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IHTROBOCTIOff 

On February 200 1959© Prime Minister John Diefenbakor 

announced that the Canadian Government had decided to 

discontinue tho production of tho Canadian Avro Arrow 

interceptor almraft. He also annoucod the Government's 

intention to equip the Canadian air defence forces with 

Amexioan-^aade interceptor aireraft and Bomarc B anti-aircraft 

missiles. It was stated at that time that the Bomarcs 

achieved maxinann effeotiveneoo only when aimed with nueloar 

warheads«, Following Mr. Diefenbaker9 s announcement0 and for 

the next four years9 Canadians were facod with oao of tho moot 

important issues since the conscription issue of tho Second 

World War. The debato that took place among Canadian 

politicians 0 newspapers p magazines p as well as tho Canadian 

public itself t» was centered on tho problem of whothor Canada 

ohould or should not accept nuclear weapons for its military 

forces. 

The aim of this thesis is to examine the attitudes of 

tho Canadian political parties,, newspapers p magaainesp 

interest groups 0 end Canadian public opinion© on whether 

Canadian defence forces should be nuclear or conventionally 

armed. The author will do this by analysing the arguments 

put forth by various segments of Canadian sooiety representing 

both sidos of the debate. The attempts of tho political 

parties to represent sad/or shape Canadian public opinion 

will bo studied in detail. During tho nuclear arms dobatoB 
the political parties often said that their policies 

represented tho opinions of a majority of tho Canadian voters. 

The thesis will attempt to discover w&ethor in fact tnio was 

the ease. Canada1 s defence policies from 1940 to 1963 will bo 

(1) Canadap Bssm^Jxg_Skmsm^Ss9m*0Ra vol.11 P 1959. page 1223 
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CHA.PT m. TWO 

MILITARY BACKGROUND 

Is OaoeaiggLdefence. palioOea. 09.4.0-195? 

The period of close cooperation between Canada and 

the United States in military matters begins with the Second 

World War. Between the date that Canada declared war on 

Germany (September 109 1939) and the American declaration of 

war against the Axis Powers (December 79 1941 )p Canada and 

the United States signed several military agreements. Some of 

these included supplying Canadian and British troops with 

American made weapons. Canada acquired military destroyers 

in return for leasing several military bases in Canada to the 

Americans. In 1940 p talks between the Canadian Prime Minister^ 

Mackenzie King and the American President0 Franklin Roosevelt 9 

resulted in the Ogdensburg Agreement9 which stated that "the 

problems of defenoe co-operation between the United States 

and Canada could best be considered by a standing international 
2 

committee on defence." This led to the establishment of the 
Ponaanent Joint Board on Defence. It was made up primarily of 

military officers from the three branches of the military in 

both countries as well as a diplomatio officer from each 

nation. The Canadian diplomatic officer represents the 

Department of l&cternal Affairs. Mr. Gordon Skilling stated 

that9 "the function of the board has been advisary and relates 

to tho planning of the defence of the north half of the 

Western Hemisphere."4' Its recommendations are submitted to the 

Chiefs of Staff of both nations for approval. The Ogdensburg 

(2) Crane, Brian, An, .^tro^ufttion to, Canadian, Ppf.enc.e, PO,3AQJC 
Canadian Institute orntnternatlonalAxrairs p Toronto p 
1964, page 4. 

(4) ̂ ge^ci^ 
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Agreement was v^ry important in determining the future 

Canadian defence policy. Colonel C.'̂ .Staooy said th&tp 

"from this timo« accordinglyv an effective organ existed 
for continual international consultation upon and review 
of the problems of the joint defence of North America. 
From this followed all the many measures of Joint defenco 
taken as the war progressed. There had been a timep long 
ago p when the defence of Canada had meant defence 
against the United Statesp pure and simple? now Canada 
and tho United States stood shoulder to shoulder." 5 

On April 20 p 1941 p the Canadian Prime Minister went 

to the United States to talk to the American President at 

Hyde Parke President Roosevelt's residence southeast of 

Mow York Cit$r. The result of their talks was the Î rde Park 

Declaration 0 stating that Canada and the United States had 

reached agreement on the joint production of munitions and 
armaments and on military-economic co-operation. Joint 

ooramittees were quickly established for administering these 

affairs. 

After the warp Canada reduced the sise of its military 

forces with a consequent reduction of military ©xpendi-fcures 

from three billion dollars in 1944-45 to one hundred and 
ninety-five million dollars in 1947-48. The strength of the 

forces was reduced because, <-\ 

"there was optimism that the new international 
organizations would ensure tho peaceful settlement of 
disputes in the immediate future and encourage tho 
growth of a lasting international order." 6 

During the 1950'sp important discussions were taking 
7 

place between Canadian and American air force officers. 

(6) Crane Brianc op_„ oit.o page 10. 

(7) Conant. Melvinp "Canada's Role in W est em Dof ence B "Porjgto* 
A^ateiB vol.40, October 1961-tfuly 19629 Harper and 
Brothers, New Yookp 19620 page 43&. 
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These men were concerned with creating a viable defence of 

the Kforth Amerioan continent against a possible air attack 

launched by the Soviet Union. The Joint Board of Defence was 

given the task of planning for the defence of the territorial 

seas0 coastal watersp and air defence. Sovereignty over the 

control of overflights mud the movement of troops would be 
maintained by each nation, but full military cooperation 

including the interchange of personnel would continue. 

Although air defence was to be a cooperative venture0 this 

idea was rapidly modified with the threat of a Soviet bomber 

attack over the North Pole. The American military planners 

were of the opinion that the first target of a Soviet attack 

would be the air fields of the Strategic Air Command. They 

felt that Canada's role should be one of detecting incoming 

Soviet bombers and warning the Americans of an impending 

attack. Thu©0 in the early 1950°oB three radar lines were 

built across Canada. The Tine Tree Line is situated near the 

Canadian-American border and it was later connected to a 

computing systeme the semi-automatic ground environment 

system,, (SAGrt) which would direct the Bomarc anti-aircraft 

missiles towards eneoy aircraft. The Mid-Canada Lin© was 

situated aluost half-way between the Pine Tree Line and tho 

Arctic Circle and finallye the Distant Early Warning network 

of radar otations stretched across Canada close to the Arctic 

Circle. 

This was the Canadian defenoe position at the 

beginning of 1957 in relation to North American defence. 

Howeverp during 1957p the Soviet Union had proven to the 

world that it had developed long range inter-continental 

ballistic missilesfi and American military p scientificp and 

political prognooticators were of the opinion that by 1960p 
the Soviet Union's missiles would outnumber those of the 

United States by 3 to 1. The result of the close cooperation 

(8) Cranep Brian, oj>,„, .oiiu. page 17. 



6 

between Canadian and United States air force personnel0 
coupled with the threat of a possible Soviet attack on this 

continent, resulted in an extension of this close military 

cooperation in the North American Air T>ofenoe Ooramnd (TORAD). 

Canadian dofenco policies and action with regard to 

the defence of fourth America from 1945 to 1957 have been 
briefly described. Before examining the oreation of JORAD, 

the crises over the Avro Arrow and the problem of accepting 

nuclear weapons on Canadian soil, Canada's rols in 'f.ATO fron 

1949 to 1957 will be examined. 

Tho peace that was established at tho mid of tho 

Second '̂ orld \'ar and the feeling of security against 

aggression provided by the United Nations Charter soon gave 

way to fear of Soviet aggression and its use of revolutionary 

tactics. In 1947p tho United States gave military and economic 

aid to Greece and Turkey in order to prevent these nations 

from coming under Communist domination. This was followed by 

the friarshall Plan0 a program of economic aid to UXirope. After 

the major powers had failed to agree on the future of Germanyp 
the Western t&iropean nations of France, Belgium, Luxembourg, 

and the Netherlands, along with Groat Britain, signed the 

Brussels Treaigr on March 17, 1948 in order to count or the 

Soviet military threat in Europe. Mr. King welcomed the 

Brussels Treaty as a step towards peace and offered Canadian 

support for the pact. Thus the now Canadian policy of 

involving itself with iSuropean defence problems in peacetime 

began to unfold. Canada's policy was more clearly stated on 

April 29 when the new Prime Minister Louie St. Laurent 

"pledged Canada's willingness to participate in any 
appropriate colleotive security arrangements which 
might be worked out under Article 51 or 52 of the 
Chartere" 9 

(9) Spencer, Robert A.0 "Triangle into Treaty8 Canada and the 
Origins of MATO, International Jouxual0 Spring 1959, 
vol,XIV, no.2, Canadian Institute of International 
Affairsp Toronto, 1959, page 92. 
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-flr0 S t . Laurent ' s remarks were repeated and expanded 
upon by £/ir. Escott Reid0 Canadian Deputy Under-Secretary fo r 
ex terna l a f fa i r s„ who s ta ted a t the Couchiching Conference 
held during the summer of tha t yea r , tha t a regional 
organisa t ion which would have t e e t h but no ve to , elioulu bo 
es tabl ished to prevent Soviet expansion in Western lliropo. 
On June 1 1 , the United Sta tes announced i t s Vandenburg 
Resolution which was oiinilar to Mr. St . Laurent ' s statement 
i n t h a t i t pledged mi l i t a ry ass i s t ance to Y/ostem 'Europe to 
help defend i t i n time of a t t a ck , negot ia t ions were soon 
under way for the purpose of bringing tho two ""forth Araorican 
count r ies in to an. expanded pact . Tho rooul- of these 
negot ia t ions was the aigning of the .'forth At lant ic Treaty on 
Apri l 4, 1949, comprising the f ive powara of the Brussels' 
Treaty , along with Denmark, Norway, Iceland, Portugal , I t a l y , 
Canada and the Unitod S t a t e s . Greece and Turkey became 
members of 'IA.TO in 1952, and tho Pod oral Kervublic of f-ormany 
joined in 1955. 

The day on which the ."forth At lan t ic Treaty was signed 
i s one of the most important days in Canada's postwar 
m i l i t a r y pol icy , fo r i t had now committed i t 3 e l f to a c l e a r 
and precise obl iga t ion to defend V/eatern '7Jurope through 7AT0. 
One of the reasons for the c rea t ion of the a l l i anoo was a 
lack of confidence of Western p o l i t i c a l leaders in the 
c a p a b i l i t i e s of the United Nations Organisation to ensure 
world peace. Many problems r e s u l t i n g from the Second World 
War, such as the Korean demarcation l i n e , the future of 
T r i e s t e , the conclusion of a Japanese peace t r e a t y , and the 
problem of a divided Ber l in , remained unresolved. *on$r 
Western statesmen had given uo hope tha t the so lu t ion of 
these problems could come from the United Tat ions . Prime 
Minis ter Mackenzie Xing said in a speech in September 1945 

(10) Ib id , page 90. 
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that "the United Mations Charter is as dead after three 

months as the League of Nations Covenant after fifteen 

years." Tho threat of the Soviet Union extending its control 

beyond the 3uropean nations it was already adinlnintorlng, was 

another reason for TATO's creation, 

"The early organization of MATO provided for a : 

series of regional groups of countries who could nutually 
12 i 

eupoort each other if attacked." Thus for t$*Q first tine 

Canadian troops were committed to defend an nttsd-ed ^estorn 

European nation. These defensive commitments satisfied the 

Canadian desire for independence from close cooperation with 

the United States, and at the same time, it allowed Canada 

to participate in a large and powerful military alliance. 

Canada was pleased with "IA.TO and 9tterupted to make it wore 

than just a Military alliance by urging the inclusion of an 

article supporting economic cooperation among the raer.ber 

states, an article that later became laiown as "tho Canadian 
Article.rt 

"MATO had another advantage from the Canadian viewpoint. 
It was supported both by the United States and Great 
Britain. Airy agency making for cordicJ. relatione between 
the two great powers made the problems of Canadian 
foreign policy simpler and leas perplexing than would 
otherwise bo the case." 13 

It allowed Canada to be less dependent unilaterally on 

Washington by continuing ito role of "go—between," "bridge" 

or "interpreter" in London-V/ashington relatione, although to 

a lessor degree tlian had previously been tho case. 

(11) loo , ci.t . 
(12) PoulK.es, General Charles, "Canadian Defence Policy in a 

Tuolear \ge f " -Behind the He^>dlii>e% vol.iCai9no.l0 
Canadian I n s t i t u t e of in t e rna t iona l Affairs , 
Toronto, May 19610 page 3 . 

(13) - a s t e r s , Donald C , Canada, in World Affairs , 1^5 fr> lff^p 
Oxford University Preee, published under the 
auopicea of the Canadian I n s t i t u t e of In te rna t iona l 
Affaire, Toronto, 1965, page lf>4. 

/ 
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Due to the weakness and i n a b i l i t y -f t^o ^;-po"<ian 

coun t r i e s to pmvi.de -fight in,-- "nroen to *r*r^9 Pen oral. 
Eisenhower, who t,o~k over as Siinrp^n Allien Connandcr, ur rsd 
Canada to hel'~> tho United s t a t e s f i ly tho void ' n t l ! the 
European count r ies could oontrn hutc pnourh troops 0 f t h e i r 
0""n to allow the forth American oon+^nr^nl; to r-g-f-1 ~n ho"e. 
Canada renponded by en "mark-In •~ on-1 d iv i s ion n~f tremor, for 
M'^O, of whj oh one brigade was to be nent to 'v,'->~o->e -ind two 
o the r b-r1pndr'S were to remain 1 n nnn^il'i.. "h-i-, wo.-- to be 
followed hy a nnnon ' d iv is ion If nsoennnry, an a1 n d iv i s ion 
of twelve squadrons of day—fighters and a naval contingent of 
for ty- two ships njv1 f o r t y - e i r h t maritime a i r c r a f t . 

However, t \ e FJuropean nat ions wore not ahl ° i o m i n e 
+ ho nu"bpr of t h e i r conventional forcer; 'tie to î oncotic 
eooncnio and n o l i t i c a l problems. This f a i l u r e , counl ed with 
the acqt i ini t ion of the atomic bomb by tho "ovie t ,TnJ on in 
lc)52, led to the American s t ra tepy of e s t a b l i s h i n g nuclear 
weapon bnnen i i Kurope in 1954. This pol icy a lso included the 

15 plan to use atomic weapons from the ou t se t of a war. 
"Pres ident Elsenhower's 'new look ' a t defence policy 

proceeded on the assumption t h a t conventional weapons 
and ground forces should bo reduced and the development 
of t a c t i c a l and s t r a t e g i c nuc lear weapons aceol canted•"16 

Txiitj dec is ion </<.UJ ta .e i i in 1J54 because i t was uiiiy tiioa tha t 
tiie .S . J .R . ;iud developed the eapubiljLty of a t t ack ing Western 
Europe with nuclear weapons. In Decomboi- 1954, Supreme 
Headquarters / i l l led x'owers, .'Xirope (SHVuii), was given a f ree 
hand by the forth At l an t i c Gouncil Uo organize the 

(14) l,loulices, ' eneral Cnarles , op„ clt.»» page 4. 
(15) .'A10 l i i fo rwt io i i Servioo, NATO's Mi l i t a ry Development •> 

Aspects of ^ATQ. :iATO, P a r i s . October 1961,page 6. 
I t did not s p e c i f i c a l l y say the weapons would be 
used only in a "global" war, but re fe r red to any 
war. 

(16) Crane, n r ian , op„ Pit* •> page 16. 

http://pmvi.de
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in t roduc t ion of nuclear weapon® in to the defence plans of 
Europe. The decision to accept nuc lear weapons fo r tfATO's 
forcee was opposed by some of the smal ler na t ions which 
belonged to the a l l i a n c e . They ca re fu l ly weighed the 
consequences of accepting nuc lear weapons by Q:caminlng0 

" the r e l a t i v e dangers of provoking a war of mass 
des t ruc t ion on the one hande and on the otherp r e ly ing 
on the hope tha t by not Introducing these weapons i n to 
^""NATO's 7armoury, / " t hey 7would avoid encouraging. . . 
p o t e n t i a l enemies / f r o m / in t roducing them in to 
t h e i r s . " 1 7 ~ 

The Canadian Llinister for rijctornal Af fa i r s , Lester Ifcarson0 

was of the opinion tha t massive nuoloar r e t a l i a t i on , , aa 
advocated by I "resident j-ioanhower and John Footer Jai l les , 
would l i i . e ly encourage conventional aasanl to ra ther than 
C s t o n i n g such ac t ion . Canada waa ono of the countr ies tha t 
oppooed the policy of nass ive r e t a l i a t i o n , favouring the UPO 
of the ^"eetcin world 's conventional forces to gain H a l t e d 
p o l i t i c a l ob jec t ives , mainly to de t e r aggreenion or to 
l o c a l i s e i t and defeat i t . But ,rAT0 yielded to the dootrino 
of re ly ing on a nuclear de t e r r en t due to the in su f f i c i en t 
number of conventionally armed troops capable of being oent 
in to b a t t l e . Although the conventional forced had. continued 
to increase uy 195/7, both American and riiropean mi l i t a ry 
o f f i ce r s ©aw them as lmving only a l imi ted va lue , to be used 
in the pause before nuclear r e t a l i a t i o n . 

I t wan o r ig ina l l y planned t ha t tho ' . d . would b© tho 
sole na t ion to provide a i r support fo r UA'io's ground fo rces , 

16 through the uae of tlie S t r a t eg ic Air Command. however, the 
iflcMahon Act allowed the r e l ease of nuclear information from 
the U.:;. to i t s a l l i e n on a r ec ip roca l b a s i s . I t wae not long 
before Great Br i t a in began manufacturing nuclear weapons and 

(17) nATO Information Service , op« c l tno page 6. 
(18) FoulkeG, General Charles , ppft c l t*a page 7 . 



Q Strategic Bember Force. To prevent further dissemination 

of nuclear weaponsg the United States entered into bilateral 

agreement© with its STATO allies, equipping their foroeo with 

tactical nuclear weapons, while the ownership and cuotody of 

those weapons remained in American hande. Canada's commitment 

to MATO In teisas of air powere consisted of twelve fighter 

squadrons0 one aircraft control, ond a warning eguadron which 

were looated at Marvillo and Groetenquin in Psaancep and at 

Be^en—Soelllngen and Sweibrucken in Ge3saany0 The decision by 

the Canadian Government to accept nuclear weapons for those 

aircraft which were allocated a "otrike—reconaieseacQ0 role0 
was not taken until 1958. This will be examined later on in 

this chapter. 

These were the defenoe policies adopted and followed 

by Canada during the first twelve yeara after the Second 

World War* The time for tho crucial decisionp that of 

accepting nuclear weapons for ite Worth American and Western 

European defence forces 0 was drawing near. We will firet 

exeasnine the problem in tho light oi fforth American air 
defence, and then of flATO defence. 

!!• QancMiian defence policies* 1957-1365. 

A joint Canadian and American military group met to 

discuss the future command structure of MORAD. They 

recommended that© 
ua3JL Canadian and U.S. forces assigned to continental air 
defence be under a JJORAD commander— In-chiefp who would 
bo a U.S. officer,, and hie deputy, who would be a 
Oaaadteaio ° 19 

Tho &ORAD omaamndier reports directly to tho Chi of s of Staff 
in Oftewa ond Waohlngtoa. 

(19) Oonant, tlelvin0 QKU, Mft* o page 436, 
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"In the event of an air attack the interceptor aircraft 
and miosile defences of Canada and the United States 
w i n be directed by STORAD, subject to the policy 
directives approved by the Canadian and the United 
States governments on 20 

As MORA!) headquarters could recommend and advise for the 

instant use of ell its forcesv it was in effect, the higheet 

military level for the contingents of both countries© The 

Liberal Government is assumed to have given ite approval to 

this plan as the Defence Minister's Report of 1956-57 stated 

that the defenoe of Canada0 through NATO and closo cooperation 

with the United States was Canada's principal defenoe policy„ 

along with our obligation to U.M0 peacekeeping operations. 

Genorol Charles Fo>ulkes stated before the Special Coram!ttoo 

on Defence in 1963 p that in 19570 the main problem concerning 

the creation ot fTORAD wae tho problem of financing its 
operations tt The J3F0RAD proposal 9 

nwao looked at by tho St. Laurent Government in the last 
f ©CT moxrtho end they decided at that timeB with tho 
election on their hands* that this was one of the first 
things they would have to get at when they came back 
because it could not bo carried within the present 
appropriation.n 21 

After tho 1957 election9 the Progressive Conservatives ousted 

the Liberal Party from power. The new Minister of National 

DefGOOo was faced with three important problems? ;J0RAD„ tho 

Avro Arrow programme0 and the CB-104 programme© The first 

question was settled when the government accepted tho 

creation of MFORAD in Augusto in its first few dayo in office* 

(20) Cxaaop Brinnp on« Qlt«a page 50. 

jee on Defence* Wb 
ISe Queen'o Prim*® 
tery„ Ottawa^ 1963© pngo 510. 

(21) Special Committee ©a Defence* M ^ U L M p t t ^ M 
te Queen'o Printer oa6M3dntrollGr ox 
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During the nine months t h a t elapsed between the 

c rea t ion of TOFiAD in August 1957 p and the Canadian 
Governnent'a approval of the organisa t ion in "'lay 1958 0 the 
i n t eg ra t i on of Canadian and United s t a t e s a i r force oontingento 
functioned on an interim b a s i s . The Canadian Government and 
the parliamentary opposition argued over the purposes to be 
served and the r i sks involved in an in tegra ted defence 
system, the ro le of the U.S. commander-in-chief and h i s 
Canadian deputy and other problems. I t was f e l t a t tlie tijme 
tha t tlie Canadian decision to take part in an integrated 
system was made "by Canadian m i l i t a r y o f f ice rs without tlie 

op 

f u l l and proper approval of tlie Cabinet ." This was 
subs tan t ia ted by General Charles Foulkes in statements made 
by him before the Special Committeo on Defence,, on October 220 

1963. Ho referred to tlie meetings tha t took place between the 
Chiefs of Staff of Canada and the United Sta tes and sa id s 

"tlie chiefs of s taf f have no power9 but act only on the 
d i rec t ion of the government. On the question of dealing 
with important issues such as the 104 and 105 a i r c r a f t 0 
TOBAD and so on„ tlie general policy has been tha t the 
chiefs of s ta f f would prepare a paper for the government."23 

Referring to 3F0RAD, he added9 "tho chief8 of s ta f f of both 
count r ies worked out tlie agreement which had been approved by 
the United Sta tes adminis t ra t ion in 1957 ." 2 4 

tfeverthelesSp tlie exchange of notas in May 1950, 
between tho Canadian and American governments s t ipu la ted the 
necess i ty of an integrated defence system to counter the 
t h r e a t of an at tack by the Soviet Union. The two governments 

(22) Conant« Melvin, "Canada and Continental Defences an 
American View^" In t e rna t i ona l Journal . Summor 1960p 
v o l . XV9 no.3o page 2"23. 

(23) Special Committee on Defence, ppn al t*« page 526. 

(24) l oo , c l t . 
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agreed to such a defenoe„ 

"by delegating to an integrated headquarters the task 
of eacoercising operational control over combat units 
of -the national forces mad© available for the air 
defenoe of the two countries." 25 

The American ail? defence forces had been equipped 

with more modem weapons than wero their Canadian counter­

parts. Due to the threat of a nuclear attack against the 

Worth American continent by the Soviet UrtionB and due to the 

closer cooperation between the American and Canadian air 

defenc© forces, the United States wanted tho Canadian air 

fore© to b© ©quipped with9 and trained to operate9 nuclear 

weaponso This was regarded by the United States as a means 

of increasing the security of tho continent should a crisis 
26 occur,, Howervsr, the Canadian Government did not consider 

the problem of acquiring nuclear weapons as being a simple 

one, as there were moral and political questions involved. 

It was thought that by acquiring these weaponsp Canada's 

efforts in disarmament negotiations, as well as our position 
with th© neutral nations of the worlds would bo seriously 

affected. There were some who thought the acquisition of 

nuclear weapons would make Canada a prime target rather than 

a secondary target as would otherwise be the case. Bor 

Canada to receive these weaponse the U.S. President would 

have to authorise his Department of Defense or the United 

Statoo Atomic J&iergy Commission, or both0 to cooperate with 

Canada. Then the transfer of nuclear material would be made, 

provided that Canada was making a substantial contribution to 

the mutual defence of the continent. While ownership and 

cuetody of these warheads would remain in American hands0 

(25) Conantp Melvin0 op* pit*., page 224. 

(26) Oonant9 Kelvin, The.Long Polar Watch* Harpar & Brothers0 
iffew Yorkp 1962 p page 96. 
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t h e i r use on waaudiaa t e r r i t o r y would bo mdrjaot to an 
0 

agree* ent given by the Canadian Government. 
Another problem tha t had to bo deal t with by the 

Canadian Governuient was tha t of tlie Canadian designed Avro 
Arrow j e t in torcoptor a i r c r a f t , i-roduction of the CF—105 Avro 
Arrow nad caiauenced in 1952. The prograuac began ao an 
a i r f r aue pro^ramiiie oxily0 with the engine to be supplied by 
Great d r i t u in or the "riitod S t a t e s , and with AuGrican weapons 
and coa^naicaiione ays t e a s , u'hen a Canadian f i r . : be^an 
bui ld ing an engine which seeded s u i t a b l e for the C1'-1D5P the 
Canadian kovemuout docidud to develop the airframe and the 
engine, isliaa the -Uaorioan Sparrow 11 weapon syr.toui was 
diaeoutlnuedp "tho Canadian ( ovexiimont took tha t project over. 
A s imi l a r s i t u a t i o n occurred vviien the 'uiiericans abandoned tlie 
communication*:! and e lec t ronics L i s t ens . The cost of "U.Q 
project beoaua over—burden:Li£,0 and tlie death knel l for tlie 
e n t i r e project wt-s the out-o©ck in the lumber of /.rrows 
r e q u i r e by the It.u.r.I'1. from 400 to 100. J h i s occurred whan 
i t was discovex-ed tnat n e i t h e r tho united Sta tes nor Great 
Br i t a in wanted to puroiiuae tiie a i r c r a f t . General ftoulkes said 
v/hil© t e s t i f y i n g before tiie Special Corouittee on Defence on 
uctober 22, 19GJP 

"when you start to divide these increased costsp which 
were mounting because we had taken over the development 
of tho engine, tlie production of tuio weapon and the 
electronios, and start to divide tiiat by some filing less 
than 100, we found that the cost oomos to something 
like $8 million a copy." 27 

However, it was only at this time that Canadian officials 

discovert that neither tlie United States nor any other NATO 

nation was willing to purchase tho Avro Arrow. 

(27) Reford, Robert p "Making Defence Policy in Canada,," 
gflkind tba Headlineso vol. m i l , no.2P Canadian 
Institute of International Affairs, Toronto. 
December, 1963* page 14. 
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On February 20, 1959, Prime Minister John Dlefenbaker 

announced tha t t^e Arrow programi-.e was going to be abandoned 
and tha t i t would be replaced by the American Voodoo 
i n t e r c e p t o r a i r c r a f t and the unmanned Tlome.ro a n t i - a i r c r a f t 
m i s s i l e s . °ne reason for t h i s decision was tha t <vt t h i s time^ 
the th roa t of >° "\amied bomber i t tnck on "forth Vi^rioo WRB now 
considered to be leef l i k e l y than wan orirr innlly bel ieved. The 
Canadian " i n l e t e r of defence, the Honourable Ceorye Poarkeo, 
said t h n t , 

"by 196? when the 0^105 would have cone in to operat ional 
uo© in th© R.O.A.P., tho main t h r e a t i s expected to 
cons is t ox long range misei les r a t h e r tiian manned 
bonbers. In view of these circumotanccs, the production 
of ©uoh an a i r c r a f t as the OJP-105 in Canada wae not 
considered j u s t i f i e d . " 28 

Th© opera t ional l i f e of t h i s extremely expensive a i r c r a f t 
would have been r e l a t i v e l y ehor t . Another reason fo r 
abandoning the programme was the increas ing cost of producing 
these a i r c r a f t , described above. 

Ktut there were many voices raised in support of the 
Arrow,, including thoo© of Air marshal w .A.Curtira and tlie 
Canadian deputy commander of ifORAD, Air Marshal C„ Roy 
Slemon. Although i t was said tha t th© Arrow was scrapped 
because i t was not economical to produce such an expensive 
a i r c r a f t fo r only nine R.O.A.F. equadronsj these diotlnnuished 
Canadian off icero did not support t h i 3 view, ihe commander-
in-chief of 'TORAJ) a t tha t tlmep United S ta tes Generale Warle 
Partridge» held the same view. He eaid t h a t tlie Arrow "was in 
faot super ior to anything the USAF had on or near production." 

(28) PearJcesp Honourable 6.R. , Defence 1959» Queen'0 P r in t e r 
and Control ler of Stat ionery p Ottawa, 1959 p 
page 10. 

(29) Alexander, Fred, Canadians and fforolm Policy,, Universi ty 
of Toronto Press , Toronto0 I960, page 45. 

http://Tlome.ro
file:///amied
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Whethe, o r not tho -Wnieano woro ^'ntcndlnr to ^arr-'frrctvre an 
aircrttL'i s i m i l a r to tho Ar^ovv, i t sooner , ?ron General 
P a r t r i d g e ' . et..-;er i t , t l ia t he win T e r ; innroenrri vrith the 
Arrow and . ii*>.t I^ave boon persuaded t o adopt t he Arrow fis 
p a r t of the o vnti. io.ital dofenco fore en. "'heref o r e , i f ^anfdn 
could ii.<t.v̂  suppl ied the bni tod Ctrsies "JLr force with tho 
Arrow„ i t •"•oodd have raniood tho cos t of i t s production to a 
l-j^joii^blo IAXTU, th.^; prevent ing thoi.nandr', of* :.oi fro1:1 l o s i \Q 

t ^ e x r Job.). 

Ci-ioadi :UU:J c r i t i c i z e d the yovemnant f o r the -\ppnrent 
30 

v̂ u-j'oo of. money oa xiec ino : i cn l defence *">rodvctio \ ^royrar.fs. 
They alsio o r l t i o l / . od tho ^ov eminent f o r ' . v t t i ny 1 4 9

n o ^ "ion 
out of .M£., Hiid fo r abandoning the Arrow p r o j e c t a f t e r 
§400p0000000 liar boon opent in manufactur ing two pro to types 
of the Ci?-105. Canadians a l so o-rpreooed concern over trie 
l oos of Canadian sovere ignty in n a t t e r s of defenoe dug to 
t he c l j s o a l ^ i anco with find r e l i a n c e upon Aior ioar fo rces 
and wc«y>oiis. Jel'iuioe 'Minister earko3 r e p l i e d t t'iir» 
s e n t i r e , it by nayin^,* 

"you -rJLgut 3 ay tne very presence of American troops in 
Canada is in some degree a surrendering of our old-
fashioned conception of sovereignty« but Canada is not 
oarrendci-iny any command over her air force squadrons. 
Canada is a partner. She has not given up any land or 
anything else in that sense." 31 

(30) '±he lioooab personnel carrier suffered a siiiilt-r r"ate 
shortly afterward. 

(31) Senate of Canada, Proceedings of the Standing: Committee 

.m_. . . .„. ... 

er and Controller1 ofstationery7 Bawap 
19569 page 17 . 

file://-/ppnrent
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Despite the opposition to scrapping the Avro Arrow9 

the policies taken by tlie professional officers and government 

representatives 9 

"followed a course that aimed to meet the roguirements 
of Oanaida0o geographi© position and secure the maxiraum 
cooperation which both formal and informal negotiations 
could (secure from the more powerful strategic partner 
to the south while continually seeking to preserve 
Canada*s identity wherever possible." 32 

Thue0 if Canadian air defence forces are to otese under 

foreign control in M0RADP there ie to be no consideration for 

personal pique. However in 1960p both countries agreed to the 

creation of the Defence Production Sharing Programme which 

allowed Canadian industries to compete for contracts in the 

United States. Since thenp more than three hundred Canadian 

firms have dono more than $605 millions of defence business 
33 in contracts secured south of the border. J 

Tho Prime Minister said that the Bomarc missiles had 

been accepted by Canada as part of its military commitments 

to Western defence ond ho added9 "the full potential of these 

defensive weapons is achieved only when they are asraed with 
34 nuclear warheads.n"^ Mr. Mefonbaker said that the decision 

to accept the Bomaros was "based on the best expert advice 

available,,°55 (The Chiefs of Staff of Canada and the United 
States were of the opinion that the Bomarc missiles were the 

most effective means of defence during the late 1950*e)„ On 

May 23 of the same year he said in the House of Commons0 

(32) Ibi^ page 42. 

(33) Special Committee on Defence B Q P ^ clt.o pago 21. 

(34) Canada, House of Commons Debate®„ vol.llp 1959 0 page 1223. 

(35) This was a phrase used in Mr. Diefenbaker's speech of 
February 20e 1959. 



19 
"provision is made for the transfer to Canada under 
mutually agreeable conditions of suoh nen-auolear parts 
of the atomic weapons systems involving restricted data 
as are jointly dexexsained to be neoeosary to improve 
the state of training of Canada9 s armed forces and tho 
operational readiness of these forces." 36 

Thus it appeared that there was a political obligation 

imposed by the Canadian Government upon itself to accept the 

Bomaree aimed with nuclear warheads. It was expected that 

the acquisition of nuclear warheads for the Bomaros would be 

shortly announced. The White Paper on defence which was 

issued in April 1959 0 stated that Canada would not manufacturo 

nuclear weapons p and those that were stationed in Canada 

would reraain under American ownership and controla 
Along with the acquisition of tho Bomaros 0 tiie radar 

stations were to be equipped with a new communications 

systemp the semi-automatic ground environment (SAGS) 

electronic control and computing equipment. The acquisition 

of this electronic equipment was considered to be necessary 

in order to strengthen the Pine Tree radar network. The SAGE 

computer collects all the information from tlie search radars 

in its sectors p plots and predicts the course of aircraft and 

shows this information to the controller. When it has been 

decided to launch interceptorse SAGS assigns one missile to 

(36) Oanadap House of Commons Debates» vol. IV, 1959, page3966. 

(37) Despite these statements9 the Bomarc and Voodoo 
interceptors that Canada had acquired during 1961 and 
1962 were armed with conventional weapons as were the 
Honest John rockets and Starflghter aircraft of the NATO 
contingents in Europe. They were armed with nuclear 
weapons only after the Liberal Party had been elected as 
Canada's new Government in the April 1963 federal 
election. 
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each attacker and guides it through radio-transmitted 

signals to the point of interception. The installation of 

SAGE computers was completed in mid—1961 and controlled the 

area of i^astem Ontario and Western Quebec and was connected 

with the U.S. controlled areas. Thusp ^xy fighters or 

missiles launched in Canada0 are controlled from below the 

border with the exception of thevabove computer whloh is the 

only computer in Canada which does not give its Info sanation 

directly to American air force control centers but rather to 

the R.O.A.Po St. Hubert air force base. The Canadian radars0 
thereforeo fill the role of supplementing tho American 

system. This led to the view, that was held by many Canadians 

that the SAGia-Bomarc system was established solely to warn 

the United States of an impending attack. The interception 

of enemy aircraft, and the detonation of nuclear bombs will 

take plaeo in Canadian air space0 and Canada would suffer 

from nuclear fallout while the United States would emerge 

from the crisis relatively unscathed. In order that the 

3AG©-JSomar© system would offer the same protection to the 

industrial heartland of Canada as it offered to the United 

States 0 the defensive installations would have to be moved 

seven hundred miles further north. As the Canadian expert0 
K, R.Patrick said in 1957 about the speed of fighter aircraft D 
"fighter speeds then required a defensive sone 700 miles 

deepp all covered by ground controls, to provide for a 
39 chance of interception. "^ The automatic features of this now 

communications network eliminates human errors9 increases tho 

(38) Mr. Pearson9 s parliamentary ppeech of September 5P 196O0 
referred to our providing protection to the Strategic 
Air Command. 

(39) Barkway0 Michael, "Canada's Chan^ia^ Role in ISATO Defence,
0 

Wm^nmAJj^mA^ Spring 1959, vol. £LV« 
no.2e Canadian Institute of International Affairs0 
Toronto, 1959, page 108. 
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capacity of the system and provides the oemraanding offieor 

with an up to the minute picture of the situation in the air0 
Some Canadians were of the opinion that in view of 

our past foreign policy which emphasised peaceful diplomacy 

rather than tho threat of military force, and the desire that 

this type of foreign policy should continue^ Canada should 

reject the acquisition of all types of nuclear weapons. Mr. 

Pearkes, tlie Canadian Minister of Defence0 in order to 

placate this segment of public op±nion0 emphasised Canada's 

defensive rather than offensive military policy. 

"We have no means of carrying out retaliation, w© have 
no bombers and we have no means at the present time of 
carrying out any retaliation or counter offensive. All 
our air force can do here is defensive."40 

This might bo construed as an attempt on the part of Kr. 

Pearkes to differentiate between offensive and defensive 

nuclear weapons0 and making Canadians aware that the latter 

type of weapon was necessary to Canadian and continental 

defenoe« 

Despite the fact that it appeared that the 

Conservative Government was about to accept nuclear warheads 

from the United 3tateOp Mr. Dlefenbaker procrastinated in 

making a decision on this issue. This was due partly because 

Mr. Diofenbaker wanted to avoid creating another controversial 

Issue similar to that caused by the cancellation of the Avro 

Arrow* A second reason for his hesitation to accept the 

nuclear warheads was a statement by United States military 

officials which was made shortly after Canada had accepted 

the Bomarc, that those missiles were no longer the "ultimate" 

weapon in continental defence. The Americans0 at th© same 

time, urged Canadian officials to accept American Voodoo 

interceptors which carried small9 nuclear tipped mlssiloo. 

(40) Senate of Canada, pp,̂  Qlt« a page 20, 
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They were considered to be more effective than th© Bomarc 

because they were not stationary9 therefore they were not 

as vulnerable as the Bomaros in tlie event of a surprise 

attackj and also, they could intercept the enemy farther 

northp away from Canada's heavily populated areas. This turn 

of ©vents brought about a loss of confidence by Canadians in 

tiie judgment of their own government as weU as tlie American 

government and military officials. Another reason for a lack 

of any decision by Mr. Diefenbaker was the political 

consequences tliat might result should h@ announce the 

government's acquisition of the American Voodoo interceptor 

with its nuclear weapons, so shortly after it hod cancelled 

production of the Canadian Arrow. Canadians remembered the 

fiasco of tlie Avro Arrow and the statements made at that 

time0 that interceptor aircraft would no longer bo the main 

weapon in the R.G.A.F.'s arsenal. The moot effective Canadian 

defence against an enemy air attack was considered to be the 

Bomarc missive. Adding to his dilemma was the fact that 

during this time (and until the defeat of the government in 

1963), the Cabinet was divided on whether or not nuclear 

weapons should be introduced into Canada. 

Canadiansp in generalp and the parliamentary 

opposition in particular, urged the government to adopt a 

clear defence policy. Mr. Diefonbaker issued a statement 

justifying his government'o position. Ho gave various 

(41) 'jlacklin, 77.11.3.,"A Defence Policy for Canada," 
ife^urdayJI^^ vol.78, no.4, Pari 
iions Limited. To: bllcationo fAmi ted, Toronto, April, 1963» page 25. 

lie said Messrs. Harknesse Hees, and Sevigny gave as their 
reason for resigning from th© Cabinet, procrastination 
on the part of Mr. Dief enbaker. They said that Canada 
could not afford to delay it© decision for even a few 
more weeks when the HATO parliamentary discussions 
would be held. 
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reasons why tlie government had not made any firri decision on 

this issue as yet. Jne reason was tlie recent announcement by 

United States military officers that tlie Bomarc was no 

longer as affective aa it was thought to bo. This resulted in 

tlie government questioning tlie wisdom of accepting these 

weapons. Another reason why no decision was made, according 

to Mr. Diefenbakerp was the possibility of Canada losing its 

sovereignly in accepting these weapons. In July, he aaid that 

nuclear weapons would be introduced into Canada only if their 

use in Canada would be determined by a decision of the 

Canadian (VovGrnment. Then, in a speech to tiie Canadian Club 

in Novemberp he gave another reason as to why no decision had 

been taken on the issue of nuclear arms by saying, 

"we have taken tlie 3tand that no decision will be 
required while progress towards disarmament continues. 
To do otherwise would be inconsistent." 42 

lie implied that for Canada to accept nuclear weapons at this 

time may drastically affect the outcome of tlie disarmament 

negotiations detrimentally. The speech also came after the 

opinion of tne Canadian press became more vociferous against 

the acquisition of nuclear weapons. 

By mid-1961, the differences of opinion in the 

Cabinet between Bbrteraal Affairs Minister Howard Green and 

Defence Minister Douglas Harkness and their followers had 

hardened rather than mellowed into some f 02311 of accommodation. 

It was thought at this time that Mr. Dief enbaker was siding 

with his defence minister and that a statement from the 

government expressing its intention of acoepting the Bomarc 

weapons was imminent when, on September 25, 19610 tlie 

American President John P. YLGxmo^y addressed the United 
Nations General Assembly. In his speech he "proposed, among 

other things, a disarmament program that would prohibit 'the 

transfer of control over nuclear weapons to states that d© 
43 not now own them.'"^ This allowed Mr. Dief enbaker to further 

(42) Oonantp Melvin0 opft plt„» page 106. 

(43$ Ihl4. page 109. 
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postpone i-iakiuig a final decision on tiie isuue. Any statement 
at tiiis time, announcing tiie Canadian Government's acceptance 

of tiie Bui-iaxc (provided that the use of the Bouaros were to 

ba determined by the Canadian Government ) 0 would seeaa to bo 

a viol-atiou of tiie o.a. President's policy„ 

Howevero ^r. Diefenbaker found it difficult to 

clearly reject the acceptance of th© liomarc on account of 

tne American xresident's speech. This was due to a speech 

made by General Laurence 8. Kuter, the American commander-

in—chifcjf of nJORAD on September 1. General Kuter said that a 

bomber attack was still highly possible and it was nooessary 

to inflict the highest possible "kill ratio" against enemy 

aircraft. He saidp 
"the bomber remains a threat in increasingly eophisticated 
forms. It is MORAD's task both to anticipate those 
threats and to have the capability to reduce? thom to 
acceptable proportions." 44 

He also stated that a nuclear e-xplosion affects a laryer area 

than a conventional explosion, thus allowing for a less 

accurate missile whose warhead would not have to explode as 

olose to an aircraft as a conventional weapon in order for it 

to havo the same degree of perfection. The necessity for 

nuclear weapons would increase with the threat of a missile 

attack. The second factor was the necessity of destroying the 

enemy weapon, not only the oarrier. He rerforred to this zm 

"weapon kill." 

(44) Speech by General Laurence 3 . Kuter„ Commander-in-Chief0 
llpftfo Aqer^oan .Air ftefenee C m ^ n d . delivered a t 
a banquet of -the Canadian In t e rna t iona l /Mr Show, 
''.'oronto, September 1, 1961, ^age 3 . 
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"°V.'eapou kill' y/hich could be expected ox" an accurately 
placed nuoloar air defence weapon, would not only 
destroy tiie carrier but would also destroy the bomb 
v/liich is being carried, it is not at all unreasonable 
to ©Tpcct that enemy bombs will be designed with dead 
man fusses. These fuses permit the bombs to detonate^ on 
.impact| even though the aircraft or other device which 
is carrying them has been shot down in flames or has 
disintegrated in the air. There is, therefore, enoisnous 
military advantage in tlie use of a nuclear air defense 
v/arhead which will kill the weapon and not just the 
carrier." 45 

The oubsequent nuclear fallout would be insignificant when 

compared to tlie fallout resulting fioom a nuclear exnlooion 

when a bomber had eraahed into tlie ground aft or belny hit by 

a conventionally armed missile. 

The indecision with which the Canadian Government 

approached the problem of accepting nuclear weapons, and tho 

intense division of Cabinet members on this issue continued 

throughout the reat of the year and throughout 1962 aa well. 

The Conservatives gave no clear indication whether they 

intended to honour the commitments which they had. concluded 

in the past while the Liberal and Uew Democratic parties 

opposed the acquisition of nuclear weapons for Canadian 

forces. They repeatedly challenged tlie government in the 

house of Commons to isoue a clear statement of where the 

government stood on the issue. The Canadian reluotanoe to 

allow American nuclear arms to be stationed in northern 

forward positions to be immediately mobilized during a 

crisis such as occurred in October 1962, in th© Cuban crisis, 

brought the nualear weapons ismie to a head in Canada, while 

it also created tension in Canadian-American relations. During 

tiie height of the crisis, tlie .TCHAD headquarters had asked the 

Canadian Government to place its forces in a state of readiness 

and to take other measures which were necessary to improve 

(45) IM&p page 4. 
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tho operational capability in its area of command. The 
Canadian Chiefs of Staff approved this request as did the 
Defence Minister, the Cabinet met the nest momingp "with 
most of the ministers feeling that endorsement of the 
American move would be aothlny more than a foxsaallty.n 

However & Howard Groon made an impassioned appeal to 
reconsider the MORAD request as he did not favour following 
the United States blindlyp and also because ho felt that 
President Kennedy should have consulted with Canada before 
the request was made. 

RDiefenbaker jumped into the ensuing debate to back up 
Green's statement, and that was enough to swing the 
Cabinet against Harknoss who was ordered not to 
permit the alert of Canadian forces." 47 

111. Canada's defence policies with regard to USO 1957-1963 

The policy of "brinkmanship0 and massive retaliation 
that the American Government had adopted in the early 1950'sp 
was adopted by xlATO a few years later. MATO's forces were 
equipped with American-made tactical nuclear weapons which 
remained under American control. 

In 1958, the Canadian Government accepted a nuclear 
role for the R.C.A.F. in Europe„ that of a strike—reoonaiesanoo 
duty. It was to be equipped with the CIP-.104 Starfightor 
aircraft which were to be armed with tactical nuclear weapons. 
However, the Canadian forces in Europe did not reoeivo those 
weapons partly because tho government feared creating another 

(46) Uowmanp Peter 0.» MMmMJ&.my^J^J^^m^^m. 
SSSSS&M McClolXand and Stewart Mmited, Toronto/ 
Montrealp 1963, page 337. 

(47) loj^Mi. 
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controversy similar to that which arose over the creation of 

PTORAD, and partly because the Cabinet was divided over the 

question of whether Canada should or should not accept 

nuclear weapons. Another reason for the government not 

allowing tlie Canadian forces to be nuclear armed was tho 

possibility that such a policy might hamper attempts to 

achieve dlsaaancaaent. They feared that should Canada accept 

such weapons, other countries would follow suite thus 

increasing the spread of nuclear weapons rather than 

contributing to disarmament or a possible agreement on 

disarmament. 

In I960, while the Conservative Government vms still 
in the midst of doing very little to settle the question of 

whether or not to accept nuclear weapons for its strike-

reconaiasance role in Sarope, the Defence Minister, the 

Honourable George Pearkes, V.C.p in his statements on defence 

policy and the implementation before the Special Committee 

on Defence Expenditures said, 

"the basic role of the 4th Canadian Infantry Brigade 
Group is to assist in the protection of Western Europe 
by delating any advance that might be made by eneay 
ground forces. 46 

In order to effectively fulfil its role, the Canadian Assay 

would have to be equipped with the Honest John and Lacrosse 

surface-to-surface missiles, aimed with nuclear warheads. The 

Defence Minister, in his statementse did ndt explain ?;hy 

Canada h4d not consented to equip these missiles and the 

(48) Canada, Department of National Defence, St.atementfq on 
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Starfighter aircraft witli nuclear warheads. 

"iVioreovex, when pressed, the most which was ever 
admitted by General Pearke© was that the plane 'oould' 
be so armedg it was never mentioned that the 'strike' 
role was by definition nuclear, 'attack' being the MATO 
character!eation for a similar role with conventional 
weapons." 49 

The inability or unwillingnoss of the Conservative 

Government to foismlate a definite policy on whether nueloar 

weapons would be accepted as part of Canada's contribution 

to Western defence, pertained not only to NTORAD0 but to ftATO 

as well. Thus while Conservative indecision over tho Bomaros 

lasted throughout the administration's stay in office^ th© 

same indecision existed with regard to arming the Starflghters 

and the surface—to-surface missiles with nuclear warheads. The 

reasons for this indecision are similar to those pertaining 

to the refusal to axia th© Bomaros with nuclear weapons. 

However, another reason for th© government's procrastination 

in accepting nuclear weapons was the lose of Mr. Dief enbaker's 

parliamentary majority after the 1962 federal election, which 

made the Prim© Minister wary of making any decision that 

might cause adverse publicity against his administration. Also, 

the lack of a clear consensus of opinion among the Canadian 

people (the number of people in favour of nuclear weapons 

was declining), and the opposition parties, gave the Prime 

Minister a further excuse to avoid taking a definite stand on 

the issue. Thuse it can be seen that Conservative inaction 

over the nuclear arms issue with regard to NATQ„ closely 

paralleled tlie situation with regard to th© Bomaros, and 

Worth American defence. 
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lv". ouinnary 

The nuclear arms crisis of four yeara duration came 

about as a result of our membership iii the iJATO and .TOHAD 

military alliances. While the value of our contribution to 

these alliances was marginal 0 Canada felt that by belonging 

to that grout) of nations known as the "Western world," it 

had an obligation to contribute to its common defence. 

Canada's decision to join these alliances was also based on 

the self-styled role of being an influential„ important 

middle power, rightfully seeking a voice in matters of 

defence of the Western world. 

However, tlie security of the Western nations depends 

upon the policy of the two superpowers. With the oolicy being 

concentrated in tho capital cities of these two nations, and 

with the cost of belonging to military alliances increasing 

in financial terms and in matters involving tiie acquisition 

of modem, complex weapons, there is no longer any significant 

role for the middle powers in matters of defenoe. Initially, 

Canada was prepared to pay that cost, but as the weapons 

became more sophisticated9 the burden rose to a level where 

it was no longer politically or economically acceptable. The 

cost of producikig modem weapons rose at an alarming rat©. 

"Their production was rendered uneconomic for any but the 
an 

largest countries.rt 

From this time on, Canadian officials who were 

responsible for formulating defenoe policy were unclear 

about what the ends of their defence policy should be. They 

wore unable to oope with the ohanglng role that Canada had to 

undertake. This applied not only to tfORAD but to NATO as well. 

(50) Ibid» page 215. 
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" I t appears that the government wok?? up in 1959 and I960 
with some surpr ise and displeasure to the fact tha t i t 
Lad committed i t s e l f to a var ie ty of nuclear r o l e s , 
including that of the a i r d iv is ion . I t ne i ther renounced 
the commi-fements nor acquired the weapons needed to make 
them e f fec t ive - i t reacted by delay'ing. , , 51 

The reasons for the delay are not c lear 9 but they are part ly 
p o l i t i o a l . The Dief enbaker Government was wary of creat ing 
another controversy of the magnitude of the Arrow debacle 
of 1959. Also, Canada's securi ty was not immediately 
t i ireateaed, thereby posing no urgent need for a def in i te 
decision to be made on t h i s aiattar. 

(51) JM&p page 216. 
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CHAP7 3P T T LPED 

opi.aoy 
1. Important Individuals 

A. Important iiidiyiduaj.a. in favour of nuclear weapons 

Canadian opinion was seriously divided on the 

question of whether Canada should or should not accept 

nuclear weapons. This division was reflectod in tlie nation9s 

newspapers and in the various artioles and books written by 

prominent Canadian individuals. This section of the chapter 

will first examine the arguments put forth by those 

prominent individuals who felt that Canada should accept 

nuclear weaponsp and tlie opposing view will then be 

eayjffil ned. 

John Gellner, in a pamphlet entitled9 .Problems of 

Canadian. Defence, outlined some of the reasons why Canada 

should accept nuclear warheads for the Bomarc missiles. In 

the same pamphlet, wr. Gellner, who retired as an P,C,koF0 

Wing Commander in 1956» completely rejected the possibility 

of Canada becoming a neutral nation by "opting out" of the 

©old war. The former wing commander said tlie Bomarc missile 

was cheaper to build and maintain than tlie Avro Irrow. Tot 

needing on air crew, it is al30 less expensive to operate 

in that respect than is the OF-105 interceptor aircraft. 

However, because the Bomarc ie only a one-shot interceptor 

and is a less flexible and manouverable weapon than the 

Arrowp Mr, Gellner advocated that the Bomarc force should bo 

supported by a manned interceptor. He also said that Canada© 

due to its geographic position, had to assist tho United 

Statea in its air defence policies for protecting this 

continent against a possible attack by the Soviet Union. Mr, 

Gollner also said that, "deterrence has been defined ao a 
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method of forcing good (rational) behaviour through the 

1 fear of self-destruction." Thus the enemy, in order to 
stage a successful attack0 must make i t one hundred percent 
effective in or^er to prevent any counter-attack. The SAC 
bomberw, ao\ ie of wliich are continuously airborne, provide an 
effective deterrent to any Soviet aggression either by 
bombers or ruioslles. Tie more effective Canadian air defence, 
tlie stronger will be SAC's counter attack force. Thus, 
"Canadian air defence is indispensable to the security of the 
United States and through i t , to our own security," 

Klaus Knorr, who was the director of the Center of 
International Studies at Princeton University at tlie time of 
1lie Canadian Bomarc orisio was of the opinion, as were many 
other influential people, that the bomber remained a threat 
to the security of the T̂orth Amerioan continent. It was 
because of this threat, and because of the close relationship 
that exists between Canada and the United ntates in political0 

moral and national goals, that a close liaison in military 
affairs between the two nations wa3 a necessity. He felt that 
the acceptance of nuclear weapons by Canadian air defence 
forces was important not only for destroying the enemy 
carriers, but for destroying the weapon as well. 

I t should be remembered that Mr. Knorr was an 
American, and the predominant mood in the decision making 
bodies of the United States Government with regard to defence 
matters, was that Canada should fulfil i t s role as a partner 
of the United States in matters of continental defence by 

(1) Gellner, John, °Problems of Candian Defenoe," Behind tha 
Headlines, vol, XV111, no.5, Canadian Ins-iitutoof 
iiterna'Sonal Affairs, Torontop December 1958p 
page 6 . 

( 2 ) JiMsLo P&&Q B . 
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accepting nuole&r warheads for the Bomarc missile. A further 

es3Siaple of this was the view expressed by Melvin Coaant, 

esothor American, who greatly influenced Canadians by several 

of his booko written on the problem of Horth American dcfcaeo0 
especially his book entitled, ffhe Uma Polar.W&tefc. M». 
Goaant also held the view that the bomber still posed a 

threat to the security of Canada and the United States. Mr. 

Coaant attempted to convince Canadian© that Canada had an 

important role to play in MORAD as well as SATO. He ©aid, 

"so long as the manned bomber is an important part of 
the West's deterrent, Canada can directly oontribut© 
a great deal toward making the strategic force stronger0 
less vulnerable c and therefore more effective In 
dioouading the Soviet leaders from testing the ©hence© 
of a nuelear war." 3 

2«ir. Conant added0 
"to deter an attack upon Worth America it will be 
essential t© provide a mosinnim of both warning time 
ond protection for the U.S. retaliatory for©es. Sn 
thloj Canada had a very important role as it has in all 
phases of air defense, even though it may require most 
of the new equipment and weapons systems from the 
United States.° 4 

General Charles Foulkes, who was Chalman of the 

Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee until his retirement in 

1960p advocated that Canada should continue to play its part 

in defending this continent against a bomber attack until it 

ie fairly certain that the bomber threat no longer osclsts. 

He said that Canada ohould accept nuelear warheads for the 

Bomaros as they are necessary for our security. He added that 

the decision to launch a Bomare missile is a decision of each 

(3) Oonantp Molvin0 The.JEwm ^Igg watobu Harper & Brothers0 
Mew Yorkp 1§62, page 137. 

(4) Afiflfl-g3&« 
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national government involved, thus enauring an independent 

Canadian decision on this matter. General Foulkes further 

stated that, 
Mwe should always bear in mind that peaee for Canada can 
b© attained only through peace for mie worldp and unless 
we are prepared to take some risks, take some more 
responsibility, and make some sacrifice© of sovereignty 
and prestige© we may not avoid the nuelear destruction 
which is only fifteen minutes away.0 5 

Mr. Brian Crane, in hi© booklet entitled, ̂ M 

XntroauQtiQEt to Canadian Defence Policy „ was of tho opinion 

that Canada must do what it can to assist the United States 

in the defence of fforth America. Mr. Crane discounted tho 

theory that tho acceptance of nuclear weapons by Canada 

would endanger the possibility of achieving world disarmament. 

He said that the major powers must move towards disarmament 

and he was doubtful whether the leoser powers could exert 

any influence in this direction. He believed that Canada's 

only policy was to remain closely allied, politically, 

eeonomically and militarily with the United States. In return 

for American protection of Canada, this nation should continue 

to provide the United States with a warning systemp and to 

continue to allow SAC airplanes access to our air space. Mr. 

Crane was opposed to the idea of Canada opting out of -IORAD 

and ftATQ. Ho said that, 

"Canada's influence and responsibilities are not those 
of a great powers peace or war will not be decided by 
what Canada does or does not do...its destiny must lie 
within the Western alliance rather than outside it." 6 

Toronto p Ê ay 1961, page 18. 

(6) Crane, Brian, 
Canadian 
1964o pag© 62. 
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Mr. 1?®y%on Lyon, in an article in the Globe and ̂ lall 

on May 10 1961g stated tliat Canada's role in matters of 

defence should b© a non-nuclear one. He favoured a Canadian 

conventional contribution to tlie NATO alliance. In this 

article he ©aid, 
"there isp I believe, a case for the extension of control 
over nuclear weapons, under strict conditions, to some 
further countries. Canada9 however, is not one of them. 
If we obtained an independent nuelear potential 0 our 
o\m security would not be enhanced...indeed, the over­
all situation would be rendered a degree worse. 

It is not even clear that nuclear weapons need be 
on our soil or in the hands of our soldiers overseas." 7 

iiowever, in 196 3 ( in h i s well-known book, TJhe, •fppL&oy 
Question» i'lr. lyon advocated tha t Canada should become more 
c losely aligned to the United Sta tes in matters of defence 
policyp even to the extent of s ac r i f i c ing our nat ional 
independence in advocating defence policy and deciding the 
ro le t ha t our armed forces were to follow. Mr. lyon advocated 
tha t we continue to f u l f i l the ro le of warning the United 
Sta tes of any impending a t tack by on<my a i r c r a f t , and 
rejected the idea t ha t Canada should become a neu t ra l na t ion . 
II© a lso rejected the p o s s i b i l i t y t ha t Canada could adopt a 
s t r i c t l y conventional rolo for i t s mi l i t a ry forces . Mr. Lyon 
believed, tha t o f f i c i a l s in the United States government paid 
hoed to advice given them by Canadian o f f i c i a l s . He said tha t 
Canadian foreign policy i e more diplomatic than tha t of the 
United States and tha t Canada's r e s t r a in ing influence on the 
need to use force was es sen t i a l to Western, and especia l ly 
American„ foreign policy decision-makers. Although Mr. Lyon 
admitted tha t Canada was a middle power and not a major one0 

he fa i l ed to jus t i fy the reason why th© United States would 

(7) lyon, Peyton, "Canada and Suoloar Weapons," Gjjojbo j*nft 
ia j^p May 1 0 1961. 
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ace opt o r even l i s t e n to advice . ro fe r rod to tho- by 
Canadian govomnent o f f i c i a l s . 

""lore was an a r t i c l e in tlie Canadian Coiamentator 
riagazlno by I.;r. lyon i : which ho placed great importance on 
Canada -n^iintairiiiig confidence with i t s a l l i e s . Tliis oan only 
be done by honouring our coram! t r .enta . >'o said tlvat although 
l\T0 Pearson iiad long declared liimself an opponent of a 
nuc lea r armed Canada, he (Mr. Pearson) could not maintain 
tlilo pos i t ion i n d e f i n i t e l y . The a r t i c l e went on to say, 

n I'earson. . . l e a r n e d . . . t h a t Canada would have to keep 
he r commitments concerning warheads or lose heavi ly in 
the confidence and good—will of her a l l i e s . Doth of 
these are necessary i f we a re to inf luence t h e i r 
po l io i e s j and i f we c a n ' t in f luence t h e i r p o l i c i e s 9 we 
can do almost nothing to promote disarmament and a 
s ens ib l e approach to East—West problems. We oan have no 
d i r e c t Lifluenoe on th© Russians , and the eight n e u t r a l s 
i n Geneva, while serv ing a moderately useful func t ion , 
can hardly be d e c i s i v e . Therefore , paradoxical as i t 
u ight seen, Canada Liust honour her ob l iga t ions with 
respect to nuclear arms i f she i s to make the 
con t r ibu t ion she should be making i i the promotion of 
vlisurmaiaent." 3 

David Crane, the a s s o c i a t e e d i t o r of Canada / *on,tfa 
magazinep wrote an a r t i c l e i n January 1963 l-i which he Qaid 
tiii.it Canada should pu l l I t s own weigiit i n the ./ATO a l l i a n c e 
and not survive p a r a s i t i c a l ly on tiie e f f o r t s of i t s a l l i e s . 
he adhed t h a t , 

"Canada's h e s i t a t i o n over the nuc lea r quest ion has l a s t e d 
f a r too long. The r e s u l t has been a l o s s of confidence 
among i t s a l l i e s and f r i ends abroad, and a corresponding 
lack of confidence in the government a t home. The West 
has too much a t s t ake f o r Canada to t r e a t defense as a 
game. The time has come f o r Canada to s top p lay ing . 0 9 

(8) lyon, Peyton, "Foreign Policy i s C r u c i a l , 0 Canadian 
Commenator. A p r i l , 1963» v o l . 7 , n o . 4 , Baxter rablishing 
Company, Toronto, page 17. 

(9) Crane. David, n3Fuclear Defensei Canada r,5ust Have I t , " 
Canada fcontfru January 1963, Canada Week L td . , 
: ' on t rea l , page 25. 

http://tiii.it
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x.-r. Crane oald t^e weapona are usolesL; without t h e i r nuc lear 
warheads and WG must acquire these warheads an par t of our 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y l a belonging to WORAD and 'IATO. 

B. Imnoxtant, IndlviaualQ opposed to Canada aoqwiriafi nuc lear 
weapons. 

Jus t as the re were prominent ind iv idua l s who advooatod 
acceptance of nuclear weapons fo r Canadian r . i i l i tary f o r c e s , 
so were tl iere prominent ind iv idua ls who adopted a 
con t r a s t i ng viewpoint. 

Fred Alexander, a professor of nod am h i s t o r y a t the 
Univers i ty of Western Aus t r a l i a , made a b r ie f v i s i t to 
Canada in I960. He then wrote a book e n t i t l e d 0 Ognadians. and 
ffQarelgn Jstalloy* in which he did a non—stat is t ica l survey of 
Canadian opinion on foreign and domestic a f f a i r s , r.r. 
Alexander explained in one par t of h i s book, tlie opposi t ion 
expressed by senior Canadian m i l i t a r y o f f i ce r s to the prospect 
of Canada accepting nuolear weapons. Mr, Alexander sa id t h a t 
a t an informal gather ing of s en io r j o u r n a l i s t s in Ontario0 

i t was pointed ou t , 
" t h a t t he re was considerable d i ssa t l ia fac t ion among 

serving o f f i c e r s , some of whom maintained s i l ence fo r 
reasons of self-advancement while o thers did everything 
poss ib le to avoid 190RAD pos t ings which, would place them 
under the eomuaad of United S ta tes o f f i c e r s . " 10 

As ear ly as 1956, r«»ajor—General W.U.S. f.iaeklln, who 
was Adjutant-General of the Canadian Army from 1949 to 19560 

was opposed to Canada spending money on tiie network of radar 
l i n e s which were being constructed across tho breadth of t h i s 
n a t i o n . In an a r t i c l e in Maclean's magazine of February 18 , 
1956, Major-Gcneral Maoklln s t a t ed in an a r t i c l e o n t i t l e d 0 

(10) Alexander, ffred, CanMjte l . 98H&JfrXS&m Pp -̂MTp Univers i ty 
of Toronto Press , 19&0p pageCU 
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"T'iio Costly l?olly of Oar Jefanse Jo l iay ," t h a t , 

"no defonoe. wi l l over be perfect no matter how s t r i ng 
and fossnl&able i t is5 there i s too much of the f a l l i b l e 
human element in i t s opera t ion . 

Are we not than j u s t i f i e d in asking our government 
and I t s advisers0 pointingly and searcningly, what r e a l 
protect ion they expect to get fo r the enoxsaous investment 
they are making in s t a t i c a i r defenses? HowB in o ther 
words9 oan the a r c h i t e c t s of these defense© assure us 
tha t even when th® system i s complete, and perfected, 
i t w i l l be able to prevent our ruin by a l a rge-sca le 
-thennanuclear offensive? I 0 for one, wouldn*t bel ieve 
them i f they d id ." 11 

In 1963, in an a r t i c l e e n t i t l e d , nh Defence Policy 
fo r Canada," which was published in the Canadian. Saturday 
fflftht magazinep rajor-Genoral Macklin said t h a t , when 
President Kennedy had been elected to off ice , tlie doctr ine of 
massive r e t a l i a t i o n was prevalent in MORAD and HATQ. r e s i d e n t 
Kennedy attempted to increase the wealc conventional forces in 
NATO, and he recalled General ?laxwell Taylor from retirement 
and mad© him chairi-ian of the Jo in t Chiefs of '»taff to look 
in to t i l ls problem. 

L'ajor-Ceneral iJaoklin f e l t tha t i t was to t h i s end0 

tha t Canada's defence policy should bo di rec ted , he said 
tha t Canada should divorce i t s e l f from the Bomaros and 
Voodoos and 3one of tlie use less radar s t a t ions in the 'TORAD 
system, do also s tated tha t the United States i s f ive times 
more powerful in nuclear s t r i k ing capabi l i ty than the Soviet 
Union9 and tho Russians Knew i t , therefore , "the idea tha t a 
few more nuclear warheads and rockets on a few obsolete 
Bomaros and Voodoos could increase i t s effect or c r e d i b i l i t y 

12 i s a f igaent . " The Major-General was of the opinion tha t 

(11) Maclean's Maaaaipe* "The Costly Folly of Our Defense 
PolicyV Malor-General W.H.S.Mackliap Maclean-
itunter Publishing Company Limited, February 169 
1956, vo l .69 ,no .4 , Montreal, page 54. 

(12) Macklin, w.H.S., "A Defence Policy for Canada," Th@, 
\0 vo l .78 , no.4o whol® 
Lmitedp Toronto, April 19639 

iaaadlan'aatMrday flight. vo l .78 , no.4/whoY&i0.343O 
tn Publicat ions J2LG 

page 26. 
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th" Canadian a m y ' s contribution to TATO, should be one of 
t a c t i c a l n o b i l i t y . I t was the opinion of the Major-Gen era! 
tha t " th i s would, leave the government free to press for 
disarmament in in ternat ional cotincil39 without having nuclear 

IS 
bombs festo"nod around i t s neck at tlie council borrd." 

Another Inf luent ia l Canadian mi l i t a ry of f icer , 
Lieutonant-Goneral Guy Simonds also opposed the idea of 
Canada accepting nuclear warheads for the homarc mis s i l e s . In 
an a r t i c l e e n t i t l e d , "Bomaros, Just foot- in-door for U,5. 
nuclear bases—iiimonds," wliioh appeared in the Toronto Star 
on February 20, 13o3, the Lieutenant-General aaid tha t the 
Bomaros did not increase Canadian security in nay way. Ho 
oald fcliat, 

"our poor l i t t l e Bomarc bases couldn ' t knock out any 
more than .0001 per cent of an at tacking force, they 
wi l l not defend Canada, they wi l l not defend America^ 
they do not make the s l i gh te s t b i t of difference in th© 
present world balance o§ power. 

Whether or not Canada accepts nuclear weapons now or 
ever wi l l not have the s l i g h t e s t influence on tho 
defensive capacity of America." 14 

The Iiieutonant-CenGral rey>eat®d Ills opinions to the Special 
Committee on Defence which wao held in the autumn cf 1963. Ho 
oaid on October 17, 

"wo should not be in tlie nuclear f i e l d a t a l l . The moat 
useful contribution we oan make to any coa l i t ion or 
a l l i ance of which we beoome a partner i s in tlie f ie ld of 
being able to make a contribution to preventing a 
s i tua t ion developing which would lead to a thermo­
nuclear exchange." 15 

(13) Ibid,ft page 27. 
(14 )SimondBp Lt. Gen. Guy, "Bomaros, Jus t foot- in-do^r for 

U.S. nuclear bases—3imonde,n Toronto S ta r . 
February 20, 1963. 

(15) Special Committee on Defenoe. Minutes and Proceedings of 
Svidoace, Queen's P r in t e r and Control ler of 
Stat ionery, Ottawa, 1963o page 442. 
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Andrew Brewin, a member of the Flew Democratic Party 

who had been elected to the House of Commons, wrote a book 

called^ 3tand on Guard. &r. Brewin was of the opinion that 

the days of a threat of a bomber attack against this continent 

had long since passed. He said that Canada should urge that 

Its present air defence role be scrapped because the Bomarc 

missile sites act as a target for Soviet I.O.B.M.s. He was 

also of tho opinion that the Bomaros "may well inhibit 

Canada from joining with other countries in political 

initiatives for the maintenance of nuclear free sones." 

Mr. Brewin advocated that Canada should withdraw from its 

"active" role in MORAD and should concentrate on its warning 

system and it should also concentrate on highly mobile forcos 

of a conventional nature. With regard to NAT00 Mr. Brewin 

felt that Canada should abandon ifts contribution of air 

strike forces and a forward brigade in MATO. He did not 

favour the idea of totally withdrawing Canadian forces from 

the NATO alliance, but rather to withdraw our forces into a 

reserve force. It was (and still is) Mr, Brewin's opinion 

thate 
"the maintenance of a t a c t i c a l nuc lear ro l e by Canada 
mokes any i n i t i a t i v e and influence by Canada f a r l e s s 
e f fec t ive to l i m i t the dissemination of tho control of 
nuclear weapons and to press fo r the development of 
nuclear - f ree aones." 17 

He aaid t h a t Canada's withdrawal of i t s nuclear ro l e in MATO 
would be a s tep towards avoiding the p r o l i f e r a t i o n and 
esca la t ion of nuclear weapons. He a l so said t ha t the policy 
of massive r e t a l i a t i o n was outmoded, as was the policy of 

(16) Brewlnp Andrew, Staflfl onGuarflft TMSearofo fryra 
i gefmea MLlQVn KolH^ULLanfl ena Stewart 

Limited, Toronto/Montreal, 1965p page 6 1 . 
(17) IMdp page 124. 
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limited nuelear war because of th© possibility of retaliation. 

It was for these reasons that Mr. Brewin advocated that 

Canada should not contribute to MATO's nuclear defence but 

should contribute to a MATO conventional mobile force. 

The March, 1963 issue of the jSaaadian Oommentatora 
which has a circulation of G5200 readers, featured an 

article by David Gauthier. Mr, Gauthierp a journalist, said 

that Canada should supplement the American nuclear deterrent 

by offering mobile conventionally aimed forces to the 

Western alliance. He wanted th© United States to maintain the 

sole nuelear deterrent force in MATO. Canada should assist 

the U.S. force by contributing its CP-104 strike interceptor 

aircraft and the Honest John rockets to the deterrent force, 

and it should oppose th© creation of further nuclear forces 

within the organisation. For this reason he eaidp 
"Canada must not accept nuclear warheads for her MATO 
forces, Indeed e she must make her active military 
participation in HATO conditional on an agreement to 
abandon the dissemination of nuclear weapon© within the 
alliance, and to create, instead0 01a adequate, purely 
conventional foroe." 18 

James Bayrs presented another argument as to why 

Canada should not accept nuclear weapons. Mr. 'isayro, who has 

been a member of the Department of Political -iconamy at the 

University of Toronto since 1951, v/rote a prise winning essay 

in th© I960 Jpjujgctal i&jsay Contest entitled, "Canada, NATO, 

and Nuclear Weapons." Mr. aayrs said that Canada had a world 

image of being a Western nation that was free from the taint 

of being a colonial or imperialist power. However, ho said, 
that, 

(18) GauthierD David, "A Way Out of Our lluolear impasse0" 
Oĝ edULan, Commentator,, v o l . 70 n o . 3 , Baxter 

Toronto, Maren 1963, page 7< 
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"the acquisition by Canada of nuclear weapons cannot 
rationally be justified by considerations of prestige, 
any more than its justification may be sought in the 
need to prepare a distinctive deterrent to nuclear 
blackmail and aggression." 19 

Mr, S&yrs was of the opinion that Canada could and should 

contribute to tlie American deterrent by allowing missile sites 

to be built in northern Canada, granting access to our 

territorial waters to u0s0 atomic submarines armed with 

Polaris missiles, and establishing airfields for U.S. anti­

missile defences and interceptor aircraft. Mr. 3ayrs did not 

object to having nuclear aimed missiles placed on Canadian 

soil as long as th© missiles were to remain under American 

controlo 

In 1962o Mr. Paul Simon0 an economist and a student 

of Canadian defence, wrote an article in ̂ ole&nlfl niagazine 

in which he advocated that both tho Bomaros and Voodoos 

ohould be azmed with conventional warheads. Mr. Simon was 

one of the few people who did not believe that a conventional 

warhead had not previously been manufactured for the Bomarc 

missileo He referred to the Bomarc as a rifle and th© 

warheads as being the bullets. He said that0 
"it is not truop though often stated, that no conventional 
warhead exLsto for the Bomarc B. 

...The designs and specifications for the bullets 
are there, and Canada oould make theaa herself," 20 

(19) >feyrsB James, "Canada, JIATO, and liuelear Y7 capons," 

^
0^?,, gtaXff ̂ fej^g^iaiTO^? R.CA.F. Staff 
Hegee Auaour Heights, Toronto„ 1960p page 69. 

(20) Simon, Paulp "Y/o're Arming Against Ourselves if We Take 
A-arms for the Bomarc," MaoXejm'JU July 14„ 1962. 
Maolean-Hunter Publishing Company Limited, Toronto, 
page 47. 

fr 
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He said t ha t i f a bomber would be destroyed by a 

nuclear armed Bomarc a t an a l t i t u d e of 40,000 foot , the bomb 
within the a i rp lane would explode. If t h i s was a hundred 
megaton bombe and i f the explosion took place over Three 
Rivers , «tr. 31mon saye tha t the r e s u l t i n g f i r e b a l l would 
envelop Quebec City and Montreal. Mr. Simon made two 
sugges t ions . The f i r s t one was tha t the Bomarc should be 
armed with conventional warheads so t h a t when i t destroyed 
an energy bomber, the bomb would bury i t o e l f harmlessly in th© 
ground, T h i s was contrary to the Idea of "weapon k i l l . " The 
bomarc, however, was not su f f i c i en t ly accura te to ensure a 
d i r e c t h i t on an eiieoy a i r c r a f t with each a t tempt . 

"But as ear ly as 1955 an expert pointed out t h a t a l l i t 
t akes to achieve t h i s I s to f i t a convontionally armed 
Falcon rocket to the Bomarc•s nose . The Fa lcon^ . . .gu ides 
i t s e l f with p in-poin t accuracy t o i t s t a r g e t by an 
in f ra red heat-seeking system." 21 

Thus t he Bomarc could be guided towards the a i r c r a f t ' s 
engines onoe the Paloon rocket was wi th in f ive miles of the 
enemy bomber. Secondly, Mr. 31mon proposed t ha t the Bomarc 
bases should be moved f a r t h e r north so as to lessen the r i sk 
of a Canadian c i t y being damaged by enemy bombs. 

James Minif ie , who i s a news correspondent for the 
Canadian xJr&adcastlng Corporation was one of the few prominent 
Canadians who advocated t ha t Canada should adopt a n e u t r a l i s t 
policy i n mat ters of defence and fore ign po l icy , -ir, Minifie 
s t a t ed i n h i s book, Peacemaker or Powder-^iilonkey. t ha t Canada's 
defence p o l i c i e s were l a rge ly determined by foreign m i l i t a r y 
o f f i ce r s In the Pentagon and a t Colorado Spr ings , He sold t h a t 
by belonging to HORAD, Canada's e f fec t iveness a t the United 
Nations was l imi ted because a na t ion whose forces wore under 
foreign command, was regarded as having l o s t I t s independence. 

(21) l o o . P i t . 
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Canada wao regarded aa being a s a t e l l i t e o.f tue 'nited 3 t a to s , 
aceordiny to ?Ir. . ' inif le . He f e l t tha t Canada coiJ-d regain 
i t s independence and I ts influence in w>rld af fa i ra by 
declaring i t s e l f a neutra l nat ion. This would not be a 
negative withdrawal from world a f f a i r s , bui? ra ther a pooifeiv© 
a t t i t u d e towards solving world problems. In 'Tr. U in i f i e ' s 
view, i t would enable Canada to play a more ac t ive ro le in 
tho Commonwealth, aid in the United Ja t ions . He sai.d t h a t , 

"Canada could not begin to f u l f i l i t s po ten t ia l ro le 
as long as i t s ( In i t ia t ives were f rus t ra ted by policy 
d i r ec t ives l a id down in waohington-as for example in 
the question of recognising China whore Canada dare not 
express the one view supported by every p o l i t i c a l party 
ut homo." 22 

Mr. uilnifie said tha t a policy of neutralism for Canada, 
"would imply the resumption of a universa l rolo wliieh has 
been blurred and blunted by ovor-cloeo associa t ion in 
regional mi l i t a ry a l l i a n c e s . " y ?lr. f^inifie favoured 
Canada maintaining i t e own anti-bomber foroo which would be 
based in the Canadian nortliland. He repeated h i s be l ie f in 
neutralism for Canada In h i s book e n t i t l e d , Qnon a t ,tb>e„ ffep* 
He said tha t Canada's future role 

" inside iJATOp ins ide cont inental defence and oer ta in ly 
ins ide tlie United Matlons wi l l not require any 
enlargoueait, but would require a dimunition of any kind 
of nuclear arms and equipment." 24 

(22) Minifie, James M.» Peacemaker or Powder-^tonkey, noClolland 
& Stewart l imi ted , Toronto/Monlaroal, September 
1965, page 72. 

(23) lojau. opU. 

(24) Minif ie , James U., Open a t the Topft UcClelland and 
Stewart Limited, Toronto/Montreal9 1964, page 107. 
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r . General Canadian misgivings about c lose cooporation witfe 

The author has presented t h e arguments put fo r th by 
i n f l u e n t i a l Canadian and American w r i t e r s who attempted to 
inf luence the Canadian public to adopt and support ono o r 
the o t h e r of th© two s ides to t he nuc l ea r arms debate . The 
au thor would now l i k e to examine b r i e f l y th© general 
misgivings tha t Canadlands had in regard to c lose cooperation 
with tiie United. S ta tes in tlie f i e l d of j o i n t defence. 

Donald C. ^ a s t e r s , who i s a professor of h i s to ry a t 
Bishop 's Univers i ty , showed i n h i s book, Canada i n ^orlfl 
Affffllngft lo,53. to ,1955. t ha t Canadian uneasiness over our 
c lose a s soc i a t i on with United S t a t e s m i l i t a r y p o l i c i e s , began 
in the ear ly 1950' n when the t h r ee r ada r l i n e s were being 
const rue ted across Canada. He pointed out t h a t tlie Montreal 
5tArff which r e f l e c t ed the peop le ' s i nc reas ing uneasiness a t 
the tlrao, d i s l iked the increased i n t e g r a t i o n of the m i l i t a r y 
forces of Canada and the United S t a t e s under an American 
commander to tlie point where "Canadians would bo fight^ftg 
under a commander whose primary concern was the defence not 

25 
of Canada,, but of the United S t a t e s . " At the same t ime, 
Maclean'fl. magaaine objected to the f ac t t h a t v i s i t s by i t s 
e d i t o r , Mr. Ralph All en „ to t he DM l i n e bases had to be 
c leared in advance with United S t a t e s o f f i c i a l s in the 
United S t a t e s . 

James i&yrs, in h ie book e n t i t l e d , Canada la, World 
Affa i rs* October 1955 to June 1957. mentioned some of the 
Canadian c r i t i c i s m s which were being expressed aga ins t c lose 

(25) Masters , Donald C , ffanada ^ l p , r 3 . d A^falrs^ 19^3 ftp,,, Jjflaa, 
Oxford Univers i ty Proas , publianed v m l e r w 
auspices of the Canadian I n s t i t u t e of I n t e r n a t i o n a l 
Af fa i r s , Toronto, 1965, page 64. 
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Canadian—U . J . a x i l l a r y cooperation. r . layra OK.L< tha t 
Saaadiun:; ro t only feared a lose of na t io lai fjroveroiy "by but 
roseatea x,..e amount of money Canada was spending to construct 
tlie r adar s t a t i o n s which, i t was be l ieved , would soon become 
obsole to duo to the rapid s t r i d e s being lade in Soviet 
teolmology in tne f i e l d of rocicets and i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l 
b a l l i s t i c u i s a i l e c . . r . Sayrs suggested tha t to regain 
'Janadian oovoroiyi ty , Canadians should e i t h e r take over tho 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of lOanoing the I) J>< l i n e , o r tld.3 f-Liction 
sliould be done by a l l 1AT0 countr ies on a r o t a t i o n bsa is j 
however due to tiie p o s s i b i l i t y of s ecu r i ty v io l a t i ons and 
the undos i r ab i l l t y of increas ing MATO's funct ions unduly, i ir . 
Jayru preferred tlie former so lu t ion , he aloo pointed out 
that Janadianr; were c r i t i c i s i n g the soundness of th© 
s t r a t egy of j o i n t defence with the United S ta tes and he noted 
t h a t '-4a j or—General fciaoklin had accused the Canadian government 
of allowing i t s po l i c i e s to be d ic ta ted by American concepts 
of what the defence of tforth America should e n t a i l . 

4r. Conant, although an American, was not immune to 
Canadian s e n s i t i v i t i e s aroused by th© j o i n t defence of t h i s 
con t inen t , he said tha t because the United S ta tes had assumed 
the main burden of defending the West aga ins t tlie >oviet 
menace, Canadians found themselves inc reas ing ly bound up with 
American p o l i c i e s and a c t i o n s . Ho recognised the fac t t ha t 
Canada had l o s t much of i t e freedom of ac t ion in not 
e s t a b l i s h i n g i t s own defence p o l i c i e s , lie was aloo aware 
t ha t Canadians f e l t . 
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"th© purpose of much of Canada's military policy and 
i t s &$£©»$$ effort has been to assist in placat ing 
tho ttoSo Stmtegio Air Commando Yet mmw Gauadiono foal 
their nation had not had ond does not have any ooateol 
01? w any wi#e ov®r the deployment os? tase of SAO In 
t&mo of peaee» me t or crisis* sabis thcgr eaf© deapSy 
conccasicd that tho otrategic foroo moy b© used oa en 
American in i t ia t ive alone, but through, an action that 
would iavolve Canada directly ond fully In a l l i t s 
conDequencesc" 26 

However this did not change Mr. Conant* s cQJivletion that 
close cooperation between Canadian and United States a i r 
defenoe forces wao both neaessaxy and desirable* 

(26) Goaonlu ncftda* gteJ^ffff..iffi&^lfttf^ Harpor & B r o t h e l 
Uew YoaSÊ  1362 * page 75« 
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3-3-• Tg'.7»papers and pe r iod ica l s . 

Tinny of the points put forward by newspapers are 
Biinilar to those which have already boon -lentinnod in tlie 
f i r s t oeotion of thia ohapter. Hovrever, tlie author thought i t 
necessary to include th i s sect ion as nevrapapers atteniplmd tg 
influenoe Oanjv'1 ion public opinion. The ouccens of tho 
newspapers in nocoinnliahinr t h i s fea t ia r^ferrsd to in the 
l a s t ohapter. 

Tho author has examined seventeen Canadian novrs papers. 
The newspapers that have been chosen wore celected for 
reaeson3 of geographical representa t ion as well an the oiae 
of t h e i r c i r cu l a t i on . The author has examined t i i i r teen of tho 
f i f t een most widely road newspapers. Several acaall newspapers 
were also surveyed for geographical purposes. 

The 3&6jLA,Y0r pa.re.ejpry p,f, %TO*VWra PM/Wflf l j - f f l^ 
c l a s s i f i ed a l l of tlie newspapers which are i mentioned in t h i s 
chapter , as being independent, with tlie exception of the 
Liberal Vancouver Am, the Independent Liberal Winnipeg Free 
Press , the Liberal Toronto Daily S ta r , and tho Communist 

1 
newspaper, Tho Tribune. 

This section ia divided in to the pro and an t i -nuc lear 
arguments0 with the viewpoints in favour of these weapons 
being examined f i r s t . Of tlie seventeen newspapers that the 
author examined e nine of them favoured Canada acquiring 
nuclear weapons for the Bomaree and eight v/er© opposed. 
Efoitner of these sentiments was confined to on© pa r t i cu l a r 
area of the nat ion. Thue0 fo r example, pro and antl-^iuolear 
eoaus oentiment were expressed throughout the p r a i r i e s and the 

(1) The c i r cu la t ion f igures and ©laoolflcatlcm of the 
newspapers end pe r iod ica l s being Independent o r o thamioo 
*?s token from the Wgft A^^^m^$^^lm^m^^^& 
Per iod ica l s , M.W. Ayer & Son ino0 KbijiadelplaiQ^ i W f . 
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Marl times 9 and even the two principal newspapers in Toronto 

could not ogreo on tho issue. 

3Jhe diff©reaoes of opinion espr©ssod by tho various 

newspapers ia this country on matters of defeats o bee&rao more 

pronounced with the ssmounoement that th© Avro Arrow was to 

bo ©crapped. Max̂ r newspapers supported thlo deoioioa of the 

Ocaasorvative Govsramento Th© QsO/^psr HQraldo whloh has a 

eirsulatioa of 87pl4Qi> deemed it sm act of political oourag© 
ond defended the government e^alnst th© charges laid o^ainst 

it that tho government rushed into its decision ond did not 

consider the welfare of the displaced corkers, ̂ ho paper 

said cm Fobruary 25 0 1959» 

"no governaaent is going to throw Canadian \n?©r2cors out of 
VJQTSS. \3illlngly«,. .it was done with fair naming. 

The govsaaament made efforts to cushion any shook to 
disposed workers. It was not tho gowBamoat that let 
thesa out on a few hours notice." 2 

Tho implication was that the ©ompany, A.V.Bo© of Oanadae Ltd., 

was responsible for the dismissal of tho 14p000 workers who 

were unemployed after the Avro Arrow project wao ao©jid©&cd. 

This point was also discussed by the Bag&ltoi. Sosotjator which 

is th© tenth largest newspaper in Canada vsith a circulation 

of 118 0 467. The paper said that the scrapping of the Asrow 

KJQB inevitable after tho United States had decided not to 

purohase the airoraft. But the paper stated that the A.V.Ro© 

Oompony must share a large amount of the blcaae for not 

assisting the jobless workers in helping them find new jobs, 

end in not systematically releasing the men from their jobs* 

Tho paper wanted to know vahy tho decision on the ASTGVJ uas 

token so suddenly end olso, why the company reacted to tho 

decision so obruplslyo 

The WteniQea Krlbuna. the smaller of tho two main 

v/ianlpeg newspapers, having a oirculotion of 74©949* said© 

(2) Mitoriale gho Calgary Heralds February 299 1959. 
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"the Dief enbaker $ovemaiaent'e decision to scrap the Arrow is 

praiseworthy.0"^ TM& newspaper strongly supported th© 
government0e decision. The editorial of February 2X0 1959D 
said that Mr. Diefeabokor did not have to asanounoQ this 

decision until Marsh 319 the end of the fiscal year9 but ho 

chose to suaks his deoision at this time to pswent 

prolonging the ê gony of spreading the tax payer's monoy oa 

on out-dated aircraft. It did criticise tho ̂ ovenuacnt for 

not helping the workers of A.V.Eoe Company, to find other 

employment. Other newspapers which supported the government 

v/ere the ftlatoe. m d Mall, the Montreal .Star., and the j&Oito 

0l3p̂ iLt(ale»»Herald. The latter two supported it on tho grounds 
that Canada would no longer be wasting money on this project. 

The ®lob&._-an& Msdl took a different approach. It said, 

"this newspaper has not token sides as between tlie 

foveriiiaent end Avroj nor has it the slightest desire to o so. w© have excepted * without quibbling or quarreling0 
the Government's deoision to terminate the Arrow end 
Iriquois program. ° 4 

(The Iriquois was a Canadian designed flame thrower). Thus 

it con bo said, that one of the raain arguments for supporting 

the Conservative Government's decision to scrap the Arrow vjas 

its production costs. However, by supporting the Conservative 

decision, the newspapers were not rejecting Canadian 

acquisition of aircraft carrying nuclear weapons. Thqy wore 

iaoroly expressing their opposition to Canada raejocufaoturlng 

such aircraft beoous© of the enormous cost involved in such 

a project. 

A* mmxmsisxm. i n support of nuoleeir weapons. 

Tho issue of whether or not Canada should accept 

(3) Editorial, Winnipeg Tribune, February 21, 1959. 
(4) Edi tor ia l , Glofee .and. ISsll* February 25p 1959. 



51 
nuclear weapons saw the Canadian Government, the Canadian 

people, and the nation*s newspapers, deeply divided in their 

opinions, however, on this issue, the newspapers which 

advocated Canada accepting these weapons had more than only 

one argument upon which they could base their beliefs. 

Like the Conservatives, those papers that supported 

tho idea of Canada acquiring nuclear weapons, often found 

themselves on the defensive side of the debate. One exception 

was tlie attitude taken by the Cal/mry Herald in May 1961. 

MS?. T.C.Douglas9 who was then the Premier of Saskatchewan had 

said that if Canada were to aooept nuclear weapons, this may 

provoke the Soviet Hnion into arming the socialist European 
nations with similar weapons. The attitude of the Calvary 

Herald was that this aright already be the case. It then said, 

"if Premier Douglas expects Canadian troops to defend 
this countzy, then even he and his 'new party' should 
see the sense of aiming these troops with the beat 
weapons available, end this moans nuclear weapons." 5 

With regard to NATO, th© arguments put forfch in the 

newspapers, both for and against Canada accepting nuclear 

weapons for its MATO forces, were essentially tlie came as 

those already mentioned with regard to the Bomarc issue. Tlie 

Hamilton aneetatox said £n January 14, that by acoepting 

nuclear weapons, Canada would not engender a nuclear war, but 

rather it would end the farce of not arming the Starfighter 

aircraft with the weapons it was designed to carry. Tlie 

Ottawa Citiaen said that Canada should not opt out of NATO, 

rather it should accept the nuclear weapons which have been 

advocated by the HATO Council. The paper favoured a buildup 

of MATO1s conventional forces, and said Canada should attempt 

to impress this idea upon its allies while remaining a member 

(5) lautorlal, Oalmrv Herald. Mav 10. 1961. 
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of the alliance. In 13G1, the Citizen said, 

"extension of use of nuclear weapons to forces of any 
country within the alliance would indeed be a retrograde 
step* -Sut if 5TAT0 did more in this direction Canada 
would be in a much bettor position to eixert a countering 
Influence if It was within the alliances, rather than 
outside of it." 6 

B. ffewapanara opposed to Canada, .acquiring nuclear reaarapa. 

Differences of opinion which were expressed by tho 

newspapers were not confined solely to the Bomarc issue. In 

1955, there was some concern over increasing American control 

over our defenoe policies due to their financing and 

operating some of the radar lines then being built across 

Canada. The WlnuloaiR Free Pxm® „ which is -tho ninth largest 
newspaper in this country, having a following oft 123,052 

readers,, echoed tlie sentiments of those that feared too close 

a relationship with the United States. Tho paper favoured the 

control of the radar lines passing into tho hands of a NATO 

Northern Command. Such an arrangement would, 

"have a special advantage for this country. Canada would 
no longer have to deal in defence matters bilaterally 
with the American giant. If we could deal nultilatcrally 
in a truly tfATO command there would probably be less 
concern then at present over questions of sovereignty." 7 

The itontxeal Star took a different view of th© situation© The 

paper said the agreement signed between Canada and the United 

States allowed Canada to replace American personnel with 

Canadians at any time it chose to do so. However, the JUtar 

did express a note of caution with regard to Canada 

safeguarding its sovereignty. The editorial of May 24, 1955 

(6) iMitorlalp Ottawa Citizen,, May 10, 1961. 

(7) "On MATO'B Northern Rim," Winnipeg Free Press* December 
10, 1955. 
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said, s 

"there are also clauses in the acroemeJit which safeguard 
Canadian sovereignty, establish Canadian law. and give 
important functions to the Department of Northern 
Affairs. The net effect of the arrangement is, however, 
one which leaves a faintly uncomfortnble mood in 
Canadian minds. One recalls the old adage about 'who 
pays tlie piper calls the time.' There is no doubt so far 
as the DB7 line is concerned, about who is paying the 
piper." 8 

The main opposition to Canada aooeptlag nuclear 

weapons was that this was just another instance of tiie United 

States Increasing its control and authority over Canadian 

defence policy. >'his was ths attitude taken by the .Vancouver 

jgun. just one weak after :ir. Dief enbaker* s speech of February 

20, 1959, in which he announced the scrapping of the Arrow 

program and the yovemiiiont' s intention to accept tlie domaro 

mlssilo. Mils paper, which has the third highest circulation 

figure in Canada (240,388), is a Liberal newspaper. On 

February 27, 1959, the paper said, 

"...Canada is giving defence bases to the United States, 
buying U.S. military hardware, importing U.S.-owned 
nuclear warheads and even allowing the h,3. to dictate 
how and when Canadians may use them. Perhaps all of this 
make3 military sense for a relatively small nation which 
is the inevitable ally of a much larger one. But It also 
makes a mockery of the pretence that each of the allies 
shall be expected—even requircd-to make tlie best of its 
own defence facilities." 9 

This sentiment was also expressed by tlie Winnipeg Tribune0 
which was skeptical about the Bomarc still being a useful 

weapon, and by the Toronto Daily Star. The Toronto Pgylly ,&tar 

is an Independent-Liberal newspaper, and is the most widely 

read Baglieh language daily paper in Canada, (549,250). Tho 

Star favoured Canada playing its pre—1957 role of warning the 

(8) Editorial, The. Montreal Marn May 24, 1955. 
(9) Editorial, Yaneouver Sun. February 27, 1959. 
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Strategic Air Command of any approaching hostile planes from 

northern Canada, but it did not favour our acquiring weapons 

which do not give Canada any added security but involve largo 

expenditures of tho tax payer's money. Tho Stjar. sold that this 

wao not a plea for neutralismv but rather a desire to 

sa^oguard our sovereignty in matters of defence. "Geography0 
culture and economies dictate close ties with the United 

Stateso They do not dictate subservience in defence and 

foreign policy," 

The Wl*miPQ& Tribune admired Mr. Green, the Minister 

for Ebctemal Affairs, and his attempts to convince tho 

Conservative Cabinet as well as international conferences, of 

the need to put an end to tho arms race. The Tribune,n like 

the Vanoouver faxa^ favoured Canada spending its defenoe 
dollars in purchasing conventional weapons for its military 

forces. In 1961, it gave tho following reasons for its 

decision to which it adhered throughout the nuclear debate. 

"We think that Canada would lose whatever moral leadership 
it has toward disarmament if It adopted nuclear weapons. 
Wo think that if Canada had a nuelear arsenal it would 
be oven more difficult to halt the spread of nuclear 
weapons and to prevent an accidental holocaust." 11 

c. &%&afl&ftfl&fl» 

The author found veiy few articles in Canadian 

periodicals dated in tho mid-19500s which dealt with the iosuo 

of Canada aecopting nuclear weapons. Tho author could not find 

any article which appeared in any Canadian periodical which 

supported Canadian acceptance of nuclear arms. However 0 ono 

cannot assume that all Canadian periodicals wore opposed to 

(10) Kditorial, Toronto Dally 3tarft February 23, 1959. 

(11) Sditorlal, Winnipeg Tribune» May 3, 1961. 
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Canada acquir ing nuclear wer.oons. The Canadian per iod ica l s 
which wer<i op->oso<i to Canada becoming involved in a nuclear 
r o l e , yavo several reasons for t h e i r s tand, viio author has 
chosen to examine tlie arguments put fortli by Maclean* s 
magazine for several reasons. F i r s t , i t i s the moot widely 
read Canadian Magazine, having a c i r c u l a t i o n of 564,466 
r eade r s . Secondly, i t i s f a i r l y r ep resen ta t ive of the 
arguments put for th by other Canadian per iod ica l s wfeich 
erpressed t h e i r opnosit lon to Canadian forces being equip-oed 
with nuclear weapons. F ina l ly , i t , more than any other 
p e r i o d i c a l , cons i s ten t ly produced a r t i c l e s based on the 
nuclear arms Issue and the problems produced by Caaada8s 
c lose assoc ia t ion with the United Sta tes in the f i e ld of 
defence. In 1956, M c l e a n ' s magasin© was concerned about the 
l o s s of Canadian sovereignty due to the agreenents tha t had 
been made concerning tiie construct ion of the radar l i n e s in 
Canada. 

"In return for the luxury of not spending uionay on the 
Bowline wo Canadians have surrendered saciething that for 
the last generation we have regarded as our greatest 
necessity ? our independence. For a sua of ..loney that 
during tlie approximate construction period of Dewline-
roughly 1954 to 1957-will be somewhat more than ©quailed 
by the taxes we will pay on tobacco, we have delegated 
the effective working control of at least ten percent 
of our land area to the United States Air j?orco. " 12 

Mr. Ralph Allen, tho editor of the magazine who wrote this 

article said that under the original agreement, Canada had 

the right to take over the operation of the Dewlino on 

reasonable notioo. he said that the cost involved in having 

Canadian forces operate tho Dewline was well worth our 

(12) Allen, Ralph. "Y/ill Dewline Coot Canada its Horthland?" 
IfiOlQ;an*aB May 26, 1956, vol.69o no.ll* Maclean-
Hunter Tubliahin/; Company Limited, wontrealp page 69. 
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re&aiaiiig t a e sovereignty which was l o s t to the U.30A.P. 
xxrB Allen tlion described a t r i p t ha t he took with 

severa l Canadian and American m i l i t a r y o f f i ce r s as well as 
some other j o u r n a l i s t a , from -lew Yonc to a Dewline base. They 
stoppeo a t Probisher Bay on Baffin Is land where a press 
coaf erenee was held by the wing ooiamander, who was a 
Canadian commanding the base . 

"On many ques t ions , some of which concerned the base he 
commando, ho had no idea what to sey. He would turn to 
the sen ior U.S. s ecu r i ty c o l o n e l . . . 

' Should I answer tliat V• 
Sometimes the U3A1? colonel said i t was a l l r igh t to 

answer, Sometimes he did no t . I asked a question about 
tiie defence of our radar s i t e s , Canadian s i t e s and 
American s i t e s and j o i n t s i t e s . 

'Can I answer?' the Canadian wing commander' asked. 
'To, 8 tiie .'jnerioaii colonel s a id . 
There was no answer," 15 

While tae rank of colonel i s above tha t o _ a wing commander, 
tlie faot t ha t a Canadian wing commander wlio was commanding a 
Canadian base was prohibi ted by an American colonel from 
ansv?ering a ques t ion, angered not only ;.r, Allen, bnt many 
otlier Canadians. 

I t was pa r t ly because of th lu l o s s of Canadian command 
over bases wiiicli were s i t ua t ed on Canadian s o i l , tha t 
irJ^qXeaa'.a. m^aizine opposed Canada's oloso cooperation with 
tlie United S ta tes in matters of con t inen ta l defence. 

In an e d i t o r i a l in r.Iarch 1959, tlie magazine said t ha t 
the world i s divided in to two groups of na t ions , the Powers 
and nun-Powers. Canada was a non-Power nat ion an i t possessed 
and contro l led no nuclear weapons or long-range m i s s i l e s . I t 
wao of the opinion tha t Canada's s t a t u s i a tlie world would 

(13) Ib id , page 70. 
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v 
sot ohssagg srea *i£ w© oxmed a thousand Aszmm and tveara 
to mm. tea. -thoû esad Bomaros9

n > 

isaroh 2% 1959s ml*72$ §o*7«> (14) Edi tor ia l ( , feQ^aa*fa|, tasrwa <3De JUS?:?^ insula/<s$ u»< 
i^oleaa.-«ii5E^or publismzig ttopssy l&aitt 
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Hlo public. Q.pinl|Oa. 

The author has examined Canadian d@j-eu.ce policies 

from 1945 to 1963, and the reaction to these policies are 

expressed Uy prominent individuals in the fields of politico 
and defence, l'he reactions of Canadian newspapers and 

periodicals have also been .examined. This section will 

concentrate on the attitudes of trie Canadian people t'> the 

problcsa of national defence, and in particular, to tlie 

Bomarc issue. 

3one of tlie polio which are presented in this 

chapter have been talcen from a book entitled. In Xpur OTjlodbOBU 

These polls wore compiled between fovember 19620 and 

February 1LJ63. The book was written by two men, John Paul 

and Jerome Laulicht, who questioned people from various 

backgrounds, '"here wore six categories of people who were 

questioned. The national sample (<N) consisted of Canadian 

cltlsens and British subjects who were over 21 years of ago. 

These people liVed in various parts of Canada, except the 

difficult areas to reach, such as tlie iJorthwest Territories 

and northern ifowfoundland. Vho teenage sample (2), consisted 

of 150 boys and girls whose ages ranged from 16 to 21. The 

teenage sample was talcen from towns and cities having a 

population of OVOT 1,000, and from seven-fey—two rural sampling 

areas, in tlie same areas of the country as referred to for 

the national sample. The 190 people who contributed 

financially to tiie Canadian Peace Research Institute (on 

whose behalf this survey was done), constituted a random 

geographical sample drawn from 25p000 people who contributed 

money to tlie Institute. The anewero of the oontrlbutorei have 

oe^n. designated as (C) on the polls. The 48 bualneoomen (B) 
who were randomly selected^ represented companies whoso aosoto 

exceeded one million dollars. Tho 48 union lead era (L) wore 

aloo randomly selected and they wore either leadero of a 

mailto:d@j-eu.ce
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union croceding ton thousand members, or senior officers in 

a national trade union federation. Finally, tlie 43 political 

leaders (!') were chosen in proportion to their party's 

representation in the House of Commons. Thus the political 

representation was made up of 19 Conservatives, IB Liberals0 
6 Social Credit H.P.s, and 5 KT.D.P. representatives. 

It will be remembered that several prominent 

individuals cited in section one of this chapter, t̂ ade 

rof oronoe to the possibility of Canada becoming a neutral 

state. All of them rejected this idea outright with the 

exception of mr. James Minifie. In July I960, the 

Canadian Institute of Public Opinion asked Canadians what they 

thought of tlie idea of having Canada join the neutral bloc. 

TABLF; 'TUMBEP. OTE1 

Some people think that because of Canada's geographic 
position and problems of defence in the event of a 
nuclear war that we should become a neutral nation like 
Switzerland. Others think that this would not be the 
right thing to do. VThat is your opinion? 

iJoutral 

Should Mot 

(Qualified 

:Io Opinion 

Total 

The author was unable to discover if tills was a national or 

regional poll. However, it can be safely stated, that by and 

large, Canadians rejected th© theory that their nation should 

leave tlie Western military alliances and declare itself to bo 

a neutral state0 
The second table is designed to show th© attitudea of 

various groups of people polled with respect to Canada playing 

161 
422 

31 

117 
731 

22 

57.7 

4.3 

n.... 
100.05 

(1) Canadian.Institute of Public Opinion poll, July I960, 
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a r o l e in the h'nited .rat ions peacekeeping Poree . I t w i l l be 
noted t l ia t a ^ r s a t o r porcontago of t he labour people favoured 
our support of a b . . I . f o r c e than did the businessmen. (The 
f i g u r e s from a l l of t h e t a b l o a o i tod from tho book, In Your 
jj)p.ini,pn« a r e p e r c e n t a g e s ) . 

TAiiLy .JUuidR TWO2 

.io«7 hor© are two opposing i d e a s . i7ill you t a l l ae wliich 
of th© two comes o l o o e s t t o t h e way you you r se l f f e e l ? 

II T C B L P 
a . ) I th ink t h a t a s t r o n g 

permanent U.N.Army would 
be a r e a l danger t o our 
n a t i o n a l freedom. 11 12 11 23 4 17 

b . ) I t h ink t h a t a s t r o n g 0 
permanent U.J.Army would 
p r o t e c t , r a t h e r than 
endanger, our n a t i o n a l 
freedom. 70 83 04 58 88 83 

BonH know 11 3 5 19 8 0 

Tota l TOJ ISo" 1575 T3o° T5S To"5 
I t should a l so be noted from the above t a b l e t h a t t h e 
bus iness group placed l e s s confidence in tlie e f f e c t i v e n e s s 
and the j o s o l b i l i t y of t he U.'-J. ^rmy to defend our n a t i o n a l 
freedom than any ot l ier r roup ques t ioned . n,he businessmen aloo 
expressed tlie l a r g e s t percen t of u n c e r t a i n t y about t h e 
c a p a b i l i t y of such a f o r c e as to whether i t could, bo 
considered a danger , o r p r o t e c t o r to our n a t i o n a l freedom. 

(2) Paul . John, ond L a u l i c h t , Jerome, I n Your Opinion. 
Canadian Peace Research I n s t i t u t e , voYumeXT"^ 
Clarkson, O n t a r i o , 1963, page 42. 
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TABLS MUMBJS* THR BB^ 

Bo you think wo should or ohould not arm Canadian forces 
with otomlo weapons man? 

EF S C B I, P 
Our armed foroea both in 
Canada and l&irop© ohould 
have atomic weapons a only 
in Canada, or only in Europe 41 50 26 56 51 33 

None of our forces$ either in 
Europe or Canada, ohould have 
atomlo weapons. 17 17 42 6 34 38 

jSSaergeaoy now—get them now 20 16 4 17 0 0 

iSJot an emergency now, eo 
don't got them 14 12 21 6 9 29 

Don't know 8 5 7 15 6 0 

Total 1515* ISo* W5 1*35" ISc* OT 

Table numbor three is a result of a question posed 

by Messrs. Paul and Laulioht concerning the acquisition of 

nuclear weapons by Canadian forceo. Oaoe again, th© 

discrepancy between the answers given by the businoseraea ond 

labour leaders ohould be noted, eopeolally with regard to the 

second and third statements. One eurprlslng aspect may be the 

anoworo given by the teenagers. It is generally thought that 

the teenagers are against nuclear weapons of any kind and are 

more eager to support disarmament proposalo than are people 

in other groups of sooiety. However, when tables two and 

three are exssminedp it oan be seen that the teenager0 e 

reaponoe corresponds oloooly to the oplniono of tho national 

eomple. Tho toeaa^oro were more favourable to the idea that 

Canada op end at least fivo percent of its dof onco budget on 

the U.U. Az3ayB than were tho Canadian adults. Although 94# o£ 

(3) IfrMs pag© 84. 
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the teenagers, as compared to 41$ of the adults9 thought that 

Canada's defence forces should be increased9 67$ of the 

teenagers thought that "if more countrieo get atomic weapons, 

the danger of atomic war (would) greatly increase 9" as 

compared to 57$ of the adult sample. 

It should be noted in table number three0 that both 

the teenage and business ©ample© closely refleoted the 

national sample in thinking that an emergency did exist in 

international relations, thus making it imperative that 

Canada accept nuclear weapons as quickly as possible. These 

figures should bo compared not only to the labour respond entsp 
but also to the responses of the politicians, who doubted that 

an emergency did exist. Furthexsaore, an examination of these 

groups should be made after combining their answers to tlie 

first and third choices in table number three. Here again, 

one can see the teenage and business groups closely resembling 

the national sample. Sixty-one percent of the national sample 

was in favour of Canadian forces being armed with nuclear 

weapons while 66$ of the teenage sample and 73$ of the 

buoineso sample held the same opinion. Theoe figures should 

be compared to those of the labour and politician's sarapleo. 

Thirty-one percent of the labour group and 33$ of the 

politicians favoured nuclear weapons being supplied to 

Canada's armed forces. 

In September 1961, the Canadian Institute of Public 

Opinion asked Canadians whether they thought Canadian armed 

forces should bo equipped with nuclear weapon©. The following 

response to that question was part of that CIPO poll. 

(4) Paul0 John, and Laulieht, Jeroraep OJU..JJLJA».D page 42. 
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nm® wmm FOOH5 

5(a ) H&VQ you heard afeout Ooaada aojgulazlag laa^loar woa^oao? 

Itej&os? lato^lCiSTdi 

YOB 410 
Ho 266 

So to l 

%{b) J u 0 t fsom what you kaow o r hove heard© l a mm® 
opiiaioa ohould Gsnada'o as&od forooo be equipped m m nuoicaa? 
weapons o <w? &©1>? 

Utobor In terviewed $ 
232 60f l 
185 30e4 

33 9*5 
"TO ISO£ 

Ik 

Yes 
HO 
Ifo OpimoB 

So&al 

5(o) 

Our Own Protection 
Root c&o doing i t 
May o^qrt was? 
As&Gd f ©r$oS keop up 

to dato 
uoQll bo in tm&t l ino 

of t?or 
Should not roly on us 

to u©fG22& u© 

flo Opinion 

A ft A 
79 
17 

24 

7 

4 

1 

Should be neutrcl 20 
I t wi l l agi tato was? 16 
Hot leadiag power 
Bo no good 

19 
9 

Other 
Betel W > 
o eoao gô TQ mo2?o thea on© ©newer 

Sfoo dsrigoroua 
US wil l defend uo 3 
Ooa't ©££©2u them 5 
Uo ade&» wouet bo a 

th^a* tho bet tor 19 
£T© Opinion 13 
Oth©3? Jt 
Total W > 

(5) •agiaadi^^.l^fatlta^.o of...BablM...Qplf3dom poll* Soptofcoi? 1961o 
(Tho eBxtibov CEO usable to dotezalno i f tho poll rops'oaeatcd 
a nsAioaal or local eemplo of QonMlone)* 
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(Those people who answered either "yes" or "no" in 

question 5(b) were then asked to esplain their answer by 

means of question 5(c). It is no surprise that most of those 

in favour of Canada acquiring nuolear weapons, (48$K gavo 

as their reasons that they are necessary for our own 

protection, however a largo percentage of them, (29o7$), 

said that wo should acquire thee© weapons because th© root of 

the countries of the world are acquiring nuolear weapons. 

Thie was not the case. It should aloo be noted that those who 

were opposed to Canada aiming itself with nuclear weapons, 

gave as their reasons, those that have been stated by 

prominent individuals, newspapers, and magazines in the 

earlier parts of this chapter. The most prominent of them 

belngg a desire for Canadian neutrality p the faot that Canada 

wao not a leading power and therefore could not alter the 

international balance of power by acquiring these weapons0 
and the idea that these weapons are dangerous and their 

proliferation to more and more countries would Intensify the 

possibility of a nuclear war, either intentionally or 

accidentally. While most of them thought that Canada ehould 

become neutral, they still represented a minority view. It 

ehould aloo be noted that many people who said they opposed 

Canada0e acquisition of nuclear weapons, gave no reason for 

their opinion* 

Reference will be made in the concluding ohapter of 

the thesis, that la December 1962, the percentage of those 

people who favoured nuclear weapons for Canadian military 

foroee0 had declined by 6.1$ to a level of 54$. 3?he fact that 

the decision to accept nuolear weapons by the Liberal Party 

in January 19639 at a time when those people v?ho favoured 

suoh a policy were now abandoning their ©onviotlon, showed 

that the Liberal Party decision wao not taken with the opinion 

of the Canadian people being considered. (In Juno 19639 tho 

pereentago of Canadians who were polled by tho OIPO who 

expressed their desire that Canada'e armed forces bo equipped 

with nuolear weapon© 0 had declined another five percent to a 
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level of 49$). Similarly, the faot that in 19610 over 60$ of 

Canadians favoured Canada acquiring nuclear weapons0 leaveo 

little to commend tiie Conservative Party and the Conservative 

Government's indecision for eo many months aa being due to tho 

fact that the Canadian people did not indicate ishat policy 

they wanted the government to adopt. 

In JPebruaxy 1964s the Bomarc missiles at tforth Bay 

and La Macasa were armed with nuclear warheads. In that oame 

month, the CIPO conducted a survey for the purpose of 

determining tiie attitude of Canadians as to what military 

role Canada ohould adopt. 

TABLi) MMBUR ?IVL^ 

Canada'o defence policies arc being argued about a good 
deal. Which of these statements come© elooest to what you 
think Canada should do a 

Number in Sample % 
US ahould take responsibility 
for defending Canada 19 2.7 

Canada should maintain her 
own defence 119 17.1 

Dtsftjiioe should be a joint 
effort between Canada and US 464 66.8 

Canada should disarm and become 
a neutral nation 74 10.6 

Can't say 
Total 

The above poll indicated that Canadians wanted the 

help of th© United States in defending the country agalnot a 

possible Soviet attack. However0 a© the word "nuolear" wao 

omitted from tho question posed to those who answered tho 

CIPO representativep it ehould not be oonotrued that Canadians 

approved of Canada's accepting nuolear weapons ao part of the 

Canadian-United States Joint defence of tlie Worth American 
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eca'&ucat* Ste poll alao clioucd that ac^t^alli^ v;aa ©$4H 

poimlas? Idea ia ths ja&ids of the teiad&its pcoploo 2ho 
Loaaco of tfco public oploioa polls cited ta thia 

ia E;o3.ation to the polieioD adopted fy t^o fissstsi 
Lttooai sw&Lca ia 0mada9 «SH bo cmatocd in tbo 
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iv. Mmfrnfo mwm* 

It has often boon eaid in th© past that Canadianse 
in general, are apathetic to vital laoues which are 

confronting their own nation. As this thesis is an attempt to 

an&lyg&o the opinion of Canadian® in all walks of life, with 

respect to the nuolear anao ioouo0 the author attempted to 

study the positions talcen by various interest groups at the 

tiiao of tho nuolear aasao crisis. It was discovered that 

Canadians, indeed, tend to shy away from taking definite 

stand© on important iosues0 

A* gfroflp. An. favour of nuclear weapon®. 

In a letter dated February 70 1967, written by the 

Public rfduoation dec rotary of the Canadian Institute of 

international Affaire, Mr. Brian Donaldson stated, 

"we took no position on that question (Bomarc issue) 
because the CIIA by its constitution is not allowed to 
take partisan positions. 'The Institute io completo/ly/" 
non«offioial and non-political. To assure the 
raaintenaacQ of its objective and non~partiean character, 
the Institute as ©uoh is precluded by its charter from 
the formal expression of opinions on interaational 
questions..." 1 

However9 at the 1959 Annual Conference of tlie C.IoI6A.0 
which was held in Saakatoon, tlie consensue of opinion was that 

it wao necessary for the West to maintain a strong nuolear 

deterrent to prevent an attack by the Soviet Union. Th© 

Conference felt that this deterrent in Worth America wao to bo 

found in the Strayeglc Air Command and it was Canada'o 

responsibility to defend and warn SAO bases of an imminent 

(1) L e ^ e & , f ^ B f ^ flap^^ong Public Education Secretary, 
C.IalJl.e February To 1967« 
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Soviet attack. It was felt that Canada's participation in 

30&AD, its scrapping of the Avro Arrow and th© construction 

of Bomarc-iiAGii defence installations in Canada all point to 

the fact that Canada cannot play this defensive role by 

herself, it needs tiie cooperation and ^ol&t undertaking of 

the United States. Canada's role in tfORAD and MAI1© wero 

defelided and uphold. The Conference was aloo of trie opinion 

that an integrated defenoe force with an integrated defence 

production program, was th© moot efficient way of achieving 

optimum results. I>ue to Canada's email population and its 

geographic position next to a colossus, the Saskatoon 

convention believed that, 

"our defence policy should in some respects be lee© 
concerned with a futile effort to guarantee Canada's 
security from attack than it is to contribute to 
Canada's security In a broader oenoo." 2 

Ae the OoI.I^. never oppoeed this stand, nor made any 

derogatory reference to it ia any way0 the author ha© 

assumed that the Institute0 despite its claim to being non-

political „ does support the idea of Canadian forcee being 

equipped with nuclear weapons. 

In correspondence with the Montreal Board of Trado 

and the Canadian Chamber of Coiamerceo tho author was informed 

that "the Board has never taken an individual stand 

respecting this subject,"^(Bomarc iosue)e> and aloo that "tho 

Canadian Chamber of Commerce did not take any position re? 

nuolear weapone or the acquisition of BQMAHC missiles." 

(2) Eitohie, Honald S.« "Problems of a Defence Policy for 
Canada,n International Journal. Summer 1959, 
vol.Xlv, no.39 Canadian iissratute of International 

Affairs,, Toronto, 1959o page 212. 
(3) l e t t e r tmm Ala* Harper. Secretary, Ssonomie Policy ond 

information Committee, Montreal Board of Trade, 
February 1, 1967. 

__̂ ^ fendaanflq,. Executive Assistant & Canadian 
ismber of Commerce, February 20 1967o 
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However, in the 1966-67 Statement of Policy which was adopted 
by the Annual Fleeting of the Canadian Chamber of Commerce 
i n October, 1966, t he re were four recommendations which were 
riade In the f i e ld of na t iona l defence. The f i r s t 
recommendation requi red , t h a t , 

"e^ io t ing m i l i t a r y forces be armed with the weapons which 
w i l l enable them to provide raaadmum offeot iveaess i n 
-their agreod r o l e i a both NAICO and ?J0RADo Ih io means 
t a c t i c a l weapons a t l e a s t as e f fec t ive as those l i k e l y 
to be ava i l ab le to a po t en t i a l &amny<>" 5 

This l a s t sentence would imply t a c t i c a l nuc lear weapons. 
Kememberlng tlie a t t i t u d e s adopted by businessmen in the 
Canadian public opinion po l l s presented in tlie t h i r d sec t ion 
of t h i s chapter , t he r e i s no reason to be l i eve t h a t tho 
Canadian Chamber of Commerce did not hold t h i s same view in 
1963. 

B. ffhoae whq opposed, nuolear weapon®. 

Mr. Andrew Clarke, the j&tecutive Di rec tor of tho 
World F e d e r a l i s t s of Canada wrote to the author on November 
24, 1966r saying- t h a t " the World Federalin-hsi of Canada did 
not take a firm pos i t ion on the acqu i s i t ion of nuolear 
weapons by Canada." However, in the January—February 1963 
i s sue of the Canadian World F e d e r a l i s t , l'ir© John McDonald, a 
former v i ce -p re s iden t of t he World F e d e r a l i s t s of Canada, 
wrote m. a r t i c l e e n t i t l e d , "Neutrals f o r Pea©e0 an Approach 
to a Mew Canadian Foreign Pol icy ." He advocated t h a t a group 
of neu t r a l nat ione ohould attempt to s e t t l e the nuolear 

(5) 1966-67 Statement of Pol icy, the Canadian Chamber of 
Oamraorcoe pago 69 • 

(6) hpffi^&m .Andrew Q,la^£0 Executive Direotorg World 
F e d e r a l i s t s of Canada, Hovember 24, 19&6. 
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i®p&o©o whieh oxistcd& and still eslotB, between the United 

States and the Soviet Union. He aloo advocated that Canada 

would have to adopt a now foreign policy. This would involvo 

Canada8 s withdrawal from &0RAD and tfJATO when these treaties 

oom© up for renewal. 

" Furthermore t> wo must make public our deoieioa not to 
have Canadian forcca o<suippod with nuolear weapon© or 
have nuolear weapons} based on Canadian soil." 7 

The author is of the opinion that as thlo article waa 
printed in tho bimonthly publloatlon of tho World Federalloto 

of Coaadae and as th© organization believe© in world peace 

through world lsw0 that the opinions expressed by Mr0 

l&oDonald received the support of the World Federalists of 

Canada, especially in view of th© faot that the organisation 

made no official statement to the contrary. 

The Canadian Friends Servioe Committee8 sometimes 

referred to as the Quakers, were opposed to Canada acquiring 

nuolear weapons. On March 15, 1963p tho Committee issued a 

statement in Toronto which wao signed by ninety~elx clergymen 

representing many religious denominations. The statement said 

in partp 
°Wo tho uaderolgnod ministers, rabblo. and priests0 unite 
in opposition to nuolear weapons on Canadian soil or for 
possession by Canadian troops abroad. 

We believe that without nuelear asao Canada can 
maintain end develop Its opeoial role as a peacemaker 
within the United Nations,h 8 

(7) McDonald, John 0 o ? "Neutrals for Poaoo0
q gmadiaa, World 

" World Federalists of Canada, Oitoasa 0 
raBEaary~^o6ruary, 1963e P&6Q 12. 

(a) Qftpy erf, ^^m^,p^j^m^^s^^w^ .tfoamlftaa H 
MurssErfr Thomson, Peao© Kctuoatlcm. Sooreatary, Caiaadiaia 
Frle&do Service Committee. 
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As well as issuing the above statement tho Quakere 

were active in protesting against Canadian anaed forces being 

armed with nuolear weapons. 

In the field of labour, the United Stoelworkers of 

America were opposed to arming Canadian forces with nuclear 

weapons. At the 1959 Canadian Policy Conference, the labour 

union was of the ©pinion that, 
"for Canada to enter the nuclear arms race by tho 
purchase of missiles for use with nuolear warheado from 
Canadian bases is rendering us less and leso capable of 
making Independent decisions in international affaire 
and is plainly an economic burden on our people which 
makes it less possible for us to render aid to nations 
in need to the ©stent that our people wioh." 9 

At the 1963 Canadian Policy Conference, the union passed the 

following resolution, "Be It resolved that the policy of the 

Canadian Labour Congreas, that io5 no nuclear ams for Canada 

or NTAT09 be endorsed." 

Another organisation that opposed nuclear arms for 

Canadian military forooo0 was the Voice of Women. In a 

letter presented to Prime Minister Dief enbaker on tfovembor 1, 

1962, the Yoloo of Women expressed their belief that, 
"nous oommes oonvaincueo tou te fo i s quo c ' e s t souljaeat 

en t an t que poyo noa-nucleoire quo l e Canada pout jouer 
un ro le pos i t ix et oonetruotif dano loa a f fa i res 
mondlales. Si nous aequerono dea ogives nuo l&a i ree , . . . 
aouo perdono toute p o s i b i l l t e de jouer l e r61e d ' a r b i t r e 
paoifacatcur dans l e s querol les In te rna t iona les , en 
choleeisosat de dovenir uno puissance nuole&lre mineuro . 0 ! ! 

(9) Photostat© of resolut ion passed a t 1959 Canadian Policy 
Conference attached to a I r ^ t ^ . ^ - M p . ,|g J f o f U ^ t f e M 
i^urr^y, Q O ^ O ^ I I I B Public Relations Bxreeisor rOanadaJp 
{JmrS&i steelworkere of America, March 2©, 1967. 

(10) Ibido 1963 Canadian Policy Conference. 

(11) Le t te r to Prime Minister Diefenbaker from Thdrese P. 
Casgraln, Preoidonte, La voix deo Fesaaes du Canada. 
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In an open letter to Mr. Dief enbaker during the mioslle 

crisis, the Voice of Women thought that the extension of 

nuelear weapons to nations which did not then have them, 

increased the possibility of war by providing the Soviet 

Union with a strong motive for sharing her nuclear weapons 

with other socialist states and the People's Republic of 

China. The possibility of an accidental war would also be 

increased due to the dissemination of nuelear aims. Tho Voiue 

of Women was, and still is, convinced that a Canadian refusal 

to accept these weapons would encourage other nations to 

follow suit and would enhance our poeitlon In the United 

Nations. 

Shortly before the 1963 federal elect ion the 
organisation issued a l i s t of soiae points and suggestions 
which ohould be examined before the April e lec t ion . The l i s t 
of points was en t i t l ed , "Why Does Voice of Women Oppose 
STuolear Weapons for Canada?" The ninth point on the l i s t was 
a r epe t i t ion of tho Ideas put for th by John McDonald in h i s 
a r t i c l e in the World Fede ra l i s t . The Voice of Women f e l t tha t 

"a noiWEuclear Canada can make a r e a l and pos i t ive 
contribution towards loooaning world tension and 
building mutual t r u s t . . . .There i e a deoparate noed for 
imaginative leadership from the smaller powere. Canada 
can f i l l t h i s ro le only i f she speaks as a non-nuclear 
nat ion. Mo one otherwise wi l l l i s t e n to her ." 12 

I t ohould be noted tha t among the i n t e r e s t groups 
tha t expressed t h e i r opinion, the findings of the public 
opinion pol ls were borne out in one respect . The Canadian 

(12) Vooe of Woman, | t o , M e a Vftrlgq 9jP Wpffiffl. 9$!PQ£ff^'^88£ 
for Canada? No date was printed on the l i s t of 
points! -. .. 
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Chamber of Courieroe, which represents bus in eo a i n t e r e s t s was 
in favour of riucl©ar weapons, while the United otcolworkero 
of America, which represent the i n t e r e s t g of labour groups0 

was opposed to ouch a pol icy . 
O-.io group vjan deeply rlivide<l on the i s s u e . A booklet 

e n t i t l e d , "Lord of tlie Worlds," represented tho repor t of tho 
United Ciairch'o Oomr&tteo on In t e rna t iona l Affairs which wao 
presented to the 1962 General Council, "'ho General Council 
was unable to agree on a s ing le opinion and it, adopted wliat 
was c a l l e d , two pos i t i ons . In a l e t t e r wr i t t en to the author 
by Keverend Hay fiord, on Juno 5, 1967, tho ^ eve rend sa id , 

"I must eay t ha t there was considerable disagreement with 
thi© stand a t th© time and considerable f ee l ing t h a t 
General Council ohould have pressed for a majori ty view 
which i s customary in democracy." 13 

Those members of tlie General Council who favoured 
nuclear weapons for Canadian forces said tha t due to Canada's 
geographic position, 

"we... recommend that the General Council continue its 
support of iTATO including its policy of "credible 
deterrence.' This policy includes the availability of 
tho most powerful nuclear weapons." 14 

Those who took tho opposite view stated, 

"we believe, without denying the sincereity of those 
who take an opposite "view, that it is noi? perjnissibl© 
for Christians to sanction the use of nuclear weapons 
in any circumstanoes." 15 

(13) letter from Rev. Bay Horfl, Secretary of tlie United Church 
of Canada^ June57 1967. 

(14) .Lord of the Worlds, .finth Report of the Comrdttee on the 
Sburch and International Affairs to the Twentieth 
General Counoll of the United Church of Canada9 
London, Ontario, Sept. 1962, Board of Evangelism and 
Social Service, tho United Church of Canada, Toronto, 
1962, page 19« 

(15) 2M&0 Pago 17. 
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After debating the issue at aoiao length, th- '-on era! Council 

passed several resolutions en tiio issue„ o.ie ouch resolution 

stated that tlie General Council favoured a continuation of 

achieving an acceptable formula of arms control. Vhe Council 

also earareased tlieix desire Hint tlie "opposition to tlie 

extension of nuclear weapons threats oust bo maintained." 

Another resolution which was adopted, affirmed tlie 

Church0o conviction that, "the uso of any weapons for mass 

destruction including weapons of mcenton vrcportiono is 
17 contrary to tua will of God." 

c» Sbose wfao took no stand on the igsue 

I'here were several intareot croups wiiich refused to 

talc© a stand on the nuolear weapons ioziruc. hotii the 'Janadlan 
Jewish Congress and tlie Zionist Organization of Canada made 

no statements and issued no pamphlets on tlie subject of 

nuclear anas for Canadian military forces. In a lottor from 

h.P.Keogh, tiio manager of the Public Eolations i'epartraent of 

tlie Canadian ;.iaaufacturers' Association, tho author was 

informed that the subject of nuclear weapons, 
"is completely outside our field which ia to provide 
service concerning manufacturing problems to our members 
and to represent them in submissions to the throe levels 
of government.n ID 

Consequently, tho Association issued no statement on the 

natter. Finally, the author was notified in a letter from 

(16) 2M&o P ^ e 75. 
(17) Ibldo pa£e 77. 
(18) Le t t e r .from iffr. P. P.K.epfdBu manager of u b l i o Relatione 

Department of the Canadian Manufacturers8 

Association, February 1 , 1967. 
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ChAPThl. POUR 

?.ii: .""irrop. ^AKTIJS 

A. 2hc CCJS ' . - J .P .P . and ITOftAP 

yho C C . P . - J . : ' . f. lias opposed tiie acquis i t ion of 
nuclear weapons fo r Canadian forces oince tho issue f i r s t 
arose , and i t has been f a i r l y consis tent iu i t s opinions, as 
t l i is chapter wi l l attempt to show. Vhe p a r t y ' s views on a 
nuclear force for cont inental defence wi l l bo e:^iminocl0 

followed by i t s viawo on Canadian forces under 7ATO command 
becoming nuclear anaed. 

'.'"'ho vievrc e:qprsS3ed by the representa t ives of tlie 
C.C.F, coiiCGrniny the creat ion of 'fOKAJ) closely para l le led 
those of tlie Liberal Party. They c r i t i c i s e d tho government 
for not allowing an adequate, meaningful debate on tho 
question of es tabl i sh ing tfOHAD. \.hey also c r i t i c i s e d tlie 
yovernnent for not c lar i fy ing exactly what the t ome of the 
/TOHAD agreement wore in respect to the command s t r u c t u r e . On 
December 5, 1957, Kr. M.J.Coldwall, the C.C.P. Party leader , 
opposed tlie faot tha t a sogpient of Canada's armed forces were 
placed under the command of an American ra i l i tary of f icer and 
summarised the s i t ua t i on by saying, "we have l o s t the power 

i 
to defend ourse lves . " 

Mr. Herridga was the main spokesman for the C.C.P. 
Party°s opposition to tlie acquis i t ion of nuclear weapons for 
cont inental defence. He attacked tlie Conservative Government 
for surrendering our sovereign rights to control the actiono 

of our own t roops , to ran American commander. In the liouoo of 

(1) Canada, lious.e of Commono Debatesi vol«,ll6 1957-58, pogo 1910, 
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COEBOOUS h e s a i d 5 

" i t i s one t h ing t o sur render sovereign right© under a 
m u l t i l a t e r a l o rgan iza t ion such as SIATO or to sucii a body 
as the United Nations 9 but i n our opinion i t l a an 
en t i r e ly d i f f e r e n t ma t t e r to sur render sovereign r i g h t s 
to r F ina le country under a b i l a t e r a l agreenent which 
i s what w i l l be accomplished, i n our view, i n t h e ease 
of Canada's p o s i t i o n under the tfOKAP agreement•" 2 

Mr. Herridige was of the opinion t h a t having a oaoadm&a ac t ao 
a deputy—oomuiaader did not a l t e r t n i s view in any vsBay. Ho 
reg re t t ed t i iat t n l s c lose a l l i a n c e wit*i the American ecoaoiay 
in order to ob ta in defence production con t r ac t s would load to 
an ina rease in tiio American economic and p o l i t i c a l con t ro l 
over Canada's pol ioy-inakers . he a t tacked the con ten t ion of 
the Conservative Party t h a t >fORAP was purely a defensive 
mi l i t a ry o r g a n i s a t i o n . On June 10, 1^5&p ho said i n the 
House of CocEiion©, 

"JOIJUJ ha© been represented to the Canadian publ ic a s a 
purely defensive arrangement, an i n t e g r a t i o n of Canadian 
and United S t a t e s s e r v i c e u n i t s f o r t he purpose of 
defending t h i s con t inen t aga ins t a s s a u l t on tlie p o l a r 
r eg ions . United Rta tes m i l i t a r y a u t h o r i t i e s , however, 
have n&sror- t r i e d t o h ide tho f ac t t h a t HOBAD i s aa 
i n t e g r a l p a r t of a l a r g e r m i l i t a r y o rgan i sa t ion which 
inc ludes offens ive as well as defensive orrengeraento»" 3 

This was in rooponoo to h r . Piof enbaker' n s ta tements in 
var ious speeches in tiie House of Commons *" in which he r e fe r red 
to JJORAD's r o l e witl i in the framework of t he 'Forth A t l a n t i c 
Treatj r Organisa t ion . I t was a l so a rebuke to t h e Prime 
M i n i s t e r ' s remarks of June 10, 1958 i n whioh he attempted to 
make iJOHAD independent of SAC v/hile a t the same time admit t ing 

(2) Canada, [louse of Commons D e b a t e s , v o l . 1 0 1 9 5 8 . pag© 1020© 

(3) IMAo Pafi® 1 0 1 8 . 
(4) Oanadap Hmm.®, p g Cproma Debases„ I > O O . 5 B 1 9 5 7 O P « 1 8 9 7 , 

h a r e h 5 p l 9 5 9 , p©1550, Juno 1QP195S, p . 9 9 3 . 
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t ha t a clos-d working cooperation between the two forces did 
i.i fao t e x i s t , - r . lierricL&w said tha t i t was because .10EAD 
was not u par t o£ -IATO, tha t the C.C.i'. Party had mist lvingo 
about tiiJ organisa t ion , he s ta ted tha t h i s p a r t y ' s defence 
policy cons is t o..1 in the be l i e f of the value of c o l l e c t i v e 
secur i ty such as tha t pract iced by ilAlO or i n the bai ted 
Nations. ^owever, /fort'J) was and i s a b i l a t e r a l m i l i t a ry 
ugrooment with tlie added danger thai, the 3AG forces which are 
in close corporation with TOltAP, arc ".uidGr tlie control of tlie 
American . . res ident . 

)tiier reasons for tho C.C.P. opposition to t i e 
c rea t ion of KJIIAJ jore montiouGd in the house of Commons on 
the following day, Juno 11 0 1958. 'Jr. Harold V/inch pointed 
out a cont radic t ion botwoen the Prime -o-niotex's speech of 
Juno 10th9 and tiiooo of h i s Defence h i n i s t e r . .he l a t t e r had 
deniod the existence of over f l igh t s of 3AC planes armed with 
nuclear weapons vjhile the x>riiae minis ter admitted tl iat such 
f l i g h t s had boon taking place during the past seven ya&rs. 
; .r . :£rhi.u*t iegier took i ssue with I r . Diof enbaker1 a statements 
which wore made whoa Mr. Dief enbaker introduced the b i l l to 
Parliament on June 10, askiny for Par l iament 's approval fur 
an saccharide of notes between the Canadian and .'uaarlcaa 
Governments, s e t t i ng up MORAD, The Prime min is te r said tha t 
JTOBAD was a par t of NATO as i t const i tu ted a subsidiary 
regional command with tha t a l l i a n c e . ^ir. Regier pondered tho 
importance of 70RAD and doubted tha t i t did operate within 
the framework of JAIO. He referred to Kr. Dief enbaker9 s 
statement anc? sa id , 

"we would l i k e him to explain to us how t h i s agreement 
hastens the day when wevwill have an i n t e r n a t i o n a l polioo 
foroo? we would l i k e him to explain how i t s t r m g t h e n s 
HASPO) we would l i k e him to t e l l us what s a t i s f a c t i o n our 
l&iropeaa a l l i e s wi l l receive from the esls tenoo of tho 
:fOEAD agreement." 5 

(5) Canada, HouMgLQf Oommona Debates«, vol.Hpl958{, page 1059« 
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lie stated that Jliroye was disturbed now that tl̂ o •-."ziitod Slatoo 

was focusing -lore attention to the defonce -f tho forth 

Anorlcan continent rather than to Luropeoa defenoe. 

i\irir.g the r»ert throe yearsB the policies put forth 

by tlie C.C.P. Vrty and its elected representatives in tho 

House of Commons repeated their sentimoats expressed In 1958© 

It is quite possible that the opposition to nuclear armo0 as 

was belay crrprossod by the Lib oral anr1 C.C.P. yarties, enabled 

Powarr? C roen to more offectivoly influence the Conservative 

Cabinet than would otherwise have been tho case. However, 

despite t. e viewn errpressed by *.Tr. Creen, as well as the 

opposition parties in the House of Commons 9 the Conservative 

Party and the Conservative Government refused to issue a 

statement either endorsing or condemning nuclear weapons for 

Ceneda's armed forces. The next major contribution to tho 

nuclear arms debate was made by the 'Tew Peraocratio Party, the 

successor to the Co-Operative Conmonwoalth P©deration. 

Tho founding convention of the IT.D.P. took place 

from July 31 to August 4, 1961, in Ottawa. One of tlie 

policies adopted at this convention stated, 

"It is questionable whether fOPAD ever made any significant 
contribution to the defence of Canada and in any easo it 
hao outlived its usefulness. Furthermore, there le every 
danger that tlie Bomaree will be equipped with nuclear 
warheads. The ffORAD agreements ohould therefore be 
terminated." G 

Th© tf.DoP. favoured an appraisal of tho money being spent on 

defence, and favoured an inoreaoed contribution of conventional 

troops and oivilian personnel to United Sationo peacekeeping 
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duties. In these respects, the tt.D.P.'s policy was very 

similar, if not identical to that of the C.O.F. 

In September, the ft.D.P. put forward its policies in 

the House of Commons for the first time since the partgr's 

founding convention. Mr. Pitman said that Canada did not have 

any rolo to play as a nation arnied with nuclear weapons. 

Another viewpoint ©grossed by an M.D.P. parliamentarian wao 

similar to that expressed by Mr. Martin of the liberal Party 

in his speech to the House of Commons on September 14, 1961. 

Mr. Howard saidp 

"I bellve Canada has had a certain degree of respect among 
the other nations of the world for a number of years. 
However, we are gradually losing that admiration and 
that degree of respect which previously existed because 
we are becoming more and more closely allied and? to a 
large degree, subservient to the United States military 
machine. This fact is becoming recognized throughout 
other countries of the world." 7 

Mr. Howard was of tlie opinion that it was not ITATO, but 

rather tfORAD, vdaioh had been the cause of this sentiment being 

directed towards Canada from other nations. On September 15o 

1961, Mr. Howard continued his verbal attack on the government, 

saying that it had made Canada a member of tlie nuclear club by 

having this country participate in two military organisations 

which favoured the idea of arming Its forces with tactical 

nuclear weapons. He said that the people of Canada should 

know this and h© once again stated his party's opposition to 

the policy of equipping Canadian forces with nuclear weapons. 

i*he itfew Democratic Party favoured a policy which 

would have Canada abandon KfORAD and establish a mobile force 

which would b© used ia U.N, peacekeeping operations in order 

to deter a limited war. The party also favoured Canada 

increasing its foreign aid to the newly independent and other 

(7) Canada, House of Commons Debates, vol. VH1, 1960-61, 
page 83$C 
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pcs©s&y developed na-̂ lono ond ho ref erred to th© Bomare 

mlcello Q3 beiag a good osBaplo of casting money rjl'iich could 

©thesiwl©© be usod in foreign aid projects In poor eoutitrieo© 

Thlo wao tho etead that tho party took ia 1961 p aad It adiaorcd 

t© it consistently throughout 1962 but neither th© parlor ao a 

w&ole9 aor easy o£ ite ©looted ropreoeatatlveo mado any 
newsworthy statements cm thlo ioouo during tills timo. It wao 

only when the Oosasorvative Govonamont was f aood wllSb. this 

Issue for tho loot tlmo0 that tho vlewe of the EI©B©P© wero 

once again prominently mentioned in tho nesapapors. Those 

opinions and vlouo will be Gssmincd la diapter ©even© 

B© m.A&%^..^,mQ' 

Tho Stow Domooratio Party policy concerning tho 
Canadian role in a nuolear aisaod ftATOp xmm similar to that of 
its policy eo&OGming nuolear arms for Canada9 a contlnontal 

defease forces. In outlining tho policy of his par%- in tho 

Houco of Commons, Mp. Horrldge, on September 13„ 19610 
referred to the founding convention of the 3©w Democratic 

Pas%"^ Ho oaid that, 

°tao eosmsotiaa approved a policy that support should bo 
continued to fJATO on the condition that nuolear weapons 
woro not extended to aray other oountry then those that 
havo them at the present time. That Is th© position of 
tho pasty.0 8 

Ho wae of tho opinion that the policies adopted by tho 

Wostora countries ohould not perpetuate M$09 but ohould bring 

about pollQioo rakish would make ETATQ obsolete. How©v©xe 
fib?© Horridgo sold that this wao not possible aa the military 

©ffioialo ia MTQQ rather than tho political representatives? 

of the member nations, wore responsible for fo^milatias 

MA3?0«e foreign policy© 

(8) I^M© pas^SoS© 
(9) IVo ouch polloico woiild bo ^mt of peaceful ooanletcnoo 

with the Soviot Union and tho mutual Oioassaosaeat of H&2€ 
end tho WoraasEj Boot© 
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Ho 3?he Soolal Credit .Party.. 

The Social Credit Party has not been very outspoken 
on the i ssue of nuolear weapons for Canadian forceo. I t 
should be remembered, tha t for the most important years of 
the nuolear asms losue, from 1958, to 1962, there was no 
representa t ive of the Soolal Credit lur ty s i t t i n g in tlie 
House of Comaons. However, during the Supply Debate of tlie 
Beparteieat of tfatiomal Defonoo in December 1957, Mr© Solon 
Low0 the leader of the par ty , supported the idea of a iTCRAD 
agreement. He said in parliament t ha t Canada did not havo 
suff ic ient manpower or resources to defend i t s e l f . He added9 

nwo muot nav^r allow Canada to becoiae a no man's land 
between an at tacking country and the United S t a t e s . Wo 
i n s i s t , therefore,, t ha t the defence of Canada must s t a r t 
in tho f a r nor th . That being the ease,, we have to jo in 
with the United S t a t e s , i t seems to me, in providing tho 
s trongest type of warning l i n e s in the north and keep 
them up to da te . " 10 

He said tha t both countr ies should es tab l i sh a working 
agreement oh the j o in t defence of Morth America. Thus, s i s 
months before the Conservatives had asked for Parl iament 's 
approval of an exchange of notes between the Canadian and 
United States Government© o f f i c i a l l y s e t t i ng up tfORAD, Mr. 
Solon Low had already pledged h i s p a r t y ' s support to t h i s 
idea© 

As previously stated, the Social Credit Parl^ was 

absent from th© House of Goracione from 1958 to 1962. 

Consequently there is a lack of views by this party with 

regard to Canada accepting nuolear weapons for the Starfightor 

aircraft and tho Honest John and Lacroooe missileo which made 

up port of tho or©©aal of Canada's NATO forceo© 

(10) Canada, House of Commons Debates,, vol.11D 1957-58, 
page 1915© 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

THE LIBERAL PAESCY 

1- Liberal Government policy after World War Two. 

The Liberal Party represented tho Government of 

Canada when discussions were held between Canadian and United 

States military officers for tho purpose of creating the 

Morth American Air Defence Command. However, throughout the 

Bomarc crisis, the Liberals were tho major opposition party 

in tiie House of Comaons. Tills chapter will examine the 

attitudos and policies of the Liberal Government and Liberal 

Party when they sat on each side of the Commons chamber. 

The first twelve years after tlie Second Yforld War saw 

the Liberal Party, representing the Canadian Government& being 

elected to that office in 1945, 19490 and 1953© During its 

reign pf power, Canada first based its foreign policy on the 

aims and goals of the United Mations Charter0 but with the 

rise of the "cold warp" the Liberal Government looked for 

some other means by which it could build up Canada's political 

and military security. One method was joining the 'forth 

Atlantic Treaty Organijsation. Cloo© cooperation with its MATO 

allies became th© cornerstone of the Liberal Government's 

foreign policy right up until tho time they were voted out of 

office in the 1957 federal general election. Another method of 

achieving security was cooperating more closely with the 

United State© in the ^olat defence of this continent. 

Collective defence became the baoie of Canada's defenoo policy© 

In the 1957 election, the booklet published by the Liberal 

Party explaining its electoral programme, described tho three 

radar lines that had b©eap or were in the process of being 

constructed across Canada. The article on national defenoo 

went on to state. 
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n±a the se dangerous times the defence of the f ree world 

i s e s s m t l a l l y & mat te r of team work, and i f t h a t team 
work l a to be effective© no country oan afford t o permit 
narrow n a t i o n a l i s t i c prid© to undermine i t s s e c u r i t y o r 
t h a t of i t s a l l i e s . w i 

I t would appear t h a t the Libera ls were t r y i n g to break the 
news gen t ly t o tlie Canadian people t h a t in th© near fu tu re 0 

t he re would be a merger of Canadian and American a i r defenoe 
forces under an American commander— in—chief, and the Libera l s 
knew t h a t suoh news would not be well received by the 
Canadian people . I t can be surmloed t ha t to a c e r t a i n ®3ctent0 

the L ibe ra l s were thankful t ha t they did not win the 1957 
e l e c t i o n f o r i t meant t h a t they would not be th© ones who 
would have t o break the news of the c r ea t i on of t he MORAD 
a l l i a n c e to tlie Canadian people. At a Libera l Party Convention 
held ea r ly in 1958, one of the r e so lu t ions t h a t was adopted 
was t h a t Canada shouldP 

"cons ider the defence of the Morth American cont inent 
ao a p r i n c i p a l ob jec t ive of Canadian defenoe pol icy and 
r e l a t e a i r defence arrangements between Canada and tho 
United S ta tes to the command s t r u c t u r e of t he north 
A t l a n t i c Treaty Organisat ion. Suoh arrangemente©..muot 
a s sure tlie independence of Canada i n i t s own a i r apace 
and i n the Arct ic where Canadian au thor i ty oust a t a l l 
t imes bo a s s e r t e d . " 2 

(1) M^^r^I , , ,M1t te , , /p ra , Greater, Ca^adao Federal General 
HleotionJL957fi MationaTLiberal Federat ion of 
Canada, Ottawa, 1957, page 174« 

(2) few a t a t o i e n t g of ,Ubff l^ foJUoy,, togpfotapna Ag@,pfo$ W 

January 14./ f̂p« X^^9-Sjpe National Libera l Federa t ion of 
Canada,' C^fewa- 1958^, page 13 . 
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This resolution was important for a nuiiber of reasons© 

First, as it came before the Conservatives asked for 

Parliament's approval to the establishing of the "TORAD 

alliance, it could be considered as an indication of what the 

Liberals had hoped to see in tlie bill put forward by th© 

Conservatives four uontlis later. 3econd, it was a shift, not 

a radical oueD but a shift nevertheless, away from stressing 

our participation in J7AT0 toward stressing more intensively 

tho defence of 'forth America as being a prime target. Third 0 
the resolution showed the Liberal's desire tliat MORAD should 

come under the ITATO ooncaand structure. Its failure to do so 

was an important point on which the Liberals criticised th© 

Conservative Government. Fourth, the desire to maintain 

Canadian sovereignty and authority provod to be another point 

on which tlie Liberals based their future attack against tlie 

TorJ.es. Other resolutions pertbaining to Canadian defence that 

were passed at the Conventiun uentionod Canada's need to 

develop not only an anti-bomber defence, but a ay at can of 

protection against long-range missiles as well. 

11. Criticism of Conservative bill making for approval of HOBAD 

The introduction of the Government bill asking for 

approval by the House of Com: -ens to the fORAD agreement was 

met with criticism by Liberal ai.P.s, partly on the manner in 

which the bill was presented to th© House. They objected to 

the fact that the Conservatives did not introduce the tuill 

into Parliament in a proper manner. This would have entailed 

introducing tlie proposed legislation after its contents had 

been discussed by a Cabinet Defence Committee. This would be 

followed by an agreement between the Canadian and United 

States Governments on the principles of the agreement and 

this would be followed by tabling the agreement in the House 

for discussion, instead of adopting thio procedure, MORAD wao 

presented to Parliament after only one Cabinet discussion. 

Mr. Dief enbaker replied by saying that it wao not necessary 

http://TorJ.es
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f o r h i s government to i n t r o d u c e tho b i l l a t a l l , but i t did 
so because I t wao customary p r a c t i c e t h a t important t r e a t i e s 
would rooe ive Par l i amenta ry and not j u s t Cabinet app rova l . 

3ut of c o u r s e , tho L i b e r a l oppos i t i on to t he b i l l 
was not confined to tiie procedure of i t s p r e s e n t a t i o n , bu t 
extended to t he c o n t e n t s of tiie b i l l as wo l l , s p e c i f i c a l l y 
on ti-e aspec t s pe r t : l i n ing ',o ./o:;AP'n independence of 7A.0. 
"[hay said t l ia t tHo document in t roduced i n t o tHe CommonsD 

" s t a t e s t h a t tiie Morth A t l a n t i c ' r r ea ty Organisa t ion w i l l 
be kept Informed of t ese ar rangements . This i s no t t h e 
important p a r t of t h e connect ion between t h e command and 
the -forth A t l a n t i c Trea ty Organiza t ion ; i t i s i n 'the 
sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to and a u t h o r i t y from MATO 
headquar te r s t h a t MOBAD has no organ ic connect ion w i th 
;rv.lO a t a l l . '/he commander and tlie deputy commander were 
not appointed by any KfATO agencyj WiGy have no a u t h o r i t y 
under ffATO and they a r e not r e s p o n s i b l e to afATOj and i n 
t h a t sons© to a t t empt to a s s i m i l a t e t h e i r p o s i t i o n s 
with those of tho commanders of -IATO commands i s wrong 
and t h a t a t t e m p t , of course* must break down." 3 

Mr. Pearson went on to a t t a c k t h e Diefenbaicer a d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
f o r a t tempt ing to s e p a r a t e tfOKAD and SAC i n t o two independent 

e n t i t i e s , Baying t h a t to do so was imposs ib le and i l l o g i c a l . 
He a l s o suggested t h a t t h o government examine the p o e o i b l l i t y 
of b r ing ing JoBJiD under iJATO command, e s p e c i a l l y s i n c e Paul 
Henri Spaak, tlie Sec re t a ry -Gene ra l of HATO a t t h a t timet, had 
s t a t e d t h a t WQk/uJ was no t a p a r t of i-IAiu i n any sense of t l ie 
word, i h i s f a c e t of LIT. P e a r s o n ' s speech was l a t e r expanded 
upon in a speech t o t h e House by ^ r . Alexis Caron who sa id 
t h a t (fORAD was d i s t i n c t from MATO, 

"because the S e c r e t a r y General of NATO, who was i n Ottawa 
r e c e n t l y , admi t ted t h a t tfORAI) i s no t p a r t of .TATO, t h a t 
he had not heard of i t , t h a t i t had not been d i scussed 
beforehand and t h a t i t was an experiment being looked a t 
with i n t e r e s t by tfATO. However, t h e r e wao no s ta tement 
from t h i s i n t e r n a t i o n a l a u t h o r i t y to i n d i c a t e t h a t i t i s 
indeed p a r t and p a r c e l of NATO." 4 

(3) Canada, House of Commons Debates,, v o l . 1 , 1958. pp.1003-1004. 
(4) I b i d , page 1055. 
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Furtliermore, r*r. Caron added tlis't tPere was no reference to 
*:7AT® in tlie preamble of tlie tfnPAD agreement. 

However, the Liberal ' 'arty i t s e l f , was being 
c r i t i c ! s o d both ins ide and ovisido of Pnrli.nmcit. "any people 
fol'., t ha t tlie Liberal c r i t i c i s m j f the '"-onocrvativc ( overnment'o 
dec is ion agrociny o f f i c i a l l y to tHe or -a Lion of r';'.,J) \V&B 
I. n\, a r r an t od, 

"by tiio fac t tiiat tHey were a.;-;.re t-t-t oou 10.1 control 
of iforth American a i r defenoe forces i s a l og i ca l even 
i f not an i nev i t ab l e consequence of th© Liberal 
Government's ac t ive cooperation in tao establishuaont and 
working of tbe t r i p l e chain of waminte s t a t i o n s thrown 
across Canada southwards from the Arct ic DHV*-line.w 5 

Mr. Pearson repl ied to a s i m i l a r s tatement made by Ir. 
Lief enbaker by saying in the House of Commonse 

"Mr. Speaker. . .notwithstanding ev'ery'fching tha t the Prime 
Minis ter has said tha t government(tiio previous government) 
never gave considerat ion to *TORAD or to the concept 
behind tfORAP. 1£ we had, we would have spent more than 
20 or 50 minutes in one cabinet meeting on i t , and given 
p r i o r cons idera t ion by tlie defence committee of the 
cab ine t , before we gave agreement." 6 

(As s t a t e d previously9 i t i s d i f f i c u l t to be l ieve tliat t h i s 
was the ease in view of the s tatements and support made in 
regard to forth imeriean a i r defenoe cooperation expressed in 
r e so lu t ions adopted a t Liberal / 'arty conventions, and a l so in 
view of General PouZU.es' testimony bofor© tho Jpee ia l Committoo 
on Defenoe in 1963). 

Mr. Martin adopted another point on which tlie Liberals 

constantly badgered the Diefenbaker Covernment. General 

Partridge, tlie commandor-in~chief of fJORAD, had Inferred that 

he could press the fatal button without consulting the Prosidont 

of the United States, but Mr. Pearkes, tiie Canadian Minister 

of Defenoe, indicated that the General would first have to 

(5) Alexander, Fred, Canadians and foreign Policy„ University 
of Toronto Press, I9o00 page 40. 

(6) Canada, jfougs of Commons Debatesn vol.10 1956, page 1015. 

http://PouZU.es'
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consul t with tha United ^ ta toa Government and then tue 
Canadian •ovommaut uafore pushing the button. Ilr. Martin was 
curious to 'know which man had made tho correc t statement. If 
the General was correct in saying tnafc he did ^ot have to 
seek tiie permission, of tlie U.S.Pres ident , how could Mr. 
jL-eaxkes argue that tho JG:LYL> commander i s expected to consult 
with o f f i c i a l s i a Otta\m? Hr. P-artin al3o wonted to know 
whether -eir ^^roiial ^lemon, "Lie Canadian deputy commander^ 
had the sumo powers as those of General ai i , r id t ,e . -ho 
Conservative reply was to the affect that Gen ora l .'art r idge 
\raB wrong, tnax Ho liad to consult and rocoive the approval of 
both yovernments, and tiiat i a the General'g, absence, tho 
Canadian deputy commandor liad tiio same au tho r i t y . 

>lr. Pearoon, in res7>onse to "tlie Pririo ? l in ia to r 'o 
important opeeoli ol Pchruury zu9 1'J59, agx-oed with tho 
Prliae .-.inletcr, tha t Canada sliould not manufacture nuclear 
woapono and said tiiat tae iJomaro should bo acquired if i t was 
benef ic ia l to the defence oP -forth America. Ho addod, 

"i thini: our defence policy-and i mention i t on tiie 
broadest yrourid of prlnoiple—should be based on tlie kind 
of doterrenoe which the ^rime Minister said I s now 
e s s e n t i a l . At t h i s time we may requi re weapons for 
defence purposes while a lso seeking disarmament, a 
search in which we must not f a l t e r no mat ter how 
f rus t r a t i ng and disappoint ing i t may seen to be ." 7 

ifB when using tlie word "weapons," Mr. j-'earoon referred to 
nucloar weapons which seems evident from the f l r 3 t sentence, 
then the l a s t part of tlie second sentence would appear to bo 
incons i s t en t , for i f we are to seek disarmament tlirough a l l 
forms of t r i a l s and t r i b u l a t i o n s , why hinder tlie caus© by 
aoc opting the sor t of weapons t ha t we were hoping would soon 
bo i l l e g a l to manufacture or acquire? This question was asked 
of fir. Pearson and tlie Liberal Par ty , especia l ly during tho 

(7) Canada, house of Commons Debates«> v o l . 11,1959, page 1225. 
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I i63 fodoxal e lec t ion campaign a f t e r the .~J.be m l a 'aacl decided 
to campaign on a platform o£ accepting nuclear vreapons i f they 
would be elected into rowar8 but no sa t i s fac tory oauvyor to 
the question v/as ever yiven. 

mr. Pearson stongl$ favoured a ays' cm of co l l ec t ive 
defence and co l l ec t ive control over L..-J deciai'j-i lo ".5 m 
unclear -weapons, ra ther than having thin art ; or ; ty coicontrated 
ia tne nanus of o;u. Oovcramout. '..liile ' r . ; o ;a r\ :;•.!(' -• i 
Pebruary .10, 19GJ, "that the doi-mrcr: .;lL.lm, he uecf.,3a:uy9 uc 
opposed t h e i r acquis i t ion whoa xt beoaio anvm • :ader vnr-.t 
conditions uhese -voap'/ns coidd bo need. 

""•ur objection to tho Honarc i s not only tha t we do not 
think i t in an effect ive weapon...our objection i s to 
tlie kind of defence s t ra tegy i t represents and which we 
do not -think will be effect ive however af fec t ive tiie 
v.'iapnn may b e . . . . Aftor al3 , thin kind of defence i s 
•primarily a ' n i t ed States r e spons ib i l i t y , i t i s the 
defence of tue de te r r en t . >Ve know how inyortant that 
in ; but i t in r: deterrent which ia rnr1"!- the nolo control 
of the United States of America." 8 

He said tha t our ro le in continental defence ahould be one of 
recognit ion and i den t i f i c a t i on of enemy a i r c r a f t with modern 
planes capable of destroying the at tacking a i r c r a f t . G'e 
furtiior advocated revei'oing tae preoont trend towards c loser 
cooperation vrith the United Mateo in matters of defence and 
advocated on behalf op Iiio party that tue govern. .out ensure 
that cooperation v.dLth "the Pentagon does not mean absorption 
by i t . 

Tills policy was maintained by the Liberal::; for qui te 
some time. .ignobly one year and one week a f t e r ulr. .-oarson 
luude tlie speech ci ted in part above, h r . nel ly or outl ined tiio 
Liberal policy in tho House of Commons when he said ia the 
supply debate fo r the Department of fatlonal Dai'once, 

(r.) Canada, house ftf Commons Debatesn vo l . Vll e 1960, page 7605. 

http://~J.be
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"our position in this respect is the same as we 
announced last year. We still feel that atomic weapons 
In Canada are unnecessary at this tlmo. We fool they are 
redundant o W© do not think they add anything to tho 
security of Canada, and we think thoy provido no security 
for th© strategic air ©ommand." 9 

Mr. Hellyer said that the poeoibllity of a bomber threat has 

now been replaced by the threat of a missile attack on fforth 

American cities and SAC bases, and as the Bomarc cannot defend 

Canada against micelles, they are equally useless in the 
defence of SAC bases. They aro also useless against airplanes 

oariying "stand-off" bombs (bombs with "dead-man" fuses), 

which will be mentioned in the necct chapter. He referred to 

President Kennedy's address to tlie United States Congress on 

March 28, 1961 in which th© President outlined the need for 

strengthening the conventional forces of ffATO. Llr. Hellyer 

agreed with this policy and criticised tlie Canadian Government 

for arming Canadian forces with second-rate weapons. He oaid0 
"it is Interesting to note that in tho long list of 
priority items presented by President Kennedy to Congress 
on March 28 last there did not appear one of the major 
item© on which the Canadian government is relying. Not 
one American penny for the Voodoo, the P-104o the 
Bomarc or the Honest John. The Canadian defence 
department has become a pawnshop for second hand American 
hardware.0 10 

Ho said the P—104 Starfighters had been withdrawn from WORAD 

because of a high accident rate and added that the United 

States was now putting its faith in the Little John rather 

than the Honest John mioeile because of better results 

achieved during its testing period. He then stated tho Liberal 

Party's policy as supporting an increase in the conventional 

strength of 1IAT0, and that tbe Liberal Party would accept 

nuclear defensive weapons for Canadian MTO troops provided 

that theso weapons would ©ame undor tfATO collective control. 

(9) Canada* Hpjuae of Commons Debates.) vol.Vlll01960-61. 
page823o. 

(10) 3LQflA__QJUu 
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Another viewpoint was expressed by Mr. ioathesoa when he said, 

"If we have oonventional weapons and have the eourago to 
put our gallant people in a place where they eon preservo 
the peaee, I put it to you that th© moral effect of this 
is going to bo so overpowering that many of these 
unocffmaltted people who know our background and many of 
the people behind the iron curtain who wish they were 
on our olde, will tak© a stand with us." 11 

This oentiment wao echoed by Mo. Kartin who felt that the 

acquisition of nuclear weapons by Canada would not enhance 

our position at tlie United Mations. 

It should bo noted that vshlle it is often easier to 

criticise than defend a certain policy, the Liberals did not 

escape criticism themselves. One such criticism was mentioned 
by Mr. Diof enbaker who reminded the Liberals that while they 

were now busily tearing the ifORAD alliance asunder, it was 

thooe same Liberals who voted with his government on the 

question of Canada signing the JJORAJ) agreement thereby giving 

tho Alliance official approval of the Canadian Government. 

Mr. Pearson's defence of this oritioiem wao quit© 

remarkable because he said, 

"incidentally I would like to correct what the previous 
speaker said, namely that the Liberal Party approved 
tfORAD in this houso. That is not the case.. .The MOliAD 
agreement wao entered into by the present government and 
w© criticised it at the time as being inadequate and 
ineffective, and as not providing, as they should have 
provided, for JORAD being part of NATO." 12 

While it is true tliat the Liberals did not vote for the '10IIAD 

agreement without criticizing it, it is also true that it 

nevertheless voted for tiie government bill, but no reason was 

given at that time or at any other time as to why the Liberals 

did i&ot oppose the bill as the C.C.P. Party had done. 

Once again Mr. Pearson said the government ohould 

consider revising its policy regarding the type of weapons 

(11) IbldB pago 8250. 

(12) Ibid, page 8346. 
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it was acquiring for continental defence. Ho advocated 

reverting to the typo of continental defence tliat existed 

before NORAD, The boot defence is one of retaliation. This 

retaliatory force was in American hands. Canada9s role ohould 

be to waxra these retaliatory forces of an impending attack 

and to have the R.C.A.F. shiaot down any isolated <mewy 
aircraft tliat may intrude upon Canadian air spaoe, but to do 

so with conventional weapons. He said, that as the advent of 

a missile attack draws nearer, Canada's role in continental 

defenoe decreases„ 

Still another point of Liberal criticism was 

directed at the efficiency of the Bomarc B. Ilr. Mcllillan 

stated in the House of Commons 

"I read one article concerning tests made in tlie United 
States. These tests would lead one to believe tlie 
Bomarc interceptor missile was of VQxy dubious value. 
This article stated at that time tliat in 12 tests the 
missile got off the ground on only four occasions and 
only hit a slow moving target on one of tlie four 
occasions." 13 

A quick reply by Mr. Harkneoa was made to tlie effect that 

these tests referred to "the time when tho Bomare wao in its 

infancy. He said tlie Bomarc was now perfected and mxa a 
highly successful weapon. 

This was the soene in Parliament in September, 1961. 

The Conservatives were being attacked for their lack of 

deoision—making ia matters of defence over the past three and 

a half years o and they were almost always defending their 

past policies by making some vague statements which p very 

often, did not answer any of the question© asked by the 

parliamentary opposition or by tlie Canadian public. The 

Liberals used this period constantly to attack, ridicule and 

criticise the government's defence policy, or rather lack of 

(13) XhlA* pages 0399-8400. 
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©aa©, on ouch points ass the usefulness of the 3omarc, tho 

aoed for suoh a weapon, its effectiveness, the effect of 

nuclear weapons would have on the Canadian foreign political 

policies at the U.U. and at the diearmameat negotiatione. 'Kho 

Liberals were also concerned about th© status of Canadian 

sov©reign1$r lo MGRAD, the authority delegated to Air Marshal 

Slemon, as well as the necessity for the 30RAD commandor«»ln«-

chief to consult with Canadian Government officials before 

ordorlng the nuelear missiles to be fired. Six months later, 

in March 1962 0 the Liberals were still asking the Conservative 

Government to issue a clear statement of its defenoe policy 

aad to state in definite terns whether or not it is essential 

under th© UOEAD agreement for the Canadian Prime Minister to 

be notified before or after the MORAD commander has made his 

aeololon, or does the Prime Minioter, along with the American 

President^ in consultation with the ITOBAP commander, 

formulate the deoision? 36 clear answer was given by the 

Conservative Government. 

H I . a&5& J&qflMfifl ,.Bft)Wia9« 

During tho general fedoral election campaign of 1962, 

tho Liberal Party Issued a pamphlet outlining its policies 

in all fields of government concern. In matters of dafeae©9 

the pamphlet stated that the Liberals considered the United 

States retaliatory forces to be the best defenoe for tforth 

America and Canada's role ohould be to cooperate with the 

Strategic Air Command by continuing to man tiie radar stationo 

that had been built acroso Canada. The pamphlet also stated 

that the Liberals conoid ored the Bomaro to be useless without 

nuolear warheads and questioned their usefulness ehould they 

ever be equipped with nuolear tipo. In aaditioa0 the Liberals 

believed0 leoo than nine months before their total rejection 

of all their past policies conoomlng the Bomaro, that0 



94 
"the tlireat to peace will be greatly multiplied if more 
and more nations have nuclear weapons under their 
control. The spread of such weapons, in Canada or 
elsewhere, would not in any way inoreaso«..th© ultimato 
powor of retaliation which is the only real oof egpard 
against aggression,. Oa the baslo of present info3s^atlon0 
therefor©, the defence policy of a new Libera! 
govorsmca'B will not require Canada to become a nuolear 
power by the manufaoture9 acquisition or use of nuolear 
weapons under Canadian or American control. A new 
Liberal government wHl, however, reserve the right to 
eisamiae each new development in the light of its 
overriding responsibility for the security of the 
Canadian people." 14 

1V» The Liberal Party and HAffQ. 

As otatod at the beginning of this chapter, the 

Liberal Government looked to ?7AT0 as one of the means of 

inoreaslng Canadian security against the spread of coiamuniom 

during tlie rise of thencold war©" Canada's membership in this 

alliance became a focal point of the government's foreign 

policy. Tho government's view was that, 

"the Liberal Party favours the association of Canada with 
the United Kingdom, the United States, and the free 
countries of Europe in a Morth Atlantic security 
arrangement under the Charter of the United Nations. ° 15 

As previously mentioned this was the cornerstone of the 

Liberal's foreign policy as late as the 1957 federal election. 

In the party's electoral pamphlet, it was stated that, "NATO 

remains the foundation of Canada's polioy of collective 
16 security and Atlantic cooperation." During the Conservative 

(i6) mp^^^G^^^x^^p^M, 9m^^.^ M , ^ freawA 
jg^fmmLjML, QP» o i t . , pago aa.. 
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Government's tenure in office, the emnhasis of our defence 

policy shifted towards "lorth .American security against a 

possible Soviet bomber (and later a missile) attack which 

would come from the direction of the ?£orth Pole. 

As mentioned earlier in this ohapter, after Mr. 

Diefenbaker0s speech of February 20, 1959 the Liberals 

expressed their opposition to having Canada acquire nuclear 

Bomaro B weapon© which were not under collective control. 

They wore aloo against the idea of Canada accepting nuclear 

weapons for its Jftiropean R.O.A.F. squadrons which could be 

uoed at the discretion of the United States, rather than by 

a decision from a MATO authority. In September I960, F'r, 

Pearson stated that he agreed with Mr. Minlfle that Canada 

should re—examine its defence policies and its defence 

relations with the United states, but he said that he did 

not go as far as Mr. Minifie in thinking that neutralism 

would be the answer. He repeated his preference for collective 

security and his dislike for the control and authority to 

launch nuolear weapons b©ing at the discretion of one nation. 

This was his major reason for his opposition to Canada 

aoc opting nuclear weapons* However, there was somo confusion 

created by Mr. Pearson's statements. On the one hand he wao 

opposed to the acquisition of nuclear weapons by Canada, and 

on tlie other hand, he appeared to give his endorsement to 

equipping the R.C.A.P. squadrons in lurope vrlth nuclear 

weapons provided that there would be collective control over 

the fizlng of those weapons. The leader of the nain opposition 

party showed that both he and his party were reluctant to 

accept nuolear weapons partly due to tl}e effect suoh a 

decision would have on Canadian political affairs 

internationally, partly on moral grounds, and partly on the 
fear of having suoh destructive weapons as part of the 

tvrsenal of its armed foroos. However, he and the Liberal Part^ 

were prepared to arm the Canadian forces stationed In Europe 

with nuolear weapono provided that they came under ftATO 

control. He then saldp 
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"But i f we are being asked i n IIATO to accept nuc lea r 
weapons f o r our aii? d iv i s ion and f o r our in fan t ry 
brigade under o the r than t h a t kind of con t ro l p under 
na t iona l con t ro l , o r undor j o i n t control which gives the 
United Sta tes an overpowering au thor i ty to use o r not to 
use them0 then I do not think we should accept them i n 
Europe." 17 

On September 14, Mr. Pearson, eager to d i f f e r e n t i a t e 
h i s UGRAD non-nuclear pol icy from liio .TATO nuoloar po l i cy , 
explained to the House of Commons exactly wjiat h i s par ty 
would and would not support . He said tliat tlie 7AT0 nuclear 
forces must bo under J£ATO c o n t r o l , not na t iona l c o n t r o l , 
otherwise chances of an acc iden ta l f i r i n g of a nuclear 
weapon would be g rea t ly increased . He s ta ted tliat ho roal iaed 
the d i f f i c u l t i e s Involved in e s t ab l i sh ing an e f fec t ive m u l t i ­
na t iona l con t ro l , but n e v e r t h e l e s s , i t appeared to be tlie 
most des i rab le moans o£ con t ro l l i ng those weapons. I!r« 
Pearson amphasizod t ha t tlie nuclear de te r ren t should not be 
used except when i t i s abso lu te ly c l e a r tliat a massive a s s a u l t 
had been launched. The delay in using nuclear weapons would 
n e c e s s i t a t e tlie use of conventional forces to repel tho 
a t t ack u n t i l the nuclear d e t e r r e n t had b^on unleashed. Thoreforo 
tho Libera l Party favoured the po l lo j of increas ing the 
s t reng th of JATO's conventional f o r c e s , thus r e l ega t ing the 
nuc lea r defence in to tlie pos i t i on of being a second l i n e of 
defence. 

This policy was maintained by tlie Liberal Party u n t i l 
Mr. Pearson's "Scarborough speech" on January 12, 1963« I t 
villi be soon tha t tlie po l io!os of the Liberal Party changed 
r a d i c a l l y a t t ha i t ime. 

(17) Canada, Rouse of Commpno Debates, v o l . 'T i l l , 1960-61. 
pageI'&fffl&l 
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CHAPTER SIX 

Til2 GOVERNMENT 

T h i s c h a p t e r w i l l examine t h e o p i n i o n s and p o l i c i e s 

of t h o C o n s e r v a t i v e P a r t y and t l ie C o n o e r v a t i v © r .ovemment a s 

p u t f o r t h by v a r i o u s C o n s e r v a t i v e h . P . n , i n c l u d i n g t h e ^rim© 

M i n i s t e r . Tho main emphas i s of t h i s c h a p t e r w i l l be on t h e 

Bomarc i s s u e and TORAD w i t h a b r i e f r e f e r e n c e o r two t o t h o 

a c q u i s i t i o n of n u c l e a r woapour. f o r C a n a d a ' s 'l/>?0 f o r c e s . 

l . .Problems faced by Conservatives af ter 1Q!37 election victo.r& 

Almost frtbm the moment tliat the Conservative Party 
came into power in 1957, i t was placed in a defensive 
pos i t ion , in June 1957, i t w..*.s elected as a rdiiority 
government, rooelviug one hundred and twelve ooat:, out of a 
possible twu hundred and s i x t y - f i v e . The c rea t ion of 70P.AJ) 
was announced l o s s tlian two months l a t o r and the Conservative 
Government was surprised to find tha t 'tlie agreement liad 
p rac t i ca l ly boon adoptod by the outgoing Libera ls , 'thus 
leaving the Cuiiaervatives in a pos i t ion whero i t would hove 
been d i f f i c u l t f o r thorn to refuse to grant t h o i r acoCj'taucQ. 
however, tidLs hasty agreement to take par t in a :n i l i la ry 
a l l i a n c e , when tliey were not ful ly acquainted with a l l the 
obl iga t ions i t en bai led, proved to be a grave e r ro r for the 
duration of t h e i r tenure of o f f ice . In the end i t was tiie 
basis for t h e i r being defeated on a vote of non-confidence 
in 1963. 

(1) Although the Party has been known ao the Progressive 
Conservative Party s ince 1942, i t w i l l be referred to as 
the Conservative Party fo r reasons of b r e v i t y . 
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ITORAD was designed to defend tho oon t lnon l a g a i n s t 

a bomber a t t a c k , however^ t he Sovie t s liad not boon b u i l d i n g 
bombers i n tine q u a n t i t y a n t i c i p a t e d but had beau concen t r a t ing 
i n e s t a b l i s h i n g a powerful m i s s i l e a t t a c k f o r c e . The American 
m i l i t a r y i n t e l l i g e n c e oorpo had not a n t i c i p a t e d t h i s type of 
a t t a c k . Thus th® three- r a d a r l i nen \<hioh wore b u i l t .' \ Canada 
dur ing t h e 1950°n, vroro almost completely unolo^o . 

One of t h e nain c r i t i c i s m s of t h e TOhVD f\llh->.\oe 
t h a t tho Conservat ives h^d to defend ';!m *sa1v3r; .-yyu ir:t was 
t h a t t h e r e had been a l o s s of Canadian sove re ign ty and oon t ro l 
over h e r own foroes s ince TCHAD v/as s igned . ,rlio "^nne r v a t l v e s 
t r i e d to impress upon tho people the i d e a of j o i n t con t ro l 
of t h e Bomare "5 m i s s i l e s , r equ i r i ng Canadian consent bofor© 
they could be launched. "'bis proved to be f l o e vvhon Con o ra l 
Lauranee \U te r , t he oomiiander-in— old.of of T o r y , noid i n a 
1959 speech to TATO's ^ r l i a m o n t a r i a n conference in V.'asliingtonp 

RI have d i r e c t o p e r a t i o n a l c o n t r o l over a l l ; i i r defence 
e lements of th© U.S. Army, t he US flavy, t h e U3 /Mr Force 
and tixe Ai r defence Command of tlie Royal Canadian Air 
P e r c e . " 2 

H© wont on to say , " t h i s a u t h o r i t y . . . i s not depon-lout on any 
•A 

c o n o u i t a t l o n s . ° v 

On Doc ember 5, 1957, during tlie supply debate f o r the 
Department of 'Tational Defence in the house of Jam oris, t h e 
Defence M i n i s t e r , t h e honourable George Peorkos at tempted to 
j u s t i f y Canada involv ing i t s e l f in TOPy."̂ . he r.aid t l iat the 
s a f e t y of t he w'ostom vrorld defends upon l i s r e t a l i a t o r y 
f o r c e s , t h o v a b l l i t y to i n f l i c t heavy damage upc i an one iy a f t e r 
we have been a t t acked and, 

(2) K i n i f i e , Jamoo nmf Peacemaker o r PowderU>'oalI(:ey. McClelland 
'« Stewart Limited, Toronto /Montrea l , s opt ember 
196D, pages 28-29. 

(3) Ib ldo page 29. 

file:///Uter
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" in CanaPa, our main con t r i bu t i on to t h i s d e t e r r e n t i s t o 
provide p ro tec t ion both fo r t hese r e t a l i a t o r y foroo© 
and f o r tho i n d u s t r i a l power of tiie ftorth American 
con t i nen t . To t h i s end we have es tab l i shed the ear ly 
warning l i n e s and a i r defence command." 4 

The Defenoe M i i i s t e r implied t l iat t t iere was a JJORATWfAffO l inkp 
t ha t they were not s e p a r a t e , independent a l l i a n c e s but t h a t 
IifORAD operated wi th in t he framework of MATO under the o f f i c e 
of the tforth Amerloan Regional Command. This idea was ©tressed 
during tlie nerxt few months to counter Liberal accusa t ions 
t h a t '-IATO had no oon$rol OTTQT NORAD and t h a t Canadian 
sovereignity had been s a c r i f i c e d by a l ign ing ourse lves with 
tho United tftatoo in a b i l a t e r a l m i l i t a r y a l l i a n c e . Tho 
Conservatives had hoped t h a t by adopting tlie nol lcy t h a t 
iVORAD was a subordinate command wi th in fTATO, '70PA.T) would 
beoone more widely accepted by Canadians, keening In mind the 
Oanadman whole hear ted acceptance of TATO m\d i t s nodu la r i ty 
in 1949. 

n r . Pearkes a l so said t h a t con t ro l of a i r defenoe 
in Canada depends upon a l l a i r p l anes r e g i s t e r i n g a f l i g h t 
plan with n i r dofonce a u t h o r i t i e s . Furthermore, tlie Canadian 
commanding o f f i c e r a t tiie S t . Hubert a i r foroe base i s i n 
con t ro l of a l l a i r opera t ions in Canada. This became a focal 
point of debate njid J u s t i f i c a t i o n to the Conservatives t i ia t 
•IORAD did not involve any loos of sovereignty by Canada over 
i t s a i r space, ^ho Canadian commander nay au thor i se tho 
i n t e r c e p t i o n of a i r c r a f t f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n pumosos and i f 
i t proves to b© an enemy plah®, he can order the H.C.A.P. to 
engage i t o r force i t to l and . Refusal to deny these 
a i r c r a f t passage ovor Canadian t e r r i t o r y i s a Canadian 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . ' r . Pearkeo emphasised t h i s point when he soldi 

(4) Canada, Aiouge of Commons Rebates , v o l . 1 1 , 1957~58p 
page 1897. 
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0©vory proemx-tion has been taken and will continue to bo 
takes to eneuro that the Canadian govorament ia ooasultel 
before any act is undertaken which would commit thio 
country to war*0 5 

On Juno 10, 1958 o the Coneervative Government 

presented a bill before Parliament asking that Parliament 

approve on exchange of notes between tlie Canadian and United 

States Government© ©oncoming the organisation and operation 

of fiTOliAD. The Prim© Minister emphasised the need for 

continental defence against a possible enemy attack and 

stressed the faot quite strongly that tfORAI) was a defensive 

alliance and not an off enoivo one. When opposition was raised 

concerning the fact that airplanes of th© Strategic Air 

Command were being refuelled in Canada, Mr. Diefenbaker said 

that the refuelling facilities were set up in Canada so as to 

contribute to the increased effectiveness of th© SAC foroo. 

It became obvious e however9 that SAC operations were a part 

of the continental air defenoe system, 

"yet the United States U^QT contemplated sharing control 
of SAO operations with any nation $ its eosasaaa© 
peacetime operations. tho selection of target systems 
and foroos participation in continental defenoe.. .might 
plung© Canada Into war." 6 

Mr. Difenbaker8© anowor to this charge was to ohowe onco 

a45aine that Canada wao not losing any ooverelgnty in its 

close military alHaaoQ with the United Stateo. He stated that 

although Aiaerican nuolear armed airplanes had been flying ovor 

Canada for a period of seven yearo, each flight had to bo 

sanctioned by th© Canadian Government. Th© accuracy of t|)ls 

(3) IbMfl pa&e 1900. 

(6) Connntp Holviii, °Canada and Continental Defence§ on 
American VlewB

 n International Jousmal«, Summer 19600 
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was doubted by many people due to Canada's authority via-a— 

via that of the United States in continental defence. Mr. 

Diof enbaker also attempted to separate SFORAD and SAC into two 

independent ond distinct military organisations0 thereby 

purifying HOBAD of any strike role? and rearresting the imago 

of a purely defensive alliance. In this, Mr. Dief enbaker wao 

not successful^ nor wao the Conservative Party as a whole. 

Thereewao a lot of confusion both Inside and outside 

of Parliament concerning the role of tfORAP, its authority0 
and the authority of fTORAD's Canadian deputy coiainander~in«-

chiefo Questions on those subjects were posed by the Liberal 

Alan Maonaughton0 and on June 11, the Minister for External 

Affairs, the Honourable Sidney Smith replied to the first 

subject by referring to the standing group in »AT0 and said, 
alf they /"the coordination plane of FORAD 7aro studied 
ia the standing group ond they do not oeem to fit into 
the general over-all defenoe plans and defensive piano0 
retaliatory plans of MA3?0P then there will be discussion 
of them with the members of the Canada-United States 
regional planning group. It is in this context thoreforo 
that arORAD's role in tho general framework of the over­
all defence of the Morth Atlantic treaty area can be 
justified.0 7 

Thuo, sis months after the Defenoe Minister had attempted to 

impress upon Parliament the close working alliance, indeed, 

the subordinate position of RTORAD within the MATO alliance, 

tho asternal Affairs Minister was still trying to get tho 

opposition members of the House, as well as the Canadian 

public in general, to believe the same story. Ho went ontto 

soy0 In reply to Mr. Hacnaughton's question that. 

(7) Oanadae Houae of Commons Debates.. vol,H0 1958, page 1049. 
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nI havo consulted with my colleague^ the Minister of 
[Rational Defence, and he confirms the information that I 
am about to give£>»>..ln the absence of the commander in 
chief the deputy commander will assume his powers and 
hi© reoponslbillties. ..and there are no resorvationo in 
this vm^ positive and categorical statement." 8 

The Conservatives had hoped that this reply would quell the 

apprehension felt by many Canadian©, that the Canadian deputy 

commander, A$r Marshal Slemon, was given a titular position 

with very little or no power of authority. Tho above reply 

did satisfy some Canadians but by no means the majority of 

those that opposed 1TORAD. 

(On June 199 1958, the motion of the Conservative 

Government to recognise Canada's acceptance and participation 

in ttORAD was carried by a vote of 200 to B, the Liberals 

voting with \ ; Government against the opposition of the 

C.C.P. Party). 

11. Statement of February 20 „ 1959, and attitudes from 1959 gap 
On Pebruary 20, 1959, Prime Minis ter Diefenbaker 

announced the government's decision to abandon the CP-105 
Avro Arrow project because an a l t e r n a t i v e means of defending 
the continent had been developed in tho form of Bomarc B 
miss i les f o r a i r defence and Lacrosse mi s s i l e s for the Army. 
The Prime Minis ter said t h a t , 

"the f u l l po ten t i a l of these defensive weapons i s achieved 
only vshim. they are armed with nuolear warheado. Tho 

fovemment ia9 therefore 9 examining with tho United 
t a t e o government questions connected with the 

acqu i s i t ion of nuclear warheado f o r Bomaro and other 
defensive weapons fo r use by the Canadian forces l a 
Canada* and the s torage of warheads In Canada. Problems 
connected with tho arming of the Canadian brigade in 
Sarop© with short rang© nuolear weapons f o r BATO'o 
dofenee tasks are also being s tud ied . " 9 

(8) JJ|MU pago 1050. 

(9) Canada, Bowae of Commons Debates» vol. 11, 1959, page 1223. 
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H© also stated that the decision to acquire these weapons was 

made on the best advice available and on Canada's determination 

to continue to make "an effective contribution to the NATO 

shield.0 He added that Canada had no desire to manufacture 

its own nuclear weapons and that she would still strive to 

achieve a disanaament agreement at Geneva. Mr. Pi af enbaker 

also said tiiat the ownership and. custody of those weapons 

would remain in American hands as a further means to prevent 

the dissemination of nuclear weapons to more and more countries. 

Tho February 20th speech Is significant for five 

reasons. First, it marked the start of the nuclear arms 

debate in Canada. Second0 and most important, it put the 

Conservatives "on record" as saying that the Bomarc and 

Lacrosse missileo had to be armed with nuolear warheads in 

order to have these weapons achieve their full potential<> a 

statement that they later came to regret. Third9 this speech 

was often referred to by Conservatives in future parliamentary 

debates whan they wished to give very vague answers to 

questions posed to them by opposition MoP0s because they 

would note ^ r could not, do otherwise. Fourth^ it showed that 

the Conservatives did not regard nuclear weapons being 

introduced into Canada as constituting the dissemination of 

these weapons by one nation to another as long as the United 

States retained custody of the missiles« Lastly, it onoe 

again tried to ©how that the strengthening of Canadian foroos 

in order to defend this continent was part of Canada's 

contribution to the MATO defenoe scheme. This was mentioned 

by Mr. Dief enbaker two weeks later in the House of Commons 

when he oaid, 

(10) imrW&hH 
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"as far as MATO and our continental defenses are concerned0 
we take the stand-we have no reason to take other-that 
our actions within th© continental contest of Morth 
America are all within the oontemplatlon of HATO. All of 
them have the approval of the NATO organisation." 11 

At the risk of being repitltioue, this constant referral by 

the Conservatives to tTORAP being a part of fA^O, showed that 

its attempts to convince the Canadian public to accept this 

as being a true state of affairs, had not met with success. It 

should be pointed out that this was by no means the last time 

that this argument was put forward by the Conservatives. 

On May 25, it appeared that th© Conservative Government 

was about to announce tlie acquisition of nuclear warheads for 

the Bomarc missile when Mr. Dief enbaker announced in the 

Commons that, 

"provision is being made for the transfer to Canada under 
mutually agreeable conditioner of guoh non-nuclear parts 
of atomic woapono oyotemo involving restricted data ao 
are jointly determined to be necessary to improve tlie 
state of training of Canada's armed forces and the 
operational readiness of these forces." 12 

It was believed that after receiving training in the use of 

detecting and using nuclear weapons tue Canadian forces would 

then be equipped with such weapons but this did not turn out 

to bo the case. Both opposition leaders did not coiament on 

the Prime Minister8 s speech, saying they preferred to study 

the announcement further before making any comment on their 

own0 However0 with the passage of time and no statement 

forthcoming from tlie Conservatives with respect to the 

definite acquisition of nuolear weapons, tho government thought 

it wisee in view of persistent opposition charges of Conservative 

indeeisiveness end lack of a clear defence policy, to issue a 

statement outlining its defence policy. 

(11) 2M&s P^SO 1550. 
(12) Canada, Houao of Oommono Doba,tosu vol.IV, 1959, page 3966. 
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,3arly in I960, tho Prime hinister said in tho debate 

on tli© Speech from th© Throne, 

"eventually Canadian forces may require certain nuclear 
weapons if Canadian forces are to bo kept effective^ 
Por essamploo tlie Bomaro anti-aircraft miosile to bo 
effective would require nuclear warheads." 13 

lie went on to reaffirm Canada's desire not to manufacture 

these weapons and that Canada was not giving up any of its 

decision-making powers in the field of defenoe by saying, 
nI want to make it abundantly clear 'that nuclear weapons 
will not be used by the Canadian forces except as the 
Canadian government decides and in the manner approved 
by the Canadian government. Canada retains its full 
freedom of choice and decision." 14 

In effect, tlie Prime Minister was saying that arranf;orients 

wore being made with the United States authorities to provide 

us with the necessary weapons if and when they are required. 

it appeared tliat by stressing Canada's retention of decision­

making power regarding the firing of these nuclear missiles, 

that difficulties had arisen I i attempting to have American 

military officials recognise and accept Canada's possible veto 

over the deoision to launch a nuolear equipped Bonnre in some 

future crisis. The Liberals, as was seen in the last chapter, 

attacked the Conservatives over the acquisition of these 

weapons "if and when required." They, and many other people, 

wanted to know how, in times of a sudden crisis, enough time 

will be available in order for Ottawa to notify Washington 

to oend tlie nuclear weapons into Canada, mount them on the 

Bomaree and be prepared to launch the missileo, before either 

the orisls had worsened, or on attack by enemy aircraft had 

already commenced. 

(13) Oanadap HasmSLjaOtommons Debates» vol.1, I960, page 73. 

(14) }m*. PM» 
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1H« Confusion in 1961 over Canadian defence policy 

This situation of confusion within the country and 

within the O-ovemnent showed no signs of being clarified. 

On "arch 6, 1961, when Mr. Chevrler asked the government 

when or if the nuclear warheads were going to be placed on 

the Bomaro missiles, tlie Aosooiate P.inioter of 'rational 

PofencOp -r. Sevigny, ctated that the answer had already 

been given in one of Mr. Dief enbaker* 3 previous speeches. 

This showed, tliat the Conservative Cabinet as well an the 

rest of tho party, was not about to make a final definite 

decision on the matter. 

The Conservatives not only liad to defend their stand 

with regard to nuclear weapons, but thay also liad to defend 

some of their other defence policies. Tho Liberals blamed tlie 

government of gross negligence in the spending of the 

Canadian t;- payer's money, especially in regard to tlie Avro 

Arrow project and tho Poraarcs, whose usefulness was now 

doubted due to the fact that tlie main throat to forth America 

lay in Soviet long-range missiles, and not in a bomber force. 

These charges wore answered in tiie house of Commons on 

September 12, 1961, by Conservative K.P, Mr. PIgg who stated 

in regard to the CP-105, 

"the previous government took the decision to produce 
the Arrow without having any idea what the cost wao going 
to be and without having any idea whether any other 
nation would buy an$ of these aircraft., .they spent a 
large amount of money ...and when we came into power wo 
found that this program wao there. A lot of money had 
been spent on it, ond wo made the greatest possible efforts 
to try end interest other countries in buying this 
airplane." 15 
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Mr. Bigg defended tlie Bomarc by saying that if we didn't hav© 

a deieaco against t-.e bobber, Kuooia would attack us with a 

cheaper and more readily available weapon than would other­

wise be tlie case. This was a poor argument to put up in tho 

defence of tiie Bomuro for it did not consider tiie fact that 

the arms race between tlie U.S.A. and the U.S.J.P. made it 

imperative for the Soviet Union to produce more sophisticated 

weapons aud tliat the bomber tiireat was to give way to the 

missile tiireat not solely on tlie basis of the Bomarc, but on 

tlie entire "cold war" arms race. Thus, even if there wero no 

Bomaro, tiie U.30S.R. could hot contemplate attacking us with 

a cheaper weapon than a bomber as it was forced to manufacturo 

more modern weapons of attack. Mr. Bigg went so far as to say 

that if security meant a closer link with tiio United States 

and a loss of Canadian sovereignty, ho would be prepared to 

accept tî at. he emphasized tliie when he launched a verbal 

attacB: against those people who suggested tliat Canada should 

get uut of ;T0PuLD. He addedp 

"as a Canadian I put freodom ahead of tno pride of 
Canadians and say that if our great neighbour the T>.S,\o0 
has the aimed strength to deter nuclear war and the 
coxiveutioxUil strength to fight a conventional war, then 
I am going to be morally strong enough to stand beside 
them and for a short time share sovereignty with people 
who have never waged an aggressive war." 16 

While not all Conservatives felt this strongly afeout close 

cooperation wit tlie United States autliorities0 a majority of 

them favoured our continued partnership in 70KAD alti-ough 

they were uncertain, both as a party and as the government, 

whether or not we should be a nuolear armed or non-nuclear 

armed partner. 

The Conservatives liad to defend their defence policy 

on still another issue. In mid-September 19610 Mr. Hellyert> 

(16) IbJAo pages 8264-65. 
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the Liberal defence c r i t i c , accused tho Conservative© of 
arminy tho Canadia*. Tiroco with second m'© weapons, he 
referred to Canada's acquir ing 'the honest John surface— t o -
ourface mis s i l e a t a time when the United S ta tes was arming 
i t s e l f with 'tlie L i t t l e John, & smal ler , l i g h t e r , and more 
por table weapon, he attacked the Conservatives fo r acquir ing 
tho hieriean Voodoo a i r c r a f t to replace the Avro Arrow which 
was f a s t e r and b e t . e r than the Voodoo and said that the 
Bomarc was u se l e s s as the Soviet union had manned bobbers 
which oould launch a. b a l l i s t i c mi s s i l e known as a "stand-off" 
bomb towards a Canadiai t a rge t without gc'ctioy c lose r than 
one thousand mi1 os beyon$ tlie range of our anti-bomber 
mis i l e a . >Ir. hnrknessp the -Minister of Jaicional Defence, 
challenged Mr. i ro l lyc r ' s knowledge of such weapons as the 
L i t t l e John whioii he said had a range half t ha t of tlie .lonest 
John and defended the Bomaro's usefulness by saying t h a t the 
mi l i t a ry of f i e ore s t i l l believed tliero was a atroriy p o s s i b i l i t y 
of an on&v bomber attack:. He defended tlie Bomaree and OS1—104 
a i r c r a f t by saying tha t by arming them with conventional 
weapons the# v/ere not en t i r e ly u s e l e s s , only l e s s e f fec t ive 
tliaa i f they ca r r i ed nuolear warheads, but again he refused to 
say i f or when such a t r a n s i t i o n in weapons would co ,0 about . 
h i s statement concerning tho p o s s i b i l i t y of arming tiie 
Bomaros with conventional weapons was not a va l id one, 

"because no warhead for tlie Pomaro B Model liad ever been 
designed o r manufactured. In the development s tages of 
tho Bomarc 'A9 Model, a high-explosive warhead liad boon 
used, but i t wao scrapped when the min ia tur i sed nuclear 
warhead became p r a c t i c a l . " 17 

I t i s somewhat unusual fo r a government to openly admit on 
severa l occasions tha t tlie f u l l e f fec t iveness of these weapono 

(17) bowman, Pe te r C , Qj3» o;Mi«» PaS© 549. 



109 
l a y i n t h e i r being nuclear armed„ and ye"*' al"1 ow the. to h© 
oonven Lloniilly nrtied wltbont QD the r yivlny tho public a 
reason fo r fcliis nor t e l l i n g then whether or not they would" 
be nuolear armed in the foreseeable fu tu re . 

IV. CovQ3yuant.'ja 136.2 p o a l t l m as s t a t ed by Mr. SevLrny. 

i t i s aloo unfortunate th.-it e r ec t ly ""hree years to 
tne day sf "Ir. P ie^r rbaker ' s speech aaiouncing tin? death of 
tiie Arrow and tne 'ovnrn tent ' s acceptance of t ae Bomarc, Mr. 
Cevigny, in replying ^° a question -out to him in tho House of 
Commons by ;!r. he l iya r , could add very l i t t l e to what the 
In?ime Minister had said in 1959, duo to th ree years of 
government indec is ion , and the i n a b i l i t y of the Conservative 
Party to formulate a de f in i t e policy on t h i s isouc at the 
p a r t y ' s na t iona l conventions. In replying to the question he 
s a i d , 

" . . -'nay I uoy tliat f a c i l i t i e s fo r the maintenance and 
s torage of the Bomaro mis s i l e have been constructed a t 
iforth Bay and are being constructed u t La Uacarsa. These 
f a c i l i t i e s wi l l be ava i lab le i f and when nucle: r 
warheads ore obtained. 
Mr. Hel lyer : Can the min i s te r say when tha t w i l l be? 

l ft 
PJLr. Sevigny: lo comment." 

The Canadian people, did not approbe of t h e i r 
government's indecis ion i a t h i s and o ther mat ters and although 
the Conservatives were once again e lec ted to power in 1962, 
they were now in the posi t ion of being a minori ty government 
with 11G s e a t s , Ixaving loot 92 s ea t s suae© t h e i r l a s t e lec t ion 
in 195*3. Despite t h i s setback9 the Conservatives wore unable 
to r e c t i f y t h e i r past behaviour by formulating a prec ise 
defenoe po l i cy . 5ho s t a t e of a f f a i r e t h a t ea±sted on Bobruary 
209 1962, which wao described above, pe r s i s t ed throughout the 

(18) Canada© Hofwra. ag Commons Debates* v o l . 1 1 , 1962, 
pages 104GM1* 
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rgaalnlng t en months of t ha t year0 with the Conservatives 
giving vague answers to questions posed by Liberal and Hew 
Democratic Party E3UP.e, the favour i te Conservative answer 
being merely a r e f e r r a l to the speech made by Mr, Dief enbaker 
on February 200 1959 as being the oloar0 obvious answer to 
a l l of tho oppos i t i on ' s quer ies . 

V. $mm^m$&P~J&®&M&n. to th .̂Cuban,, Crista. 

Mr. Diefenbaker 's pol icy of having Canada acquire 
nuclear weapons i f and when they were needed, was put to th© 
t e s t i n the autumn of 1962, during the Cuban mi s s i l e o r i o l e . 
Mr. Peter Uewman, in Reasgaaa. i n .Bawaei She iUefgnbaker 
X§&rs,0 sa id t h a t , 

"tho Cuban episode sha t te red t h i s comfortable compromise* 
I t c l e a r l y demonstrated t h a t a period of In t e rna t iona l 
tens ion wao the very worst time to adopt the weapons © 
because I t would be In te rpre ted by t he Gommunlsto as an 
a^grooolve act.11 19 

The quest ion aloo reac t iva ted the problem of the Prime 
Minister0© au tho r i t y v i e - a -v io t h a t of th© United S ta tes 
Prosidont . Mr. Pearson wanted to know i f the Bomaros could bo 
used oolely on the au thor i sa t ion of the President of the 
United S t a t o s . Mr. Dief enbaker rep l i ed t h a t i t was the 
au thor i sa t ion of tho Pres ident , coupled with the fao t t ha t 
t h o l r uoo must recoive the approval of the Canadian Government, 
t ha t cons t i tu t ed j o i n t defence of t h i s ©onHzinent. The next 
round of heated debate i n the House of Commons turned out t o 
be tho l a s t one f o r the Conservative Party on the Government 
olde of the House. 

(19) tfewnane Pe ter C , cm^Qi.JWo page 342« 
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Between 1959 and the ond of 1962, in say controversy 
tha t arose over tlie problem of accepting nuclear warheads fo r 
Canadian mi l i t a ry for©©©, the controversy would quokly dl© 
down. However0 a f t e r the Cuban c r i s i s , before the i ssue could 
die dom aa i t had in the pas t , fuel was added t& the f i r e 
in the form of a statement mad© by the r e t i r e d EASQ ©omiaand©r~ 
ia-ohlefp General Lauris Horstad. On January 3p 1963, he 
said a t a press conference in Ottawa, t ha t Canada had 
committed i t s e l f to the arming of the Starfigirfosr a i r c r a f t 
which were s ta t ioned in QaropeBWith t a c t i c a l nuclear weapono""* 
Mine days l a t e r , on January 12, 1963, £2r« Pearson, in a 
speech made a t the luncheon meeting of the Yor3&-Soarborough 
Liberal Associat ion, °announced h i s p a r t y ' s conversion to a 
nuelear s t r a t e g y . " This was tantamount t o a complete reversa l 
of policy fo r he and h i s par^r now advooated the acquis i t ion 
of t a c t i c a l defensive nuclear warheads In order to make 
Canada's defensive eystem fu l ly e f fec t ive . Mr. Pearson said 
tha t defenoe po l i c i e s designed to prevent nuolear wao must 
bo based on nuolear r e t a l i a t i o n , impressing upon the po ten t ia l 
enemy tho high pr ice he wi l l pay in numan and mater ia l looses 
should ho s t a r t a nuolear war, no mat ter how l imited in scopoo 
The de te r ren t forcea of the West l i e i n JTATO. He added0 

f^ a e B e m f f i M a f t X*£G»VQ Printer and don^roller of 
tationery, otisawao 1965 > pag© 16. 
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"as a member of the NATO coalition, we accept the nuolear 
deterrent in the hande of the United States as essential 
for dof©no© 5 and we supply much of the uranium that 
goes into American bombs." 2 

In his speech he described the forces that Canada has 
contributed to NATO in the past due to the obligations v̂ iioh 
havo fallen upon Canada by being a member of this military 
alliances.H© said that by boing a member of KATO and UORAD9 

Canada had automatically taken upon itself certain 
obligations (aooopting nuolear weapons) which it had failed 
to honour. After stating in the House of Commons on several 
occasions that our NATO forces should not be ©quipped with 
nuclear weapons until such weapons came under the collective 
control og that organisation rather than being under tlie 
collective control of the U.S. or Joint control between the 
U.S. and on© of ite alliesp Mr. Pearson now abandoned that 
line of thinking. 3p<saking only one week after the TA.TO 
commander had spoken in Canada urging Canadian officials 
to accept nuclear arme0 Mr. Pearson advocated that the 
Canadian Government, 

"ahould end at onee Ite evasion of responsibility<, by 
discharging the commitments it has already accepted for 
Canada. It oan only do this by accepting nuelear 
warheads, for those defensive tactical weapons which 
cannot effectively be ueed without them, but which wo 
have agreed to use." 3 

In making this speech, Mr. Pearson disregarded the otatemento 
printed in the 1962 party platfom about the Bomaros being 
useless with or without nuolear weapons. Forgotten too wore 
the otatemento made by Mr. Hellyer when he described in 

(2) Canada, Houoe of Oommono Pabatasu vol. Fill, 1960-61 „ 
pago oJ&Sl 
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Parliament how Canada was a dumping ground for American out­

dated weapons, referring to the honest John and Boffaar© 

missiles as well as other weapons. The leader of the "Grito° 

now attempted to impress upon the Canadian people the 

Importance of respecting obligations incurred by Canada due 

to past agreements. Ho added that Canada should oppose any 

additional independent nuclear forces being established by 

any country in the world and added tliat tho Canadian 

Government should support the strengthening of i3AT0'o 

conventional forces. He said that Canada ahould also support 

a genuine collective control of all NATO tactical nuclear 

weapons. 'To longer was it a prerequisite to our acquiring 

nuclear weapons for our "TATO forces that the control of theso 

woapons be taken away from the United States and placed in 

the collective hands of HAT0P Wow this became a goal to strive 

for and hopefully, or rather, ideally, to achieve. 'Tecdleso 

to say, tills 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 side of the pro or anti-nuclear arms debate, he did 

not receive the whole-hearted support of his countrymen as 

has been previously stated. 

B. Liberal policy as stated in the Commons.» January 25*1965. 

The ensuing parliamentary crisis saw the Liberal 

Party taking a pro-nuclear stand, berating the government 

for reneging on its commitments while the Conservatives 

steadfastly denied signing any such agreement creating those 

alleged obligations and tried to defend their past policies. 

On January 25, Mr. Pearson explained his stand in the House 

of Commons. He said that it takes years for major changes in 

defence policy to come about, and since the Bomaros had already 

been introduced into Canada, it is not a simple task to alter 

our policy or our commitments with respect to these missileo, 
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but he never explained why this wua tiie case. He then outlined 

what our defence policy ohould be. Canada's defence policies 

should not liinder our offectiveneso at tlie United Nations, it 

must be geared to tiie nation's industrial reoouxces, we 

should take all necessary steps to protect our territory and 

live up to our obligations. We ahould also cooperate with 

the United States and our rJATO allies, talc© part in United 

lotions peacekeeping forces, tuid finally, Cunada should not 

contribute to tine strategic nuolear deterrent which differs 

from tlie tactical nuclear deterrent. He was (and still is) 

hopeful tliat one day there will be a complete abolition of 

these weapons and Canada should strive to bring about a 

settlement ia the disarmament negotiations, but until that 

joyous day comes, Canada must acquire nuclear weapons. It io 

a case of Mr. Pearson believing that our word, given in an 

agreement, even if It brings about a wrong policy as he had 

previously maintained that the Bomarc policy was wrong, lo 

nevertheleoo more important than tlie ramifications of acquiring 

nuclear weapons. He attacked the Government once again for 

not fulfilling its obligations, citing several speeches by 

Mr. Dief enbaker and Mr. Harkness in which they stated that 

t$5© full effectiveness of tlie Bomarc necessitated it being 

armed with a nuclear warhead. He also mentioned the fact that 

no government official denied any of tlie statements made by 

General Laurie lorstad in his recent speech in which he 

stated that Canada was obligated to accept nuclear warheads 

for the Bomaros and Ctarfighters. What the Liberal leader did 

not mention wao the hypocritical stand he wao taking in view 

of the faot that Canada was selling uranium to the U.SJW and 

sitting on the Geneva disarmament panel at one and the oamo 

time. 

On January 31 p Mr* Pearson referred to th© communique 

issued by the U.S. State Department which stated in parte 
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"so f a r as UviUu) i s concerned p Canada has been negot ia t ing 
with the United States for the past two or three man the 
in order tliat nuolear warhead© wi l l be made ava i lab le 
for our two squadrons of Bomaros and our F-101 
interceptors . '* 4 

This , Mr. Pearson pointed out , differed from what tlie " l inis tor 
of ^rational Defence uaid recent ly about Canada honouring i t o 
commitments. In Mr. Pearson's view, I t was obvious from t h i s 
press re lease that the Canadian minis te r w^.r, t e l l i n g something 
l e s s than the t r u t h . Mr. Martin said the negot ia t ions being 
hold with a view to acquiring nuclear arms was not in accord 
with one of the Prime Min i s t e r ' s speeches in which he said 
t ha t the Canadian and United Sta tes Governments were 
negot ia t ing on the inrruo of making these weaponc avai lablo 
to Canada when and i f they would be required. 

On Pobrunry 4, 19630 the Liberals introduced a motion 
in the House of Commons a l leg ing a lack of leadership in tho 
government and also al leging tliat the government did not 
enjoy tho support of the people of Canada. Pairing the r e s t of 
t ha t day and the next day0 the Liberals (ae wall as o ther 
opposition par t i es ) berated tlie government on i t s past 
indecis ion , i t s lack of leadership and the f a i l u r e to honour 
i t s defence agreements as well as c rea t ing a deplorable 
s i t u a t i o n vie-©—vie Canadian-U.S. r e l a t i o n s . The Conservative 
Government found i t s e l f being attacked in a l l matters of i t s 
policy and was defeated on the f i f t h day of February, 

C l i b e r a t e elected as Government of Panada. 

Although t|jEe Liberal Parly wao voted in to off ice as 
the new Canadian Government in Apr i l , i t was a inlnorlty 
government, receiving for ty percent of the votes caot e and 131 
sea t s out o£ a possible 265 in the House of Commons. 
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Nevertheless it procceded to sign an agreement with th© 

United states providing for tlie acquisition of nuclear 

weapons for Uaaa&ii-u forces. 

i-ir. hellyer0 who became iiiaieter of National Befone© 

in tiie now government, stated before a Special Committee on 

Defence in the Hou&e of Commons, the reasons why his party 

had decided to accept nuolear weapons for Canadian forces. 

"At tola mom ant tlie active air defence is limited to 
the anti-bomber field, and a considerable effort is 
expended in this direction. If members of the committoo 
recall statements I made when ia opposition^ you may 
wonder why I now support the use of 3ome of our resources 
for thlo purpose. Th© opinions I expressed during the 
last few years were based on knowledge of the threat 
made available to us at that time-1959. The ontimntes 
have subsequently turned out to be incorrect. Tho rate 
of ooviet missile production anticipated at that time 
has not materialized. In consequence, the bomber threat 
remains at tills date a very much larger proportion of 
the total threat than was expected." 5 

(Mr. Hellyer never stated or admitted this lack of knowledge 

vjhen he confidently criticised the Conservative Government 

for adopting the wrong policy in 1959 vdien the Bomaro 

announcement was made, nor did he admit this lads: of 

knowledge in subsequent years of Conservative rule). This 

seemed to be at variance with American military policy which 

was outlined by U.S. Defence Secretary Hobert MoNamara prior 

to the April 1963 election when he stated that the bomber 

threat had almost been totally replaced by a possible mlsoilo 

attackp thus making the Bomaros all but obsolete. Mr. Hellyer 

also referred to General Kuter* s speech which was delivered 

at a banquet of the Canadian International Air Show on 

September 1, 1961. Mr. Hellyer supported the General's 

statements on the necessity of destroying tho ®n<zuy weapon ao 
well aa the weapon's carrier and this could only be done by a 

nuolear aimed weapon* 

(5) Special Committeo on Defenoo, qpr« olty>n pages 16-17. 
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By the end o£ the year» statements emanating from 
Ottawa clearly showed that Canada was prepared to defend 

Western Burop© and this continent by aocepting nuclear arms 

for ite military forces. On December 20, an Interim heport of 
the Special Committee on Defence was issued recommending that 

we maintain our policies of support for United fatlons 

peacekeeping operations, that we not produce nuclear weapons, 

and tiiat we reiaain committed to NTORAD as long as this 

continent waa threatened with a possible bomber attack. The 

75th point of the Report states, 
"the advisability of providing the Bomarcs and tlie 
Voodoos with nuclear warheads would add to tlie 
effectiveness of the Voodoo and would give tlie Bomaro a 
capability ao a defensive weapon against bombers. They 
are of no use against a general range of ballistic 
missiles." 6 

The nuclear warheads for the Bomarcs and Voodoos began 

entering Canada on New Year's Bve, Deoember 31 j> 1963 and had 

all been installed and stored by the end of Pebruary 1964. 

l i . The, *'J.£«,,.« 
A. Ite,Jlffi,hi,P. ,o posit^pn on nuolear arms, in, Canada,, 

Two weeks a f t e r th© Liberal Party liad decided to 
adopt nuclear warheads fo r the weapons which had al ready been 
acquired by Canadian defence fo rce s , tho Mew Democratic Party 
remained s t ead fas t ly rooted to i t s pos i t ion of opposing nuc lear 
weapono in the a rsena l of Canadian defence fo rces . On January 
24o 1963, Mr. Tommy Douglas, the na t iona l l eader of tho Nr.P.P. 
eaid in Parliament, 

(6) in ter im asso r t of the Special Committee of tlie House of 
"QJsasfiafiL-fls Mat ters Re la t ing to Defence.. Presented by Mr. 

P r in t e r and Cont ro l l e r of S ta t ionery , Ottawa, 1963, oag©20. 
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"we maintain tiiat Canada's best contribution to the 
peace of tlie world consists in refusing to acquire 
nuclear weapons for Canada's forces either at home or 
abroad. For Canada to become a nuclear power, no matter 
under what pretearfc, is to invite the growth of the 
world's nuclear club." 7 

Mr. Douglas expressed the fear that if Canada should accept 

nuclear warheads from 'the United States, the Soviet Union 

may arm the forces of the neighbouring socialist otates in a 

similar manner. This would lead to a situation of unchecked 

dissemination of nuclear weapono, thereby significantly 

endangering world peace, he said tliat the Liberal policy was 

illogical and he explained his position and that of his 

party to "the House of Com-aons. He said tiiat, 

"acceptance of nuclear weapons by Canada is not a 
oondition of our membership in NATO, ao is evidenced 
by tho fact that Denmark and Norway and some other 
countries have not accepted nuolear weapons.. .Canada*e 
contribution.•.to the West's deterrent would be 
iasignifleant militarily, but it would do tremendous 
ham in proliferating the acquisition of nuclear arm© 
and would therefore far offset any military value which 
might accrue.'* 8 

Mr. Douglae favoured a strong Canadian contribution to 

disiArmement rathesr than a contribution to the spread of 

weapono of mass destruction. After stating his party's 

position on the issue, he then asked the government for a 

clarification on the question of Canada making commitments 

in 1959 to accept weapons which they knew would be almost 

useless witnout the nuolear warheads. He also asked the 

government to explain tne reason why itvwas spending a 

considerable amount of money on the CP-104 aircraft if it did 

not intend to acquire tne nuclear weapons for those planes. 

(7) Canada, house of Conuons Debates0 vol.111, 1962, page3096. 

(3) 2M&» PafiQ 3098. 
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Kr« Douglas did not ©onfin© his criticisms to tlie 

Conservative Party. He directed his wrath at the Liberal 

Party as well,, In his parliamentary speech on January 249 

1963, he said, 

"the leader of the Liberal Party has now ©ommitted his 
party to tho acquiring of nuolear arms, and <Sid so in a 
speech on January 12 at York-Scarborough Liberal 
convention„ Tho talk of negotiating out afterwards was, 
in my opinion0 ^uot a sedative for the more dlsterbed 
members of the party who were protesting." 9 

lie aaid that this rovoroal of policy on the part of the 

Liberal Party did not mako very much eonse^ eopeolally when 

Mr. Pearson Intimated tiiat Canada would try to negotiato out 

of its commitments after fulfilling them. Mr. Douglas wanted 

Canada to oanoel these commitments by means of negotiation 

before accepting th© nuclear warheads. 

Bo Canada's flORAD role. 

Mr. Douglas said tliat the threat of a bomber attack 

on Worth America had been replaced by th© threat of a miosile 

attack. He said there was no defence against this kind of aa 

attack ea»ept the threat of a massive deterrent, and this was 

provided by the United States forces. Canada's role in itfORAD 

ehould be one of contributing to the radar warning system of 

tnio continent as long ao this system has some value. 

Oa January 31o Mr. Douglas voiced his opposition to 

tne statements made by the U.S. State Department. He aaid that 

Canadians ohould make their own defence policy, it should not 

be made by the U*S. State Department, and he reoented the 

(9) Ibld^ pago 3097. Mr. Pearson genre the impression tliat the 
Liberal Party disliked nuclear weapono being introduced 
into Conadap but wao prepared to accept those weapons 
beoeuo© of past commlmento. After acquiring them and 
fulfilling our obligations, he suggested that Canada'o 
defenoe policy ohould be examined and perhaps altered to 
a more realistic role for Canada* tiiat of conventional 
forces. (Scarborough Speech, page 7) 
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United States meddling in Canada's internal affairs ao it had 

done in Guatemala in 1954 and in C$ba In 1961. H© deplored 

the fact tliat not only did tl e Stato Department criticize 

our Prime Minister but it also sought to pressure the 

Canadian people to urge the Dief enbaker Government to adopt 

a certain policy. After criticising tho U.S. State Depar&aent 

he then wanted to Imow tho aecuraoy of th© American statements. 

He asked the government to clarify for Parliament and for tho 

people of Canada what obligations had been imposed upon 

Canada in past agreements. 

On February 4, 1963& the iT.D.p. announced tliat i t 
would vote against the government in tne non-confidence 
motion. Mr. David Lewis said tha t the country'o commitments 
entai led Canada becoming a member of the nuclear club and 
t l i is inoreaoed tho danger of nuclear esca la t ion . Also,, 
Canada's oommitsaents were out-dated and const i tu ted a waste 
of tlie tax payor 's money. On the day before the government 
was defeated, i t was Mre hewis who outlined h i s pa r ty ' s 
policy which wao l a t e r repeated during th© elect ion campaign. 
He oaid, 

"these are tno reasons why we oppose nuclear weapono in 
the hands of Canadian forces? it makes no material 
improvement in the defenoe position of the west. It does 
not, in effect, strengthen th© western deterrent,, but it 
does increase the nuolear club& increases the danger of 
nuolear war and increases th© danger of escalation to 
total nuolear war if tactical nuolear weapons were used 
in Europe." 10 

On February 5, 1963, Mr. Douglas addressed the 

government in a conciliatory mood. H© said that the FT.D.P, 

members of the houoe were not anxious to vote the Govexsiment 

out of offioe. indeed,, the fJ.D.P. would support the Government 

if it would introduce sensible and necessary legislation while 

(10) j^&e page 3418. 
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©3ce©raising proper leadership. As this was not the case, and 

a© Parliament had been reduced to such impotence an to 

warrant the introduction of a motion of non-confidence, the 

M.P.P. was of the opinion that this was the time for the 

people of Canada to express their views at the polls. However 0 
Mr. Douglas was eager to male© it known tiiat by voting for tho 

motion of non-confidence against the Conservatives, it should 

not be construed tliat they were in any way giving the Liberal 

Party a vote of confidence. 

c« iJoLWs 1963 election maio.los. 

The pamphlet that was published by the 'T.P.1*. during 

the 1963 election expressed the same views on Canadian defenoe 

policy as those expressed by the fT.D.P. members in Parliament. 

The pamphlet stressed tho party's policy of giving full 

support to tlie United Uation© politically and militarily ao 

well as in tlie form of allocating a permanent police foroe 

which would be at the disposal of th© U.tf. Secretariat. On 

the issue of nuolear weapons, the booklet stated tliat th© 

*P. FS v;a« opposed to the id«a of orating a multilateral 

nuolear foroe within NATO. With regard to nuclear weapono for 

continental defenoe, the pamphlet statedp 
"tho Now Democratic Party believes that nuclear weapono 
on Canadian soil and in the hands of Canadian forces 
abroad add nothing to the security of Canada or of the 
Western World. They serve only to reduce the effectiveness 
of Canada1© role in disarmament and to encourage tho 
spread of nuclear weapons. Tho Hew Democratic Partye 
therefore $ reiterates Its position to nuolear weapons on 
our soil or for our forces anywhoro ond calls for the 
cancellation o§ th© Government" a plans to aooulro nuolear 
weapons. Instead0 Canada should immediately join with 
Morway» Sweden and other smaller countries to establish 
a aozt-miolear club within tho h.h. consisting of nations 
which undertake not to produce, stockpile, or permit on 
their coil nuolear weapono of any oort«° 11 

(11) The Federal Program of tho Hew Democratic Party, pp» pit 
page 24. 
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Prior to the election In April 1963, tho Canadian 

Saturday Night magaaine asked th© leaders of the four mala 

political parties, what they would do first upon foiming a 

Government, Mr. Douglas replied, 

"my first not ao a Prime Minieijer would be to investigate 
and make public the so-called nuolear commitments that 
th© Dief eabaker government is reported to hav© made for 
Canada.0 12 

He said that an ET.D.P. government would immediately negotiate 

out of any and all nuolear commltmentQ. His reasons were5 

(1) both U.S. Secretary of Defence, Robert MoHamara0 and tho 

Deputy Defence Secretary, Mr. Gilpatrlo, eonflimed that tlie 

Bomaro miosile does not servo as a means of defence or 

deterrence, (2) it wao his belief that tlie spreading of 

nuolear weapons to nations which do not already have them, 

increases th© likelihood of nuclear war. It was also his 

belief that Canada could make a more effective contribution 

to th© defence of tlie Western world by contributing a highly 

mobile conventional foroe to MA TO and the United Nations. 

(iĵ en in the 1965 federal election, th© policies of th© ft.D.P, 

remained tne same. In the election programme issued by th© 

party prior to the eleatian9 the fifth point in tlie section 

of International Affairs stated, "Canada will be opposed to 

tlie use of any kind of nuclear weapons, either by her own 

forces or on her own soil." ) 

D. niQ fl»D»P. and liAT.0. 

The attitude of th© tf.D.P. towards Canadian forces in 

HATO acquiring nuclear warheads for 'the Honest John and 

Lacrosse missiles as well as for the CF-104 Starfighter 

(12) Douglas, T.O.,°What I Will Do When I Form a Covernmoat, ° 
Qanadlan Saturday flight. vol.78, no.49 Parkon Publications 
Limited, Toronto9 April 1963, page 12. 

(13) Ih^MmJ^AMK 9,Fm4&* Tho New Democratic Party 9 
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o l r o r a f t , e losoly pa ra l l e l ed I t s a t t i t u d e s to Canada obtaining 
nuclear warheads fo r the Bomarcs and Voodoos. The ' I . ^ . P , did 
not d i f f e r e n t i a t e between 7AT0 and KTORAD. Thio s ing le pol icy 
on tlie acqu is i t ion of nuolear warheads was maintained 
throughout the nuclear arms c r i s i s in Canada. One of the main 
reasons fo r the p a r t y ' s opposit ion to Canada acquir ing nuolear 
warheads, was fea r of the dissemination of nuolear weapons 
by the Sovisrfc Union to i t s a l l i e s . On January 24, 1963, in 
h i s speech during the supply debate for tlie Department of 
•internal Affa i rs , Lr . Douglas sa id , 

"the two great dangers of t a c t i c a l nuolear weapons i n 
tlie hands of ;JATO forces i s summed up in the two terms 
now used in the m i l i t a r y , namely escala t ion end 
p r o l i f e r a t i o n . " 14 

Later on in h i s speech ho sa id , 
"we l a the Hew democratic Party bel ieve tliat any 

prol i fera t ion^ whether to independent na t ions or to MArO 
as a mul t ina t ional nuolear power, would add immeasurably 
to 'tli© danger of nuc lear war and should be r e s i s t e d . " 15 

He once again s ta ted t h a t membership in flATO i s not 
condi t ional upon accepting nuclear weapons, and he was of the 
opinion tha t Canada could adopt a conventional r o l e i n fJATO 
aa some other nat ions had done. 

!<r. Brewin, in h i s book e n t i t l e d , Stand on Guard, 
oaid t l ia t , 

"the acquisition and use of nuclear arms by Canadian 
forces oouid only be /Justifiable if it wore shown to 
make an offeetive contribution to the security of Canada 
and her allies in th© Western Alliance and tho peace of 
the world." 16 

(14) Canada, House of Commons Debates» vol.111, 1962,page 3098. 

(15) IbJ&, page 3099. 

(16) Brewin, Andrew, op, oftft o page 126. 
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In Mr. Brnwin'ir; opin ion , tlie a c q u i s i t i o n j f nncloar v/arkeada 
a t t h a t t h o wonl'1 not c o n t r i b u t e to world s t a b i l i t y , nor 
would t oy 3Grvo any uaof ;.l pu r . oce . "u cr-tp^nded o:\ t hese 
viewe in n Breech in the house of Con :one on J armory 25 , 
1903. l-i out l ' r i inr ; h io p a r t y ' s views a; well aa iJ.:j o\rnt ho 
s a i d , 

"we say t h a t f o r Canada to choose a nuc lear r o l e would be 
a f o o l i s h and a f a t a l s t e p . In our view such a dec i s ion 
would be i a i l i t a r i l y u s e l e s s , p o l i t i c a l l y d i s a s t r o u s and 
morally u n j u s t i f i a b l e . " 17 

he then explained what he meant by "morally u n j u s t i f i a b l e . " 
"The reason 1 Day t h a t "the adoption of nuc lear weapons 
would be morally u n j u s t i f i a b l e i s t l ia t i f , ao 1 have 
argued, i t i s m i l i t a r i l y unnecessary and p o l i t i c a l l y 
d i s a s t r o u s , i t would be moral ly wrong to pursue a course 
t h a t ad do to the danger of p r o l i f e r a t i o n and spread of 
nuc lear capaci ty and the dangers of i t e u l t i m a t e u se . "18 

Vhus i t can bo seen t h a t t i ie i l .P. . pol icy towards 
Canada oquirin^, n u c l e a r warheads f o r i t s iAif"/ and h'hAP r o l e s , 
was one of fixvi o p p o s i t i o n , in h io speech c r i t i c i z i n g the 
I ) .8 . S t a t e Department f o r i n t e r f e r i n g in Canada's i n t e r n a l 
af L'aire, r . Douglao sa id t i ia t Canada should n e g o t i a t e 
i t s e l f out of any nuc l ea r comrndtnantn t h a t have been made in 
.MATO and HOiuYP. .Airing t n e 1963 f e d e r a l e l e c t i o n campaignp 

the pamphlet deocribiiuj t ne ' I . P . P . ' 3 po l io i eo had ae i t s 
n i n t h point on pol icy concerning i n t e r n a t i o n a l a f f a i r s , "Canada 
should oppose tne uee of t a c t i c a l nuolear weapono in tl ie l o r t h 

1 Q Atuant ic a l l i a n c e . " This s t i l l remains the policy followed 
by tlie ;iew hemocratio Party today . 

(17) Canada, Lou^e of Commons? Debateo. v o l . I l l , 1962,na/re3141o 

(18) I b i d , page 3143. 
(19) The Way Ahead f o r Canada, pp . © i t . , pace 15. 
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ill- m e Soolal Credit Party. 
A. ghe Soolal Credit Party and nuolear weapon®. 

On January 24, 1963, ̂ r. Robert Thompson, who was 

then tlie leader of tne party having succeeded Solon Low, 

explained the party's position more emphatically than did 

Mr. Low. he said tiiat Canada could adopt one of three policies. 

It could join the Eastern bloc of nations„ it could becom© 

neutral, or it could join th© W est ©ml bloc of nations. Th© 

first alternative was totally unreasonable. Neutrality, in 

hie opinion, had ao value, and ho said tliat even Mr. ftehru, 

who had long supported a policy of neutrality in world 

affairs, had now seen the error of hie ways. Our only choice 

was to Join forces with the Western nations to counteract 

th© Immoral wars of liberation that were being perpetrated 

by the Coianiuaists. Kr. Thompson said that in order to fight 

against eommuniom, Canada needs tlie best weapons available „ 

whether they ore nuclear or non—nuolear. But he distinguished 

between offensive and defensive nuolear weapons. 

In his epeeeh in the Hous© of Com.ions on that dato, 

Mr. Thompson said, 
non behalf of my party I pledge tliat Social Credit will 
never adopt or support a defence policy whereby Canada 
adopts or makes use of offenaivo weapons of indiscriminate 
or uncontrollable mass destruction. Canada should indeed 
use its best efforts to promote th© complete abandonment 
of tills type of armament throughout tlie world, through 
effectively supervised multilateral international 
agreement." 20 

Thus, Mr. Thompson, also expressed th© desire for nuclear 

disarmament and h© favoured the creation of modern, mobile, 

conventionally armed forces for Canada. II© also believed in 

close military cooperation with tho United States as did his 

predecessor. Furthermore, he favoured Canada assisting the 

United States in maintaining a strong deterrent against a 

(20) Canada, MaUBQ of Commons Debates, vol.111, 1962,page3090. 
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possible Soviet attack, including tiie participation in an 

anti-submarine fore© in cooperation with American forces. 

On January 31, 1963, Mr. Thompson criticised tlie 

Government for not making a clear statement concerning its 

policy on nuclear weapons for Canadian forces. He was th© 
only loader of a political party in the Hous© of Commons 

tliat did not talc© strong esoeptioa to tlie communique issued 

by th© U.S. State Department. V/hile he didn't agre© with th© 

manner 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 commitment© were at the time. 

On February 4P Mr. Thompson stated that hio party was 

opposed to having an election at that crucial time. Th© 

resignation of the Defence Minister had added to th© 

confusion, and i\r. Thompson thought it more important tliat 

the defence policy should be clarified and settled by a 

parliamentary committee rather than going to the people 

during tliis time of confusion and chaos. He quoted th© 

©dltorial of th© Toronto Globe and Mall of that day. It said, 

"The government ohould make an honest statement on 
d©fence polioy. from which we could move into reasonable 
negotiations with the United States... 

W© ask th© Prim© Minister to forget polltioo and an 
election, and give us leadership." 21 

Mr. Thompson added, "this is where w© stand in the 
22 

House of Cautions at tiie present time." 

However, on January 25 5 far. Caouette spoke in the 

house of Comuono and his speech contradicted the statements 

mad© by Hr. Thompson. Mr. Caouette stated that his party was 

(21) IMdn page 3411. 
(22) IOC P i t . 
(23) The differenceo of opinion between the two men were not 

confined to the ISBU© of nuclear weapono. In th© 1965 
federal election, the party had split into the Soolal 
Credit Party led by Mr. Thompson, and the Ralliement 
des Creditisteo, led by Mr. Caouette. 



opposed to the acquisition of nuolear weapono. H® also said, 

"instead of having launching pads for Bomaro missiles in 
the Horth Bay and La Maeasa regions, why not hsve cold 
storage plants and grain elevators whore w© could store 
commodities to feed mankind and let the world enjoy 
themt unconditionally* In order to respeot the freedom 
of th© peoples as well as that of the families and th© 
individuals9 in our country and throughout tlie world."24 

While this speech may sound Ilk© on© that would b© mad© by a 

"left-wing pacifist," it was made by a member of Mr. Thompson's 

Social Credit Party, the same Mr. Thompson who liad advocated 

that Canada acquire the most modem weapons available, be 

thay nuclear or conventional. Mr. Caouette wsat on to say, 

"w© of th© Social Credit are officially against nuclear 
arms3 whether in Canada ov outside the country, w© are 
in favour of bread and butter, wo are in favour of th© 
hungry people in tho world.*1 25 

On February 5, J£r. Gillos Gregoir© criticised th© 

Liberal Party for its contradictory defence policy. H© aaid 

that the Liberals opposed the spread of nuolear weapons but 

supported the acquisition of nuclear warheads for the Bomaro 

missiles. He added, 
"tlie leader of tlie Liberal Party says: W© are against 
atomic weapons, but wo have given our word. Let uo 
honour our oomaitments, lot us accept atomic weapons and, 
afterwards, wo shall do everything w© can to get rid of 
them. That is th© situation. ..Did you ever hear a more 
ridiculous argument coming from a statesman?" 26 

Mr Gregoirc, like Mr. Caefouette, was opposed to Canada spending 

the tax payer's money to acquire these obsolete weapons. H© 

was aloo opposed to their being acquired by Canadian forces 

for continental defence because tlie United States was to 

retain control over these weapons thereby allowing the United 

States to order the launching of a nuolear armed Bomaro missile 

from a Canadian site which was manned by Canadian military 

officers. 

(24) Canada^ House of Commons Debates, vol.111,1962, page 3140. 

(25) MJPA .ffikfa 
(26) Ibldf l page 3455. 
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h- The Social Credit Party and iATQ. 

In regard to nuclear weapons being made avai l able to 
Canadian troops serving with 'JA'.'Mp the Social Credit "^arty 
did not make any policy statements opooiflcally r e l a t i n g to 
'IA7' . /lost of i t s policy statements wore concerned with tho 
acquisi t ion of nuclear weapons in cen t r a l , or QD t' ay re lated 
to Canada*n com Itmento to the 'lorth /Vmorioan defence. Tho 
par ty ' s platform published during the 1963 elect ion campaign 
referred to nucloar weapons in a g en oral way. 'he f i f th point 
of tlie policy platform whioi. was oublishod in a ono-pag© 
uamphlot stated t l iat , 

na Sovial Credit Government would ap ^ Y O t! e adoption 
of defensive nuolear weapono found to bo neceo."ary for 
the defence of Canada and in conjunction with her a l l i e s 
in the defence of tl e v;cstem world." 27 

A' tli© same t ine tho pamnhlet, wlJ.ch res©7 bled a ono~nnfe 
c i rcular 8 a'atod thu„ t^e party wac opjoood to C.-JLI a 
acquiring of".."eusivo weapons of aao:; destruction and tliat 
Canada must intensify i t s efforts in disarmament negot ia t ions 
to ensure world peace, -he party v/ac in favour of arming 
Canadian forces witl higlily mobile and ef f ic ient ly coordinated 
conventional defensive equipment. Tho party was a lso In 
favour of Canada contr ibut ing to vrorld peace through the 
United Nations ao were a l l Canadian p o l i t i c a l p a r t i e s . Thus 
the policy put forward as being the of f ic ia l policy of the 
Social Credit Party was th© pol ic ies enunciated by Robert 
'jhompson and not those of Real Caouette or Gil les Gregoiro. 
'ih© party was, therefor©, supporting tho Liberal Pa r ty ' s 
position ja th© issue as i t voted against the Government in 
tlie motion of non-oonfidanco. 
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IV. Tho Canadian Communist ' a r t y . 

The Communist Party exer t s l i t t l e or no inf luence on 
Canadian defence p o l i c i e s , and c-It ,ugh i t gained Ions than 
OVIQ percent of t; e voteo cact in t e lJCo oloCvion, tho 
tu^t.-.or thought I t boot to include tiie views jr^res.jo.'. by th© 
party in tlie t h e s i o . Tliis was done because the aim of th© 
thes io i s to examine tlie var ied opinions cf uauadlau towards 
the io'.iue of nuclear weapons being placed in Ctuuuiu, ce tuey 
repi 'eoentat ive of th.e l e f , cen te r or r igh t pos i t ion o.i the 
p o l i t i c a l spoctrui... 

On January 31, lj63» th<3 'Jational -bcecutivij committeo 
of the Coxx.uaiat Party issued a statement which c r i t i c i z e d 
h r . t-©arson1 a r eve r sa l of po l icy . I t c r i t i c i s e d i.is policy 
fo r endangering the spread of nuclear weapono to many 
count r ies tha t did not then have tlie:;:. ike statement went on 
to say, 

" r. Pearson's advocacy of nuclear arms now is a gross 
betrayal of th© solemn commitment he made to the 
Ĉ wtsidian people during th© course of the laet federal 
election. 

At that time he aaid on the basis of information 
available now the defense poliay of a Liberal government 
would not require Canada to become a nuclear power by 
the manufacture, acquisition or use of nuclear weapons 
•andor Canadian or U.S. control.... 

Tho interests of Canada demand tho rejection of 
nuclear arms. They must be kept out of the hands of /JA'.'O 
and tfORAD generals. Canadians must not allow themselves 
to b© duped by Liberal demagoguery about •honouring our 
commitments.' 'Phis is nothing but a blind to cover up 
tho conspiracy to put nuclear weapons on our soil." 28 

During the ©loot!on campaign, th© Comuunist Party 

appealed to th© tf.D.P. to speak out vigorously against Canada 

(28) Tho Candian Tribune, published by the Canadian Tribune 
Publishing Association, Toronto, January 21, 1963. 
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acquir ing nuclear weapons. A statement by th© National 
i'^seoutive Committee of the onrty s a i d , 

"for our p a r t we wi l l redouble our work to arouse th© 
people of Canada to a s so r t t h e i r independence, to keep 
nuc lea r weapons out of Canada, to get out of th© 
dangerous mi l i t a ry a l l i a n c e with the U A, t got out of 
W O and WRAP, to f igh t In th© United 'rations for 
disarmament, peaceful coexis tence and genuine world 
t r a d e . " 29 

nuoh was t .e posit on t^jum b0 w, j • 'o.: .IUL'.S I .jr^jy 
of -.ariai. a durin^, t. c> ex t r a .o o r io io , o r i <1 l a L e nncl )ar 
weapoiic istjuo. 

V. i-ue. Jouserva t lv j jq r t fa vavern>-ic:.:t, tag... Cabinet .revolt . 

After tlie .uban c r i s i s a. id ( ene ra l loratad' 3 speech 
Ou January i , l j i o , tlie Conservative "ar'y JUCG ^ > i i i 10.aid 
i t s e l f l ac Icing a c l e a r statement of policy find nofe >.<hlng i t s 
past s tatements unci act ions (or l ac of ac t ion) in >arllament, 
aga ins t p e r s i s t a n t .wiuoral Party accuoat ione. "he par i , v/as 
aloo tro-iblod v/iti. l a t o r a a l d l s san t ion which rooulted. in the 
renj-g: union of several Cabinet minis OOXTJ. (hio res igna t ions 
of Douglas hariaieoo, c:eorgo H©os, P ie r re >cvigny, lavle 
Pul ton, Poaald Flouiug and Jrnoat lUxlpoany, was cin important 
f a c t o r in t-.o Conservatives8 i n a b i l i t y to gain tne confidence 
of the Canadian ol >otorate. A government tha t cannot maintain 
tho support of si;-: Cabinet minis toro oould hardly be expect©d 
to gain t.io support of tiio people J. Pwo weeks a f t e r . <r. 
' pa r son to Scarborotu ;h speech, Parliament reconvened, .'-r. 
Pearson promptly asked tlie government fo r a c l e a r statement of 
i t s defence po ' ioy . h r . Diofenbaker, i n rep ly ing , praised h&o 
own par ty f o r maintaining a cons tan t , unwavering policy in th© 

(29) Hilda February 1 1 , 1963. 
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f i e l d of defence, and ho accused th© Liberal Party of doing 
an about—face in i t s policy. But near ly four years a f t e r h i s 
February 2"), llo'J t speech, he s t i l l did not ' e l l Canadians 
the two tilings they wanted to know. lie did not say whether 
-the Conservative Uovcrnment was going to acjept nuclear 
warheads for "the hoaarcG. .for did he explain liow the problem 
of being assured there wi l l bo su f f i c i en t time to t ranspor t 
ta~ wurheuus to Canada and make them opera t iona l , was to b© 
solved, should Canada accept fcka weapo:io only i f and when a 
c r i o i ^ an-se . *-r. .nioi'enbaker did s t a t e ti*at t--e Canadian and 
oixited u Utaa ^avemmQiits hud be^n involved i a negot ia t ions 
fo r u.c predocding two or throe moirtua conceniiug a 
renegot ia t ion of homaro defence p lans , and -Li a speech he 
made a t hroclcvil ie, tiie Prim© A'lnister said tha t Canada did 
not intend t:> al-uow nuclear weapons to uo spreuc to couat r ies 
which did ac t then have than. Jills a:igareJ the Coiled o ta t e s 
Poparisaent of Ctate to ta© „joiat where t^ey isnuod tiie -Teas 
CtaLouaat referred to e a r l i e r i a t^o t u c a i s . 'ho C La moment 
noted tu.3 ro le Canada was expected to ,.lay in thy >\,«.IAD 
a l l i a n c e . CLia ro le involved tho acqu i s i t ion of nuclear 
weapons for tho Ca^ares and Voodoos and the Government's 
p roc ras t lna t i an implied tna t our refusa l to accept tiieoe 
warheads w—£> a i example of Canada roaeging on i t e ob l iga t i ons . 
«liilo moot Canadians resented t h i s American in t rus ion in to 

Canadian domestic a f f a i r s , i t never the less ha<< the desired 
effect of making Canadians nware of tension exis t ing betw©©n 
the Canadian and United Ctates Covsmmaata and " r . Diof enbaker 's 
r eoponoib i l i t i eo for t h i s s i t u a t i o n . (This tension wao l a t e r 
increased when I T , Diefonbakor produced a l e t t e r which h© 
a l l aged was signed by the American Ambaooador to Canada, Mr. 
Pal ton Buttorworth. The l e t t e r contained a promise of American 
aupport both p o l i t i c a l and f inanc ia l to the Liberal Party in 
the nuclear arms c r i s i s and in th© 1963 federal e l ec t ion . This 
l e t t e r was l a t e r regarded as having been a forgery) . Tho 
exis tence of t h i s tension provided tho Liberals with another 
point in t h e i r arguments agains t lack of confidence in the 
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Conservative Government. (The Liberals hav© generally 

promoted close cooperation with the United States). 

In th© la3t hours of hia Oovoxnment, Kr. Dlofsnbakor 

naturally defended the past performance of hie party and hio 

own actions, saying t?iat Canada had not refused to fulfil 

any obligations which had been imposed u;*on her and saving 

that liis recent denunciation of the action o£ the 0.3. 3ta$e 
bepartmsut did not make him anti-American but ratuer, pro-

Canadian, fevertholoss tho dio was east and at Gsl5 p.'-. on 

Pebruary 5, 1963, the Conservative Government was defeated 

o.i a aoa-coui'idonc© motion by a vote of 142 to 111. (All of 

tlie Conservatives except Douglas llarkness, Art Smith and 

Edmund horris voted with th© government. '2h© Conservatives 

did receive the support of two "T.n.P. members, Colin Cameron 

and h.W.herridgG. "ho rent of the r.D.P. rcprooentntives, all 

of ti.e Liborolo and all Cooial Credit members voted against 

tho government). 

VI. h^y^on,, of, „fe, ̂ j^d^an^publip. 

iuring the period of the nuclear arias crisio, th© 

percentage of Canadians who wer© in favour of accepting 

nuclear weapons for Canadian forces constantly cloolinod from 

60.1$ in Tovemb©r 1962 to 49$ in June, 1963. however, th© 

Canadian voters did not turn away from th© Lib oral riarty and 

giv© their support to tlie Conservatives because of dissentioa 

within tlie Conservative Party, and due to the indecision of 

the Conservative Government on the nuolear arms issue. In a 

public opinion poll held on January 5» 1963, in which the 

people were asked to express their opinions of Mr. Mefenbaker, 

most of those who did not like him gave ao their reason, his 

hesitancy to take a stand on many important issues. Thus, the 

Canadian public was caught in th© dilemma of supporting a 

party whose leader procrastinated in making vital deoioionsj, 

or supporting another party, whooo leader boldly took a pro-

nuelear stand, a stand now receiving leso support fn5m the 
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Canadian v o t e r s . In th© ond, tli© people denied giving a 
majority m. nda te to e i t he r - a r ty In th© 1963 federa l e l ec t ion . 

vUL. The p r e s s . 
A» Reaction of tiio Canadian prose, tho.no in favour of 

Blue'lear weaPffasf« 

In 1963, th© Calgary Herald did not agree with th© 

argument out fortli by some people, tliat by acquiring nuclear 

woanons, Canada would no longer hav© an effective voio© when 

attempting to ease world tensions. The Herald was of th© 

opinion that w© must protect ourselves against the danger of 

an enemy attack. >ho naner solidly supported the Liberal 

Party in tlie 1963 election, saying, 

"we hop© Hon. Lester Pearson will reassert the Liberal 
party's nev/ stand to bo one of speedily honouring 
'-ana a'o defence commitments, not after thin country's 
defence policies have undergone long assessment and 
possible alteration, but before any such re-examination 
might be undertaken. Tlie nation is entitled to th© best 
security it can get-now." 30 

It adopted fir. Pearson'rs view that we must honour our 

obligations, one of then© beinr, accepting tactical nuolear 

weapons. Vhe ^apor was hopeful tha>. th© Liberals would form 

th© next government for another reason. "Only a Liberal 

administration oan hoo© to repair th© vast dama/:o i r. 

Dief enba»i©r has done and is continuing to do to Caaadlan-US 
31 relations.rt There wcro other reasons why various newspapers 

supported tiie Liberal viewpoint. 

Vhe Globe and Mail was tho only newspaper ossoolnod by 

the author tiiat reversed its position on th© nuclear arms 

ieoue. ill though it Is classified ao an Independent newspaper 

with a daily circulation of 241,472,(the second highest in 
Canada), it nevertneleBS does tend to sup port tlie Conoorvativo 

(30) Auditorial, Calaary herald « January 23, 1963. 

(31) Ibid, March 27, 1963. 

http://tho.no
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party. " '.i was opposed to the acquisition of suoh w :apons 

by t j.r country hn l);l.It felt tliat Canada ahould bo concomod 

with, building up its conventional forces to take part In any 

limited war that i.ay erupt. On Ivlay 22, 1961, the paper 

clearly minted its po "lit Ion oi ti.c nuclear or.s iscrac. 
M_n tiie view of this newspaper, th© Government would be 
wise to abandon all thoughts of acquiring nuclear 
weapoi3s. ihelr value for the defence of Canada in a 
nuoaear war would be problematical, to oay tiie least, 
and they would dn Canada great damage in the eyes of th© 
smaller and uncommitted matlons of tne world. 

Py ioining tho nuclear club, wo should appear to 
many nations to hav© become a military satellite of the 
u.tio, and our influence would b© greatly diminished•" 33 

However, in 1-joo, "klie newspaper had switched its position to 
tn© other old© of vhe nuclear debate. The paper now said that 

it was wrong to say wiat &.r. koNamara had written off the 

xiomar© aa oeang useless, ihe ©ditoriaJ of march 30, 1963, 

statea ttutt it was equally wrong for uaaada to get rid of th© 

bomaree bucauae they act as targets for enemy missiles. 
"±n tne interests of Canadian safetyt indeed, a good caso 
ccuJd he ..ado, on r. P.c'fama-ra'o ©Vidanco, for moving 
U.S. Pomrro bases away from th© heavily populated areas 
of tiie U.3. ©id© of tlie border and into the Canadian 
nort. land." 34 

'ihuBj r a t h e r ti.an advocat ing thu disengagement of t he a^omarc 
s i t e s , as c^ Id l e 'irj-ected from i t s e t a id talcen in 1961 , th© 
Clobe and,. . a l l was now advoca t ing a more i n t e n s i v e p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
on Canada 's p ^ r t i n c o n t i n e n t a l de fence , v c u to the po in t of 
accep t ing n u o l e a r warheads f o r th© Bomarc m i s s i l e s , 

1 l - o n t r e a l , tlie maj 'T ;*igl ish language newBpaper, t h e 
kont rea l r S t a r , i s t n e f i f t h most widely read newspaper i n 
Canada hav ing a c i r c u l a t i o n of 183 ,169 . I t suppor ted Canada 's 

(32) Ay©r, i .W. , op . Qitt« • page 1216. 

(33) E d i t o r i a l , Globe and Mal l . Way 22, 1961 . 
(34) Ibid,, r*arch 30, 1963. 
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clooo eooporation with the United States ©von though our 

contribution to the joint defence of ftotfth America, wao a 

small one. 

"It le tsuo that 9 if the attack tako© placen th© Canadian 
contributionr, nuolear weapono included0 will bo small. 
Canada cannotp In any real sease^ defend itself in such 
a war. But wo ohould ©ek oureolvess whether It is more 
desirable to play even some small role, or non© at 
all.° 39 

The Star was of the opinion that th© United States has the 

ominous task of defending the "free" world against comtauniot 

aggression. The United States, therefor©,, ha© a right to 

expect its aliiGS to honour th© commitments whieh they made 

in order to help th© U.S. in its task. It is Canada's duty to 

honour ito commitment to accept nuolear warheads for th© 

Bomaro missileo. Among the Preach language newspapers0 the 

main Montreal newspapers. La Press© and Lp SevoiXe were 

opposed to Canada's acquiring nuclear weapons, Th© !4ojat.r̂,al 

Matin, the two Quebec newspapers and La VQ&JC de L' Qst of 
Grand by ao well as Xt© Drô lto in Ottawa, all of which have a 

much smaller circulation than th© Montreal Prenoh papersD all 

favoured nuolear weapono being placed in the hands of Canadian 

soldiers and airmen. Their reasons varied from th© necessity 

of being armed with modem weapons in tho event of an attack 

to the necessity of honouring our commitments. Le 3oIello one 

of the Quebec City newspapers, favoured Mr. Pearson's choice 

of sharing nuclear weapons rather than having Canada 

manufacture them. Th© Montreal fcatln expressed another roaooa 
for Canada acquiring nuolear warheads. Tho paper said0 

°we might ao well decide on them right sway« unless our 
country ahoooeo to declare itoelf offlclaLly neutral, 
which ID unthinkable in today's ciroumotanoeo.° 36 

(35) Mitorial, Tkm Montreal Star., January 25* 1963. 

(36) ̂ ^uNJL^JasmalffiMm in _the.Montreal Star, January 14, 1963. 
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Prom Canada's Eastern provinces0 the Halifax-

Qhronlole-^orald a which i s widely d i s t r ibu ted throughout th© 
Marl t imes, having a da i l$ c i rcu la t ion of almost 70,000 
readera© leant i t s support to th© po l ic ies advocated by Mr. 
Pearson and th© Liboral Party. Th© Hamlfl said tha t I t 
approved Mr. Pearson's po l i c ies not only because th© paper 
thougiit they were ©orroct but also because th© Canadian votor 
now had a c l ea r choice of what party to vote fo r , now tliat 
th© two main p o l i t i c a l pa r t i e s had taken opposite sidoo of 
th© debate. The e d i t o r i a l of Januargt 15, 1963 s ta ted in p a r t , 
"as f a r as th© correctness of t h i s policy now offered by the 

•3*1 

Liberals in t h i s regard, there can be no doubt." The 
Berjald said the present Government policy had weakened 
Canada's defono© posture and inv61v©d t h i s nat ion in wastoful 
expenditures. The paper deg&ored our f a i l u r e to honour our 
commitments and I t emphasised th© faot tha t the nuclear 
woapono were defensive. Therefore, th© jjtgrald f e l t tha t w© 
projected no thr©at to any nati©n, w© were only protect ing 
ourselves against a possible a t t ack . Th© pap©r did not think 
tha t the acquis i t ion of these weapono const i tu ted a rad ica l 
sh i f t in our defence pol icy . "Indeed, by acquiring th© 
warheads for thee© weapons, w© would only make plain over t ly 

"58 what w© are , in f a c t , more or l e s s cover t ly ." Thus, th© 
paper dismissed the moral aspect of t h i s i s sue as not being 
involved or harmed in any way ao w© had been s e l l i n g uranium 
to the United Sta tes fo r many years In order t ha t they oould 
manufacture nuolear weapons. 

Th© newspaper L*J3venement. which i s Quebec C i ty ' s 
morning newspaper which i s read by 5&000 more people than lo 
the evening paper, It© S o l o i l . put for th i t o idea ao to why 

(37) Ed i to r i a l , Halifax Chronlele-florald« January 15, 1963. 
(38) Ibldfl January 185 1963. 
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Canada's ETATO forces should bo equipped with nuclear weapons. 

A fewedayo after Mr. Pearson's Scarborough speech, the paper 

saidp 
ahy choosing to join the Atlantic Alliance we almost 
implicitly committed ourselves to go along with th© 
©volution under wẑ r In the field of armament." 39 

Theso wore th© argummto put forth by some of the 
Canadian newspaporo which supported Canada acquiring nuolear 

weapons. Their reasons given were 5 the necessity of honouring 

our eommi-fcmento, th© need to maintain a close working 

alliance with the United States defence forces, and the 

n©e©salty of having the most modern weapons for our forces if 

they are to effectively contribute to the dof©no© of florth 

America. The reasons given by those who opposed thQ 
introduction of nuclear weapons into Canada will now be 

examined. 

B. !<lffimjaFty&xa t h a t opposed nuo lea r weapons fo r Canadian force®. 

In 1963 the Vancouver Sun sa id t l iat convent ional ly 
armed Canadian forces could s t i l l f u l f i l i t s m i l i t a r y 
commitments as a respons ib le a l l y , while i t s people wi l l not 
f ©Q1 burdened by tlie presence of nuc lea r weapons on i t s s o i l 
or i n the hands of i t s defence f o r c e s . Tho paper said t h a t 
ehould disarmament nego t i a t i ons f a i l 0 t h i s would not o o n a t l t u t o 
a v a l i d reason f o r Canada to accept nuc lear weapons. The gun 
wanted proof of th© aoceeoi ty and usefulness of these weapono 
before i t would agree t ha t Canada should acquire them. On 
January 23, 1963, tiie pap or s a i d , 

" the Sun has maintained t h a t th© advantages of acauir&ng 
those t e r r i b l e weapons, in a world a l ready overstocked 
with them, r equ i r e proof. We have not ye t seen tho 
proof." 40 

(39) Tho jgmrteyA S t a r . January 14 , 1963. Th© S ta r quoted and 
t r a n s l a t e d exorpte from var ious Preach Canadian papero. 

(40) Mitorlaloljan^owvBr 3unfl January 230 1963. 
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Th© Toronto Star opposed the acquisition of nuclear 

weapons into Canada, during the 1963 federal ©lection, for 

several reasons. First, it questioned the usefulness of the 

Bomarcs and tlie Voodoos. The paper said tliat these weapons 

wer© practically obsolete in 1959, and tholr usefulness had 

declined even more through the passing years. Canada should 

be increasing the strength of its conventional forces in MATO 

aa was being advocated by th© United States. Secondly, it 

doubted Pr. Pearson'o statements about Canada having mad© 

formal coram! taento to accept nuclear weapons. But the 5tar 

said, should this be the oao©t, it did not view Mr. ''©arson's 

idea of accepting them now and getting rid of them later as 

being a logical solution. The papervfolt tliat if Canada did 

make a commitment, it should renegotiate our contractual 

obligations without first accepting th© weapons. Thirdly, tho 

Star felt that tlie additional firepower of nuclear arm©d 

Bomaree and Voodooo in tlie continental defonoo forces p would 

bo minute in comparison with American firepower. Its editorial 

of February 20, 1963, stated in part, 

"To sura up? Canada's 'going nuclear' would promise no 
appreciable military gain either in Worth America or in 
i&ixope. It would accentuate a trend which threatens to 
make any European war a nuclear war." 41 

Th© Candlan Tribune* which is th© newspaper of the 

Canadian Com uniot Party, also opposed th© idea of a nuclear 

armed Canada. The paper said that Mr. Pearson's policy of 

accepting nuclear weapons now, so that we may honour our 

commitments, and, in th© near future, negotiate out of having 

nuclear weapons on our soil, was an impossible task to 

achievo. i'he Ijribuno. wao of tho opinion that once w© joined 

the nuclear club, the possibility of resigning from it was 

piratically nil. In an article written by fleleon Clarke, th© 

(41) Editorial, Toronto a tar. February 20, 1)63. 
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national organiser of th© Canadian Com-unist Party, he said, 

"Canada must reject nuclear weapons for the sake of 
world peace. 

The danger of war increases in direct proportion to 
tiie extent to which nuclear arms are spread about the 
world." 42 

Two weeks later, an editorial of the Tribune urged 

the people of Canada to vote for th© CommunistQ or Sew 

Democratic parti©se the only parties who wer© deteisalned to 

save Canada from talcing this country down th© path of nuolear 

suicide. It dismissed th© Conservative and Social Credit 

parties as being unable to offer a dofinit© policy to tlie 

Canadian people. The paper also stated that they sev© the 

same interests as the Liberal Party. The Liberals came under 

tli© strongest attack. The paper accused th© Liborals of being 

puppets of the American military policy makers. 

"The Liberal Party has come out openly as th© spokesman 
for Washington and the Pentagon, hoping no doubt that 
their well-oi&ed election machine (aided by th© 
floodtlde of cold war propaganda from th© regular 
sources© especially from south of th© border) will 
confusQ the people enough to put them in power." 43 

ftot all newspapers which opposed tlie Liberal Party's 

policy of accepting nuclear weapons wer© as vehement in tlieir 

criticisms of the Liberals as was th© Canadian Tribune. The 

Ottawa Citizen was aware that Canada had committed itself to 

accepting nuclear weapons but it felt that these weapons no 

longer made any meaiiAngful contribution to the defence of th© 

continent. (Thia paper was oliosen because it is the larger of 

tho two Jngliah newspapers of Canada's capital city, hovlng a 

circulation of 76,467 readers). Th© papor was hesitant to tako 

(42) Clarke. Heloonp
 nPor Sake of World Peace© National 

Independence, w© Must Reject iJuolear Arms," fj|fl 
O^adlan, Tribune^ January 21, 1963, 

(43) Editorial, Ojanaftlga ^rlbunqB February 4» 1963. 
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a preols© stand but i t did giv© a h i n t as t o i t s oninlon, 
when i t s t a t e d , 

° o . . t h l s newspaper i s not y©t convinced t h a t CanadaDo 
bes t c o n t r i b u t i o n to fJATO and ftORAB can bo mad© through 
the a c q u i s i t i o n of nuc lea r weapons r a t h e r than through 
a g r e a t e r concent ra t ion of Canada's r e l a t i v e l y l imi t ed 
resources on t h e s t rengthening of t he country'© 
convent ional f o r c e s . " 44 

However 0 t h e views expressed by the Preach—Canadian 
papers were more vehement. V/hile La..Prejs„SLO was glad t h a t one 
of tlie major p a r t i e s had now adopted a c l e a r pol icy on th© 
i s s u e , i t was not in aocord with t i iat po l i cy . La.. Pyoasjs i s 
th© most widely read Preach language newspaper i n the 
province of Quebec, having a c i r c u l a t i o n of 196,592. I t 
wanted to know, 

"comment notr© pays, qui o 'oppoaai t 1 'an d e r n i e r enoor© 
a l a disseminat ion des armeo n u c l e a i r e s , pourra—t-11 
©idhorter d9autr©s pays a re fuser oeo armes, vane f o i s 
q u ' i l l e s posisedera lui-meme, ©n Europe ©t s u r son 
propre t e r r l t o i r e ? 

î on© Wr. Pearson, nous ne sommes pa.s d ' accord . T2fc 
pourtaxito nous nous e t ions re jou le d© votr© p r ix ftobel 
d© l a pa ix . " 45 

Le Devoir^ which has a da i ly c i r c u l a t i o n of a l i t t l o 
more than 41 e000 cop ies , was of the opinion t h a t th© Bomarcs 
did not c o n t r i b u t e any added secu r i t y to the North American 
cont inent and i t analysed th© p o l i c i e s put f o r t h by th© 
major p a r t i e s , saying t h a t only the 7.D.P. had a c l e a r s t a b l e 
pol icy on t he I s s u e . Th© pap©r c r i t i c i s e d Mr. Pearson 's 
pol icy of con t r ac t i ng out of our ob l i ga t i ons a f t e r w© honour 
them. This c r i t i c i s m continued long a f t e r t h e 1963 e l e c t i o n . 
In December 1963 the newspaper once again s t a t e d , 

(44) y ,3ditorlal, Ottawa C i t i z e n . January 14 , 1963. 
(45) E d i t o r i a l , La Pros.ia.eu January 150 1963. 

http://Pros.ia.eu
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"L'arement nucleaire des forces canadienneo et los 
fusees install©@s Snr notro torrltoire no peuvont 
dozment avoir qu'uae influenc© biea marginal dans ©otto 
situation, et ne sauraient justlfier un geste auooi 
redoubtable de la part d'un pays qui jusqu9ioi n'avait 
jamais aceepte cos armes." 46 

Wtq®. as late as April 19640 Le Devoir wascrealnding Prime 
Minister Pearson of what h© had said during th© 1963 federal 

election campaign concerning nuclear warheads for the Bomaro. 

"Le premier mi n 1st re avait deja ©xprimo ©on intention de 
llbor©r le Canada d©s armes nucloairesj il pretendait 
avoir et© contraint de lea accepter a cause d'un 
engagement de H. Diefenbaker que ce dernier nlait. Mais 
tout cela est rest^ bien vague ©t ©nv©lopp4 do 
contradictionss car0 pourquoieaooepter des armes 
nuolealre© qu'on n'a pas enoor© si l'on veut s'en 
debaraoser?" 47 

Finally, from -tlie I art times „ comos a note of opposition 

from th© Guardian, in Charlottotown, rrince ilward Island. 

This papor ranks as th© twenty-third moat widely read 

newspaper in Canada, having a following of 16B012 readers. 

The Guardian was also cone ©mod about limiting tiie spread 

of nuclear weapons to nation© which did not then hav© them. Itp 

like the Toronto Star, did not see the necessity of honouring 

outmoded commitments. In Its editorial, of January 20, 19630 
thennewspaper 3aid, 

"w© go along with those who believe that Canada can 
eontrlbut© to th© cause of peaoe by MOT becoming a 
member of tae nuclear club, and by helping to limit tho 
spread of these weapons....To commit us to any other 
course at this tlm©e under any pretext of honouring 
•commitments' which, if ever made, are outmoded by tho 
grim facts of tho situation, would be criminal 
irresponsibility*n 46 

To list briefly th© reasons given by various 

newspapers for their opposition to Canada acquiring nuolear 

(46) i&ltorial, Le Devoir. December 16, 1963. 

(47) £&&* AP*"- 21» 1964. 

(48) . idi torlal , The guardian» January 28„ 1963. 
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weapons, they are; tha t I t would not make any np >roctable 
difference for the secur i ty of th© 7orth American cont inent , 
t l iat ova? acooptiag those weapons may lead to t h e i r dissemination 
in other nat ions of th© world, t h a t th© Honarco and Voodooo 
a re obso le te , tliat w© should be increasing our conventional 
s t r eng th , snd f i n a l l y , our r e l a t i onsh ip with other niddle 
and non-aligned powers, as well as tlie small or nat ions may 
be affected adv©rs3ly. 

C •Jews-papers opposed to a Canadian ttATQ nuclear ro lo . 

The Winnipeg Tribune^ advocated in January 1963, t ha t 
tlie NATO a l l i anco ahould prepare i t s e l f for a non-nuclear 
defensive r o l e . I t favoured a Canadian TWTO rolo of providing 
a highly mobile conventional fo rce . Ao in t-<e 7''RAP d©bato& 

the paper repeated it© be l i e f tha t the acoeptance of nuclear 
weapons by Canadian forces would increase tho danger of t h e i r 
p ro l i f e r a t i on to otlior na t i ons . "In our view Canada could 
make n contr ibut ion to adjust ing the balance between nuclear 
and conventional arms in the " 'eotem a l l i ance . "* 

YThlle tho Toronto 3 t a r echoed th© sentiments of th© 
Ottawa Cl t laen . in tha t Canada should remain In 7V"O0 i t 
never theless ^id lot favour our acquiring nuclear weapons. In 
May 1961, the newspaper "supported the Canadian Committor fo r 
th© Control of r ad ia t ion hazards . The Cowl t t ae c i rcula ted a 
p e t i t i o n e n t i t l e d , wfto nuclear weapons for Canada." This 
otand was maintained throughout the following turbulent two 
y e a r s . In January 1963» i t advocated tha t Mr. Dief enbaker 
renego t ia te our posi t ion i n 7AT0 so tha t we oould play a ncaa-
nuclear ro le in tne a l l ianc©. However, the Star s t i l l favoured 
our remaining in tlie a l l i a n c e . I t s posi t ion was. 

(49) -di torialp Winnipeg Tribuneft January 15? 1963* 
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"wo believe Canada is—and must ret-ialn-an i n t eg ra l par t of 
the Western a l l i a n c e . Apart from our own s e l f - i n t e r e s t , 
t h i s n a t i o n ' s h i s to ry and geographical posi t ion mako 
t h i s Inescapable. 

But we believe the re ia an honourable and subs tan t i a l 
rol© fo r conventional Canadian forces without r esor t ing 
to nuolear arms.3 50 

A l i t t l e fur ther on in the e d i t o r i a l the Jlfc&r, sa id , 
"surely the ro le for Canada i s c l e a r . I t i s to do 

everything we can to help de t e r nuclear war, to ©top tho 
spread of nuclear anas, to work for aucl©ar disarmament, 
wnile a t the same time meeting our r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s as a 
r.iemb©r of tho Western a l l i a n c e . 

This newspaperobolieveo more strongly tliaa ev©r0 t ha t 
w© can pursue these? object ives more effect ively by 
refusing to accept nuclear arms." 51 

** "nro weeks a f t e r tlie defeat of the Conservative 
Government, the Star to~k the same view of nuclear Honest 
John, Lacrosse and f'-onis iniooilos as i t did with the nuclear 
aimed Bomarcs. The onper said tha t sue! weapons were 
Gur>erfluous because, 

"tlie United States already has more than enough nuolear 
power to de ter any Soviet nuclear invasion of i!/Urope«o. 
and i t s Polar is subiaarines w i l l soon be able to h i t any 
part of the immense land area of tlie nommunist b loc . " 52 

I t can b© soen, t ha t the reasons expressed in the 
Bomarc debate were r©D©at©d when the newspapers discussed tho 
problem of accepting nuclear warheads for Canada's defensive 
weapons. Very oftsn, the views expressed by the newspapers 
with regard to the Bomaro m i s s i l e , also ref lected the paner 'e 
a t t i t u d e s to tlie nuolear NATO dilemma, even though ref©renc© 
to Canada's T«T0 forces and weapons was mentioned only 
spar ingly . 

(50) aitorlal, Toronto Star, January 10, 1963. 
(51) loc. pit. 
(52) Xbidn Pebruory 20, 1963. 
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D. P e r i o d i o a l s . 

Al l e igh t Canadian p e r i o d i c a l s whicl". t^o out' or 

examined, C-taolean1 g« Canadian Dimension, Canadian Cogneatatoro 

Canadian Po.rum. gauaAfi rp&t&t jM^Kflflff. %&&%, header9 a, afagggft 
and Our Generat ion Against 'fuel ear V»ar). wore c l a s s i f i e d as 
being independent of any p o l i t i c a l l e a n i n g s , by tlie 1967 Ayer 
Direc tory of "Tev/opaoors and P e r i o d i o a l s . However, tan au thor 
would l i k e t o Inform the reader t h a t both tlie "anada, •'•Onth 
and Canadian CoBrqautator p e r i o d i o a l s tend to be oonsorvativ© 
i i t l i e i r ou t look . Canadian Dimension, on the o t h e r hand, 
tends to s u ^ o r t tiie s o c i a l i s t philosophy and i s somewhat 
sympathetic to tlie Tor? Democratic Pa r ty . Of tha e ight 
p e r i o d i c a l s , only one, tlie Canada, ^ffiith p e r i o d i c a l , expressed 
a d e s i r e to have Canadian foroos equipped wiU. u^olenr weapons. 
Another p e r i o d i c a l contained a r t i c l e s will oh expressed both 
s ides of t^o n u c l e a r dobaxo. Jne p e r i o d i c a l did not ianue any 
s ta tement a or t ake airy stand on the n u c l e a r armc c r i s i s , and 
the f i v e rei i-aiuiri; - p e r i o d i c a l s were opposed to the Canadian 
a o q u i a i t i o n o" n u c l e a r weapons. In January 1063, Canada honth. 
liad ail e d i t o r i a l which s a i d , 

"only n u c l e a r warheads :Ln .'forth America'.• defenoe 
armament could des t roy enemy nuo lea r warheads before 
they des t royed .forth America. 

Canada must a m i t o defense v /ea^us with nuc lea r 
warheads . 0 53 

This was th© only p e r i o d i c a l t h a t took a p ro -nuc l ea r stand 
on th© i s s u e . 

In t he March 9 , 1963, e d i t i o n of Maclean9s roagaalno, 
an e d i t o r i a l w r i t t e n by Ken L a f o l i l , one of t l ie magazine 's 

(53) "Why 'Puelear Arms," .Canada Monti 
January 1963, vo l .3 ,no .1 ,Canada WeekHfita., ^on t 
page 4 . 
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osceolat© editors, echoed the sentiments ©repressod by Mr. 

Simon in on article in B&aolcan's magaslne, eight months 

before. (See chapter three, section one). H© was in favour of 

aiming the Bomaros and Voodoos with conventional weapono ond 

ho said thoro was no reason why this oould not bo done with 

the GJWL04 Storfightor ©iroraft. H© said this ohould be dono 

ae a nuolear amed Voodoo would be useless in a conventional 

war. He aloo said tiiat Canada oould more easily renegotiate 

its 0oauil"toeiitQ with regard to nuclear weapons0 as the U0So 

military authorities wer© then urging its allies to 

strengthen tholr conventional forces. 

ISa November 8th, 9th, and 10th, 196 2 0 the Canadian 

Campaign for Quclear Disarmament and the Combined Universities 

Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, hold a Proposals for Peso© 

Lobby in Ottawa. Tho periodical, Our Generation Against 

Nuolear War, wao (and still is), a strong supporter of those 

organisations. The magasine wao of the opinion tliat Canada 

should constantly strive to ©as© world tensions and pursue 

eonstruotivo steps toward disarmament. In Ite Pall 1962 

editionp it urged th© Canadian Government to "reject 

categorically the possession, us© or control of nuolear 
54 weapons, by Canadian forces at home or abroad." The 

periodical, which actod as a spokesman for the above named 

pacifist groups also advocated that Canada ehould introduce a 

resolution to the U.N. General Assembly, which would make 

Africa, South America, Asia and the Middle Saotj, atom-froo 

Boneo. It should be mentioned9 that the periodical has little 

infiucsase on Canadian polltloal affairs, having a circulation 

(54) S^Jt^fimPm fa*fltf* f̂i&Sfif gfifo S ^ 12?2» y^io2i5?«i« 
obey ia Ottawa by tho C0HD« CUC • jrj^pobaMMnMP "She '̂ abby ia Ottawa by tho OQHDp CUOMD, 

lJovo8th09th end 10th, 1962," Combined Universities 
Campaign for Huolcar Disarmament c, Montreal 9 page 6. 
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of only 10300. 

Saturday light magasin© is one of th© raore widely road 

Canadian periodioals, publishing more than 909000 copies each 

month. It was opposed to Canada acquiring nuolear weapons 

because they added littl© to the over-all def©nee of this 
continent. In an article written by Mr. John Gellnor, h© 

stated o 

"this magasiae and this writer have always been opposed 
to the aoquisition by Canada of nuolear weapono 9 because 
w© believed, and believe© that whatever military 
advantages may be derived from having them (and wo still 
cannot ooe what they are), they are far outweighed by 
th© political disadvantages, domestic and 
international." 55 

Elr. Gellner was conoerned about our future relationo with th© 

smaller nations ohould w© become raor© closely allied with the 

United States by accepting their nuclear missiles. 

The editor of Canadian Dimension. I'r. c.w. G-onick0 
said in an editorial, that Canada oould hav© renegotiated its 

commitments with respect to acquiring nuclear warheads for 

th© Bomaros and other missiles, befor© having accepted the 

warheads. He referred to Mr. Pearson's announcement on August 

16, 1963 that Canada and tlie United States had signed an 
agreement on nuclear weapons, as being out of touch with 
realllgr. ftr. Gonick said, 

"It is indeed ironical that Canada should assume a nuclear 
role In the western defence system only a few weeks after 
signing th© partial toot-ban treaty. Surely th© Prime 
Minister, a Robel P©ao© Priz© Winner, must see that his 
policies are out of time with the possible turn towards 
pease which the recent treaty may augur. 

Wot only is the Pearson policy inconolotent with 
international developments, it adds nothing to the defence 
of the West, even assuming that deterrence provides a 
reliable defenoe against nuolear war." 56 

(55) Gellner, John,, "Pilling in Parliament on the Future War." 
SaJurJpM^t. August 1963* vol.78, no.7e Saturday 
Night Publications Ltd., Toronto, pago 10. 

(56) Goaiok, C.W., "Nuolear Arms for Canada." Qanadi.an Dimension» 
May 1964 e vol.1• no.l & 2, CoaadlaniHmenoion, 
Winnipeg, page 4. 
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Th© Canadian Porum is not a widely read periodical, 

publishlnr only 2,210 copies of its monthly edition. The 

attitude taken by this magazine on th© nuclear arms issue uas 

ambiguous. It made no statements of any value on th© issu©8 
If it is in total agreement with an article printed in its 

March 1963 edition, then its stand wao very evasive and non­

committal <> Mr, Sugen© Porsey, th© Director of Research for 

the Canadian Labour Congress, said in th© article that Canada 

should wait awhile before making any decision. Apparently 

Dr. Poroey was not disturbed by the fact that Canada had 

boon avoiding malting any decieion on nuoloar weapons for the 

past four years, FI© said, 

"9 Doing something' is not always wiser than waiting. No 
one in Canada wants to have anything to do with 'these 
horrible things8(as Mr. ftohru calls then) if wo can 
avoid it. With new strategic ideas rapidly ©merging 
which may very soon mak© our acceptance of nuclear 
weapons at least a wast© of aoney, is it really so 
foolish to wait a little till the facts become 
clearer?" 57 

The 3ta&der9s Dl&eflt informed the author that it did 

not iosu© any statements or pamphlets on what was a vital 

issu© in Canadian politics. 

Th© editorials and articles featured in th© above 

named porlodlcalo gave th© Bam© reasons as thoo© given by the 

nowopapero as to why Canada should or ehould not equip its 

military forces with nuclear weapono. Although th© 

periodicals which opposed a Canadian nuolear role gave as 

the reasons for tlieir stand j tho uselessneso of th© weapons 0 
tlie need to build up th© strength of our conventional forces, 

and tho political disadvantages of accepting nuelear weapons 

vis-a-vis our relationo with the email and neutral nations of 

tho worldp they supported their stand with more facto ond 

(57) Porsoyp Eugene9 "Th© Political Crisisp° The Canadian 
jmaypu March 1963p vol.XLH, nOo50o0 Canadian 
Forum Limited, Toronto, page 266. 
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detailed Information than did tho newspapers. Thus, for 

example, f'r, Simon explained how the Bomaros could be ©quipped 

with a conventional warhead and how their aocuraoy could b© 

improved, when It was believed that no such warheads existed 

for tlie Bomarc B. Furthermore, while th© principal newnpapero 

of tliis country were almost equally divided on th© nuclear 

arms debate, tho Canadian periodicals wer© overwhelningly 

opposed to Canada adopting a nuclear role. 

The role of th© press In a democratic society is on© 

of adequately reporting facts ao objectively as possible to 

its readers. In tliis vvay it helps to shape and guide public 

opinion, and its views, in turn, may also b© shaped by th© 

op.inion of its readers. Thus th©re is tlie element of 

"feedback." The same situation should exist between the press 

and th© government, each taking account of the other's 

opinions. In tli© honor© issue, it has been shown that th© 

major newspapers in tho nation were split almost evenly on 

th© pro ond anti—nuolear aides of the debate. Th© effect that 

tho aespaperra ad on the Canadian political uarties and th© 

Canadian electorate will bo discus 3ed in th© next chapter. 
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CPuUTER SIGHT 

CONCLUSION 

1. Polltloal Analysis. 
A. Canadian public opinion in the Bomaro crisis ma th© 

5?his study has analysed Canadian defence policies 

from 1945-1963, the positions adopted by th© main political 

parties regarding th© defence policiesp and th© attempts of 

newspapers, periodicals, and influential people to hav© th© 

Canadian people support or reject a certain policy, notably 

th© Bomarc policy. It would seem that by the time the 

government was defeated on February 5, 196 3 o the people of 

Canada wer® deeply divided on the problem of whether Canada 

ehoulQ accept nuolear weapons. This oan be shown by 

esHmining thro© public opinion polls eonduotod by th© 

Canadian Institute of Public Opinion between September 1961 

and June 1963. f,,h© Institute ask©d th© following question 

and received th© following answers. 

TABLE NUMBER SIX1 

Just from whatbyou know or hav© heard« in your opinion 
should Canada's armed forces bo armed with nuclear weapons, 
or not? 

Yes 

Ho 

Qualified 
Uo Opinion 

Total 

September 1961 
60.155 

30.4 

1.5 

ft 

100.0% 

December 1962 

54# 

32 

6 

6 
10055 

June 1963 

32 

4 

100# 

(1) Figures from CIPO polio of September 1961, December 19620 
and Juno 1963. 
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B. Conaervatlveo and public opinion. 

The OoiisorvatLverj appear to have ignored public 
opinion. Tliis was prevalent a l l through the four years tliat 
tho Conservatives were in power during tlie nuclear ara3 
debate. 'Teither the Conservative Party, nor the Conservative 
Government, took a stand on the issue when, in September 19610 

a CIPO pol l indicated tha t 60# of the Canadian voters were in 
favour of Canada acquiring nuolear weapons. After diaregarding 
t h i s sentiment expressed by the Canadian people in public 
opinion p o l l s , the Conservatives neglected to c a p i t a l i z e on 
the change of Canadian opinion only eighteen .nontlis l a t e r . 
Although the number of people who oppooed Canada*n acquis i t ion 
of nuclear weapons n t i l l reorenented a ..linority viewpoint 
(3255) those people who were in favour of nuolear weapons being 
placed in tiie hand a of Canada1u mi l i ta ry foroos were 
decreasing. More and no re people liad reservat ions on t h i s 
Important i s sue . Tn contrast to the Liberal "arty, the 
Conservatives could not lead, nor oould they respond to 
public opinion. 

Although Mr. Piefenbaker was th© leader of a 
government which enjoyed the l a rges t Parliamentary majority 
in the his tory of the Canadian House of Commons, h© was 
unable to enunciate decisions on many major i s sues . Th© loss 
of ninety-two sea ts in the 1962 federal e lect ion l e f t him 
unsure of himself and hio pa r ty ' s p o l i c i e s . H© was re luctant 
to make decis ions , more ao than was th© case during th© 
previous four y e a r s . There are several reasons for t h i s . 

One reason wao hie re la t ionship with Quebec, Th© 
Conservative Party has always don© poorly in federal e lect ions 
in the provino© of Quebec. I t was only in 195©p when Premier 
P/uple3Sis put the Union National0 Par ty ' s organisat ion to 
work for the Conservatives, tha t Dief enbaker reeoived f i f t y 
representa t ives out of seventy-five from the province, more 
than any other former Conservative Prime Minis ter . Paul 
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Sauv6, Mr. Dupleosis ' successor , was eager to improve 
re l a t ionn w? th ^'r. T'iof enbakor and .improve r e l a t i one between 
tlie two p a r t i e s as we l l . This would not have hur t the Tories 
a t tiio t .hic, as boti. Saglish and Prencli Quebec el's had a great 
admirctj on fo r Premier Sauve. however ^aul 3auv' died a f t e r 
only a l i t t l e uore tlian three montlis in off ice and an e lec t ion 
was ca l led in 1960 a f t e r Antonio B a r r e t t e succeeded T'r. 
Sauve. he e lec t ion was won by the Libera l Party and Jean 
Lesage became the Premier of Quebec. 

"''•hat Lesage se t out to accomplish was no tiling l e s s than 
to c rea te a s i t u a t i o n in which th© English—in fact and 
not j u s t in tneory—would accept the French—Canadian 
concept of Canada ao a na t ion t h a t i s not a homogoneouo 
e n t i t y but the p o l i t i c a l homo of two qui te separa te 
though not necQSoarily incompatible s o c i e t i e s . " 2 

This idea was in con t ras t to Pief enbaker' a concept of 
"unhyphenated Canadianism." Rela t ions between the Quebec and 
federa l governments, as well as between j£agla.sh and Preach 
speaking Canadians began to d e t e r i o r a t e . The Preach—Canadians 
regarded u i of enbaker as a man not capable of comprehending 
tn© ideo log ica l upheaval taking place in Qu©b©c, and they 
switched t n e i r votes to the Libera l and Social Credit P a r t i e s . 
Ia 19t>2, the Conservatives received 29.6$ of th© Quebec votes 

3 
ao compared to 49.6^ in 1958. 

Mr. xh.efenbaker was a lso dis turbed by tlie faot tl iat 
many newspapers which hod supported him in th© 1957 and 1958 
e l ec t ion campaigns, now condemned hiiu f o r mismanagement of 
governmental a f f a i r s , and fo r h i s i n a b i l i t y to make c l ea r 
dec is ions on important i s s u e s . There was a gradual breakdown 

( 2 ) Uewman, P e t e r , QJ?_» o l t ^ . page 2 8 1 . 

(3) In 1962, the Conservatives obtained 29.6$ of th© vote but 
only 18.Tfo of the 75 seats} th© L i b e r a l s . 39.2$ of the 
vote and. 46.6$ of the sea ts} t he N.D.P. 4.4$ of the vote 
but no seats} and th© Sooreds, 26.0$ of th© vote and 34«7$ 
of th© s e a t s , ( in 1950 the Conservatives obtained 4 9 . ^ 
of th© vote and 66.6$ of th© s e a t s ) . MQIQQI, ( ed) , . . . 
Pap©rs on th© 1962 e l ec t ion , page 273. 
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in tlie r e l a t ionsh ip between Pi of enbaker and the press sinoo 
tlie 1 J 5 ^ I not i ) i . 'h i r- \; .:-, :u^. to l i e f cnbakor's a s se r t ions 
froiu t i a o t. tjuie, tlxat any statement which liad appeared in 
tLu press wlJLc-. ciibaraascd the government 0 waa due to inaccurate 
repor t ing of tlie f ac ta , or nl.oquoti.ig tho en people who -lad© 
the dfjapoxt^iag com—cuts. An example of t h i s was Paul Ilenri-
Spaak'a statement tha t UOhAI was not par t of .rAT0. I/iofenbaker 
oaiUe " i t ia apparent that the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n given in the 
press i s not in accordance with tlie statement aadc by >hr. 
Spaak." ^ o—iilar iasxance occurred \/itm the proas using 
the te:cx of a speccn -lario by Lr. hecs a t a meeting oi tne 
Oojamonwcaltli .^momic Louaultative Council in Accra, Cliana, 
in the autunn oi l j u l . r . hees urged tha t r e a . ar i ta ia not 
jo in the Juropou.1 .conomic Community, lien e d i t o r i a l opinion 
in Canada began to condemn Canada's stolid, ifcci'rjnbaLer blamed 
tlie press for al legedly report ing diocuosiona whici tool: place 
behind closed doors, ny Ij62» the Jampoton oouxiiala tiie 
Toronto telegram and the jlontreal Gazette were uo longer 
supporting trm govern;:'-.it ao they had lone in t. e pact . 

"r_he Globe aud mail , wliich had been a voice of Canadian 
Conservatism for a generat ion, ca l led Dief enbaker •unf i t 
to lead the Conservative P a r t y . . . f o r the sake of th© 
Party and th© country, he ahould give up tlie 
leadership I" 5 

In the autumn of 1962, the Canadian people were made 
fu l ly aware of the indeciaion tha t ©jcLsted within tlie 
government and especial ly with the Prime Minis ter . The Cuban 
c r i s t a of October 1962 made the Canadian people aware t ha t 
the Conservative <"overauant had made com. d.tnen$s in "fee f i e l d 
of defence, which i t had not met. 

(4)IIewnan<> Peter , QPA olt*« page 233. 
(5) ibjJLd.0 page 247. 

http://nl.oquoti.ig
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"When this was revealed, some of hio own ministers 
turned against him and staged a coup d'etat to rid the 
Party of hie (Diefenbaker's) leadership. 

The revolt did not succeed, but it did split the 
Conservative Party, bringing about the resignation of 
som© key ministers, and it ended the life of the 25th 
Parliament.0 6 

On January 25, 1963, Prime Minister Dief enbaker said 

in a speech in tho House of Commons, 

"More and more the nuclear deterrent is becoming of such 
a natur© that more nuolear arms will add nothing 
material to our defence.0 7 

Mr. Rarkness, the Canadian defence minister, interpreted the 

above statement as signifying Diof enbaker0 s pledge to have 

Canada accept nuclear weapons. When tliis did not prove to be 

the case, hQ threatened to resign if, in the next ©lection 

campaign, the Conservative Party programme did not contain a 

pledge to aocept nuclear weapons. He hoped that Canada would 

announce th© acceptance of thes© weapons at th© NATO minist©rial 

meeting which was due to b© held Cm Ottawa in May of that 
year. At a Cabinet meeting on February 1, It became clear 

that Diofenbakor had no Intention of making any such 

announcement at the NATO conference. On February 3, at the 

Prim© Minister's official residence, Harkness' patience ended 

and ho attacked Dief enbaker for his indecision on suoh an 

important matter. He followed his verbal attack by announcing 

his resignation. On February 7, George Hees and Pierre Sevlgny 

resigned from the Cabinet. During the ©lection campaign, Dave 

Fulton, Donald Fleming, and Ernest Halpenny also resigned 

their positions. Although they gave various reasons for doing 

ooo the real reasons were the refusal, or inability of John 

Dief enbaker to pronounoe a clear statement of the Government's 

defenoe policies, and their unwillingneso to take part in en 

(6) ZM&P Pages 333*334. 
(7) IbJ^, page 361. 
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©lection which was somewhat anti—American. (Th© onti-

Amoricanlsm stemmed from the United States State Department's 

communique whioh criticized Canada for hesitating to act 

during the Cuban crisis. 
"Diefenbaker claimed<>. .that his hesitation had been based 
on tlie failure of the United States to consult Canada 
In advance about the proposed aetibn—a procedure that 
is specified in th© NORAD agreement.") 8 

It ehould be noted here, that Diefenbaker's antagonism 

towards th© United States Government did not originate with 

the Stat© Department's communique. The personal relationship 

between Diefenbaker and Kennedy was moot likely th© stormiest 

relationship that ever existed between any Canadian Prime 

Minister and United States President. When Mr. Kennedy 

Journeyed to Ottawa in 1961 (May 16—18 ) 0 he placed a paper 

befor© lir. Diefenbaker in which he asked for Pi©fenbaksr's 

support on five subjects. Mr. Diefenbaker took a pen and 

wrote "No" beside ©ach request. During the visit, the 

American President mislaid his personal working paper 

entitled, \7hat We Want from the Ottawa Trip. The Americans 

were asking Canada to give more foreign aid to India, to 

Join the Organization of American States, and to support the 

Alliance for nrogress. In addition, they wore also asking 

Canada to place stricter controls on the Communists in Laos 

and in South Vietnam. The memorandum came into Diof enbakor' s 

possession, but instead of returning it, or copying it and 

returning it, ho used the papor as a threat against th© 

United States President. H© accused President Kennedy of 

interfering in Canadian affairs and he threatened to use th© 

document in the 1962 federal election. Although Livingston 

Merchanto the American ambassador to Canada^ and Mr. 
Diefenbaker later agreed that the document would not be used 

(8) Ibido page 339. 

file:///7hat
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i n the e l ec t ion , i t never theless did beoora© public knowledge 
in an a r t i c l e wr i t ten by Charles Lynch on March 27, 1963. 
President Kennedy's d i s l i k e for Prime Minister Diefenbaker, 
led h-im to agree tha t Lou Har r i s , a successful public opinion 
ana lys t , should work for the Liberal Party in the 1962 and 
1963 ©lections in an effor t to oust Diefenbaker from power. 

C. Liberals and public opinion. 

It can bo seen from Table 6, that while there v/as no 

increase between 1962 and 1963 in the percentage of those 

who oppoaed nuclear weapons for Canadian forces, the 

percentage of those who were in favour of such a policy was 

constantly declining although still In th© majority when Mr. 

Pearson an.1 the Liberal Party decided to accept nuolear 

weapons. On January 12, 1963p fIr. "'©arson said, 

"as a Canadian, I am ashamed if we accept commitments 
and then refuse to discharge them. In acting thus, we 
deceive ourselves, we let our armed forces down, and 
betray our allies." 9 

It would seem tliat, 

"Pearson's personal aversion in tlie acquisition of 
nuclear warheads was outbalanced by his conviction that 
international commitments, once pledged, must be 
discharged." 10 

The commitment to which r>?r. Pearson referred, was the 
acceptance of nuolear warheads for th© Bomaro nils oil© to 

which the Conservative Government had agreed in 1959. Mr. 
Pearson implied tliat as h© was a Canadian, and as h© was 

ashamed of Canada's reluctance to accept its responsibilities, 

that he was expreening the feoling shared by most Canadians. 

(9) Text of an address by the Honourable Lester B0 Pearson» 

p.5. 
(10) Ue^manp Peter, op. oit.e page 396. 
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Th© Liberal policy-makers, the small, elite body of 

individuals who ere responsible for deolslon-making at the 

highest level of tlie party infra-structure, seemed to take ) 

the position of knowing all th© wishes and desires of th© >' v 

Canadian people. It would appear that they were not too 

concerned about tiie declining number of Canadians who were 

in favour of adopting nuclear arms as this segment of th© 

population still formed a majority opinion. 

Another reason for Mr. ""©arson's reversal of policy 

was his desire to ease tho tension which had been created 

between Canada and tho United States over tlie nuclear weapons 

Issue, hio desire to appease those Liberals who still opposed 

Canada's acquisition of nuclear weapons, and his hope that 

Canada may one day free itself from its nuclear comnitnents, 

led him to introduce the "re-negotiation" clause as part of 

his acceptance of nuclear weapons. Because Canadians were 

dissatisfied with tho lack of decision-making on tho part of 

the Conservative Covornment, and due to the increasing tension 

between the Conservatives and the aspirations of the French 

Canadi.'Uio over language and constitutional righto, th© 

Liberals wore of tho opinion tliat tlieir policioo would attract 

a majority of tho electorate in tlie next fodoral election. 

However, it would soem that one of the most important issues 

to Mr. Pearson and the Liberals, was the fulfillment of 

Canada's obligations to accept nuclear weapons. In their 

endeavour to get elected and hav© Canadian armed forces 

equipped with nuclear weapons the Liberal Party received 

unofficial help from tlie President of tlie United States. 

There was no ill feeling between Mr. Pearson and Mr. 

Kennedy as there was between Messrs. Diefenbaker and Kennedy. 

V/hen President Kennedy had Invited the Nobel Prize winners of 

the western hemisphere to a dinner in Washington on April 29, 

1962, a photograph which appeared in the press had shown the 

President ond Mr. Pearson descending the White House steps 

together. This honour which had been paid to Mr. Pearson, 

showed the friendship that existed between tho two men, while 
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at the same time, worsening th© already ill-feelings that 

Diefenbaker had for Kennedy. Because of the personal 

relationship tliat existed between Kennedy and the two 

Canadian statesmen as well as the different policies 

espoused by I'essrs. r,iefenbaker and Pearson, tlie American 

President and other influential members of the United States 

Government were eager to see Mr. .earson becom© Prim© Minister 

of Canada. 

"As his personal contribution towards tlie defeat of the 
Canadian po l i t i c ian , Diefenbaker, he gave his unofficial 
blessing to Lou barrio—the shrewd public opinion 
analyst who liad tested the trends so effectively for him 
during the I960 pres ident ia l campaign—to work for 
Canada's Liberal Party." 11 

k r . ntirrie spent a lo t of time with tho Liberal Party 
organisation during tlie 1962 and 1963 ©lection campaigns. 
h is knowledge and ass is tance , "were considered key 

12 contributions to the Liberal victory of 1963." 
Th© decision of tlie Liberal Party to accept nuclear 

weapons produced two important r e s u l t s , i r a t , ao tlie Liberal 
Party was prepared to make th i s polioy an election i ssue , and 
as they were eager to get enough votes to allow thorn to be 
elected Into o f i i ce , they did not allow tho fact tliat there 
was a declining majority of the electorate wlio were in favour1 

of nuclear weapons, to change tlie Par ty 's position on th is 
i ssue , i t would appear, therefore, that tlie switch in th© 
iliberal Par ty 's polioy was due to outside prosour©, most 
l ike ly the United s ta tes mil i tary o f f i c i a l s , ©specially in 
view of the fact that the Libera l ' s reversal of policy came 
only nine days af ter General Norstad'o speech advocating that 
Canada accept nuolear weapons. Second, in view of the faot 

that the Liberals attempted to counter the trend in public 

opinion on nuclear arms by stressing th© importance of Canada 

fulfilling its obligations (accepting nuclear weapons), alboit 

(11) Ibjldo page 267. 

(12) loo, pit. 
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wit] the hope of )Onaibly negot ia t ing ounjolvos ouL of the 
nuclonr arms com: j_tnent in tho fu tu re , th~ Libera l Party was 
aware of the niiif t iii Canadian opinion, and i t was t rying to / 
bend Canadian opinion to i t s way of th ink ing . Tom. rj Douglas9 

was not f a r wrong when ho said tha t the Liberal policy of 
accQ-vtin^ the weapons now, and negot ia t ing out of odr 
com.iit:ionto l a t e r was a sedat ive to those L ibera l s who voiced 
t h e i r opposit ion t< the pol icy , (soe Chapter Seven, page 119). 

D. The iJnior our t i a and nubile opinion. 

Only t ^ c\; democratic Party mai itained •_. cons i s ten t 
negative policy o- t i c i s s u e . Having vor / l i t t l e elxanc© of 
being voted in to o f f i ce , the -".P.P. could afford to adopt a 
otand tlm't i.JLght not appeal to a majority of Canadi.-ui v o t e r s . 
I t oould ho said tliat tlie h . P . ^ . ' s opposi t ion to nuclear 
weapons vros one of p r i n c i p l e . If t h i s i s so , i t could a lso 
be said tha t the J ' . P . ' . considered adherence to the 
p r inc ip les (of soc ia l i sm) as being more Important tlian 
adhcrinc to tho des i r e s of the people. 

""he Social Credit Party, l i k e the ' . l . i . liad very 
l i t t l e chance of being e lected as the next government of 
Canada. ^ a l i k e the l.D. ' . , the party was s p l i t between tlie 
honpoon and t : e Caouette f a c t i o n s . P".r. Thompson and most, i f 

not al"1 of the Western Social Credi tors were in favour of 
Canada acquir ing def e is ivo nuclear weapons, v/hile r . Caouetto 
and mo i t of t ' .e Preach Canadian Social Credi tors were opposed 
to Canada acquir ing nuc lear weapons of any IdLnd. however, t h i s 
s p l i t was not confined to th© Bomarc i s sue alone* and i t did 
not a f fec t tlie p a r t y ' s chances of being e lec ted in to o f f i co . 
There i s no evidence t h a t the author could f ind to suggest 
t ha t tho Social C r e . i t Party formulated i t s p o l i c i e s with 
regard to the Bomaro i s sue on the bas is of tho opinions 
expressed by the Canadian publ ic . 

http://Cre.it
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Ho Conclusion. 

After World War One, Canada had obtained representation 

at the League of nations which, for th© first time, indicated 

Canada's independence of Great Britain in the fi©ld of 

foreign affairs. In subsequent years, Canadian Governments 

were eager to establish diplomatic offices in various countries 

throughout the world. By the late 1920's, legations had been 

established in Washington, Paris and Tokyo. After th© Second 

World War, Canada ©mbarked upon a policy of increasing its 

diplomatic missions and taking an active part in world affairs 

through th© United Nations Organization. However, 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 Government looked for some other kind of 

organisation which could maintain peace in th© world. Th© 

thesis has examined Canada's participation in two military 

alliances, with special attention to the problem of Canada 

accepting nuclear weapons for its forces, ao part of the 

obligations incurred by belonging to NATO and NORAD. Th© 

thesis has concentrated on th© reaction of the major Canadian 

political parties, as well as newspaper, periodical and 

public opinion on the issue of Canada acquiring nuclear 

weapono. In concluding th© thesis, tlie author would like to 

briefly review th© actions of the major Canadian political 

parties on this important iesue. 

Th© Conservative Party represented th© Government of 

Canada throughout the nuolear crisis. In August 1957, a short 

time after the Conservatives wer© elected into power, they 

were faced with tho problem of whether Canada should or 

should not participate in the NORAD defenoe alliance. Moot of 

the details of th© allianc© had b©en settled previouely by tho 

Chiefs of Staff of both nations. Thus0 when the Conservatives 

came to power, thoy were urged to accept the idea of NORAD and 
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tho plans that had boon already established. In retrospect, 

it would seem tiiat tho Conoorvativo Government agreed to havo 

Canada participate in NORAD without adequate loaowledg© of tho 

ooao©quenceo of this decision. Throughout the Conservative's 

tonuro of office, they w©ro criticized by the opposition 

parties and by tho press oonocming .TORAD'n relationship with 

JAi'O, tho powers of the Canadian deputy commander of NORAD 

vis-a-vis tiie American comnander— in—chief, and the loss of 

Canadian sovereignty over tho ability to make defence polioy 

and tho ability to control the movement of its air force. Th© 

Conservatives attempted to convince their critics that .TORAD 

was a regional oomiiand of .'JAVO, but to no avail, "ho denial 

of tliis statement by Mr. Paul Henri Spaalc, the Socrotary-

General of LA'O, did nothing to inspiro tiio confidoncQ of th© 

Canadian pool© i : tlie Conservative Government. 

in 1959, due to tlie Increasing coot of producing the 

CP-0.05 Avro Arrow jot interceptor aircraft, and also because 

of tlie dJj il'iiahing tiireat of a Soviet bomber attack on this 

continent and its replacement of the possibility of a Soviet 

oissilo throat, the Conservative Government cancelled the 

production of tho Avro Arrow. Prime : inlster Diefcnbakor 

said in a spoecli to the house of Commons on Pobruary 20, 1959 0 

tliat tlie Canadian 0 overnment was go Lng to scrap tiio Arrow 

programme in favour of acquiring American-made, unmanned, 

Bomarc anti-aircraft missiles which required nuclear •varheads 

i i order for them to be fully eff©ctivo. ho said at th© time 

tliat this docioion was taken in ordor to maintain Canada's 

com d'bnont to contribute to the defoaco of the V7ost©ro world, 

and that tho Government was heeding tho bost military advloo 

available. The abruptness in scrapping th© Arrow programme, 

and the increased reliance on American military weapons, 

created resentment in the Canadian proso towards th© 

Conservatives. On hay 25, 1959, Mr. Diefenbaker announced that 

non-nuclear parts of atomic weapons were being transferred to 

Canada. It wao oxpeetod that an announccmont of tho transfer 

of nuolear vvarhoado for thos© weapons would follow shortly. 
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However, for tho next four years, the Conservative Government 

hesitated in accepting nucloar warheads for the Bomarc 

missiles and the Voodoo jet interceptors whioh were also 

acquired by the Conservative Government i i th© face of strong 

criticism by some of the major Canadian newspapers and the 

opposition partlos. 

Pron time to timo9 tho government gave different 

reasons for its hesitation in aceopting nucloar weapons. One 

reason wao tliat should th© Canadian Government accept nucloar 

worhcahs, the disarmament negotiations al Goneva nay have 

been affected adversely. Another reason was a difference of 

opinion between Canadian and American officials as to whether 

or not the Canadian Government must rive its approval before 

a nuclear armed Bomarc could be launched. Furthermore, the 

Consorvative ' ovommont, and especially tho Conoervativ© 
Cabinet, was split ovor the issue of accepting nmcloar 

woapons. Jhe split closely paralleled the speeches given by 

President Kcnnody and General Kuter in 1961. .'"resident 

Kennedy urged hio 'iA7n allies to ennceutrato on increasing 

ite conventional forces in keeping with tlie now concept of 

a graduated scale of warfare. Conservative Cabinet ~inioters 

who were oppoood to tlie acquisition of nuolear woapons seized 

this speech by .Jronident Kennedy ao tho reason wliy Canada 

ohould reject the use of all nuolear weapons. However, a few 

montlio later. General I>aurenoe 3. Kuter, tho Com lander-in-

Chief of roitAD, denied tliat the tiireat of a Soviet bomber 

attack against this continent was a thing of the past, 

therefore justifying tlie necessity of arming th© Bomarcs with 

nuclear warheads, ."'his dilemma was never resolved by tlie 

Conservative Cabinet, and it proved to be ono of tiie factors 

in tli© Conservative's loss of power in the 1963 federal 

election. A fourth reason for the Government's lack of decisive 

policy formation in matters of defence was the government's 

loos of ninety-two seats in th© 1962 federal election. It 

would appear that after such a devasting blow, the Conservative 

Government, and ©specially ir. Diefenbaker, were both unabl© 
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or unwilling to enunciate a definite defenoe policy lest it 

lose sup>ort among the party's stalwarts. 

Th© Conservative Government was constantly being 

questioned about its acceptance of tho Bomarcs and voodoos, 

but its refusal to accept the nuclear warheads for these 

weapons which Mr. Diefenbaker had admitted on February 20 p 
1959o wore necessary in order that theno woapono be made 

fully affective, Ilr. Diefenbaker now stated that tlie Canadian 

Government would accept the nuclear warheads if and when 

they were needed. Phis concept of defence strategy was 

shattered due to the Cuban missile crisis in October, 1962. 

The indecision and inaction of the Canadian Government to 

•take the necessary measures during tills crisis, resulted in 

an unfideiidly relationship between tho Canadian and United 

States Governments. Tliis tension wao increased after General 

forstad'o speech of January 3, 1963 in which ho stated that 

Canada liad definitely committed itsolf to accepting nucloar 

weapons, and that since that time, it had failed to meet its 

obligations. When Ilr. Diefenbaker ropliod by saying tliat 

Canada was opposed to the spread of nuclear ams to nations 

which did not then have them, tliis angered the American 

officials to the point where th© U.S. Stato Department issued 

a communique stating Canada's role in Western d©fence. This 

rolo included tlie acceptance of nuclear weapons. Relations 

between the Canadian and Ihlted States Governments wore at a 

new low. hey were lowered even furtiior when hr. Diefenbaker 

produced a letter which he alleged had been signed by Ilr. 

Butterworth, the Amerioan ambassador to Canada. Th© letter 

contained a promise of American support to the Liberal Party 

during tlie 1963 election. This degeneration in diplomatic 

relations between the two oountrlos, as well as Mr. Diefenbaker's 

anti-American remarks in his campaign speeches (which h© 

declared were not anti-American but rather pro—Canadian) did 

much to alionat© tho Canadian voters. 

It would seem that the Conservatives did not pay close 

attention to the opinions expressed by prominent individuals. 
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news mediae or public opinion. In tne early 19(50's, public 

opinion gave tiie Conservative Government a clear mandat© to 

accept nuclear weapons. Those newspapers and periodicals 

which opposed tliis policy were not aa vooiferous, nor did they 

have the support of tiie people to the extent tiiat they did in 

1963. Although tne government stated that it was accepting 

the homarcs on the best military advice available, including 

tiio advice of &• ©aural Charle© Poulkes, tho Chairman of tlie 

Canadian Chiefs of J taff until I960, the government was also 

awar© of the necessity of accepting th© nuclear warheads as 

well, however tiie Conservatives seemed to have dismissed this 

important advice from its military advisers, and it appeared 

to have ignored tiio sentiments of the people, tiiat these 

warheads be accepted. The Conservatives repeatedly brushed 

aside tiie opposition's pleas and demands that they (the 

Conservatives) tell Parliament, and the people of Canada, 

exactly what our commitments are, and what defence policy 

Canada is to follow. This "credibility gap" between the 

Govezsffiieni and tiie people, was responsible for tne people's 

distrust and unhapplness with tlie Conservativ© Government. 

The Canadian people, not havxng been told of our commitments 

and what our defensive role in the WORAD and JATO alliances 

were to bo, wore allocked to sudd only discover on January 3o 

U63, tiiat Canada^ had indeed, obligated itself in tlie past to 

accept nuclear warheads for the homaros and Voodoos. (Until 

then Canadians i'elt tliat Canada should accept such weapons as 

part of our contribution to the defence of tiie western world. 

They wore not fully aware that Canada had boon obligated to 

do so and had failed to fulfil its commitments). This lack of 

decision, procrastination, hesitation, and in the end, open 

disagreement among Conservative Cabinet members, liad lost the 

confidence of the people and of the pr©ss. It should b© noted 

that since 1956, relationo between Mr. Diefenbaker and th© 

press had deteriorated due to the Prim© minister's repeated 

accusations and diarges that articles which appeared in the 

press which were unfavourable to th© Government, wer© either 
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devoid of factual content , or thay were mis in terpre ta t ions 
of statements made by T.'.r. Diefenbaker and other government 
min i s to rs . 

..liilo Canadian newspapers and per iodicals were 
voicing increasing opposition to Canada accepting nuclear 
weapons9 i t i s d i f f i c u l t to analyze the offeet tliat these 
news media liad in cont in. bating to tiio trend i i Canadian 
opinion away from tiie former strong endorsement of accepting 
L>h.ese weapons, i t should be remembered tiiat a t tiio time 60/» 
of tlie Janadiun public favoured a Canadian unci ear policy, 
and when only 49/' s t i l l s trongly adhered to .ills s tand, die 
division among tho aoveiitoen newspapers tiiat tiiu author 
axauduiou remainou Palyly constant with one exception, tiio 
Globe gad .~ail>. -^ nl.'l. tiio newspapers and per iodica ls t aa t 
the author examined, the c i r cu la t ion of tiio so papers and 
per iodicals mint opposed Canada's acquis i t ion of nuclear 
weapo^is was greater tiian tiio so wlio favoured nuclear weapons, 
however, an important point to no te , i s tliat several 
i n f luen t i a l newspapers such as tho Lipatreal Gaaotte* the 
,.jduo;xt.an Journal and the Glob© and ha l l* among o the r s , wlio 
iiabituolly liad supported the Conservativos in tiie pas t , were 
now urging -or. hi of enbaker to res ign, i'h© Globo and i-all 
s tated tiiat he was unf i t to load tii© par ty . YThen i t became 
apparent 'that h r . Diof enbaker was not going bo res ign , thes© 
newspapers urged the Caaadian e lec tora te to vote for tiie 
Liberal Party, not because they favoured tiie po l ic ies of -tiie 
Libera ls , but bocauso tiio edi tors of t-onu newspapers wer© of 
the opirn.on ti*ut Canada was in need of a s t rong, s t ab le 
government, and tlioy f e l t tha t only tiio Liberal Party was 
capable of providing Canada with effect ive leadersh ip . 

Thus i t can be seen, tliat a f t e r s ix years of 
ineffect ive leaderohip e lack of decision making in matters of 
defence, and tli© i n a b i l i t y to adhere to tiie pub l i c ' s wishes or 
to keep the public informed, led to a lack of oonfideao© among 
the Canadian press© and more important, among th© Canadian 
e l ec to ra t e . Although tiio Bomaro issue was not tli© only ©lection 



issue i i tlie 1963 campaign„ he i nab i l i t y or u ivmllIndieso 
of t •" Conservative arty and the Conservative Government to 
obey the d ic t a t e s of tlie Canadian people, led to i t s downfall 
from powir. In tho 1963 campaign, tlie Conservatives were 
contort to hold on to tho l r power hi " e s t o n and iistcr.i 
Canada, and to regain some support in Ontario. 'Xie to 
de ter iora t ing r i la t ions between tiie foderal and Crnehoc 
( nvemii to i t s , the Co isorvativoo did not co.ic^ l t r a t e too 
in tc is ivoly Li at Uni t ing to woo the '"roach nioboc clooionrte. 
"hey hoped that '.Ley ./ould be able to for;, a ^ i jor i t;, 
govern, - int IP Cloy could increase theirvrepronemtatio t in 
'iitarJOj vniilo iuu.nfcnj.iing t he i r hold on the trair io and 
".arith.te proviic -n. ' ' t i s obvious tha t po l i t Jeu l par t ies are 
conc^r-md n t h v .* . .ood and aspi ra t ions of the olocv'i '"ite, 
however,, i t wo1 Id ncei i tiiat the Conservatives duo t'> thoir 
lach. of policy ml docisi ••H taking i:i n ' . , ; : : ; , of C: ' \ice and 
ITiclear wxipons, ' TO not yiving serious a t t o i t i n i to the 
e l ec to r a t e ' s lo •.; of confidence in t ho l r njdmi; l i s t ra t ion . Their 
ludocis io i and Inch of policy did not revro:::. it thj actions 
of a rospfjasiblo p o l i t i c a l party acthig ac ti.o c;ovomient of 
tlie people, for the poo. l e and by trie phonic. "im.s fact wis 
mode known to hoi. i t tine federal e lec t ion of Apri l , 1963. 

r,he Liberal \~rty, vdiilo in op >ooitio i throughout the 
nuclear an u c r i s i s , was in power when prelP. iinuj.y talks were 
takin, lace be two .-n Canadian and ' 'nited i tatcs i.-ilitory 
o f f i c i a l s , cancelling th.e creation of Tn.-tA.1. C on oral Poulmea 
t e s t i f i ed before tho Special Com; i t t e e on Deionce ia 1963, 
that at tlie t:L o of tlio 1957 federal e lec t ion , tlie only 
ixamainiiig stiimbliiig bloci: to tlie formal acceptance of ro;tAJD by 
tiio Liboral / a r t y , \7as th.e problem of financing; i t s operation. 
' ho Liboral Covemme it was prepared to eroonine tiiat problem 
immediately a f t e r tiie federal e lec t io u Thus, i t would seem 
ti-at tite .Liberals wore prepared to ace opt a defensive 
mi l i ta ry a l l ianoe with the United States tliat would resu l t in 
close mil i tary cooperation between tho two nat ions , however, 
the f ina l acceptance of tlie 70HAD agree: cut was tiie 

http://iuu.nfcnj.iing
file:///~rty


If) i 
re spoils t b i l i t y of t c Conservative Cover L tout. POT the no-tt 
four aid one—half yearn, tlie Liberals constant ly berated the 
government fo r i t s l a d : of a defence polio,/ , or accused i t of 
not c > i s i lor i - ig Caiada's best i n t e r e s t s i t . . t t e -s of dofoioe. 

iic f i : -s t c r i t i c i sm put for th by me L'.Locals 
GO ice mind t o 'JUUI n r in whicii tho Conservative C ivern ient 
prose it .C tiio bi l ' ' ashing; for Porliamo.nl's an n v i o? IOPAD. 

The imocmols wcro l is , . leased tliat a r l i a m t ' j ,rns giv 11 very 
l i t t l e o p p o r o - i i v to discuss tiie meri ts a i 1 C.me '. to of t i e 
b i l l , a_il the„ were also displeased tliat t 0 b i l l di.' not come 
bo-uor<- u '"office -Lomtittee which \voil1 be cnpnbl J of LLocnoaing 
the propjSJd l i g i s L i t i n . After the bil"1 wa:; passed, (tlie 
Libera ls v J t :C foj t .1 . b i l l ) , the l i b e r a l s the 1 010:1'- , atod 
t n e i r a t t acks 0,1 t.m o n tents of tiio b i l l . ipccif ic 0. \^ , 
tna^, a t to .p'ood t ) Cisc wer whefcuor 70T'VI) was •. ro; io lal 
com mull of I 1, or whether i t was a sop tr ite mi l l I, my 
a l l i a n c e , au t i ro ly o- t i l de the com. in id c t r c t t r o of mrg. Tne 
Liberals seaieC 11 f ivour 'ICPA^ being pnr-t o 1/ ), but wore 
na-VQr convinced tunfc tu ts was t r a e , d e s m t : C •> l sorvut ivc 
a l . e a i ins in t t Is /n.n tiie case . The o t n t e t i n t iide by tlio 
I\J\7C Cocretnry-\ : i e r o l , Lr. ? nil Leirl Cpamlc tit.it ' •) wan 
d e ' k i i t c l y not a regional com uuid of it >, e. .bar innel tiio 
govera.emt and d u e j . i j rLud tho Lib ora l 3 by havi:^ t : l r 
wor3t f ea r s s Cos 11:1 t in ted , -ho Liberal 3 favoured co l l e c t i ve 
control over nuclear weapons, r a the r than linviu^, tne ant i iori ty 
for using t-.ose woapono l e f t to tiie leading decision-.naiiers 
of one tuit ion. Che L i b j r a l ' s refusal to accept nuclear armed 
Bomarco and Voodoos was based l a rge ly on tmoir policy of 
c o l l e c t i v e control of nuclear woapons, as well as t h e i r 
doubts about tiio usefulness of triese weapons, througnout tiie 
Conservative adminis t ra t ion the Liberal ' , wore not s a t i s f i ed 
with Canada's pos i t ion and ro le in TCPAD. This was probably 
due to tiie f ac t tha t the Liberals were not fu l ly aware of th© 
contents of the PORAD agreement with respect to i t s 
o rgan i sa t iona l and command s t r u c t u r e . The Conservative r ep l i e s 
to op o s i t i o n demands of ou t l in ing the function and power of 
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tho Caaauion ucput^ eonm^aidor v i s - a - v i s uuo American 
cami.iOaacr—r-1-cim.oi' of CuivAL, did no tiling, to s a t i s f y t a e 
o p p o s i t i o n , and i t did not provide thoiii with tlie in format ion 
wliicii tiioy des i r eu to a c q u i r e . ILe L ibe ra l s wore concerned 
wi th a l o s s of Caaauiaii sovere ignty i u maiaors of a e f ence , 
e s p e c i a l l y witn regard t o tiie f a c t t i iat an American m i l i t a r y 
o f f i c e r could possiol^y oixier tlio l a u u o i n k 01 on anti— 
tarcrru . u mLssile wixiou was s i t u u t e u on Cauaaicxu B O L I . Close ly 
akin, bo tiie problem o. a t t empt ing to d i scover t ue r o l o and 
powers u l uuo oauciuiun deputy comiJiander, Uie iauoral .0 were 
a l s o airxious to A.UUVY liie powers of ui© oaauuiaii a'L-ie 
U m i a l c vis-a—vis uie -President of hie oiii ied o t a t e s and tli© 
American com~-auder--iu— oiiief of .*vj±vAx>, wi ta r e s p e c t to t a e 
launciiiiio of "We uouarc u i i s s i l - s IIXJIU a Canadian base . Ihe 
L i o o r a l s , a s wuli ao "uue r e s t of t he n a t i o n , diu -iui iiave a 
c l e a r oo-xcupi of tlie powers oi' t u e Canadian Pr iuo - m i s t e r . 
ike^ »/anted to xaiow i f t a e Canauiau i rime .-ujixytei must 
consent to Luc launcniug o i Uie homarcsj be io re tne ''fix-©" 
bu t ton would be p r e s s e d . Cri s e v e r a l occas ions .-r . wiefenbaker 
utaccu miut tue nouu f o r approvul of botu tae ^aaauiuu uad 
iujorictui toveKiuouia \/as wliat c o n s t i t u t e d one a spec t of tiie 
j o i n t defence 01 tiie .<orUi American conl inouo. n o w ^ e r , due 
t o con!lietixi^, eualeuiouts made by Uie LAxO command ei^iu--
au ie i ' , ueuerol xor t r id&o, tiio L i b e r a l s were uo i convimoed t h a t 
t h e Conooivativoa were f u l l y knowledgcable about tae a c t u a l 
powers of tne Canadian r r ime loaxiater witu regara to IUUAL 

dur ing u c x i s i s . 

U n t i l Jaiiuary 19b3, the L i b e r a l s doubted tiio use fu lness 
of n u c l e a r armed iiomarco and Voodoos. The ixiboral a r t y ' s 
de ience c r i t i c , u r , h o l i y e r , as wel l as o r . r eo reon , c o n s t a n t l y 
quest ioned Uie va lue of n u c l e a r weapons in t a e hands of 
Canadian m i l i t a r y f o r c e s , and t h e i r c o n t r i b u t i o n to t u e defenco 
of tuo liorbh Amexioan c o n t i n e n t . They pointed out t l i a t tli© 
t u r e a t of a oov ie t bomber a t t a c k was dwindling0 and due to t h e 
i n t r o d u c t i o n of th© "s tand off" bomb, Soviet bombers could 
f i r e these weapons a t Canadian t a r g e t s while roiaalnixig out of 
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range >f tlie Lomare m s s i l o n . 'ho -Liberals went so f a r as to 
d i s a s toc in t i Canada from taking, pari, i n a defence of t h e 
d e t e r r e n t . In r e p l y to i ' r . >>Lef enbaker* s speech of i 'ebruary 
21), l C r J , r . 'carsoti s a i d t h a t the r o l e of a c t o r onco i s an 
C l e r i c a l r e s p o n s i b i l l 'gy. 

mi 1 C 1 , r o s i d e n t ..onnody urged turn 'ca i c n i n a t i o n s 
to imcren.;c i t s oouvont iono l fovcj'-, ; t was 1> i s r u l e t a a t th© 
L i b e r a l s mivour-C Cm VjiacLu and tiiey ur t < <'< t o C a r j o r v a t i v o 
( o v j r r -o . t U u^.opt a oof once r o l e s i - i i l <.r v, - LLC wnich 
^.ristov.. pim^r o 1 . .C . " h i s won] d involve th .r_l: 11.: lane o of 
a \vol-- -qui. , OL , o J .v "it ormil i a-mm m l m rr„ Corco i n CCO, 
a id a r o i J of a .r m g t e n i t c . untos a ' JI —.po.iling, 
,OTXOI ^ t ,^-. o i u. m c o n t r a :nt from mm' L r c c Co . f t u e 
,"orth _ l e . r . .^l.„ex* ujcusoi t h e Cmis-ivmCv : , v :m , :on t 

of u c m g 1 ^ ^ . JOC0.L-_mte mjapous from m... n i t o h C a t c s . 
Lliis ..CO umLoti wan . r C e . C t c r . r . h c C y c . jrj.iml.io . l i s t of 
, n u r . . ^ ^ . ta i r ,n -Irish the American ovoi'x-„c-ii was spoiiding 
l a r ^ c sums of .j . ioy. ho Cumarco, Voodoos, C-IO/; t u r f i g h t e r s , 
a id L.e w.u. t Coma si rfaco—to—surfuc J ime.ojis were tot among 
t a e , / J C / J I O ./ '_oh •/ r e . -c oioiiel on t. e l i s t ^f rCm-it^ 
v/capo t. . ' h o o p p o s i t i o n to Cmadn acquir i - ig i.. e l :u ' '.. 'jap -us 
f o r i t s .') f o r e o s , ix:v2 C o d e s i r e Cut a l l mmCx-r weapons 
r c o i g i c , lu ,' '.. fo re n co.iO under t. .e c h ' •: , i v e c o n t r o l of 
•f..o L.. ^j.mci.!, \/ao t.-e s mid t a r . tr .c L b o ' a l ' a r ty 
C ax^uJnoC 1}C1 : a l J o 2 . 

On -Ljimary J , l!XJ3» t me "il v.ami.. o r s t a d , t .a 
r*o t i r e d -C > caul .andor—i_n—olxiof s t a t e d a t a _>rcss cm.iferonce 
ill Ottawa t i i a t a i a d a liad com i t tod i t s e l f C a c c e p t i n g 
n u c l o a r weapons a id t a u t i t a. *d f a i l e d to .mot LLose 
ooiariixiemts. Cue days l a t o r , a . .. speech . C ' r o s s o Co t h e 
u r l - ^ c a r b o r o u t y . L i b e r a l A s s o c i a t i o n , ' . r . Pearson uaiouuced 
;Cut k.e L ibe ra l . a r t y would accep t n u c l e a r woapons f o r 
Juauda, tue reoy i i i l f i C l i n g t l i l3 n a t i o n ' 3 com. i t i a e a t s . fh io 
was a oomplete r e v e r s a l of tlie p a r t y ' s p o l i c y ovor t h e p a s t 
f i v e y e a r 3 . - r . Maroon and tiie L i b e r a l Par ty now abandoned 
the idea of o o l l e c t i v c s e c u r i t y over l u c l e a r woapons as a / 
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prerequisite for Canada accepting them for ite nAlO forces. 

Mr. Pearson stated that by being a member of the MATO alliance, 

Canada had automatically committed itself to accepting nuclear 

weapons for its iLViQ military forces. The 1962 election 

platfom in which tli© Bomarcs were regarded as useless 

weaponse was now radically altered to tlie opposite viewpoint. 

The party also intended to ignore mr. hellyer*s speeches in 

the House of Commons tiiat Canada was a dumping ground for 

second-rate American weapons. (Shortly aftex* tli© 1963 

electioiip ^r. hellyer stated before th© Special Committee on 

Defence tiiat tiie opinions which he had expressed while a 

member of "the opposition party, wer© based on inaccurate 
knowledge concerning tiie possibility of a hoviet bomber 

attack on tiie .Cortk American ooatiuaut). 

it woulfi seem logical, and politically wise, for th© 

Liberal Party to denounce tli© Conservative trovexument for 

falling to meet its coiauiitments and at the same time, remain 

steadfast in its opposition to such weapons booed on its past 

statements and criticisms of these weapons in the house of 

Commons and in tlie pr©3S. Instead, tlie Liberals sirJilted tlieir 

position, and advocated Canada's acceptance of nuclear weapons, 

thus Ciiampioiiixui tiie cause put forth by Geuex'al Lorstad. It 

would seem that tli© Liberals may have changed their policy 

due to pressures from foreign sources. Cr. r'eoroon said tliat 

it was not a simple task for Canada to alter its policies 

or commitments oecause tli© weapons liad already beau tx-ansf ©rred 

to Canada, but he never gave any reason for tliis statement. 

Insteau, he and tlie Liberal Party attempted to convince th© 

Canadian electorate during the 1963 federal election oampaign, 

of the importance of Canada fulfilj.ing its international 
coiiimitmeiits, and the necessity of having stroxig and stable 

leadexahip in Ottawa. The Liberal Party also unnounced that 

it would attempt to negotiate Canada out of its nuclear 

coiiiiiiitmente as soon as possible. This policy was adopted for 

three reasons. Pirst, it was adopted to placate tlie members 

of tlie Liboral Party who found th© sudden reversal of policy 
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unacceptable to them, and in order to prevent open disoention 
and s p l i t s within tlio Liberal Par ty , "tliis re—negotiation 
clause was ins orbed into tlie p a r t y ' s po l ic ies on tine nuclear 
weapono i s sue . Ceooudly, a Liberal survey in tue province of 
Quebec showed tha t in th© twenty-six constituexicies which had 
hocia l Credit representat ion in tne l a s t Parliament, the 
Liocial Credit support had decl ined, however, tiio \iueuec wing 
of the Cocial Ci'edit Corty was opposed to Canada acquiring 
nuclear ./eapoas and a l o t of Proucii—Canadians supported t h i s 
po l icy . In au attempt to capture tlie support of discontented 
Social Credit supporters , and to appeal to t - .e ir d i s l ike of 
nuclear weapons on Canadian s o i l p tlie Liboral -arty promised 
to re—negotiate out of our coiui-iitments as so an as i t was 
feas ib le to d- so„ tiie task of woolag former* oociul Credit 
suppoxntors into tho itiboxul fold wao given to Lr, Xvou 
hupuis . t h i r d l y , there was a trend among Canadians that was 
r e su l t i ng in a more cautious approval of nucloar weapons for 
Canada's milimix-y forces . Although a majority of Canadians 
s t i l l favoured Canada acqiutring nuclear arms, the Canadian 
people did not endorse t h i s policy as stroxigiy in Jecember 
1962 aa taey did in Jcptember 1961. (Eh© Liberal Government 
concluded an agxvomoiit with the United Ctatos Ooverament by 
moans of on cocci inage of notes on August 16, l jo3 j for tiie 
t r ans fe r of nuclear warheads to Canada. A public opinion poll 
conducted by the Canadian I n s t i t u t e of ..ublic Opinion on 
June 3, 1963, allowed that only 49% of the people questioned, 
s trongly favoured Canada accepting nuclear weapons, although 
another 4/- of the sample gave qual i f ied answers, '..liile there 
was ao iucreasQ l a tiie percentage of tliose who opposed nuclear 
weapons between December 1962 and June 1963, tlio percentage 
of those people who had no opinion inclbeased by 7?j)» 

Although "bii© Liberals were elected in to off ice , i t 
cannot be said tiiat t i l ls was proof tiiat tlie Canadian people 
favoured the Libera l ' s nuolear policy:. 'Chore are several 
reasons for t h i s . P i r s t , th© Liberal Party polled only 41..7$ 
of th© popular vo te . Ceoondly, tiie lack of any c lear polioy 
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by the Conservative Party or the Conservative Government, to 

counteract tli© pro-nuclear policy of the Liberals, was also 

responsible for the demise of Mr. Diefenbaker and his 

government. However, the nuclear weapons issue, while on© of 

th© most important issues in tlie 1963 election, was not th© 

sol© issue. 

Another issue in tlie 1963 election was the question of 

Quebec's powers and position in Canada vis-a-vis the powers of 

th© federal government. Some concern was expressed concerning 

the future of Confederation and Quebec's place within 

Confederation during Canada's second century of existence as 

an independent nation. In Quebeo, it wao felt that the 

Liberals wer© mors sympathetic to Quebec's aspirations, and 

offered greater hop© that English and French—Canadians would 

continue to coexist side by side in harmony, than would 

otherwise be tho case should the Conservatives be elected as 

the Governmont. The result of this was that the Conservatives 

received only eight out of seventy-five Quebec seats in th© 

House of Commons, and th© percentage of the party's 

proportion of the popular vot© dropped from 29.6$ to 19.5% 

between the 1962 and 1963 federal elections. 

Of all th© major political parties in Canada, th© one 

which maintained the most consistent policy on the nuclear 

arms issue was the C.C.P.-iV.D.P. The C.C.P. liad opposed 

Canada's participation in NORAJO, and the close military 

cooperation with the United States that resulted from this 

alliance. It favoured Canada playing a prominent role in the 

United Nations peacekeeping forces, and by maintaining a 

highly mobile conventional foroe in NATO. The N.D.P. 

maintained these policies after its founding convention, 

stating that by joining NORAD, Canada had become a military 

satellite of the United States, its Bomarc sites were useless 

and served only as a target for Soviet missiles, and that 

membership in NATO was not incumbent upon accepting nuolear 

weapons. While th© party wao eagor to increase its representation 

in th© House of Commono, it did not have mmoh possibility of 
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being elected as the Government of Canada, and therefore 

could afford to hav© a polioy which did not appeal to a 

majority of the Canadian people. However in 1963o the New 

Democratic Party stressed its opposition to nuclear weapons 

in Canada in the hope of bringing dissonant Liberals (and 

Conservatives) into the fold. In Quebec9 the N.D.P. strongly 

streesed its opposition to nuclear weapons, and received 

some support from La Preose and Le Devoir. V/hile it increased 

its support in Quebec, no N.D.P. members wore elected from 

that province. 

The Social Credit Party was not represented in the 

House of Commons for th© oritical years of the nuolear arms 

debate, 1958 to 1962. In th© 1962 federal election, thirty 

Social Credit Party candidates wer© ©leeted to the House of 

Commons, Most of the il.P.s cam© from Quebec. Messrs. Caouette 

and Grogoire repeatedly stated their opposition in tlie House 

of Commons, to Canada acquiring any nuclear weapons for its 

military foi'oes. The other French-Canadian Social Credit 

M.P.s shared this view. However, Mr. Thompson, the leader of 

the party, and the other Social Credit M.P.s from Western 

Canada, were in favour of Canada accepting defensive nuclear 

weapons foa? its NORAD and NATO forces. The 1963 election 

campaign platform that was published by the Social Credit 

Party, endorsed LIr. Thompson's policies on th© nuclear arms 

issue, v/hile tli© Social Credit Party lost six seats in 

Quebec, it is the opinion of the author that this loss was 

due mainly to the disil usionmont that tli© people felt 

towards the party's ability to influence governmental 

decisions, rather than its stand on nuclear weapons. 

In summation, it oan b© s©©n that the Conservative 

Party and the Conservative Government had been unable to copo 

with the commitments which it accepted by agreeing to 

participate in NORAD in 1958. For the next five years, th© 

Conservatives conBistently were unable or unwilling to provldo 

to the opposition parties, the Canadian press, and the 

Canadian people, a clear defence policy, and a definite 
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answer as to when th© nuclear warheads for the Bomarcs would 

b© accepted by tlie Canadian Government. Th© Conservatives9 
throughout their stay in office, lacked the temerity to 

clearly state tlieir acceptance or rejection of nuclear 

weapons partly du© to th© inability of Prime Minister 

Diofenbaker to make up his mind on the issu©, and partly du© 

to the serious difference of opinion on -tliis issue which 

existed in th© Cabinet. Consequently, -the Conservatives saw 

th©lr -support among th© Canadian press and tiie Canadian 

people decline lowor and lower and were unablo to counter 

this lack of confidence that tli© people had in them. 

The Liberals, on the other hand, could bo said to 

have been more consoious of public opinion as they attempted 

to capitalise on the Canadian people's dislike for tiie 
Conservative Party and attempting to capture the votes of 

the disillusioned nodal Credit Party supporters in Quebec. 

However it would seem that they were not intent on listening 

to public opinion in every case, but rather, in tlie nuolear 

weapons issue, they were opposing tlie trend in Canafiian public 

opinion by adopting a pro-nuclear policy to sorv© the interests 

of tho United States, at a time when support for such a policy 

was held by a decreasing majority of Canadians. By reversing 

its policy of the past four years only nine days after 

General Norstad's speech, and due to Mr. Pearson's personal 

relationship with Mr. Kennedy and the support tiiat th© 

Liberal Party received from American sources, it would seem 

that the Liberal Party's stand on th© nuclear woapons Issue 

was not taken with the aim of considering the interests of 

Canadian public opinion alone, but also to please th© int©rests 

of th© United States Government. 
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