline how the two countries should view the threat and
how they should deal with it.The Amexican representatives on
the PJBD had to a large extent persuaded their Canadian
counterparts to accept their view of the threat.But the
Canadian government was not happy with the way the PJBD was
discussing post-war co-operation.On behalf of the Cabinet,its
secretary,A.D.P.Heeney,indicated to the Undersecretary of
State for External Affairs that,

The Board?s proposal go far beyond a working paper for
the instruction of jolunt planners.They take the form of
a basic security pact and contain z number of fundamental

military obligations.We had expected something quite
different... 25

However,the American representatives continued to press their
case and in a preliminary report on April 29,1946,the PJIBD
called for the retention of mogt of the bases and insballations
in the Canadiean north such as airfields,including the one at

25 Memorandum,"A.D,P,Heeney to Norman Robertson",February 1,

1946, Department of External Affairs files, cited in Jemes Eayrs,
P. 344,
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26 ‘
Goose Bgy,Labrador, as well as the construction of weather
27

stations. The acceptance of these proposals by the Cenadian
government involved either an increase in Canadisn defence
expenditures or the allowance of a continued American military

presence in Canadian territory.

It was at this time when precise proposals began to
be communicated that the Canadian government unierbtook the
seconl step of its decisiommaking process,the recognition thab
the basic project proposal of the Unitel States would have to
be acceptel in order to avoid a confrontation.On May 9,1946;
while gtudying the PJBD's proposals,]?ﬁme Mini ster Mackenzie
King told his Cabkinet colleagues that,

eeel believed the long range policy of the Americens was
to absorb Canada.They would seek to get this henisphere
as completely one as possible.They are glready in one way
or another bullding up militaxry strengbh in the North of
Canada.It was inevitable that for their own protection,
they would have to do that.We should not shut our eyes
to the fact that this was going on consciously as part

of the fmerican policy.It might he inevitable for us to
have to submit t0 itee= being so few in numbers and no
longer able to look to British power for protection. 28

Thus,the Canadian government realigzed that because of the great
power disparities between Canada and the United Stabes and
because Britain,weakened by the war,no longer provided an
effective counterbalance to Americen influences on Canada,

it could not confront the United States with an outwright
refusal to participate in the proposed project without risking

26 Labrzdor and Newfoundland were not part of Canada at this time,
but Canada had essumed the responsibllity for the defence of
Newfoundland duxring the war. '

27 Joumal of the PJIBD, April 29,1946,Department of Extemal Affairs
files, cited in James Eayrs, p.351.

28 J.We.Pickersgill, vol.3, p.219,
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a situation where the United. States would simply ignore Canadian
soverelignty and do whatever it considered necessary in Canadisan
territoxry despite Canadian objections.Mackenzie King recognized
that Canada did not have the power to prevent the Unitel States
from taking over parts of Canada29 and thus could not afford to
provoke a confrontation which might cause the United States to
enter Canada in order to ensure its defence.As a result,on

May 9,the Canadian goverument accepted some of the PJIJBD's
proposals,notably the provision for continued American use of
Goose Bay as an airbase.BoThe government did not give complete
approval to the PJBD's proposals however,Mackenzie King pointing
out that the British govermment hal not been sufficiently
consultel with conceming the appreciation of the threat.Bl

The Canagdian government still disagreed with the Americem
appreciation of the threat and the provision of bases and
weather stations in the Canadian North which it implied.Butb,

it is obvious from Mackenzie King's Mgy 9 statement that the
Canadian govermment was conscious of the possibility of a
confrontgtion with the United Stabtes on the nature of post-war
defence co-operation and hal no desire of provoking such a
confrontgtion.Therefore,the Canadian governmment realizel that

it would have to accept the basic fmericam proposals for continued
co—operation but undertook the third step of its decisionmmaking
process where it attempted to influence the implementation of

29 Jl.WePickersgill, vol.?, p.60.

30 "Memorandum by Hume Wrong(Assistant Undersecretary,External
Affairs)'",May 10,1946,Deparbtment of External Affalrs files,
cited in James Eayrs, p.353.

21 J.W.Pickersgill, vol.3, D.219G,
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the defence project to its 1i1ci?.ng.

In a memorandum to the Prime Minister a month after
the May 9 Cabinet meeting,Amold Heeney,bthe Cgbinet's Secretary,
indicated that,

eeothe Govermment will probably have to accept the US
thesis in general terus,though we may be able to
moderate the pace at which plans are to be implemented
and to some extent the nature of the projects which
are to be undertaken..e. 32

Based on this assessment,the government instructed the Canadian
Ambassador in Washington,lester B.Pearson,to explain to the
Mmerican government why the Canadian government hesitated to
totally approve the PJBD's proposals.The Canadian ALmbassador
subsequently expressed the hope to the American govemment that,
eeosthe War Department would not press us too hard with
urgent requests for quick action in the field of defence
in the North.,I said that,while developments in the north
were perhaps relatively small items in the defence plans
in this country,they were for us matters of great
importance, strategically and politically. 33
Indeed,the Canadian government was so concermed gbout an
American military presence in Canada that on June 20,1946,
some Cabinet Minigters actually proposel a scheme whereby
Canada would exchange some of itsArcticislands for Americen
territory so that American troops on these islands would not
officially be in Canadian territory. Therefore,the government
was gtill dissatisfied with the threat appreciation worked out
by the PJBD when the latter presented its formal recommendation
32 '"Memoramdum for the Prime Minister",June 12,1946,Department of
External Affairs files, cited in James Egyrs, pe.338. °
3% "Letter,L.B.Pearson to Norman Robertson",June 21,1946,Department

of Extermal Affalirs files, cited in James Eayrs, p.352.
34 J.W.Pickersgill, vbl.3, D.265.
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on post-war co-operation for Cabinet approval in November 1946,
The government 3id not agree with the extent of the American
military presence and of the installations that would have to
be provided as proposed by the PJBD and was concemed that
Canada could not adequately present its objections to the
American government through the PJBD,.During the Cabinet
neeting considering the PJBD's proposal,Brooke Claxton,who
became Minister of National Defence Sshortly afterwanis,
suggested that,in view of the American government's interest
in the project,
Shouldn't our reply to the President therefore be that
while we agree emphatically that there should be joint
Planning on the hasis of an appreciation to be agreed
to by the political representatives of the two countries,
we feel that the best way to Proceed would be to have
the discussion at the political level at once and then
to give instructions to the Chiefs of Staff and the
Joint Planners? 35
In other words,Brooke Claxton wanted the two governments to
reach agreement on a common appreciation of the threat and
then direct the activities of the military instead of having
the military representatives on the PJBD work out an
apprecliation without the governments being able to clarify
each other's views.On November 14,1946,the Cabinet agreed
with Claxton's suggestion and,while accepbing the general
outline of the PJBD's recommendation,insisted on discussions c
4
2
on a governmental level before considering the matter any further.
On December 16 and 17,1946, American government

35 Claxton Papers, cited in James Eayrs, p.343.
36 James Egyrs, p.343.



representatives met their Canadian counterparts in Ottawa.In
Presenting their case,the fmerican representatives indicated
that the American government did not want as many installations
as earlier suggested through the PIBD.As the Minister of
National Defence reported to the Prinme Minister after the
meetings,

The suggestions raised by the United States officisls

do not go nearly as far as those anticipated in the

reports previously male to the Cabinet.These suggestions

would aid 1ittle to defence expenditure,Further,they

would fit in with any plans ultimately adopted and

would assist in the development of the north for

civilian as well as for military purposes, 37
Thus, by delaying its approval of the PJBD's recommendation,
by indicating its objections to the broposals it conbgined
and by insisting on more direct discussions between the two
governments,the Canadian govermment had succeeded in
modifying the way in which the project was to be implementej
S0 as to minimize the costs for Canada and the American nilitary
bPresence.The American government hal recognized that the
Canadian government was concered about the implications of the
PJBD's proposals for Camadian sovereignty aznd agreed to
change the proposals,to the disappointment of some Anexrican
nilitary officials.BSAs a result,the Canadian government
approved the modified recommendation of the PIBD such that the
American govermment still obbtained Canadian agreement with its

appreciation of the Soviet threst and on the need for some

37 Memorandum,Brooke Claxton to Mackenzie King, Janugry 8,1947,
Claxton papers, cited in James Eayrs, p, 344,
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36 R.A.Spencer, Canada ipn World Affairs.Prom U to NATQ,1946-1046,

(Toronto:0xford University Press,1959), p. 308,



installations in the Canadian North despite Canzla's earlier
desire to avoid such commitments.But,the Canadisn government
had also obtained an importamt concession from the American
govemnment ,the gbility to limit the extent of joint military
activities in Canadian territory in order %o protect Canadiasn
sovereignty. 39The Joint Declaration on Defence Co-operation
of February 12,1947 which publicly amnounced Canadisn—
American agreement on the nature of post-—war co—-operation
listed the areas of co-operation as being the interchange of
military personnel for femiliarizabtion,provisions for joint
military exercises,the stanianiization of weapons and
equipment and the mutual availability of nilitary installations,
with the provision that these activities wou_tLd not impair
national sovereignty.ArOWirbh this Declaration,the Canadian
government had succeeded in making post-war co—-operation more
acceptable to Canada while providing a level of co-operation
which satisfied the United States,

Therefore,by 1947,the Canadian government was
participating in a defence project which involved the presgence
of American military personnel on Canadian territory to man
installations and to participate in exercises ani which
implied Canadian agreement with the American apprecigtion of
the Soviet threat o the continent,two things the government
had wanted o avoid when it began its de cisionmaking process,

39 SOW.D.leiban’ po 3380

31

40 House of Commons Dehates, February 12,1947,1947 Session,vol.T,

PP.345-348.



The Cenalian government Aid succeed in influencing the American
government on the manner in which the Project was implemented,
But,the fact remains that Canada became involved in a defence
pro ject it originally did not agree with.This change in
position was due to the Canadian government's fear of a
confrontation with the United States,a fear which became the
dominant influence on the govermment!'s decisionmaking on pogt-
war co-operation.When the Canadian govermment began to conglder
its post-war defence needs and the expectations of the American
government conceming Canadian co-operation,the government
observed that its views of pogbt—war co-operation did not agree
with those of the United States.The Cemadien govermment wented
a retum to the pre-war situation where each country recognized
its commitment to the security of the other bubt gvolded joint
military activities,especially Canada which was always concerned
about the erosive effects of an Americen military presence on
Canadian sovereignty.But,the American nilitary, supported by

the American government,did not want to return to the pre-war
situation because it considered the conmtinustion of the American
military presence in Canads after the war as necessary to deal
with the emergence of the Soviet Union as a potential ageressor.
The United States expected from Canads a more co-opergbive
attitude than it in fact possessed.Therefore,the Canadian
government believed that hecause of the great power disparities
between the two countries,it could not confront the United

States with its determination to limit its involvement with

32
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the United States in defence matters.In order to avoid a
confrontation,the Canadian govemment decided to conply with
the American point of view and participate in the proposed
project.The government hoped that with the danger of g
confrontation removed and with the United States sabisfied
that Canada would indeed participate in the project as it
had expected,it would be in a better bargaining position

to influence the implementation of the Project and shape it
more to its liking.

Thus,the examination of this case has shown that
the Canalian government's decisionmaking process conceming
this project took three steps, first,the comparison between
Cangdian views on a project and American expectabions, second,
compliance with the basic American expectations in omler to
avoid a confrontation,and third,the modification of the
pro ject's implementation,This three step process forms a
convenient decisionmaking model which will be used in the
examination of later cases to demonstrate that the Cansdisn
govermment maintained this decisionmaking model based on the
avoidance of a confrontation despite changing extemal
conditions and military technology.



CHAPTER THREE: Specialization in Air Defence



This chapter deals with the period between 1948 and
and 1957 when the ability of the Soviet Union to launch large
scale attacks against the continent increased subgbantiglly
with the development of long range strategic bombers,Unier
changed strategic conditions,we will examine the Canadian
government's decisionmaking process conceming Canadian
Participation in two projects wdertaken specifically +o
deal with the new bomber threat,the construction of the
Distant Early Warning (DEW) radar line smi the establi shment
of an integrated alr defence comnand,the North American Air
Defence Command (NORAD).This éxmni.nation will show that
despite changes in stra'tegic conditions and in Canadian
political leadership,the Canadian government main'ba:;’.ned the
same decisionmaking pattem as in the Previous case,disagreeing
with the need for the project but complying with American
expectations of Cansgiian participation in order to avoid a
confrontztion.,

Before examining the decisionmaking process concerning
the two projects,the nature of the threat in this period will
be discussed,In the immediate post-war period,a Soviet air
attack against the North American continent was not considerel
likely because the Soviet Union did not have strategic bombers
with sufficient range to reach the continent from bases in the
Soviet Union.However,in August 1947,%the Soviet Union exb;};bited
the first production models of a new four-engined bomber,the

Tupolev TU-4,The TU-4 was in fact a carbon copy of the American
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B-29 gtrategic bomber of Worid War Two.Having copied B-29s
which hal crash-landed in its territory during the war,the
Soviet Union acquired not only a bomber which had sufficient
range, about 3,000 miles,to reach North Americs on one-way
"suicide" missions from Soviet bases,but also an alirframe
from which to develop more aivanced long range bombers;l
Therefore,once the Soviet Union successfully tested its
first atomic bomb in August 1949 and began the production of
atomic bombs,it acquired the capability to lawmch devastating
attacks on the industrial cities of the Unitel States.Since
the Soviet bombers would surely take the shortest routes
possible to reach targets in the industrizl regions of the
Unitel States in order to have sufficient range, attacking
bombers would most likely fly over Canaidian territory which
Was directly between the Soviet Union and the United States
on the north-south axis.

As a result of the bomber threzt,the Canadian

govermment became increasingly concerneld about its air defences

and took steps to strengthen its interceptor force with the
CF-100 and P86 fighters,The Cansdian government also studied
the possibility of constructing a radar line in the norbthern
regions of Canada but found that the construction cogts were
Prohibitive and '?hat the necessary technologiecal developments
1 William Green, "The Billion Dollar Bomber", '
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of the B-29 airframe.



2 . .
had not been completel, In the late 1940s however,the United

States decided to bulld its own radar line g.long the Canadian—
American bonier on the forty-ninth Parallel,but in American
territory and with no real intention of involving Canadsa in
its construction?But since the Canadian government was
interested in having some radar Protection for Canadian
territory and realized that the continuation of the American
line eastward from Lake Superior would brovide radar coverage
To the industrial regions of Onmbario and Quebec,the government
sought to participate in this radar line.As g result, Canada
and the United States agreed in August 1951 to Jointly buila
the radar line,knmown as the Pinetree Iine,with the United
States paying two-thinds of the construction costs,The Pinetree
Line consigted of radars to detect incoming bombers and
electronic equipment which could gulde the fighters in the
interception of the bombers such that it offered a complete
alr defence system which protected the more populous regions
of the continent.Nevertheless,proposals were already being
mgde in 1951 for an addition to this systen,

The DEVW Iine

Some elements of the American govemmental and military
establishments believed that the construction of an early warning
radgr line as far north of the United States as possible was

2 R.A.Spencer, Cg i ' (Toronto:
Oxford University Press 1959), p.315. ‘
3 Jon B,Mclin, D ' e

(Baltimore: Jotm Hopk::.ns Press,1967), p. 27°
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necessary in order to alexrt Amezica.n forces as soon as possible
of an incoming Soviet attack.In the early 1950s,new techmological
developments in the field of radar and the foun-fold increase
of the American defence budget due to the Korean War encouraged
the supporters of the early waming line to seek American
govermment approval for the project.4scientific studies
sponsered by the American government and the United Stabtes Air
Force (USAF) examined the feasibility of construcbing a Distant
Early Warming (DEW) Iine and these studies,notably the Tincoln
Summer Study Group in 1952 and 1953, came out in favour of

the DEW Line concept.Nevertheless,the American government was
still undecided whether or not to build up its continental

alr defence forces and reduce its defences in other areas in
onier to pay for alr defence.,Even the USAF could not decide

if it shoull support the DEW Iine even though it would benefit
the most from it.The main uses of the DEW Line would be to
warn the Strategic Alr Command (SAC) bases of an abtack so
that the SAC bombers,the main deterrent force of the Unitel
States,would avoid destruction on the grouni and then wam

the air defence forces to prepare to intercept the bombers,
But;the USAF feared that too much emphasis on defensive measures
might reduce the funis for SAC itself so that its su]gport fo;
the DEV ILine and air defences was not alwgys gtrong. However,
when the Soviet Union successfully testel its first hydrogen

4 R.d,Sutherland, '"The 'Stmtegic Significance of the Canaiian

Arctic', The ArcticFrontier, (Toronto:University of Toronto
Press,1966), p.265.
5 S.P.Huntington, The Commopn Def : P v :

Lolitics, (Wew York:Columbig University Press,1961), p, 328,
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bomb in August 1953,the American government decided t0o go ahead
with the strengthening of continental air defences?After
approving the DEW Iine concept in October 1953,the Amexrican
govermment sought Canadian participation in this project since
the ideal sites for the radar line was in the Canaldian Arctic.
(see Appendix A) However,the Canadian govermment had already
examined the implications of the DEW Iine before the Aneri can
government requested its participation.

In the examination of the Canadian govermnent's ’
decisionmaking conceming participation in the DEW Iine project,
our decisionmaking model induced from events in the immediate
post-war period will now be re-applied.In the first step of its
deci sionmaking process,the Canadian government compared its
views on the need for the DEW Line conmpared with American
expectations of Canadian participation.The Canadian govemment
41d not believe that the DEW Iine's usefulness was sufficient
enough to justify the costs of building such a radar line in
the Canadian ArctiecOn March 10,1953,the Minister of National
Defence,Brooke Claxton,met the American Secretary of Defence
and his associates and told them that the Cansdian goverument
was;"o..by no means persuadel that the proposed additional
screen would add sufficiently to our defence to justify the
expenditure of money and ma.npowero"7The Canadian governmenbt's

6 S.P.Huntington, p.328. .
7 Letter,Brooke Claxton to Prime Minister Louis S. St Laurent,
March 10,1953, Claxtor papers, citel in James Ezyrs, In Defence
D

of CanalasPeacem vol,3. (Toronto:University
of Toronto Press,1972), p.363.



39

lack of enthusiasm for the DEW Line project was due to scepticism
over the project's military value and concern that Canada
would have to pay the line's high construction costs.Even after
the American government had decided to go shead with the DEW
Line concept;the Canadian government voiced its doubts about
the line's mexits.Brooke Claxton t0ld the House of Commons in
November 1953 that one drawback of the DEW Iipe was the fact
that while it could give waming of an gttack,it could not
track the bombers between its radar coversge znd that of the
Pinetree Iine to the south such that it could not verify if
the attack was a real one or a "spoofingi raid designed to
umecessarily alert the air defences and the civilian
popula‘bion.BFurthemore,it was pointed out that since the
TU-4s were slow and vulnerable,the Soviet bombers would
Probably avoid flying over land where they could be detected
by the DEV and Pinetree lLines and reach their targets flying
off the coasts of the con‘l::l..nex:rt:.9

But,the Canadian government was particularly concemmed
with the possibility that Cenada would have to pay for the
DEW Iine.Because of transportation difficulties and consbtruction
problems causeld by the pemmafrost in the highArctiéh,Canadi‘an
defence planners had indicated that the construction of an
early waming line "would cost more then it was wo:r'th.".lO
Furthermore,the construction of a line like the DEV Tine was
8 House of Commonsg Debates,November 26,1953;1953—54 session;vol.I,

P03620 ’

9 Memorandum,Brooke Claxton to A.D.P.Heeney, June 23,1954,Claxton
DPapers, cited in James Eayrs, p.371.
10 RedJe.Sutherland, p.268,
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expected to be only a short term emergency measure to deal

with the sudden nuclear parity between the Soviet Union and

the United S‘ba:bes.llSince the main threat to Western security

was still considered to be Soviet aggression in Burope,the

Canadian government did not want to embark in a temporary

prroject which would divert fumds awgy from Cansds's commitments

in Europe as a member of the North g:blantjlc Treaty Organization

(NATO).lzBesides,in the early 1950s,Canada alrealy facel large

defence expenditures because of these NATO commitments as well

as its participation in the Korean War,defence expenditures

having risen from 2.,7% of G.N.P., in 1950 t0 7.6% of G.N.P. in

1953.13Therefore,'bhe Cenadian government believed that it

could not afford to pay for the DEW ILine's construction.
However,in assessing Amuicap expectations concerning

Canadian participation in the DEW Line,the Canadian government

had the impression that the United States would not only insist

that Cenada had to allow the construction of the DEW Iine in

its territoxy,but would also expect Canada to bear most'if not

all of the construction costs involved.In 1951 and 1952,the

American press,apparen‘bly encouraged by American government

officials,had often criticized the Canadian govermment's

11 For example,General A.D.L.McNaughton,Chaiman of the Canadian

section of the PJBD,negotiated construction arrangenents with
American officials in 1954 with the view that the DEV Tine would

be used only for a short period of time to deal with the
emergency caused by nuclear parity.see J.Swettenham, MeNaughton,
1944-1966. (Toronto:Ryerson Press,1969), p.193%, - :
12 Memorandum,Brooke Claxton to Louis S, St Laurent, Septenber 23,
1953,Claxton papers, cited in James Eayrs, p.367.
13 D.Stairs, "The Military as an Instrument of Canalian Foreign

Policy", The Capadian Military:4 Profile. (Toronbo:Copp Clark
Publishers,1972), p.99.
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hesitancy in contributing lai-ge suns of money for the defence
of the Western alliegs’ defence.l4The criticism of the Amexican
press was often used by the Opposition in the House of Commons
and by the Canadian press to hqlsl:er their own criticism of
the govermment's defence effort,thus adding to the government's
embarrassment ,Therefore,when a series of American magazine
articles in the summer of 1953 pointed out the deficiencies
of the existing air defence gystem,notably the lack of an
early warning line,the Canadian government was suspicious of
the American government's role in this canpaign to publicize
alr defence,The Minister of National Defence,Brooke Claxton,
believed that the American governmeunt was using the magazine
artlcles to pressure the Canalian govermment into accepting to
uniertake the DEW Line project by Placing the "..responsibility
for the alleged defencelessness of New York asnd Chicago on our
failure to make adequate provision.".lBThe magazine articles
were really attempts by the alvocates of air defence to win the
support of the American government for st rengthened continental
air defences.mBut,Claxton believed that it was actually the
American govermment which was using these articles to creste the
impression in the American press, and indirectly in the Canaiian
press and among Opposition members,that Canada was not willing
to participate in an important defence pro ject, placing Canada
14 B.S.Kierstead, C in World

Octobex 1953, (Toronto:Oxforl University Press,1956), p.156,
15 MNemoranium,Brooke Claxton to L.S. St Laurent, September 23,1953,

Claxton papers, cited in James Egyrs, p.367.
16 S.P,Huntington, p.336.



in en embarrassing position if i% refused to participate.Claxton
warned the Prime Minister that if the United States expected
Canadian participation and continued to indirectly pressure
Canada while the Canadian government maintained its oppogition
to the project,a serious confrontation could develop.
It may not be too much to sgy that the line of action
that may be taken may prove to constitubte the most serious
setback to [the] work [of Canada and the United States]
together for joint security since the end of the Second

World War,and bring gbout a situztion which might,to some

extent at least,endanger the ext raordinarily harmonious
relations which have existed between Canada and the
United States, 17

Paced with the possibility of a confrontabtion,the Canadian
government re-examined its position on participation in the
DEW Line project,

At this point,the Canadian government undertook the
second step of its decisionmaking process where it realized
that it should put aside its objections and comply with the
basic American expectations of Canadian participation in onier
to avoid a confrontaetion.The American goverment had not made
any formal request for Canadian participation because it had
not made a definite decision whether or not to proceed with the
DEVW Iine.In fact,it is only on October 6,1953 that the Americem
government agreed to strengthen air defences,although the DEW
Iine proposal was still under study.lSBub,the Canadian government
was under the inmpression that the United States would indeed
request Canadian participation in the DEW Line;the American /
17 Memorandum,Brooke Claxton to I..S.St Laurent , September 23,

1953, Claxton papers, cited in James Eagyrs, p.366,
18 S.P.Huntington, p.328,
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government having requested Ca.nadian permission to test some
DEW Iine equipment in the Canadiam Arcticin January 1953.19
With the American govermment giving every iIndication thet it
expected Cemadisn participation amd apparently using indirect
pressure '!:o make sure that the Canadian government agreed with
its views,the Minisber of National Defence came to the
conclusion that Canada would have to comply with American
expectations or else risk a confrontation from which it wowld
likely emerge & loser,Claxton, shortly before the Ameriecan
government 's October 6 decision to strengthen alir defences,

wrote in a memoramdum that,

The Canadian Government may or may not be convinced,
when United States projects are proposed,that they
are reasonably necessary when weighed against global
strategic factors and political obligations overseas;
ag well as against the possibility of air attacks
taking new forms in the next decade.However,it mey be
very difficult indeed for the Canadian government to
re ject any major defence proposal which the United

States Government presents with conviction as

esgsential for the security of North fmerica, 20
Claxton recognized that if the United States considered the
DEW ILine essential for its defence,it had the power to ignore
Canadian ob jections to the project and undertake the line's
construction in Canadian territory without Canadian government
permission,thereby challenging Canadian sovereiguty.Even if such
extreme measures were not taken, American antagonism would leave
Cenada in an uncomfortable position.Therefore,Claxton implied
that the Canadiesn govemment would have to comply with the basic

19 James Eayrs, p.362.

20 Memorandum,0ctober 3,195%,Claxton papers, citel in James Egyrs,
Pe 369,



American expectabtion of Canadian participation in the DEW Iine
because the risks of a confrontation were too great for Canada,
The Cenadian govermment did not have to make a definite
decision to participate in the DEW Line =t this time because
the American govement hgd not yet formally requested such
participation.But,the Minister of National Defence and the o1
Prime Minister,who trusted Claxton views on defence matters,
were now of the opinion that Canada would have to participate
in the DEW Iine project and thus enbered the thini decisiommaking
step where they would seek to influence American plems for the
implementation of the project.

Heving reached the conclusion that Canada would
have to participate in the DEW ILine,the Canadian government
now hald to decide how it would rarticipate,Canada could
participate actively in the project by paying most or all of
the construction and operation costs of the DEW ILine orxr
rarticipate passively by letting the United Stabes construct
and operate the line by itself.Since the Canajian government
still questioned the military value of the DEW Line and wanted
to avold its high construction cogbts,active participation was
ruled out.Thus,the Canadian govermment favoured passive
varticipation where it would sginply allow the United States
to build the line in its territory.However, passive participation
had two drawbacks.First of all,it implied an increased American
military presence in Canada to carry out the ILine's construction

21 JameS Ea,‘]'rS, polSo
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as well as its operation.Secoﬁdly,and more important,passive
bParticipation where the United States was left to pay the
whole costs of the DEW Line could be politically embarrassing
for the Canadian government at a time when the Canadisn and
American press were criticizing Canada for being stingy in
its contribution to defence ani when the American government
was apparently using magazine articles to indicate that it
expected Canada to contribute to air defence,Despite these
drawbacks,the Canadian govermment took measures to minimige
the effects of these drawbacks on its ability to participste
in the manner it desired,

The first task of the govermment was to minimize
the stigma which might be attached to its will to contribute
to continental defence as a result of its desire to avoid
Paying for the DEW Line,When the Joint Military Stuly Group
composed of Canadian and Americam military officers proposed
in early October thal another warning line be constructel
between the DEW and Pinetree Iines (see Appendix A) to fill
in the radar gaps between the two Iines,the Minister of
National Defence seizel the opportunity to show that Cansila
was indeed willing to contribute to continental defence.
Claxton reasoned that if Canada constructed the additional
waming line,known as the McGill Fence or Mid-Canais Line,
by itself,it would be less likely to be accuse.; by the press
and by the American government of being sbingy,even if it
still succeeded to avoid paying for the DEW Iine.Claxton



told the Prime Minister in a memorandum datel October 21,1953
that,

Our taking the initiative with regaml to the MeGill
Fence would put us in a better position to say, "Well,
we think we have done what we thought was necessary
for continental defence.If you want to g0 on agnl do
more,we are not going to stand in the way," and keep

our self-respect withoubt having to put out too great

an expenditure of materials,man—power and money. 22
Indeed,for Canada,the McGill Fence had many alvantages over
the DEW ILine since it was cheaper o0 build and operate,the
costs being elmost exactly half of those for the DEW Line,23
was based on Canadian developed and produced electronic
equipm'ent,24and was probably of more value beczuse it would
alert the defences of the Pinetree Iine that the bombers were
inleed pursuing their raid insgtesl of making "spoofing" raids.
In this way,the McGill Fence woull be of more direct benefit
to Canada's air defence than the DEV ILine which was above all
designed to alert the United States' SAC 'bombers.Nevertheless;
the fact remains that the Canadian govemmment was willing to
pay for the McFill Fence for political rather than military
reasons,a fact suspectedl by the then Chief of the Cangilan
General Staff and later,defence critic,Iieutenant_General Guy
SILmon.is.25Having approved plans for feasibility stu.iieg of the
McGill Fence in November based on Claxton's s}zggestion,zéthe

22 Memorandum,Brooke Claxton to0 IL.St Laurent,October 21,1953,
Claxton papers, citel in James Eeyrs, p.370.

23 The costs for these lines vary with the sources consulted and

the items included in the figures.The costs for the McFill

Fence should be congidered to be arouni $200 to $250 million

while those of the DEW Line are from $450 to $600 million
24 The McGill Fence was really an electronic fence ani used
equipment slightly different from ralar equipment.

25 Lb.-Gen. Guy G.Simonds, "Where Welve Gone Wrong on Defensge",

26 James Eayrs, p.370.
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Canadian govermment was now apparently szatisfied thzat fts
initistive on the McGill Fence would demonstrate thet it was
not sttempting to escape making contributions to continental
defence,

The Canadian govermment now took measures to ensure
it self that the increased American nilitary presence In Canals
necessitated by the DEW Iine's construction and operation
would not have am adverse effect on Canadian sovereignty.
Negotiations between the Canadian and American governments on
the implementabtion of the DEW Iine pro ject took place in the
PJBD.Through these negotiztions,the Canadian government sought
not only to confirm the arrangement whereby the United States
would pay the whole costs of the DEVW Iine but alse to establish
Canada's sovereignty over the lani uged.The negotigbions
stretched over a long period of time,the Canadisn amd American
government s ammouncing their joix;‘b intention to go zhead with
the DEW Line only on November 19,1954.The gulding principles
on the implementation of the project were agreel to only on
May 5;1955.Thmugh an exchange of diplomatic notes,the American
government agreed to a whole series of provisions Iincluding the
recognition that all land used for the project remsined under
Canadian title,that all construction plans be available for
Canadian inspection,that a1l construction and operating costs
would be the United States' responsibility and that as much as
possible, Canglian contractors and equipment be used.27The

27 Exchange of Notes Between Canada and the United States Goveming
the Establishment of a Distant Early Waming System in Canadian

Territory May 551955, Canada Treaty Serles,1955,n0.8.
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Opposition in the House of Corﬁmons and the Canadisn press
were not convinced that this agreement was sufficient t°28
protect Canadian sovereignty from Meﬁcm encroackment. ’
Bub as one observer later poimtel out, speaking of the agreement,

«e.Canada secured what the United States had up to

that time assiduously endeavoured to avoid,nsmely

an explicit recognition of Canadian claims to the

exerclise of sovereignty in the Far North, 29
In short,the Canaiian govermment had succeeded in correcting
to its satisfaction one of the drawbacks of its decision to
participabe passively in the DEV ILine project,the possible
threat to its sovereignty.

Therefore,in dealing with the DEW Iine proposal;the

Canadian government alopted the same decisionmaking pattem
as in the case of post-war co-operation.The Canaiian government
had precise reasons for avoiding participation in the DEVW Iine.
But,due to its perception of American expectations and because
of its fear of a confrontation with the United States,the
government came to the conclusion that It had to participate
in the project despite its objections to it,hoping to persuade
the United Stabtes to accept the manner in which the government
wanted to participate in the project.In shoxrt,despite the
different nature of the proposed project and despite the
chenged strategic conditions,the Canalian govemmment's

decisiommaking process concerning defence projects was still

based on the avoidance of a confrontation with the United States,

28 sgee John Wamock, Parbner to Behemoth, (Toronto:New Press,1970),
P.115, '

29 ReJeSutherland, p.270.
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But,it should be noted that the Canadian govermment anticipatel
the American government's decision to proceed with the DEV
Iine and decided to comply with American expectations even
though It had not received a formal request for Canaiian
participation smd relied only on its verception of the American
government's attitude.By taking such a submissive approach,

it was conceivable that the Canadian govermment would
overcompensate and accept involvement in & project it did

not agree with even though the American govermment 3id not
then actively seek Canadian participation.Such was the case
with the establishment of an integrasted air defence command,
the North American Air Defence Command (NORAD).

NORAD

The Battle of Britain in 1940 had demongtrated the

30
effectiveness of centralizel operational control of

interceptor forces in dealing with large scale bomber sbttacks
and the officers of the Royal Canalian Air Force (RCAF) and
the USAF were very interested in the possibility of having

30 A& distinction must be male between operational control where
a commander marshalls forces of different countries amd the _
of the word conbtrol in the sense of command over these forces,
Otherwise,this may lead to confusion over the real meaning of
the NORAD agreement.For example,Melvin Conant states that with
NORAD, ".s.it was unierstood fully in Ottawa ani Washington
that the control of the continental gir defence gystems had
passed to the United States and the decisions for utilizing
assigned forces,wherever located,would not be male in Canadaz."
("Canada and Continental Defense:An American View",International
doumal, Sunmer 1960, v0l.15,1n0.%,p.225).Stabements such as these
appear to imply that Canada lost complete authority over its
alr defence forces.In fact,Canala retained national command
over Canadian forces in NORAD and allocatel its forces to an
operational commander who happens to be in the Uniteld States.



a centralized operational control of continental intercepbor
forces.The military argued that the speed of the new jet-
powered Soviet bombers inbtroduced into service in 1954 and

1955 necessitatel an air defence system which could react
quickly to an attack and proviie efficient operational control ‘
of the interceptor forces.BlAs far as the military was concemed,
the existing system where each country was respongible for the
alr defence of its airspace with 1little provision for
reinforcements from the other cowntry being male could not
Provide the efficiency required to deal with g surprise attack,
The American Joint Chiefs of Staff were parbticularly concerned
for the securily of SAC bases at this time due %o a Rand
Corporation study which warnedi that these bases might be
Vulnerable to surprise abttacks by 1956,32and hoped that o
centralized operational control system would be estab]ishgd

at about the time the DEW Iine would be completel,that is, 1957,
The Canalian milita;:‘y shared the concern of the American Joint
Chiefs andq"a result,a Joint Military Stuly Group was establishel
to stuly the integratel command structure requirel .In December
1956,the Chiefs of Staff of both Canaila and the United States
approved the recommendations of the Study Group for the

33
estgblishment of an integrated asir defence command and

subgsequently sought the approval of their respective governments,

31 General Charles Poulkes, "The Complications of Continental
Defence", Nﬁi&@xﬂ_ﬁmﬁﬂm (New York:Frederick A.
Praeger Publlshers,l966), p.112,

32 G.H, Quester :Th i
(New York: Dlmellen Co.,l970;, p._27°

33 Genersl Chgrles Foulkes, p.1l13,
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Therefore,at the beginning of 1957,the Canadian government had
to decide whether or not to participate in an integrated air
defence command.,

In the first decisionmaking step concerning this
project,the Canadian government examined the inplications of
an integrated air defence command.Cabinet documents are not
available for this period but the attitude of the Cansiian
government towards participation in integratel commandis during
and after the Second World War indicates that the government
could not have been enthusiastic aboutb participabing in an
integrated air defence command.During the war,the Canadian
government sought to assert its authority over Canasilian troops
which were assignel to British units and with the end of the
war,the Canalian government was not interestel in having the
United States assume Britain's colonial authoriﬁy over
Canadian forces.As one observer has pointed out,

Canaia hal emerged from the war as a strong mildle

power,had divested it self of all facets of a military

command by the United Kinglom,and was not in any mood

to accept any aspect of military command under the

rogtwar collaboration with the United States. 34
After the war,the Canalian government did sgree to Jdiscuss
provisions for the operational control of Canadian-imerican
forces in an emergency such that if American troops entered
Canada to join Canadian troops defending a position,they would
be under the operational control of Cenadien commanders,ami if
Canadian troops entered the United States,the reverse would

34 General Charles Foulkes, p.l11l0,
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happen.These provisions were Basically the seme as those agreed
to during the war when the Canadian govermment had bargained
in a determined fashion through the PJBD to assert Cenadian
operztional control over American forces in Cansdian territory.35
But before the trocps could be placed under the operationsl
control of one commander,a time consuming consultation process
had to take place between the Canadian ani American government s,
It was precisely this slow consultation process which
made the air force officers dissatisfield with the exi sting
arrangements for operational control.The military believed
that in the event of a surprise attack,there would be no
time for the govermnments to consult and agree on centraligzed
operational control of their interceptor forces such that
the attack would not be intercepted as quickly and as
effeciently as possible.To avoid such az situation,the military
in effect proposed operational countrol of Cansiian snd Americsn
interceptor forces during peacetime so that little time would
be lost in co-ordinating the interceptors once there was an
emergency.Having established its desire to avoid American
operational control over Canadian forces at any other time
except for a real emergency,the Canadian government could not
have been enthusiastic about a proposal which implied continuous
American operational control of Canadian interceptors during
peacetime.Since the Unitel States hal larcer air defence forces
than Canada,it was obvious that an integrateld command would have
35 Col.S.WeDzuiban, Milit elabi Betwee it

and Cansda,l939-1945, (Washington,D.C.:U,S.Government Printing
Office,1959), p.108,
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an American officer as central commanier,Purthemmore,peacetime
operational control of Canadian-American interceptor forces
implied that American interceptors could be assigned to
intercept wnidentified aircraft in Canadian airspace instead
of Canadian interceptors or that Canadian forces could be
ordered by the American commander to intercept an attack before
fully consulting with the Canadian government,two events which
could adversely affect Canadian sovereignty.Thus,the Canadian
government objected to the political implications of an
integrated air defence command while recognizing the strictly
military benefits,a fact the Minister of National Defence,Ralph
Campney,emphasized when he stated in the House of Commons that
Alr Marshal C.R.Slemon of the RCAF did not indicate govermment
policy when he statel in June 1955 that an integratel command
was inevi‘bable.%’l‘he Iiberal government of Louis St Laurent
was particularly concerned that the proposel integrated

command would not be popular with the Opposition and the
Cangdian press.While peacetime operational control of Canaiizn
forces in NATO was acceptable to Canadian elite opinion because
of its multilateral nature,the government 31id not expect such
approval for bilateral operational gorrtrol of Canadian-American

36 House of Commons Debabteg.June 6,1955,1955 session,vol.4,p.4%46-
4347 ,John Warnock uses a 1951 Department of Extemal Affairs
statement which said that "the United States and Cansiien
Portions of the radar system will be linkel together to fomm
a single organizabion.", (Partner to Behemoth., (Toronto:New Press,
1970),p.118),t0 support his contention that the Canaiisn
government was interestel in participating in an integrated
command long before 1957.In fact,the statement obviously refers
to the extension of the Pinebtree ILine inbto Canala 4o make =
continuous ralar system through both countries such that
Warmock!s contention is doubtful.
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forces since Canadian elite opinion believed that only with
multilateral arrangements could small powers be certain that
powerful states would not impose their views on where and when
their forces would be used.371ndeed,the Canadian government was
so uncertain of elite opinion reaction to a bilateral inbtegratel
command that it postponed its consideration of the proposal

%8
until after the June 1957 federal election.

While trying to anticipate the reaction of Cansiian
elite opinion to the integratel command proposal,the Canadian
government also had to examine American expectations conceming
Canadian participation in the project.It was clear that the
Americen military wanbted Canada to participate in the integrated
command and that their arguments were supported by the Canadian
nilitary.Bubt,the Amexrican government 3id not indicate clearly
what it expected of Canada.In January 1955,an Americen
Congressman, Sterling Cole,who supported the st rengthening of
continental air defences, suggested to the American Secretary
of Defense,Charles Wilson,that an integrated commani be
proposed to the Canadian government,Secretary Wilson did not
agree with this suggestion, stating that it was ", . unmecessary
and politically inexpedient to raise the subject vith the
Canadians at this time-"g Two years later when the Chiefs of
Staff were requesting formal approval of their proposal,the
37 The desire of Canadian elite opinion for multilsteral operational

control was clearly Jemonstrateld in 1958 during the Jdebate in
Parlieament over the NORAD agreement when the Opposition insistel
that NORAD should be under NATO control rzther then simply a
Canzdian—American affair.see Mclin, p.54-59.

38 Meclin, p.42.
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American government was still .careful not to pressure the
Canadian government into accepting the inbtegrated command
proposal.For example,the Secretary of Defense waitel unbil
his Canadian counterpart had indicabted tentative Canadian
acceptance of the military's proposal before deciding 1:0_
approve it in the name of the American govermnent.4OT11us,
while the American military was expecting Camnadian participation,
the American government recognized Canada's concern for its
sovereignty and was ready to accept the decision of the
Canadian govermment,whatever it might be,

Shortly after the Chiefs of Staff approval of the
Study Group's proposal in December 1956,the Canadian government
entered the second phase of its decisionmaking process where
it decided to participate in a peacetime bilateral integrated
command despite its dislike of such arrangements.However,
governmental approval was given in two sbtages since the
Liberal government of TLouls St Laurent was replaced by the
Progressive Conservabtive government of Jolm Diefenbaker in
June 1957 in the middle of the decisionmaking process.In the
first stage,the Liberal Minister of National Defence;Ralph
Campney,decided on February 18,1957 to support the military's
proposal and planned to recommend full Cabinet approval.Bub;
the Idveral Cabinet pogtroned its consideration of the
proposal wntil after the general election.The second shtage
finds the Conservative Minister of National Defence,George

40 Statement Ly Prime Minister Diefenbaker,House of Commons
Debates;November 13,1957,1957-1958 session,vol.2, P.1060,
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Pearkes,also supporting the integrated command proposal but
succeeding In obbaining the Prime Minister's approval of the
proposal,Thus,despite the changes in political legdership,
the Cemadian government accepted the nilitary's proposal,
although not without recommending some changes to the original
proposal.For example,Ralph Campney requested that a Canadian
officer be assigned as deputy to the Commander in Chief of
NORAD (CIN(NORA‘D),if only for political reasons;and emphasi zed
that the United States should recognize "..the need for alequate
consultaztion with the Canadian authorities on matters which miglt
lead to the alerting of the air defence sys*bem.".411n shoxt,
even while giving its approval to the proposal,the Cansgiian
govemment was still uneasy gbout its implications.The fact
That the Canadian government decided to participate in an
integrated command despite its misgivings gbout such az command
arrangement can only be abttributed to its fear of a confronbtation
with the United Stabes.,

Indced,the attitude of govermment officials was one
of uncertainty about the reaction of the American government
to Canela's decision on NORAD.As in the DEW Iine case and the
decision in the immediate post-war period to continue co—operating
with the United States,the Conadian government believed that
it could not confront the Unitel States with its desire to
avoid participating in a project it was not enthusiastic aboutb ,
Even if it was only the American military which was pressing

41 Statement by Prime Minister Diefenbaker, p.l061l.
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for Canadian participatbtion,the Canazdian government believel
that both the American government and military would he
antagonized if Canada refused to parbticipate in the integrated
command and that such antagonism could cause a confrontation
from which Canada could only emerge the loser.The fear of a
confrontation with the United States is evident in a stabement
by the Minister of National Defence,George Pearkes, justifying
the government's approval of the proposal for an integrated
command ,Speaking of American proposed defence projects in
general,Pearkes stated thab, ' '

If we refuse to do anything,why,then,the United States

would say they had to do it amd they would just move

in here and we would not be a partner,we would just be

1ittle more than a servant of the United States. 42
Thus,accoriing to Pearkes,the Cansdian govemment had no
altemative but to participate in the integrated command
because the United Stabes could easily ignore Canadian
sovereignty and undertake defence projects in Canadian
territory if the Canadian government refused to co-operste.But
in fact,Pearkes and Prime Minister Diefenbaker,who had quickly
approved the command proposal because of fear that Cansda would
be embarrassed if it d4id not give its approval once the United
States did, were nisinterpreting American expectations,

believing that the United Stabes would "move" into Canadsg if

42 Tegtimony of George Pearkes,Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence,
Standing Commn.ttee on External Affairs, Senate,June 25,1958,
D.1l6.

473 Testlmony of General Charles Foulkes, Minu f Proceedi

and Evidence, Special Committee on Defence,House of Commono,
no.15,0ctober 22,196%, p.510.
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it did not agree to parbticipate in the project when the
American governmeut was apparently ready to accept Canada's
decision,whatever it might be.,The Canadian government apparently
did not make a distinction hetween a purely military proposal
like the one for an Integrated command and a fommal and urgent _
request from the American government for Canadian participation.
The former is really a suggestion while the latter is practically
a demand,However,as a result of its confusion,the Canadian
government accepted a military proposal for an integrated
command it did not really want in order to avoid a confrontation
with the American government,even though the latter had not
formally requestel Canadiam paxticipation.

Having decided to participate in the inbegrated air
defeace command,the Canadian government uniertook the third
step of its decisionmaking process where it sought to obtain
American guarantees that Canadian sovereignty would be well
protected,Agreement bebtween the Canadian and American governments
on the implementation of the North American Air Defence Command
was indicated through an exchange of diplomatic notes on
May 12,1958.Through this agreement,the American government
agreed to the eleven guiding principles for the operabtion of
NORAD established by the Canadian note.These principles
indicated the dubties of CINCGNORAD and his Canadian deputy,the
channels through which the governments would be consulted 221{1

the matters which would require governmental consultation.

44 "Agreement Between Canade and the United States of America",
May 12,1958, Capada Treaky Series,1953,n0.9.
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According to one observer,the Canadisn govemment had to bargain
with determination in order to obtain American govermment
assurances that the need for consultations between the two
governments in emergencies would not be treated liglrtly.45This
fact demonstrabes not only the customary success of the Canadian
government in influencing the manner in which the project was
implemented but also the continued uneasyness of the Canadian
government with the integrated command project.In short,it is
obvious that the Canadian government agreed to an integrated
command because it believed it had no choice,

Therefore,the examinagtion of the Canadian government's
decisionmaking process on NORAD has shown that while the nature
of the proposel project was different from that of the DEV Iine
case,the decision of the Canadian government was still based
on the avoidance of a confrontation with the United States.
While the DEW ILine required a formal decision by the American
government before it could be constructed ,NORAD involved sz
military proposal such that the Canadian government had %o
make a declsion concerning a military suggestion which is
certainly different from an American govermment request for
Canadian participation in a project considered essential for
continental defence.But apparently,the Canadian government
did not make a distinction between the different kinds of
bproposals such that it considerel the refusal to accept the
American military's proposal as risky as denying an American

govermment request for Canadian participation,Constantly
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fearful of a confronbtation with the United States,the Canadian
government 4id not correctly perceive American expectations,
kelieving that the United States would take over Camada's
defence if it refused to participate in the integrated

command when in fact the American government had no intention
of punishing Canada for such g refusal.As gz result,the Canadian
government accepted a military proposal for which it lacked
enthusiasm and which could have been easily rejected without
causing a confrontation.Indeed,the Canadian govermment could
have made a counter-proposal, suggesting hetter co-ordination
of air defence forces without having to establish an integrated
cormnand.453ut instead,the Canadian government preferred to
totally accept the military's proposal and try to obtain
guarantees that it would be consulted in emergencies;with no
certainty that these guarantees would be of great value.

In conclusion therefore,it is clear that despite
the increased probability of attacks against the con“binen'b'
due to the Soviet Union's acquisition of strategic bombers,
the Canadian government,in deciding whether or not to
participate in defence projects designel to deal with the
new bomber threat,was more concerned with the asvoidance of a
confrontation with the United Stabes than with the nilitary
value of the proposed projects.The Canadian government had

doubts about the military value of the DEW ILine and had

45 Colin Gray, "Canalda ani NORAD:A Study in Strategy", Behind
Lthe Headlines,vol.XXXI,nos.3~4,June 1972, p.4.



61

particular reasons for wanting to avold particlipabing in both
the DEW Line and NORAD such as concern for its sovereiguty.
Nevertheless,Canada parbticipated in both projects.The Canadian
government's decision to participate in the projects was based
on its assessment of Americen expectations concerning Canadien
participation from which it obtained the impression vthat the
United Stabtes would not tolerabte Canada's refusal to participate
and would either retaliate or take over Cansdal's defence,ignoring
Canadian sovereignty.In effect,the Canadian government was
more concerned with the American threat to Canada's well-being
which might result from a confrontation than with externmal
threats to continental security.As one Canadian observer has
pointed out, '
Canagdians know the United States is not the enemy,but
their defence arrargements are determined more with
Washington in mind than Moscow or Pelkding., 46
But in fachb,the Canadian government incorrectly assessed
American expectations so that the govermment would believe g
confrontation inevitable unless it complied with the proposals
when in reality the threat of a confrontation was not so great.
In the DEW Line case,the Minister of National Defence believed
the American government was using a press campaign to pressure
the Canadian goverument while in the NORAD case,the government
attachel too wuch importance to a military vroposal,Relying on
its perceptions and trying to anticipate American expectabtions
46 John Holmes, "Growing Independence in Canadian-American

Relations", The Better Part of Valour:Essays on Canadian
Divlomagy, (Toronto:McClelland & Stewart,l1970), v.l73.
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instead of basing its judgement on the diplomatic requests
from the American government,the Canadian govemment misjulged
the American govermment's expectations, perceiving them as
more demanling of Canada than they actually were.As a result,
the Cansilian government would too readily resign itself to
the fact that it would have to agree to particivate in the
proposed project when there was still an opportunity to
indicate objections to the project anl avoid rarticipating

in it without causing a confrontation.Thus,iespite ohjections
to a project,the Canadian government would consider it necessary
to participate in the project in the belief that no ma jor
American proposal could he refused,even if such provossls
were only military suggestions.The following chapter will
show that the Canadian government still has this sttitude in
the 1970s.



CHAFTER FOUR: Canada and Air Defence Modernization



63

This chapter examine.s Canadian decisionmaking in
the late 1960s and early 1970s concerning Canadian participation
in the proposed modernization of continental air defences in
the 1970s,At the time of writing,the American government has
not decided whether or not to implement the project as proposed
by the American military nor has it formally requestel Canadian
participation.However,Canadian decisionmaking up to this time
will be examined in order to show that the Cenadian govermment
is alopting the same approach in deciding whether or not to
participate in air defence modernization as it did in the
previous cases.That is,the Cansdlan government is still
preoccupled with the avoidance of a confrontabtion with the
United Stabes such that it is willing to participate in this
project despite its objections to it ani despite the changed
circunstances,Indeed,it could be expectel that the changed
circumstances would have changed the Canadisn govermment's
attitude towards joint defence projects.For exaxnple;wlri.le the
Soviet Union's ability to attack the continent has subgtantial ly
increased because of the development of the Imterconmtinentsl
Ballistic Missile (ICBM),the significence of Cansda's
contribution to continental security has dimini shed.With the
ICBM having supplanted the bomber as the main threat,the
importance of anti-bomber defences such as NORAD has been
reduced.Also,the Unitel States!' ability to have effective anti-
ICBM defences without requiring emplacement on Canadian territory
has reduced the importance of Canaidian rarticipation in continental
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1 .
defence., Purthemore,the changes in Canadisn political

leadership,notably the accession of Prime Minister Plerre
Elliott Trudeau who initiated z review of Canadian forelen
end defence policies in the late 1960s, could have changed the
Canadian governmept's abttitude towards co-operation with the
United States.But,this chapter will show that the Canadian
government's decisionmaking on continental defence projects
Is still based on the avoidance of a confrontation with the
United States such that the government resigns itself too

readlily to the fact that it has to participate in air defence
modexrnization,

The reasons why the American military is proposing
such modemization of air defences and the types of redars
end weapons involved in the new gystem should be explained at
the outset.Despite the emergence of the ICBM as the main threat
to the continent,the Americen military,especially those
concermed with alr defence,ingist that anti-bomber defences
must be maintained .,The Soviet Union has retained its Long
Range Aviation (LRA) with its force of "Bear" and "Bison'
bombers developed during the 1950s such that the military argues

1 At the present time,Canada's only conmbtribubtion to anti-ICBM
defences 1s a special camera gt Cold Lake,Albertas and providing
communicabtion links between some of the Ballistic Nissile Early
Warning System (BMEWS) sites and NORAD Headquarters in Coloredo.
Major systems such as BMEWS and ABM (Anti-Ballistic Missile)
do not operate in Canadian territory nor is there any indicsbions
that the United States sought Canadian participation in them.
see Testimony of Dr.G «R.Iindsey,Minutes of Proceedings amd
Evidence,Standing Committee on Extemrmal Affairs and National -
Defence, House of Commons,May 21,1969,p.1615.als0,Mitchell Sharp,
Secretary of State for External Affairs,"Canaiz~U.S. Relations:
Options for the Future",Intemational Perspectives,August 1972,p.4.
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that this bomber threat mush étill be countered,whasbtever its
inportance.As one observer has pointed out,"Phe United States
has g military plamning axiom of cowntering as many thrests as
can be retailed convincingly."zﬂ?he concem of the American
military has increased in the early 1970s beczuse of the
apparent intention of the Soviet Union 'F:o develop a new
supersonic bomber, code-named '"Backfire'",in onier to counter-
halance possible limitgbtions on the number of ICBMs agreed to
in the Strategic Amms Iimitgtion Talks (SAIT) between the
United Stabtes and the Soviet Union., 3I‘l: is arguable whebther or
not the Soviet bombers really pose any serious threst to
continental security.It is vexry unlikely that bombers would
spearhead a Soviet ICBM attack because of their vulnersbility
and because they would probahly ke detected hefore reaching
thelir targets,thereby ruining the surprise element of the
ICBM attack. As a result,bombers might be used only after the
mein attack,if they escape destruction by the American
retaliatory attack.In any case,the credibility of the Soviet
bomber threat is dehatable,

However,the American military has not only argued
for the maintenance of the existing anti-bomber defences, but
has also suggested the modernization of the air defence system.
In November 1967,the USAF's Aerospace Defense Command;'the

2 Colin S. Grgy, Canadian Defence Priorities:A Question of
Relevance, (Toronto:Clarke,Irwin & Company,1972), P.74.
3 Cecll Bmw{xpllow, "UsS. to Modemize Air Defense™, i W

logy, vol.97,n0.22,November 27,1972,p.12,
4 C.S.Gray, p.30.
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American partner of the Canadisn Forces Afr Defence Command
in NORAD,prepared a study on air defence modernization,the
Development Concept Paper No.l (DCP No.1l).The aim of DCP Yo.l
was to suggest a new air defence system which would be more
effective in detecting and intercepting low-flying bombers
and which would be less vulnerable to nuclear attacks than
the existing system of DEW and Pinetree Iines.SDCP No.l
therefore suggested four new weapons systems %o provide am
effective and less wulnerahle afir defence Sy stem.

The first proposel new system is the Overthe-
Horizon-Backscatter (OTH-B) radar.The OPTH-B radar emits
high-frequency signals which bounce between the ionosphere
and the earth such that a bomber would be detected by the
signals it would bounce back.Uniike conventionsl radar,0T E-B
would be ahle to detect low-flying bombers and detect the
bombers flying higher at greater distances. (See Appendix B)
The ideal use of OT'HB-B would he as an early warning system.
Three gites would be usel,one each on the eagbern ani
western coasts of the United States ani one in the Arctic
regions of Canada to detect hombers using the Polar route.
The OTH-B sites would be vulnerable to TCBM abttacks,but their
destruction wouvld offer anmother kind of warning of em impending
attack,

The second proposed system,the Afirborne Waming and
Control System (AWACS),would be less vulnerable to an ICBM
5 The Mid-Canala Iine was phased out of operation in 1965.
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abttack. AWACS consists of modified Boeing 707 jet transports;
designated Boeing E-34s, carrying a special revolving ra:dgm
which,in addition to the capabilities of ordinary radars, has
a look-down capability with which g low—flying alrcraft could
ke detected desplite the "groumd clutter",i.e.,the interference
caused by the topography.Purthermore,the AWACS aircraft (See
Appendix C) would carry computers and other electronic
equipment which would feed information to the interceptors
to guide them to their targets.In effect, AWACS would be a
flying Pinetree Iine which could detect bombers and control
the interceptors but with the added advantages of being able
to detedt low-flying bombers and being less vulnerable o
ICBM gttacks.Theoretically,OTH-B would alert the AWACS alrcraft
to take off and take their positions in the alr.But,some AWACS
al reraft might have to be on constant sirborne slert to provide
quick reaction In an attack or guard ageinst surprise gttacks.,
AWACS aircraft might also have to operate over Camadian
territory in order to detect and direct the interception of
bombers as far north of their targets in the United States as
possible,

The last two systems involve air defence weapons,
The Improved Manned Interceptor (IMI) involves the development
of a new supersonic interceptor with electronic equipment
having a "look-down, shoot-down" capability,f.e.,clectronic
equipment which would be compatible with the AWACS equipment
for the interception of low flying bombers.The IMI could be



an improved version of either the USAF's F-15 or the U.S.Navy's
F-14 air superiority fighters now being developed .The fourth
project is the Surface-to-Air-Missile-development (S4M-D)
which would be a point defence missile that would not
hecessarlly be tied to the OTH-B, AWACS,IMI system so that it
ls of little importance for this study.As the list of gystems
proposel demonstrate,the American military is proposing =
substantial modification of the existing air defence system.6
By 1973,the American governmemt had still not made
a definite decision whether or not to‘implement the proposed
modernization of eir defences,However,the Amexrican government
has allowed the American military to continue studies on
modernization and on the possibilities of implementing the
new air defence system in the late 1970s,.The American Joint
Chiefs of Staff have approvel the USAF's Proposals and the
American Defense Depaxtment is Preparing g definitive
modexrnization plan.7Furthemore,the proposed projects are in
advanced sbtages of development.The OTH-B radar equipment is
Presently being tested,particularly in the Arctic regions

6 For more detalled infommation on OT B-B, AWACS,INI, see Testimony
fP

of Dr.G.R.Iind sey,Defence Research Board,
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and Eyldence,Standing Committee on External Affsirs and National

Defence, House of Commons,May 13,1969,p.1466-1474.See also
CeS.Gray,p.74-83,als0 Major General WeKsCarr, "Toward a

Modernized North American Air Defence System", Canadian Defence

9 V0le2,00.4,Spring 1973,p,9-17.The revolving radar of

Quarterly
AWACS has been successfully tested and the special equipment

for the IMI has already been developed,a similar sysbtenm already
in use in the F-14.0nly OTH-B's effectiveness in the Arctic area

is still in doubt at the time of writing such that there is no

great technological Aifficulty,except for OTIBywhich would
prevent the implementation of the pro ject.
7T Cecil Brownlow, p.l2.



where the ionosphere is prone to disturbances by sun spots and
the Aurora Borealls which could reduce OTH-B's efficiency.The
OTB-B tests in the Arcticare being oarried out in Cansdian
territory (See Appendix A) under a joint program of the Defence
Research Board (DRB) of Canada and the USAF.BHowever, only the
United States has been involved in the development of electronic
equipment for OTHE-B and AWACS.For the development of AWACS
alone;$l94 million of the American defence budget for fiscal
1973 has been allocated with another $209.5 million,including
eleven million for the purchase of two prototypes, being
proposed for fiscal 1974.9Fina;l Congressional approval of the
AWACS program 1s not certain,but meny proposals to cut funds
for the progrsm in Fiscal 1974 have not been approved by the
Sens:belosuch that it may he assumed that the program will have
final governmental approval unless conditions chenge.As for
the IMI,the American military has not decided which alircraft,
the P-15 or P-14,to develop as the IMT.These pro jects mgy be
of questionable value,but hecause of "bureaucratioc-tecimological
inerti.a",llas one observer describes it,these projects will
likely receive final approval by 1976.

Because of its continuing participation in NORAD and
in comtinental defence in general and because OTHB-B, AWACS and
8 See "Announcement by Defence Research Boari",Department of

National Defence,Information Service, AFN:071/72,May 1972,
9 "USAF Continues Prototype Stress", .abion Week &

»yv0l.98,n0.6,February 5,1973,p.17.
10 K.Johnson, "Senate Restores Full Funding For'Two Major Weapons

Systems", Aviation Week gnd Space Teg_l;nglggy:,vol.99,no.25,

December 17,1973, p. 25,
11 C.S8.Gray, p.76.
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IMI could be more effective if usedl on and over Canadian

territory,Canadas has become involved in the consideration of

a modernized air'defence gystem,but only in an indirect way

up to now.Indeed,up to June 1973,there has been no fommal

discussions on air defence modernization between the Canadian

and American governments through the Permament Joint Boani on

Defence.lz'l.‘he PJBD is still the main forum of discussions on

defence co-operation between the two governments and the lack

of discussions indicate that the American government has not

vet made any formal requests for Camadian participation in

the new program.Bubt while the two governments have not held

discussions,the Canadian and American military have exchanged

views on the program because of their partnership in NORAD.As

a result,the Canadian military has expressed the same concem

as its American counterpart for the maintenance and modernization

of anti-bomber defenceslsand is already preparing plans for

the project'!s implemen‘ba:tion.MFaced with strong military

support for the modernization proposals and with the possiblility

of American governmental approval for the project,the Canadi=n

government has already begun to consider whether or not Cana;la

12 Interview with Mr.A.P,.Sherwood, Secretary, Canadian Section,
Permanent Joint Boaxrd on DefencejDirector,North American Section,
Defence Relations Division,Bureau of Defence and Armms Control,
Department of External Affairs.Interviewed in June 1973,

153 See Testimony of Lieutenant General R.J.Lane, (Deputy CINCNORAD),
Minutes of Proceedings gnd Evidence,Stending Committee on External
Affairs end National Defence,House of Commons,Issue no.2,March
2,1973,p.2:5-2:10.8ee also article by Majoxr General W.K.Carr.

14 For example,in preliminary studies for the replacement of the
CF-101B and CPF-104 jet fighters in the late 1970s,0ne of the
requirements is compatibility with AWACS."CAF Wants OP-101
Replacement delivered by End of Decade", Canadian Avistion,

January 1973,p.22.
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will participete in alr defence modernization, ,

As the first step of its decisionmaking,the Canadian
government has already assessel the implications of the ’
modernization proposals for Canadas.As a result of this assessment,
the Canadian government is not enthusiastic sbout Canadian
Participation in the modernized air defence system,s position
which was clearly stated in the 1971 white Paper on defence
poliqy;;zg,ﬁgngg in the 70g.Defenge in the 70s was the result
of the review of Canadian foreign and defence policies
initiated by Prime Minisbter Trudeau in 1968.The White Paper
identified the four Canadian defence priorities in the 1970s:

(2) the surveillance of Canadisn territory for the protection
of Canadian sovereiguty, (b) continental defence co—-operation
with the United States, (¢) the fulfilment of NATO comnitments,
and (4) the performance of peacekeeping dubi.es.lBHowever,
while continental defence was the second prioxrity,the position
of the Canadian govermment is that the existing co-operation
for anti-~bomber defence can continue but that there is no

need for Canada to become involved in any new project in

anti-bomber defence,The pertinent paragraph in Defence in the
10s states that,

The Canadian Govermment is not therefore vreparel to
devote substantial sums to new equipment or facilities
for use only for active anti-bomber Aefences In the
future.Over the last decade the anti-bomber defences
avallsble to NORAD have been substantially reduced as
& result of changes in the threat.Unless the strategic
situation changes,the Government intends to update its
contribution to the active anti-bomber defences of
North America only to the extent that this is required
for the general control of Canadian airspace. 16
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There are three reasons why the Canadisn government
is not interested in the air defence modernization Progran, '
The first reason is simply the fact that the Canadian government,
while recognizing that the American nuclear deterrent must be
pmtecbed;does not believe that Soviet bombers pose a serious
threat to 'tha'b deterrent force. Dg ence ;L,n he 70s clearly
states that,'The time has passed, however,when a full,active
anti-bomber defence is essential for the protection of the
U.S, deterrent capability."l7The Canadian govermment does nq‘b
share the American military's arguments that the bomber
threat must he countered more effectively despite its
secondary importance compared to the ICBM threat, such thet
it would like to avold contributing substantisl funis to a
new and elaborate anti-bomber system it does not consider
necessary.

The second reason for the Camadian government's
unwillingness to participate in the new system is the
govermment's concern zbout American enchroachment on Canadian
sovereignty.The Canadian government could parbicipate in the
modernized air defence system in two different ways.The Canailian
govermment could allow the United States to operate the
different elements of the system such as AWACS and OTH-E in
Canzdian territory in the same way that the United States was
allowed to build and operate the DEW Iine in Cana,da.Or;the
15 Defence iy the 70s,White Paper on Defence., (Ottawa:Infommation

Canada,1971), p.16.

16 Defence in the 70s, p.30.
17 Defence in the 70s, p.29.
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Canadian government could insist that the part of the systen
which would have to operate on or over Canadian territory, such
as OTHE-B sites in the Arcticand AWACS over.fr.‘light s, should be
operated by Canada.As in the DEW Iine case,both the active
and the pasgsive manners of participation have important
drawbacks for Canada,the former implying high expendifitures
while the latter involved a significant American military
presence in Canadian territory.Unlike the DEW Iine case however,
rassive participation would be the least acceptable choice 1o
the Canadian government because of greater concern for the
protection of Canadian sovereignty, as demonsgtrated by the
priority given to the protection of sovereignty in Defence in
the 70s.The Canadian government would like o limit a8 much as
possible the extent of an American military presence in Canadian
territoxry, having specified that "..to the greztest extent
feasible,defence activities on Canadian territory will Ee
carried out by members of the Canadisn Armed Forces.".loBesides,
the operation of AWACS in Canadian airspace by the United States
could pose a serious challenge to Canada's control of its ’
alrspace.As one observer has pointed out with regards to AWACS,

It would be intolerable for United States aircraft to

be given the freedom of Canada's alrspace in peacebime.

The United States Government would then be better informed

of activities on and over Canadian territory than would

Ottawa, 19
Thus,because of the problems which passive participation could
create for Canadian sovereignty,active participation would be

18 Defence inm the 70s, p.30.
19 C.S.Gray, p.156.
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more zcceptable.However,if Cenada operated the gystem,the

Canadian government would have to reassign many Armed Forces

menbers to new tasks and might have to purchase and operate

expensive equipment such as AWAGCS aircraft zmd IMIs to replace

the CP-101B interceptors now in use. 2OEven if favourable cost-

sharing agreements were obtained,the costs for Canada would

still be hi.gh21 suc.‘p that Canada would expend subsbantial

funds to;in reality,protect its sovereignty from Americem

enchroachment.In short,participation in the new air defence

system would require the Canadian government to make difficult

decisions where it would have to consider the drawbacks of

the different manners of participation and chopse the ones

which were the most acceptable to it Iherefore,the Canadian

government could not be vexry enthuslastic about s pro ject

which Involvel so meny threats to Canadian sovereignty a=nd

S50 many difficulties for the government.

The third reason for the Canadian government's

wnwillingness to participate in the modernizel air defence

system is the availability of = Canadian alrspace surveillance

system which could meet the requirements of airspace comtrol

as established by the first defence priority,the protection of

sovereignty without requiring the use of AWACS and OTH-B, At the

20 For example,the costs for the purchase of one AWACS aircraft
would be agbout $63 million if 42 are built.C.8.0 «lhe price
of an F-14 or F-15 is aboubt $15 nillion.Furthermore,the
operating costs of AWACS would be very high such that probably
no more than three would be on alrbome alert at the same time.

21 The estimated costs of Canada's countribution to NORAD are $1%9
million for 1970-71 (down from a bigh of $163 million in 1956~59.)
C.8.Gray, Appendix I.It can be assumed that Camada's contribution

t0o a modernized air defence system would be higher than these
amounts at least in the first years of operation,
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present time,the Canadian airspace survelllance gystem is a

composite of two gystems.First,there is the aircraft control

system of the Ministry of Transport which surveys the passage

of civil aircraft through Cemadian airspace with its particular

radar system.The second system is the Air Defence Command (ADC)

of the Canadian Armed Forces which carries out the identification

of aircraft in Canadian airspace as part of its sovereignty

protection duties and which undertakes the anti-bomber defence

role as part of Camada's contribution to NORAD.The existing

surveillance system has two drawbacks.,The first drawback is

that the Ministry of Transport (MOT) and Air Defence Command

radar systems,while sharing some information and some installations,

are distinct one from the othexr,NMOT having its radar system

and ADC using the facilities of the Pinetree Iine,The lack of

commonality between the two systems may increase if MOT's

proposed Joint En-route Terminal Control System (JETS) is

placed into operation in the late 19708 because JEI'S uses

complet ely new equipment and cannot debtect non- co-operating

glrcraft which challenge Canadian sovereignty.ngs a result,

Canzda will have two costly radar Bystems,one’for civilian use

and another for general airspace surveillance,not a cost-

effective arrangement.The second drawback is in the ADC system,

In the command structure of NORAD,which is divided into many

regions of operational confl:rol,230n1y about half of Canadian

22 Major—-General N,L.Magnusson,"Surveillance and Coutrol of Canadian
Airspace", Capadian Defence Quarterly,vol.3,no.l,Summer 1973,p.10.
Only aircraft with transponders emitting signals would be detected.

23 North America is devided into many regions in which there is a
central operational commander responsible to CINCGNORAD.
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alrspace is under the operationzl control of a Canadisn
commander while other areas of Canadlan alirspasce are included
in American NORAD regions where the operationzl commander is
an American.241n other words,the ADC system does not have
total responsibility for the surveillance of Canadian airspace
since it shares that responsibility with the USAP,not the best
arrangement for the protection of Canadian sovereignty.25'.1‘hu5;
the existing Canadian alrspace survelllance system does not
provide cost-effective and efficient conbtrol of Canadian
airspace for the protection of sovereigubty.

An obvious way to correct the drawbacks of the
existing gystem would be to have all Canadian sirspace under
Canadian operational control and to combine the radar resources
of MOT and ADC.The latter undertaking would not be difficult
because the ADC system glready provides more extensive radar
coverage than the MOT system (See Appendix D) and has the
computer equipment of the Pinetree Iine which could be used
t0 control civilian as well as military flights,The combinstion
of MOT and ADC resources would end the present duplication of
efforts where the MOT system provides radar coverage for the
same areas as the ADC gystem and would cancel the need to
purchase costly compu:ter equipment for the JEI'S proposal because
24 Colonel J.D,Dickson, "NORAD:Some Historlical Perspectives",

Cemadion Defence Quarterly

s VOle2,10.4,3pring 1973,p.22 The
disposition of NORAD regions was revised in 1969 in order to

place more areas of Canada under Canadian control,but some areas
of Canada still remalned under American opere:tional control.

25 The Canadlian government is just as concerned with American
incursion in Canadian airspace as with other foreign flights,
See statement by Minister of National Defence in John Burus,
"Donald Macdonald's Views on Canada's Military Role",The Globe
and Mail,February 1,1971,p.7.
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the Pinetree Iine has essentially the same kind of computer

26

equipment slready in use., Indeed,because of the duplication

of efforts in the present ADC and MOT gystems and beczuse MOT!'s

JETS proposal would reduce the MOT system's usefulness in

cont rolling Canadian airspace due to the ingbility of JETS

equipment to detect unco—operative aircraft challenging

Canadian sovereignty,the Cemadian government is currently

27

reconsidering the JEI'S proposal. Once the ADC and MOT systems

would be combined,the control of Canadian airspace in its

tobtality could be ceunbralized in the NORAD regional control

center gt North Bay,Ontario,which already controls half of

Canadian alrspace,after arrangements had been maie with the

United States.In fact,the combination of ADC and MOT radaxr

gystems and the centralization of control of Canadian airspace

in Canzda could be done without affecting Canada's responsibilities

28

within the present NORAD system since Csnada would still

provide radar information to the United Stabtes.Therefore,the

Canadian government could easily have an efficient airspace

control system which could be economical and which would

effectively meet the first defence priority,sovereignty protection.

The impleuentation of z modernized continental air

26 Major-General N.L.Magnusson, "Surveillance and Control of-

27

Canadian Alirspace", Canadian Defence Quarterly,vol.3,no.l, Sunmer
1973, p.10-13.General Magnusson is the Commander of Afr Defence
Commend znd is the leading advocate of a totally Canadian system
fg':é- alirspace control.This section of the stuiy is basel on his
article.

Interview.See Testimony of Mr.D.H.W.Kirkwood, (Assistant Deputy
Mimster,Departmen‘h of National Defence) ]'_j_m S P

and Evidence,

Standing Committee on Exbernal Affalrs and National
Defence, House of Commons,Issue n6.,2,March 2,1973, p.2:17,
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defence system as proposed by the Americen military could make
the efficient combination of the MOT and ADC alrspace survelllance
systems more difficult,if not impractical.If AWACS replaces the
Pinetree Iine,the differences in equipment between ADC and MOT
would be increased and the sharing of common radar stations

and computer equipment would not be possible.If the Pinetree
Iine remains in operztion despi‘pe AWACS, Canada would find
itself with three radar systens,MOT's,the Pinetree Iine and
AWACS.These three systems could perhaps be combined into =&
single surveillance system,but this combingtion could be
complicated and would not remove the duplication of efforts

by AWACS and the Pinetree Iine.An added complication would

be the operation of AWACS in Canadian afrspace by the United
States.Indeed,the value of a totally Canadian system for
alrspace surveillance would be questionable if the United States
was allowed to have as much control over Canadian airspace as
Canada.In short,the implementation of a modernized alr defence
system and Canadian participation in that system could possibly
prevent the Canadian government from establishing an alrspace
surveillance system which could effectively protect Canadian
sovereignty without significant expenditures.Presmnably;the
Canadian government would like to avoid involvement in an alr
defence system which was basel only, on the Amexican military's
perception of the Soviet bomber|and which could severely linit
Canada's options on the establishment of its own efficient airspace
28 Major-General N.L.Magnusson, p.ll.Radar informabtion could be

provided to the United States just as the latter provides BNEUS

information to Canada through NORAD even though Canada does not
participate actively in it,



surveillance systen.

Thus,to recapitulate,the Canadian government has
three reasons for avoiding participation in the proposed
modernized air defence system:a different perception of the
bomber threat than that of the American militaxy;concem for
the implicgtions of the new system for Canadian soverelguty,
and the avallability of an airspace surveillance gystem which
might not be compatible with the American system, However,
despite these three reasons,there is no indication that the
Canadian government is alerting the American govermment to its
desire to avoild participating in the modernized system.In other
words,the Canadian government has apparently prpceeded Yo the
second step of its decisionmalkdng process where,despite
ob jections to the modernization proposal,it has come to the
conclusion that it camnot confront the United States with its
unwillingness to participate in the modernized system.The
Canadian govermment does not want to take a stand against the
modernization proposal and appears to be content to let the
United States decide whether or not to implement the modernized
alr defence system and to what exbtent Canada will particlipate
in the system.The present Minister of National Defence,James A,
Richardson, has stated that on the matter of air defence pmodern—
igation, Canada,

«.ocannot make a declision fully independently in this
instance.We wlll be working with the American forces;
our persomnel are now working with them.Ve will be
waiting to see what they decide in temms of systems,

and then working out with them appropriate participation
by Canada. 29

79
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In other words,the Canadian govermment is letting the United
States decide whether or not Canada will paxrticipate in the
modemized systen.

The reticence of the Canadian government to insist
on its opposition to Canadien participation in air defence
modernization wags furbther demonstrated by the attitude of the
Secretary of State for External Affairs concerming Canadian—
American defence co-operation in the 1970s.4 major 1972, policy
statement on Canadian-American relations indicated that,

oo othe momentum of the Fifties and Sixties toward
closely-integrated and structured defence arrangements
has abgted.This situation could change,of course,as

a result of teclnical innovations such as the intro-

duction of new defence and waming systems,or a return
to a more acbive military confrontation between the

super-powers. 30

The policy statement 3id not say that new integrated continental
defence arrangements would occur if new warning systems were
implemented in response to increasing antagonism between the
super-powers.Rather,it stated that Canada and the Unitel States
would undertake new defence arrangements either because of the
implementation of a modemizel air defence system or because
of increased world tensions.In other words,this statement
implies that Canada would be willing to participate in air
Jdefence modemization whether or not intemational tensions
required such new defence measures.,This attitude of the
Department of External Affairs may explain why in the five yvear
period between the modemization proposal of DCP No.l in November
29 Testimony of James Richardson,Minuteg of Proceedings and Evidence,

Standing Committee on External Affsirs and National Defence,Issue

No.9, April 13,1973, p.9:1l.
30 Mitchell Sharp, p.4.



1967 and June 1973,the PJBD has not heen used by Canada to
indicate its desire to avoid participation in the modernized
alr defence system.

Indeed,only at the military level has there heen
exchanges of views on the modernization proposal between
Canada and the United States.However,it is not through the
nilitary with its particular interest in the maintenance of
active air defencesBlthat the Canadian goverument can
effectively indicate to the Mmerican government its lack of
enthusiasm for Cangdia.n participation in the modernized
system,Furthermore,even when 1t dealt directly with the
American government,the Canadian government has failed to use
the occasion to voice its opinion on air defencelmodemiza'tion.
When the NORAD Agreement was renewed on March 30,1963 after the
ten year period stipulated in the original Agreement of May 12,
1958,the Canadian government obtained the American government's
assurance that ",.this Agreement will not involve in any way
a Canadian commitment to participate in an active ballistic
missile defense, "32 However,the Canadian government did not
seek similar assurances that Canala would not become involved

31 "For as long as Canada remains in the business of active =zir
defence and for as long as forward and earmarked deployment

for NATO-Europe are official policgy,then so long must the need

to maintain armed forces remain beyond dispute.,", C.S.Gray,
'"Mefence Policy and the Military Profession:What are Canada's
Soldiers to do?", Cangdian Milit Professi ism:Th

Tdentit Toronto:Canadian Institute of Internabional
Affairs,l973$, PelTe :

81

32 quotedfrom American note, "Renewal of NORAD Agreement ", External

Affai rs,vo0l.20,n0.5,May 1968, p.217.This commitment explains
why the ABM debate in the late 1960s is not examined here,
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in air defence mocemization in either the 1968 or 1973 renewals

of the NORAD Agreement.While the NORAD Agreement deals only

with the integrated command st ructure,the modemization of

alr defences inevitably hecomes involved in the considergtion

of NORAD's renewal because the NORAD gystem is presently based

on the DEW and Pinetree Lines which would be replaced by OTH-B

and AWACS.The Canadian government cannot consider whether or

not to renew the NORAD Agreement without thinking aboubt the

implications of the new system for Canada.Yet,despite the

objections to the proposal expressed in the White Paper,the

Canadian govermment has agreed to renew the NORAD Agreement

in 1973 without indicating that it did not want to particivpate

33 '

in the new gystem. Instead,the Canadian government has chosen

to renew the NORAD Agreement for only two years so that it

could be renegotiated when and if the American govermment

finally decides to modemize air defences.As the Secretaxy of

State for External Affairs,Mitchell Sharp,explained it,the

Canadian goverament approached the 1975 renewal of NORAD very

cautiously,adding that the Agreement would be renewed only for

a short period of time in order to study the usefulness of the

33 It should be understood that this study is not criticizing the
govermment's decision to remain in NORAD as such.But,nothing
prevented the Canadian government from insisting that,while it
was prepared to remain in NORAD as it Presently exists,it would
not be willing to participate in the modemization of NORAD,
especially when the White Paper stated that snti-bomber defences
were not as important as in the past.The only real advantage.
of the OTH-B and AWACS system over the DEW and Pinetree Iines
ystem is the ability to detect lowflying aircraft.Canadian
participation in a new and costly anti-bomber defence sy stem

would contradict the govemment's statement that the bomber
threat was no longer important.
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"mechanism that has to he esi',a.hlished.,.".34 But surely,the
Canadian government must realize that the American govermment
would be antagonized if after spending millions of dollars to
develop AWACS,0TB-B and IMI specifically for a modemized
continental air defence system,it suddenly faced a refusal
of the Canadian govermment to participate in the new gystenm,
Indeed, Canadian reticence in the early stages of
the American government's consideration of the modemizetion
proposal almost inevitably means Canadian participation in
the new projects once these are approved by the American
government.,In fact,the Canadian govemment has already agreed
to participate in the testing of some parts of the proposed
new system.The Canadian government,for example, hag allowed
the testing of OTH-B equipment in the Canadien Avetic by the
USAF,with the Defence Research Board co—operating with the
Americens in a project called "Polar Cap IIT ".35Thus,the
Canadian government is not only withkolding its objections to
the modemization proposals,but also helping the American military
develop the different sysbtems of the proposed mo demization
project .How can we explain the Canadian government's willingness
to participate in the modernized air defence system when the
Canadian government has publicly stabted its desire to avoid

34 "Canada Cautious on NORAD Pact, Sharp Says", The Toronte Globe
and Ngil,March 6,1973,p.8,

35 See "Announcement by Defence Research Board", Department of National
Defence,Infomation Services,AFN:071/72,May 1972, See also,"Polar
Cap ITII", Sentinel, (Canadian Forces Magazine), vol,9,no0.1,
January 1973,p.24-25.It should be noted that some testing of
the AWACS radar has also heen done in Canadian airspace.See
Canadian Aviation,May 1973,p.55.5uch tests require Cabinet
approval before they can he carried out.
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pParticipation in such a project and when it is gtill wcertsin
that the American government will approve the military's
proposals and request Canadian participation?Tf the American
government has not yet formally incilcated what it expects of
Canada,this presumably would be the best time for the Canadian
government to alexrt the American government to its lack of
interest in the modernized air defence system,but the Canadien
government has apparently not taken the opportunity.Considering
the impact of the fear of a confrontation with the United
States on the previous cases of Canadian deci sionmaking on
continental defence co-operation,it can be assumed that the
Canadian government's reticence to object %0 air defence
modernization is due to a continuing fear of a confrontation
with the United States.

Indeed,the Canadian government's desire ‘o avoid sz
confrontation with the United States cam be demonstrated by
examining the Canadien government's attitude when it agreed
to renew the NORAD Agreement in 1968 and 1973.Tn the justifica-
tion of Canada's renewal of the Agreement ,the Canadian government
has stressed on both occasions that renewal was a necessary
nanifestation of Canadien friendskhip with the United States.
The Secretary of State for Extemal Affairs at the time of the
1968 renewal,Paul Martin,stated that renewal was important since,

To the United States,partnership for the defence of our
respective homelands is an importent manifestation of

the basic friendship between the two cowntries,which
enables us to speak frankly and to dlffer with the United

States in other areas where such vital interests are not
at stake. 36



35

Paul Martin's successor,Mitchell Sharp, shared the same zttitude

towards NORAD's renewal despite the review of Canadian foreign

37
and defence policies initiated by Prime Mini ster Trudeau,

stating in 1969 that,

Co—operation in the NORAD partnership illustrates the
soundly based friendship between our two countries which
enagbles us to speak to each other frankly and to differ
publicly on many important intemational issues,Vhen two
countries, however close their relations, pursue their own
independent policies in intermationsal affairs,there are
bound to he occasions when differences of opinions and
differences of interest arise. 38

Because of the emphasis placed by the government's spokesmen on
the need to maintain NORAD in order to have influence on Americanm
policies,one observer has stated that,

«ee2 Canadian contribution may be not so much demended
by the United States as rather desperately required by
a Canadian Government which needs to find a niche for
itself in continental defence. 39

Bub in fact,to this writer,the meaning of the Canadian government's
statements was that Canada could not refuse to renev the NORAD
agreement because such action would cause a confrontation

"which could threaten the multitudinous other forms of mutually

40
beneficial co-operation between the two countries.”", In other

36 Statement by Paul Martin, "NATO and North American Air Defence',
Department of Extemal Affairs,no.68/8,D,7.
37 During the Foreign policy review in 1969, Prime Minister Trudeau
argued that Canada should concern itself more with continentsal
defence than with NATO.(See B.Thordarson, Foreign
Lolicy, (Toronto:Oxford University Press,1972) s Pe159,72-73) ,But,
this does not necessarily mean that Trudeau favours modernization.,
38 Tegbimony of Mitchell Sharp,Minutes of Proceedings and Evi dence,
Standing Committee on Exbternal Affairs and National Defence,
House of Commons,May 8,1969, p.1l429,
39 D.Cox,"Canadian Defence Policy:The Dilemas of & Middle Power",
i i vol.27,n0.5,November 1968, p.1l0.,
40 P.CJDohell, !

(Toronto:0xford
University Press,1972), p.26.
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words,Canadian refusal to renew a particular and perhaps
out dated agreement on defence would adversely affect every
other facet of Canadian—American relations such as economic
exchanges and Canadian-Americen friendship in general,

NORAD is only an agreement concerming the operabtion
of an integrated air defence command such that the non-renewal
of this agreement would only end the integrated command
structure,not necessarily ind.cate Canada's unwi.l;.ingness Yo
continue co-operation for continental defence.But,the Canadian
government anticipated that the United States would view the
refusal of Canada to renew NORAD as an unfriendly act,even
though the American government did not necessarily incidste that
it would view non-renewal in this way.For example, prior to
the 1973 renewal of NORAD,a Memher of Parliament ssked the
Mini gter of National Defence if the United States had threatened
retaliation, such as curtailing the Defence Production Sharing
Agreement which helped Cana;!ian defence industries to seek
American military contracts,if Canada did not renew the Agreement.
Mr.Richardson replied that,

«oobhere has been no direct statement of that kind.But
it seems to me pretiy obvious that if we pulled out of
the NORAD agreement,that would be an indication that we
were not interestec in sharing the defence of North ‘
America.,It would be unlikely that,in those cdrcumstances,
a Gefence~sharing agreement would continue in its same
form.But there has been nothing stated to us. 41
Therefore,even though the United States had not made any threat,
the Canadian government feared that confronimting the United
41 %estimony of James Richardson,Minutes of Proceedings snd

Standing Committee on Extemal Affairs and Nationazl
Defence, House of Commons,Issue no.9,April 13,1973, p,9:10.
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States with a refusal to renew NORAD could only cazuse strained
Cangdian—~American relations.

The Canadian government'a apprehension about the
inplications of a confrontation with the United States on
NORAD's renewal inevitably affects the government's considen
ation of Canadien participabtion in air defence modernization.
If in fact the Canadien government believes that the non—-renewal
of NORAD would constitute an wfriendly act towards the United
States and would indicate Canada's wwillingness to do its
share for defence,the government cannot but consider that its
refusal to participate in air defence modemnization could also
be viewed in the same manner by the United States.With this
attitude,the Canadian government is wnlikely to seek a
confrontation with the United States when and if the latter
requests Canadlan parbticipation in the modernized system.This
attitude would explain why the Canadian government bhas not
utilized the renewal of NORAD in 1968 and 1973 %o insist on its
unwillingness to participate in alr defence modemization and
has not indicated its objections to the provosal through the
PIBD JThe Canadian government,wary of confrontations or any
actions which might affect the stability of Canadian-Americen
relations, hesitates to become involved in the American govern—
ment's conglideration of the military's proposal,even if Canadian
participation is an element of the proposed pro ject .Therefore,
as the weapons system such as AWACS and IMI near the production

stage and as American government approval of the modernization



88

proposal becomes increagsingly probkable,it becomes increasingly
dfficult for the Canadian government to avoid parbticipation
in the new gystem.The American govermment may abruptly decide
not to implement alir defence modemization and curtail the
development of OTH-B, AWACS =and IMI or use them for other '
purposes.lerWhatever the real probability of a confrontation,
the fact remains that the Camadian govermnment is in the process
of accepting to participate in the Amerfcan project amd for a1l
intents and purposes,is letting the Americen govermment decide
whether or not Canada will hecome involved in the new azir
defence systen.

Therefore,even though the air defence modernization
project has yet to he implemented,it is evident that the
Canadian government is adopting the same patterm of decision-
making with this project that it had when dealing with the
previous three cases.In fact,the only remaining decisionmaking
step on air defence modemization is the negotiation between
the Canadian and American govermments on just how the new
gystem will be implemented.This step will require the Canadian
government to indicate to the American government what manner
of participation it prefers and to arrange special agreements
concerning the protection of Canadian sovereignty and cost-
sharing agreement s.

In summary, despite the changes in Canadian political
leadership and despite the reduced importance of Canadian
42 Por example, AYACS could be used only in its tactical role

where it directs fighter aircraft in a babtle zone,In this
way , AVACS could be used with NATO forces in Europe.
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participation in continental defence due to changing techaology;
the Canadian government has maintained the same approach in
dealing with American proposals for defence projects involving
Canadian participabion in the 1970s as it had in the 1940s

and 1950s.Just as in the previous cases under stbudy,the
Canadian govermment is again anticipabing the possibility of

a confrontation with the United States even though the American
government has not yet decided to implement the air defence
modernization proposals and therefore has in no way threastened
retaligbion for Canadian refusal to participate.Because of its
consistent anticipation of confrontation,the Canadian government
has not formally incicated its position on the project to

the American goverument,preferring to state its lack of
enthusiasm for the project through a white paper instead of
taking the initiative end insisting through the NORAD renewal
and PJIBD meetings that it wanted to avoid participation in the
new system,At g time when the retention of anti-bomber defeaces
is questionable and their modernization even more so,the
Canadian government could dispute the arguments of the military
on both strategic and technical grounds and refuse any
involvement in a project of doubtful value,However,the Canasdian
government prefers to offer only weak oppogition to the planned
implementation of the new project with the hope that diplomatic
agreements and token Canadian operation of parts of the project
will protect Canadian sovereignty after implementation.Thus,
ironically,while seeking to avoid the risk of any confrontation
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with the United States by agreeing to involvement in joint
projects and then imposing strict guidelines to protect its
sovereignty,the Canadian government has lost the key component
of sovereignty--~the ability to independently formulate a
coherent set of nabtional needs and objectives and to present

effectively its point of view to the United States.



CHAPTER FIVE: Conclusion



o1

The testing of our three step model of Canadien
decisionmaking concerning Canmadian parbicipation in continental
defence projects has demonstrated that the Canadian government
followed a congistent pattem of decisionmaking based on the
avoidance of a confrontation with the United States degpite
changing strategic conditions.In the immediate post-war period,
the possibllity of a large scale gttack against the continent
was remote because of the difficulties involved.As a result,
the Canadian government was not as concerned s the United
States about the security of the Canadiem ArcticHowever,faced
with American requests for the fortification of the Canadian
Arctiegthe Canadian govermment believed that it was better to
comply with fmerican requests than to confront the United
States with an oubright refusal to participate in the project.
With the Soviet Union's development of strategic bombers amd
atomic bombs,the threat to continental security became more
serious.But in its consideration of whether or not to participate
in the DEW Line and NORAD,two projects designed specifically to
deal with the new threat,the Canadian government was still more
preoccupied with the avoidance of a confrontabtion with the
United States than with the implementation of effective defence
pro jects.The Canadian govermment realized the deficiencies of
these projects and feared their implicastions for Canadian
sovereignty Nevertheless,the Canadian govermment undertook the
same decilsionmaking pattem as in the immedizte post-war case,

putting 1t s objections to the projects aside,agreeing to
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Participate and then trying t0 modify the implementation of
the project.Finally,in the third period wnder study;the
development of the ICBM has greatly increased the gbllity of
the Soviet Union to attack the North American continent.At the
semme time however,the importence of Canadian psrticivation in
continental defence has diminished such that the Canadian
government could have been expected to weleome the opportwmity
to avold participating in any further costly continental defence
projects.Instead,the Canadien goverment has sgain followed
the same decisionmaking approach zs in the past and has
indicated its willingness to participate in a defence project
of secondary importance,if only to avolid a confrontation with
the United States.In short,if this writer may be permitted to
drew normative conclusions from his analytiecal study,in almost
thirty years of dealing with the United Stabes on matters of
joint defence projects,the Canadian goverment has retained
exactly the same decisionmaling process without considering
the changing circumstances.

It is understandable that a2 middle power such as
Canada would be concerned zbout a confrontation with a state
not only more powerful than itself,but with whom it is inter—
linked by many functional ties in the economic; cultural and
military spheres.The problem is that the Canadian government
still accepts to modify its independent views and comply with
American proposals in the 1970s despite the experience of

previous cases,the changes in Canadian political leadership,
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the different strategic conditions and the secondary importance
of the zir defence modemization project.For exsmple,the
experience of the NORAD case could have cautioned the Canadian
government against letting the Canadian military become too
involved with the American military in the prepa*pa‘tion of &
Jolnt defence project proposal.In the NORAD case,the Canadian
military consulted with the imericen military to arrive =t
mutual agreement on the integrated command proposal even

though the Canadian government was less than enthusiastic shout
a peacetime integrated command.The Canadian government could
have incicated to the military that an integrated command was
out of the question.But insbtead,the government let the nilitaxry
prepare an extensgive proposal with American support such that
the government was laber faced with a proposal it considered
necessary to approve in order to avoid a confrontation.The same
situation is developing today with the zlr defence modemnization
proposal where the Canadian military is being allowed to conbtinue
studying the implementation of the project even though the
government has ohjections to it.As a result,the Canadien militaxy
is preparing all its plans on the assumption that the pro ject
will be implemented while the United States gets the impression
that Canada will participate in the pro ject ,Thus in the end;
the Canadian government will likely be faced with a proposal it
does not necessarily agree with but which has reached such an
adqvanced stage that it is dfficult to stop.The government

argues that it cannot make a decision on azir defence modernization
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until the American government decides to put the different
weapons systems into production and requests Canadian
participation,or in other words,a decision cannot be made
until it has to be ma;de.lBlrb,by the time the Amerfcem govemment
actually requests Canadiam participation,the choices available
to the Canadian government will he severely limited.It can
either particivate in the project or antagonize the American
government by refusing to participate.Thus,if thg Canadian
government really wants to keep its options open,it should
present its views to the Americen goverament during the
planning stages and hefore the weapons systems are placed into
production,

The Canadian government's hesitancy to be more
forceful in its criticism of a proposed project results from
its anticipation of American government support for that specific
pProject and antagonism for Canada if it criticized the pro ject.
In the four cases,the Canadian government decided it was
obliged to participate in a project before the Amexjican government
formally requested Canadian parbticipation. Certainly,in order to
have an intelligent decisionmaking process,the Canadian government
must attempt to foresee hoth the implications of proposed projects
and the abttitude of the American govemment towards their planned
ilmplementation.However,the Canadian government tended to
misinterpret American govemment expectations concerning Canadian
participation in the projects such that it considered a confront—
ation with the United States more probable than it actually was,
1 TInterview
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As a result,the Canadian government believed that there was
little use in criticizing the project Proposals or txrying to
influence the American govermument's decision such that it pu:bsl
aside its objections to the project and accepted,as inevitable,
its participation in the project even before the American
government decided to implement it.In the alr defence modem~—
ization case for example,the Canadian government is apparently
ready to participate even though the American govermment has
not decided to implement the system and even though the project
could be abandoned on short notice.vmlzh all the wcertzinty
surrownding the moderization project,the Canadian government
would presumebly be in a good position to criticize the pro ject
and try to convinge the Amexrican govemment that it was not
necessary.Instead,the Canadian government is acting as if the
implementation of the project were assured and is relying on
tough negotiations after implementation to obtain guarantees
for the protection of Canadian sovereignty and favourable cogt-
sharing agreements from the United States.This passive
approach of the Canadian government results from the belief
that a refusal to participate in a new defence pro ject or to
continue an existing project would be viewed as an mfriendly
act by the United States,If the Canadian government clearly
explained its motives,its actions would not necessarily be
construed as wmfriendly acts.But,the Canadian govermment prefers
To maintain its consistent decisionmaking pattem of complying

with American proposals and influencing the project's implementation



in the belief that this is its only "alternative".

In short, gsince taking on the Soverelgn respongibility
for its external relations,the Conadien goverument has adopted
a declisionmaking pattern on continental defence co-operation
wihich,in an gbttempt to save Canada from the implications of
a confrontation with the United States,has in fact failed to
protect Canadian sovereignty in the sense that,by default,
the United States wilaterally determines whether or not
Canada will parxrticlpabte in a project it may not favour.The
Canadian government should realize that while the avoidance
of a confrontation is a realistic goal, simple submission to
any major proposal initiated by the United States is not the
only way to achieve %his goal,It is Jjust as reasonagble to
presume that by taking action when new projects are in the
formative stages,the Canadian government could avoid = situabion
where its options are limited and where the possibility of a
confrontation appears to bhe greater.By taking a definite stand
on a project as soon as its implications become obvious and
clearly indicating its views to the United States before the
latter requests Canadian participation,the Canadian government
could be in a hetter position not only to avoid a confrontation
with the United States,but also avoid varticipating in a pro;]ew’
it does not like.Indeed,through frank and const ructive criticism,
the Canadian government could influence the American govemment
to cancel the project or to modify it so that Canadian participa~
tion would not be necessary,thus removing the possibility of

confrontation.



APTERDIX A: Radar Systems in Canalian Territory

Pinetree Iine ralar coverage.
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APPENDIX B: Operastion of Over-the-Horizon-Backscatter (OTH-B)

External Affairs and National Defence

1469

ionosphere

0w
) €
-

/ -
TR (oras sive)

OTH BACK SCATTER

."-}-\

in

DETECTING AIRCRAFT

AWACS INTERCEPTOR RANGE. BASES

i iings i ding
Source: Minutes of Proceelings an-i_Ew_.iencg,Sijan ing
o Committee on External Affairs and National
Vefence,May 1%,1969,1:.1469,



APPERDIX C: Airborne Waming and Control System (AWACS)
revolving ralax

Tracking Displays
For AWACS Shown

Target tracking displays (right) on a
USAF/Boeing E-3A airborne warning and
control system (AWACS) airplane will pro-
vide map backgrounds and various kinds of
overlays, such as the polar and rectangular
grids seen here, to help the AWACS mission
crew assess threats and direct friendly
forces. These Boeing-built consoles are in-
stalled in the AWACS testbed airplane (be-
low) that houses the Westinghouse

- brassboard radar. Operational consoles are
being developed by Hazeltine Corp. West-
inghouse has received a contract worth
about $70 million from Boeing for develop-
ment of the pre-production of the surveil-
lance radar. In addition to the radar and IFF
antennas located in the radomes shown be-
low, there will be a high-power UHF an-
tenna for use with a digital data link.

—~Aviation vVeek & Space Teclmology,April 2,1973,D.61.



APPENDIX D: Theoretical Combination of Ministxy of Tramsport
and Air Defence Command ralar systems

SAUAR CCVERAT L

Air Defence Command ralar coverage

— Ministry of Transvort ralar coverage

Map from: Maj.Gen,N.L.Magnusson, "Surveillance an.d
Control of Canadian Airsvace", Canadian Defence
Quarterly,vol.3,n0.1, Summer 1973, p,11.
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a and Cont tal Defence Co-operation:
From Ogdensbuprg to AWACS

Michel Rossignol



This study examines the decli sionmaking process of
the Canadion government conceming Canadian participation in
continental defence projects,i.e.,military activities undertaken
jointly by Canada and the United States in Cenadian territory
for the defence of the North American continent.sectween 1936
and 1973,the United States proposed a series of continental
defence projects such as radar lines and integrated commands
to deal with extemal threats to continental security.With each
new proposal,the Canadian government had to decide whethér or
not to participate in the project and whether Canads would
participate actively,by undertaking the project itself,or
passively,by allowing the United States to undertake the project
in Canadian territory.Memoirs and govermmment documents have
shovm that the Canadian govemment often disagreed with Americen
threat perceptions and was concermed with the implications of
the projects for Canadlan sovereignty such that the government
had specific reasons for avoiding participation in the various
projects.Nevertheless,the Canadian govermment sbill agreed to
participate in every major defence project proposed by the
United States.This study attempts to detemmine why the Canadian
govermmnent accepted American proposals despite ob jections to
them,

The hypothesis of this study is that when the Canadian
government considered whether or not to participate in the
proposed pro ject,its main preoccupation was the avoidance of a

confrontation with the United States.,The Canadian govemment,



conscious of the great disparities in power between the United
States and Canada,believed that it could not confront the United
States with a refusal to participate in the proposed defence

pro ject without risking some form of retaliation.The Canadian
govemment was particularly concerned with the possibility that
the United States would ignore Canada's refusal and wnderbake
the project in Canadian territory without pemission,thus
challenging Canadian sovereigniy.As a result of this anxiety,

the government always agreed with the basic American proposal
for Canadian participsgtion with the hope that it could influence
the implementation of the project in order to minimize its

share of the costs and protect Canadian sovereignty as much as
possible.In all the cases,the Canadian govemment maintained

the same pattern of response such that a three step decision~
naking model can be egbtablished,In the first step,the Canadian
government examines the value of tThe proposed project and tries
to determine American exvectabions concerming Canadian partici-
pation.In the second step,the Canadian government anticipates
that the United States will accept only Canada's agreement to
participate and resigns itself to participation in a project in
order to avoid a confrontation,even though the American governmentd
has not made any threats.In the third step,the government chooses
the manner in which it wants to participate and negotiates fimly
with the United States in order to obtain favourable cost- sharing
agreement s and to protect Canadian sovereignty.In short,the
Canadian government followed a decisionmaking pattern which,it

believed,would remove the danger of a confrontation with the



United States while pemitting it to influence the project's
implementation to its liking.

The three step decisionmaking model is used in the
examination of four cases where the Canadian government was
faced with American proposals for a major defence project.The
firgt case deals with the proposal for the fortification of
the Canadian North and Canadian acceptance of the American
perception of the Soviet threat to continental security in the
period immediately after the Second World War.The examination
of this case shows that the Canadian government did not totally
agree with the American perception of the Soviet threat and & d
not helieve that a Soviet attack through the Canadian North was
possible.,But,the govemment considered it necessary to accept the
basgic proposal in order %o avoid a confrontation with the United
States.The second and third cases deal with projects proposed
in response to the Soviet Union's acquisition of strategic
bombers and nuclear weapons in the period between 1947 and 1958.
The second case involves the construction of a Distent Early
Warning (DEV) radar line in the Canadian AroticThe examinabion
of this case shows that the Canadian govemment had doubts about
the radar line's value and was concerned about the line's costs
and its effects on Canadian sovereignty.Nevextheless;the
Canadian government agreed to allow the radar line's construction
in Canadian territory because of its fear of a confrontation.The
fourth case,the establisiment of an integrated air defence
comnand xnown as NORAD, again shows the Canadian government 1lacdng

enthusiasm for a proposed project but accepting to varticivate in



it in order to avoid a confrontation.,The fourth case is =z
contemporary event where the three step decisionmaking process
has not reached the final sbtep.This case involves the American
proposal for the modernization of continental air defences in
the late 1970s and is examined in order to show that,despite

the changes in stratezic conditions and in Canadian political
leadership,the Canadian government has adopted the same deci sion—
naking pattern as in the previous three cases,

The conclusion of this study is that the Canadian
government has consistently based its decisionmaking process
conceming Canadian participation in continental defence projecvs
on the avoidance of a confrontation with Jche United Stabes despite
different conditions.Between 1936 and 1973,the nature and the
importance of proposed projects and the expectations of the
United States conceming Canadian parbicipation in those pro jects
changed swostantially.Nevertheless,the Canadian government kept
the same decisionmaking approach such that it misinternreted
American expectations and hesitated to criticize or suygest
nodfications to a project until it believed that the danger
of a confrontation had passed,In short,this study shows that
the Cenadian government was too concerned about the possibility
of a confrontation with the United States such that it followed
a set pattern of decisionmalking too rigidly and often limited

the options ovened to it unnecessarily.,



