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INTRODUCTION

On February 20, 1959, Prime Minister Johm Ddefenbakor
announccd thoy the Canadisn Government had deeided %o
dipeontinue tho produstion of the Canadien Avro Arzow
inteoreeptor aixvraft. He also annouccd tho Govermment®s
intention to oquip the Canadian air defonec forees with
Angrican-mgede interceptor aireraft snd Bomars B anti~ailrorafls
migoiles. 1% wao stated at that time that the Bomnres
achiecved moximm cffestiveness only vhen ammed with nueloar
varheads.t Following Mr. Diefenboker's announcement, snd for
theo next four years, Canndiens were foccod with ono of tho meat
important issuca eginec the conseription igsue of the Sceond
Vorld Var. The debate thet took place smong Ceonodisn
politiciens, nowopapero, nagogines, as well as the Canedion
public itself, was ¢entercd on the problem of whothor Canada
should or should not agcept muclear weapons for ite military
forees.

The aim of this theasls is to examine the sttitudes of
the Canadian politieal parties, newopapors, nagagines,
intercat groups, and Canadien public opinion, on vhether
Canadian dofcnee foreos should be muclear or couventionally
ammcd. The suthor will do this by analyzing the arguments
put forth by various segmnomts of Canadian societly reopresenting
both gidos of the debate. The attempts of tho pelitieal
parties o represent and/or shape Canadisn public opinion
will bo studicd in detail, During the nuclear arms debato,
the political partico ofton sald that thoir policics
ropreocntced tho opinions of a mojority of tho Cenndian votero.
The thegis vill ettempt to discover whetbhor in fact thio weo
the easc. Canede's defconce policics £xom 1940 %o 1963 vwill bo

De

abef, Vvol.ll, 1959, page 1223
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dermordbed in sonorol dormo widh opeodol owhincds on @“&_ﬁﬁma
Arowicon joind ¢ondinengol Gofonco mORCUEESe

thio oubjcot hoo military, morod cnd polddtdcod

A ficanos. It 40 pordticuindly dopoptont ob thoe prooosd

%meg fopr the HORAD ogrocnont vhich wap oigacd botunm ¢the
Cono@ion ond Anczicon Govormmonto dn 31008, mot bo moviomad
in 18668, Tho cuthor hapes thob tho pocdor willd bogtmo bottor
accguoinged withk ¢ho backsyound of tho Bomard 4osuo omd ath
Conpddon publdc opindon oo woll ao ¢tho opindons of tho
vagious poldticol pordicn on thic impowbomd fdoocuc.




CHAPTER TWO

the United Stotes in military matters begins with the Second
World VWar. Bebtween the date that Cansda deelared war on
Germany (September 10, 1939) and the American declaration of
var agoinst the Axis Powers (December 7, 1941), Canada end

the United States signed several military agrecements. Some of
these included supplying Canadian and Britigh troops with
Aneri¢an nade weapons, Cenads scquired militexy destroyers

in retum for leasing soveral military bases in Canada to tho
Amoricans, In 1940, talks between the Cenadian Prime ‘inister,
nockensio King and the Amerigan President, Franklin Roosevelt,
reoulited in the Ogdensburg Agreement, which stated that "tho
problens of defence co-operation between the United States

end Canada could best be considered by a standing international
committeo on defence.”® This led to the establistment of the
Pormanent Joint Board on Defence. 1t was mmde up primarily of
militeary officers from the three branches of the military in
bo4h countries as well as a diplomatic officer from each
na‘tion.3 The Canadian diplomatic officer represcnts the
Department of External Affaire. Hr, Gordon Skilling stated
that, "the funotion of the board has beon advisary end relates
t0 tho plemning of the defence of the north half of the
Vestera Hemiﬂphere.“4 Its reccommondations are gubmitted to tho
Chiefs of Staff of both nations for approval. The Ogdensburg

(2) Crane, Brisn Int;
Sanadian TnsEl
1964 $ page 40

(3) Sldlling,

Press, roronto,
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Agrecmont vng very important in determining the future
Cenadian defenco poliay. Colonel C. .Stecoy said that,

“from this time, ogcoxdin o @n effoctive organ cxisted
for continual {n%ernation conpultation upon and revicw
of the problems of the joint defence of Horth Amexiea.
Fron this fellowed all the meagures of joint defenco
teken ag the war progressed. There had been a time, long
ago, whan the defence of Canmde had neant defence
&ga.{lwt the United States, pure and simple; now Canada
and tho United States stood shoulder to shouldex.® §

On April 20, 1941, the Cansdian Primc Minigter went
to the United 3tates o talk to the Amnerican President at
Hydo Park, President Roosovelt's resgidence southeast of
Now York City. The result of thelr talks was the Hyde Park
Declaration, stating that Canada and the United States had
reachced agreement on the joint produetion of munitions and
exnaments and on military-economic co-operation. Joing
camittees were quickly established for administering these
affalra,

After the war, Canada reduced the size of ita military
forces with a consequent reduction of military expenditures
from three billien dollars in 1944-~45 to one hundred and
ningty-five million dollars in 1947-48. The strength of the
forces was reduced becszuse, et

“there was optimism that the new internatdional
oryganizations would ensure the peaceful settlement of
disputes in the immediaste future and encourage tho
growth of a lesting international order.” 6

During the 1950's, important discussions were taling
place betweoen Canadlen and American air force officarﬂ.7

(5) stacey, Col., C.P.
Printer, Ot%

T
]
(6) Crane Brian, op, ¢il., page 10.

(7) Conant, Melvin, “Canada's Role in Western Dofenoe,"gg£§%§g
b o ond
o

N

1, vol.40, October 1961 1962, Harp
rothors, ilow Yook, 1962, pege 436,
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These men were cencemmed with ereating a vieble defence of

the Horth Amerioan gontinent againast a possible alr attack
lounched by the Soviet Union. The Joint Board of Defence was
given the task of plamming for the defenge of the territorial
seag, coastal waters, and ailr defence. Soverelgiy over the
control of overflights and the movement of troops would be
maintained by each nation, but full military cooperation
ineluding the interchenge of personnel would continue,
Although eir defence was to be a cooperative venbure, this
idea was rapidly modified with the threat of a Soviet bomber
attack over the Jorth Pole. The Americen military planners
woere of the opinion that the first toxrpget of a Soviet attack
would be the air fields of the Strategic Aiyr Commend. They
felt that Canada's role should be one of detecting incoming
Soviet bombers and warning the Americans of an impending
attack. Thus, in the early 1950%as, three radar lines wore
built acrose Cenada. The 1ins Tree Line isg situated near the
Canadisn~American border and it was later commsgcted to o
computing systen, the semi-automatic ground enviyomuent
systen, (SAGH) which would direct the Bomarc anti-aircraft
miggiles towards eneny alreraft. The Md-Canada Idne was
situnted alnost half-way between the Plne Tres Line and tho
Arctic Cirele and finally, the Digtant EBarly WVarning network
of radar statlons stretched across Canada celose to the Arcotic
Cirele.

This was the Canadian defence position at the
beginning of 1957 in relation to North American defence.
However, during 1957, the Boviet Union had proven to the
woxrld that i% hsd devoloped long renge inter-continental
ballistic missiles, and American military, scientific, and
political prognosticators were of the opinion that by 1960,
the Boviet Union's missiles would outnumber those of the
United States by 3 to 1.8 The result of the elose cooperation

(8) Crane, Brien, gp, 6ifi., page 17.



between Canadian and United States alxr foree personnel,
coupled with the threat of a possible Soviet atteck on this
continent, resulted in an extension of this eloge nilitary
cooperation in the Worth American Air Defence Command (TORAD),

Canndinn dofence policies nad action with regard to
the defence of orth America from 1945 to 1957 have been
briefly deseribed. Before examining the oreation of TORAD,
the criges over the Avio Arrow and the problem of azececepting
nuglear weapons on Canadian soil, Canadal's role in 1ATOH from
1949 to 1957 will be oxmmined.

The peace thait was established at the end of the
Jeeond world Var and the feeling of security sgainat
aggrossion provided by the United ‘stions Charter soon gave
way to fear of Soviet aggression and its use of revolutionary
tagtios. In 1947, the United States gerve military and economie
aid to Greeee and Turkey in ordex 4o prevent these nntiong
fron goming under Commnigt domination., This was followed by
the darshall Plen, a program of economic ald to 'urope. After
the major powers had failed to agree on the future of Cermany,
the Western surcopean nations of France, Belgiun, Iuxembourg,
and the VYetherlands, along with Great Britain, signed the
Brugsels Treaty on March 17, 1948 in order to counter the
Soviet military threat in Burope. Mr. King welconed the
Brugsels Treaty as a step towards peace and offered Canamdian
support for the pact. Thus the new Canadiazn policy of
invelving itself with Buropean defence problems in peacetime
began to unfold. Canada's policy was more clearly stated on
April 29 when the new Prime Minister ILouisg St. Laurent

"pledged Canada's willingnese to partieipato in m;ﬁ;
appropriate colleotive security arrangements whi
might be worked out under Articloe 51 or 52 of the
Charter." 9

(9) Spencer, Robert A., “Triangle into Tmatyz Canada and the
Origins of NATO, -~¢,_“.,._ | Joumaal, Sp 1959,
vol. XAV, no.2, Ca ] £ International
Affairs, Toronto, 1959. pa@;e 92.
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dr, St. Lawrent’s remarks were repcated and expanded
upon by ¥r. Escott Reld, Cansdian Deputy Under-Secrctary for
extormal affairs, who stated at the Couchiching Conforence
held durlng the sumner of that year, that a replonal
organization which would have teeth but no veto, siwuld be
establiched to prevent Soviet sxpansicn in Vestemmn *.:uxopo.lo
On June 11, the United States emmounced its Vandenburg
lesolution which was similar %o iHr. St. TLourent's stotenont
in that it pledged military assistance to Vestern 'urope 1o
help defend it in time of attack. Hegodtiations were soon
under way for the purpoge of bringing the two Torth Amerdican
countries into an expanded pact. The ragsul- of these
negotiations was the aigning of thie JJoxrth Atlantic Treaty on
Apxril 4, 1949, comprising the five poworc of the Drussels
Treaty, along with Demmaxk, Vorway, Iceland, Portuwml, Italy,
Conada and the United States. Greece nnd Turli:ey bocune
members of HATO in 1952, and the Federal lenublic of (emsny
joined in 1955,

The day on which the Vorth Atlantic Treaty was signed
igs one of the nost lnnortant days in Tanola's postwar
militoxy policy, for it had now committed itself to a clear
and precise obligation to defend Western 'urope through TATO,
One of the reasons for the creation of the allisnce wasg a
lack or confidence of Western political leaders in the
capabilities of the United Watlons Organization to ensure
world pewce. ilany problems resulting from the Second Vorld
War, such as tlie Xoresn demarcvation line, the future of
Trieste, the conclusion of o Japanese peace treaty, and the
problen of a divided Berlin, remalned uaresolved, ok
Weatern statesmen had given un hope thot the solution of
these nroblems could come from the United Tations, Prinme
Ministor !llmckkenzie Xing ssid in a sreech in Septeaiber 1945

(lO) MD page 900



that "{the !'inlted Mations Charter is as dead after three
monthe as the League of Natlons Covenant after fiftecn
years."ll The threat of the 3Joviet Union extending its control
bayond the Suropeon nations it wos alroady adminintering, was
another rceagon for 'IATO's creation,

"Plie ecarly organization of VATC provided for a
series of regional groups of countries who coul?d rutuslly
susport each other if attacked.™2 Thus for the first time |
Canadizn troops were comnitted to defend an ~ttacl-ed Yestern
Buropean nNation, These defensive comnitments satigfied the
Canadian degire for independence fronm ¢lose cooreration with
the United States, and at the same time, it allowed Canada
to vparticipate in a larpe and powerful nilitery allionce.
Coneda voe npleaged with TATO and sttenpted to meke 1t uore
than just & nilitery allience by urging the inclusion of an
article supporting cconomic occoperation among the neber
states, an article that later bYecame lknown ns "the Canndian
Article.”

"NATO had another advantoge from the Canadian viewpoint.
It was gupported both by the United States and Great
iritadin. Ay agency moaking for cordial relations betwewn
the two great powers made the problens of Cunadian

foreign policy simpler and less perplexdng than would
otherwlse be the case.” 13

|

It allowed Canads to be less dependent unilaterally on
Vashington by continuing its role of “"go-betiwraen," "bridge"
or "interpreter" in Iondon-Vashington relations, slthough to
a lesseor degree than had previously been tho case.

(11) loc. cite.

(12) Poulkes, General Charles, "Canadiasn Defence roli in a
Tuclear \ge," 4 He.: }%&%Ef vol.X{lono.1,
Cenadian ti e 0 ernatio Aftairs,

Toronto, iay 1961, page 3.

(13) iasters, Donald C., %@ga in World ﬁ e.i&,j 1952% o 1955,
Oxford University rress, pu ed under whe

avepices of the Cansdian Instiiute of laternational
Affailrs, Toronto, 1965, pase 184.
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A
_ Tie to the wrealmess and iaability ~F tha Nirora,n
coomtries to prmvide Fightin: "oreea 4o AT Ceneral
Risenhower, who %0~ ovar as Sunrerme '111ed Cormander, irced
Canada %o heln the United States £117 the void t11 the
Burppean countrien could eontrihite enovish tranns of +hielr
om tn allow the Torth American contincent to rat = Ha~e,l4
Canada reagnond~d by ecrvaarkin~ on~ diviai-m nf troane Tor
HATO, of which one hripcade was to be caent to "™Miznya nd fvo
other bm™irdrg were to ramain in Canedn, 7"hix e 0 b
followed by a arcon’ Adiviaion 1f necenanry, an alir Aivigion
of twelve aqundrong nf day-filrhters and o navel caoantir-ont of
fortr—-two snips nnd forty—-eirht maritine i roraft,

However, t.e Duropean nations were 1ot ablos 415 m™Mige
the muber of thelr conventional forces 've to Aonentic
economic and nolitical vroblemsa, Thig fnailure, coinled with
the acquioition of the atomic bomnb by the “oviet ™Mi»r in
1952, led to the American strategsy of eatablishing nuelenr
weapon bngen i1 Burope in 1954, This policy also included the
plan tn use atomic weapons from the outaget of a Wnr.15

"President Hisenhower's 'mew look' nt defence volicy

proceeded on the assumption that econventional weapons

and ground forces should be reduced and tie developuent

of tactieal and strategic muclear weapons nccelemated."lb
T.ods deecision was tacer in 1)5%4 becauvwse 11 wae only tuan that
the .J.0.R. nad developed lue capubllily of altaciiiy Westemm
Buruvpe with auclecar weapons. Il December 1954, Supresae
Headquarteru alliec .Jowels, murope (uHi.us), was given a free
hand by tiie jorin Atleatic vouucil Lo organize tlie

(14) Foulies, ' eteral vnarles, QOp, Cilt., page 4.

(15) 10 Infonmwtion LService, JATO's Milita Leveloment ,
Aspects of ‘TA?0Q, IATO, lParis Octoﬁer %§3i, age b.
It did not specifically say e weapons would be
uged only in a "global'" war, but referred %o any
WO,

(16 ) Crane, ixrian, op, cit,, page 16.


http://pmvi.de

10
introduction of nueleaw weapons into the defence plans of
Burope. The decimion %0 accept nuelear weapong for WATO'g@
forces was opposed by some of the smaller nations which
belonged to the allimnce. They carefully weighed the
consenuences of accepting muelear weapons by exardning,

"$he relative dangers of nrovoking a weyr of nass
desiruction on the one hand, and on the other, relying
cn the hope that by not introdueing these weapons into

ZfNﬁTO’s armoury, / they 7would avoid enceuxa%ing,..
potential enemdes / from / introducing then inte
'tl L@im ° " 17

The Canadien llinister for mxtornal Affairs, Tester [carson,
was of the opinicn that wmassive nuolear retelialion, as
advocated by Iresident sisenhower and John Fostler indles,
would liiely encourage conventional asswm.lis rather then
ceterring such action. Canada was one of thie countrien that
oppooed tite pollcey of twasesive retaliastlon, Tovourdng the une
of the Vestern world's conventionanl forces to pndn limited
palitical c¢bjectivey, mainly to deter aggresaion or to
loealize 1t and defest it. Dut ATO yielded to the dootrino
of relying on a nuclear deterrent due to the lusuffielent
nunber of conventionally axmed trogps capable of being sent
into batile. Adlthough the conventional forces hac continued
to iricrease vy 1297, both American and Huropean nllitary
officers saw thot ms having only a limited value, to be used
in the pause before nuclear retaliation,

It was originally planned that the '.9. would be the
sole nation to provide air support for AU U's ground forees,
through the use of the Strategic Air Comma.ad.l8 However, the
dodahon Aet allowsd the release of nuelear information from
the U.ie to ite sllies on a reoiprocal basis. It was not long
before Great Britein began moamufacturing nuelear weapons and

(17) «#ATO Information Service, gp. oit., page 6.
(18) Poulkes, Ceneral Charles, 9p, eil., page 7.
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e Strategie Beomber Foree. To provent further dissemination
of micleaxr weapons, the United Statos enbored into dilatoral
agrocnants with ito NATO allies, equipping their foxgen with
tactical muweleny weapons, whille the owmaership and cugtody of
thoge weapons remained in Americen hands. Censda's commiiment
t0 NATO in terms of air power, congisted of twelve fighter
gouadrons, one aireratt contwwl, and a wayming squadyon vwhich
wore located at Mayville and Grogtenquin in FPraneo, and ab
Badan~Soellingen and Zweibrucken in Gexmsny. The docision by
the Canadion Government to aocept nuslear weapons for those
aireraft which wore sllocated & "gitrike~reponaissance” rolo,
wag not taken until 1958, This will be oxamined later on in
this chapter,

These were the defence policies adopted and followed
by Canada duxring the first twelve yearas aftor the Secomd
Verld Var, The time for tho ¢rucial decision, that of
agegpting nuclear weapons for its North American and Westera
Ruropean defence foirves, was drawing near. Weo will first
cxemine the problem in the light of North American air
dcfence, and then of NATO dofence.

llo GMiMﬂeﬁm DQL;QLQQQ lgéi“gngﬁ‘

A Joint Canadian and American military group met to
discuss the future command structure of HORAD. They
recomnended that,

“all Canadien end U.S. forces assigned to contincntal adr
defenge be under a NORAD commander-in~chief, who would

bo a V.3, officor, and his deputy, who would be a
Canndicn.® 19

Thge NORAD ecmasnder roports directly to tho Chiocfe of Staff
in Cttawa ond Vashingten.

(19) oonantg M@lvj.no Mmp page 4360
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"In the event of an oily attack the interceptor alreraflt
and mipglile defencens of Canamda and tho United States
will be dircoted by NORAD, subjoet o the poli

directives approved by the Canasdian and the United
States govermmenta.® 20

Ag HORAD heasdquarters could recommend and advise for the
ingtant use of ell idts forces, it was in effeet, the highest
militayy level for the eontingents of both countries, The
ILiberal Goveormmont iz asgesumed to heve given i%s approval to
this plan as the Defence Minigior's Report of 1956-57 stated
that the defmoe of Canada, through NATO and closco cooperation
with the United States wao Canada's prineipal defence peliagy,
along with our obligation ¢to U.N. pemceltecpling aperations.
Genernl Chaxles Poulkes stated before the Speeiml Commitieco
on Dofonge in 1963, that in 1957, 4the main problem concerning
the creation of NWORAD wag the problem of finsneing its
operationg, The NORAD proposal,

“wags looked at by tho 8t. Laurent Govermment in the last
few mouths and thay deeilded at that time, with tho
eleetion on thoir hands, that this was one of the first
things they would have %o got at when they cmme back
bocause 1% could not be carried within the proesaont
appropriation.” 21

AfSor tho 1957 election, the Progreseive Conservatives custed
the Liberal Party from power. The new Minigter of National
Defcngo was faced with three important pxoblemg; JORAD, the
Avro Arzow progrumg, end the CIP-104 programme. The first
question wos settled when the government accepted tho
creation of NOBAD in August, in ite first fow dsys in office.

(20) Cyreno, Byion, en, gif., page 30.
(21) Speciel Committec on Dofence, M 5 ¢

» Queen'o f 3
a el'yg Ottawm, 19639 pugo 510

&
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During the nine monthg that elapscd beltween the
creation of 'TORAD im August 1957, and the Conadian
Govormment's approval of the organization in liay 1953, the
integration of Canadian =amd Unlted States air force contingente
funetioned on an interim basis., The Caonadian Government and
the parliamentery op,position argued over the purposes to be
served and the rieks involved in an integrated defence
gysten, the role of the U.5. comander-in-chiaef and his
Canadian deputy and other problema. It wag felt at the time
that the Canadian decision to take part in an integrated
gysteu was made "by Canadlan military officers without the
full and proper approval of the Cabinet."22 This was
subgtontiated by General Charles Foulkes in statements made
by him before the Special Committee on Defence, on October 22,
1963. Jle referred to the nmeetings that took plmee between the
Chiaefs of 8taff of Canada and the United 3tabtes and said,

"the chiofs of staff have no power, but act only on the

direction of the goverament. On the (fuestion of dealing

with important issues such as the 104 and 105 aireoraft,

JORAD and so om, the general policy has been that the

chicfs of gtaff would prepeare a paper for the govermment."23
Refoxrring to JORAD, he added, "the chiefs of staff of both
covmtries worked out the agrecment which had been approved by
the United States administration in 1957.7%%

Jovertheless, the exchange of notes in lay 19538,
betwoen the Canadian and American governments stipuleted the
necessliy of an integrated defence system to counter the
threat of an attack by the Soviet Union., The two goverrments

(22) Conant, Melvin,; "Cesnada and Continental Defence: an
.Kmemo:an View," WJI Jouynal, Suwmmor 1960,
VOl. ng D.O.Bo page .

(23) Special Committee on Defence, gp, @lt., page 526.

(24) los. ois.
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agreed to such a defence,

"by delegating to an integrated headquarters the task
of excereising operational control over combat wunits
of the nationsl forees mede available for the alr
defennoe of the two countries.” 2%

The American aip defence foreces had been oquipped
with more modern weapons than wero their Canadisn counter—
parts. Due to the threat of a nuelear attack against the
North American eontinent by the Soviet Union, and due to the
closer cooperation between the American and Cmnadian air
defence forces, the United States wanted the Cenadien air
force %o be equipped with, and treined to operate, muclear
woapons., This was regarded by the United Statesz as a means
of inereaping the security of the continent should a orisis
oecur.® Howover, the Canadian Government did not eonsider
the problem of acquiring nueclear weapons ag being a simple
one, as there were moral and politiecal questions involved.
It was thought that by acquiring these weapons, Cansda's
efforts in disammament negotiations, as well as our position
with the neutral nations of the world, would be seriously
affected. There were some who thought the acquigition of
nmuclear weapons would make Canada a prime target rother than
a secondnyy torget ag would otherwise be the ease., Por
Canada to0 recelve these weapons, the U.S. Pregident would
heve t0 authorige his Department of Dofenne or the United
Statos Atomie fnergy Commission, or both, to cocoperate with
Conada. Then the transfer of muclear materinl would be made,
provided that Cenade weas malking a substantial eontribution 4o
the mutual defence of the continent. While ownership and
cuptody of these warheads would remain in American hands,

(25) Conant, Melvin, gp, @it., page 224.

(26) Conent, lMelvin, zg§§§%gg_gg;g§gﬂg§g§, Harper & Brothers,
New Yoxk, 0 page °



their usc on vawdian Lerritory would bLe abjoch o an
agrea el glve:? by the Canadian Goverru:enti,

fwother prodlen thot hnad to be deslt with by the
Canndimn Govermment wup that of the Canadian designed Avro
Arrow jet ilnterceptor eireralt. rroduction of tue JF-105 Avro
Arvow nad comuienced in 1952, Vhe progravic began a3 an
eirfroue programee only, with the eugine Lo be sup lled by
Lreat oritain or the 'nited States, and with aAuericmn weapons
and coca.unicaiions gysieas, Juen a Cenadlan fin: beon
bullding wn engine which gee.ed sultable for the C1-123%, the
Canadian goveriieal decldued 1o develop btne airlrace and tie
el ine. wheu the \uerican Oparrow 11 weapon systow was
disconlinued, the Canadlian (ovemrnmnent took that prvject over.
A pimilar situsilon oceurred whea the ‘wericals abaicoded thie
comauiications and electronies systaw. Tue cost of e
project becaue over-bvurdeniig, and the death «nell Tor the
entire progect wws tae ocut-veck in tie muiber of (rrows
require’ by tie nH.C.r 0y from 480 0 100, lhis ocourrod when
it wos digcovered taat nelther {ae vnited Giates wor Great
Britaia wented to purcnase the aircraft. Generzsl Foulkes saild
wnile testaifyiag bVefore tlhe 3pecial Comadttee on Lefence on
vetober 22, 196,

"when you start to divide thiese lnorcauved costs, whiech
vere mounting because wo had taken over the doevelopment
of the englne, the produstion of tue weapon and the
electronios, aud start to divide that by sociething less
than 100, we found that the cost comes to something
like $8 million a copy.” 27

lowever, it was only at this time that Canadian officiels
discovered thet neither the United States nor auy other NATO
notion wag willing 0 purchase the Avro Arrow.

(27) Reford, Robert, "Haking Defence Policy in Canade,"
2 gg, vol, X111, no,.,2, Canadian
e of ternational Affairs, Toronto,
Vecember, 1963, pugoe 14.
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On Febyunyy 20, 1959, Prime Minister Jomn Dicfenbaker
announend that the Arrow progrom-e was roing to be abandoned
and that it would be replaced by the American Voodoo
interce~tor aireraft and the wmanned Tomoro anti-aireralt
migailes, “ne reason for this Aecilsion vms that at this time,
the threat of » mammed bomber attnck on Torth \erico wasm now
eongidarad $o be lenm 1likely than wes oricinelly belisved., The
Canndian "inister of Mefence, the Yonournhle Ceorre Pozrkes,
anid that,

"by 1962 when the C™-105 would have cone into operational

uge in the H.C.A.P., the main threat is axpected %o

consist or long runge misgiles ratiicr tian uanned

bonbers., In viow of these circumotances, *tre nroduetinn

of such an siroeraft as the OF-10% in Canada was not

congiderod Justified.” 28
The operational 1life of this exliremely expensive airoyaft
would have been reletively short. Another reason for
abandoning the programme was the inereasing ocost of producing
thege sireratt, descexribed above,

ut there were many voices raigsed in sunport of the

Arrow, including those of Air warshal Ww.n.Curtis and the
Canadian deputy commander of NORAD, Air Marshal C. Roy
Slemon, Although it was sald that the Arrow was scrapped
beeause it was not economleal %0 produce such an expensive
aireryalt for only nine R.U.AF. squadrons, +these distincuished
Conmdian officers did notv smupport this view. ‘the comander-
in~e¢hief of VJORAD at that time, United States (eneral, +“arle
Partridge, held the same view. Hle sald that the Arrow “was in
fact sunerlor to anything the USAP had on or near production.“zg

(28) rearkes, Honourable G.R., gﬁ%%ggg_&ggg Queen's Printer
and Contyoller of ¢ onexry, tawa, 19%9,
page 10,

(29) Alexmnder, Pred, %@g%%%ggg_%ggnggggg%% Yolioy, University
of Toronto s8, Toronto, 0, page 45.
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Whethe. or noi .o Aueirlcans were ‘ntendins %o namrfreivre an
alroroci siwilayr to the Ar-ow, it socotie’, from Cencorol
Portrid; o' . sbl.wer 1%, that he was very innmregned with the
Arrow nd suigl.l Lave beaen persuaded to adopt the Arrow as
parl of the ¢ allarcatal defence forcen. Therefore, 1P fanadn
¢ould iwve sup lied the Lnited Stotes Udr Zorce with
Araow, 11 would Lave ratuee! thae coct of its ~rrodvetion 1o a
1ewouilenle Lud, taes preventing thousmands of rer frov losig
Lol 40w,

Sanlal il cidticised Lhe overnnaent for tiie cppnrent
Wewdbo 0F Moagy oa Lecno leal defenece »eadvefionr yworrans,
Tiey Jduoo criiicised tle goverrninent for - outin - 14,797 1en
out, 0¥ wor., aud for abandoniag the Arrow project ofter
$400,000,700 Lad voan gpenl in noumlacturing two prototynes
of the Ci=ld5, Cuanadlais also etpressed conceril over tne
loge of Canadiin covereignty in natters of defence duo to
the c¢lose wl7laaco with and reliancc upon Anericar Torces
and we.ouws, Jelwuace dnilster  earikces renlicd ¢ thie
gentimae .l by 8oy ing,

"sou cdgat say tde vexy presence of Anerican troops in
Cannda is in some degrec a surrendering of our old-
foshioned congeption of sovereignty, but Uanada is not
gurrenderily any command over her a.:[r force squadrons.
Canada is 2 partuner, She has not given up any land or
saything else in thaet sense.™ 31

(30) LYhe sooal personnel carrier suffcred ¢ ginil.r rate
shortly; aftexward.

(31) Senate of Canmda, Irogceedings of the Standing Commdttec
on 2xhernal Relatsiong on .L.~ Aeraenent betweon thc
G() mment of Coneda gnd tEe met,ug_mm tho

; nmmm pa_eoncerning the

mm.zﬁ c «gmmm QI Q hg Yorth Amerieen

‘,E,I' el Joumar tYJ"'A‘)MM&ﬂﬂ i Quoen’' o

% sn onmero Jtationery, Uttawa,

19589 page 17.
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Despite the opposition to gerapping the Avyo Arvow,
the policies taken by the professional officers and goveznment
representatives,

"faollowed a course that aimed to meet the requircnents
of OConnda's geographde position and secure the mavimum
cooperation which both formal and inforxmal negotiantions

auzd gecure from tho more powerful struategle partner
to thoe couth vhile contim seoking to presexve
Canada's idontity whevrever possible." 32

Thus, if Canadian alr defence forces are o chme under
foreign econtrol in HORAD, there iso %o be no consideration for
personal pique. However in 1960, both countries agroed o the
oreation of the Defence Produetion Sharing Programme which
allowed Cenadien indugtries to compete for contracts in the
Unitcd States. Since then, more than thryee hundred Canadian
fims have dono more than $605 millions of defence buginess
in contracts sceured south of the border.33

Thg Primc Minister said that the Bomare misglles had
beoen accepted by Canade as part of its militery commitments
to Vesbtom dofence and ho added, "the full potential of these
defenpive weapons is achieved only when they are amed with
nuglear waxheada."34 Myr. Diefenbaker said that the decigion
to acoept the Bomarce was “"based on the best oxpert advice
available.“35 (The Chiefp of Staff of Canada and the Unitod
Statos were of the opinion that the Bomaryce missiles were the
most effeootive means of defence during the late 1950's), On
Hay 29 of theo same year he sald in the House of Commong,

(32) 1bid, pago 42.
(33) Speeial Ceommittco on Defcme, ap, ei%., pago 21,
(34) Canada, » ajes, vol.ll, 1959, page 1223.

(35) This was a phraee used in My. Diefenbaker's spooch of
February 20, 1959,
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"provigion is made for the transfer $o Canada under
mutually agreeable conditions of such non.rmuglear pearts
of the atomie weapono systams invoelving restrieted dota
as arg %oin degefmineﬂ to be necessary o improve
gta

the e of Yraining of Canmda's ammed forcem and tho
operational readincss of theso forcea.® 36

Thus it appeared that there was a politieal obligstion
imposed by the Canadian Government upon itself to secept the
Bomares ammed with nuelear warheads. 1¢ was expected that
the acquisition of nmuelear warheads for the Bomares would beo
shortly announced. The White Paper on defence which waa
issued in Apxril 1959, stated that Canada would not mamufacturo
mugclear weapons, and those that were stationed in Canamda
would rexein undey Ameriean owmership and controlow

Along with the acquisition of the Bomares, the radar
stations were to bo equipped with a new ccmmmications
system, the scmi-automatic ground environment (SAGE)
elootronie control and computing cquipmemt. The acquisition
of this clectronic equipment was considersd to be necessary
in ordexr to astrengthen the Pine Tree radar networic., The SAGE
computer occllects all the information from the search radars
in its sectors, plots and predicte the course of aircraflt and
gshows this information to ths controller. Vhen it has been
degided o launch interceptors, SAGE sssigns one missile to

(36) Canada, House of Commons Debstes, vol. 1V, 1959, page3966.

(37) Despite theseo statements, the Bomare and Voodoo
interceptors that Canada had asocquired during 1961 and
1962 were armed with conventional weapons ag were the
Honegot Jolm roeckots and Staxfighter siroraft of the NATO
contingents in Burope. They were armed with nuclear
woapons only after the Liboral P had been clacted as
Canada's new Govermment in the Ap 1963 federal
eleetion,
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cach atimoker and guides it through radio-trengmitted
signals %o the point of interception., The ingtelletion of
SAG® gomputeors wag completed in mid-1961 and eontrolled the
area of Mastern Ontarioc end VWestern Quebec and was connected
with the U.S8. controlled areas. Thus, any L£ighters or
migeiles lamunched in Cenada, are eontrolled from below the
border with the exception of thevabove computer which ig the
only computer in Canada which does not give its information
dirveotly %o Ameriean air force eontrol centers but rsther to
the R.C.A.F. St. Hubert air force base. The Canadian radars,
therefore, £ill the ¥ole of supplementing the Amoriecen
pyston. This led %0 the view, that was held by many Canadians
that the SAGH-Bomare aystem wag cogtablished solely to wammm
the Undted 8tates of an impending attagk., The intoreception
of encmy aireraft, and the detonmtion of nuclenr bombs will
talte place in Canmdian air space, and Caneds would sufferx
from muelear fallout while the United Btates would emerge
from tho orisis relatively unseathed. C In oxder that tho
SAG B=Beaare systen would offer the same protection 4o the
industrial heartland of Canada az it offered to the United
States, the dafensive installations would bave to be moved
goven mmdred miles furthor north, As the Cenadian expert,
K. R.Patrick said in 1957 about the speed of fighter sircoraft,
"Pightor opoeds thon required a defengive zone 700 miles
deep, all ceovored by ground controls, to provide for a
chance of inﬁeraeption.”Bg The automatic fezbtures of this now
communications netvork eliminates human errors, inereases tho

(38) lr. Penyson's parliementary ppeech of Seggember 5, 1960,
referred to our providing protection %o e Strotegio
Air Cormand.

(39) Barkwey, Michael, "Oanada's Chenging Role in NATO Defeneo,®
#done o Spring 1959, vol., X1V
no.2, ngstitute of International Af%airso
Toronio, 1959, page 108.
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capacity of the system and provides the commanding offiecy
vith an up to the minmute pleturc of the situation in the air,

Some Canadians were of the opinion that in view of
our pagt foreign policy which emphasized peaceful diplomecy
rather than ke threat of military force, snd the desire thad
this type of foreign policy should contimuie, Canada should
reject the ascquisition of all types of nusclear weapons. Mr.
Pearkes, the Cansdian Linlster of Defence, ian order to
placate this segment of public opinion, emphasized Canada's
defensive rather then offensive militaxy policy.

"We hgve no means of caryrylng out retaliastion. We have
no bombers and we have no means at the preosent time of
carrying ocut any retaliation or eocuntexr offengive. All

our alr foroe can do here iz defensdve."40
This might be construed as an attempt on the paxrt of r,
Penrkes bto differontiate between offensive and defensive
mueleay weapons, end making Canadiasns eware that the latter
type of weapon wags necessary to Canadian and continental
defence.

Despite the facd that it appeared that the
Congexvative Covoriment was about to actept nuelear warhoads
from the United States, Mr. Dicefenbaker proermsitinated in
making a decision on this issue. This was due partly boecause
My, Dicfenbakor wanted to avold creating anothey controversial
igsue pimilar to that cauged by the cancellation of the Avro
AYTOow. A gecond reason for hig haesitation to aecopt the
nuelear warheads was a gtatement by Unlted States militery
offieials which was made shortly after Canada had acoepted
the Bomaxa, that those misgiles werc no longexr the "ultimate”
weapon in contincntal defence. The Amexricens, at the same
time, urged Canadian officiales to accept American Voodoo
interccptorn which carried emall, nuelecar tipped miesiles.

(40) Senate of Canada, 9p. git., page 20.
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They were congidered to be more effective than the Bomare
becauge they were not stationary, therefore they were not
as vulnerable as the Bomares in the event of a surprise
attack; and also, thay enuld intercept the enemy farther
north, away from Cenada's heavily populated areas. This tum
of events brought about a loss of confidence by Cansdians in
the judgrient of thelir own govermaent as well as the American
governnent and military offieials. Another resmson for a lacdk
of any decision by lir., Diefenbaker was dthe politieal
consequenees that night result should he announce the
governnent's acquisivion of the American Voodoo lanterceptor
with its nudlear weapons, so shortly after it hnd esncelled
production of the Canadian Arrew. Canadians renembered tho
fiasco of the Avreo Arrow and the statements made at that
time, that interceptor aircxraft would no longer be the main
wenpon in the R.C.AJF.'s arsenal, The mogt effeotive Canadian
defcnee againgt sn enemy alr attack was cousidered to be the
Bonarce migside., Adding %o hip dileama was the fact that
durin: this time (and until the defeat of the govermment in
1963), the Cabinet was divided on whether or not mielear
weapong should be introduced into 0&nada.41

Canedians, in general, and the parlianentary

oppoaition in partiocular, urged the governument to adopt a
clear defence policy. My. Diefonbaker lssued a statement
Justifying his govermmenti®s position, He gave verious

(41) YaeXlin, %.H.3.,"A Defence Policy for Canada," Ehﬁ

anadien fadi y_Night, vol. 78, no.4, Par

(% ( oronto, Apxil, 1963, page 25.
lie sald messrs. Harimess, He@s and S gave oo thedr
roason for resigning from the Cabinet, roerastination
on the part of My, Dicfenbakor. Thgy eaid that Canada
could not afford to delsy its deoiggon for gven a feuw
noxo wecks when the NATO parliesmentary discussions
would be held.
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reasons vy the governmen! had not made any firm. decision on
this issue as yet. ne reason was the recent aanouncement by
United States military officers that the Bomere was no
longer a8 effective as 1t was thought to be. This resulted in
the goveminent questiionlng the wisdom of accepting these
weaponus., Another reason why no decision was made, according
to My, Diefenbeker, wnse the possibility of Canada losing 1ts
soveraigniy in accepting these wespons. In July, he said that
nuelesyr weapons would be lntroduced into Canada only if their
uge in Canada would be detemined by & decision of the
Canadian Covermment. Then, in a speech to the Canadian Club
in Jovember, he gave another reason as to why no deciasion had
been taken on the lssue of mudlear arms by sayilng,

"we have talken the stand that no decision will be

required while progress towards disamsment continues.
To d0 otherwise would be ingongistent.” 42

He implied that for Canada to accept muielear weapons at this
time may drmastically affect the outcome of the disarmement
negotiations detrimentally. The speech else came after the
opinion of tne Canadisn premss becsme more voeifoerous against
the acquisition of muclear weapons.

By mild-1961, the differences of opinion in the
Cabinet between External Affairs Minister Howmyd Green and
Defenge Minister Douglas Harimess and their followers had
hardened rather than mellowed into some foxm of accoumodation,
It was thought at this time that Mr. Diefenbaker was siding
with his defence minister and that a staetement fxrom the
governnent exprassing its intention of acoepting the Bomaro
weapons was imuinent when, on September 25, 1961, the
Amoyican President John F. Kemnedy addressed the United
Hations General Assembly. In his speeeh he "proposed, among
other things, a disarmsment program that would prohibit *tho
transfer of control over ouclear weapons to states that 4o
not now cwn them.'"*> This allowed Mr. Diefenbaker %o Purthor

A}

(42) CGonant, Melvin, gp. eit., page 106,
(43% Ibid, pago 109.
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postpone aaxkiugg a final decision oa tne isuue. Any statenent
at tidds tine, anunouncing the Canadian Goverxment's acceptance
of the Bouanre (provided thet the use of the Bouarcs were to
bae detemined by the Canadian Govemmment), would sean to be
a violation of the LU.d. Pregident's poliay.

lHowevery, Mr, Diefenbakexr found it difficuls to

clearly rejoct the aceeptance of the Bommre on account of
the Auerican Sresident's @peech. This wug due %o & speeeh
made by General laurenee 3. Kuteyr, the American comrandeiw-
in~chief of NORAD on September 1. Geonernl Kuter sald that a
bomber attack was still highly possible and it wne necessary
to inflict the highest posaible "kill ratio" ageinst enemy
aireraft,. He said,

"the bomber remains & threat in inoreasingly azghistieated
formg. 1t is NORAD's task both to anticlipate ese
threats and to have the capability to reduce thom to
agoeptable proportions.” 44

He also stated that a nuelear explosgion affects a larger area
than a conventional explosion, thueg allowing fnr a less
aocurete nigglile whose warhead would not have to explode as
close to an aircraft as a conventional weapon in orvder for i%
to haveg the same degree of perfection. The necessity for
nuelear weapons would inereage with the threat of a missgile
attacikk, The gsecond factor vwap the necessity of destiroying the
eneny weapon, not only the ocarrier. lle reforred to this aw
"weapon k1ll."

(44) gh by G Laurenge 3, Kutex cmnmna ~C
ﬁo 1 Km%%i g% Alrxr ﬁg%iggg %ggg % vered a ’
a‘banque o anad nverna ional Adly Show,

“oronto, %entember 1, 1961, nage 3.
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"TWeapou kill' which could be expected of an accurately
nlaced nuelear adr defence weapon, would not only
degtyroy tile carrier but would elso desivroy the bomb
whiicl. 1s being carried. 1t is not at all unreagoanable
to epeet that enemy bombs will be designed with desd
man fugew, These fuges permit the bombs to detonate, on
‘mpact, even though the alrcraft or other deviee whieh
ig caryrying them has been ghot down in flames or has
disintegreted in the mir. There i1s, therefore, enormous
nilitery advantage in the use of m nuelear air defense
varhead whiech will kill $the wezpon and not juot the
carrier.” 45

The subsequent nuclear fallout would be ingsignificant when
comipared to the fnllout resulting fwom a miiclear exnlosion
when & bomber had e¢rashed into tie ground aftor beling hit by
a conventionally armed missile,

The indecision with whieh the Canadien Govermnent
approached the vroblem of acecepting anuclear wenpons, nnd the
intense division of Cablnet members on this issue continued
throughout tlie rest of the year and throughout 1962 as well,
The Conservetives gave no elear lndication whether they
intended to honour the commitments which they had oconcluded
in the past while the Liberal and Jew Deuocratic parties
opposed the acquisition of nuclear weapons for Canmdian
forces. They repeatedly challenged the goverwient in the
house of Comons to lsoue a clear statement of wherc the
government stood on the issue., The Canadian reluctence to
allow Augrican nuclear ayms t0 be gitationed in nortiexn
Torward positions to be immediately mobilized during a
cerisis sueh as oegurred in October 1962, in the Cuban erisis,
brought the mueclear weapons issue Y0 a head in Canadae, while
it also ereated tension in Canadian-Anerican relations, During
the helpht of tlie crisis, the [ICEAD headquartsrs hnd asked tho
Canadian Goverument to place its forces in a state of roadineso
and to talke other moasures which were necessary to improve

(45) 1hid, page 4.
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tho operational eapability in its area of command. The
Canadian Chiefs of Staff approved this request as did the
Defence Minister. Bhe Cabinet met the next moyxaing, “with
most of the ministers foeling that ondorsement of $he
Ancrican move would be nothin, moxre than a formmlity.“46
However, Howard Grocn made an impessioned appoal o
recongider the NORAD request as he did not favour following
the United States blindly, and also because he felt that
Pregident Kennedy should have consulted with Canada before
the reguest was meade.

"Diefenbaker jumped into the ensuing debate to bagk up
Greon's statement, and that was enough to swing the
Cabinet against Herknosg who was ordered not o
poxuit the mlexrt of Canadlan forges." 47

l o HATO 1957-1967%

The policy of "brinkmanship® and magsive retaliation
that the Amorican Government had adopted in the early 1950's,
wag adopted by NATO a fow years latar. NATO's forees wore
equipped with American-made tactical nmuclear weapons which
remained under American sontrol.

In 1958, the Canadian Govornment accepted & nuelear
role for the R.C.A.F. in Burope, that of a strike-reconaissanco
duty. It was to be ecquipped with the CF-104 Starfightor
alrcraft which werce to be armed with tactical nuoclear weapons.
Howaver, the Canadison forces in Rurope did not recedve thooe
weapono paxtly becsuse tho government feared creating another

(46) Nowman, Poter C.p I gadg in
o HeEC ¢
real, 1963, page 337.
(47) laa, eit.
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controversy similsy to that whieh arose over the creation of
NORAD, and partly because the Cabinet was divided over the
question of whaether Canada should or should not mecept
nuelear weapous. Another reason for the govermment not
allowing the Canadian forces to be nuclear amed was tho
possibility thet such a policy might hamper attempts %o
achiove diparmoment. Thgy feared that should Canada aecept
such weapons, other countyries would follow suit, thuc
inereasing the spread of nuclear weapons rather than
contributing t0 disarmement or a possible agrecment on
diparmement,

In 1960, while the Consexrvative Govermment was still
in the midst of doing very little to settle the question of
whether or not to mccoept nuglear weapons for its strike-
recongissanee role in Rurope, the Defence Minister, the
Honourable George Pearkes, V.C., in hig statements on defence
poliey and the implcmentation before the Special Committaoe
on Defence ixpendlitures said,

"the basic pole 0f the 4th Canadian Infantry Brigsde
Group is to assist in the protection of Western Buropo

by del ang advance that might be made by cnemy
ground forces.

In oxder to effectively fulfil its role, the Canadian Axmy
would have $o he equipped with the Honest John and Lacyroase
surface~to—-gurface missiles, armed with nuclear warheads. The
Defence Minister, in his gtatements, did nét explain why
Canada haAd not consented to equip these misgseiles and the

(48) Cansds, Deparﬁment of Hdational Defence, Shatcments on
'Ig,,_ aq Polievy end its Implementnt QC‘“ tha
dﬁﬂll!!IQEES"a 8p VG ’f1ﬁﬁi§ﬂlilﬁﬂ?“5335
DvJﬁﬂﬁallTEXT?JIRBCIEEIIEF‘l[IEmﬁiiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁiﬁﬁi nee
qu_.:simmw- Queen's Printer eng
Jontrollexr of 51 onaz:y, Ottawa, 1960, page 14.




Starfighter aircraft with nuclear warlieads,

"lloreover, when pressed, the most which was ever
admnitted by CGeneral Pearkes was that the plane Yoould®
be so ammed; it was never montioned that the ‘etrike’
role was by definition miclear, 'attack' being the NATO
charactoripation for a similax role with esonventional
weapons.® 49

The inability or uwnwillingness of the Conservetivo
Government to formmlate a definite poliey on vwhether nuelear
weapons would be agcepted ao part of Canada's contribution
t0 Wentern defence, pertained not only to NORAD, but to NATO
as well., Thus while Conservative indecision over tho Bomares
lasted throughout the administration'’s stay in offiee, the
pane indecision existed with regard te arming the Starfighters
and the surfaoe-to-gurface missiles with nuelear warheads. The
reasons for this indecision are similar to ithose pertaining
to the refusal to arm the Bomares with muolear weapons.
Howsver, another reason for the government's procrestination
in acecepting nuclesr weapons was the loss of My, Diefenbaker's
parlismentary majority after the 1962 federal election, which
made the Prime Minister wary of making any deciasion that
might cause adverse publicity against his administration. Also,
the laeclkk of & clear consensus of opinion smong the Canadian
pcople (the nmumber of people in favour of nuclear weapons
was deelining), and the oppoeition parties, gave the Primo
Minister a further excuse to avoid taking o definite stend on
the issue. Yhus, it can be seen that Conservative inaction
over the muglear axus iosue with regerd to NATO, closely
paralleled the situation with regard to the Bomares, and
Noxrth Amerxrican defeneo.

(49) HMeldin, Jon B, 'g Defs To <196
2%‘ m 0 I' i '9 ! Q
0 3 @98 ore, e pPage 119,

0
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1V. Sumnary

The muelear arms crisis of four years duirmtion came
about as a result of our wembership in the TATO and TORAD
military alllianees. While the value of our contribution ‘%o
these alllances was marginal, Canada felt that by belonging
to that groun of nations knowm as the "Westorn world," it
had an obligation to contribute to its common 4defence,
Canada's decision 4o jJjoin these alllances was also bascd on
the self-atyled role of being an influential, imporient
middle power, rightfully seeking a voice in matters of
defence of the Western world.

Howover, the geourity of the Western nations dopends
upon ‘the poliey of the %wo superpowera. With the poelicy being
congentrated in the capital e¢ities of these two nations, and
with the cost of belonging to military alliances inereasing
in financlal terus and in matters involving the acquisition
of modern, ceomplex weapons, there is no longer any significant
vole for the middle powers in matters of defence. Initially,
Canada was preparced to pay that ecost, but ag the weapons
becams moye sophistiocated, the burden rose 30 a level where
it was no longer politieally or economically asceptable. The
cost of produchng modern weapons rose at an alarming rate.
"Thelr production was rendered uneconomic for any but the
largest eountriea."so

From thie time on, Canadian offieials who were
rogponsible for formulating defence poliey were unclear
about what the ends of their defence policy should be. Thay
wore unable to cope with the changing role that Canmda had %o
undertake., This applied not only to YORAD but to JVATO as well,

(%0) Ibid, page 215.
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1% aprears that the govermment woke up in 1959 and 1960
wvith seome surprise and displeasure o the faet that 1¢
Lad committed itself %o a varlety of nuclcear roles,
including that of the air division. It neither renounced
the ¢ tments nor acquired the weapons needed to make
them effective-it reacted by delaying." 51

The reasons for the delay are not elear, but they are partly
politicel. The Diefenbaker CGoverrment was wary of creating
enother controversy of the nagnitude of the Arrow ddbacle

of 1959. Alsc, Canada's security was not imaediately
thireatened, thereby posing no urgent need for a definite
decision 1o be made on this matter,

(51) Ihid, page 216.



CHAP R T"ER
OPrL.IION
1. Imnyartant Idividuals

Ao Jomportant dodividualg in favour of nmuclear weapors

Conadisn oninion was sexrlously divided on the
question of whether Cuonadae should or showld not accopt
nuelear weaponns. “his division was reflected in the nation’s
nowepapers and in the various artioles and books writiten by
prominent Canadien individuals. This gseotion of the chepter
will £irst cxenmine the arguments put forth by those
prominent individuals who felt that Uaneda shouwld acaepd
nuglear weapons, and the opposing view will then be
oxemined .

John Cellner, in a pamphlet entitled, Pxoblemsg of
Cenodien Defence, outlined some of the reasons vhy Cenada
zshould accept nuelear warheads for the Bomaye missiles., In
the same pamphlet, Mr. Gellner, who retired as sn R, C AT,
Wing Commander in 1958, completely rejected the possibility
of Canada becoming e neutral nation by Yopting cus" of the
¢o0ld war, The former wing commander sald the Bomare missilo
wvag cheaper to bulld and mainiain then the Avro Arrow, Yo%
negeding an air crew, 1t 19 also less expensive to operate
in that respeet than is the CF~105 interceptor airoraft.
However, because the Bomare is only a one-shot intercoptor
end is a less floxible snd manouverable weapon than the
Arrow, Mr. Gellner advocated that the Bomare foroe should bo
gupported by o mommed interceptor. He alse paid that Canado,
due to its geographie position; had to assiot the United
States in its adr defonce policies for pxoteeting thio
continent againpt a poosiblo attack by the Soviet Union. My,
Gallner also oaild that, Ydodorronce hes boen defincd ao o
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nethod of foreing good (rational) behaviour through the
fear of self-destruction.”” Thug the eneny, in oxder %o
stage a sugeessful atiack, smgi meke it one humdred percenty
effective in oxler to vrevent enmy ocounter-sttack. The SAC
bombers, soiie of wlich are continuously sirborne, procvide an
effective deterrent to any Soviet aggression either by
bombers or nissiles. "he more offective Cenadian sixr defenco,
the sironger will be 3AC's counter attack force. Thus,
RCanndlan air defence is indispensable to the security of the
United States and through it%, to our own seeurity."2

Ylang Fnory, who was the director of the Center of
Intemational Studies at Princeton Univergity at the $ime of
the Canzdian Bomare orisic wes of the opinion, as were meny
other imnfluentiel people, that the bember reusined o threat
to the meocurity of the Vorth American centinent. It wasg
becauge of this threat, snd because of the ¢lose relationghip
that exists between Canada and the United Ctates in political,
moral and national goalse, that a ¢lose lisigon in military
affairs between the two nations was a necesaity. He felt thst
the acceptance of nuocloar weapons by Canadian air defence
foxees was imporiant not cnly for destroying the enamy
carriers, but for destroying the weapon as well,

It should be remembered that Mr, Xnorr was an
American, and the predominant mood in the decision malking
bodies of the United States Governmaent wiith regard to defcnee
matters, wvas that Canada ghould fulfil its role as a paritner
of the United 3tates in matters of continental defence by

(1) Gellner, John, "Problems of Candimn Defence," Je¢ %g%ﬁggg
Headlinesn, vol, ¥XV11l, no,5, Canadian Ingtivuie of
arga onal Affairs, Toronto, December 1958,

page b,

(2) Ibid, pego 8.
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accapting nuoleay warheads for the Bomars missile. A furthor
oxample of this was tho view expressed by Helvin Conant,
another Amovicsn, who greatly influenceed Canadisng by soveral
of his bookp written on the problem of Hoyth Ameyican dofconeg
especially his book entitled, The 1o 1ax hah
Conant clso held the view that the bcmb@r gtill posed o
threat $o the sesurity of Canads and the United States. Mr.
Conant attcmpted to convinge Canadiasns thaet Censds bad an
importont role to play in NORAD as well as HATO. He said,

"no long as the manncd bomber is an impoytent pert of
the Vent's deterrent, Cansda can direetly eontributo

a great deal toward making the strategle foroe stronger,
less vulnexable, and therefore moxe fective in
disouading the Sovie% leaders from testing the chonces
of a maglear var." 3

My, Conont added,

"go deter an attock upon Norith Ameries it will be
cosential ¢o provide @ maximmm of both warning time
and protecﬁien for the U.S8. retaliantoxy forces. in
thig, Canada had a very important r0le as it has in all
phases of alyr defense, even though it may require mosd

of the new equipment and weapons gygtems from the

General Charles FPoulkes, who was Chaimman of theo
Canadian Chiefs of 3taff Committes until his retircment in
1960, advogated that Canada should eontinue to play its part
in defending this continent against a bomber attack until i
ie fairly cortain that the bomber threat no longer oxists.
He said that Canada ohould accept muelear warheads for the

Bomaxren as thay are necceosary for our security. Ho sadded that
the decision t0 launsh a Bomarc missile is & decision of each

(3) Conant, Molvin, I
New York 0

(4) log, eik.

» Harper & Brothers,
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national govermmgnt involved, thus ensuring an independent

Coanadien decigion on this mnatter. GCenaral Foulkes furthey

gtated that,
"wa should alw bear in mind that peace for Canada can
be attained thyough peace for the world, and unleso

We are ggggareﬂ t0 take some rigks, teke gome BOTV
rosSpons ity, and make some sacrifices of goverel %y

and prestige, we may not avoid the uuelear destrue
ag is%§§l§ fifteen minutes eway.Y 5

Mr. Brian Crane, in his booklet entitled, An

AR, 3 3 ofemen Policy, was of tho opimion
that Oanada mast de vhat it can 4o amsigt the United Staten
in the defence of Forth Amerieca. Mr. Crene disecounted tho
theory that the acoeptance of nuclear weapons by Canada
would endonger the pessibility of achieving world disarxmoment.
He paild that the major powers must move towerds dissrmamenty
and he wag doubtful vhether the lesser powers eould oxerd
any influencc in this direction. He believed that Canada's
only policy was to remain closely allied, politieally,
cconcmically and militarily with the United States. In retura
for American protgcetion of Canada, this nation should continmuo
%0 provide the United Sltates with a warning system, end to
continue to asllow SAC airplanes aceess to our alr gpace. iy,
Crane wag opposed to0 the idea of Canada opting cut of JORAD
and NATO. fle said that,

"Canada's influence and recponsibilities are not thoso
of a great power: peace or war will not be declded b
vhat Canadan does or does not do...its dcst mugt 110
within the Westemrmn alliance rather then ocutside it." 6

(5) Poulkes, Ceneral Charleﬂ. “Canaﬁinn Defanee Poligy in a
Ruclear Age,” .m” 4_nha Alinen,
Canndien ¢ andione | Affaixa,
Toronto, Kay 1961, page 18.

(6) cmnﬁp Bﬂ&np _'&..L LI GG 1
Canndian 561 ¢
1964, pago 62,
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My, Peyton Iyon, in an article in the Globe end ail
on May 1, 1961, stated that Canade'’s role in matters of
defence should be a non-nuglear one. e favoured a Canadian
conventional contribution %o the NATO alliance. In this
article he sald,

"ghere ig, I believe, a case for the exteasion of control
over ruclear weapons, under stylot conditions, %o sone
further countries. Cannda, however, is not one of them.
If we obtained an independent mueleer potential, oux
own seourity would not bo ecnhenced...indeed, the ovor-
all gituation would be rendered a degree WOIrSg.

It is not even c¢lear that nuclear weapons need be
on our soil or in the hends of our soldiers oversces.” 7

ilowgver, in 1963, in his well-known book, 1he Policy
fuastion, r. Lyon advoeated that Canada should beconme more
closely aligned to the United States in matters of defence
policy, even to the axtent of sacrifieing ouyr national
independence in advocating defence policy and deciding tho
mole that our amed foroes were to follow, iir. Lyon advocated
that we continue to fulfil the role of waraing the United
States of any impending attack by enemy sircraft, and
rejected the idea that Canada should becowe a neutral aation,
Ile also rejected Bhe possibility that Canmda ocould adopt a
strictly conventional role for its militexry foreces, iir. Lyon
believed, that officials in the United States government paid
heoed to adviee given them by Canadian officials. He said that
Canadian foraign policy is more diplomatic than that of the
United States and that Ceneda's restraining influcenee on the
need to use force was emsentiml to VWestern, and espeoially
American, foreign policy deecision-makers. Although lr. Lyon
admitted that Canada was a middle power and not a2 major one,
he failed to justify the reason why the United Stetes would

(7) Lyon, Peyton, "Canada and Nuoloar VWeapons," Globe sud
Updl, May 1, 1961,
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acceopt ox gven listen to acviece roferrced to the by
Conndlan povermmzent officials.

“here was an artiele in the Canadign Comnemtatox

nagazine by Lr. Jyon i which he placed ¢reont importance on
Cannda madintaining econfldence with its allies. This ocan only
be done by honouying our comitrents. e gnid that although
Nre. Poarson nad long declared lhimgelfl an opponent of a
nuelear armed Canada, he (Mr. Pearson) could not naintain
thias position indefinitely. "he article went on to say,

T UORITBO0N. « 0 1 8ATNEA . . » That Canada would have to ke

her commiiments conceraing warheads or lose heavi in
the confidenge and good-will of her allies. Doth of
these are necessary if we are to influence their
poliociaes; and if we can't influence thelr policles, we
can do almost nothing to promote disarymament and a
sensible approach to East-West problems. Ve can heve no
direct i..fluenee on the Russiang, and the eight neutrals
in Ceneva, while serving n moderately useful funetion,
can hardly be decisive. Therefore, paradoxical as it
ulght seen, Canada imagt honouxr her obligations with
respeot to nuclear arms if she is to nake the
contribution she should be making i the pronotion of
Msarmanent.” 3

David Crune, the associate editor of Gansda ..onth
nagagine, wrote an article in Jamuary 1963 12 which he said
tiwst Canade shouid pull 1te own welght in the .JAY0 alliance

a1d 1ot suxvive paresiticeelly on the efforts of 1ts allies.
le adied that,

"Canada's hesltation over the nuclear questlion nas lasted
far oo long. The result has been a loss of confidence
anong 1ts allies and friends abroad, and a eoxrresponding
lack of confidence in the government at home. The West
has too much at stake for Cansda to {treat defense as a
game. The time has come for Canada to stop playing.® 9

(8) Iyon, Peyton, "Forei Poliey is Cmci&l,“M
ngggg@&g%, Ap o 1963, vol.7,noc.4, Baxter ishing
Company, loronto, page 17.

(9) Crane, David, "Huclear Defenses Canada Must Have It,%
éggggg honth, Jamiaxry 1963, Canada Woek ILid.,
ontreal, page 25.
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+ T Crane sald tue weapons are usoclesu witiout their muelear
warhoeoods and we must acquire these warheadg as part of our
responsibility in belonging to NORAD and 'IAYO,

0

Just as there were prominent individuals who advogateod
acceptance of nuclear weapong for Canadian rnilitary forees,
80 wore there prominent individuals who sdopted a
contrasting viewpolant,

¥Fred Alexander, a professor of nodern higtory at the
University ol Westein Australia, aade a brief viegit to
Canada in 1960. lle then wrote a book entitled, Jonodiansg end
Poxeieaa Policy, in which he did z non-statistical survey of
Conmdian opinion on foreign and domestic affairs. !.r.
Alexnnder explained in one part of his book, the opposition
expreosced by gsenior Canadiagn militory officers to the prospoct
of Canada accepiing muolear weapons. hir, Alexandor said that
at an informal gathering of senior journalists in Ontaxdo,
it was pointed out,

"that there vag considerable dissatigfaction among
gexving officers, some of whom maintained silence for
reagons of melf-advancement while others did everything
possible to avoid NORAD postings which would place them
under the coamignd of United States officers.™ 10

Ag early as 1956, Lajor-GCemeral ¥,l.S. tacklin, who
was Adjutant~Genersl of the Canedisn Army from 1949 to 1956,
was opposed to Canada spending mongy on the network of radar
lines vihich were being constructed acroes the breasdth of this
netion. In an article in Maclean's magezine of FPebruaxry 13,
1956, lajor-Genersl Macklin stated in an article ontitled,
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"o Coustl, folly of Our Jefense olicy,” that,

"a0 defongs vidll ¢ver be perfect no natter how stmn,%
and foridable it 497 there is too much of the fallible
numen elegment in ite operation.

Are we not then ﬁstii’ied in mﬁﬂ}‘*’ our goverumeat
and ite advigers, pointingly =nd se hingly, what real
protection they expect to get for the gnormous lnvestment
they are making in static alr defenses? Howp, in other
words, can the srchitects of these defonses assure us
that even when the aystem is complote, and perfected,
it will be able to prmrant our ruin by a lm'gﬁ-m&le
thermormuelear offensive? I, for one, wouldntt belleve
them 1f they did." 11

In 1963, in an article entitled, "A Defence Policy

for Canada," which was publighed in the Canadiesn Haturday
Tt megazine, 'ajor-General Macklin gaid that, when

Presldent Kennedy had been eleoted to office, the doctrine of
nageive retalintion was prevalent in HORAD and MATO, “reaident
Kennedy attenpted to incroase the weak couventional forces in
MATO, ond he recalled Cengral 'axwell Taylor fyon retirenend
and made him chairuan of the Joint Chiefs of taff to look
in%o this nroblem,

sajor-Ceneral Macklin felt that it was to this end,
that Canado's defence policy should be directed. !‘e said
that Caonsda should divorce itself from the Bomarcs and
Voodoos and some of the useless radar glations in the TORAD
gysten. e also stated that the United States is five times
more powerful in nuclecar gtriking capability then the Soviet
Unign, and the Pugoians imew it, therefore; "the idea that a
few more nuclear warheads and rockets on a few obsolete
Bomarcs and Voodoos could increase lts efifect or eredibility
io a fignent." 2 The Major-General was of the opinion that

(11) Maeleon'p %&jﬁg, "The Coastly Folly of Our Defense
o Major-General ¥ . H,S8.Mocklin, Moeclcan-
Iunter Publighing Cmnpany Limi‘tsed, Febmary 18,
1956, vol.69,n0.4, Montreal, page 54.

(12) upeklin, W,.H, S., "A Defenee Policy for Canade,"”
48 irday Night, vol.78, n0.4, wholeno,3430

blleations Iimited, Toronbo, April 19639
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the Canadisn aymy's contribution to TATO, should be one of
tactical nmobility. It was the opinion of the Major-Geanersl
that "thio would leave the goverment fyree o prass for
dlsarmmment in intomational councilg, without having muel ear
bombs festo ned around its negk at the eouneil borrﬂ."ls

Another influentisl Canadian military officer,
Ideutonant-Cenernl Cuy Simonds also opnesed thie iden of
Canada amccepting nuelear warheads for the Domarc missiles. In
an article entitled, "Bomarcs, Just foot-in-door for 7,0.
nuclear bases-—Simonds," which appesxred in the Toronto 34ar
on February 20, 12v3, the ILisutenant-General sald that the
Bomares did not incresse Cenadien security in wy way. He
sald thot,

"our poor littlec Bomarc bases couldn't knock out any
more than 0001 per cent of an attacking foree, thay
will not defend Ceneda, they will not defend Amerioce,

they do not make the slightest bit of difference in the
present world balence of power,

Whether or not Canada accepts miclear weapons nov or

ever will not heve the slightest influence on the
defonsive cnapacity of Amevica." 14

The Idieutonant-{eicral reneated his egpinions to the Jpecial
Committee on Defence which waso held in the autwon cf 196%. Ho
said on October 17,

"wo should itot be in the muglear field at all, The mogl
useful contribution we ocan make %0 any coolition or
aelliance of which we become a partney is In the field of
being able to malke a contribution to proventing a
situation developing whieh would lead %0 n thermow
nuclear exchenge."” 15

(13) ibid, pege 27.

(14 )Simonds, Lt. Gen. Guy, "Bomares, Just feot-in-door for
U,8, nuglear bases--3imonds,” Torontg Siaxr,
Pebruary 20, 1963,

(15) Speoial ¢ efgnce, kimites and Prococdings of
kvidenece, Queen's tor and Controller of
Statlonery, Ottawa, 1963, page 442.
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Andxew Brewin, a member of the New Demoerntic Party

who had been elected to the House of Comnons, wrote & book
called, Shand on Guard. Kr. Browin was of the opinion that
the days of a threat of a bomber attagk againgt this ocontinent®
hed long sincc pagsed. He sald that Cansda should urge that
its present zir defonce role be scrapped because the Bomarc
migsile sites act as a target for Soviet 1.C.B.l.s. He was
alao of the opinion that the Bomaros "may wall inhibid
Canada from Joining with other countries in politieal
initiatives for the maintenance of nmuolear Lree zanes.“ls
My, Brewin advocated that Cenada should withdresw from its
"active® role in HORAD and should concentrate on its warning
gystem and it should also concentrate on highly mobile forcom
of a conventional nature. With regard to NATO, KMy, Browin
£falt that Canada should sbandon iGs contribution of alx
gtrike forces and a forward brigade in NATO. He 4id not
favour the idea of totally withdrawing Canmdiesn foroes from
the NATO glliance, but rather to withdraw our forces into a
reserve force. 1t was (and still is) Mr. Brewin's opinion
that,

the maintenance of a tactical nuclear role by Canadg
nokes any initdative and influence by Canada for less
effective to limit the dissemination of the control of
nucleay weapons and to press for the development of
muclear-free zmones.” 17

He said that Cansda's withdrawal of its muglear role in JATO
would be a step towaxds aveoiding the proliferation and
escalation of nuglear weapons., He also said that the policy
of mapsive retaliation was outmoded, as was the poligy of

nadien Doifene 3‘5\‘5,}.& y‘ fr“-“a.t'i ond o
od, Tovonto/lontreal, 1965, page 6l.

(17) Ibid, page 124.
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limdded muclear war becauge of the posaibility of retaliation.
It voo for these reasong that My, Browin advoeated that
Canada should not eontribute to NATO's nmuelear defence but
should contyibute $o a TATO conventional mobile foree.

The Mareh, 1963 igsue of the Lapgdian O
wilch has a eirculntion of 8,200 readors, f@afuraﬂ an
article by David Gauthier. Mr. Gauthier, a Joumalist, oaid
that Cansde should supplenent the American nmucleayr deterrent
by offering mobile conventionally armed forces %o the
Vestorn alliance, He wanted the United States ¢o maintain the
sole nuelear deterrant force in NATO, Cansda should assist
the U,8, force hy contributing its CP-104 strike interveptor
alrcraft and the llonest John rockets to the deberrent foree,
and it should oppoge the ereation of further muclear forves
within the orgmnisation. For this reason he said,

"Canada mugt not accept nuclear warheads for her NATO
foxrves., Indeed, she mugt meke her active miiit
partieipation in HATO conditional on an agreemgﬁi to
abondon the dissemination of nueleay weapons vithin the
alliance, and to cremte, instead, an adequate, purely
conventional force." 18

James HEayrs presented another argument as to why
Canada should not scocept muclear weapons. Mr. ‘Wyra, who has
been a member of the Department of Political -conomy at the
University of Torxonto sinee 1951, wrote e prise winning essay
in the 1960 Jogummal hssay Coantest entitled, "Canada, NATO,
and fuclear Veapons." bMr, 2ayrs said that Canade had e world
image ol being & Western nation that was free from the taint

of boing a eolonial or imperialist power. However, he said,
that,

(18) Cauthier, David, "A Way Out of Our Muclear .mpaspe,"
Canad mentator, vol. 7, no.3, Baxter
2 196%, pago T.
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"the acquisition by Canada of muclear weapons camod
rationally be justified by congiderations of prestige,
any more than lbe g;stification may be soughi in the
need to prepare s distinctive deterrent to muclear
bleckmail and sggression.? 19

Mr, Bayrs was of the opinion that Cansda could and should
contribute o the American deterrent by allowing missile sites
to be built in northern Canade, granting secess to ocur
territorial watexs %o V.8, atomic submarines ammed with
Polaris nmiseiles, and establishing alyfields for U.S. anti-
nigsile defences and interceptor alyxeraft. Mr, ‘wyrs did aot
object to heving melear armed missiles placed on Canadian
gsoil as leong a8 the mipsiles were %0 remain undex Anerdcan
eontrol.

In 1962, Mr, Paul Simon, an c¢conomigt and e student
of Canadien defeonce, wrote an article in [nglecon’s magazine
in whigh he advoeated that both the Bomares and Voodoos
phould be ammed with conventional warheads. My, Simon wao
ong of the few people who dld not belisve that a eonventional
warhead had not previcusly been mamufactuyed for the Bomare
migsile. Ho referred to the Bomars as a rifle and the
warheads as being the bullets. He said that,

"it is not true, though often stated, that no conventional
warnead exists for the Bomarc B.

«osThe designs and gpecificationg for the bullets
are thexre, and Canada could meke them herself." 20

(19) nymﬂg Jam@s, “Canada, MATO, and Huelear Yeapons,®
C. Staff Collese Journal, R.C.A.F. Staff

(20) simomn, Poul, "Wo'ro Arming Againgt Ourselves if We Tako
Awayng for tho Bomarc,” enlg, J 14, 1962
Mao]aigpﬁunt@r Publighing Company Idmited, Torombo,
page °

ool



43
He said that if a bomber would be destroyed by =a

nuglear armed Bomarc at en altitude of 40,000 foeot, the bomb
within the eirplane would explode. 1f this was a huidred
megaton bomb, and if the explosion took place aver Three
Rivexrs, Mr. 3imon ssys that the resulting f1ireball would
envelop Quebec Clity and "omtreal., #r. 3imon nmade two
sugrestions., The first one was that the Bomare should be
armed with conventional warheads so that when it destroyed
an eneny bamber, the bomb would bury itaelf harmlesaly in the
ground, Thig wang contrury to the idea of "weapon kill." The
Jomare, however, vmg not sufficiently accurnte to onsure a
direct hit on an eneny aireraft with cach attempt.

"But ag car as 1955 an expert pointed out that all it
takes to eve this is to flt a conventionally amued
Faleon rocket to the Bomarc’s nose, The Faleong...guldes
itself with pin-point acouracy to its target by an
infrared heat-seeking system.” 21

Thus the Bomarc could be guided towards the aircraft's
engines once the Falcon rocket was within five niles of the
enemy bomber. Secondly, Mr, 3imon proposed that the Bomaro
bases should be noved farther north so as %o lessen the rislk
of a Canadian city being damaged by eneny bombs.

James Minifie, who is a nows correspondent for the
Canadian 3drdadcasting Corporation was one of the few promingnt
Canadisns viho advocated that Canada should adopt a neutralist
policy in matiers of defence and forelgn policu. tir, Hinifie
steted in his book, Pencennkor anlrer that Canada's
defence policios wexre largelJ deteminad by foreign militaxry
officers in the Pontagon and at Colorado Springs. le sald that
by belonging to HORAD, Canada's effectiveonecss at the Uanited
Hations vms limited becmuse s nation vhose forces wore under
foreign command, wasg regarded as having lost its independcneo,

(21) log. eit.
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Canade was regarded as belng a satelllte oo tue 'nited 3tates,

according to ‘lr. dnifie. Mle felt that Canada couldd resain
its Indepondence 21d itg influonce in world alffairs Ly
decloring itself a aeutral nation., This would not be =
negative withdrawal from world affairs, bud rather o pogsibive
attitude towardg solving wobld problens. In ‘Ir. linifie's
view, 1t would aenable Canada to play o ore active role in
the Comaomwenlth, aid in the United Jations. He said that,

"Cannda could not be to fulfil its potential 1o0le
a8 long as its Gnitiatives were frugtrated by policy
directives lald dovm in ington~as for example in

the question of recognizing China whore Canada dare nod

gxpress the one vigw supported by every politiecal party
at home." 22

Mr, J4inifie said that a policy of neuwtrolism for Cnnsda,
"would lmply the resumption of a universal role ‘dudeh has
bean blurxred and blunted by over-clogo sgsoclation in
rogional militaxy allianoes."23 My, ""inifle favoured

Canadae mointaining ite own anti-boumber force which would be
baged in the Canadian norxrthland. lle repeated hig belief in
neutralism for Canada in his book entitled, Opon at the Ton.
He ssdd that Canada's future role

"inglde HATO,; ingide continental dofence and certainly
inside the United Nations will not reguire any
enlargenent, but would require a dimunition of nny kind
of muelear ars and equioment." 24

(22) Minifie, Jomes M,E ga%en T o el » l@¢Clelland
& Stewrmrt » %oronigéﬁonQEEggg gepﬁember

1965, page T2.
(23) log. eit.

(24) Minifie, James M., n_oh 6 ligClelland and
Stewart limited, Toronto/Hontreal, 1964, page 107.



s Cenernl Cpnodian misgivingo pbout cloge cooncration with
the U Seh,

The author has presented the arpuments put forth by
influential Cenadian and American writers who attempted %o
influence the Canadiisn public %o adopt and gupport one or
the other of the two sgides to the muclear arms debate., The
author would now like to examine briefly the general
miggivines that Canadiands had in regard to close cooporation
with the United States in the field of Joint defence.

Ponald ¢, ‘nsters, who is o professor of history at

Bighop's Universaity, showed in his book, 1 Yoxld
ARLmirE, 19573 to 19595, that Canadlan unensiness over our

cloge association with United States nilitary policien, began
in the early 1950's when the three rmdaxr lines were belng
constructed across Janada. ile pointed out thal the .wnhkresd
3tgr, which reflected the people's incrensing unessiness at
the tine, disliked the increamsed intesration of the rmilitary
forces of Canada and the United States under wa Amorican
camaander %o the point where "Canadians would be fightimg
under a commander whose primarxy concern was the derence not
of Canada, but of the United States."zs At the same tine,
Epolean's nagazine objected to the fact that vislts by lts
editor, HMr., Ralph Allen, to the DEW line bages had %o be
cleared in advemece with Unilted States officials in the
United States.

Jomes eyrs, in hilp book entitled, Cpnadn in Forld
4 hox | e o entioned some of the

Canmndian oriticismg which were being expreseed againsgt close

susplecs of the Canadian Inetitute of‘Inﬁemnational
Affalirs, Tovonto, 1365, page 64,
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Canadian~.J. 2ililary cooperation. r. oyrs sedlc Tt
vaaadlans 1Ot onl, feared a losge of natiovicd gsoverein ty but
resented t..e azowll of nonegy Canade was ppending Lo construct
tiie racar staticns whieh, it was believed, would soon become
ovsolete due Lo the rapid strides being nde 1a doviet
vechnology i tue fileld of rockets and intercoatiacatal
bellisbic aisslilec. . re yrs gugiested thal 1o regein
caaadian soverelgsity, Canadisns should eiluer talce over theo
recspoasibility of uanaiang the D XN line, or tids fluiction
should be done by all ATO countries on a rowation bosisy
nowever due to uhe possibillty of security violations aad
the widesirability of increasing VATC'y functions unduly, :ir,.
sayru preferred the former soluticon, iie also poilated out
that Janadions were ceriticizing the soundness of the
strategy of Jjolat dofence with the United States and he noted
that ‘dajor-(enerml ilacklin had acoused the Canadian governmenty
of ellowing lis pnlioies Yo be dictated by Amerlcan concepis
of what the defaence of Jorth Americe should entail,

Adr, Comnant, aslthough an Amexican, wes not irmunce to
Canadian sensitivities aroused by the joint defence of this
continent. lic said that because the United Stotes had assumed
the main burden of dcefending the West agmincst the >oviet
menacc, Canadiang found themgelves incereasingly bound up with
Amexriocan policies and actions, He recognized the facet that
Canada had loat mich of its freedom of action in not
egtablishing its own defence policies. lle wags alpo aware
that Cenediens felt,
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“the purpose of much of Censda's military policy and
its ddfonoe offort hao beon o aswlst in xaotee*hing
the Uele Strategic Aly Commond. ¥eb mw ions eed
their nation hes not had and does not have any conbxol
oY gven auy voige over the deplgﬁgn*ﬁ oy uge of GAG in
time of peates war, or Crisio. *&h exrs deoply
ouncemcd the j"c the a‘hxatem Loxca e usa& on an
Amgpioon inidiative slone, butb % sn eefion thed
would involve Cunnds dircetly end fully in all it
consegueneas.” 26

Howaver this did not ochange Hr. Conant's conviction that
clome cooperation bebween Canadian and United States air
defence forces was both necespaxry end desirable.

(26) Conant melvin,;, hg Yong gg%gr fntoh, Haxper & Brothersg
I?I %9. o PRZC “‘ °
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11, Jewyspapers and periodicals,

Ty of the points put forwar® by newspapers ere
pimilar to thoze which have elready bean mentioned in the
first seolion of this chapter., 'lowever, the author thought i%
necegsary to include this section as newspapers atiempbed
ifluence Canactinn nubliec n»ninion. The guccens of the
neworonpers in necomnlishinge this feat is referred tn in the
last ohapter.

The suthor has examined saventean Canadinn newspapers.
The newepepers that nove been chosen were celected for
reagong of pgeographical representation as well as the sigzge
of thelr circulation, The author has oxamined thirteen of the
fifteen nogt widely road newspapersn. Several small newspopars
were also surveyed for geographical purposes.

The 1967 Ayer Directory of Newspaners and ~exiodicals
clagsified all of the newspaperys which are entioned ia this
chapter, as being independent, with the exception of the
Liberal Vancouver .un, the Independent ILiberal Winnipeg Free
Pregs, the Liberal Toronto Daily Star, and the Commmnlet
newspaper, ithe Tribune.l

This seetion isg divided into the pro aad anti-noucleaxr
srgunents, with the viewpoints in favour of these weapons
being examined first. Of the seventesn newspapers that the
author exaained, nine of them favoured Canandu acquiying
auclear weapons for the Bomeres and elght were opwosed.
Neither oX these sentiments was confined to one particular
exes of the natlon, Thus, for example, pro and anil-auslear
erns scatiment were empressed throughout the prairies and the

(1) The ciroulation figurcs and classification of the
newspapers and
was token from




49
Maxitinesn, and even the Stwo prineipal newopapoers in Toronto
could not ogeroes on tho igsue.

The difforcnces of opinion expresecd by tho variocug
nowapapers in this countzy on matters of defcnso becmmo mOTG
pronounced with the smnounccemcnt that tho Avro Axzow was to
bo seyappced. Many nowspaporo supper%eﬁ this degigion of the
Gengezrveabtive Govoramont, The Calanxy plf, whaich has a
¢iroulation of 87,140, doecmed 1% an a@% af political courage
and defondcd the governmen® againget the charges lold againgt
it that tho goverrment rughed into it decision and did not
conpldor the welfare of the dioplaccd vworkero. The paper
cedd on Fobruary 25, 1939,

”no overmment is guing %o throw Caaadien vnﬁkarm out of
wvillingly...it was donoe with fair
The govermnent mede efforts o cushion ahsak to
dioposed workters. 1% was not the govemmout 4 lot
then out on a2 fow hours notico.”

Tho implication was that tho eompany, A.V.Roo ¢f Canndm, Litd.,
wvas rogponsible for the dicmipsal of tho 14,000 vorkers who
were unemployed after the Avio Arrow projeet wag ocbandoncd.
This point was also discusscd by tho Hpmildon alox

is the tenth largest newepapoy in Canade with a aireula%ien
of 118,487. The paper caid that the serapping of the Arrow
wvas ineviteble after tho United States had decdided not %o
purchage the ailrozxafi. But the paper stated that the A.V.Roe
Company muet share o large amount of the blome for nod
esgloting the jobleoss worikters in helping them £ind now jobo,
end in not gystecmatically releansing the men from thedr jobo.
Tho papey wvanted o lmow vhy the decision on the Arrow wma

takkon o suddenly cnd elso, why the compsny remcted to the
dceinion oo abruptxy '

; Y ibhuna, the cmaller of tho two main
Winnipeg newmpaperm, having a clroculation of 74,549, oaid,

(2) Baiterial, Tho Cnleaxy Hernld, Pebruary 23, 1959.
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“the Diefenbakar govomment's degision to serop the Arzow 1o
pralscworthy.® ”hlm nowopaper otrongly supported tho
govermment's decisicn. The editorial of Pebiuawy 2L, 1959,
onid that Mr. Diefcmbakor did not havo Yo amnounce thigo
deoision untll Mazch 31, the end of tho Lfiseal yeawy, but ho
chose $o mako his deoigion at thio time o provent
prolonging the agony of spreading the tax payor's monqy on
cn cub-dabted aiyveraft, It dld eyxitieise the govemment for
not helping the wozkers of A.V.Roe Ccompany, to find other
employnent., Other nowaspapers whish supported the governmont
were the Gleba pnd Moil, the Monkres) Ster, esnd the
Chrondale=Horald., The latter two supperted it on the grounds
thot Canndsa would no longer be wasting monegy on this projoct.
The Qlobg ond ladl took a different approsch. 1% said,

"thic nowapaper hes not taken sides asg betwean the
overmacnt and Avroj nor has it the olightest dopire to
0 e0. Ve have secepted, without quib or quarrcling,

the Governmend's decision 4o termminate the Arrow snd
Iriquois program.” 4

(The Iriquois was a Cansdimn dosigned flame Hhrower). Thus

it can bo said, that one of the main asrguments for gupporting
the Conservative Govermment's declgion 4o sexrap the Arrow was
i4s producticn costo. However, by supporting the Conmexrvativo
dceisoion, the nowspapers wero not reojecting Conadisn
acquisition of aixoraft carrying micleary weapons. Thay woro
merely expreosing tholy opposition $o Canads memufeobturing
such agreraflt bectmuso of the enoxmous coot involved in such
a project.

Thg igsue of whether or not Canada should acogpt

(3) Editoriel, Winnipeg Tribune, Febwuery 21, 1959,
(4) Bditorisl, Globe end Mail, Pebruayy 25, 1959.
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mglear weoapons ssw the Canadian Government, the Canadien
people, and the nation's newspapers, deeply divided in thelr
opinions. lowever, on this issue, the newspapers which
advocated Canada accepting these weapons had more than only
one asrgument upon which they could base their beliefs.

Iike the Comservatives, those papers that supported
the idea of Canada acqulring muclesar weapons, often found
thengelves on the defensive gside of the debate. One excoption
vas the attitude taken by the Calgarxy lewsld in lay 1961,

V¥. T.C.Douglas, vwho was then the Premier of Saskmnitchewan had
gaid that if Canada were %o accept nuglear wesapons, this may
nrovoke the Soviet Vmlon into arming the soeislist Muropeoan
nations with similar weapons. The attitude of the Calgaxy
Herald was that this might already be the came. It then sald,

"if Premier Douglms expects Canadian troops to defend
this cecountry, then even he and his *new party' should
see the sonpe of aming these troops with the besgt
weapons availasble, end this means muglear weapons.” 5

Vith xegard to NATO, the erguments put forth in the
newopapers, both for and agalust Canada accepilng muclear
weapons for its NATO foroesm, were essentially the game as
those alrendy mentioned with regard to the BDomare issue. The
Hemilton dnechator sadd tn January 14, that by accepting
nmuelear weapons, Canada would not engender a muclear war, but
rather it would eud tue farce of not arming the Starfighber
aireraft with the weapons it was designed to carry. The
Ottewa Citizen said that Cenada should not opt out of NATO,
rather it should aecept the muelear weapons whieh have been
advocated by the NATO Oounsil. The paper favoured a bulldup
of NATO's conventionel foreces, and erid Canada should attempt
to impress this idea upon it allies while romaining a membor

(5) 2ditorial, Cpleaxy Horxmld, hay 10, 1961,
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of the allionce. In 1001, the Citlzen said,

"extensgion of use of nuclear weapons to forces of any
country within the allisnee would indeed be a retrograde
step. But if NATO did more in this direetion Canada
would be ih a much better position o exert a countering
influgnoe if 4% was within the allisnce, rathsr then
outside of 1t." 6

B. Jewspepers opposed o Capeds sequiring nugl s WERDODS.

Diffeyences of opinion whieh were expresaed by the
newspapers were not confined solely to the Bomarc igsue. ln
1955, there was some congern over inoereassing American control
over our defence policies due to thelr Finencing and
operating some of the radar lines then being buillt across

1l ney g g, which 1s the ninth largest
nowgpaper in this eountxy having = following of 123,852
readers, cchoed the sentiments of thoge that fesred too close
a relationship with the United States. The paper favoured the
control of the radar lines passing into the handg of a NATO
Northern Command., Such an arrangement would,

"have a special adventage for this occuntry. Canada would
no longer have to deal in defence matters bilaterally
with the American gilant., If we could deal mltilaterally

in a % HATO command there would probsbly be less
concern then at present over questions of sovereignty.® 7
The Hontxresl Stax took a differemt view ¢f the situation, The

paper said the agreeuent signed between Canada and the United
Jtates allowed Canada to replace American personnel with
Canadisng at any timo it chose to do so. However, the Jtaxr
did exprens e note of caution with regzard to Cannda
pafeguarding its sovereignty. The editorial of May 24, 1955

(6) @itorial, QOftawe Citizen, iay 109 1961,

(7) "On NATO's Northern Rim,” ¥Winp
10, 1955,
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B&id g
"there are also clauseg in the agroement which safegsuard
Canadisn sovereignty, establish Canadlon law, and give
important funetions to the Departument of Jo (Ghnol
AfTailrs. The net effect of the srrangenent is, however,
one which leaves a faintly uncomfortable mood in
Canadian minds. One recalls the old adege about °who
pays the piper calls the tume.' There is no doubt so fax

ag the DEW line is conserned, about who is paying the
piper.”™ 8

The main oppositiom to Canade acoepting nueclear
weapons was that this was Just another ingtance of the United
Stotes inereasing its control and authority over Canadian
defence policy. “his was the attitude taken by the Ypneouvexr
Sapn Just one week after :ir, Diefenbaker's speech of February
20, 1957, in whieh he announced the screpping of the Arrow
progrem and the poverinuent's intentlon to cecept the Jomare
migsilce., “"his paner, whieh has the third highest circulation
figure in Cenads (240,388), is a Iiberzal newspaper. On
Fobruary 27, 1959, the paper seald,

"se.Canada is @iving dofence baswz to the United States,
buying U.S. tary hardware, importing U.s.-owaned
nuglear warneads and even aliowing the U,S. to dietate

how and when Canadisns may uge them. Perhaps all of this
nakes militery sense for s relatively smalg nation which
ig the inegvitable ally of & much larger one. But it also
nakes a mocke of the pretence that each of the allies

shall be expecicd-even required-to mako ithe best of ite
own defence facilities." 9

This sentiment was also expressed by the Winnipes Tribuneg,
which wag skeptieal about the Bomarc still being a useful
weapon, and by the Iorento Daily Stew. The Toyonto Daily Star
is sn Independent~Liberal newepaper, and is the most widely
read Mglish language dally paper in Canada,(349,250), The
84ar favoured Canada playing its pro-=l1957 role of warning tho

(8) Editorial, ITha lor ax, May 24, 1955,
(9) Pditorial, Ymneouver Sun, February 27, 1959.
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Strategic Adiy Comnand of eny approaching hogtile planes fxom
noythemm Cmnada, but it did not favour ocur acquiving weapong
vhigh do not give Cannds any added securdty but involve large
expenditures of the tax payer’s monay. Tho Siss soid that this
wat not a plen for noutraliesm, but rather a desire %o
gafoguard ouy povoreignty in mattors of dofenec. "Goography,
culturo and ccéenemlico dictato close dtieog with the United
States. Thay do not dietate subservicnee in defenceo end
foreign polieyo"lo

The Wrnipog Txibung admired Mr, Green, the sinister
for ixtoranl ALfalrs, and his attempto to eonvinee the
Congorvative Cabinet as well as international coafercnees, of
the nocd to put an end $o0 the arms race. The Txibuna, liko
the Yangouver Sun, favoured Canada spending ite defence
dollays in purchasing conventlional weapons for its military
forcaes. In 1961, 1t gave tho following recasons for its
deoision to whieh it adhored throughout the nuelear deobato.

"We think that Canada would loso whateover moral leadorship
it has toward disaymament 1f it edopted nuelear weapons.
Wo think that 1f Canade had a muglear arsconal it would
bo oven moxe difficult to halt the sprend of nuclear
weapong and to provent an accidental holocougt.” 11

C. Rexiodiesln.

The suthor found very few articles in Canadian
pericdieals dated in theo mid-1950's which dealt with the issuo
of Canadn aceopiting nuclear weapons., The author could nod find
any article which appeared in any Canadian periodical which
supported Canndion agcoptance of nuelear armg, Howgver, ono
cannot agsume that all Canadian periocdicals were opposcd %0

(10) kditoriaml, Toxonto Daily 3tmr, Fobruary 23, 1959.
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Canadn acquiring nuolear weenons, The Canndian periodieanls

which waere oprhogsed to Canada becoming involved in a nuclear
le, gave several reasons for thelr stand. “he author has
chosen to exauilne the arguments put forth by Magelean'p
nagazine for several reasons, Mrst, it is the most widely
read Canadlan iagazine, having » circulation of 564,466
readerg. Secondly, it is fairly representative of the
arguents put forth by other Canadian periodicals wgich
evpressed thelr opnosition to Canadian forces being equipned
with nuclenr weapons, Finelly, it, more than any othexr
pericdical, cousisgtently produced artieles based on the
nuclenr ars issue and the problems produced by Canada’s
close assoclintion with the United States in the field of
defence. In 1956, ipglean's magazine was concerned about the
loss of Canadian sovereignty due to the ngreenents that had

been made conceming tie construction of the radar linesg in
Canade .

"In retum for the luxury of not speading .oney on the
Dewline wo Canadians have surrendered soriething that for
the last gemeration we have regarded as our greatest
aeoessigys our independence. For o sun of .loney that

1e approximete construction period of Dewline-

d 3
fgiégiy 1954 to 1957-will be somewhat more than equalled
b e taxes we will pay on tebacco, we have delegated

tﬂe effective woridng control of at least ten percent
of our land area to the United States Adlr forco. Y 12

Mr. Ralph Allen, the editor of the magsmzine who wrote this
article said that under the original sgreement, Canada had
the right to talke over the operation of the Dewline on
reasonable notica. lle said that the ¢oat invdlved in having
Canadion forcez operate the Dewline was well worth ocur

(12) Allen, R:alph8 "Will Deviline Cogt Canada iﬁs Hoprthland?”
Iﬁ 6 19560 VOJ. 699 Izk]‘!l@&rbt
}Eg% ﬁ’bli ¢ Company Limited, mon'g.realp pago 69,
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regainiayg, tue sovercignty which was lost to the US.A.F.

1T Allen then deseribed & Lrip that he ool with
peveral Canadlen snd Ameriesen military offlecers as well ags
some otlier journalists, from Jew York to a vewline base. They
stoppec at rrobisher Bay on Baffin Island where a pross
conference was held by the wing comander, who was a
Canandian eamngnding the base.

“un many quesviong, some of wihich concerned the base he

commends, he had no idea what to ssy. He would tum to
the senior U,S, security colonel...

'Shoulu 1 answer that?!

Sometimnes the USAF colonel sald it vas odl right o
angwery, comeivines he did not. I asked a guestion about
the defence of our radar sites, Canadinn sites and
Anmericen sltes and joint sites.

1Cann I angwer?' the Canadian wing cominnder asked.

"o, ' the ‘merdicuan colonel said.

There was no answer.," 13

hile tue ronk of colonel is above that o. n wing cownander,
the faot that a Canadian wing commander who was comnanding a
Canadian bese vms prohibited by an American colonel f£rom
enswering a question, angered not only Ar. Allen, bhut nany
other Conadimns,

Lt was partly becauase of thlc loss of Canadian comnand
over ovumes whichh wers situated on Canadian goil, thut
Hegleanl's migazine opposed Canada's closo coopermtion with
the United States in uwatters of eontinental defence.

In an editorlel in sarch 1959, the nagazine saild that
tire world is divided into two groups of nations, the Powers
end non-rowers. Canade was a non-Power nation au it poosessed
end controlled no nuclear weapons or long-runge missiles. I
wig of the opinion that Canada's status in tlie world would

(13) Ibid, pace 7C.
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111, 1. ond .

The cuthor has exmmined Canadian deieuce policies
from 1949 Yo 1963, and the reaction to these policies aro
expreased by prominent individuels in the fields of polities
and defence. 1he reactlions of Canadian newspapers and
peviedicals have also been\examined. This pection will
concantrate on the attituded of the Canadimn peonle 4o the
problem of nationel defeace, and in particular, to the
Bonare isgdue,

sorze of the polls whigh are presented in this
chapter hnve been taken from a book enititled, In Your 9pinlom.
These polls were cou,iled between Jovember 1962, and
February lyo3. The book was written by two men, John Peul
and Jerome Ismulicht, who questioned people From various
backgrounds. "here were six categorxries of people who were
questioned. The aational seuple {(N) congisted of Cenadian
cltisens and Britieh subjects who were over 21 years of age.
These people lived in various parts of Canada, except the
difficult areas to reach, such as the Horthwest Verritories
and northern ilewfoundland, “he teenage sample (V), consisted
of 150 boys and giris whose ages ranged from 16 to 21. The
teanage sample wag taken from towns and cities having a
population of over 1,000, and from seventy-two ruraul sampling
areas, in the same areas of the country as referred to for
the nationel sample. The 190 people whoe ceantribuied
finanecially to the Canadian Peaceo Rescarch Institute (onm
whoze behalf this survey was done), congtituted a random
goographical sample drawm from 25,000 pcopls who contribuved
nongy %o the Institute. The anowexo of the contyibutors havo
been designated as (0) on the polls. The 48 busingotmen (B)
who were randomnly sceleotod, roprescnted compenies whose asscoto
exceecded ono millicn dollars. The 48 union lemders (L) wero
aleo rendeonly selected and thgy wore citheoy loadero of o
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union exoeeding ten thousand members, or senior officers in
2 naticnel trode union federstion, FPinally, the 48 political
leaders (') were chosen in proportion to thelr party's
represcitation in tle lHouse of Cormmong. Thups the political
repragent..tion was made up of 19 Conservatives, 16 Tdberals,
6 3ocial Credit W.P.s, and 5 N.D,P, representatives,

1t will be reuembered that severnl prominent
individunls cited in oection one of thisg chapter, rade
rofercace tc the possibility of Canada becoming s neutral
ptate, A1l of theu rejected this idea outright with the
exception of [r. Janes Minifle. In July 1960, the
Canadisn Institute of Public Opinion asked Canadians what they
thought of the idea of heving Canada join the neutrnl bloc.

TART,; TUMBER OTE:

Some pebole thinic that because of Canada‘'s geographie
pogition and problems of defence in the event of a
nuclear war that we should become a neutral nation like
Switzeorland., Uthers think that this would not be the
right thing to do. Vhat is your opinion?

R4
i)

deutral 161 22
Jdhould Yot 422 57.7
Gualified 31 4.3
o Opinion A7 16
Total 73 100.0%

he esuthor was unable to discover if this was a national or
rogional poll, However, it can be safely stated, that by and
large, Canadiang rejected the theory that thelr nation should
leave the VWestern military alliosnces and declare itself to bo
a ngutral state.

The secound table ism designed to show the ettituden of
various groupg of people polled with respect to Canada pleaying

(1) Copadion Institute of Public Opinion poll, July 1960,
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& role in ihe United .latlons peccekgeplnyg force. It will be
noted tliwt a renter percontaje of the labour people favoured
our suport of 2 L,.0, force than did the Lusinessmen. (The
figures from all of the tables cited from bh:o bool, In Your
Qpinion, are percentages).

“ABL. JUMNAR TWO2

40w llere are two opoosing ideas. Jill you tall e which
of the two comes closest to the way you yourself feel?
g i C B L P
a,) 1 think that a strong
ermanont U.V¥.Axmy would
e a real danger to our

national freedon, 11 12 11 23 4 17
bo.) I think that & strong,
permanent U, {,A would

protect, rother
endanger, our national

frecdon, T84 83 34 58 88 13
Don't lmow 11 5 5 19 & 0
TYotal 106 130 100 160 100 T80

It ghould 2also be nobted from the ebove table that the
buginesc ;;roup placed less confidence in the effectivencess
end the sosglbility of the .7, Army to defend our national
fresdon than any other rroup questioned, "he businesomen also
expressed thie largeat percent of wneesrtointy about the
capability of such = force as to whether it could bhe
congldaored a dangoer, oxr protector to our national freedom,

(2) Paul, John, ond Laulicht, Jerome, % Your Og_m%%,
(’}anadian Peace Research Instituie, volume I,
Clarkson, Ontario, 1963, page 42,
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TABLE NUMBER THREE®

Do you think we ghould oy ghould not arm Canadian forses
with atomic wespons poyg?

N ® C B 5L P
Our axmod foxocs both in
Canada ond Buropo chould
have atomic woapons, only
in Conndn, or culy in Buvopo 41 50 26 56 31 33

None ¢f our Lfoxawes, cither in
Purope or Canada, chould havo

atomie wenpono. 17 17 42 6 54 38
Energeney now--got them now 20 16 4 17 O O
don's got them L ot ©° 14 12 22 6 9 29
Don't lmow 8 5 7 15 6 0
Total 166 Y00 100 T00 160 160

Table mumber three is & result of a question posed
by Hessrs. Paul and Leulicht coneerning the acquisition of
muclear weapong by Canadisn forees. Once agein, the
discropancy between the answers given by the businegomen and
labour leaders should be noted, c¢specially with refard to the
saeond and third gtatements., Ome surprising espect may be the
anowere given by the teenagers. It 1o generally thought that
the teenagers are againot nuelear weapons of any kind and are
mno¥ye eager o support disarmement proposals then are people
in othaer groups of goeloty. Howaver, when tables two and
three ave oxomined, it can be seen that the tocneger's
reoponpe gorrvesponds closely to the opiniono of tho national
sample. Tho Ycenegers woro moye favourable to the ideca that
Canada opead at least five pexrcent of its defenca budgot on
the U.N., Ay, then werc tho Canadisn adulto. Although %45 of

(3) Ibid, poge 84.
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the teenngers, as compared to 419 of the adults, thought that
Cenada's defenee forces should be inereagsed, 67% of the
toenagers thought that "if morye countries get atomie weapong,
the dengor of atomie war (would) greatly incrm&aeg“4 ag
compared to 57% of the adult sample.

I% should be noted in table numbexr three, that both
the teenage and business samples c¢losely refigcted the
national sample in thinking that an emergencsy did exist in
international relations, thus making it imperative that
Canada accept nuclear weapons as quickly as possible., These
figures should bo gompared not only to the labour respondents,
but also to the responges of the politiciansg, who doubted that
an emexgency did exist. Purthermore, an ex=mination of theso
groups should be made after combining their answers o the
first and third choices in table number three., Here again,
one can see¢ the tecnage and buginess groups closely resembling
the national sample. Sixty-one percent of the nationsl sample
was in favour of Canadisn forces being armed with muclear
weapong while 66% of the teenage sample and T3% of tho
buginegss sample held the same opinion, These figures should
be compared %o those of the labour and politician’s sampled.
Thirty-one percent of the labour group and 33% of the
politiciang fovoured nuelear weapons being supplied to
Cancda's aymod forecs,

In Soptember 1961, the Canadien Inmtitute of Publie
Opinion asked Canadions whotheor they thought Canedian armed
forces phould bo equipped with muelear weapons. The £ollowing
regponge to that gquestion was part of that CIPO poll.

(4) Paul, John, end Loulicht, Jeromo, opn. eih., page 42.
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PABLE NUHBER FOURD

5{a) Hove you heard obout Conndn acuulwing muglcay woapono?

Yag
Ho
Potal

Funbor Iascrviowed
430
266
[T

5{b) Just £ron vhot you !lmow or havo heard, in

opinion chould Conoda'o axmcd Lowoow be cqmi.ppea At

veapons, or not?

¥co
He
o Opinion
Totald
5(c)
Our Cva Proteoiion 121
Root are doing i% 75
avert voy 17
Azmct %‘0"@@% kecp up
o 4o

Uil ba ﬁ.nfmm lino

3 emUB 4
eE¢ 4

o Opinion

Othey ;ﬁ%
Totnd 250
9 pomo gove ROTo thon ono onowey

s

muclcay

Bunbor Intorviewed 4]

252 6051
125 0.4
53 9.5
m Iﬁﬂb%
o

fhould bo neudyal a0
It will agitate wor 16
Tot loading powor 19
Do no good 9

P00 dengoroun 15
U8 wAll def ug )
Cant't affoxd 5

No meé! won't bo a
mer eom%xl :3 kmve

shen, b a5
ggh 0 on 13
or
Total ﬁé}G

£ Public Opindon poll, Scoptcmbor 1961,

(mm awixhw wan unable to dotozmine 42 thg poll zeprosentod
a nationel or locod pemplo of Conndieng),
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(Those people who onswered either "yes" oxr "no” in
question 5(b) were then asked 4o explain their answer by
means of guestion 5(¢). It is no surprise that most of thoso
in fevour of Canade acquiring nuolear weapons, (48%), gavo
ag thedr reason, that they are necegsaxy for our owa
pPotection, however a large porcontage of them, (29.7%),
said that wo should acquire these weapons begause the rost of
the countries ¢f the world are acquiring nuelear weapons.
This was not the case. It should also be noted that thoso vwho
were opposed to Canade arming itself with nuclear weapons,
gave as thelr reasons, those that have been stated by
prominent individuals, newspapers, and magazines ln the
eavlier parts of this chapter. The most prominent of them
being; e desire for Canadisn neutrelity, the fact that Canada
was not a leading power and therefore could not slter the
intemational balance of power by acquirxing these weapous,
and the idea that these weapons are dangerous and thelr
proliferation to more and more countries would intensify the
possibllity of a rmaelear war, eoither intentionally or
acolidentally. While most of them thought that Canada should
becone ueutral, they still represented & ninordty view. It
ghould also be noted that many people who saild they opposed
Canada®s acquisifion of muclear weapons, gave no reagon for
their opinion.

Reforen¢e will be made in the coneluding chapter of
the thesig, that in December 1962, the pexrcentage of thooe
people who favoured nuclear weapons for Canadlen military
forces, had declined by 6.1% to a level of 54%. The fanet that
the deeislon %o accept muclear weapons by the Liberal Pawrty
in Jemuary 1963, at a time when those people who favourced
such a policy were now abandoning their convietion, showed
that the Iiboral Party decision was not taken with tho opinien
of the OCanadisn people being compidered. (In June 1963, tho
percenbage of Canadians vwho were pollced by the CIPO who
expressced thelr degire that Caneda's armed forces bo equippod
with nuelcar weapons, had declined another Live peroet 40 o
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level of 49%), Similarly, the fect that in 1961, over 60% of
Canadiang favoured Canasda acquiring nuclear weapons, leavoo
1little to comiend thie Conservative Paxrty and the Congervative
Governnent's indecision for go many months as being due %o tho
fact that the Cancsdisn people did not indleate vhat policy
they wanted the govermmont to sdopt.

In February 1964, the Bomarsc missiles at Horth Bay
and la Macaza were armed with nuclear warheads. In that semo
month, the CIPO conducted a survey for the purpose of
determining the attitude of Canadians as to what militvary
role Canadoa should adopt.

TADLE JUMBIR FIVEP

Canasda's defence policies are being argued about a good
desl. Which of these statements comem elosest o what you
think Canada ghould dos

Number in Sample 4
U3 should toke respoasibility
for defending Canado. 19 2.7
Janada should maintain her
nwit defenece 119 17.1
befenice should be a joint
affort betwoen Canads and US 464 66.8

Canada should disparm and beconme
a ngusral nation T4 10.6

el =57 55

The above poll indicated that Canadians wanted the
help of the United States in defending the country ageingt a
popaible Soviet attack. Howeovewr, as the word "mugleaxr® wao
omitted from tho question posed to those vho answered tho
CIPO representative, it should not be constxuecd that Gansdiono
approved of Cmnada's agccepting muclear weapons as part of the
Canadian=-United States joint dcfence of the North Ameriean

(6) Conedion Inatdtusc of Publig Opindon poll, February 1964.
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conbtinumb. The poll olso chouod that neudvalily wao stdld
el populay ddon dn the minds of the Canndisn pooplo. Tho

gance of the publie opinion polls eited dn this
chapfior dn polation o the policies edoptod by the moin
pidbical porbies dn Conado, will beo cxomined 4 tho
congluding chaphor.



It bhas often boen said in the past that Canediong,
in general, are apathetic to vital isscues which are
confyronting their ovm nation. Ag thig thegis is an atbtenpt o
onalyzo the opinion of Canadimne in all walks of life, with
reapeet to the muicleayr ammg igeue, the author attempted to
study the posivions taken by various interest groups at the
timo of the muclear amms crisis. 1t was discovered that
Canndigng, indeed, tend t0 shy away from talding definito
stands on ilmportant issues,

A, Thoge \An fayour

in o letter dated Februaxy 7, 1967, wyritten by the
rublie rducation sSeoretery of the Canadian Ingtitute of
lntermational Affalrs, My, Brisn Donaldson sitated,

“we ook no poeition on that question (Bomarc issue)
because the CIIA by its constitution is not allowed o
take partisan pogitions. 'The Ingtitute is complet
nﬂm-agficial and non-political. To agsure the
naintenance of its objective and non~partisan oharacter,
the Institute ag such ig precluded by its charter fyrom

the forxmal cexprescion of eopinions on international
questlions,.." 1

However, at the 1959 Amual Conference of the C.I.Il.f.p
which was held in Saskat%oon, the congsensus of opinion wag that
it was ngoescary for the Vest to maintain s strong nucleax
deterrent to prevent an attack by the Soviet Union. The
Conferenge Telt that this deterrent in North America was to bo
found in the Strayegic Air Command and 1% was Canpdal's
regponsibility to defend and waxrn SAC bases of an imminent

o Public Eguention Seerectary,
o 1967,
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Soviet attack. it was felt that Censda's participation in
JORAD, i%e sewxapping of the Avre Arxow and the congtruetion
of Bomarc-uAGis defence ingtallations in Canads ell point to
the fact that Cenads cannot play this defensive vole by
hersell, it needs the cooperation aad Jjoint undexbalting of
$he Unibted States. Canada’s role in NOHAD and NAYO woro
defended and upheld. The Conference was alego of the opinion
that an iantegrated defence force with an integrated defeneo
production program, was the most efficient way of achieving
optimum resultg. Due to Canadm's small population and its
geographic position next to a colossus, the Saskatoon
couvention believed that,

"our defcnoo Qoliay should in gome respecis be leoo
concermed with a futile effort to guarmmteo Canecda’s
gesurity from atteek than it is %o contribute o
Caneda's security in a broader oenpe." 2

Ag the G.1,1.A. never oppoeed this stand, nor made any
derogatory reference to it in any way, the suthor has
assuued that the lostitute, despite its clain to being none
poditical, does support the idea of Canadian forces being
eguipped with nuelear weaponsg.

In correspondence with the Montreal Doard of Trado
and the Canadlan Chamber of Commexrce, the author wes informed
that "the Board has never taken an individual stand
respeeting this subject,”” (Bomare issue), and also thak "tho
Canadien Chember of Commexrce did not take any position 1o,
nuelear weapons or the aequisition of BOMARC misailemo"4

(2) Ritehie, Bonald S., "Problemg af a Degfence Po for
Eanada, " >‘ el , Bummer 1959,
vol.Xlﬁ, 1te 6f International

fxom Done Hopdewnon, Executive Asglgiant, CGanadion
Chember of Commeree, Pobmuary 2, 1967.
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Howover, in the 1966<67 Statement of Policy whieh was adopbed
by the rAnrmunl YMeeting of the Canadian Chamber of Commerco
in October, 1966, there were four recommendations whigh were
nade in the field of national defence. The firgt
recomlendation required, that,

"exdsting military forees be armed with the weapons which
will enable them %0 provide maximm effegtivencss in
their od role in both NATO and NORAD, This means
tectical weapons at least es effective as those likely
to be available to a potential enemy." 5

Thig last sentence would imply taetical nuclenr weapons.
hemembexring the attitudes adopted by businessmen in the
Cenadian pubilic opinion polls presented in the third section
of this chapter, there is no reascn ¢$o believe that tho
Canndian Chamber of Commerce did not hold this same view in
19583,

B. Those who opvosed nuelesy weapong.

Mr, Andrew Clarke, the Rwrecutive Director of tho
World Federulists of Canada wrote to the author on Jovember
24, 1966, saying that "the Woxld Federmlicts of Canada did
not take a firm pogition on the acquigition of nuelear
weapons by Canada."6 However, in the Janmuary-February 1963
igoue of the Canmdlan VWorld Federalist, liw. John iicDonald, a
fomugy viceo-pregident of the World Pedernlists of Canada,
wvrote an article entitled, "Neutrals for Peace, an Approach
40 a How Canandian Foreign Poliey." He advocated that ao group
of neutral nations chould atteupt to pettle the nuclear

(5) 1966~6T Statement of Pg%igg, the Camadisn Chsmber of
‘Conm Gp page °

QXC

(6) Lonte And ¢} p Executive Director, VWorld
Fed s%s of Canada, November 24, 19&6°
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impacse which oxisted, ond gtill oxists, botwsm the Unitcd
States and the Soviet Undon, He aloo advoeated that Canade
would have %o adopt o now Lforeign policy. This would iumvolve
Canada’s withdrawal from HORAD and WATO when these Srsatios
cone up for ronewal,

we mugt malte public cuxr decieslion not o
have canagfan forceo ogquipped with meleanp woapons oY
have muclecay weapone based on Canadian goil.®

The cuthor ig of the opinicn thnt as this ayrticle wan

printed in the bimonthly publication of the World Federnlisoto
of Conada, and as the orgenization belie¢ves in world poace
through wordd law, that tho opinions oxprossed by MNr.
MoDonald recoived the support of the Woxrld FPederalists of
Canedn, espeeially in viow of the faobt that the organisation
made no official etatement to the contraxy.

The Canadisn Iylends Service Comndttce, sometimes
referred to as the Quakers, were opposed to Canada acquiring
nuelcar weapons. (o March 15, 1963, tho Commdittee imoued a
ptatenent in Toronto which was signed by ninety-gix ¢lergymen
reprasenting many religious denominations. The statoment seadd
in paxrt,

"Wo the undexra ed ministors, rTabbio, and pricgbs, unide
in oppogition ve nuelear weapons on &anaﬁian poil o» forx
poosession by Canandian txoops abroad.

Ve beliegve that without mucleay amng Canada can
paintain end dovelop its ageaial r0lo oo & poacennker
within the United ﬁaﬁions.

(7) HMeDonanld, John C,, “Neutrals for Peage,”
z}gg_gmg%ﬁg World Federalisto of
anuayy-ifobruary, 1963, page lzc
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A well as issuing the above statenent the Quakers
were active in probtesting againgt Canadian armed forccs being
axmed with melear woapens,

In the field of labour, the United Steclworkexs of
Ameyica were opposed to arming Canedian forees with nuelcax
weoapons. At the 1959 Canadisn Policy Conforence, the lsbour
union was of the opinion that,

"for Canada to enter the nuelear ayms race by tho
ggﬁghaae of migsiles for uge with miclear warheads from

dien bases is rendering ueo less and less capable of
maling indepanacnﬁ decipions in intermational affairs
and is an economic burden on our people whieh
makes it legs possible for us 4o render ald o nations
in need %o the extent that our people wish." 9

At the 1963 Canadian Policy Conference, the union passed the
following resolution, "Bo 1t resolved that the poliey of the
Canadien Labouxr Congress, that is, no nuclear amus for Cansda
or NATO, be enﬁormede“lo

Another organigation that opposed muelear armg for
Coanadien military foreco, vwas the Voige of VWomen, In a
lotter prosented to Prime HMinister Diefenbaker on dovember 1,
1962, the Voiso of VWomen oxpressed thelr belief that,

nous pemmes eonvelncues toutefols que elent sculment

cn tent que pays non~nucléaire que le Canada peut jouer

un r8le pogitif et construetif dang las affaires

mondieles. 81 nous sequérons des ogives nueléaired,es.

nous pexdons toute poaibilité de jouer le ¥Ble d'arbitre
pagsifocateur dans les querelles intermationales, on
cholopipsent de dovenir une puinsance mucléaire mincuro.™ll

Gonfercnce attoched %0 a _ - <
S AEN 0 yeherhill, Public Relatd ] X
{ Sueclworiters of Anerica, Marnh 2@, 196

(10) Zhid, 1963 Canadian Poligy Conferenca.

(11) Lettor %o Prime Minister Diefonbaker from Thérdse F.
Caggrain, Prégidonte, La Voix des Femmes &u Canamda,

(9) rhotostats of resolution passed at 1959 Ganadian Polio:
ig}te} . HQ SRALOX L
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In om opem letber to My. Diefenbaker duwing the mipsile
crigis, the Voige of Women thought that the extengion of
muelear weapons to nations which did not then have them,
increased the poosibility of war by providing the Soviet
Union with a strong motive for sharing her muelear weapons
with other soelalist states and the People's Republie of
Chins, The possibilily of an =ecidental wayr would also bo
inareasecd due %o the disseminetion of nuelear arms, Tho Voive
of VYomen was, end s3ill is, convineed that a Canadian refusal
to accopt these weapons would enooursge other natlons to
follow sult and would enhancoe our position in the United
Nations.

Shortly before the 1963 federal eleotion the
orgenization issued a list of some points and sugsestions
vinich ghould be examined before the April election. The list
of points wes entitled, "Why Doss Voiece of Women Oppose
fuolear Weapons for Canada?® The ninth point on the list was
a ropetition of tho ideas put forth by John licDonald in his
article in the World Federalist. The Voice of VWomen felt that

"a non-muclear Canade can make a real and positive
contribution towards lessening world tension and
buildin% mitual trust....There is a degsparate need for
inaginative leadership from the smaller powers. Canada
can £i11 this xole onfy if she opeaks a8 a non-nuclcar
nation. No cne otherwise will listen to her." 12

It should be noted that among the interest groups
that expreosed their opinion, the findings of the publie
orinion polls were borne out in one reapect. The Canadian

(12) Vooe of Vomen, )

-~
po o -
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Chamber of Com:erge, which repregenig businesn intevests was
in favour of muelear weapons, while the Unilted Steelworkers

of \nerica, vihich represent the interests of labour groups,

wag opposed to guch a policy.

One group was deeply divided on the lpsuc. A booiletd
entitled, "Lord of the Worlde," represented the report of the
United Clmurch's Comdttee on nternatronal Affairs which was
presaited to the 1962 General Council., "le Ceneral Counecil
wag unable to agree on a pingle opinion and it adonted what
wos called, two positions. In a letter wrlitton Lo the author
by Reverend Rey ilord, on Juno 5, 1967, the Veverend said,

"I must sey that there wag considerable disagroement with
thig gtand at the time and considerable feeling that
General Council chould have pressed for a majority view
which ls ocustomary in democracy.” 13

Thogse nanbers of the General Cowneill who favoured
nuolear weapons Tor Canadian forces said thet due to Canada's
goographic position,

WTee e e YocOmmiend that the Gencral Councll contimue its
g:gporﬁ of HATO including its pOli%ﬁ of 'exredible

errence.' This policy ineludes the evailsbility of
the most powerful maclear weapong." 14

Those vwho took the oprosite view stated,

"we beligve, wlthout denying the gincereity of those
vho take an oprogite view, that it ip no¥ permigsible
for Chw¥isvions to sanctlion the use of muclenr weapons
in sny circumstances.” 15

(13) Lat ;;‘ v, y Hord, Secretary of the United Clurch

o

e , 1967.

(14) Loxd %% ﬁﬁ hor&%a Jinth Report of ti.c Camrittee om the
ernavio Affairs %o the Twentieth
General Counoil of the United Church of Canada,

London, Onterio, Sept. 1962, Board of BEvangeolism and
Social 8Service, tho United &huxnh of Cenades, Toronto,

(15) Ihid, page 17.
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After debating the lssue at some length, tii. teneral Couaecil
passed several resolutions ca tho iszsue. U.ie guch resolution
sbated tuat tue General vouaecll favouraed a continuation of
aghleving an accepiable formnla of ammg control. “he Couneil
also expressed theldr desirs that the "opposition to the
extengion of anwcloar weapons threate must be maintained."lﬁ

Another resolution which was adopted, affiymoed the
Church®s couvietion that, "the use of any weaopons for mass
destrucilon ineluding woapons of nesnton mportions is
eontrugy Lo tae will of (xod."17

C. Zhosge whbo %ook no ghand on the lsgue

There were geveral iateresst grou;e whieh reTused to
take a gland on tue auwelear weapons iscsuc. Jothh the “onadlian
Jewlish Congress and the Zionist Organization of Canada nado
no stateuonts and igsued no pamphlets on the subject of
nuclear armwe for Canadian military forces. ln o lotteor from
L. PoKeogh, the manager of the Public !elationsg lepnrtment of
the Conadien .anmufacturers' Assocliation, the author was
infomied that the subjocct of nuclear weapong,

"is coumpletely outside our field wihieh 1s to provide
pervice conec ] manufacturing problema to our members
and to represent them in gubmigsions to the three levels
of government.” 18

Consequently, the Assoolation lssued no statement on the
natter. Mnally, the suthor vags notified in a letiter from

(16) Ibid, page T5.
(17) ibid, vase T7.

(18) Lethex Yy iy, D, P Ke monager of ublic Helations
Jap ent o he Canadian lamifacturars?
Assoaiation, Pebruary 1, 1967,
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M. Jatoueline B, Soott, the Seorchosy of tho HEonbvenl

mundedpad Chnplor of the Imporial Opder of the Deuwghices of
the Bopiros that the 1,0.D.3. 49 o nonwpoliticad orconizationd
Consmguay \.&g 3% oo, zefuged to bake o shand on b uesicnr
aumg UG,

T 1% otm be seen that the opindone of the dnbewcot
gronpy were as divided ond uvnterteln ehoud vhalt polday
chauld bo adapted, no were the nowopapers, pordodicnie opd
o Gonaddon public of tho tine of the cleutlon,

(29) Iedbon Srom Nivs, Jogouching Bootl, Sogpetany
ryels ol Lrond JLef 1 B,g ngw ala lgg?‘
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CHART L POUR
Tald ITR02 CART LSS
le The  aGsla=lalle e
Ae Zhe Cogale—iloR.P, and {TORAD

Phe CeColfe=~T..'e e hing oppomed ti:e acquisitlion of
mueleur weapong for Canadlan forces since thic iggue Pirst
arcge, and it has been fairly consistent i its opinions, as
this chapter will atteapt to show. The purty's views on a
nuelear foree for continental defence wil® be ewmined,
followed by its viows on Canadian forcea under TATO comnand
becoming nuclear armed,

“ho views expregsed by tlie representatives of the
CoCoelFe conecoeming, the creation of YOLAD clogely parclleled
thoge of the Liberal Yarty. They criticized the govermnent
for not allowing an adequate, neaningful debate on the
question of establishing JORAD, "hey also criticlzed the
roverniiaent for not clarifying exactly what the tertig of the
JORAD agreenaent wore in regpect to the comand strueture. On
December 5, 1957, lr, M.J.Coldwell, the C.C.F. Party leaderw,
oppesed the faot that a segment of Canada's amued forces were
placed under the command of an American military officer and
pummariged the situantion by saying, "we have lost the power
to defend ourselves."l

lilr, Herridgs was the main spokesman for the C.C.F.
Paxty s opposition to the scquisition of muelear weapoas for
continental defence. He attacked the Conservetive Govermment
for surrendering our sovereign righits to eontrol the actiong
of our ownr troops, to mn American commander, In the House of

(1) Cansda, House of Commons Debates, vol.ll, 1957-58, poge 1910.
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Commons he sadd,

"i{ is one bthing to surrender soveredgn rights under e
mltilateral organization such as NATO or 40 such & body
ag the United Nations, but in our opinion it im an
entirely diffcrent matter to surrender sovereign righto

o o agingle covntry under a bilateral agreenaat which
im what will be accomplished,; in ocur view, in the eage
of Cmnada's position under the HOHAD agreeuent.® 2

My, Herridse was ol the opinion that haviag a vanadtan set ao
& dejuty-—comuander did notv albter tnils view in any way. He
regretted tiwat tois close alliance wita the American economy
i oxder to obbtaln defenee produciion ¢onitracts would lcad 0
aa inorease in tho Anerican economic and politicad coatirol
over wanaua'sg policy-makers, e attacked the gontention of
the Congervative varty that .JORAD was purely a defensivo
military orgunigation. On June 10, 1Y54, he sald in the

Houge 0 Comuons,

" J0LAD has been represented to tue Cansdien public as a
purely defensive arrangemnent, an integrantion of Canadian
and Unlted 8tetos sexvice un{ts for the puypose of
derending this continent ageinst assault oan the polar
recions. United Stntes military euthorities, however,
have never tried to hide the fact that NORAD ip acn

integral pexrt of a larger military cuygenigation which
includes offensive as well as defengive arrangenents."” 3

This vag in responge to Nr, Diefenbaker's otatenenta in
vayrious gppeches in the liouge of Commons4 in which he roferred
to NORAD's role within the fremework of the Yorth Atlantic
Treaty Organization. 1t was also a rebulte $o the Prime
Minigter!s remerks of June 10, 1958 in which he abttampted o
nake JORAD independeut of SAC while at the sane time admitting

(2) Cannda, lousme of Commons Debates, vol.l, 1958. page 1020,
(3) 1bid, page 1018,

(4) Canada 50, of Commona Debateg Dcc.5 1957 p.21897
= i J50, Suna 10,1058, p.902.
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that a cloge working eouvperatioa wvetweea tue two Jforces did
il fael oxigb. Te -i0xrTidee sadd tial 1t was because JORAD
wag ot u part of 4\T0, dat the C.C.r. Party had madsgivingn
about thi. organization. !lie stated that his party's defence
»olicy coagigciel in tlhe belief of the value of colleetive
securiiy such as thot practiged by HALC or ia the Unlbed
Jationg., L.owever, JUD was aiud is o biloternl oilitary
ugreanent with the udded denger lbau the SAC forcec which are
in elosc couperation with TORADY, arc wder tihwe control of the
Anerdican .resident,.

rher reascng foxr the C.C.F. oppooition to the

creation of 'IURAL Jeore montioned in tlie Houge of Comions on
the following day, Juno 11, 1958. ilr., Harold Yinch pointed
out a gontradictioa vetween the Prine 'dnister's speech of
Junao 10th, and thwcge of his Defenee LMinister. -he latter had
deniod she exdsteice of ovarflights of 3AC plones arued with
rmuclear weapans Whille the 2rime tdnistexr aduitted tiat such
flights had beoea takdng place during the past geven yoaram.
Lr. srhart legler took issue with | v, Dicfenbaker's astatauents
vihich were made when Mr. Diefembaker introduged the vill to
Parlianant ou June 10, asking for Parlinment's approvel for
an exchange of notes between the Canadian and 'unerdcan
GCovernnents, aabting up NOXAD, The Prime Ldnigter said bhat
HORAD was a part of MATO as it constituted a suboidlaxy
rogional command with that allienee. !ir. Regler pondered tho
importance of TORAD and doubted that it d1d operate within
the framowori of :IAT0., e referred to lr. Diefeubaker?s
statenent and said,

“woe would like him to explain to us how this caaent
hegtens the day vhen wevwill have an intermational poliso
roroe; we would like him to ain how it g cne

HATO; we would like him to tell us what satiaf: on ouy
mmm_geml allies will receive from the oxistence of tho
N[¢) agrecaent.” 5

(5) Canmda, Hounq of Commons Debates, vol.ll,1958, page 1059,
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o stoted that nrxrope was digturbed aow thal tuo Jnited Siatos
vas Tocuging zore atteation to the defecace L tie Jorth
tnorican contiaent ratlier than to Luropean defence.

buring the rext three yesxrs, the policies put forth
by the C.C.F. ‘rxty mnd its elected representatives ia the
louse of Comraons repeated thelr sentireats expreased in 1958,
It is quite poggible tkhat the oppov4tion‘to nuclesr armg, ag
was being orpressed by the Tibernl ane C.C.F, reortiec, ¢nabled
Foward (reen to rore offectivaely inflvencce the Tonservative
Cabinet thim would otierwise have been tlio case. lowcover,
degpitc t. e viewn erpressed by Yr. Creen, as well as the
opposition parties in tl.e House of Comnons, the Conservative
Party and the Congervative Government refused ¢o iscue a
statenent ~ither endorsing or conderming nucleer weapons forx
Cenesdels arned forces. The next major contribution to the
nuclear arms debote vas nade by the Tew Democratic Trxrty, the
successor to tlie Co-Operative Comionwealth Tecdoeration.

TLhe founding conventior of the U, D.,P. tock plaece
from July 31 to ‘ugust 4, 1961, in Ottawa. One of the
policies adopted wt this convention stoted,

"it is questioneble whether YORAD ever nade any significantg
contribution to the defence of Canmde and in any easeo it
has ocutlived its uwgefulness., Purthermore, there ip every
danger thet the Bomares will be equipped with nuclear

eads. The NORAD agrecments should therefore be
terminated." ©

The N.Dor. fuvourcd an appraisal of the mongy being spent on
defence, aad fuvoured an increagsed contribution of conventional
troops and clvilian persommel to United Nations peacekeeping

mzsl- T

Eﬁ, Hew Temoorat o Par]
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duties. In these respects, the 4,D.P.'s policy was very
gimileyr, if not identical %o that of the C.G.F.

In September, the ¥.D.P, put forward its policies in
the House of Commong for the first time gince the party’s
founding convention., lMy. Pltmen said that Canada d1d not have
any role 0 play o5 a nation axmed with muclear weapons.
Another viewpoint expressed by en #.D.P. parlismentarian was
similar to thet exprecsed by Mr. Martin of the Libexral Party
in his speech to the Houge of Commons on September 14, 1961.
Mr. Howard said,

"I belive Cansda has had a certain degree of rogpect among
the other nations of the world for a mumber of years.
However, we are gradualégilosing that admiration and
that degree of respect ch previously existed becausc
we are becoming more and more olosely mllied and, to a
large degree, subservient to the United States military

nachine, This fact is beoomin§ recognized throughout
other countries of the world.? 7

lr, Howard was of the opinion that it was not NATO, but
rather YORAD, which had been the cmsuse of this sentiment being
directed towaxds Canada from other nations. On September 15,
1961, Mr. Howard continued his verbal attack on the govermment,
paying that it had made Canada e member of the nuelear elub by
having this country participate in two military organisations
which favoured the ldea of earming its forces with tactical
nuclear weapons. He said that the people of Canada should
know this and he once again stated his party's opposition to
the poliey of equippling Canedian forves with muelear weapons.
The New Demogratic Party favoured a poliey which
would have Cansds abandon NORAD and establish a mobile force
which would be used in U.N, peacckeeping operations in oxder
to deter a limited war. The party also favoured Canada
inoreasing ) foreign ald to the newly independent and other

{ Commong Dgbates, vol. V111, 1960-61,
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poorly doveloped nations end he reforred o the Bomare
mipsile as bedng o good owmple of wasting money which could
othorwise be uned in forcign ald projests in poor coubtvico.
This was the stend that tho party took im 1961, amd it adhoxrcd
%0 it convligtandly thyoughout 1962 but nelthor the pavdy 20 a
viole, nor oy of 1ts cleeted ropreocntatives made oy
nousvorthy ototcnends en this isouwe during this dimo. If wao
only vhca the Conservative Govormmoent wag faced with thio
igouo for the logt vimo, that the viewas of the N.D.P., woro
once again pyuminondly montioncd in tho nowopapers. Thomo
opinions and vicus vAll be oxmmdncd in Ghapler sovon.

B. The NoD.Po rud JATO.

The Now Demooratic Pavty poliey concemaing tho
Canadian yole in o maglesr ocmmcd NATO, wms gimilar o that of
its poliqy conocrning nuglcar armg for Cansdae’s continontal
daferoe forces. In cutlining tho policy of his pavty in tho
Houso of Commons, Mw. Horridge, on Septamber 13, 1961,
raferred to the founding convention ¢f the How Democxatic
Pawtys He cadd thad,

"the comwvention appioved a polioy that support should bo
contimuied to NATO on the condition that muolenr weapongo
wore not ocxbondod $0 eny other gountry than those thnat
havge them at the preseny time. That is tho position of
the porty.” 8

Ho was of {he opinion that the polieies adopted by tho
Wootorn countrics should not perpetuate NATO, z?% ghould bying
about polieics vhich would make NATO obsoleto.” Howaver),

My, Horridgo said that this was not posoible ag the militaxy
efficinlp in NATO, yather than the politisal roprescntativos
of the member natlons, wero responsible for foxmulating
NATO'o foreign policy.

L

(8) Zhido 508,
(9) T™wo ough 4ep would bo that of penccful coawigtonso
with the gt Undon and tho mn%ua{ Oisoymaonent of NATO

and tho YWarsew Poocb.
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The Sceinl Credit Party has not boen very outopoken
on the igsue of nucleaxy weapons for Canadisn forceo. It
should be remeubored, that for the mosd imporxrtant years of
+the nueleay axms issue, from 1958, to 1962, there was no
ropresentative of tlhie Soeial Credit Party sitting in the
liouse of Comaons. iHowever, duwring the Supply Debate of the
Departuent of Hational Defonec in Docember 1957, Mr. 3olon
Iow, the leader of the party, supported the ldea of a WORAD
agrocnent. He said in parliament that Canada did not havo
sufficient manpower or resources to defond itself. He added,

fwo mugt nover allow Canada 4o become o no man's land
betwoen en atitack country end the United Stntes. Vo
ingist, therefore, at the defence of Canada rugt start
in $ho far north. That being the ecase, wo have to join
with the United States, it seams to me, in providing tho

gtrongest type of warning lines in the no and koep
them up 0 date.? 10

He said that both countries should establish a woxking
agrecment ch the joint defence of North America. Thus, six
mounths before the Conservatives had askod for Parlisment's
approval of an exchenge of notes between the Canadisn and
United States Govermments officially setting up NORAD, lir,
Solon Low had alyeady pledged his party's support to this
idom.

As pxeviously stated, the Social Credit Paxrty was
abgont from the House of Commone from 1958 $o 1962,
Congequently there 1s & lack of views by this party with
reogard to Canada acoepting nuclear weapons for the 3tarfightor
airoranft end tho Honest John and Lecrogse migsilep which made
up part of tho arsenal of Canada's NATO forcen,.

(10) Canada, Hﬂu&g gﬁ Gommons Dobaten, vol.ll, 1957=-58,
page °
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CHAPTFER FIVE
THE LIBHRAL PARTY

te® Vorld War Twg.

The Idiberal Pearty represented the Covernment of
Canada when discupsions were held betwsen Canadisn snd United
States military officers foxr the purpose of cereating the
Horth American Alr Defence Commsnd. However, throughout the
Bonare crisis, the Liberals were the major oppositicnqparﬂy
in the House of Comnons. This chapter will exemine the
attitudcs and policies of the Liberal Govemmment and Libeyxal
Party when they sat on each side of the Commons chember,

The fLirst twelve years after the Sceond World War saw
the Liberal Purbty, reprepenting the Csnadian Governaent, being
elected to that office in 1945, 1949, and 1953. During its
relgn ¢f power, Canada first besed its foreign poliey on the
aimg and goals of the United Nations Chartexr, but with the
rige of the "cold war,” the Idberal Covernment looked forx
gong other means by which it could build up Canada's political
and military secuxrdity. One method was joining the Horth
Atlantic Treaty Organization. Close cooperation wigh its NATO
allies became the corngrstone of the Liberal Government's
foreign policy xipht up until the time they were voted out of
office in thoe 1957 federal general election. Another method of
achigving security was cooperating more c¢losecly with the
United States in the joint defence of this continent.
Collective defence became the basis of Canada's defence poligy.
In the 1957 eclection, the booiklet published by the Idiberal
Paxty oxplaining its electoral programme, deseribed tho throo
radar lines that had boen, or werc in the proecess of bolng
consbtructed across Canada. The article on national dofende
went on to atate,
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"in these dangerous times the defenee of the fres world
is epgenyl e natter of team work, and 1L that tesm
worlk i8 %o be effective, no country can afford to permit
aazrow nationalistic r{ae to0 undermine its security ox
that of its allies."”

It would appear that the Idberals were trying to break the
news gently to the Canadian people that in the near futurc,
there would be & nerger of Canadian end Ameriean eir defenco
foroces under am Amerxican cocmmander-in-chief, and the Idberals
Imew that such news would not be well rwceived by the
Canadian people. 1% can be surmiped that o a eertaln extent,
the Liberals were thankful that they did not win the 1957
election for it meant that they would not be the ones who
would have to bromk the news of the c¢reation of the NORAD
allisnce to the Canadian peovle. At & Liberal Party Convention
held early in 1958, one of the resolutions that was adonted
wag that Conada should,

“"conglider the defence of the North Amerlican continent
as a pringipal objeetive of Canadian defence policy and
relate alr defence arrengecments betwean Canada and the
United States to the command styucture of the Morth
Atlantic Treaty Organisation, Such arrangouenta,..mush
assure the independence of Canada in its own alr opace
and in the Arctic where Conedian authority mst at all
times be asserted.” 2

(1) ldbexel Ag on,_Lox a Ao Conada, Federal General
‘ slonal Liberal Federation of
Canada, Ottawag 1957, page 1T74.
(2) 3 ta mta of Q@ Policy. Raegsolu b
A ), Nabio Q on o
y Na ; redexation of

anada, Ovtawe, » page 13.
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This resolution was important for & nmunber of reasons.
Moty as it came before the Conservatives asked for
Parlisment's approvel to the establishing of the TORAD
alliance, it could be considered as an indicatlion of what the
Tiberals hed hoped to see in the bill put forward by the
Congervatives four months later, Second, it was a shify, nod
8 radical one, but a shift nevertheless, away frun gliressling
our partieipation in JATO toward stressing vnore intensively
the defence of Jorth ‘mexdea as being e prime target. Third,
the resolution showed the Liberal's dosire that NORAD sheould
cone under the NATO command structure. Its failure tc do @o
was an imporbtant point on whieh the Liberals criticiged the
Consaervative Covermaont. Fourth, the desire to mainiain
Canndian sovereignty and suthority proved to be snother point
on whioh the Liberels based their future atbtack gpainst the
Torldes. Other resolutions pertaining to Canadian defence that
were passed at the Conventiun uentioned Cannda's need to
develop not only an anti-bomber defence, but ¢ gystam of
nrotection againgt long-range missiles as woll,

11. Cxdticism of Congervetive blll asking for spproval of YORAD

The introduction of the Covermment bill aslkings for
approval by the House of Com.ong to the [OIAD cgreeneat was
met with oxiticism by Libexrsl w.P.s, partly en the manner in
which the bill was presented to the House, They objested to
the fzet that the Congervetdves did not introduce theo bill
into Parlisment in a proper manner. This would have entailed
introducing the proposed leglslation after its contenis hed
been discussed by a Cabinet Defence Committee. This would be
followed by an agreauant between the Canadian and United
States Governments on the prinediples of the agreement and
this would be followed by tabling the agreement in the House
for discussioun. lnotead of adopting this proccdure, NORAD was
presented to Parlisment after only one Cabinet discussion.
Mr. Diefenbaker replied by sgying that it was not neccssary
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for his govemacnt to lintroduce tne hill at all, but it did
so becange it was custonary practice that important tremties
would receive Icrlismentary and not Just Jabinet approval,

Jut of course, the Liberal opposiiion to the bill
was not goufined to the procedure of its prosentation, but
oxtended to the contents of the bill as well, gpecifically
0.1 t.e aspeets pertidndng Lo JOUAD'e Independonce of VAL O,
Thay sald thet .o Jdocument introduced ilnto tiie Comuonsg,

"gtotes thot the llorth tlantie Treaty Orponization will
be kent informed of t ese arrangenents. This is not the
important paxrt of the conngetion between the command and
the Jorth Atlantic Treaty Orpenigation; 1t ic in the
penpe of regsponsibility to end authority from TATO
headquarters that NORAD hag no organie connection with
JAMC at al). “he commander and the deputy coomander were
not appointed by any WATO agenoy; they have no authority
under NATO and they eare not rvesponsible to JATO, and in
that sense to attempt to assimilate their pogitions
with those of the comnanders of JATO commands is wrong
and that attempt, of course, must break dom." 3

Mr. Pearson went on to attack the Diefenbalter administration
for atteupting to separate NOKAD and SAC into two independent
entities, saying that to do so wag impossible and illogical.
lle also suggested thiat the government exanine the possiblility
of briaging JUHAD under dATO command, especlally sinece Paul
Henxi Spaak, the decoretary-General of JATO at that time, had
ptated that J0hiy was not a part of HALU in any sense of the
vord. ithis facet of Lir., Pearson's speech was later expanded
upon in o speech %o the House by ir. Alexis Caron who saild
that WORAD wap distinet from NATO,

"hecause the Secreta Genexral of NAYU, who wag in Ottawa
recently, adnitted t NORAD is not part of JATC,; that
he had not heaxd of it, that it had not been discussed
beforchand and that it was an experiment being looked eb
with interest by HATO. -However, there was no statement
from this international authority to indicate that it ie
lndeed part and parcel of NATO." 4

(3) Canada, lougsc of Commons Debates, vol.l, 1958. pp.1003-1004.
(4) Ihid, page 1035,

Ed
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Purthemiore, ''r« Carcon added thet there was no roference to
TATR in the preamble of the JINTAD apgr:enert,

llowover, the Iibersl larty ituell, wus belng

criticizod both i:side and ovislde of Parlisnneart, any people
Tel:. that the idboral criticism of the “ougervaiive (overnnment's
decizion ngreeins »Tfficinlliy to the cr woition of 070'D was
v arranted,

"hy the fact wiiot they were a.nre ..t cowwr conbrol

of Morth Amerlean air defence forces is a logical even
if notv an inevitable sonsequence of the Liberal
Covarment®s actlve cooperation in tue eotablisiment and
working of the triple chain of wamink stations thrown
across Ceanade southwaxyds from the Arotiec DiW-line." 5

HMr. reargon repliced %o a similax statement made by lr.
Diefenbaker by sayin: in the House of Comzons,

"ir. Speaiker...notwithstanding everything thal the Prime
‘dnister bas sald that govemuent(the previous government)
ngver gave conslderation o NORAD or to the consepd
behind JORAL., 1f we had, we would have spent more than

20 or 30 minutes in one cabinet nmeeting on it, and given
prior consideration by the defence commitiee of the
cabinet, before we gave agreement." 6

(As stated previocualy, it ie diffieuli to bellieve that this
wag the ocage in view of the statements and support made in
regard to Jorth wmerican alxr deferice cooperation expressed in
resolutions adopted =t Liberal ranrty conventions, and also in
view ol Ceneral Soulges! testimony belore thie Jpecisl Comuidboo
on Defenge in 1963).

My, Martin adopted another point on which the Idberals
congtantly badgered the Diefanbaiker Government. teneyal
Partridge, the comsamndoer-in-chief of HOHAD, had inYerred thag
he could prese the fatal button wilthout consulting the Presidont
of the United States, but lr. Pearkes, the Canadlan Hinister
of Defence, indicated that the General would first have %o

(5) Alexander, Pred, Cponadians

] , colgn Polley, University
cf Toronto Press, 1960, page 40.

(6) Canada, Hougpe of Commong Dabates, vol.l, 1998, page 1015,
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conmult witi tihe vundited otates Goveraneat and thes tue
Canadiaon -overnuent vafore pusuing the buiton. liyr. Martin wasg
curdous Lo Know which aan had uade the correct staie.ont. I
siie Cenoranl wag correct i saying tast hoe did .ot Lave Yo
seak tue pemaissioca of the U.S.iresident, how could Hr,
rearkes argue that the Juil\D comiandexr is expected to consuld
with officlales ia Uttawa? dr. Lartin also wanted to Lnow
whetlicy ..4T «arsial oleaon, tae Cunadiaen depuly commionder,
had the ow.e powers ag whose of Leneral ortrid e. Lhe
Congexvetive reply wao to the olfect thal Genernl .erbridge
wag wrolg, Lt e hed to econsult and receive thic ap.roval of
both overmuentio, wnd that ia the Ceneral'yg absence, the
coned il copulhy cownanduer had the same awthority.

‘ir. Penrson, in response to the VYrine ‘Anigtor's
imporiaat speecit oi Jebruury 20U, 1)59Y, agreed with tlic
Prime -inister, thatl Canada should not namfucture nuclear
weapons and salid that tiie Bomarc should be cequired if it vos
veneficial tv the defence ol .Jorth .umericu. ‘loe addod,

"L thini: ouwr defence policy-and I mention it on the
broadest rowd of prineiple-—-should be based on the kind
of deterrence which the Prime Hinister said is now
easential., At this time we may require weapons for
defence ozes while also seeking disammement, a
gearoh in which we must not falter no matter how
frustrotiag ond disappointing it noy seen to be." 7

1f, when using tlis word “"weapons," Mr, reuarson referred to
nuclear weapons which seems evident from the first sentence,
then the last pert of the second sentence wouwld appear to be
ingongistent, for if we are to seek disariament through all
formes of trials und tribulationg, why hinder the cause by
accoptings the sort of weapons that we were hoping would soon
be illegal to manmufacture or acquire? This question wes asked
of Mr. Pearson and the Liberal Party, especially during tho

(7) Caneda, Housc of Comumonsg Debates, vol.l1,1959, page 1225.
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1963 {edeoral clocli.a campalgn allter w.e “Abernls lud decided
to campaign on a platfors. of ceceptiiy, aacler weapons if they
would be electod iuto ,owexr, bul no sailslachery alawor to
e gquestlon was evor given,.

dre. Jewrsuva ctongly favoured o aysici of collective

deiensce and collective cuintrol over Lo decicion Lo Tirn
necloul voiepong, ruli.cr they having thir w il ority ceorcertrated
in the haands of il overnmenbt, Whdle o o duwoan G0 02
rebruary <L, 19020, thal tie domarce L e oo heooatacy, uc
oppogsed thoir acquisition vinen 1t becain aown ader wiodt
conditions uiesme Jcap.ig could be uged,

"our objeetion to the Bomare is not only tiat we do not
think it is an effective weapon,..our objection is to

the kind of defence strategy it represents snd which we
do not think wil) be effective hovrever effective the
vaapon oy be....'Tter 211, this kind of defence is
nrimarily a inited States respongibility. Lt ig the
defence oi the deterrent. ve lnow how iroortant thet

is:; but it 4s o deterrent which io vnder the cole coutrol
of the United Stotes of Amerdca." &

He said thst our roie in continental derence should Lo ona of
recognition and identification of encmy ovircrelt with nodern
nlanes capanloe of degstroying the attacking aireraft. le
further advocated reversing tiie precoent trend townrxrds closer
coaparatlion vith e 'nited taoten in nmatters of defence and
advocated on velld of Ldo party that e (overn .oaul ongulre
that cooperation vwith the rentegon does not nean absorption
by 1it.

Shde policy wmu unninvained by the Liberals for qulte
souwe tiie, .owmetly one year wid one wecgk ufter dr., earson
wonde the speech cited in paxt above, rr. hellyer outlined the
Liberul policy in tho liouse of Commons wiien he said i1 tle
gupply debate for the Department of Iational Dorence,

() Canada, louse &f Commons Debatem, vol, V11, 1960, page T608.
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“our pogition in this respect is the same as we
announged lagt year. We still feel that stomic weapons
in Cansda are uwmocegsary at this timo, Ve foel they are

redundant. We do not thinic they add any%hing to tho
socurity of Canada, snd we think thqy provido no scsurity
for the gtrategic aly command.® 9

Hr. Hellyer said that the poosibility of a bomber threat has
now beoen replaced by the threat of a migsile attack on Vorth
Amerdioan c¢ities and SAC bases, and as the Bomarce cannot defend
Canada against mioslles, they are equally useless in tho
defenee of SAC bages, They are also uaseless againgt alrplancs
carrying “stand-off" bombo (bombs with "demd-man" fuzmes),
which will be nentioned in the next chapter. He referxcd to
Prepident Kennedy's address to the United States Congress on
Mareh 28, 1961 in which the President ocutlined the need for
strengthening the ecuventional forces of NATO. lLir. Hellyer
agreed with this policy and criticiszed the Canadien Coverimont
for armiing Cenandian forees with second-rate weapons. He said,

it 1o interegting to note that in the long list of

priority items prosented by President Kennedy to Congress
on Ma 28 lest there did not appear one of the monjor
iteme on which the Canadien govermment is relying. Yot
onc American peany for the Voodoo, the F-104, the

Bomare oy the Honest John., The Canadlan defence

depayiment has become a pavmshop for second hand Americen
hardware.” 10

He sald the P~104 Starfighters had boen withdrawn from NORAD
because of a high accident rate and added that the United
States was now putting ito faith in the ILittle John rather
than t$he Honest John miesile because of better resultis
achieUed duying its testing perliod. He then stated the Iiboral
Paxrty's polioy es suﬁpor%ing an inercaseo in the conventional
strength of HATO, and that the lLiberwel Party would acecopt
nuelear defensive weapons for Canadian NATO 4roops providod
that theso weapons would eome undor JATO collective control.

(9) Canade, e o ns ates, vol.V111,1960-61.
page .

(10) loe. oib,
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Another viewpoint was expressed by Hr. hatheson when he said,

"if wo have conventiocnal weapons and have the courage to

put ocur grllent people in a plamce where thgy com preseIvo
the peagce, I put 1t to you that the moral effect of this

is go 4o be so ovexpowering that meny of these
uncommnidtted people who know our bamckground and meny of

the peoplc behind the iron curtain who wish thay were
on our gide, will teke a stand with ua.” 11

Thir gentiment was echoed by Mo, Hartin who felt that tho
acquicition of nuclear weapons by Canada would not anhanog
our pogition at the United Nations.

It should be noted that while it is often eanlier o
criticige than defend o cortain policy, the Liberals did not
egeape oriticiem thempelves. One such criticism was mentioned
by Mir. Dicfembalter who reminded the Liberals that while they
wore now busily toering the JORAD sllience asundeyr, it was
thooe somg Liberals who voted with hip govermment on the
question of Canade signing the JORAD agreoement thereby giving
the Alliance official approval of the Canndlan Government.
Mr. Pearson's defence of this criticism was quite
renariable becmuse he sald,

"ingidentally 1 would like to corresct vhat thoe previous
apeaker sald, namely that the Liberal Party approved
NORAD in thioc house. That is not the case...The NORAD

agroagaent was enPered into by the prosent goveznment and
we ceriticized 1% at the time as badng inadequate and
inoffeetive, and as not providing, as th gﬁguld hawve
provided, for JORAD beilng part of NATO."GKQ

Vhile 1% is txuse that the Liberals did not vote for the TORAD
agroement without exriticiging 1it, it 18 also true that 1t
nevertheless voted for the governmont bill, but no reason was
given at that time or at any other time as %o why the Liberals
did kot opposce the bill as the C.C.F. Paxrty had done.

Onece agaidn Hr., Pearson sald the govermment chould
congider rovising its policy regaerding the type of weapons

(11) Ibig, pago 8250,
(12) 1bhid, pago 8346,
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it was agquiring for continental defence. he advocated
reverting to the type of continentel defence that existed
before JORAD, The best defenee is one of rehaliation, This
retalintory force was in American hands. Canada's role should
be to woxn these reotalistory forces of amn impending attack
and to have the R.C.A.F. shhot dovm any isolated caewy
aireraft that may intrude upon Canadisn air gpave, but to do
so with conventional weapons. He sald, that as the advent of
a wlssile attack drawe nearer, Canasda's wole in continental
defence decreages,

3%i1l another point of Liberal criticlsm was
direoted at the efficiency of the Bomarc B. lir. Hcllillan
gtated in the House of Coumnons

"1 read one article concerning tests made in the United
States. These tests would lead one to believe the
Bonare intercepior misslle was of very dubious value.
This article stated at that time thot in 12 tests the
missile got off the ground on only four occasions and

only hit 2 slow moving target on one of the four
occasions.” 13

A quick reply by lir. Hariness was nade %o the effect that
these tests referred to the time when the Bomare was in its
infenay. He sald the Bomarc was now perfected and was a
highly suocessful weapon.

This was the soene in Parliament in september, 1961,
The Couservetives were belng attacked for their lack of
dgeigion-malking in matters of defonece over the past three and
a haly years, and they were almost alwgys defending their
past policies by making some vague statements which, vexry
often, did not answer any of the questiong asked by the
parlliamentary opposition or by the Canadian public. The
Libermls uged this period constantly to attack, ridicule and
ocxritleize the government®s dofence pulicy, or rather lack of

(13) Ibid, pages 8399-8400.
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cne, on guch pointes asp; the usefulhess of tho Bomare, the
need for such a weapon, its effectiveness, the effect of
nuclesy wespons would have on the Canadian forglgn politieal
polieics at the U,H., and at the diparmament negotiations, Tho
Iibernls were almo concemied asbout the status of Oanmdisn
sovereignty in NOBAD, the authority delegated to Air Mayshal
Slemon, as well as the necsessity for the FORAD commondoreine
chief to consult with Cenadiaen Govermment officiesls beforo
oxdoring the muclear missiles to be fired. S8Six months latex,
in Mareh 1962, the Idberuls were etill aslkcing the Conservative
Govazmnent to issue a alear statement of its defence policy
and 4o gtate in definite terms whether or not it is essential
under the HJORAD egreement for the Canadimn Prime Hindster to
be notified before or after the NORAD comnander has nmade his
dcedoion, or does the Prime Minister, along with the American
President, in econsultation with the NORAD commander,
formulalte the decision? No cleayr answer wes glven by the
Consorvetive Government.

During tho gomeral fedeoral election campaign of 1962,
tho Libexral Party issued a psmphlet outlining its policics
in all fields of government concern. In natters of defcnee,
$he pamphlet stated that the Liberals considered the United
Staten retaliatoxy forces to be the best defence Ffor Towrth
America and Cansda’s role should be to cooperate with the
Strategic Adx Command by contimuing to man the rader gitationn
that had boen bullt scross Canmda. The pamphlet algo giated
that the ILdiberals congldered the Bomare to be useless withoud
nuclear warhcads and queotioncd their usefulness chould they
ever be coguipped with nmuclear tips. In addition, the Idiberals
believed, less than nine months bofore their total rejection
of all tholr past polieioes congorning tho Bomare, that,
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"the threat to peace will be greatly muldiplied if moxo
and more nationg haeve mueleax weapons under their
control. The spread of such weapons, in Conada or
clsevihere, would not in any way ineremsg...the ultimsto
power of retalistion whieh is the only real safegmard
iggins% agerescion. On the besip of present infomation,
orafore, the defenee policey of a new Idberal

govorrment will not reoquire Oannde $0 become a mueleax
power by the mamufacture, acquigition or upe of muolear
veapons under Cansdian or American eontrol, A ngw
Liboral govermment will, howover, roserve the righd to
examine each new development in the light of its
overriding responsiblility for the securiiy of the
Canndisn people.® 14

1V. The Iibernl Party snd NATO.

Ag statod at the beginning of thie chapter, the
Libernl Covermuent looked $o NATO as one of the meang of
ingreasing Canadian security against the spread of communicm
duxing the wvige of the"cold war," Cannda's memberghip in this
allisnce becamo a foeal point of the government's foreign
policy. The government's view was that,

"the Liberal Party favours the association of Oanada with
the United Kingdom, the United States, and the free
countrics of Hurope in a North Atlant{o seeurﬁgg
arrangement under the Charter of the United Nations.® 15

As previously mentioned this was the cornevrstonc of the
Liberal’s forelgn policy as late as the 1957 federal election.
In the party's electorml psmphlet, it was stated that, "NATO
renzing the foundation of Canedna's poliay of oollective
peguxrity and Atlantie eooperation."l6 During the Oongervative

1962, pago 25.

of the Jation Abaral
" national oral
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Govermmond'e tenure in offlce, the ennhamis of our defence
pelicy shifded towards Vorth American security against a
posgible Soviet bomboy (and later a missile) attack which
would come from the direetion of the NVorth Pole.

Ap mentioned eariiey in this chapter, after iir,
Diofenbaker's speech of Pebruaxry 20, 1959 the Iiberals
expreosed thely opposition to having Canada acquire rmuiclear
Bomare B weapong which were not under collective control.
Thay wore algo againgt the idea of Canada accepting muelear
weapong for its Puropean R,.C.A.P. squadrons which could be
uged at the diserotion of the United Statoes, rather than by
a decigion from a SATO suthority. In September 1960, rir,
Pearson stated that he agreed with Hr, FHinifie that Canada
should re-crmmine its defence policles and it defence
relations with $he United States, but he said that he daid
not go as far as lr, Hinifie in thinking that neutralism
would be the answer. He repeated his preierance for collective
gsecurdty and his dislike for the control end authowity to
launch nueleary weapons being at the discretion of one nation,
This wes his najor reason for his opposmition to Cannda
agoopting nmuolear weapons. Howevar,; thore was gpome confugion
creoated by Hr, Peargon’s statements. On the one hand he was
opposaed to the acquislition of mueleaxr weapouns by Ceonada, and
on the other hand, he appeared to glve his endorsement %o
equipping the R.C,A.F. squadrong in Fuyope wilth nuclear
weapong provided that there would be collective contrvl ovaer
the firing of ithecse woeapons, The leader of the nain oprosition
party showed that both he and his party were reluctant to
acceopt nuelear weapons partly due to the effect sueh o
declision would have on Canedian political affairo
intemationally, partly on moral grounds, and partly on the
fear of having sugh destructive weapons as part of the
argenal of its armed forees. However, he and the ILibersl Parly
were preparad o aym the Canadian forces gstationed in Rurope
with nuolear weapono provided that they came undexr HATO
control., He then said,
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“But 1f we are being asked in HATYO to agccept muclear
weapons for cur aid division end for our antry
brigade under other than that kind of control, under
national control, or undor joint control which glves the
United States an overpowering suthority to use oxr not o
use them, then I do not think we should accept them in
Eumpe." 17

On Septenber 14, Mr. Pearson, eager to differentiate
his NCRAD non~auclear policy from his JATO mueloar polley,
explained to the liouse of Commons exacily wiat hls party
would and would not support. ie said tihat the TATO mucleaxr
foreces st boe under JATO control, not national control,
otherwine chances of an accidental firing of a mucleax
weapon would be greatly inereased., He stated that he roaliged
the difficulties involved in establishing an effective :auldi-
national conProl, but nevertheless, it appeaxel to be the
most desirable means of conitrolling these weepons. .
Pearson cmphaslzed tiat the auclear deterrent should not be
used exzcept when 1t is absolutely clear thal a nassive asgault
had been launched. The delay in using nucleaxr weapong would
nceessitate the use of conventional forees to repel tho
attack watil the nueclear deterrent had been unleasned. Thereforc
tho Liberal Porfty favoured the policy of lncrevaslng the
strength of [ArO's couventicnal forees, tuug relegating the
nuclear defence intu the position of being a second line of
dafenca,

This policy was umaintained by the Liberal farty until
lr., rPearson's "Scarborough specch”™ on Jamuary 12, 1963, I%
wvill be secen that the poliglies of tne Liberal rfaxrty changed
radically at thal {tima.

(17) Canada, ggggg of Commomo Vebates, vol, V111, 1960-61.
page 8353.
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CHAPD IR 8iX
THZ GOVERNMEBNT
This chapter will exmanine the opinlons and poliecles
of? thoe Conservailve Party and the Congervative Covermment as
put forth by various Comservative [[.P.0, including the Prime
Mindster. The nain emphasic of this chapter will be on the
Bomare issue and TORAD witi o briefl rofexrence or two to tho
acquisitlion of nuelear weapois for Canada's "IAT0 forcen,

1. Zrobleng faced by Conservetives after 1757 electlon vietory

Almowst £rdn tlie moment that the Congervative szr’i.’yl
came into power in 1957, it was placed ia a Jefengive
position. 1un June 1957, it wes eleoted us o @ inority
goverizeent, reoelviiyg one hundred and twelve goats oul of a
poassible two hundred and sixty-iTive. The creation ol 101
was amnounced legs than two months luater asad tle Congervative
Govermpient was gurprised to find that the agreetent had
practicnlly bear adopted by the oulgoin:: Libernlsg, lhus
leavin, the Cuiaservatlives 1n a position vhere 1L wouldd have
been difficulye four tiian. to retuse to grant thelr acce, tauce.
However, tids husty sgreeuseut to teake part i o dlitexy
elliance, when they were not fully acquainted with all the
obligatiouns it eabailed, proved to be a jgrave exror lur tle
duration of their tenw.re of office. In the eud it was the
beels for lueir belng defeated on a vote of non~cuinfideqnce
ia 1263,

(1) Although the Party has been kmovm as the Pro pgive
Conservative P ginece 1942, it will be referred to as
the Conservative Party for reasons of brevity.
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FJORAD wag desicned to defond tie contlaecanl apnined
& bomber atbtack. iiowever, the Soviets had not bean building
boubars in tue quantlty andleipated but had baaen concentrating
in establishing a powerful missile atitaci force. The Amevican
nilitrry intelligence corps had not anticipated this type of
attacik, “lg the threo wadar linen vdiich vore buily ! Canada
durin- the 1950%0, wers alnost cormvletely unaleno,

ne of the 1ain eriticiomm of tha TOIAD o1147ce
that the Conmervatives hrd to dafend “hnealvin v al 10t was
that there had heen & logs of Canmdian govarei nty ond control
over her own forcez gince TORAD vms signed. "he "muservetlves
tried to inpress 1non the people the ideoa of joint coanbtrol
of the Bomnre mipgliles, requiring Cunnlian consent balore
they could be IMuwmched. "his »nroved to be £ lae vwhen Coneral
Leucance Xuter, the comuander-in-—cidel of 07’0, nnid in a
1959 speech to TATO's Parlisonantarian O nference ia YVashington,

1 bhave direct operaticnal control over all odr defaense
wleuents of the U.3. Amyy, the U3 Navy, the US Aly Force
and tue Alr Dolence Command of the Hoyal Canadien Air
Torce." 2

He want on o say, "this autbority...ils nol depenlont on any
consultations.”?

On December 5, 1957, during the eup.ly dehate for the
Departuent of Tational Defaice in tiie l.ougse of Jom ons, thie
Defence Linigter, the lionourable Becorge Peurkes attempted to
Juetify Canonda involving itscelf i1 TOR M. FHe nadd that tle
sefety of the Vestcocrn world denends upon lis retaliqtory
foroes, tl.evebllity to infliet heuvy damure upc i wl eaeiy alter
we have been attacked and,

(2) Minifie, Jeneos ., %ea%%gg o% Poyid enwb.onl "gClelland
% Stewart » loronto/lontreal, bSoptanber
1969, pages 2029,

(3) Mp pagae 29.
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"in Cans'a, our main contribution to tide deterrent is Yo
provide pyotection both for these reisliatory Fforecs
ang for Hhe industrial power of tiie Horth Anexrigan
continent., To this end we have established the early
wvaming lines aand alr defence command.” 4

The befence “dinister implied that there was a JORAD=JATO linlc,
that theay were not separate, independaent alliences bug tha
NORAD opernted within the francwork of NATO under the offiecq
of the Yorth American Hegional Commaend. Thisg idea was stresscd
during the next few nonths %o counter Liberal accusations
that 1ATO had no canPrel over NORAD and that Canadian
sovereienty had been sacyificed by alisgning curselves with
the Unlted 3tavos in a bilateral militaxy alliance. Tho
Congservatives had honed that by adopting the nolicy that
NORAD wan a subordinate command within WATO, JOAD would
beaorie more widely nccepted by CAanadians, keopning in mind the
Canaddan whole hearied accentance of TATO and its mo-uwlnrity
in 1949,

nr. garkaes algo sald that control of alr dafence
in Canada depends upon all alrplanes ragistering a flight
plen with air defemce amuthorities. Turthemore, the Conadlan
comanding offficer at tue 8St. Jubert alr force base is in
contyol of all ~ir operations in Canada, This beaesma a fnoal
point of debate wd justifiostion to the Congervatlves that
JORAD did ot involve any loss of sovaereignty by Canada over
its alr space. The Canmdian conmnander nay cuthorizme the
interception of aireraft for identification purnoges and if
i% proves to be an enemy nlahe, he can order the R.C.A.F. 0
engage 1t or force it to land. Refusal to deny these
aireraft paasage ovor Canadlan territory is a Canadian
responsibility. /'r., Pearkes emphasiged thie point when he said)

(4) Cana,dag 110(1) 01X MROXAE B3 mlollg 1957“589
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"gvory prxecauiion has becn baken and will contimme $o be
taken o encure that the Cansdien govermment io econsulted
before any aet ig undortaken vhich would ecmmit thio
countyry 0 wvar.® 5

tn June 10, 1958, the Compeyvative CGCovermmentd
presentod a blll before Parliament asking that Parlisment
approvo agn oxchenge of notes beotween the Canadlan and United
States Covernments concerning the orgmuisation and operation
of NOBRAD. The Prime Ministcor cmphasiged the need for
continental defence agrinst o possible caneny attack and
stressed the fact quite strongly that JORAD vas a defengive
alliance and not an offengive one. When opposition was raised
consaerning the fact that airplanes of the Strateglc Alx
Comnand were being »efuelled in Canada, lHr. Dicfenbaskey said
that the refuclling facilities wero set up in Canada po ag o
contribude to the inereased effectiveness of the SAC foreco.
1% became obvious, however, that JAC eoperations were a paxrt
of the eontinmtal ely defenee systan,

yet the United States never contemplatcd sharing control
of S8AC cperations with any nation; 1ts ¢uumand,
poacetime operaticns, tho salection of target aymﬁams

and forces partigipotion in continental defence...might
plunge Canada into war.” 6

My, Difenbaoker's snswor to this charge was t¢ show, oncc
egain, that Canada wan not loging ony covercignty in ite

closo militayy alliance with the Uni¢ed States. He gtated that
although Ameyrican macleaxr ammed airplanes had been flying ovor
Caneda for a pexicd of seven years, cach £flight hed to bo
senctioncd by the Canadien CGovernment. The acouracy of s

(5) Ihid, page 1900.

(6) Genanﬂgmﬂelvin, “canada and Continenﬁal Defaencos on

matilons ﬁ%m@r 1960,
vol. XV, no.3, C i : e 0 ternational
Affairs, Tomontog 19600 page 223.
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was doubted by many people due %o Cansda's authority vig-a-
vig thet of the United States in continental defense. Hr,
Diafenbaker also attempted %o separate JORAD end SAC into 7O
independent and distinet military oxganizations, thereby
puxrifying NORAD of any strike roley; and recrecating the immngo
of a purely defensive alliance. In this, Mz, Diefenbaker vas
not ouccessful, nor was the Congervetive Party as a wholo.

Thoreowas & lot of confugion both inside and outside
of Parliement concerning the role of NORAD, its authority,
and the suthowity of NORAD's Cansdien deputy comnander-in-
chief, Questions on those subjects were posed by the Idbexal
Alan Maonsughton, and on June 11, the Hinister for BExternal
Affairs, the Honourable Sidney Smith replied t0 the first
subjeet by referring to the standing group in NATO and eald,

ui? shgy / the coomdination plans of NORAD Jaro studied

in the & ing group and they 4o not seal to £it into
the general over-all defence plans and defengive plano,
red toxry plens of NATO, then thore will be discussion
of then vdth the members of the Cansdas~United States

2A5 fgou It is &n this context thereforo
that HORAD®*s role %enerml framework of the over-
ell defence of the North Atlantic treaty area can be
Justificd.” 7
Thug, gix monthe after the Defence Minister had attcmpted to
impress upon Pexlisment the close worlkting alliance, indeed,
the subordinato position of WORAD within the NATO allianeco,
tho External Affalirs Minister was still tyying to get tho
opposition members of the House, as well as the Cancdian
public in gemeral, %0 bellieve the same story. Ho went onito
o8y, in raply %o lMr. Meaennughton's quostion that,

(7) Conzda, Houwse of Cowmons Dobates, vol.ll, 1958, pago 1049,
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vl have consulted with ny colleague, the Minister of
fational Defence, and he eonfizxms %h@ information that I
am about %o givey...in the absence of the commander in
chief the deputy commander will asgume his powers and
his responsibilities...and there are no reservations in
this very positive and categorigal statenent.” 8

The Congervabtives had hoped that thism roply would quell the
appychengion felt by many Canadiang, that the Canadisn deputy
commander, Afr lMavyshal Slemon, was given a titular pogition
with very little or no power of authority. Tho ebove reply
did satisfy some Cansdiens but by no means the majority of
thoge that opposed NORAD,

(On June 19, 1958, the motion of the Conservative
Govemmont to recognize Cansda's acoeptance and partieipation
in NORAD was carricd by e vote of 200 to 8, the ILiboralsy
voting with © ) Government againgt the opposition of the
C.CeF. Party).

11, 8% . February 20, 1959, and sthltudes from 1959

On Iebruary 20, 1959, Pxime iinisgter Diefenbaker
ennounced the govermnment’s decision to abandon the CP-105
Avro Axrrow project becausc an altemative meens of defending
the eontinent had been Qaeveloped in the foxm of Bomarc B

migsiles for air defence and Iacrosse migsiles for the Ammy.
The Prime Minister sald that,

Ughe full potentlial of these defensive weapons is achicved
only when they are armed with nuglear v eads. Tho

overmaaent is, thorefore, examining with the United

tates govermment questions connected with the
aoguigivion of muoclear warhoads foy Bomarc and other
defensive weapons for use by the Canadian foreces inm
Conpnda, end ¢ ptorage of warhends in Canada. Problcmg
cannec%ed with tho azming of the Canadisn bz ¢ in
EBaxope with ghort rongo nusloar weapons for HATO'g
defence tasks are also being studied.” 9

(8) Ihid, pege 1050.
(3) Conanda, Houne of Commong ntes, vol. 11, 1959, page 1223.
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Ho also stated that the decision to acquire these weapons was
node on the best advice evallable and on Canada’s dotoermination
to conmtinue to make "an effective contribution to Hthe NATO
shield."tC He sdded that Canads had no desire to mamifacturc
ite owmn nuglear weaponsg and that she would still gtrive to
achieve a2 digseimament sgreement at Geneva. My, Diefanbaker
also sedd tiiat the ownershlp and custody of these weapons
would reonain in Ameriean hands as a further means to prevent
the dissemination of nuelear weapons to more and nore countries.

The February 20th speoech is significant for five
reagons., PMirst, it marked the start of the nuelear arms
debate in Caneda., 3geond, and most important, 1t put the
Conservatives "on record” as saying that the Bomaxe and
lacrosse mipslles had to be armed with nuelear wmrhesds in
order 4o have those weapons achieve Sheir full potential, a
statcneont that they later came vo regret. Thixd, this speech
wag of'.en roferred to by Conservatives in future parliamentaxry
debates whaen they wished to give very vague answers o
questions posed %o them by opposition H.P.s because they
would not, or cpuld not, do otherwise. Fouxrth, it showed that
the Counsorvatives did not regerd mueclear weapons belng
introduced into Canada as constituting the dissenination of
theso weapons by one nation to another as long as the United
States reotained custody of the migsiles. Imstly, it once
egnin $ried to show that the strengthening of Canadisn forcos
in ordor %o defend this continent was part of Cansdn’s
contribution %o the VATO defence scheme., This was mentioncd

by Mr, Diefenbaker two woeks later in the Houge of Commons
whon he oaid,

(10 ) Lﬂg a Ezi’ﬁm
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Yos far s JdATO and our contimenirsl defensmes are concexncd,
we dake the stand-we have no reason to talte other-that
our aotions within the convinental context of Hoyth
hmerica are all within the contemplation of NATO, All of
them have the approval of the NATO organizstion.” 11

A% the risk of being repititioug, shis constant referxrral by
the Conservatives ¥0 WORAD belng = part of WATO, showed thet
its atbtempts %o convinge the Canadian publie to accept this

28 bedng a true gtate of affairs, had not met with suecess. I8
should be pointed cut that this was by no rneans the lagt tinme
that this argument was put forward by the Conservatives.

On Hgy 25, 1t eppcared that $he Congervetive (overnmensg
was about to announee the acquispition of nmuelear warheads forp
the Bomaye missile when Mr., Diefenbalter snnowneced in the
Cormons ghat,

"provision is being made for the transfer tc Cananda under
mutually agrecable conditions, of guch non-nuclear paris
of atomic woapong gystems involving restriceled data as
ere jointly determined to be necessary to improve the
state of trad of Canade's armed forces snd the
operational readiness of theme foxcesm." 12

It was belleved that after recelving training in the uge of
deteoting and uging nuglear weapons tue Janadlian forces would
then be equipped with such weapons but this did not turn out

to be the case. Both opposition lesders did not corment on

the Prime Minister®s speech, saylng they preferrcd to study

the anmnouncement further before making any comment on their
own, However, with the pasasage of time snd no statemeont
forthecoming fyom the Conservatives with respeot to the

definlte acquisition of muolear weapong, the goverrnment thought
it wise, in view of persistent opposition charges of Consexrvativo
indecigiveness and lack of a clecar defenece poligcy, to issue a
statcment outlining its defenoe policy.

(11) Ibid, pogo 1550,
(12) Canedn, House of Oommons Dobatos, vol.lV, 1959, page 3966.
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Jaxdy in 1960, the Prime 'dnisier caid in the debate
on the Speech fro.: the Throne,

"gventually Canadlan forees may require certain nuclgar
weapons if Cenadien forees are to be lkevt effective,
For ewxsmple, the Bomave antl-sireraft nlosile to bo
offective would require nucelear warheads." 13

He went on %0 reaffiym Cahada's deslire not to menmufuctiire
these weapons and that Canade was not giving up any of its
decision~plcing powers in the field of defence by saying,

] want to make it abundently clear that nuclear weapons
will not% be used by the Canadian forces excent as e
Canadien govermmeny decides and in the nanner aspproved
by the Cenedian government. Canads retaing its full
froedors of choice and decision.? 14

In effect, the Prime Minister was sgying that arranpenents
were being made with the United States suthorities %o provide
ug with the negessary weapons 1f and when they are required.
It apneared that by streseing Canada's retention of decision-
naking power regrnrding the firing of these mueclear migadles,
that difficulties had arxisen 1. ettenpting to have American
militsry officials recognise and accept Canedal'ls possible veto
over the decision t¢ launch & nuclear equipped Bonarc in sonmg
future corigis. The Liberals, as was seen in the lest chapter,
attaeked the Conservatives over the acquisition of these
weapans "if end when required." They, and many other people,
wanted to lkmow how, in times of a sudden ovisis, enough Himg
will be available in oxder for Ottewa to notify VWaghinghbon

to send the muclear weapons into Cansda, mount them on tho
Bomares and be propared $0 leunch the missilen, before either
the orisis had wornpened, or an attack by cnemy aireraft had
elready comicneed,

(13) Canada, Houme oX Commons Debntes, vol.l, 1960, page 73.
(24) dog. oit.
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111, CGonfugion in 1961 over Canadisn defence policy

This sltuation of confusion within the countxy and
within the Covermmont ghowed no signg of belng clarified.

On March G, 1961, when Mr, Chevrier acked the governnont
when or if the muclear warheads were golng to be placed on
the Bomarc milgeiles, the Assooiate inister of Tauticnal
Defence, ¥r. Sevigny, stated that the answer had already
been glven in one of Hr. Diefenbaker’s previous gpecches.
This showed, thnt the Congservative Cabinegt as well as tle
rest of the party, was not abourt to :imke 2 final definite
dectision on the natter.

The Congervatives not only had to defend tiwelr stand
witii regard to auelear weapans, but thgy also haed to defend
some of thelr other defence policies. The Liberals blamed tho
govermiont of groas negligeice in the spending of the
Canadian t: payer's money, cspeciall, 1u regard to the Avro
Arrow project and the Nomarcs, whose ugefliness was now
doubted dus Lo tl.c fact that the nadi threat to Jorth America
lay in 3oviet long-range missiles, and not in & bomber force.
These charges were answered in tnhe Jlouse of Comwong on
September 12, 1261, by Congervative 1',P, Mr. Digg who stated
in regaxd to the CPF-105,

“the Erevious covermient took the dechsion to produce

the Arrow without having any idea what the cost was going
t0 be and without having any idea vhether any other

nation would buy ang of these eireralt,..thay spent a
large smount of mongy...and wvhen we came into powey wo
found that this program was there. A lot of monay had

begn gpent on 1%, and we made the greatest possible efforts
to try end interest other countries in buying this
alrplmme." 15

(15) Canada, Hgg%e Commong Debates, vel. V111, 1960-61
page Ye gg— ’ ’
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My. Bigg defended the Bomare by ssying that if we dida't have
a deleaceo against t:.c rovrber, [ugsia would attacl: us with a
cheaper and more readily available weapon thah would other-
wise be the casc, This was a poor argument to put up in tho
defence of the bomwure Lfor it did 2ot consider the fact that
the arg race between the U.S.i. ard the U.8.3.k. @ode it
iuperative for the Soviet dnion to produce morxre sophisticated
weapons and thiat tuae bomber threat woce te give way to the
piseile tiwreant not solely on the bagis of the Bozmarc, but on
the entire "cold wor” arms race. Thug, even if there were no
Bomare, the U.S5oU.R. couwld hot contemplate attacking us with
a cheaper weapon than a bouber as it was forced to umanufacturo
more wodernln weaponsg of attack, lir. Bigg went so Lfar ag to say
that if security neant a cloger liok with tiae United 3States
and o loss of Canadian soversignty, he would be prepared to
aceept that. e enphasized this when he launched a verbal
attack ogpinst thooe people who suggested tliat Cansda should
get vub ol JORAD, He added,

"as a vanadian 1 put freodow ahead of tiie gride of
Canadinng and say that if our great neighbour the T.S.A.
has the armed strength to deter nuglear war and the
conveuntional strength to fight a conveational war, then
1 om go 0 be morally strong cnough to gtand beside
then and f>r e short time shere sovereignty with people
who have never waged an oggreseive war." 16

While not all Conservatives felt this strougly sbout close
cooperation wit {the United States authorities, o majoxrity of
them favoured our continued partnership in JORAD alt:.ough
they were wicertain, both as a party and as the government,
whaether or not we should be a nualear axmed or nol-nuolear
aymed partaer,

The Oongservatives had to defend their defence poligy
on gtill another issue. In mid-September 1961, Mr. Hellyew,

(16) Jbld, pages 8264-65.
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the Liberal delfence critic, accused tle Conservaelives of
arming the Canndils. fHyrees wit'. gecond ra' ¢ weapong. lle
referred to Canmde's acgquiring the lonest Join surface-to-
purface :nissile at a time when the Uniteld States was araiag
itselfl wilth the Tittle Jeolr, & smaller, lighter, and .ore
vortable weapon. e atiacked the Conservativeg for acquiring
thie Uteriesn Voodoo aiyeraft to replace tiie Avro Arrow which
was fanter and bet.er than tle Voodoo and soid ta. t.e
Bomere was ugeless as the Soviet tnlon had .anacd boubers
whiieh could liuneh o balligtic migsile knowa asg a "stand-off®
bomb tovards o Canadia targ et without gebtia closer than
one thousand ni’es beyong the range of our unti-bounbex
mis iles, Ar. .arimess, the Minister of .lavional Defence,
challonged Lir. llellycer's knowledge of such woapoas as the
Idttle Joiir whieh he said bhad & range half that orf the ..onest
John and defended the Bouarc's ugefulnoese by saying that the
milit- vy officers still believed therc was a gtrongs posnibility
of an 21eiy bouber atitack. He defended the Bomarces and (F=104
asircraflt by sayling thnt by ocrming them vwiltlh, conventional
weapons g were nol entirely uscless, only less eflociive
than if they carried nuelear warheads, but opain he refuded to
oay i{ or when suclh: a trangition in weapong would co .e sbousd.
lig otaulei.ent concerning the possibility of wxrmiag the
Bonares with conventional weapons was not e valid one,

"because 1o warhced for the Bomarc 1 Model had ever been
des ed or mgnufactured, ln the development steges of
the Uonaxe 'A' llodel, a high-explosive warhead had been
usced, but it was scrapped vhen the minifturdzed nuglear
warhead became prectical.” 17

I% is soumewhat uwmusual for a government o openly odmit on
several occasions that the full effectivaness of these weapono

(17) Nowman, Peter C.; 9D, Gif%., page 349.

by I
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lay in bhelr being aueclear ammed, and y2* al’ow tha %o be
couventionadly artted withoit aither ¢iving the publle a
reaso.a Jor bhis nor telliag thoen whethar or not thaoy would
be nuclanr anied il the Yoreseeadle Dutura,

1V, Covernaant's 1962 position as gtsatoed by M, Seviimy.

it i also urforthunante that ewactly “hree years to
tie day of llr. Dielshaker's speech alrounelng the Aeath of
the Arrow and tre ‘overaent's acceptance of t..e Bounre, Mr.
Sevigny, i1 replying to a guestina »ut to hinm in the Tiouse of
Comaions by :ir. *Hellyer, could add very little to what the
I'vime HAnister had sald in 1959, due to three years of
coverriient indecision; and the inability of the Comgervative
Party to formulate a definite policy on this issuc at the
parky's nationsal conventions., In replying to the question he
sald,

Yeewatay I uny that facilitlies for the naintenance and
gtorzre of the Bomare migslile have been congtructed at
Wovth Bay and ere being coastruciea ut la llacasze. These
tegllities waill be available 17 ond wi.on miciel T
warheads are obtained,

Mr. Hellyer: Can the minister ssy when that will be?
nh.SmdngﬁbommmmJJB .

The Conmdian veople, did not approve of their
govermaent's indeclsion in this and other matters and although
the Congervaitives were once again elected o power in 1962,
thay were now in the position of beiiyg a miaorty governuent
vith 116 seato, having lost 92 seats since their last eleection
in 1958, Despitioc tbis setback, the Conservatives wore unable
to rectify their past behaviour by formmilatlag a preclas
defenece policy. The state of affairs that existed on Bebruary
20, 1962, vhiech was described adove, persisted throughout the

(18) Cenade, Houne eF Com
pages 1040= |
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remaining ten months of that year, with the Conpervatives
glving vague answers o questions poged by Liberal and Hew
Damoeratic Perty M.P.s, the favourite Conservative answer
being merely e referral to the speech made by Mr. Diefenbaker
on Februaxry 20, 1959 as being the olear, obvious angwer to
all of the opposition’s queries.

Hr, Diefenbaker’s policy of having Canada acquire
muglesr weapons if and vhen they were needed, was put o the
test in the emtwem of 1962, &uring the Cuban missile crieiop.
Mr. Poter Newman, in Reneeed ; a : 3
Xgaxs, said that,

“the Cuban episode shattercd this comforteble compromiso.
It clearly denonstrated that a period of internationanl
tenpion was the very worst time to adopt the weapons,
becauge it would be interpreted by the communists as an
egegrepeive agt." 19

The question also reactivated the problem of the Primo
Hnister’s authority vis-e-vis that of the United Btates
Progidont. Ir. Pearson wanted to lmow if the Bomares could bo
uged polely on the muthorisation of the President of the
United S8tates. Mr. Diefenbaker replied that it was the
authorigation of the President, coupled with thoe faet that
their uso must recoive the approvel of the Canadlian Government,
that congtituted joint defenoc of this conginent. Tho next
round of hegnted debate in the House of Commons turned oug Lo
be the last one for the Conservative Party on the Govermmens
pide of the House.

(19) Hevman, Peter C., Qp, 6it., page 342,
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CHAPTRR SIVEN
THE CRIZIS

Botweeon 1959 and the ond of 1962, in aay contYoveroy
that arose over the problem of accepting nucleay warheads for
Canmdien military forces, the controvergy would queldly die
down., However, after the Cuban crisis, before the issue could
die dovn =g 1t had in the past, fuel was added t0 the fire
in the form of a statenent made by the retired NATO commander-
inw-ghigf, Cenexal Iouris Norstad. On Jamiaxry 3, 1963, heo
said at a preope conforvnce in Ottawa, that Janada hed
cormitted itpalf to the aming of the Starfightur aivoraflt
vhich were stationed in Rurope,with tactical muelear weapondg,
Hine days later, on Jamuarxry 12, 1963, My. Pearson, in a
gpooch nade gt the luncheon meeting of the York-Scarborough
Iibexal Association, "announced hig party's conversion %o a
melear strate@.“l This was tantemount o a eomplete roversal
of poliey for he and his party now advooated the sequisition
of tactical defensive nuelear warheads in order to nake
Cannda's defensive system fully effective. Hr., Pearson said
that defence policles designed to prevent muelear wap msd
bo based on muwelear retaliation, impressing upon the potential
enany the high price he will pay in humen and material losses
should he start a nuelear war, no matter how limited in scopd
The deterrent forcesn of the West lie in NATO. He added,

(1) Specisl S;‘z.z,z;.'_ g _prepered for the Spesisl Gommithcs of th
" A on mam.mmmnm enaa,

:x e IT‘_I ~ul'¢fﬂ””& . Cugon'o Printer omd controller of
tationery, Ubttara, 1965, pagze 16.
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"a8 a mgniber of the NATO coalition, we agcept the nuelear
deserrent in the hends of the United Statos o cosentiml

for defence; and we gggply mach of the uranium that
goes into Ameriean b o1 2

In his specch he described the foxrceces that Canmda has
contributed to NATO in the past due to the obligations which
have fallen upon Consda by being a membey of this militayy
allience.He sadd that by being a member of NATO and HORAD,
Canada had sutomatically btaken upon itself certain
obligations (oecepting mucleoar weapons) whieh 1% had failed
t0 honcur. After gtating in the House of Commons on several
occaglons that our NATO foroes should not be equipped with
mielesr weapons untll such weapons eame under the collective
control of that orgmmization rather than belng under the
colleotive sontrol of the U.8, or joint control beotween the
U.5. and one of its allies, Mr. Pearson now abandouned that
line of thinking. 3poaking only one week after the TATO
commander had spoken in Canada urging Canadian officials

to accept nuclear armm, Mr, Pearson advocated that the
Canadian Goversment,

"should end at onece its evesion of responsibility, by
discharging the commitments 1t has elready agcepted for
Canads. 1t oan only do this by secepting nuelear
varhgads, for those defensive taotical weampons which
cannot effectively be used without them, but whiech wo
have agreed %0 use." 3

In making this speech,; Mr. Pearson disregaxded the statements
printed in the 1962 party platform about the Bomares being
useless with or without nuclear weapons., Forgotten too were
the statenenits nade by Mr. Hellyer when hs described in

(2) Canade, Hour g,%%&_ﬂ.g@m&@mﬂaﬁa vol. V111, 1960-61,
pago

(3) Zexh of sm pddrasa by the Honouwnble Leator B, Poawgon,

{ox of fho Jdboral B ‘1lrﬁlbﬂﬂﬁt

o lunaheon (,esm@%rm ouch Id m

foronto, G [0, Jenuaxy 12, 1963, pago



113
Parlisment how Canada was a dumping ground for American out-
dated weapons, referring to the lonest John and Bomare
migsiles as well as other woapons. The leadexr of the "Grits®
now attempted to impress upon the Canadian people the
importance of respecting obligations incurred by Canada due
to pagt agreements. le added that Cmnnda should oppose any
sdditional independent muclear forces being established by
oy country in the world and added that the Canadian
Govermment should support the strengthening of NATO's
conventional forces., He said that Canada should also support
a geanuine collective control of all NATO factlicel nuelear
weapons. 'lo longer was it a prerequisite to cur acquiring
nuelear weapons for our VATO forces that the control of theso
woapons be taken away from the United States and placed in
the collective hands of NATO, Now this became a goal to strive
for and hopefully, or rather, ideally, to achieve. Tecdless
to say, tlis abrupt and radical reversal of policy caught the
entire nation by surprise, and while Mr. Pearson was praised
for having the temerity to come out boldly and declare himself
on one gide of the pro or anti-nuclear arms debate, he aid
not receive the whole-hearted support of his countrymen as
hns been previously stated.

~

B. Libgrnl poligy as pteted in the Commonsa, January 25,1963.

The ensuing parlismentary corisis saw the Idibexrsl
Party taldng a pro-muelear stand, berating the government
for reneging on its comitmentse while the Conservatives
steadfagtly denied signing any such agrecment creating these
alleged obligetions and tried to defend theirxr past poliecies.
On January 25, My, Pearson oxplained his gtand in the House
of Comrons., He said that it takes years for major changes in
defenee policy to come about, and since the Bomares had alyeady
been introduced into Canada, it is not a simple task to alter
our poligy or cur comnitments with respect to these missiles,
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but he never explained why this wus the esse. He then outlined
what our deiteunce policy should be. Canada's defence policies
ghould not hinder vur effectiveuess at the United Vatlions, it
must be genred to tiie aation's indusirisul resourxrces, we
should tale all necessary ateps to protect our territory and
live up tc our obligations. We should also cooperate with
the United States and our JATO allies, take part in United
Netions peacelgepliuyy, forces, «ud {iaaslly, Cuaadsa should not
contribute to Hi.e strategic nuslear deterrent which differs
from the tesotical nuclear deterrent. ile was (an! otill is)
hopeful that one day there will be a conplete abolition of
tiiese wenpons and Canada should sirxive to bring about a
sottlenent i1 the dissaniament negotialions, but uatil that
joyous day comes, Cansda must coquire nuclear weapons., 1% ig
a casge of ilr, Pesarson believing that our word, given in an
agrecment, even if 14 briags ebouti a wrong policy eas he had
previously maintained that the Bomarc policy was wrong, io
nevertheleos moye imnortent than the remifications of acquiring
nuelear weapons. He attacked the Govermment once agaln for
not fulfilling its obligations, eiting several gpeeches by
UMr. Diefenbeler amd Ilr. Harkness in which they stated that
the full effectiveness of the Bomarxe necessitated it belag
axmed with a nuclear warhead. He also meationed the fact that
no governnent officlal denied any of the gtatemenis made by
GCeneral Imuris Jorstad in his reeent speech in whieh he
ptated that Canada was obligeted to accept nuclear warheads
for the Bomarcos and Starfighters. What the Liberal leader did
not mention was the hypocritical stand he was taling in view
¢f the fact that Canada was selling uranium to theo U.8,A. and
sitting on the Ceneva disamament panel at one and the samg
time,

On January 31, “r. Pearson referred %o the communiqué
issued by the U.8. State Department which stated in part,
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"go far as JU\D is concerned, Caaadu has been aegotiating
with the United States for the past two or three mouths
in omder that muolear warheads will be made gvailable
Lor our two a%uadruns of Bomares and our F-101
interceptors.” 4

This, Mr. Pearson pointed out, differed from what the "dnisteor
of Wational Defence vald recently about Canada honouring itoc
comitnments., In Mr, Pearpson®’s view, 1¢ was obvious fron thig
rress releagse that the Ganadian minister wnrn telling something
less than the truth, Hr. Martin said the negotiations being
held with a view to acquiring nmuclear armms was not in accoxd
with one of the Prime Minigter?s speeches in which he said
that the Canadian snd United States Covernnents were
negotinting on the insue of waking these weapons svailablo

to Canadn when and if they would be required.

On Fobruary 4, 1963, the Iiberals introduced a motica
in $he House of Comong alleging a lack of leadership in tho
governnent and also alleging that the govermment did not
enjoy the support of the neople of Canada., Turing the rest of
that day and the next day, the ILibersls (as well as other
opposition parties) berated the government on its past
indecision, ite lack of leadership and the faillure to honour
its defence agreanents as well as ocreating & deplormble
gituation vigs-e-vig Canadien-~-U.3. relations. The Congexrvetivo
Government found itself belng attacked in all matters of its
policy and was defeated on the fifth day of February,

xament of Canads.

Alshough the Iibersl Party was voted into offiece as
the new Canadien Govermmen® in April, i¢ was a minority

govermment, receiving forty percent of the votes eant, and 13
seats out of a possible 265 in the House of Comnons,

(4) Cancda, House of Gommong Debaten, vol.lll, 1962, pago 3303,
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Neveriheleas 1t proceeded t0 sign an agreeueut with the
United states providing ror the acquisition of nucleur
weapous for Ganadicn forced.

' llellyer, who bedame ~daigter of .aticnal Defenoe
in the iiow governuceat, stated before 3 Jpecisal Comnittee on
Defence ia tvhe house of Commons, the reasons why his party
had decided o accept nuclear weapons for Canadisn foxrves.

"itl tnds moment the active alr defence is limited (o

the anti-bomber field, and a considerable effort is
expended in this direection., If members of the ecommidtoe
recall statouents I made when in opposlition, you may
wonder why I now support the use of zome of our rosoursoo
for this purpose. The opinions 1 expreseed during the
last few years were based on kmowledge of the tarcat
nade @ ahle 40 us a¥t that 3ime-1959, The catimates
have subsegquently turned out %o be incorrect. The rato
of Saoviet missile production antldeipated at that timo
hag not nmaterialized. In consequence, the bomber threat
renains at this date a very much larger proportion of
the total threat than waua expected." 5

(My. Hellyer never steted or admitted this lack of ichowlodge
when he confidently criticimed the Consexvative (overrment
for adopting the wrong policy in 1959 when tiie Bomare
aanguncesnient was made, nor did he adadt thds lack of
kmowledsge in subsequent years of Conservalive rule). This
seecmed t0 be at varimnce with American militexry policy whigh
wag outlined by U.S. Uefence Secretary Robert McNamara prior
to the April 1963 election when he stated that the bamber
threat had almost been totally replaced by = possible missilo
attack, thue malking the Bomares all but obsclete. Mr. Hellyew
also referred 10 General Kuter's speech which was delivered
at a banquet of the Canmadian Intermational Air Show on
September 1, 1961, ir. Hellyer supported tne General's
statements on the necessity of destroying the eneuy weapon ao

well ag the weapon's caxrier and thie could only be done by a
meleaxr axmed weapon.

(5) Special Committeo on Defenco, 9p. Qih., pages 16-17.
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By the eund of the yoar, statemenis emanating from
O%tawg clearly showed that Canada was prepared to defend
Veatern Buropeo and this continent by aocepting nuelear arms
for its military forees. On December 20, an Interim :leport of
the Special Comnittee on Defence was igsued recommending that
we meintain our policies of support for United ‘lations
peacekeeping onarat@%ns, that we not produce nuclear weapons,
end that we reuain committed to VORAD as long as this
coatinent was threatened with a possible bomber attack. The
75t point of the Report states,

Pthe advisability of providing the Domarcs and the
Voodoos with nuglear warheads would add to the
effechtiveneas of the Voodoo and would give the DBomaroc a
capability ap a defensive weapon against bombers. They
are of nn use againet a general range of ballistio
misgiles.” 6

The nuelear warnheads for the Bomarcs and Veodoos began
entering Canads on New Year's Eve, December 31, 1963 and had
all becn installed and stored by the end of Pebruary 1964.

1L. Zhe JeDs o
A. Hallaie'B Eggéﬁion on nuglear axwug in Canada,
Iy 24 o

Two weeks after the Liberal Party had decided to
adopt nuclear warheads for the weapons which had alreadf been
acquired by Canadian defence forces, the Jew Democeratic Party
remeined steadfastly rooted to its position of opposing mucloar
weapons in the arspenal of Canadian defence forees. On January

24, 1963, ir. Tommy Douglas, the national leadexr of the V.D.P.
sald in Parliament,

(6) _:,J;;;?_!;*’ Ropoxrt of the SO al Comudttea of the House of
omuong on Natbers Relating Tence, Progented by LY.
Ao .,.xhuxm AN mm&n&r » Queen's

Printer and Controller of Sta ionery, Ottava, 1963, page0.
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"we nmaintain that Canada's best contribution to the
peage of the world coneists in refusing to aequire
nuclear weapons for Caneda's forees either at home or
abyroad, Peor Canada to become a nuclear power, no uatter
under what pretext, is to invite the growbth of the
world'a nuclear club." 7

Mr., Douglas expressed the fear that if Canada should accept
miclear warhoads from the United States, the Soviet Union
nay amm the forees of the neighbouring sccialist ctates in a
similar manner. This would lead to a situation of unchecked
disgemination of nuclear weapons, thereby silgnificantly
endangering wodld peace. lie salid that the Liberal policy was
illoglieal end he explained hig pogition and that of his
party to the House of Com.ons. He sald that,

"agocapbance of nuclear weapons by Cansda is ot a
condition of cur membership in NATO, as is evidenced
by tho fact that Domnarxk and Noxway and some other
countrien have not accepted nmuelesr weapons...Canaeda's
contribution...to the West's deterrent would be
insignifieant militarily, but 1t would do trenendous
harm in proliferating the acquisltion of nuclear sxms
and would therefore far offget any military value which
might agcrue." 8

Mr. Douglas favoured a strong Canadian contribution %o
disamanent reth:er than a contribution to the spread of
weapons of uass destruction. After stating his party's
position on tl.e issue, he then asked tiie government for a
clarification on the question of Canadas making commitmenta
in 1959 to accept weapons whigh they knew would be almoot
useless wituout the nuelear warheads. He also asked the
governnant to explein tne reason why itvwas spending a
congiderable amount of money on the CP-104 aircraft if 4¢ did
not intend to acquire t..e nuclear weapons for these planegs.

(7) Canade, Louse of Com.ons Nebates, vol.l1ll, 1962, page3096,.
(8) ikid, pags 3098.
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lire Douglas dld not confine his coriticisms $o tho
Conpervatlve Papty. He directed his wrath at the Ldiberal
Party &8 well. In his parxrllsmentary spoeech on Jamuery 24,
1963, he saig,

"the lender of tho Idberal Party hap now comuwitted his
party to the acquiring of nuclear amg, and did so in a
speech on January 12 at York-Searboxo Liberal
conventdon, Tho talk of negotiating out aftervards wes,
in my opindion, juct o sedative Lfor the moreo digtoybed
nembers of the pardy vhe were protesting.® 9

lig said that $his rovorsal of policy on the part of the
Liberal Party did not meke very much gense, espcecially when
My, Pearson intimated that Canada would try $0 negotiato out
of its commituments afver fulfilling them. Kr. Dougles wanted
Canada to eencel these commitments by neang of negotiation
before aecepting the muclear warheads,

B. Gp ‘s NORAD °

iy, Douglas sald that the threat of & bomber attack
on North Amerieca hed been replaeced by the threat of a migsile
atitack, ile gaid there was no defence against this kind of en
attasl: except the threat of a messive deterrent, and this was
provided by tiie United States foreces., Canadma’s role in WORAD
should be one of contributing %o the radar warming system of
tiio continent as long as this syotem heg some wvelua,

On January 31, Mr. Douglas voiced his opposition %o
trne stavements made by the U.5. State Department. He sald that
Canadiens ghould moke their own defence policy, it should not
be mede by the U.S8. State Deportment, and he reoented tho

(9) %ﬁ%g, age 3097. Nr., Pearson gave the impression that the

: amag Party disliked nmuclear weapons being introduccd
into Camneda, but was prepared to acoept those woapons
beoause of past commitments. After asquiring them end
fulfilling our obligations, he suggested that Cansda's
defenee policy chould be exemined and perhaps altered to
a more realistic role for Canada, that of coaventional
forcen. (Scarborough Speech, page T)
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United States meddling in Cangds's internal affairs ac 1t hed
done in Guabemala in 1954 and in Cuba in 1961, He deplored
the fact that nod only did t'e Stato DNeparitment crxiticize
ouy Prime ¥Minister but it also sought %o pressurc tho
Ganndian people to0 urge the Diefenbaker GCovermment to adopt
g eertain policy. After criticizing tho U.8. Stoate Deparitmeats
he then wented to lnow tho accuracy of the American statements.
He asked the government %o clarify for Parliament and for tho
people of Caneda what obligations had been imposed upon
Cannda in pasgt agrecnents,

On Febxuary 4, 1963, the V.D.r”. anunounced thait 1%
would vote againgt the govermment in the non-confidense
motion, Kr., David Leowls sald that the country's commiitnents
cntodled Caneda becoming & maember of the nuelear elub and
this incercased the danger of nuclear escalation, Alsgo,
Canndn®s commitments wore out-dated ond constituted a waste
of the tax payer's mongy., On the day before the government
wag defeated, it was Mr, lewis who ocutlined his party's
policy whieh was later repeated during the election campalgn.
lie ondd,

"these are tue reasons why we Oppose nueleay woapono in
tho hends of Canadien fOrcesy it makes no mate
improvement in the defenco pooition of the west, It does

not, in effect str@ngthmn the westorn deterrent, but it
does inorensc %he nuelear club, increcages the dangexy of
mwlear war and ingreases the dengor of eascamlation to

totael muglear war if tectioal muelear weapons wero used
in Ruzope.® 10

On Februaxy 5, 1963, !lr. Douglas addregssed tho
govermnent in a conciliatory mood. He said that the W.D.P.
members of the House were not anxious to vote the Coverzunent
out of offige. Indeed, the N,D.P. would support the Goverament
if 1t would introduce sensible and necessaxy legislation vhile

(10) Zbid, poge 3418,
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excexciging proper leadership., As thig was not the case, and
as Paxlisment had beea reduced to sueh impotence an to
warrant the introduetion of a motion of non-confidence, the
H.DePe wns of the opinion that fthis was the time forxr theo
people of Canada to express their views at the pollis. Nowsver,
Ky, Douglas wvag eager o make 1t lmowm that by voting for tho
motion of non-confidence againet $he Congervatives, it should
not be construed that they wore in any way giving the Liberal
rarty a vote of eonfidence,

Co doDn"n's 19673 clection policies.

""he pamphlet that was published by $he T.D.V. during
the 1963 election expressed the same views o1 Canadian defonee
poligy as those expressed by the N.D, P, members in Parlisment.
The pamphlet stressed tho party's policy of giving full
suppors to the United Hations politiecelly and militarlly as
wall as in the form of allocating a permansent police forxce
which would be at the dispoosl of the U.¥, Secretariat. On
the iswsue of nuoclecar weapona, the booklet gtated that the

:Der. was opposed to tie idea of ereating a maltilateral
nuclear foree within NA O, VWith regard $o muclear weapons for
continental defence, the pamphlet stated,

“the New Demooratic Party believes that auclear weapons
on Conadian 80il and in the hands of Canadign forees
ebxoad edd nothing to the security of Cannds ox of tho
Viestern World. They serve only %o reduce the offectivencss
of Canada's role in disasrmament and to enaoumaga tho

epread of nuclear weapons. The New Democratic Party,

thorefore, reitoratos its Fosition %o melcar weapsns on
our goil ox for ouxr forxces anywhere and calls for the
conccllation of the Government'o plans ¢o e r¢ nmuolcar
weapons. Ingtead, Censde should immedintely Jjoin with

Norwey, Sweden snd other emaller countriocs to cegtablish

a pon~mitlecay club within the U.N. consisting of nations

which undertake not to produce, stookpile, or pezmit on

thedr solil muclenr weapono of eny cozbd.” il

(11) The Federg% Program of the Hew Demoecratic Party, op, oifi.n
page 24.
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Prior %o the election in Apxil 1963, tho Canndisn
Saturday Nicht magazine asked the leaders of the four main
politienl parties, what they would do first upon forming a
Government. lMr. Douglas replied,

"y £irst ot as a Prime Minigter would be to investigato
and make public the so=-called nuelear commitments thab
the Diefenbaker government io reported to have mado for
Connda.v 12

He said that an ¥,D.P. govermment would immediately negotliate
out of any and all nmuclear comrifnenits. His reapons weres

(1) both U.S. Secretary of Defenco, Robert Molemavra, and the
Daputy Defence Secretary, Mr. Gilpatrie, confirmed that the
Bomoye nmigsile does not serve as a neang of defence ox
deterrance, (2) it was his belief that the spreading of
nuclear weapons 0o nations whiech do not already have ther,
increases the likelihood of muclear war. I{ was algo hisg
bolief that Canada could make a more effective contribubtion
to the defence of the Western woxrld by contributing n highly
nobile conventional forxoee to NATO and the United Jations.
(&vcn in the 1965 federal election, the policies of the N.D.P,
rerained tnhe mame., In the election programme igsued by the
party prior to she eleotion, the f£ifth point in the section
of international Affairs stated, "Canads will be opposed to

the upe of eny kind of nuelear weapons, elther by her ovm
foxces oxr on her own soil."13)

De The N.DoP» and HATO.

“The attitude of the 9.D.). towards Canadisn forces in
HATO acquiring nucleay warhcado for the Honest John and
Lacrogne misglles as well as for the CF=104 8tarfighter

(12) Douglaa, i 0.,"What I Will Do Vhen I Form & Covernmcnd ,?
n,_Sa 1,';

r Shend foxr Canodn, Tho New Denogratic Paxty,
Tawn, J ¢ P2gO 15,
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cixeraft, c¢los:ly paralleled its attlitudes to Canada obtaining
nuelenr warheads for the Bomares and Voodoos. The V,N. P, did
not differentiate betwaen VATO and NORAD, This aingie poligy
on the acquisition of miclear warheads was naintained
throughout the muolear arms orisis in Canada., Cne of the nain
reasons for the party®s oprosition to Canada nequiring nuelear
varhends, was fear of the dissemination of nuelear weapons
by the Soviwt Union to its allies. On January 24, 1963, in
his speech during t..¢ supply debate for the Department of
xternal Affairs, Lr. Douglas said,

"the two great dangers of tactieal nuelenr weanpons in
tlie hands of JATO forcea is smumied up in the two termg
new used in the military, nenely escalation end
proliferation." 14

Later on ia hig speecch he seaid,

wo in the Now “emoeratie Party believe thot any
proliferubion, whether o independent netions or o HATO
as a mnltinatgonal nueclear power, would add immeasurab
to the danger of nuclear war and should be resisted." 1

lle once again sptated that memberxrship in NATO ig not
conditional upon accepting nmuclear weapons, and he was of the
opinion $hat Conada eould adopt a conventional role in HATO
ag some other nationg had done.

1T, Drewin, in his book entitled, Stgnd on (mard,
pald that,

“the apquilsition and use of muolear armg by Canadian
forces cou¥d only be Justifiable if it wore showa %o
neke an ¢ffeetive eontribution to the mecurity of Canede

and her allics in the Western Allisnce ond the peaco of
the world.? 106

(14) Canada, Houge of Commuons Degbates, vol.lll, 1962,page 3098,
(15) Ibid, page 3099.

(16) Brewin, Andrew, Qp. eit., page 126,
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In My, Browin'e opindon, the acquisition 4?2 anecleor warlisadse
at that tiLe worlds not eontribute to world siability, nor
vould ¢ gy 3erve iy usefyl pur.oge. o expanded on tieso
views in n mpeech in tie louse of Cow:ong oa January 25,
1963, Ta ontl ndng bie party's views ar well ws i owm, LB
sadd,

*we say that for Canarla to choose & nuclear role would be
a PFoolish and a fatal step. In our view such & decision

would be militari useless, politiocally disastrous and
morally unjustifisble.® 17

He then expleined what he meant by "morally unjustifiable.”

"The reason 1 gay that the adoption of auelear weapons
would be morelly unjugtifiable iz that if, as : have
argued, 1t ic militarily unnecessary and politically
disastrous, it would be morally wrong to pursuc a course
that adds to the danger of proliferaiion eand spread of
nueclear capneity and the dangers of its ultimate use."18

Yiug 1t can be seen that the .. o policy towards
Canada ocquiring nwelesar warheads for ite (A0 anad ioxAD roles,
was one of firn opposition. in his greech criticizing the
UeBe State vepartment for lnterfering in Caneda's internal
afiairs, .r. Douglas sald that Canada should negotiate
itself out of any muoclear commitments thnt have been mede in
NATC and d40ivDe auxring tne 1903 federal election campaigng
the pamphil:t deocribing thie 'oD.Ve's policies had as its
nintn polnt on poliey concerning international affairs, "Canasda
should oppose tne use of tectical nuelear weapons in the forth
AtDantic ulliance."l9 This stlll remains the policy followed
by the Wew l'emocratic Prrty today.

(17) Canada, Louge of Commnong Debates, vol. 111, 1962 ,napa%l4l.,
(18) Ibid, pege 3143.
(19) The ¥Way Ahead for Canada, gp, eit,, page 15,
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Weapons.

On Jamuary 24, 1963, ¥r. Robert Thompson, who was
then the leader of tre party having sueceeded Solon Low,
explained the party’s position more emphatieally than 4id
Mr, Low. lie said taat Canada could adopt one of three policien.
It coculd join the Hmstern bloe of ngiions, it eould becone
ngutral, or it eould join the Weetem\ bloc of nations. The
first alternative was totelly unreasoriable. Teutrality, in
hig opinion, bhad no value, and he gaid that even Mr. Tehxu,
who had long supported a policy of neutrality in world
affairs, had now seen the error of his ways. Tur only cholee
was to join forces with the Westerm nations to counteracd
the immorel wars of liberation that were being perpetrated
by the Commnists. kMr., Thompson said that in order to fight
against eomrmuniasm, Canada needs the best weapons available,
whether they are muclear or non~nmuolear. But he distinguished
between offensive and defensive nuolear weapons.

In his epeech in the House of Com.ons on tihat date,
Er. Thompson gaid,

"on behalf of my party I pledge that Social Credit will
never adopt or support a deféence policy whereby Canade
adopts or makes usme of offengive weapons of indiscriminste
or ungontrollable mass destruation. a2 should indeed
uge 1te best efforts to promote the eomplete abandonment

of this type of armament thro ut the world, through
effectiv supervised multilateral intermational
agreement.” 20

Thus, Lir, Thompaon, also expressed the desire for nuclear
dipamement and he favoured the ereation of modern, mobile,
conventionelly armed forces for Canada. lle also believed in
close military cooperation with the United States as did his
predecesgor. Furthermore, he favoured Canada ageleting the
United States in maintaining a strong detcrrent against a

(20) Censda, Howse of Commons Debates, vol.lll, 1962,page3090.
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posgible Soviet attaclk, inocluding the partieipation in an
snti-submarine forece in cooperation with Amerivmn forees.

On Jamuaxry 31, 1963, ¥r. Thompgon eriticised the
Governuent for not naking a ¢lear gtatement conoerning its
policy on muelear weapons for Canadian foroes. He was the
only leader of a politieal party in the House of Commonsg
that did not talke strong exception to the commmiqué issued
by the U.S. State Deparitment. ¥hile he didn't agree with the
nanmer in which it was done, he didn't belabour the issue
except to say that they had been obliged to clarify for us
what our commitments were at the dime,

On February 4, ir, Thompson gtated that hio party was
opposed to having an election at that crueial time. The
resignation of the NDefeonce Minigter had amdded to the
confusion, and ir. Thompson thought it more inportant that
the defence poligy chould be celarified and settled by a
parlianentary committee rather than going to ti.e people
during tihids time of confusion and chaos. lle quoted the
editorial of the Toronto Globg and Mall of that day. It said,

“The government chould make an honest gstatement on
defence policy, from which we could move into reasonable
negotiations w{th the United States...

Ve ask the Prime Minister tc¢ forget polities and an
election, and give us leadership." 21

Hy, Thompson added, "this is where we stand in the
liouse of Com-.ons at the present time."22

However, on January 25, ir. Caouette gpoke in the
liouse of Comionm and his speech contradicted the gstatements
nade by lr. Thompsoan. iir. Cacuette gtated that his party was

(21) 1bid, page 3411.
(22) loc. ait.

(23) The differences of opinion between the two men were not
coenfined to the issue of nuelear weapons. In the 1965
federal clection, the party had split into the Sogcial
Credit Party led by My, Thompson, and the Rallicment
des Creditistes, led by Mr. Cacuetto.



127
opposed to the aequisition of nuclear weapons. le algo eald,

fingtead of having launching pads for Bomayre missiles in
%he North Bay and la Macaza regions, why not have cold

ﬁglan s and grain elevators whers we could store
to feed nenkind and let the world enjoy
them unoonﬂitionallz3 in oxder to reageot the frocdom
of ﬁhe peoples as well as that off ths Temilies and tho
individuals, in our country emd throughout the world."24

Vhile this speoch may sound like one that would be made by a

v} eft-wing pecifist,® it was made by a member of Mr. Thompson's
Soeial Credit Paxrty, the same Mr. Thompson who had advocated
that Canada acgquire the most modern weapons availablae, be

they nuclear or eonventional. Hir. Caouette wid on to =ay,

"we of the Soglal Credit are offlcially against muclear
ars, vhether in (anada or outside the eountry. Vo aro
in favour of bread and butter, we are in favour of the
hungry people in the world." 55

On Februaxry 5, Kr. Gillos Cregoire eriticized the
Liberal Party for ite contradietory defence policy. He said
that the Liberals opposed the spread of nuolear weaponz but
supported the acquisition of muelear warheads for thie Bomare
missiles. lis added,

"the leader of the Liberal Party says: Ve are agninst
atomic weapons, but we have given our word, Let us
honour our commitments, let us accept atomic weapono end,
afterwards, we shall do everything we can to get rid of
then, That is the situation,..Did you ever hear a moro
ridiculous argument coming from a gtatesmon?? 20

Hr Gregoire, like Mr. Caduette, was opposed Ho Canada spanding
the tax payer's monegy to acquire these obsolete weapons. He

was also opposed to thelr being acquired by Canadian forces

for continental defeneoe because the United States was %o

retain conirol over these weapons theroby ellowing the United
3tatea to order the launching of a nuelear axmmed Bomare misgsile
from & Canandien site which was manned by Cansdian military
ofticers.

(24) Canada, Houge of Commons Debates, vol.ll1,1962, page 3140.
(25) log, ait.
(26) Ibid, page 3455.
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officers.

D. The Socisl Crodit laxiy and .JATO.

Ia regerd to nueclear woapons bolng made avallable %o
Catpdian troops serving with 7270, the JSoeial Credit “arty
dld not make any poliey staterents opeeifienlly relnting to
AT . Mogl of its policy statements wore concoimed with the
acgquisition of miclear wespons in general, or as T oy relsted
to Canada'c com itnents to the ‘Torth American dcfonce. The
party's platform p.blished during the 1963 election canpaign
roferred to nueloar wea-~ons In a genoral woy. 'he Tiftr point
of the policy plotforn whioc:. was nublighed iIn o ono-puge
vaaphleot stated that,

"a Soeial Crecit Covernament would apyove t! e cdoption
of defengive nuclear weapons found to be necegraxy for
the defence of Canada and ian coujunction witi. her allies
i1 tlhe defence of e western world." 27

A the sane tine tlle pamnhlet, wldceh rose bled o one-nage
circular, s’ated tiw., ti.e sarty was opooged to Cav. o
acquiring ofvensive weapons of mass degtruction and that
Canada nust intcasily iils efforts in disarmoment nerotiations
to ensureo world peace., .le narty wac in Cavour of awing
Canadien forces witl higlly mobile and officiently coordinated
conventional defensive equipment. The paxrty was elso in
favour of Cansda contributing to world peace thxough the
United Jations as were all Cenadian politieal partics., Thus
the poliey put forward as being the official policy of the
Social Credit Party was the policies emuneiated by Roboxrs
Thoupson and not those of Réal Caocuette or Clilles Cregoirc.
the party was, tierefore, supporting the Libeyal Partiy's
vosition .n the issue as it voted against sthe Covernmont in
the motion of non-confidence,.

TaR T s
Agsociation
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1V, Ihe Canadien Comminigt exty.

The Coamunlst Party exerts little or no influence on
Canadian defence policies, end cli -ugh it gained loss tl.an
one pereent of t.e votes cast in 4 .e 1)05 elec.lon, the
w:toor thouriit iv beost to include the views cxpres.el by the
party i the thesis., “lids was done because tie aliu of the
thesio is to exuamine tue varied opiniong cof CLanadin towards
tlhie igwue of nuclear weapons beilyg placed ia Cuaadu, te tuey
representative of tue lof , center or right pocition o.a tho
poditical spectrw..

On January 31, 1463, the Yational <xecutive (o.iditteo
of the Com unist Purty issued a stateunent which criticized
hre cearsoa's reversal of policy. It eriticised (i policy
for endangering Gthe spread of melear weapong to uay
countrles tiat did ot then Lave ther. The statement went on
VO Bay,

".r, Pearson's advocacy of auclear urns now ig a oroao
betrayal of the solemn commitment he made to the
Cammdian people during the course of the laost federal
election,

At thet time he sald on the basig of information
avallable now the defenge policy of a Liberal governnent
would not requirce Canada to becule a nuelear power by
the nagufacture, acquisition or uese of nuclear weapons
under Cangdian or U.S5. controlsc..

he interests of Canada demand the rejection of
migclear ayms, They must be kept out of the hands of A0
and HNRAD generals. Canadisns must not allow thauselves
to be duped by Liberal demagoguery about 'honcuring our
comaltuents.' This is nothing but & blind to cover up
the oconapiracy to put nuclear weapons on our soil." 28

During the election cempaign, the Commnist Party
appealed to the T.D.P, to speak out viigorously egainst Cenada

(28) EQQ_%g b » published by the Canadian Tribune
Pub sociation, Torxonto, Jamiary 21, 1963,
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acquiring maelear weapons. A statement by the National
agecutive Comiitiee of the party said,

"for our port we will redouble our work to arouse the
people of Canada to agsert their independence, to keep
nuelear weapons out of Canada, to get out of the
dangeroug military allience with the U Ay, ¢ got out of
NATO and MORAD, 0 fight in the United ‘lmtions for
disaxmement, peacerul coexdstence and geanuine world
trade.” 29

suckls wus bt .e pogsit on teacon o, wree Jooiaudiegl oty
of sanava duxing e cxire.c crigla [ oxd O Lo Le aaclr
weapoas lssuc,

V.o Lie JQUBCXVetivy Jprly. covernaeoth, e Gabilel, rav.li.

After ihwe wvan criglo ead Ceneral Inrgtal's speech
o.. Juaunr, 3, liuvly, the vongervaellve 'ur'), nuwce 4 ala fo.014
itgaell lacldinge o clear statement of poliey wmd delewdlag its
past state.ents o wctioas {or loe  of action) in Harlianent,
asalast persistont Lliversal sarty accusalloas. Tlle piath, was
also tronbloud wite. 1nternel digscatioa viilch resudted in the
recipintion ou) soverul Cubinet mialsitern. (Wiie rosigautlions
of Dougloc iHenmaiess, Ceorge Hees, Plerre ovigny, avie
Multon, Poueld Flaudar aad .rmest Halponay, wos an ioportant
factor in t..¢ Coagervativeg! inability to gcui. toe confidence
af the Canndinn ol »otorate, A govermment that cmuiot uaintain
the support of gix Cabinet ministaors couldd hardly be gxpected
to gain t..c supnort of the nceople). Two weeks aiter ..r.
vearson{s Scarborou.h speech, ’srlisient reconvaned. T,
Peargon promptly asked the governmaent for a clear sta.exent of
its defence po'doy. ir, Diefenbaker, in replying, pralsed hbs
ovn party for maintaining a constant, unwavering policy in he

(29) 1bid, February 11, 1963.
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field of defence, and ho acoused the Liveral Zarty of doing
an about-~face in its policy. But nearly fouxr years after his
Febrnr, 27, 1759, specch, liz gtill did not 'ell Canadians
the two ti.ings they wanted to know., lie did not say whet .er
the Congervative Goveransat was goin: t. accept auaelesar
warheads for the Jouares. .lor did he explain lLow the problem
of bolie aasured ti.ere will bo sufficient bti.ie to tranaeport
tas wurkeaws to Calada and maike taem operativaal, was (0 be
golved, should canalda accept the weapons ly il wd whena a
crigils aruse. ..To Jiclenbaker did stute that t..¢ Jananlian and
vnlted o bates overauwents had been lavolved ia aggotiations
Lor w.e predecding two or three noatus concernilyg a
renegotiation of Soasre defence plang, and la a specch he
wade at Broeckvillic, the rrxriune Minister said di.av Canmda did
not intse .d 1> al.iow nuclear weapoas to uve spread Lo couwulries
wiiich di¢ act then Lave theu., Jhls angerced Lhe Jailed States
Peparwieat of Jitate tu lue oodlat wliere t.gy isoucd tle 'Teos
stalaleat cseferrsd to euilier ia tuo fueslis. Lo Ulaceaisat
R0ted Ltha rule Jaauwda was expected to Loy ia tie JL.0AD
alliaice, Jhdos role iavolwved the acqudisition of weleour
weapong for tic Joooares and Voodoos and the Lovern.ont's
proerastingtion iuaplied thnet our refusal to wcecept Lliese
warneads w.d a1l exuuaple of Canada reueging an lto obLligations,.
dle st Cawidians resonted thisg Amerdiean intrusion into
Canndian domestic alffalrs, it agvertheless nat ti.e desired
effect of making Canandiens awore of tension existing between
the Canadian and aited States Covernuaents wid r. Tlefenbeker's
regpongibilities for this situntion. (This tension was later
inoreased when !'r., Diefonbaker produced a letter which he
alleged was signed by the American Ambassador to Canada, Mr.
Dalton Butterworth, The letter contained & promise of American
gupport both political and finaneial %o the Iiberal Party in
the muclear arms orisis and in the 1963 federal election. This
letter wan later regarded as heving been a forgexy). Tho
exdstence of this tension provided tho Liberals with another
point in their arguments ageainst lack of confidence in the
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Consarvative Government. (The Iiberals have generally
promoted close eooperation with the United States).

In the lmat hours of his Covernment, }r. Diefsnbalter
naturally defended the past performance of his pryty and hio
owm actions, saying that Canada hnd not refused to fulfil
gny obligntions which had been impoged ujon her and asafing
that his recent denmunciation of the actin off the U.3, Stafe
Departient did not nake him anti-American but ratuer, pro-
Canadian. Jevertiicless the die wae cast and at 8:15 p.it, on
Jebrunry 5, 1363, the Conservative Goveranent was delsated
02 o aom~confidence motion by & vote of 142 to 111. (A1l of
the Congervatives except Houglas Markness, Art Suith and
Hdmmnd Loxris voted with the governuoent, The Conservatives
did receive iti.e support of two 1.D,.P, nembers, Collin Cameron
and bl.¥W.h.erridga. The rent of the 7.D.7e veprosextatives, all
of t..¢ Liberanls and oll Social Credit nevbe s vobted o aingt
the goveruaieat).

aring the period of the auclear armg cwigin, the
percenta,e of Canadians who were in favour of accepting
nuclear weaphng for Canadiar forces constantly declined fron
60,1% in Jovember 1962 %o 49% in June, 1963. However, the
Canadisn voters did not tumn away from the Idberal Party and
give thedr suppoxrt to the Conservatives because of dissention
within the Congervetive Party, and due to the lndecision of
the Congervative Government on the muelear ams issue, In a
public opinion poll held on January %, 1963, in which the
people were asked to0 empress thelr oninions of Hr, Dlefenboker,
nogst of those who did not like him gave as their meason, his
hegitangy %o take a stand on many important issues. Thus, the
Canndian publie was ¢aught in the dilemma of supporting a
paxrty whose leadey proerastinated in making vital dcoisionsg,
or supporxting enother party, whoso leader boldly took a pyo-
rmglcar gtend, a stand now roteolving lesoe cupport frdm the
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Cann’isn voters. In the ond, the poople denied riving a
majorit; nondate to elther -arty in the 1963 federnl elecotion,

Vil. Lhe presg.

A, Remetion oFf tii¢ Canalian preag, trose in fovour of
nued.eal Weanond.

In 1963, the Calgaxry Herwld did not agree with the
arrgumant out foxrth by same peonle, that by zoquiring nuelear
weanong, Canada would no longer have sn erYfective voice when
attempting to easo world tonglons. The Heynld vams of the
opinion that we mint nroteoct ourselves againgt the dsnger of
an eneny athtack. ho narer solidly supvorted the lLiberal
Party in the 19063 election, sgying,

“"we hopo Hon. Lester Pearson will reassert the Liberal
ga.‘rty's nev sbtaad tu ve vae of gpecdily lhonouriang

Caan 3'a deleace comitments, not after this country's
defonee policies have undergone long assegoment and
pososible alteratlion, but before any siich re-exauination
night be undertsken. The nation iz entitled to the hest
geourity it can get-now.® 30

I% adopted lir. Pearson’s view that we mugt honour our
obligationa, one of tliese beinr, accypting bactical nmucleax
weapons, 'he naper was hopeful tha. the ldbexramls would foxm
tho next gLovermment for anvther reagon., "Only a Tiberal
adminisatrution can hove to repair the vest damaso : r.
viefenbasexr has done aad is continudag to do to Canadian~-US
mlatione."sl There ware other rea’sons why various newspapers
gupported the Libexral viewpoint.,

"he Globe and Maell was the only newspaper cxmmined by
the author that reversed its position on the nuclear ayus
igoue. Although it is ¢lassified as an indepeondont newspaper
with a daily eirculation of 241,472,(the sccond highest in
Canada ), 1t nevertneless does tend to cupport the Couservativo

(30) siitorial, Cplgaxy lerald, January 23, 1963.
(31) Ibid, March 27, 1963,
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32 . \ . -
1 wae op osed o the acquisition of such wapons

1axrly.
oy + i cowntyy in 17.,1.1% felt thet ZTonada should be concoxned
with bulldiang up ita enavention:d foreces %o talie part in sny
limited war that 1.8y erupt. Om Nay 22, 1961, the paper

clearly aiated ito poaition 0 hh.e nuclear cr.c isguc,

" thie view of this newspoper, the (overmnment wouwld be
wigse to abmndon all thoughts of scquiring nuoelear
weapons. their value for the defence of Cansda in e
nucLear war would be problauatical, to cay the leust,
and they would dr Canada great dsmage in the ayes of the
gnaller and uwncomnitted mamtions of tne world.

Jy jolning the nuelear club, wo should appeca %o
rary nations to have becoms a mi]itmﬂy aatelﬁite of the
Uedep and our influence would be greatly diminished." 33

wowever, in lyts, the newspaper had switched its position to
the othexr side of vhe nuclear debate., The paper now said that
it was wrong to say wumt Y. kONomare had vwritten off the
psomare as being uguloss. ihe editorias! of warch 30, 163,
statea that it was equally wrong Tfor taaads 1o get rid of tho
bouwares buecause thgy act as targets for eneny mlssiles.

"in tne interests of Canadian safety, indeed, a good caso

.

codd be (e, on T, ccTawaoa's evadence, rol noving
Ue.iie BHomerro boseo aevny from the heavily nomiluted areas
of ire Y.3. side of the border ond into the Canadian
201t land," 34

Crhiwe,y, riter tiem wivooating, lhe disengageceat or the womare
sites, as ¢ 1d te aypected frou ite ctend taken in 1361, the
Clobe end pll was now advoecating a more intenaive pertieipation
on Canada's p-rt in continental defcence, ~ven to the point of

gecepting nuelear warhesds for the Bouare migsiles,

11, ontrend, the uajor ‘ngllish lansuoge newepaper, tho
boptreal Star, is the £ifth most widely read newspaper in
Ceneoda having a circulation of 183,169. It supnorted Canada's

(32) Ayer, T.W., op, @it., Page 1216.
(33) "ditorial, Clobe and Mail, Mey 22, 1961,
(34) 1Ibig, arch 30, 1963,
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closo cooporntion with the United States even though ocurp
contribution to the joint defence of Noyth Ameriea, wes a
small one.

"It i txuo that, if the attack takes ane the Ganadian
contyribution nuclear ong includ 1 bo small

Canada ¢anno SeNsa, ﬂefend itgell in such
a wvap. But wo ahﬁuld aclt curpelves wheother it is moxo
gggigag%e t0 pley oven gome small zole, OF none &b

The Stax was of the opinion that the United Stadtes has the
cminous task of dofending the "free” world against commmnist
aggregsion. The United States, therefore, bgs a right to
expect ite allico to honour the commitnents whieh thay made
in oxler to help the U.8., in ite tagk. It is Canada's duty to
honour itoc commitment to accept nuelear warheade for the
Bomare missiles. Amon the Freach language newspapera, the
main Montveal nowopapers, la Pressg end e Davolx, we

oppoged to Cannda’s acquiring nuclear weapons. The Hondxndal
lMmtin, the two Quebee nowspapoers and Ia Voix de L° 354 of
Grandby as well a0 L Dxoit, in Ottawa, all of whieh have a
much smaller eirculation than the Moantreal Freneh papers, all
favoured nuolear weapons belng placed in the hands of Canmdian
goldiors and airmen. Thelr reasons varied from the necesgity
of being armed with modern weapong in the gvent of an attack
to the nceessity of honouring our commitments. Lg Solgll, one
of the Quebee City newspepers, favoured Mr., Pearson's choice
of charing muwlear weapons rather than having Canada
nenufecture them. The Hontxénl Fatin expressed another reagon
for Canada acquiying muolear warheads. The paper said,

“we might ao well decide on them wright unless our
coun choopen o declare itself offie neutralo
vhidch is unthinkable in today's eircumgtances.® 36
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From Canada’s Bastern provinces, the Halifoye

Lo-tiozald, whieh is widely distributed throughout the
Maritimes, having a daily cirxrculation of almost 70,000
readers, leant its support to the policies advoeated by Mr,
Peargon end the Liboxal Party. The Hexald said that it
approved lXr. Pearson'e policies not only because the paper
thought thay were correet but also beecause the Canadian voter
now had a elear choige of vhat party %o vote for, now that
the two main politieal parties had taken opposite sides of
the debate. The cditorial of Jormuarp 15, 1963 stated in part,
"as far as the corrootness of this policy now offered by the
Liberals in this re«ord, there can be no doub®.">! The
Horpld sald the present Covermment policey had weakened
Canada’s defcnoe posturc and invilved this netion in wasteful
expendidtures. The paper deglored our failure Yo honour our
ccmmitments and it emphasiged the fact that the nmuclear
weepons were defengive. Therefore, the Hoxpld felt that we
projected no thpreat to any natien, we were only protecting
oursclveg against a possible attack. The paper did not think
that the occguisition of these weapong congtituted a radiecal
phift in our defemee policy. "Indeed, by acquiring the
warheads for these weapons, we would only make plain overtly
vhat we arg, in faet, more or less covertly."38 Thus, the
paper dismissod the moral aspect of this iasue as not being
involved or harmmed in eny way as we had been selling uranium
to the United States for many years in order that they eoould
nanufaoture nuelear weapons,

The newspaper L'Byenecment, which is Quebee City's
norning nowspaper which is read by 5,000 more people than is
the cvening paper, Lo Bolagll, put forth iis idea as to uhy

(37) Bditorial, ialdfax Chxoniele-Hoxald, Jamuary 15, 1963.
(38) Xhid, Jamuaxry 18, 1963.
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Cannda's NATO foxees should be equipped with nuelear weapons.

A fewcdays after iir. Pearson’s Scarborough speech, the paper
sald,

“by choosing to join the Atlantic Allisnce we almogld
implicitly comuitted ourselves to along with the
gvoluticn undey vy in the.field of ammomant.” 39

Theso woexo the argumento put forth by some of tho
Conadian newspaporg whieh gupported Canada acquiring muslear
wegapong., Their reasons given werej the necessity of honouring
our commitments, the need to maintain s close working
alliance with the United Btatos defence forces, and the
necegulty of having the most modern weapons for our forces 1if
they are to effectively contribute to the defenoe of Foxrth
America. The reasons given by those who oppesed the
introduction of nuclear weapons into Canmda will now beo
examined.

In 1963 the Yapeouver Sun said that conventionelly
amied Canadisn forces could still fulfil ite military

commitmaenta as & responsible ally, while its people wlll not
fecel burdened by the presence of nuclear weapons on lte soil

or in the hands of its defence forees. The paper sald that
should disamement negotiations fail, this would not conatituto
& valid rcason for Canada to accept nuelear weapons. The JSun
wented proof of the nceessity and usefulness of these weapons
betore it would nsgree that Canada should acquire them, On
Janunxry 23, 1963, the papoer sadid,

"the Oun hes maintained that the advantages of acquirdng
theose torrible weapons, in a world alrcady oversiocked

vith them, require proof. Ve have not yet seen ¢ho
pxroof.” 46

37 far, dJamuary l4, 1963. The Star quoted and
exerp‘a from various Prench Canadisn papero.

(40) Rditorial,Yensouwyar Sun, Jamuary 23, 1963.
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The Toronto Jtexr opposed tile acquisition of nuelear
weapons into Canadag during the 196% federal eleciion, for
several rcasons. Pirst, 1t questioned the usefulness of the
Bomares and tlie Voodoos. The paper sald that these weapons
wore practically obsolete in 1959, and thelr usefulness had
deeclined even more through the pasasing years. Cenada should
be incroasing the strength of its conventional forceg in NATO
ag vwas being advocated by the United States. Jegondly, it
doubted r. Poarsonts statements about Canada having nade
formal commitments Yo accept nuelear weaponz. But the Jtex
said, should this be the case, it did not view lir. “earson's
idea of accepiting them now and getting rid of them later as
being a logical solution. The papervfelt that 1f Canada did
nake o commitment, it should renegotiate our contractuasl
obligations without first accepting the weapong. Thirdly, tho
S8taxr felt that the additional firepower of muclear amed
Bomargss and Voodoog in the e-ntinental defenco forees, would
bo mimute in comparison with Ameriean firepower, It editoriel
of PFebzuary 20, 1963, stated in part,

"To sun up, Canada's 'going nuclear® would promige no
apprecisbic military gain either in fiorth Ameriea or in
surope. 1t would agcenbuate a trend which thyeatens to
malte any Buropean war a nuclear war.” 41

The Candian Tyibune, which is the newspapexr of the
Canadian Com unigt Party, also opnosed the idea of a nuclear
axmed Canada, The paper said that lir, Pearson's policy of
accopting nuclear weapons now, so that we msy honour our
comaitments, and, in the near future, negotiate out of having
miglear weapons on our soil, was an impossible task to
achieve. - he jribung was of the opinion that once we joined
the auclear club, the possibillty of resigning fron it was
nratieally nil, In an article written by Jelson Clarke, the

(41) <ditoriml, jorpnte Star, February 20, 1763,
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national opxgenizer of the Canadian Com.unist Party, he said,

"Canada mugt reject nueclenr weapons for the sake of
world peace,

The denger of war inereases in direet proportion to
the exbent o which nueloar arms aye spread about the
worlde n 4-2

Two weeks later, an editorial of the Trilhme urged
the people of Canada to vote for the Commnist, ox New
Demooratic parties, the only parties who were devermined %o
save Conads from talding this eountry down the path of nuclear
suleide, 1%t dismigsed the Conservative and Soclal Credit
partiens as dbeing unable to offer o definite poliocy to the
Canadian people, The naper also gtaved that they seve the
same interests as the Liberal Party. The ILibexals came under
the strongest attack. The paper accused th:e Liboysls of being
puppets of the American military policy mekers.

"The Lliberal Party has come ogut openly as the gpokesman
for Vashington and the Pentagon, hoping ao doubt thet
their well~oifed election machine (aided by the
floodtide of cold war propaganda from the regular
oourdes, especially from south of the bordewr) will
confuse the people enough to put them in power.? 43

Hot all negwepapers which opposed the Iiberal rFarty's
policy of accepting nuclear weapcns were as vehenent in their

crigleisma of the ILiberals as was the Sgnadlsn Tribuna. Thae
Otbawn CGiltlzen was amare that Canade had committed itself to

accepilng nuclenr weapons but it felt that these weapons no

longer made ony meaningful contribution to the defence of the
continent. (This paper was chosen because 1t is the larger of
the two .nglish newspapers of Canada’s capital city, having a
circulation of 76,467 rcaders). The paper was hesltant %0 take

(42) Clarke, Nelson, "For Sake of World Pemce, Hational
fnﬂependcnoe, Vg Mupt Rejeet Nuglear Ams," Tha
» Jamuary 21, 1963,

(43) ‘ﬁ‘l‘ml’lalo Oppedion Tribung, Pebruary 4, 1963,
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a preaise stend but it 414 give a hint as to ite oniniom,
when it stoted,

... this newspaper is not yet convinoed that Consda'om
begt contribution to HATO and NORAD can be made ﬁhx@ugh
the acquisltion of muclear weapons rather thea through
e groater concentration of Cansda's relativ 1limdted
rasourees cn the st ening of the country’s
conventional forces."

However, the views expressed by the Freach-Consdian
papers were more vehement. WVhile La Prosge was glad that one
of the major parties had now adopted a cle=ar policy on the
igssue, it was not in aecord with that policy. I Prssse is
the mogt widely read Frenech langusge newspapar in the
provinece of Wuebee, having a cilrculation of 196,592, 1%
wanted $o know,

"eamueity notre pays, qui s'opposait l'an dernier eneore
A le dia&eminaiion des ammes nueléaires, pourro-teil
ozhorter d'autres p b refuser ces armes, une fois
gqu'il les possedera lui-memne, ¢n "urope et sur son
propre terrltoire?

¥on, Mr. Pearson, nous ne scmues pas d'accord., BE
pourﬁan% nous nous étions r¢jouls de votre prix Yobel
de la padx." 45

Lg Devoir, which has a dally clirculation of a little
more than 41,000 ecopies, was of the opinion that the Bomarcs
did not contribute any added gecurity to the Horth American
continant and it analyzed the policiea put Forth by the
najor parties, saying that only the V,D.P., hnd & elear stable
policy on the issue, The paper criticiged Mr. Pearson's
policy of contracting out of ocur obligations ~fter we honour
them, This criticism contimied long efber the 1963 election.
In December 1963 the newapaper once again stated,

(44) "ditoriel, Ohiowm Citlzen, January 14, 1963,
(45) iditoriel, lg Prospn, Jaouaxy 1%, 1963,
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"Ttarement nueléanire des forces canadiennen et los
fuséen inptalldes Gur notee territoire ne peouvens
donnent avoly gqu'une influence blen marxginal dsnsg cotto
gituntion, et ne ssuralient justifier wn gegte susoi

redoubtable de la part d'un paye gqui jusquieci n'avalg
jomais accopté ces armes." 46

Evg os late as April 1964, Lg Pevolr wascremdnding Prime
Minigter rearson of what he had said during the 1960 fedexral
election campaign concerning nuglear warieads for the Domare.

"Le premier ministre avait dédj& expriné soun initention de
1ibéreyr le Canada des ames micléaires; i1 prdtendait
avoir été contraint de les ascepter & cause d'un
engagenent de il, Diefenbaker que ¢e dernler niait. Hals
tout ¢ela est resté bien vague et enveloppé de
contradictions; car, pourquoissccepter des armes
nuoléaires ‘on n'a pas ewore gi 1'on veut s'en
debarasver?¥ 47

Finally, frorm the ! aritines, comes a note of opposition
from the Guarfiian, in Charlottetown, ~rince dvard Island.
This paper ranks ags the twenty-third most widely read
newapaper in Canada, having n following of 16,012 readers.
The Guoxdien was aliso concerned about linmiting the spread
of nueclear wezpons to nations which Aid not then have them. I,
like the poronto Star, did not see the necesaity of honouring
outmoded comrltnents., In its editorlal of January 28, 1963,
themmermspaper said,

“we¢ go olong viith those whé believe that Canmda can

contyibute to the cause of peage by NOT becuminﬁm?
nember of ti.e nuclear club, wad by helping to limit tle

apread of these weapons....To comiit us to any other

ocourse at this time, under any pretext of honouving
'commditments' wiich, if ever made, are outmoded by the
ryim facts of tho situation, would be criminal
irrepponsibility.” 48

To list briefly the reasons given by various
newspapers for their oppogition to Canada acquiring mueleaxr

(46) “dditorisl, Le Devoix, Decamber 18, 1963,
(47) Ibid, April 21, 1964,
(48) Witorial, Zhg Guardien, Jermuary 28, 1963,




: 142
woapons, they arsy; that 1t would not -wplce aay ap reclable
difforence Lor the security of the Torth American contlaontd,
that our zccepting these weapons may lead to their dissemination
in oter nations of the world, that the HYonarcs and Voodooo
are obgolete, that we should be increasing our conventional
gtrength, =nd finally, our relationghip with other iddle
and non-aligned powers, as well as the smaller nations nmey
be nffected advers2iy.

C. Jdewgnapexs oppoged to a Canadlian NATC nuglear rola.
The Winadpes Triline. sdvocated in Januaxry 1963, that

the NAT'C allinnce should prepere itszelf for a non~nucloar
defaengive role. It favoured & Canadian WATO yole of providing
a highly 1wobile conveantional force. As in t.e T'RAT debato,
the puper repeated itg belief that the acceptance of muolear
weapons by Canadian forces would inorease the danger of thoir
proliferution to othor nations, "In our view Canada could
nake n eomtribution to adjusting trhe balance between nuclearx
and comveortional nrms in the “egtern allianca."49

hile the Igronio 3f4ar echoed the sentiments of the
Ottows Citizen, in that Canada should reamain in T\"0, it
agvertheless 418 10t favour our acquiring nuelear weapoas. In
Hay 1961, the nevsponer wsupported the Canadian Committec for
the Control of Tadintion Hazmards. The Comrdttee circulated a
netition entlitled, "Ho nuelcar weapons for Cannda.” This
ntand wes maintained throughout the followfing turbulent two
years. In Jenuary 1963, it advocated that Nr. Diefenbaker
renegotiate our position in VATO go that wo could play a nom-
nuglear role in the allisnce. However, the Ster still favourcd
our rexaining in the alliance. 1ts position was,

(49) divorial, Winpipes ixibune, Jemuary 15, 1963.
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"wo believe Cunada is-and must reuain-sa iategral part of
the Western alliangce. Apart from our owmn self-interest,

this nation's history and geographical position melke
tids dncescapable.

But we beligve there is an honournble and subgtantial
role for eonventional Canadiesn forees without resorting
$0 mualear amg.” 50

AL 1ittle further on in the editordal the  fgx sald,

"gure the role for Canada is c¢lear, 1t is to do
eve we can to help deter nmuclear war, to stop tho
apread of muclear ams, to work for nuelear disarmament,

wirile at the same time meeting our responsibilities as o
nember of the Yestemn alliance,

This newepaperuvbolieves more strongly than evex, that
we can purgus thesc objectives more effectively by
refusing tn accent mwlear sams." 51

™ "™wo weaks ofter the defeat nf tl.e Conservetive
Govermaent, the Jtur to-k the same view of muclenr ‘lonest
John, Taicrosse and Cenie mipoilog =g it did with $he muclear
amned Bomarcs., The naper sald that suel wnanons were
gunerfluous because,

“the United Stotes already has more than eno.gh nuoclear
power to deter any Soviet nuclear invasion of UYOpPRac.
and 1ts rolarls subnarines will soon be able %o hig

part of the imense land area of the Comrmmist bloec.® B2
It can be seen, at the reasons evpressed in the

Aonare debate were repeated when the newspaners discussed tho
problen of accepiting miclesr warheads for Canada's defensive
weapons., Very often, the views expressed by the newspaners
with rerard to the Romarc missile, also vreflescted the parer's
attitudes to the mueclear NATO dilemma, even thourh reference
to Canndse's 'IAT0 forces and weapons wag nentioned only

sparingly.

(50) Aditordial, Toronto Ster, Jamuary 10, 1963.
(51) loc, cit.
(52) Abid, Februaxy 20, 1963,
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D. Periodicals.

A1l eipht “anadian perlodieals wihileln oo cut or
examined, (iaolesn's, Canadian Dimension, Cenadian Comaentietox,
W W Me&i{é@&ﬁ Headex's Digesf
n_Ageins c), wore olagsified as
bein{; indenemﬁent of any politiozﬂ leonings, by the 1367 Ayex
Directory of Tevspapers and Perlodicals. 'lowever, tho author
would like to inforn the reader tlint botl: the Tapnsda Yonth

and Canadian Comagntabor pexrdlodicals tend to be conservative
i: their outlonk. lanaodien ‘imension, on the other nand,

tends to sunoxrt tlie socialist philocophy and ig so.evhiat
synpathetic to tlie Tow Demoeratic Paxty. Of tic elpiut
pseriodicals, only one, the Gpaada :onth perivd..cal, expressed
& desire tu hoave Canaiian foreecs equipned wiit.. u.elenr weapons.
Another perdodicnd contained articles which cexhresscd both
gides of ti.e nuglear debate. Jne periodical did not iaguc any
gtatenants or take argy sgtand o the nmuclear crus crioly, and
the five rendinin periodicilds were oppused to Hie Canadlian
acquisition o~ muieclenr weapons. n Jamunry 1963, Caada onth
had wn editordeld which asadd,

"only mueclear warheads ian Jorth Amerlen'. defenne
arnemeant gould destroy enemy muclenr warnheads hefore
they destroyed .Jorth America,

Cannda muet crma its delense wea,ong witl. rmuclear
warheads.” 53

This was the only periodieal that took a pro-~miglesr stand
on the issue,

In the Harch 9, 1963, edition of Maplean's magasine,
an editorial written by Ken Lefolii, one of the magazine's

(53) "hy ‘fuglear Axma," liond:
Jamuary 1963, Vol.3,no.l,Cenada Week
page 4.
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agceclate editoro, echoed the sontiments expresscd by Mr.
Simon in on exticle im lipelean's megazine, elight monthe
before. (See chapter thyeo, section one). He was in favouy of
ayaing the Bomares and Voodoos with gonvantional weapons ond
he osid thore was no reason why this could not be done with
tho (=104 Storfightor aivroraft. Ho said this ghould be donc
as a melear amed Voodoo would be ugeless in a conventlonal
way. He also said that Canmda gould more easily ronegotiate
its comnditments with regard to nuclear weapons, as the U.S,
military suthorities wore then urging its allies %o
strangthen their conventional foroes.

Ea NHovcmber 8th, 9th, and 10th, 1962, the Canadian
Compaign for NMueclear Diparmament and the Combined Universitico
Campaign fox Nugleay Disarmement, held a PrOposals for Pomce
Lobby in Ottowa. The perdodical, Qur Cener : Angd
Nuglecar War, was (and still is), a styong supporter of these
organigations. The magagine was of the opindon that Cenada
should congstantly otrive to case world tensions and pursue
congtructive oteps toward disaxmament. In ite Pall 1962
edition, it urged the Canadien Govermument %o "rejeet
categerically the pogsesaion, use or comntrol of nuclear
weapons, by Conadian forees at home or abroaﬁ.“54 The
poriodical, which acted as a spokesman for the above named
pacifist groups also sdvocated that Canamde should introduce a
resglution to the U.N, General Agsembly, which would make
Afriecs, South Amerigs, Agia and the Middle Rast, atom-Ly00
gonen. It should be mentioned, that tho periodical hes littlo
influcnce on Canadisn politlieal affeirs, having a cirvulation

7 } in far, Fall 1962, vol.2,n0
PTOpOSOLE by 18 Ottomn by tho GOND &Ucbm,
Nov.6th,9th cnd 1o-ah, 962," Combined Universities
Canmp for Nuglcar Disaymomont, Montwrenl, pago 6.

o) nn’q.':.
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of only 1,500,

8o ¥ nagazine is one of the more widely rocad
Canndisn periodieals, publighing more than 90,000 eoples cach
month. It was opposed to Caneda acquiring auelecaxr weapons
beoocause thay added 1ittle to the over-all defenee of this
continent. In an artliele written by Mr. John Gellner, he
sbated,

"ghis magagine and this writer have always been opposed
o the aecquisition by Canada of nualear'ggiganag goanse
we believed, and beliovoy, that whatever saxy
advendeges mey be derived from ha then (and we still
camot poe vhat they are), they are far outweighed by
the political disadvantages, domestic and
intornational .” 55

Mr. Cellney wes concexrned about our future relaticns with the
gmalley nations ghould we become more elosoly allied with the
United States hy accepting their nuelear missiles,

The editor of Canmdien Dimecnsion, Ir. C.W. Coniek,
gaid in an editorial, that Canada could have renegotiated its
commitments with respect to acquiring nuelear warheads for
the Bomares snd other mimsiles, before having accepted the
wvarheads. He referred to Mr, Pearson's announcenent on Augusst
16, 1969 that Cansda end the United States had migned an
agreemmont on nuelear weapons, a8 being out of toueh with
reality. Mr. Gonlek said,

“I% i indoed izonical that Canmda should assume a nucleaxn
role in the western defence pystem only a fow weeks after

the partial test-ban treaty. Surely the Prime
lMidnigter, a Nobel Pease Prize Wimner, must gee that his
policies are out of time with the possible turn towards
peage vhich the recent treaty mey sugur.

Not only is the Pearson goliay incongigtent with
international developments, it adds nothing to the defenco
of the VWest, cven assuming that deterrence provides e
relisble defence against nuelear war.” 56

(55) Gellnew, John, "Filling in Parliament on the Future

Var,®
y Uight, August 1963, vol.78, no.7, Saturday
biications Itd., Toronto, pago 10.

(56) Goniok. C.W,, "Nuclear Armg for Canada,” g%ﬁﬁgég%&gggggg&mgp
ay 1964, vol.l, no.l & 2, C an Dimension,
Winnipeg, page 3.
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The Gonpdion Forum is not a widely read periodiesl,
publighing only 2,210 copies of its monthly edition., The
attitude %taken by this mapgazine on the mwglcear arme issue was
ambiguous. It nade no gtatements of eny value on the issue,
If 4t is in totel agreement with an article »ringed in its
Hareh 1963 edition, then its stand was very evagsive and non-
comd ftal, Mr, Bugene Forsey, the Director of Regeareh for
the Canadian Labour Congresg, saild in the artiele that Canada
should wait awhile before making any decision. Apparenitly
Dr. Forsey was not disturbed by the fact that Canmda had
becn avoiding malting eny decision on nmuolear woaspons for the
past four ycars., He saild,

"9 Doing something' is not always wiser than waiting. No
one in Canads wents to have enything to do with *these
hozrrible thiggn'(as Mr. Nehru calls them) if wo con
avoid 1%, With new strateglic idees rapidly emerging
vhich may very soon malke our agccpiance of nuelear
weapons at least a waste of noney, is it really so
foolish to wait a little $i11l the facts becone
clearer?® 57

The Resdex's Digest informed the author that it did
not issue any statements or pamphlets on what was a vital
issue in Caonadisn polities.

The editorials and articles featured in the above
named periodicals gove the same reasons as thogse given by the
nowepapers as to why Canada should or should not equip its
military forces with nueclear weapons, Although the
periodicole which opposed a Canadian nugleaxy role gove as
the proasong for thelr gtand; the uselesouess of the weapons,
the need to build up the strength of our conventional forwes,
and the pelitical dipadvantoages of accopting muelcoar weapons
Vig=o~vlig ouxr relations with the omall end ncutral notions of
the world, they supported shelr stand with more facls ond

(57) Forecy, fugene, "The Politieal Crisis," W
Wv Harch 1963, vel.XLll, no,500, en
un ILimited, Toronto, page 2606,
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detailed information than did the newspapers. “hus, for
oxample, 'r, Simon explained how the Bomaros could be egquipped
with a conventional warhoand and how thelr accuracy could be
inproved, wien 1t was belleved that no suelh warheads existed
Tor the Bomarce B. Furthermore, while the principel newsnapers
of this country were almogt equally divided on the nuelear
arms debate, the Canadian periodiecals were overwhelningly
opposed to Canada adopting a nuclear role.

The role of the press in a democratlic society is one
of adequately reporting facts as objectively as poaszible %o
ite roaders. In tlds way it helps to shape and gulide publie
opinion, and its views, in turn, may also be shaped by the
opinion of its readeors. Thus tliere is the elanent of
"foedback.” The some situation should exdgt betwsen the press
and the government, sach taking acocount af %..e other's
opinions. In the Uonarc issue, 1t has been ghown that the
major newspapers in the nation were split almost ecgenly on
thoe pro end anbi-nueclear sides of the debate. The effact that
the nespapers ad on the Canadian politieal varties and the
Canadian olectorate will be discugs;ed in the next chapter.
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CIAITBR EIGHT
CONCTUSION

1»%&&.&%&.&&

the Domare exisis sod the

This study has analysed Canadian defence policies
from 1945-1963, the positions adopted by the main political
parties regayding the defence policies, and the attempts of
newvopapeys, periodiesls, and influentiasl people to have the
Canadian people support or reject a certain policy, notably
the Bonarc pslicy. It would seem that by the time the
govomnent was defeated on February 9, 1963, the people of
Canada were deeply divided on the problem of whether Cenade
should agcept nmuelesr weapons, Thig ean be shown by
exmmining three publig opinion polls eondueted by the
Canadinn Institute of Publie Opinion between Beptember 1961
and June 1963%. "he Institute asked the followlng question
and roceived the following answers.

TABLE NUMBER SIXT

Just from whatbyou know or have heard opinion
ghould Cenmda's armed forces be armed witﬁ nuaigur

weapons,
or not?
Seoptemher 1961 Decembex 1962 June 1963
Yos 60,15 5 4% 49%
No 30.4 52 32
Qualified 1.5 6 : 4
Ho Opinion 8 8 A5
Total 100.0% 100% 100%

(1) Piguxres from CIPO polls of September 1961, Decembor 1962,
end Juno 1963,
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B. Congervoidves ond sublic opindon.

The Conmorvatilves aprear to have ignored publie
opinion., This was prevalent all throush the four years that
the Consorvatives were in power during the nuclear arus
debote. Teither the Conservatlive Party, noxr the Conservative
Govermaent, took a stond on the issue when, in September 1961,
a CIPO poll indicated that 60% of the Canadian voters were in
fovour of Canada acquiring nuclear weapons. After disregarding
this sentinent expressed by the Canadian people in public
opinion polls, the Congsorvatives neglected %o eapllelize on
the change of Canadian opinion only elghteen .onths later.
Although the mumber of people who oprosed Cantadalts acquisition
of nuclear weapong still represented u .idnority viewpoint
(32%) those people who were in favour of ruelenr weapons baeing
placed in the hando of Canada'y udlitary forces were
decreasing, More and uore people had reservations on this
important issue. Tn coatrust to the Liberal "arty, the
Qonservatives could not lead, nor could they responé to
public opinion,

Although ip. Diefenbsker was the leader of a
governmnent which enjoyed the largest Parlismentary majority
in the history of the Canadian llouse of Comnons, he was
unable to emmelate decisions on meny major iesucs. The logs
of ninety-two seats in the 1962 federnl elceotion left him
unsure of himself and his party's policies. He was raluectant
%o make decisions, more so than was the case during the
previcus four years. There are several reasons for thise.

Cne reason was his relationship with Quebec. The
Conserxrvative Party has always done poorly in federal electicns
in the province of Quebec, It was only in 1958, when Pyemier
Duplezais put the nion Nationale Party's orgenigzation to
work for the Consexrvatives, that Diefenbaker rescived Lifty
ropregentatives out of seventy-five from the provinee, moro
than any other former Conservative Prime Minister. Paul
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Sauvé, Mr. Duplessis® guccesser, was eager to improve
relations vitl, Vr. Tiefenbalier and improve relations between
the two partics as well., This would not have hurt the Toxies
at tiie tliic, as botl. Eaglish and French Quebcecers Lad a great
elniretion for Predler Sauvé., llowever Maul Sawwvd’ died after
only a little wore then three months in office and an election
was called in 1960 after Antonio Barrette succeeded ''r.
Sauve. Ite elcotion was won by the Libera) Party and Jean
Lesage became the pPremier of Quebec.

"hat Lesage sct oul to accomplialh was notl less than
to create a situation in whieh the 71igh—in fact and
not just in theory-—would accept the ch~Canadian

concept of Canada au & nation at is not a homogeneouo
entity but the politieal home of two quite separate
though not necessarily incompatible societies.” 2

This idea was in contrast to Diefenbaker®s concept of
f"unhyphenated Canadianism." helations between the Quebec and
federal goveruments, as well as between inglish and Freanch
ppealkting Canadians began to deteriorate. “the Fremeh~Canadians
regayded vierenbaker as & man not capable of comprehending
the ideological upheaval taking place in Juebec, and they
switehed tneir votes to the Liberal and Soecial Credit Parties.
1n 1902, tue Conservatives received 29,.,6% of the Quebeec votes
ag compared to 49.6% in 1956.3

Hr, vierenbaker wvas also disturbed by tiie fact that
many newspapers which had supported him in the 1957 and 1958
eleotion campaigns, now condemned niu for mismansgement of
governuengal afiairs, and for his inability to meke clear
decisions on important issues. There was a gradual brealdown

(2) Uewman, Peter, gp. eit., page 281.

(3) In 1962,7§ho Conservatives obtained 29,6% of the vote but
only 18.7% of the 75 seats; the liberals, 39.2% of the
vote and 46,6% of the seats; the N.D.P, A.A% of the vote
but no seats; and the Soereds, 26,0% of the vote and 34.7H
of the seats. (In 1958 the Conservatives obtained 49.6%
of the vote and 66,6% of the seats)., Maeisel, (ed), ...
Papers on the 1962 election, page 273.



1v2
in the relstionshipy betwcen Diefenbaker end lhe press sineo
tie 1,95 ~lechian, his v e to Diefeonbaker's assertions
from tisc L. tise, that cny stataient which had appeared in
tlo preso whic.. cibarassed fhe goveimient, war duc e inaccurate
roportilg of the lfactu, cr cdgquotiy those pcople who ande
tle disparwging cou.entis. \n example of thiy wvas Jaul ilenri-
Spuak's stutement that JOKAL was not part of T0. dclfenbaker
paid, "it is appureat thal the interpretalion giver ia the
press is .ot in accordance with the statcuoent wade by Jdr.
$paak.”4 . Blilar iastance occurred witl. ti.c presc uging
the text 0r a specci .iade by L.r. hecs al a .cebing or ti
Comuonwoeal tll  lconouic tomnsultative Counecil 1 Accera, Chana,
in {1ue autuam or 1.0l. r. Lees urged Lol rew. ritads: not
Join t.c rupecu:r wconomic Comaaity. Tiem cditoricl opinion
in Cauandu begau Lo conderm vanada's cstand, Relonboaior blamed
the press Tor ollepedly rcporting discuscioay wiicl Looir place
belhind closed doory. ity 162, the Jdmo:nton oournal, the
yoty Lolemsuy and tlhe slontresl Gozelte were ao loager
supporting uhi. goverticat as ti.cy had doune in t.oc¢ pasi,
"_le Q;gb% goad p.ail, which had been a voiec of cuiadian
Congervatism for a generation, called Diefenbaler ‘unfi®
to lead the Conservative Party...for the sake of the

Paxty and ti.c country, he should give up %he
leadershipi”™ 5

In ti.e auturn of 1962, the Canmdian pcople were made
fully avare of the indecision that existed witlin the
govermnant and especially with the Princ "inister. The Cuban
cripis of October 1962 riade tha Canadian peonle aware that
the Consgervative Covernncont had made com dtiengs in the field
of defence, which it had not met.

(4)lewnan, Peter, Qp, eit,, page 233.
(5) Ipid, poge 247.
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“WVhea this was revealed, some of his own ministers
tumed against him and staged a coup d'état to rid the
of hig (Diefenbaker's) leadership.

e rovoly did not suceceed, but it 4did split the
Congexrvetive Party, brinfing about the resignation of
come key ministers, and it ended the life of the 25th
Paxrlisment.” 6

On January 25, 1963, Prime Minister Diefcenbaker said
in a gpeech in thce House of Commons,

"lMoxre and moye the nuelear deterrent is becoming of such
& nature that more nuclear ammsg will add nothing
material to our defence.” 7

My. Haviness, the Canadiasn defence minigter, interpreted the
above statement as oignifying Diefenbaker's pledge to have
Conada aecept muclear weapons. When this did not prove to bo
the case, he threatened to resign if, in ¢the next eolection
campaign, the Conservative Party programme did not contain a
pledge to accept nuclear weapons. He hoped that Canada would
announce the accepiance of these weapons at the NATO ministerial
meeting which was due to be held Gn Ottawa in llay of that
year. At a Cabinet mecting on Febyuary 1, it became elear

that Dicfenbalter had no intention of making any such
ennouncencnt at the NATO conference. On Februasxy 3, at the
Prime HMinigter's official residence, Harkness' patience ended
and he attacked Diefenbaker for his indecision on suech an
important matter. He followed his verbal attack by announcing
hip resignation. On February 7, George Hees and Plorre Sevigny
regsigned fxom the Cabinet. During the clection campaign, Dave
Fulton, Donald Floming, and Ernest Halpenny also resigned
their positions. Although thgy gave various reasons for doing
80, the real remsons were the refusal, or inability of John
Diefenbakexr ¢o pronounce a ¢lear statement of the Covernment's
defence policies, and their unwillingness to teake part in an

(6) Ihid, pages 333~334.
(7) Ibid, page 361,
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olechion vhich was comewhat anti-American, (The anti-

Amoricaniom gtemmed from the United States State Department'®s
commmiqué which criticized Canada forxr hesitating to aet
during the Cuban erisis.

"Diefenbaker cliaimed...that his hesitation had been based
en the fallure of the United States to consult Canada
in advence about the pﬁxgoeed action—a procedure thet
is spegified in the NO agreement.”) 8

It should be noted here, that Diefenbaker's antagonism
towards the United States Government did not owiginate with
the State Department's commmniqué, The personal relstionship
between Diefenbaker and Kennedy was most likely the stormiest
relationship that ever existed between any Canadian Prime
Minigter and United States President. When Mr. Kemmedy
journeyed to Ottawa in 1961 (May 16-18), he placed a paper
before lir. Diefenbaker in which he asked for Diefenbaker's
gupport on five subjects. Hr. Diefenbaker took a pen and
wrote "No" beside each request. During the vigit, the
American President mislaid his personsl working paper
entitled, A htawva ] The Americans
were asking Canadse to give more foreign gid to Indis, %o
join the Organlzation of American States, and to support the
Alliance for 'Togress. In addition, they were also asking
Canada to place stricter controls on the Commmnists in Laos
and in South Vietnam. The memorandum caeme into Diefenbaker's
possesgion, but instead of returning it, or copying it and
returning it, he used the paper as a threat against the
United States President. He accused President Kennedy of
interfering in Canadian affairs and he threatened to use the
document in the 1962 federal election. Although ILivingston
Yerchant, the American ambassader to Canada, and Mr,
‘Diefenbaker later agreed that the document would not be used

(8) Ibid, page 339.
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in the election, it nevertheless did become public kmowledge
in an article written by Charles Lyneh on !Mareh 27, 1963,
President Kemnedy's dislike for Prime Minister Diefenbaker,
led him Yo agree that Lou Harris, a successful public opinion
snalyst, should work for the Liberal Party in the 1962 and
1963 electionse in an effort to oust Diefenbaker from power.

C. Liberals snd public opindion.

it can be geen from Table 6, that while there was no
increagsce between 1962 and 1963 in the percentage of those
who opposed nuelear wcapons for Canadian forces, the
percentage of those who were in favour of such a policy was
congtantly declining although still in the majority when Mwr,
Pearson en' the Iiberal Party decided to accept nuelcar
weapons. On January 12, 1963, Lir., "earson said,

"ag a Canadisn, 1 am ashamed if we accepi commitments
and then rcfuse to discharge them. In acting thus, we
deceive ourselves, we let our armed forces down, and
betrey our allies.”™ 9

It would secm that,

“"Pearson's personal aversion in the acquisition of
nuclear warheads was outbalanced by his convietion that
intexnational comuitments, once pledged, must be
discharged.” 10

The commitiient to which Mr, Pearson referred, was the
acceptance of nuolear warheads for the Bomarc missile to
which the Conservative Goverament had agreed in 1959, Mr.
Pearson implied that as he was a Canadian, and as he was
ashemed of Canada's reluctance %o accept its responsibilities,
that he was expressing the feeling shared by most Canadiansg.

(9) dae Honourrblae Legter B. Pearson,

{ o= mm ,.; mag
gon_meeuing DL 0;- 00X

oxronto, Ontario, an. 12, “.-.39 P.5.
(10) Hewman, Peter, op. cilt., page 396.
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The Idberal policy-makers, the small, elite body of
individuels who are responsible for decision-maldng at the
highest level of the party infra-structure, scemed to take S
the pogition of lmowing all the wishcs end desipes of the |
Cenadian people. It would appear that they were not too .
concerned aboul the declining number of Canadians who were
in favour of adopting nuelear arms as this segment of the
population gtill formed a majority opinion.

Another rcason for Mr., Tearson's reversael of policy
was his desire to ease the tension which had been created
between Canada and the United States over the nuclear weapons
isoue. ig desire to appeasc those Liberals who stilll opposed
Canada's acquisition of nuelear weapons, and hig hopc that
Cansda ny one day free itself from its nuelear comrditments,
led him to introduoe the "re-negotiation™ clause as part of
his acceptance of mmuclear weaponsg. Because Canadians were
dissatigfied with the lack ofdeeision-making on the part of
the Congservative Covornment, end due to the increasing tension
betweon the Conservatives and the aspipations of the French
Canadl:inig over language and constitutional wights, the
Liberals were of the opinion that thieir policles would attract
a majority of tiic electorate in the next foderal election.
However, it would seem that one of the most importaent isoues
to Mr, Pearson and the Liberals, was the fulfillment of
Canada's obligations to accept muelear weapons, In their
endeavour to get clected and have Canadian armed forces
equipped with muclear weapong the Tdberal Party recclved
unofficial help from the Presidemnt of the United States.

There was no 111 feeling between lir. Pearson and UMb,
Kennedy as there was between Messrs. Diefenbaker and Kennedy.
Vhen President Kennedy had invited the Nobel Prize winners of
the western hemisphere to a dinner in Washington on Apyril 29,
1962, a photograph which appeared in the press had shown the
President end Mr, Pearson descending the White Houseo stops
together. This honour which had been paid to lMr. Pearxrsoon,
showed the friendship that existed between thoe two men, while
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at the same {ime, worsening the already ill-fceelings that
Diefenbaker had for Kennedy. Because of the personal
relationship that oxdisted between Kennedy and the two
Canadlan gtatesman as well as the different policies
espoused by i‘essrs. “iefenbaker and Pearson, the \merican
President and other i1ufluential umembers of the United States
Governnent were eager to see Hr. .earson become Prime Minigteor
of Canada,

"'s his personal contribution towards the defeat of the
Canadisn politieian, Diefenbaker, he gave hig uwnofficial
blessing o lou llarris--the shrewd publi¢ opinion
analyst who lhad tested the trends so effectively for him
during the 1960 presidential cempairne——to work for
Canada's Liberal Party." 1l

., tayris spent a lot of time with the Liberal Party
organigzation durxing the 1962 and 1963 election campaigus.
lils knowledge and ussistance, "were considered kgy
contributions to the Idberal vietory of 1963."12

“lig decision of the idberal rarty to amoccept nuclear
weapons produced two important results. .'irst, as the Liberel
Party was prepared o make this policy an election issug, and
as they were eagexr to get enough votes to allow thicui to be
eleoted into ofiice, thiey did not allow ithLo fact that there
was a declining najority of the electorate vidio were i. favour“
of nuclear weapons, Lo change the Party's position on this
igsue., it would appear, therefore, that the switclhh in the
Liheral Paxty's policy was due to outside pressure, most
likely the Lnitved vtates military officials, especially in
view of tue fact that the Liberal's reversal of policy came
only nine days after General Norstad's gpeech advocating that
Canada eceept nuclear weapons,., segond, in view of the fact
that the Liberals attecmpted to counter the trend in public
opinion on muclear ams by stressing the lmportance of Canada
fulfilling ite obligatione (accepting nuclear weapons), albeit

(11) Ihid, page 267.
(12) loec., oit,
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witl Ulie hope nf Hocoolbly negotiasting ouruclves oui of the
nucle~r amg comr itient in the future, th- Liboral .arty was
arare of the ahdft 1n Canadion opindion, wnd it was tryiang %o
bénd Canadiam opinion to its way of thinking. Tow ;7 Douglas,
was not far wrong waer he sald that tlie Liberal policy of
accentin the weanons now, and necotinting out of cyr
comuitaronts later was a scdative to thoge Idberals who voiced
their oprosition b the poliecy. (see Chapitor Seven, page 119).

D. The :dnor partd 5 and publdc oniaion.

)

mly 1 ~ ¢ Denocratic Uarty malaitelaed o coasistend
negntive policy o W c igsue. Having very littlc clince of
being voted into office, the D).t could afford to adopl a
stand ot wdght ot nppeal to a nnJority of Cenclinn votero.
It oould He sl thint the NH.Dee'o opposition to nuelear
weapong wug onc of nrineiple., If this iz g0, it could also
be said that the /.D. s considercd adheroncc to the
princirles (of soeciclism) as being more imHertont than
adhering t» tiio fcsirec of the poople.

“Le Soecicd Credit lorty, like the ‘.le.ie had very
little chance of being elected as the noxt soverwniomt of
Canada, "like the T.D. 'ep the party wos sgplit between the
honpgor aad t: ¢ Caouette factions, Mr. hommson and most, if
not all of the Yestem Socinl Crediters were in favour of
Canadao aczquirliy defeieilve nuelear weapona, vhile r, Caouettc
and most of t'.e 'renclhh Canndlan Social Credltars were opposed
to Canada wecquiring nuclear weapons of any lZad. tlowcver, this
epllt was not confined to the Bomarc issue slonge, and 1t did
not affect the party’c chances of belng elected into offico.
Thore is no evidence that the author eould £find %o suggest
that tho Soclal Cre.it Party formilated its policies with
regard to ti:e Donare issuo on the bogsls of tho opinionsg
cxpressed by the Ganadisn public,
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11, Conglusion.

After Woxrld War One, Canada had obtalned representation
at the League of Mations whieh, for the first time, indicated
Caneda's independence of Great Britain in the field of
foreign affalrs., In subsequent years, Canadian GCovernments
were ecager to establish diplomatic offices in various countries
throughout the world. By the late 1920's, legations had been
cotablished in Washington, Paris and Tokyo. After the Second
World Var, Canada embarked upon a poligy of increasing its
diplomatic mipsions and taking an active part in world affairs
through the United Nations Organigation. lowover, when it
became evident that the U.N., was not capable of solving the
world's problems as had been originally hoped, and with the
throat of Soviet expansionism through military and subversive
means, the Canadian Goverament looked for some other kind of
organigation which could maintain peace in the world. The
thesis has examined Cansda's participation in two military
alliances, with special attention to the problem of Canada
accepting nuclear weapons for its forces, as part of the
obligations inocurred by belonging to NATO and NORAD. The
thesis has concentrated on the reaction of the major Cansdien
political parties, as well as newspaper, periodical and
publie opinion on the issue of Caneda acquiring nueleary
weapons. In concluding the thesis, the author would like to
briefly review the actions of the major Canadian political
parties on this important issue.

The Conservative arty represented the Government of
Canada throughout the nmueclear orisis. In August 1957, a short
time after the Conservatives were elected into power, they
were faced with the problem of whether Caneda should or
should not partiecipate in the NORAD defence allisnce. Moat of
the detailes of the alliance had been settled previcusly by tho
Chiefs of Staff of both nations. Thus, when the Conservatives
came to power, thoy were urged to accept the idea of NORAD and
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tho planc that hod boen alroody established. In retrospect,
it would sean taot tho Consorvative Govormment agreed 0 havo
Conada particeipate in JORAD without adequate lmowledge of the
congequences of this decislon. Throughout the Conservative's
temirg of offlce, they were criticized by the opposition
parties and by tho press concerning JORAD!'a relationship with
A0, the powoers of the Canadian deputy comiander of JORAD
vis=g~vis the Amcrican comuander-in-chioef, and the losg of
Canadian gsovercigaty over tho ability to nalie defence poliocy
and the ability %o control the movement of its alr force. The
Congervatives attenpted to convinee thelr eriticc that TORAD
was a reglonal comiend of A0, but to no avail, "he denlal
of tnin gtatenent by lir. Paul Hearl Spaalc, the JSeerctary-
General of [A'O, did nothing to inspiro tihc confideonce of the
Canandian sco>le i: the Conservative Goverm:ient.

In 1959, due to the inereacing cost of prodiueing the
CR=105 Avro Arrow jct interceptor aireraft, and alco becausc
of the diidaiching threat of a Soviet bouboer attack on this
econtinent and its replacement of the poomibility of 2 Soviet
adssile threat, the Conservative Covermnnent cancelled tho
production of *the Avro Arrow, rrime ! Inlster Diefonboker
cadd in o speech to thie ilouse of Com.ong on Jchruaxry 20, 1959,
that the Canadian (overnment wag going to sexmp the Arrow
programie in favour of acquiring American-mads, unnemaed,
Nouarce anti-aircraft nissiles which required auelcar warheads ‘/
i: order for thau to be fully effective. lec sald ot the tinme
that this decision was taken in order to maintain Canada's
comb dtmont to contribute to the defencc of the Vestera world,
and that tho Coveorxnment was hoeding the bost military advice
availaoble, The sbyuptness in cerapping the Arrow programe,
and the incrcased reliance on American militoxy weapong,
ercated resentmont in the Canadian press towards the
Consorvatives. On lay 25, 1959, lr., Diefsmbaker announced that
non=micleayr partsc of atomis weapons were being transforred to
Canada. It was cxpestod that an anncunccmeat of tho $ranaofor
of nuolear warneads for these weapons would follow chortly.
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However, for the next four years, the Congsorvetive Coverament
hesitatced i1 accepting muclear warheads for tlie Bomare
migsiles andl ti.ec Voodoo Jet interceptoro which were also
acquired by tlie Couscrvative Covertmment i thie face of strong
criticion Ly soue of the mejor Canadian .ovapapers and vhe
oppogoition partics,

Pron tine to timo, the govermaent pave diflerent
reasons for ito heoitation in acceopting nucloar weapons, One
reason was that shouwld the Canadian Coverricit accept nucloar
wvarheals, the disarma.ont negotlations al Concva nay have
been arfeeted odversely. Another resson wug a differcnce of
opinion betweoen Conadien and Americaon offieiuls as to whoetlior
or not the Canadian Covermucat tmst sive its aph roval before
@ nuclear sitmaod Donare cowdd be launcl.ed. Murthernore, the
Congseorvative (overmmoeont, and eccpecially the Conservative
Cabinct, was oplit over the issue of acceptiiy, melear
weapons. he split clicsely parallieled ti.c gpeechern pivan by
Precident Yeniedy and Ceneral Xuter in 1901. r‘resident
Kennedy urged hig 'IATH allies to emnecatrate on inercaging
ite conveationael forces in heeping with the now conceptv of
a graduated geole of wvarfare. Conservative Cabinet " inisters
who were oppoged Lo the acquisition of nuelcur weapons seized
thils gpeeech by rosident Kennedy as the reacon wlhy Canada
should reject the use of all nuclear veapons. lowever, a few
monthe later, General ILaurence 5. Kuter, thic Com .ander-in-
Chicf of ICRAD, denied that the threat of o Soviet bomber
attack against this continent was a thing ot the past,
therefore Jjustifying the necessity of arming the Bonares with
nuclear varheads. .'his dilemia was never resolved by the
Congervative Cabinet, and 1t proved 4o be one of the factors
in the Conscrvative's loss of power in the 1963 federal
election. A fourth reason for the Govermmcnt's lack of decisive
policy formotlion in matters of defencce was the govermment's
logs of ninety-two seats in the 1962 federel clection. 1t
would appear that after sueh a devasting blow, the Conservetive
Governnent, and especially :.r. Diefonbalker, were both unable
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or unwilling to emunciate a definite defence policy lest it

lose sup ort among the party's stalwarts.

The Conservative Covernment was constantly being
questioned about its acceptance of the Bomares and Voodoos,
but its refusal to accept the muclear warheads for theseo
weapons which Mr, Diefenbalker had admitted on Febiuary 20,
1959, were necessary in order that the:c weapons be made
Pully effective. 'r. Diefenbaker nov stated that the Canadian
Covermricnt would accopt the nuclear warheads if and when
they were nceded, Thic concept of defonce strategy was
ghattere. due to the Cuban nissile erisis in Octobor, 1962.
The indecision and inaction of the Canadian Covernneant to
take the negesoary measures during this orisis, reoculted in
an unfriendﬁy relotionship between the Cancdian ond United
States Covernnents, This tonsion was increased asfter CGoneral
Jorstad's speech of January 3, 1963 i1 whieh he gtated that
Canada had definitely comitted itsolf to accepting nuclear
weapons, and that since that time, it had failed to neet its
obligotions. Vhen lr, Diefenbaker replind by saying that
Canada was opposed to the spread of nuclear arxms to nations
which did not then have them, this angered thc Anerican
offic_ale to the point where the U,5., Stato Departuient issued
a communique stating Cansda'’s role in Western defence. Thig
role included the acceptance of nuclear weapons. Relations
betweon tlie Canadian and nited States Govermmonts were at a
new low., 'hey were lowered even Durther when 'r. Diefenbaker
produced a letter which he alleged had been sigmed by llr.
Butterworth, the Anerican ambassador %o Canada. The letter
contained a promise of Ameriecan support to the Liberal Party
during the 1963 election. This degeneration in diplomatic
relations between the two countries, as well as lir, Diefenbaker's
anti-American remarks in his campaign speeches (which he
declared were not anti-American but rather pro-Canadian) d4id
ruch to alienate thoe Canadian voters.

It would seeri that the Conservatives did not pay close
attention to the opinions cxpressed by prominent individualsg,
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news wedia, or public opinion. In tue early 1lUdOts, public
opinion gave e Conservative Govermuent a clear nendate to
accept nuclear weapous. Those newspapers and periodicals
whicii opposed thig policy were not as vociferous, aor did they
have tie supporxrt of tihie people to thne extveat tuat thay did in
1263, Althwough tue government stated that it was accepting
the Jomares on Gthe best wilitary adviece available, including
tho advice of Gencral Charles Foulkes, tue Chnalmnan of the
Canadian Chiers of vvaff until 1960, the goveriuient was also
awarc of tiie necesgity of accepiing the nuglear warheads as
well. :lowgver tiie vonservatives seemed to have disuisgsed this
importani advice frow its military advisers, and it appeared
to have ignored the gentiuents of the people, tnat tiiese
wariealdsy be agoepiud. The conservatives repeatvedly bLrushed
aside tite opposition's pleas and demaands that vuey (the
Coaservativoes ) tell rarliament, and the people of Canada,
exactly wiiat ouxr couumaituents are, and what defcnce poligy
Canada is to follow. “his "credibility gap" botween che
Govermment and tiie people, was respoasible for tue people’s
distrust and wihappiness with the Conservative (overnment.
‘‘he canadian people, not having been told of our com.itients
and what our deircensive role in the WORAD and JAYO alliances
were to be, wore shocied to suddenly discover on Jaruary 3,
1J)63, tuat Canada, had indeed, obligated itsell in the past to
accept nuclear wariicads for the sSomarcs and Voodoos. (Until
thhen Canadians ielt that Canada should accept such weapons ag
paxrt of our contribution to the defence of the vestem world.
‘hey were not fully aware that Canada had been obligated to
do so and had failed to fulfil its comuitments). This lack of
degislon, procrastination, hesitation, and in the end, open
dlsagreauient anong Conservative cabinet members, had lost the
confidence of the people and of thie press. 1t should be noted
that sinee 1958, relations between lMr, Uiefenbaker and the
press had deteriorated due to the pPrime Linister's rcepeated
acousations and charges that articles which appeared in the
preos whien were unfavourable to the Goverament, were either
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devoid of factucl coatent, or they were uiginterpretations
of siatencits made by lr. Diefeabaker and other ¢overivment
ministersc.

cile canadiaa acwspapers aad peridodieals were
voiciag ilcreasing oppositlon to Canada wccepting adacleax
weapo.1s, it ig difficult to analyzo the offect that these
news ncdic had in contributing to tiie tread L1 canaaian
opinion away from tae foruer strong endoruae.cut or acceplig
Whese weupous. 1% saould be raueubered taat ot thio tine 60%
of the canadian public favoured a Canadian unwclear policy,
and whe: only 49 still ostrongly adliered Lo Wil gtaad, be
divigion auong ti.e scvanteen acwgpapers tuult tue author

axanmiacd reuaiaca fai®ly congstant with one exeaepiuioil, thag
Globe aad ..ail. & wll the aewspapers aad periodicals tuat

e author exumdianed, tie cireulatioa of Gose paperg and
pariodicals wwaly opposed Canada's acquisition ol nuclear
weapo.1s was groeates than thoge wihwo favoured nuclear woapons.
liowover, aun inportaant point to note, is thal several
influeatial newspapers such as tho Loatreal Cazolbte, tle
Jduonton Joumual and the Globe and iadl, auony otlers, who
nabitually hed gsupporied thoe Conservativos in tiie past, were
aow daxging -r. Jiafonbaker to resign. “he (lobo and ..ail
stated that he was unlit to lead tiae paxrly. When it became
apparant that .1, Diofenbaker was not going, to rusign, these
aewspupcers urged Jie Canadian electorate Lo voiu forxr tie
Libaeral rarty, not because they favoured tie policics uf the
Idberals, bul bocausec the editors of t..c.u acewspaperc were of
the opiwnion that Canada was la aeed of a sirong, stable
overmient, and thoey Tfelt that only tue Liberwl Party was
capable of providing Caneda withh eflective leadersiii.

Tlus it can be seen, that after six years of
inefTective leadership, lack of decision making in matters of
defence, and the inability to adhere to tie public's wishes or
to keep the public informed, led to & lack of confidence among
the Canadian press, ead more important, awong the Canadian
clectorate. Although the Bouwarc issue wug aot the only election
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igguc i1 the 1963 canpalin, he Inebilit); or wuwrdlllingiese
of t. ~ Jongservative arhty and the Coaservative Covermont to
obgy the dletatos of the Canadian people, lod o its downfall
froi: pov:re. n the 1903 capaipn, the Coagervativen were
conty1t to hold on to their power i "egter: aid noter
Taadn, wid to rooaln gome support in Ontario, ue to
deteriorating r:lationg between tirie fodernl and uchoc
(ovenrui2itg, thie Jowervatives did not coe~trate oo
Intewivaly Ly atlenting to woo the "reaciy mieboce cioctorute,
"hey homed Lt Uy ould be able to Toxm. o .ajorid
govern. it LD Loy conlld increagse thelrresrecaitation dn
mbtario, widle cwdabadadng thelr nold oa Lie Crodric and
“aritiae proviiie . LU Lo obvious that wolliticdl uriics are
concemi” At B o Lwood and anniratioas of tho elachorate,
hovrover, 25 wor Ld scet that the Congervativoesn Que bt thedr
lacl: 0¥ policy ad docisi m=udiiy, in w0 of Joace and
nelony wvoapul, oo ot clving gerionw astertion to the
clectorvte's 1o of confidence in tiolr oddaiciration. Yhelr
indeclicior and laci: of policy did not ro 1ot

w..2 actions
of a respasiblo political paxrty actiag ac ti.e ovorm:eml of
the ,co0la, Jor the peo le and by the pro-lee idlg Tac' wms

]

nade Ziovm Lo L. 1 the federal clection of Mprdil, 12063,

£,

e Tdbeivdl Naty, while ia opoositio . lhiarougout the
nuelear ar o erisis, vao ia power whol preliiaary tolizsg were
takin, loco bebve n Canndian and 'mited fbateoe nilitary
officlides, conce=iiyy the ereation of 'MIAT, {oneral foulizes
tectitlod belore tiie Jpecial Com dttee on Derence iy 1963,
that at the ti o of tite 1957 federal clection, the oily
raaining stwibling blocik: to the formuwld accentance of 0/AD by
the Tiberal  arty, vas the problem of finoneing 1tc operation,.
"he Liberal Coverrie:t was prenared to ewanine tiwt problem
in.ediatoly after the federal clectiodr. Thiwg, it would seem
tiat the “dberuls were »hrepared to accopt o defangive
1ilitary oalliance witl. the United states that would recult in
closc odlitary cooperation between the two aationg, lowever,
ihe finol acgceptance of the 'TORAD agree: cnt wao the

\
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rospoilsibility of t ¢ Coaservative Covervidat, Mo tho navt
four o' one—ilf yoars, the Liberals conntantly bernted the
govern.ent for ito lack of a defence polic,, or accusaed it of
not ¢ wideriyy Cawmda's best interez’s 11 .. “he o of defeice,

e fizoL criticia, put Loty by Lo Lihoals
colcesad oo ey in whieh the Conservative GhHverient
presert L0 tiie LY agsiing for Porlimwi~ni's op vl o7 IORAD.
The Lideruls wer. J.3.1lcasged that Carlia vl ms pivey very,
lictle opoure <1l ., to discuss the nerits wr' Jdo e Tts of bae
bill, o1 the, wooo also displeased thabt § oo bDiI11l 41 a0t cone
be.ore o 'eroice carilttee whilchh woul® Lo capwl: o Tigeagssing
the proposed lagictatinvi, After thie D11 was pasaed, (the
Liberals vobLad foo 4 bi11l), tie “ibowals o1 cohicyit ated
toeir abbac.o oa L. ¢oatents ol the bill., SHecific i,
tig, atbe poed tH Jliscesver whebtuor TOTAD war L rorlond

co.xl! ol T, or wirrther it was a sepqwrvhe nilit wy

allirice, artiroly oolside the conivid cbe el o2 v7O, The

Libniwlds gsceied L) L wour TORAD bain,s part » iS00, but were
! ’

never conviace!d Lot tiis was truoe, des,it: ChHiservative

al o o Iohad v Lot 15 oas the case. The glater:iat e by the
NnT o oecreblary-{ dloral, Cre 2wl Tear: Jpaall Ll 0 ) wan
de 'initely not o rositonal cor.and of v 2y eonaridaedl the
gover.cat aad drsceo.Lorted the Ldboerulda by hewing 5 ooir

worst fearu s.osmtiabted. .he Liberuls favoured collective
co.atrol over awcleor weapons, ratiicr bhan havia, tie aathority
for usiaz t..cse weapong left to the lsadia declilaion-naizers

of o.ac aation. “lc Liboral's relusal to accept auelcar araed
Lowares aad Voodouog was based largely on t.ieir policy of
collective contrel of aucleuar weapons, as well ags ihoir

doubts avout tuac uscfulaess of tnese weapons. “lirouc.iout the
Congexrvative wdainistration the Liberal. were not satisfied
with Canada's position and role ia V2I'AD, This was probably
duc to tize fact tiat the Liberals were not fully avare of the
contents of ti.e ORAD agrecment with respect to its
orpanizational and command structure. The Conservaetive replies
to op osition deands of outlining ti.e fimetion and power of
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tliv Cavtacio doputy coil.alder Vis—-a~vio wic Allericain
cobbsai cr—-ri=cuiol of juhAb, did notiving 1o salisly iuase
opposition, aad it did not provide thou with the inforuation
wihiicn Luoy deSireu L0 acquire, iune biveruls were concerned
with & logs ol vanadial soverciguly i davuvers oL aclence,
especlally wita regard to the fact thal an Auerican wilitary
oflicor could pogscionly oxder the lawse:.iqg oi all ailfl—
siveras v wdosile wiwen was situsted 0a Cansaiau soid. closely
akkin vo lide probdew o atltewpting Lo alscover tuc rolo and
POWCIE Ul i Lbdaulisl deputy Cowwander, ¢ uiLuclulo were
BLSO AOWS L0 adow Lue poweIrs 0oL Lue LalLuléul £Xag
hminisbe. vig—a~vis wig rresident ox tue viwived osvatcos and the
Auericada comuuuder-in-chief of auniu, will respect to tue
launchin ol twe vouarc wissiles from a Canwelon buse., lhe
Livorudl, as well wo wue rest ol the ualiva, diu .wit have a
cloar coucept vl the powers ol tue Cunadisn JTiue . riister,
Luegy weated Lo aaow o8 tue Canavian o riue incster Lmust
cunseul, Ho Wwe lauaeniny oi Le bouwarcs, belrore u.e "fire"
button woudd be pressed., vn several occasions ..r, vieseabaker
shbave. il Wi 2cua Yor approval of bota bue voasola) wnd
maericud Loveriuscdls wvas vihwiay coastitutew one wgpeclh of tliie
Joint desease oi Lhc orbn Aumerican contlrinciuv, nowover, due
to courldictiig, sialbewwnts made by Lhe (A0 cowunndersiu-
culiei, ueaderal vartridgo, tie bLaberuls were wol couviaced that
the Coaseorvatives were fully knowledgeable about biie actual
powers of wic canadian Lride .anaister wito regura to 1wl
during u crisis.

Lntil Jaauury 19035, the Liberals doubied uiic usefulness
of nuclesar amued vouwarcs and Voodoos. The idberel rarty's
deience critic, w.r, lieliyer, as well as ur, rearson, constantly
questloned the value of nucleur weapons in tue hands of
Canadian wilitexry forxrces, and their coutryibuiion to tue defenco
0f tue uvorbth Awmerican continent. They pointed out that the
wreatb of a soviet bomber attack was dwindling, and due to the
iatroduction of tie "stand off" bomb, Soviet bombers could
rire these weawpous at Canadian targets vhiie ruemediniang out of
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rang e L the sonare dggsiles, Chie sdibentl
disas socicd» nadae Cfrom takdng port in o defenee of the
feterraeni. In repl, Lo i'r. NMefcabuiker's sech ol 'oLruary
23, 1.YY, 1. Ccurvon said tlot She role of debor cace ig an
Jdlericay respoasibilivy.

w1 1,01, regidenl ..cnnedy urged b ‘eciom uations
Lo Licrcase Lio coirveailioaal foreoc. T4 owee L 1o roloe tiat the
Lover Ao Javouwrsd M tmadn and thiey ur, o Lo Ooagervative
(ovormi.e.b Lo waept v aefence role siaal 2 o Liwll nmiich
cdote. s1more o 1.0, Thig would involve L. ocdnboionece of

4 owelo—xud, L ec, coov ot onad oot LI11 L, Joree fa AT 0,

oo PO . N o P - g
wxd ool ool v o nr Lo ondter totes 00 0 oo aldng,

, P 4 e A B S sty Soa,
COVLCL b oets UL oweoxl cullttinont Jron. Lo arocLiu . L Lie

ortl. _le. re ol ,or accuger the vonsorvaL.v e Lvoonient
0L uC.uplba, JeCuda—oobe veapons Jrow el nived Sutes,

Tids ce wLLaon v cede wales re Yeloyon ocmrine L ligt of
TR0, —o@as s fiiceds Lo Juiecicaur over.e.oal vias opaading
lar e owis of  Lagy. lhie tororeg, Yooduos, =1uq tasfighters,
il e caect Jeolar s rface—-to-ourfac rocicts were ol anong
Lhe Joto o ek vy e e Jioned on tooo liot of roridy

WCUPO L . --C 2posibion to Cunada acguiring weclac wap ng

for ite 9 forces, and t..o desire Gt oll wecloix weapons

©
as8ig e Lo 0L Jore o ocoae wader e cul'e . ive coalrol of
el ke wweeledl, vao toe oo oand taee o ) e Joend carty
Loouwhwool 101 e o2,

N ol Se 1900, (e il owain oz Led, e
rotired ... cool.nndoer—ia-cidef stoeted ul o ress co.llervnce
w1 Ottoewer thaat  cude Lol codl dbted itsell L) acceapbting
aeClear wveapouas wld Lt 1L mad Jadled Lo oot Llgow
coml ltwaensgs. e daoyse later, oo o speecl: Ld'resse Lo the
corkeocurborow .. Liberal \gsociaiion, ".r. .carsoa wliowiced
at be dberel larty would accept aucleur weapons for
seauda, tnereoy fulfilling this natioan's com itmeats., his
wags a4 cauplete rcoversal of the perty's policy over thoa past
five years, ..r. ‘earson and tie Libernl Purty aow abandoned
the ideca of collective security over wuclcar woeapons as a /
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prerequisite for Canada accepting thewm for its HALO forces.
Mr, Pearson steted that by being a member of the HATO allience,
Canada had esutomatically comuitted itself to accepiing nuelear
weapong Tor its NAYO military forces. The 1962 election
platfom in which the 3omarcs were regarded as useless
weapons, was now radically altered to the opposite viewpoind.
The party also intended to ignore lir. liellyer's speeches in
the House of Comuons that Canada was a dunipiung ground for
pecond~raie American weapons. (Shortly after the 1963
electiony wre leliyer stated before the Special Com.ittec on
Defence that tue opinrons which he had expressed vhiie a
meuber of wiae opposition party, were besed ou inuccurate
Imowled, ;e conceraing tiie possibility of 4 Loviet vouwber
attaci on tiie Jortl American coantvinent).

1% woul@ seend logleal, and politicaily wisc, for the
Labexal vaxrty o denoudce the Conserxrvative Goverument fox
failing vo meet iis cumwitments and atv the saue tiue, remain
steadfast in ite opposition to such weapons based on its past
statenents and criticisms of these weapons in the liouse of
Coummons and in the press., Instead, the Idberals cidf@ted their
position, and advocated Canada's acceptance of nuglear wsapons,
taus cuawpioning the cause put Lfoxth by Geuneral .orstad. It
would seei that the Liberals may have changed thiedr policy
due to pressures frou foreign sources. wr, searvon sald that
it wae not a siwple task for Canada to alter its poliecies
or coud tuwents ovecause the weapons had already been transferred
to Canaday but he never gave any reason for tliie stateaaent.
Ingteau, e and the Ldberal rarty attempted to convince the
Canadian electorate during the 1963 federal election caupaign,
of the importance oi Canada Tulfil.ing its international
coiani tmeuts, and the necessity of heving stroug and stable
leadershdip in Ottawa. The ldberal Paxty also waiounced that
it would attempt to negotiate Canada out of itz nuclear
comudtments as soon as possible. This policy was adopted fox
three reasons. irst, it was adopted to placate the members
of the Liberal Party who found the suddea reversal of policy
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unacccytable o thew, annd in order Lu preventl oped dissention
and splits wituin tho Liberal Yarty, this re-acgotliation
clauge was inscerted into the party's policigs on the auclearx
weapong isgue. secondly, & Liberwl survey iu bie provinece of
Quebec showed that in the ftwenty-six constiiltueacies which had
bocial Credit representation in thne lagt rarlienent, the
Soecial cvredit support had decliaed. lowever, tiic Juevec wing
of the oocial Credat Jerty was opposed to Cuanada acquiring
nuclear wveapoas and a lot of Freucii-Canadialls gupported this
policy. in au altaipt to capture the support of d.sconicated
Socidel vredii cupportcers, and to appeal to t..eixr dislike of
nuclears weapous ol Cuadadlan soil, the liboral . uriy proaised
to re-ueggoviate oul of our comndiuents us sovn 4o it wus
feasiblc tu d. ©0. .Liwe task of wool.y fomier ococial Jrediy
supporlers wto titc wiboral fold was given Lo L.xre {vou
Dupudige “nirdly, therc was & trend wnoi, cauwdicns ot was
resul iy, 1l w wore cautious approval ol nuwclear weapons for
canaco's willoary forces. olthou i o tajorisy of Conadiaons
slill favourcd Canaca acquiring nucleur wiis, w:e ~aladian
people did notl awderse this policy as utrougly i Jccewber
1262 au tugy did in Septewber 1961. (Yhe liberal (overwment
concludoed an agreadent with, the United Stotes toverauent by
emis of an exehaage of notes on fugust 16, 1uo3, for Lhe
wransfer of nuclear warheads Lo Canada, A public opinion poll
conducteu by tuce Cunadian Ingtitute of . ublic Opinion on
June o, 1963, showed that only 49% of tuc pcople quostioned,
strongly favourcd Canada accepting nucleox weapons, altl.ough
another 4 of the sample gave qualified aunswors., ‘hilc thore
was 20 iucreasc iln the pefcentage of those who op .osced mucleawr
weapons betwecn Deceaber 1962 and Juane 1063, the percentage
of tuowsc people wko had no opinion inereased by 75).

Although the Liborals werc elected into office, it
can.10t be said tual thils was proof that the Canadian people
Lavoured the Liberal's nuclear policy. There are several
reagons for this. Pirst, the Liberal Yerty polled only 41.7%
of the popular vote. Secondly, the lack of any clear policy


file:///iueuec

171
by the Consexrvative Party or the Conservative Government, to
counteract the pro-nuclear policy of the Liberals, was also
responsible for the demise of Mr. Diefenbaker and his
government. However, the nuclear weapons issue, while one of
the most important igoues in the 1963 election, was not the
sole issue.

Another igoue in the 1963 election was the question of
Quebec's powers and posifion in Canada vis-a-vis the powers of
the federal government. Some concern was expressed concexniing
the future of Confederation and Quebec's place within
Confederation during Canada's second century of existence as
an independent nation. In Quebec, it was felt that the
Liberals were more sympathetic to Quebec's aspirations, and
offered greater hope that English and Prench~Canadians would
continue to coexist side by side in hammony, than would
otherwise be the case should the Conservatives be elected as
the Governnent. The result of this was that the Conservatives
received only eight out of seventy-five Quebec seats in the
House of Commons, and the percentage of the party's
propoxtion of the popular vote dropped from 29.6% to 19.5%
between the 1962 and 1963 federal elections.

0f all the uajor political parties in Canada, the one
which maintained the most consistent policy on the muclear
armg issue was the C.C.,F.-N.D.P, The C.C.F., had opposed
Canada's participation in NORAD, and the elose military
cooperation with the United States that resulted from this
alliance, It favoured Canada pleying a prominent role in the
United Nations peacekeeping forees, and by maintaining a
highly mobile co:rventional foree in NATO. The N.D.P.
maintained these policies after 1ts founding convention,
stating that by Jjoining NORAD, Cansde had become a military
satellite of the United States, its Bomarc sites were useless
end served only as a target for Soviet missiles, and that
membership in NATO was not incumbent upon accepting nuclear
weapons, While the party was eager to increase its rcepresentation
in the House of Commong, it did not have miich posgibility of



172
being elected as the Covernment of Canada, and therefbre
could affoxrd %o have a policy whieh did not appeal to a
majority of the Canmdian people. However in 1963, the New
Demograntic Party stressed its opposition to nuelear weapons
in Canada in the hope of bringing dissonant Iiberals (and
Conservatives) into the fold. In Quebee, the V.D.P. strongly
stressed its opposition o0 nueclear weapons, and received
some support from La Presse and Le Devoir. VWhile it inerecased
its support in Quebec, no J.D.l. pembers were elccted Lrom
that province,

The Soeciaml Credit Party was not represented in the
llouge of Commons for the ceritical years of the nuclear arxms
debate, 1958 to 1962, In the 1962 fedexral election, thirty
Sogial Credit Paxrty candidates were elected to the Illouse of
Commons. [ogt of the li.P.s came from Quebee. llegsrs, Caouette
and Grégoire repeatedly stated their opposition in the Houseo
of Comuons, to Canada acquiring any nuelecar weapong for its
military foxces. The other Frengh-Canadian Social Credit
M.P.s5 shared this view. However, Mr. Thompson, the leader of
the paxrty, and the other Soecial Credit i.P.s from Vestern
Canada, were in favour of Canada accepting defensive nueclear
weapons Lor ite® VORAD and JATO forces. The 1963 election
campaign platform that was published by the Social Credit
Party, endorsed L. Thompeon's policies on the nuclear arms
ipsue, While the Social Credit rParty lost six seats in
Quebec, it is the opinion of the author that this loss was
due mainly to the disil usionment that the people felt
towards the party's ability to influence governnental
decisions, rather than its stand on muclear weapons.

In gumation, it can be seen that the Conscrvative
Paxrty and the Conscrvative Government had been unable to0 copo
viith the comnltments which it accepted by agreeing to
participate in NORAD in 1958. For the next five years, the
Congervatives congistently were uneble or unwilling to provido
to the opposition parties, the Canadian press, and the
Canadian people, a celear defence policy, and a definite
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answer as o when the nuelear warheads for the Bomares would
be accepted by the Canadian Government, The Conservatives,
throughout their stay in office; lacked the temerity %o
cleaxly state thelr acceptance or rejection of muelear
weapons partly due to the inability of Prime .iinigter
Diefenbaker to make up his mind on the lssue, and partly dus
to the serious difference of opinion on this issue which
existed in the Cabinet, Consequently, the Conservatives saw
their sguphort among the Canadian press and the Canadian
people deeline lower and lower and were unablc to counter
this lack of confidence that the pcople had in then,

The Librcrals, on the other hand, could be said to
have been nore conscious of publie opinion as thgy attemptod
to capitalize on the Canadien people's dislike for tie
Conservative Paxty and attempting to capture the votes of
the disillusioned Soclal Credit Perty supporters in Quebec.
However it would seen that they were not intent on listening
to publie opinion in every case, but rather, in the auclear
weapong iscue, they were opposing the trend in Cana@isn publie
opinion by adopting a pro-nuclear policy to serve the interests
of the United States, at a time when support for such a policy
was held by a decreasing majority of Canadians. Dy reversing
its policy of the past four years only nine days after
General lNorstad's speech, and due to Mr., Pearson®s personal
relationship with llr. Kennedy and the support that the
Libersl Party received from American sources, it would seem
that the Liberal Party’s stand on tiie nuclear weapous lgsue
was not teken wilth the aim of considering the interests of
Canedian public opinion alone, but also to please the interesto
of the United States Govermment.
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