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Canada and the United States share a multitude of common
interests from which a number of defence agreements have arisen.
When it comes to national security needs, both countries have
found it mutually beneficial to collaborate. Both nations have
discovered that it is necessary and desirable to approach
national security problems from a continentalist perspective.
NORAD [the North American Aerospace Defence Command] is a product
of this continental%st approach.

The relationship between Canada and the United States under
the NORAD agreement has been called into question for several
reasons. Most of the criticism centres around the fact that
Canada does not have an equal voice in this relationship. Due to
a much weaker military capability in relation to the United
States, Canada is definitely in the position of the junior
partner. In particular, critics question the extent of Canadian
control and influence over the direction of United States policy
when Canadian interests are directly affected. The answer most
often given by these critics is very little or none at all. As a
result, they feel that Canada would be best served by withdrawing
from NORAD.

The opposing view is that it is much better to be a junior
partner, than to be excluded entirely. It is true that the United
States could not tolerate a threat to Canada and Canadian
security, and woﬁld act to defend Canada regardliess of Canadian
participation in NORAD. After all, the United States retaliatory

capability provides a deterrence umbrella for Canada and it would
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be possible for Canada to reap the security dividend that is
derived by virtue of being located next to the United States.
Nonetheless, Canadian participation in NORAD also serves as a
window on the activities of the United States and forecloses the
possibility of the United States acting unilaterally without
Canadian approval or knowledge. Canadian defence capability is
also limited by the prohibitive cost of covering a significant
expanse of territory. As Canadian security interests are very
similar to United States security interests it is evident that
Canada can derive additional security from participating in a
complementary role to that of the United States rather than
trying to do the job alone.

As a result of the deterrence umbrella which Canada benefits
from simply by virtue of geographical location and the gfeater
resources which the United States has to draw upon, Canadian
defence policy has lapsed into an excessive reliance on the
United States. As a result, the bulk of the funding for NORAD
comes from the United States and Canada has been getting by with
a minimum amount of expenditure. In order to gain equal voice in
a partnership, it is usually expected that both partners
contribute equally to the overall effort. Put another way, if you
want to be part of the club, you have to pay your dues.

It has always been apparent that the United States could
never tolerate any attack on North America by a hostile power. An
attack on any portion of the North American continent would be

perceived as an attack on United States interests and result in
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retaliation. Given that this maxim has been well understood in
Ottawa, Canadian participation in NORAD has been characterized as
a token gesture. The financial contribution Canada makes to NORAD
is fairly insignificant and is often cited by critics as an
example of Canada taking a free ride. Since the percentage share
of the financing of any endeavor is directly proportional to the
amount of influence that exists in a partnership, it can be
assumed that taking on a greater responsibility for the funding
of NORAD would increase Canadian influence in the relationship.
It is often stated that budgeting is more indicative of
policy than pronouncements made in speeches. The arrival of Brian
Mﬁlroney‘on the political scene in Canada was heralded by many
pronouncements regarding the inadequacy of the previous Liberal
government's efforts in the area of defence policy. The newly
elected Prime Minister had promised to increase defence funding
so that Canada would contribute fairly to the various alliances
that the nation is a member of. As a result, the arrival of Brian
Mulroney on the Canadian political scene created an air of
expectation that the rhetoric regarding the revitalization of
Canadian defence and foreign policies would translate into
additional funds and resources to meet Canadian obligations.
These expectations do not appear to have been met. Jockel and

Sokolsky in Canada and Collective Security have stated that the

only difference between the Mulroney Government and its
predecessor has been in the rhetoric employed. Since NORAD is a

fairly obvious example of a bilateral defence relationship which
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ought to have experienced increased levels of funding and
manpower, it lends itself readily to an examination of whether or
not the prohounqements made by the former Prime Minister were
merely rhetoric or whether they really did signal a shift in
Canadian defence and foreign policy. An increase in the funding
and manpower allocated to NORAD after the election of Brian
Mulrongy would tend to disprove that statement while no change or
a decrease in funding and staffing levels should substantiate it.
Under ideal circumstances,_if the burden is apportioned
equally, funding data for NORAD should reveal that each country
contributes approximately 50% of the annual budget. However there
has to be some recognition of the fact that Canada does not have
the same resources and ability to contribute as does the United
States. In most instances where NORAD is concerned, the Canadian
and American governments have agreed on dividing major capital
expenditures by apportioning 1/3 to Canada and 2/3 to the United
States. The NORAD annual operating budget should show an even
more generous division of costs. In recognition of the smaller
population and the comparatively weaker economic might of
Canada, the United States has traditionally provided 90% of the
NORAD annual budget. If the pronouncements regarding the
revitalization of air defence by Brian Mulroney have been
translated into action vis-a-vis the funds and manpower allocafed
to accomplish this goal, the funding and staffing data should
show an increase in Canadian contributions. Furthermore, the data

should show an increase in the Canadian share of the total NORAD
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budget after 1984 as that was the year that Brian Mulroney came
to power.

By examining how much was spent on NORAD from 1980 to 1991,
it should be possible to get a better idea of whether the
Mulroney government's record lives up to the promise of picking
up a greater share of the defence burden. This time period is
significant in that the late 1970s and'early 1980s mark a period
in history where interest in continental air defences was renewed
in both Canada and the United States. Furthermore, this time
period is significant in that it offers a glimpse of what the
preceding administration contributed to NORAD in contrast to what
the Canadian contribution has been under the Mulroney Government.

The first chapter will look at the case for and against
Canadian participation in NORAD. It is somewhat surprising to see
that many of these arguments have not changed over time even as
political, strategic, and technological considerations have
changed. In a very real sense, the debate over Canadian
participation in NORAD is simply part and parcel of the larger
debate over excessive reliance and entanglement with the United
States in general. Similarly, it can also be viewed within the
context of the continuing debate over the definition.of the
Canadian role in the international arena.

Chapter Two will look at formation of NORAD and its evolution
up to 1980. This block of time is significant in that it is'
indicative of how the relationship came into being and -how it has

since evolved. It demonstrates that NORAD came into being as a
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result of security concerns which provided the impetus for action
at the political level between Canada and the United States. The
pfesent situation can best be understood by examining the past.
Many of the same factors which were relevant at the time NORAD
was created are still present today. Furthermore, NORAD's history
consistently demonstrates a funding breakdown of 2/3 apportioned
to the Uﬁited States and 1/3 to Canada where capital expenditures
are concerned. As this has been the historical formula, any
departure from this formula during Mulroney's governance would be
indicative of whether or not additional resources were made
available to revitalize North American air defences. More
significantly, the historical record reveals that NORAD is an
issue at the political level in Canada whereas it is a non-issue
in the United States.

Chapter Three will deal with the modern era. The late 1970s
through to the present are a distinct block of time as far as
NORAD and air defence are concerned. This particular period 1is
marked by the rebirth of air defence as an issue in national
security discussions in both Canada and the United States.
Furthermore, it is a period which is marked by the transformation
of NORAD into its present fdrm, which was accompanied by the
modernization of the radar network as part of NORAD's data
acquisition capabilities. Additionally, it is punctuated by the
election of the Mulroney government which promised to transform
Canadian foreign and defence policy.

Chapter Four will present data relating to the funding and
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staffing of NORAD throughout the 1980s up to 1991. This chapter
will attempt to examine whether or not the pronouncements made by
Prime Minister Mulroney regarding NORAD and accepting a greater
share of the burden were translated into action. The data
indicates a mixed result at best. While a greater share of the
costs was assumed in the construction of the North Warning System
which replaced the obsolete DEW line, it appears that funding for
NORAD actually decreased in proportion to the United States
outlay. Furthermore, the Canadian annual contribution to NORAD
operations fell short of the 10% share which has historically
been accepted as the amount apportioned to Canada.

The data reveals that Canadian funding of NORAD subsequent to
the election of Brian Mulroney did not differ markedly from that
of his immediate predecessors. In fact, Canada's percentaée share
of NORAD funding decreased under the Mulroney government. This
tends to support the position taken by Jockel and Sokolsky that
the only difference between the outgoing Liberal government and
the Conservative government was the rhetoric employed.

Canadian membership in NORAD is extremely attractive. As the
data shows, Canada does not fund NORAD in proportion to the
traditional 90% to 10% apportionment. In the construction of the
radar network, Canada has been responsible for only 30% of tﬁe
expenditure. Although Canada assumed a greater share in funding
the North Warning System, the United States assumed the greater
share of the burden in that instance as well. These are very

generous terms considering that Canadian security and sovereignty
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are enhanced through participation in NORAD. In fact, it can be
argued that the United States has paid to safeguard Canadian
sovereignty in the Arctic through the construction of the Distant
Early Warning (DEW) Line of radars and more recently with the
construction of the North Warning System (NWS). Canadian
sovereignty is enhanced by participating in NORAD. Moreover,
Canada avoids the embarrassment of forcing the United States to
act unilaterally to protect North America even if Canadian
participation is little more than a token gesture.

The historical evolution of the relationship reveals that the
issue is important at the political level in Canada whereas it is
a non-issue in the United States. From the political wrangling
exhibited over NORAD and other defence related issues in Canada,
it appears that defence and foreign policy are easily exploitable
issues which opposition parties exploit to maximum effect. It is
quite interesting to see that NORAD becomes a political issue at
every renewal and is hardly discussed or debated otherwise. The
rhetorical excesses in support of Canadian participation in NORAD
or similar pronouncements denigrating the need for Canadian
participation in NORAD obscure the singular fact that Canada has
been able to take advantage of the situation. In essence, Canada
has been able to take a free ride as a result of American
willingness to pay for NORAD. As such, Canada has been able to
exploit the situation and get the United States to pay for a
radar network which enhances Canadian sovereignty. Canada has

also been able to get access to information which it would
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ordinarily not have access to because of NORAD. Canadian
participation in NORAD is ensured as the terms are extremely
attractive and the cost of doing the job alone would be

significantly greater.
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THE CASE FOR AND AGAINST NORAD

Chapter 1
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Many of the difficulties which exist in the NORAD
relationship are a function of the fact that Canada is still
trying to determine if participation in NORAD is a logical and
worthwhile pursuit. The various arguments regarding Canadian
participation in NORAD are still being debated. This ongoing
debate seems to subside, only to gain momentum around the time of
each subéequent renewal of the NORAD agreement.

In relation to the size of its territory, the population of
Canada is quite small. The United States which covers a land mass
smaller than Canada contains a significantly larger population.
To further complicate matters, the population of Canada is highly
concentrated in urban areas which themselves are located in close
proximity to the Canada - United States border. Much of the
territory is therefore sparsely populated. With a small
population base there also comes a limited taxation base. Never
having aspired to military supremacy, Canada has relied upon
other nations and alliances to meet her security needs. As a
result of these combined factors, the relative amount of
economic, military, and political clout which Canada can project
is disproportionate when contrasted to that of the United States.

Although the principle of the sovereign equality of states
exists in theory, it is clear that in practice this principle is
often discounted. This reality has been evident for quite some
time now to Canadian External Affairs officials. "What they
discovered once more was the hard facts of power: that the

theoretical equality of sovereign nations was a theory only, and
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that a country of twelve, or twenty, millions of people did not
carry much weight in the councils of the world...it came in the
end to the same thing, and that was very little."* It is unlikely
that this situation will be reversed. For Canadians this has
meant acceptance of the reality that the United States will
continue to dominate both continental as well as global issues.
As a result, many Canadian policies are formulated in response to
American policy. This state of affairs is frequently not apparent
because Canadian and American interests are usually very similar.
Furthermore, both countries shére similar security concerns. The
primary element which ensured that Canadian and American
interests were on the same plane was a common enemy in the form
of the former Soviet Union. So long as this convergence of views
and interests existed, there was little friction in this'sphere
between the two countries. However, problems arise in situations
where views and goals do not converge., It is this circumstance
which gives rise to Canadian fears over encroachment upon

Canadian sovereignty.

THE CASE FOR AND AGAINST CANADIAN PARTICIPATION IN NORAD

Sovereignty is a principle that posits that a nation has
complete and inviolable control over its territory with the
ability to act freely as an equal in the international community.
The preceding definition could only apply if nations existed in a

vacuum without any need for interaction with other nations.
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"To argue in this way is to associate the attribute of
sovereignty with the possession by the state of freedom to
act as it chooses instead of with the absence over and above
the state of a superior authority. To do that is to confuse
the situation to which states may often have aspired, but
have never in fact enjoyed, with the opposite condition from
which the concept of sovereignty in its international
version historically obtained its relevance and from which
it continues to derive it - that condition in which a
collection of states, all insisting on their independence,
were brought to recognize that they do not exist in
isolation but are forced to live with other stateg."?

If one accepts this broader definition which implies that nations
are interdependent and must interact, it is more appropriate to
accept that while all nations are sovereign, circumstances may
restrict their freedom to act. If the reality of restrictions on
a nations freedom to act are accepted, the evolution of Canadian
- American relations can be placed within that context. Both
nations must interact and cooperate to achieve mutually desirable
goals.

As sovereignty is a result of the ability to project
authority over territory, it is usually derived through the
exercise of control over that territory and/or through a set of
accepted conventions between nations. The exercise of authority
is complicated when limited resources, a relatively huge land
mass, low population base, inhospitable climate, and the
inaccessible nature of the terrain are factored in. Unfortunately
all of these factors are present in the case of Canada. The

prohibitive costs of defending the territory are compounded by

the actual technological challenge of doing so. While aerospace
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defence is not an issues separate from overall strategic
considerations, it does pose a unique set of challenges. One
cannot erect a border to keep unwanted airborne intruders from
penetrating airspace which falls under a particular national
jurisdiction. Similarly, national boundaries are problematic in
that a transgression of airspace can quickly pass between many
different national jurisdictions. In order to deal with the
unique demands that aircraft exact, it is necessary to give the
respective air services the authority to continue their pursuit
of a hostile aircraft once it has crossed over into another
country. The easiest solution is to combine efforts and make
provisions to allow for the various situations which may arise.
Therefore, it‘is not a great surprise that Canada has entered
into a multitude of defence arrangements with the United States
to deal with security needs which have a bilateral or
continentalist dimension to them.

The formation of NORAD illustrates the obvious
interdependence of Canada and the United States when it comes to
defence. It has been recognized that the defence of the United
States and Canada is best handled on a continental basis due to
the nature of the threats facing the North American continent as
well as due to the physical size of the territory in question.
Furthermore, the location of the present radar systems and the
basing of other defensive systems which have been proposed all
require Canadian participation and territory. The desirability of

working together with the United States in order to provide a
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complete continental defence is even more attractive when the
advantages of cost sharing are factored into the equation. In
most of the shared defence ventures between the two nations, the
United States has assumed the majority of the costs. Canadian
contributions to continental defence have been relatively low.
Nevertheless, any nation which derives the bulk of its
defence through the assistance of another nation may be placing
itself in a difficult and untenable position. If it is possible
to gain control over a particular piece of territory then, it is
also possible to lose it. Sovereignty may only be a principle,
but, if not maintained through the exercise of appropriate
control over territory, it can be lost. In the case of Canada and
the United States, Canadian sovereignty has been maintained
through the exercise of authority by Canada and by convention.
Various agreements which exist between Canada and the United
States respecting Canadian authority, as evidenced during the
construction of the DEW Line, are a clear indication that
Canadians have been, and continue to be sensitive to any
encroachment on Canadian sovereignty. In particular, the
situation was exacerbated by Canadian sensitivity to the claim
over the Northern reaches of Canadian territory. Canadian
concerns over encroachment have been addressed time and time
again. In fact, the United States has often made special effort
to allay these fears before they have a chance to blossom.
Examples of this can be found if one looks at the special

provisions placed in the agreements outlining the construction of
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the various radar networks. (The most recent example of this can
be seen in Appendix G). Part of the provisions for the
construction of the DEW Line specified that, in deference to
Canadian concerns, indigenous residents, their culture, and the
general physical environment where construction was to take place
were not to be disturbed or destroyed.

As fér as Canadian defence policy is concerned, there are
many reasons which make it difficult for Canada to terminate the
special relationship which exists between Canada and the United
States. Geographic, historical, and economic realities combine-
with strategic necessity to bind Canadian interests to those of
the United States. As part of the Canadian White Paper on Defence
issued‘in 1964, the following statement echoed this sentiment.
"It is, for the foreseeable future, impossible to conceive of any
significant external threat to Canada which is not also a threat
to North America as a whole. It is equally inconceivable that, in
resisting clear and unequivocal aggression against Canadian
territory, Canada could not rely on the active support of the
United States."® No matter how much it may annoy or irritate some
Canadians, Canadian defence policy will continue to be tied to
that of the United States. There really is no reason for it to be
otherwise so long as the goals and needs of both countries are
mutually compatible.

Realizing that something is true and accepting the fact that
it is true are separate things, however. While Canadian

participation in NORAD is an issue for debate in Canada, NORAD is
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hardly thought of in the United States. It is also typical to
find a multitude of articles, documents, and books written about
NORAD from the Canadian perspective, whereas similar sources from
the United States are notable by their absence.*®

The issue of Canadian participation in NORAD will not go
away. It continues to simmer and comes to a boil at every renewal
of the agreement. The argument against Canadian participation in
NORAD heard most often throughout the 1980s usually contained the
following elements: "Through, NORAD, Canada sacrifices the
capacity to pursue a fully indépendent course. Through NORAD,
Canada sacrifices the ability to influence fully other nations by
an independence from the United States. Through NORAD, Canada
commits itself as the one sure battleground in a nuclear-age
exchange between the powers that face each other across ﬁer
land."s

While there was some truth to these statements, most of them
are debatable. Canada, much like any other nation, cannot pursue
a fully independent course. Having already resolved that the
freedom to act is limited in any event, the ability of Canada to
act independently is significantly hampered by geographical
location alone. As this singular fact is unchangeable, debating
Canadian independence is actually an exercise in defining the
limits of freedom.

As for Canada's ability to influence other nations,
interdependence on a number of fronts between Canada and the

United States serves to erode perceptions of Canadian
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independence to the point where Canadians are frequently

regarded as Americans. Short of digging a moat to separate the
two nations, there is little Canadians can do to persuade the
rest of the world against this false perception. The similarities
in culture and language between the two nations have produced an
external view of Canadians as Americans.

An alternate view holds that, because of the special
relationship which exists between Ottawa and Washington, and as a
result of extensive Canadian involvement in the United Nations
- and in United Nations peacekeeping missions, Canada is well
suited to act as an intermediary between the developing world and
the other developed nations. "Indeed, one of the reasons why
Communists and non-aligned countries have been interested in
Canada is the assumption that it combines relative objectivity
with exceptionally easy access to the centre of power in the
Western camp."® As a result, Canada gains an extra measure of
influence in the international arena as other nations will often
encourage Canada to exercise its influence with Washington in
order to moderate and affect American actions.? Furthermore,
Canadian membership in NORAD is merely a contributing factor to
the perception that Canada has a special relationship with the
United States. In the final analysis, perceptions of Canadian
independence are neither helped nor hampered by Canadian
participation in NORAD.

Nevertheless, the partnership which exists between Canada and

the United States has worked well in practice. NORAD exemplifies
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the ability of both countries to solve common defence needs
through bilateral cooperation. The range of Canadian - American
cooperation in defence matters is quite extensive. As a result of
the multitude of links which exist between the two nations, a

certain amount of definitional confusion has resulted.

"This definitional confusion is understandable given the
hosts of ad hoc Canada - U.S. governmental meetings which at
times seem to shade into formal organizations. Moreover,
there is a variety of subcommittees and working groups of
bilateral organizations that seem to have an independent
existence; in fact, some of the existing bilateral
organizations have as their origins such a subcommittee
status. The variable levels of activity of the various
bilateral organizations also present difficulties, for
although some of the organizations have not met for a
decade or two, they have never been officially disbanded."®

Given this set of circumstances, it is best to define bilateral
organizations as having a defined membership consisting of
nmembers from both sides, a defined statement of purpose, and
anticipated ongoing meetings. As a major component of continental
defence, NORAD meets these criteria. It should be noted that
NORAD is far from being the only bilateral organization which is
involved in the defence of North America. There are also six
bilateral defence committees between Canada and the United
States: the Permanent Joint Board on Defence (PJBD), the Military
Cooperation Committee (MCC), the Regional Planning Group of NATO
(RPG), the Ministerial Committee on Joint Defence, the Civil

Emergency Planning Committee, and the Senior Committee on Defence

Production / Development Sharing Program.® The number of
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committees along with the areas of jurisdiction each committee
presides over is an indication of the intertwined nature of
Canadian defence matters with those of the United States on a
number of different levels.

While things have worked well in practice, it is apparent
that any issue related to continental defence will continue to
grate on the conscience of Canadian politicians who see NORAD as
an issue which is easily exploitable. Clearly, this is self
evident as the issue of Canadian participation in NORAD should
have been resolved by now instead of becoming a topic for debate
and controversy in Canada at each and every renewal of the NORAD
agreement. Since its inception in 1957, NORAD has been an issue
in Canadian defence policy. It would seem that for Canadians
thirty four years is not nearly enough time to settle the issue.
Even though both Liberal or Conservative governments have been in
power during the various NORAD renewals, the opposition to the
government of the day has never failed to exploit the issue.
Perhaps this is some sort of indication that opposition parties
are willing to exploit issues to their benefit regardless of
where they stood on those same issues when they were in power.
After all, NORAD was promptly disowned by the Liberal party even
though they were responsible for the negotiations which brought
NORAD into being.

There is also a contributing influence from a vocal left in
Canada which tends to oppose all things military and especially

so when they are linked to the United States. In some sense, a
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sizeable segment of Canadian society tends to be insulaf and
desires to avoid entanglements of any sort. Isolationist
tendencies have failed to disappear even though the present day
technological revolution makes such isolationism impracticable.
While NORAD continues to be an issue on the Canadian political
scene, most Americans would be hard pressed to identify NORAD.

Arguﬁents favoring the abandonment of NORAD and those
favoring the renewal of the agreement stem from particular views
that are taken regarding the general direction of Canadian
foreign policy. Those favoring a power broker/peacemaker role for
Canada generally view NORAD as a hindrance to Canada carrying out
this role in the international community.'® It is assumed that by
expanding Canada's role as peacemaker and provider of copious
quantities of foreign aid, other nations will realize that Canada
is a wonderful and selfless nation whose good will and largess
ought to be repaid in kind. This supposition is at best only
partially true.

Evil deeds are long reviled and remembered. The good things
any individual or nation commits are quickly forgotten. As Eayrs
points out: "A Schweitzer or a Gandhi may impress mankind with
his capacity for courage and selfless service; but the motives of
government are always suspect, and properly so. A nation
sacrificing short-term interests in the hope of storing up credit
for the long run is likely to suffer serious disappointment.,"*1
Expecting a payback for any action no matter how selfless is not

a reliable or expedient way to conduct foreign policy. As such,
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it is inconceivable that any nation should base its entire
foreign policy on the distribution of largesse.

The other assumption held gquite wrongly is that should Canada
become detached from its alliances, it would be capable of being
the moral conscience of the world, free to mediate disputes and
sort out the ills of the world. There is no argument so
compelling as one which places oneself as being somehow morally
superior and capable of rendering judgement upon others. Of
course, any nation holding itself in such high esteem would
quickly find out that its advice and aid ¢ould be interpreted as
unwarranted and undesirable interference. "Those hearing the call
are notoriously reluctant to undertake a critical assessment of
their qualifications; but in an undertaking of this kind it is
well to take an honest reckoning, for (as has been wiself
remarked) nothing is more fatal to the success of foreign policy
than an over estimate of one's own national power."2 In an era
where Canadian domestic concerns are taking precedence over
issues of an international nature, it is unlikely that Canada
could seriously embark on such a course. Former rivals such as
Japan and Germany are better positioned in this regard. Canada
has been overtaken by economic difficulties which would make it
difficult to embark on this particular course of action.
Similarly, Canada has never been a great military power nor has
there ever been a desire to become one. As such, the amount of
economic or military leverage that could be exercised by Canada

would not amount to much.
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Finally, it is assumed that by removing Canada from the
western alliance structure and NORAD in particular, Canada will
gain immeasurable status amongst third world and non-aligned
states. While this may be partially true, this goal is of
questionable value. Having achieved this status, what could
Canada do with it? "It would be too bad if to gain greater
standing among the uncommitted peoples we cut our ties with
Washington only to discover that, once adrift, we no loﬁger
counted for much in New Delhi."®? Canada derives a great deal of
status and prestige from her rélationship with the United States.
Many nations view Canada favorably because of this relationship
and believe that Canada has at least some influence with the
United States. As such, Canada is viewed favorably as an
intermediary. By acting as an intermediary, Canada is in the
unique position of being involved in international issues to a
greater extent due to the special relationship which exists
between Canada and the United States. In fact, many nations view
the North American model as one which approaches the ideal as far
as issue resolution and cooperation is concerned.

Therefore, it is possible to reject nonalignment on those
grounds. Canada gains more influence through the Western alliance
structure which includes both NATO and NORAD. By participating
and working within the accepted structure of NORAD, it should be
possible to influence policy to suit Canadian needs. While this
is true for the most part, there are some problems with this line

of reasoning as well. There are underlying assumptions in this
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argument which require that both of the partners are equally
matched in most respects. As noted earlier, a comparison of
population, gross national product, military strength, and other
relevant categories reveals that Canada and the United States are

far from being evenly matched. In Power and Interdependence:

World Politics in Transition, Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye point

out that it would seem logical that the United States should
dominéte the relationship. "A simple overall structure
explanation tells us that in a bilateral system in which one
country had thirty-seven times-the military expenditures of its
neighbor was twelve times its economic size, the larger country
would prevail in more major disputes than the smaller."*4 In
studying a series of issues and how they were resolved it became
apparent that the eventual resolution of the issues did not
really favor either country. Canada did much better than
expected. In fact, resolution of issues between thée two countries
did not favor the United States disproportionately as might be
expected.®5

Similarly, both nations' contribution to NORAD is heavily
skewed in favor of the United States. If the amount of influence
were directly proportional to the contribution, Canada would not
have any influence at all. Although this is not the case, it is a
source of disagreement and frustration for American officials.
Typically, the American response is one of: "Why do the Canadians
complain about NORAD? We are supplying most of the money. We are

supplying most of the men."2*% Canadians have a hard time with
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ﬁhis sentiment particularly because it is not entirely accurate.
It will become apparent through the data presented in Chapter
Four that the Canadian contribution in manpower is actually
greater than that of the United States. Unfortunately, it is
another of the harsh realities in that perception is sometimes
given more credence than reality.

Similarly, it would be wrong to characterize the opposition
to NORAD in Canada as a permanent feature. The preoccupation with
NORAD and the quantity of exposure given to the topic is directly
proportional to how much time remains before the next renewal of
the agreement. As an issue in Canadian politics, the renewal of
NORAD is often exploited quite unscrupulously. In reality,
vociferous and constant opposition to NORAD is notable by its
absence. This state of affairs is directly traceable to two
factors in Canadian society. For the most part, Canadians are not
really interested in military affairs. Canadian political culture
has not placed an emphasis on military solutions to problems. It
has relied on legalistic and diplomatic solutions. "The absence
of a revolutionary tradition has had profound implications for
Canadian political culture. It has meant the absence of a
military tradition in which the armed forces might otherwise have
grown and prospered as the most vital component of the nation's
defences against external foes. It has also meant, relatedly, the
absence of a vigorous nationalism, a cohesive sense of internal
identity and assertive purpose abroad.":? As a result,. defence

oriented issues do not receive the attention of the populace that
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they require. There is a vague understanding and even
acquiescence that it is desirable to have a military but there is
little understanding of the reason why one is necessary or even
what form it should take. By extension, while there are
individuals who are interested in NORAD and defence, the populace
in general has not been stirred to become involved in the
issue.18’

Canadian political culture plays a large role in the general
lack of interest in NORAD. Understanding military issues stens
from having a desire to do so éredicated on the understanding
that the military has a role to fulfill. Moreover, Canada has
never been subject to a direct threat even during the Cold war
era. Therefore it should not be surprising that Canadians do not
understand the need for a military. They are cognizant of the
fact that the United States could not tolerate any intrusion upon
the North American continent and as such Canada and Canadian
territory would be looked after.

Second, Canada is still in search of itself. Any nation
without a sense of purpose and identity cannot hope to have the
confidence that is required to establish a purpose for its
military. Perhaps Canada is unique in this regard. Formed by
neither war, revolutionary ideology, nor nationalism, the nation
suffers from a lack of direction. As Clarkson clearly notes: "A
nation's capacity to establish its own military strategy, to
deploy its own troops and to manufacture its own weaponry has

often been taken as an indicator of the degree of its
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sovereignty."'® Canada is capable of establishing its own
military policy even though it has never had to form a policy
markedly different from that of the United States. éritics often
confuse a similar policy with not having one at all or with an
inability to produce one.

With the protective umbrella that the United States extends
over Canada and the convergence of security needs, there has not
been a need to produce a defence policy with markedly different
objectives from that of the United States. Troop deployment has
similarly been a function of working within an alliance structure
whereby decisions are based on achieving the maximum impact
without excessive duplication of effort. This has been the case
throughout history as Canadian forces have always been deployed
within a multinational or alliance structure. Canada can.
manufacture some of its weaponry, but cannot beconme completely
self sufficient due to prohibitive research and development costs
and the relatively limited market size. Development costs of
weapons systems for domestic consumption without assured foreign
sales would prove to be a serious waste of funds. The Canadian
requirement for any weapons system could not hope to provide
sufficient economic benefit to make such an undertaking viable.
Therefore, Canada has had to rely largely on foreign, primarily
American, designed weapons systems which further helps to reduce
costs and duplication of efforts.

The maxim that a state's freedom to act is limited in a

number of ways is borne out in the case of Canada. In Danford
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Middlemiss's testimony before the Standing Committee on External
Affairs and National Defence of the House of Commons [SCEANDI, he
argued that the United States has not run roughshod over Canadian
interests. In his opinion, cooperation with the United States in
NORAD would effectively legitimize what would in any event prove
to be an inescapable U.S. presence in Canada and thereby help to
prevent the U.S. from simply acting unilaterally in Canadian air
space on behalf of its own defence interests.2° Therefore,
Canadian participation in NORAD can also be characterized as an
attempt at minimizing the temptation for the United States to act
unilaterally without any external input from Canada, even when
Canadian interests are at stake.

In general, while the maintenance of the status quo as far as
NORAD is concerned is to the benefit and advantage of both
partners, there are others who see Canadian involvement as an
unnecessary irritant., "Canadian territory is less important to
the U.S. in the missile age and there are those in the Pentagon
who see the advantage in managing continental air defence without
having to worry about the sensitivities of foreigners."2* While
it may irritate some that it is necessary to take into account
Canadian sensibilities, it is precisely by maintaining membership
in NORAD that Canada can have access to information which would
be éxtremely expensive and difficult to obtain otherwise. Where
the difficulty lies is that the United States is the senior
partner in the relationship and Canada has often had to take the

subordinate role. Nations tend not to act altruistically. They do
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tend to look after their own interests first, and then those of
their allies.?2 Since the goals of both nations are so similar,
it usually does not matter. As such, Canadian interests are
seldom ignored. So long as both nations have convergent needs and
issues are discussed in a cooperative manner, friction over the
direction of NORAD should be minimal.

In establishing Canadian defence policy on the basis of
similér goals and interests in continental defence, Canada has
established a course which precludes nonalignment. Situated as it
is between the former Soviet Uﬁion and the United States, Canada
would most certainly be involved in any altercation between these
nations. Similarly, any inadequacies in Canadian defences would
jeopardize the security of the United States. In order to prevent
unilateral action by the United States and in order to increase
Canadian security, Canada has had to pursue a cooperative
relationship with the United States. It must be noted that any
attempt by Canada to go it alone would be prohibitively
expensive. Furthermore, Canadian funding for NORAD is trivial in
contrast to the funds spent by the United States. Canada can get
away with funding NORAD at minimal levels as the United States
will continue to fund NORAD in any event. However, the relatively
low contribution Canada makes on behalf of her own defence is
already seen as an irritant to harmonious bilateral relations.
The diplomatic consequences of severing the NORAD agreement or of
reducing the meagre amount of funds currently provided for NORAD

by Canada would serve to poison relations between the two
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countries.

While it is difficult to find a balance, Canadian
participation in NORAD has to arrive at a compromise between
doing merely enough as a gesture of good will and of real
participation designed to enhance Canadian security and
sovereignty. By working through the established structure of the
PJBD, RPG, and NORAD, Canada can maintain that balance and ensure
that it retains some influence over United States actions where
Canadian interests are directly affected. "The most effective way
to avoid misunderstandings as fo who should do what, where and
when, is to initiate a continuous sequence of on-going Canadian -
American consultations on joint problems of national defence in
whatever organizational context may seem most appropriate...But
mutual dependence means interdependence, which works both
ways."?2 Taking on the responsibility for a larger share of the
defence of North America, would provide Canada with a greater
degree of both security and sovereignty. The ability to rely on
ones own resources rather than looking to others for their
assistance is a key component in any nation's ability to assure
its own security and sovereignty.

Furthermore, the economic dimension must not be overlooked.
Canadian participation in NORAD and weapons procurement for use
by Canadian forces has always had an underlying assumption of
econonic benefit attached to it. When the Canadian government
made its decision to purchase a new fighter, the CF-18 was chosen

for several reasons. One of the most important ones being that
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this particular contract offered the highest degree of economic
benefits and industrial spin-offs to Canada.?% As such, there is
a further advantage to be realized. Canada derives a direct
benefit by being able to purchase this technology and potentially
share in the technological spin-offs that come from it. Were the
NORAD relationship severed and relations between Canada and the
United States disrupted, it is possible that the cooperation in
defence related industries would cool, which could have a direct
impact on the industrial base in Canada.

Although the nature of the threat is changing, there are real
and definable threats to North America which can best be dealt
with through NORAD. The late 1970s brought with them a
realization that the threat which NORAD had béen created to
combat was gaining new relevance. On the thirtieth anniversary of
NORAD the following observation was made: "As for the future, the
outlook at present, points at a recrudescence of the atmospheric
threats NORAD was designed to meet. The development of cruise
missiles and stealth aircraft will give the Command increasing
relevance."?® This sentiment has been echoed by the SCEAND report
as well. In its report on NORAD, the SCEAND report came to the
following conclusions (see Appendix H for the full text of the

Conclusions and Recommendations of the SCEAND report);

"Canada benefits directly from making a contribution to the
deterrence of an external military threat through its early
warning capabilities against a surprise attack; it is
guaranteed air defence in times of crisis; it gets useful
information from the surveillance of space; its cost
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sharing arrangements with the U.S. military permit Canada
to obtain these services at prices far below those it would
have to pay were it to embark on these operations on its
own; furthermore, it receives indirect benefits such as its
access to technically advanced military equipment, more
complete knowledge of American intentions than would be
otherwise available, and data gathered through U.S.
intelligence networks. For these benefits it has been
prepared to pay some costs, not just the $322 million it
spends annually on NORAD, but also some loss of sovereignty
the international perception that Canada's involvement in
NORAD compromises its independence, the possibility that
Canada will be drawn into a conflict it would wish to avoid
at almost any cost, and the possible distortion of its
defence policy and purchasing priorities. Notwithstanding
these disadvantages which, if plainly put, include the
possibility of Canada's playing a role in instigating a
nuclear holocaust, SCEAND concluded that the benefits
received far outweigh the costs incurred."26

In short, NORAD works. It is a rational response to a range of
defence and security concerns which has been able to respond fo a
changing strategic and technological situation. Whether or not
the Soviet Union exists may be seen as largely irrelevant to the
continued viability of NORAD. The surveillance function of NORAD
which enhances Canadian security and sovereignty will remain
necessary for the foreseeable future. Reopening the issue would
only serve to disrupt the relationship between the United States
and Canada. As such, there is a certain amount of political
inertia which makes it desirable to not upset the status quo. If
it is allowed to evolve to meet new challenges, NORAD can remain
a vital and relevant factor in maintaining the security of the

North American continent.
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There were many areas where both Canada and the United States
recognized the need for closer ties. Nowhere was this more clear
than in the area of defence. The developments in defence
cooperation between Canada and the United States préceding
American entry into World War II formalized the process. With the
announcement of the Ogdensburg Agreement on August 18, 1940, the
two gove}nments agreed to create a Permanent Joint Board on
Defence which was to begin immediate studies relating to sea,
land, and air problems, including the questions of personnel and
material utilization. This historic agreement went far beyond .
what had initially been envisioned by either side. Originally,
the discussions were to be of an exploratory nature to see how
efforts could be combined. However, the necessity and wisdom of
collaboration in defence matters resulted in the Ogdensburg
Agreement, which in turn spawned the Permanent Joint Board on
Defence.

The Joint Board laid down general principles to govern the
disposition of forces and materiel, and assigned broad areas of
responsibility to each of the national forces. Although a broad
division of duties and responsibilities was arrived at, an
integrated command structure was still beyond the grasp of the
proponents of continentalism. As can be expected, neither country
desired to give up control over their respective national forces.
It was politically unpalatable to create an integrated command
structure, particularly given Canada's entry into World War II

before the United States. As a result both nations decided that
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it would be best to maintain separate national commands for the
time being.

The state of North American air defence cooperation can be
understood by examining the history of defence cooperation
between the United States and Canada. Efforts to secure a
continental defence arrangement between Canada and the United
States have roots which stretch all the way back to World war I.
It is important to get a sense of how NORAD came into being. By
examining the record of how NORAD came into being and the typical
cost sharing arrangements arrived at in the past, it is possible
to provide a context against which the present situation can be
understood. Cooperation in the area of air defence between Canada
and the United States has been notably harmonious with the
exception of the‘events during the Cuban Missile Crisis.-As this
significant event in the history of Canada United States
relations demonstrates, no system or relationship is entirely
immune to disagreements and conflict. Furthermore, it is also
notable that even during this crisis in Canada United States
relations, NORAD functioned as it .was supposed to. It was
diplomacy which failed, and thus precipitated a crisis in
relations between the two nations.

This chapter encapsulates the formative period through to the
end of the 1970s. More significantly, the late 1970s and early
1980s marked a renewed interest in air defence and the
revitalization of NORAD as a significant component of continental

defence and as such deserve to be treated separately.

PAGE 38



THE EARLY PHASE OF CONTINENTAL DEFENCE COOPERATION

During World War II, Canada and the United States
collaborated on many projects including the development of the
atomic bomb. The United States had not been an active participant
in World War II until December 7, 1941. Subsequent to the events
at Pearl Harbor and the entry of the United States into the war,
the pace and scope of collaboration between Canada and the United
States increased. Notable among these were the Northwest Staging
Route and the related Alcan Highway, which provided links between
strategic Alaska to the United States by air and land; the Canol
project which supplied Alaska with o0il from the Mackenzie Valley
field through an extensive system of pipelines; the construction
and operation of a series of vital meteorological and
communications centres along the ferry command route as it passed
over Canada's northeastern wilderness (Project CRYSTAL); and
subsequently a great extension of the air ferry route (Project
CRIMSON), across mid-Canada, Labrador, Greenland, and Iceland. In
addition, Canadian units assisted in the defence of Alaska while
Canadian, British, and American air and sea forces cooperated in
the vital antisubmarine and convoy operations on the North
Atlantic. Subsequently, a combination of factors would serve to
maintain these collaborative ties. The alliance forged between
America and Canada during World War II combined with the natural

North/South trade and economic patterns, provided the impetus for
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continued defence collaboration at the close of World wWar ITI.

While many impressive accomplishments resulted from
collaboration between the two countries, there were still many -
problems which affected relations when it came to joint defence
measures. The need for national control over manpower and
resources created squabbles over jurisdiction. Cultural
differences also contributed to create friction in the
relationship.l Worst of all, the traditional fear that Canadian
sovereignty would be compromised was all too prevalent. From time
to time, such concerns were aifed quite opénly. In 1946 the
Canadian ambassador in Washington, Lester B. Pearson, took the
opportunity to express this sentiment in the pages of Foreign
Affairs, the house organ of the United States foreign policy
establishment. He warned Americans that: "there is already an
increasing and in some of its manifestations an unhealthy
pre-occupation with the strategic aspects of the North; the
staking of claims, the establishment of bases, the calculation of
risks. For no countfy have these faint stirrings of unhallowed
but all too familiar fears a greater or more sinister
significance than for Canada."=z.

Even as the fear of encroachment on Canadian sovereignty was
being raised, collaboration in defence matters proceeded apace.
More discussions exploring new areas of collaboration were held
and forces of both countries participated in joint military
exercises in the North. To alleviate nervousness over perceptions

of American encroachment, a Joint Statement on Defence
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Collaboration was issued stating that; "as an underlying
principle, all cooperative arrangements will be without
impairment of the control of either country over all activities
on its territory."?® With Canadian objections temporarily
assuaged, the process of harmonizing defence efforts proceeded.
During the immediate post-war period, there were many reasons
for both Canada and the United States to move away from
concentrating their efforts on defence. No credible threat to the
North American continent existed. Public opinion held that this
was a time to cut back on defence spending. However, there were
signs that the Soviet Union could emerge as a potential threat to
the security of North America. As relations deteriorated between
the former allies, it became clear that no reprieve was
forthcoming. The Permanent Joint Board on Defence undertook a
study which provided some very revealing information. Through
their examination of the Soviet Union's polar operations, the
Joint Board's members realized that for many years the Soviet
Union had been collecting data and conducting air and sea
operations in the polar area on a scale that dwarfed the efforts
of any other country.* Having realized that there was a potential
threat to the North American continent and a gaping hole in their
defence plans, both nations moved to remedy the situation. As
long range aviation had already demonstrated, the shortest route
between the Soviet Union and North America was a trans-polar one.
Therefore a change in defence priorities was required .to deal

with the largely unprotected northern reaches of the continent.
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While the United States held a monopoly on nuclear weapons
technology for the moment, few expected that this situation would
continue. "Most analysts thought that there would be sone
breathing space for the United States; their estimates of when
the Russians actually would acquire the bomb varied widely,
ranging from three to five to twenty years."® Through espionage,
the Soviet Union was able to increase greatly the pace of both
their nuclear weapons and aviation development. Similarly, the
technological gap in the design and production of long range
aircraft capable of functioning as delivery platforms for nuclear
weapons was rapidly closing. At the May Day parade and fly-past
in 1948, the Soviet Air Force displayed several long~-range
aircraft which appeared to be copies of a U.S. B-29 which had
been impounded following a forced landing in the Soviet Far East
toward the end of World War II. A much more serious development
was to follow. In September of 1949, the Soviet Union detonated
their first nuclear bomb.® These two events, along with a rapid
deterioration of relations between the Soviet Union and the
United States resulted in a new found urgency to protect the
North American continent.

Prior to 1949, little attention had been paid to the need for
an air defence system for the protection of the United States.
With the Soviet Union's apparent development of long range
aviation and the ability to operate on an intercontinental scale
came the need to protect the United States from airborne attack.

Most of the efforts on the part of the United States had
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concentrated on the development of a superior bomber force which
was incorporated as Strategic Air Command (SAC). Secondary to
SAC, the United States concentrated on Tactical Air Command (TAC)
whose role was to provide air cover for ground forces. Air
defence was given a low priority as there was little reason to
feel thfeatened by any country so long as the technological
monopoly on atomic weapons could be maintained. Nevertheless, the
United States Army under its Army Air Forces created the Air
Defence Command in March of 1946.7 The Air Defence Command (ADC)
was given the task for providing air defence for the continental
United States with a very small allotment of manpower and
equipment.

Following the detonation of the Soviet Union's first atomic
bomb and with the belief that the Soviet Union was develﬁping a
long range bomber capability, the United States was forced to
place a greater emphasis on air defence. As relations between the
Soviet Union and the United States deteriorated, greater
quantities of money and equipment were allocated to provide
increased air defence capabilities. With the Berlin crisis of
1948, the United States would deploy its first active air
defences. In the following year, the United States Congress
finally provided funding for a permanent air defence system.® As
the United States proceeded in establishing an air defence
system, it became apparent that Canadian territory and manpower
would figure prominently in these plans.

The MCC (Military Co-operation Committee) had in 1946
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proposed that a number of bases be built in both Canada and the
United States to provide an air defence network.® While the
proposal mostly concentrated on setting up radar installations
and air bases for the deployment of interceptor aircraft, it had
also marked the rejection of a previously proposed joint command
for these forces. Neither Canada nor the United States wished to
get involved in a joint command at that point. It was"
unacceptable from a military, as well as a political standpoint
as such an arrangement would require some loss of direct national
control over their respective forces. However, the proposed radar
network was desirable, and as such had strong support in both
countries. Nevertheless, approval for the start of developing
such a radar network was just as difficult to obtain as were the
actual funds to proceed with the work.

The passage of the National Security Act by the United States
in 1946, established the United States Air Force (USAF) in 1947.
In November of 1947, the ADC submitted a scheme for a continent
wide radar system entitled Plan Supremacy. The plan entailed the
erection of a vast network of 411 radar stations, 375 of which
would be in the United States, with the rest in Canada and
Greenland. The Air Defence Command's ambitious plan had little
hope of being approved due to the fact that it was too costly.
But, it was an accurate representation of what would be ideally
required for the establishment of an air defence shield of North
America. Plan Supremacy proposed by the Air Defence Command and

endorsed by the USAF soon ran into serious opposition.
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It was clear that the development and deployment of an
extensive network such as was proposed under Plan Supremacy would
be prohibitively expensive. After a significant amount of debate,
the U.S. Bureau of the Budget refused to grant the Supremacy bill
administrative endorsement, even though it entailed no immediate
allocation of funds. The long term costs of the radar network
proposed under Plan Supremacy were still a cause for concern.
Furthér debate ensued. Clearly, an air defence system was
becoming necessary and one would have to be built. But the
question remained whether everfthing that was requested under
Plan Supremacy was absolutely necessary. Plan Supremacy was
passed on to the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) for consideration.
From there, it was passed along to the Joint Strategic Plans
Committee (JSPC) for interservice consultation. It was concluded
that a scaled down version of Plan Supremacy was possible. As a
result, the USAF proceeded with a revised version of Plan
Supremacy in 1948.

The situation in Canada was worse. Very little funding was
available to mount any type of air defence system, although the
first regular postwar squadrons were operational in Canada.

Air defence had been given a low priority until the deterioration
of relations between the Soviet Union and the United States
warranted that Canada also undertake the development of an
appropriate air defence system. The first step was the formation
of the Air Defence Group (ADG) and the establishment of two

fighter squadrons. The first Squadron (410 at St. Hubert,

PAGE 45



Quebec), was activated in December 1948, along with 1 Air Defence
Group. ADG was given responsibilities similar to USAF's ADC for
organizing and planning the air defence of Canada. The second
Squadron (420 at Chatham, New Brunswick), began operations in
September of 1949,

Canada had not developed a proper radar network either. There
were huge gaps in coverage and it was felt that it was pointless
to develop an extensive radar network without an appropriate
number of aircraft which could do something once an enemy
aircraft was detected. By 1950; the Royal Canadian Air Force
(RCAF) had constructed or planned for the construction of only
four or five radar stations in all of Canada. This sad state of
affairs had not escaped the attention of the United States. That
such a vast expanse of territory was so poorly defended was
obvious. Giving enemy aircraft the ability to approach undetected
until they were too close to their targets was not a tolerable
state of affairs. It was also clear that in order to remedy this
situation the United States would have to accept the bulk of
responsibility. General Ennis Whitehead, speaking to USAF
headquarters, made the following observation: "Unless the United
States foots most of the bill, the necessary radars in Canada
will not be built."2° Discussions were set in motion again to
determine what Canada planned to do about the lack of radar
stations across Canadian territory.

Growing impatience by the USAF with Canadian efforts to

improve the radar network resulted in the problem being referred
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to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Joint Chiefs of Staff referred
the problem back to the USAF and suggested that discussions be
held with the RCAF to produce a joint plan. In the late summer of
1950, representatives of the two air forces jointly produced 'A

Plan for the Extension of the Permanent Radar Net of the

Continental Air Defense System,' which recommended the

construction of new radar stations in Canada, with costs to be
sharea by both countries.»? In general, the report's findings
pointed out the inadequacy of the existing radar system.
Furthermore, it noted that the.requirements of both countries
overlapped to a great extent.

Under this plan, it was proposed that 31 radar stations be
constructed in Canada and one in Greenland. The Canadian sites
were all to be manned by the RCAF, except for three in
Newfoundland to be built at existing American bases. Radar data
would be shared by the U.S. and Canadian air defence commands.
The costs would be divided as follows: Radars essential to the
defence of one country to be paid for by that country while
radars essential to the defence of both countries were to be paid
for half by Canada and half by the United States. The cost of
constructing the sites as well as equipping and manning them was
used in calculating the total. The two air forces figured that
the cost to the United States for its share of the construction
would be $49.5 million. The Canadian construction bill would be
$29 million. Annually recurring costs for the United States would

be $10.5 million; for Canada, $6 million. It was believed that
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the breakdown of costs should apportion one-third fér Canada,
two~-thirds for the United States.t2

The proposal was strongly supported by the RCAF. On the basis
of cost alone, the proposal was very attractive. Furthermore,
this endeavor had a very strong appeal to the proponents of
defence continentalism. However, there was a problem in finding
adequate numbers of suitable men to train for the manning of
these installations. In the end, not only did the Americans end
up paying for two-thirds of the 'Pinetree' radars but they had to
man most of them.13 Unfortunatély, there was little the Canadian
government could do about this embarrassing turn of events. The
technical skills, training facilities, and other infrastructure
simply was not available to produce the required individuals in
Canada at that time.

The details for implementing this plan were worked out by the
Permanent Joint Board on Defence under PJBD Recommendation
51/1.*% Title for the stations would be vested in the Canadian
government, and Canada would retain the right to assume the
manning of all the stations. Funding for the radar stations was
to be divided on a two thirds basis being apportioned to the
United States with Canada assuming the remaining third of the
cost. The United States would be granted the authority to do what
was necessary to operate its stations, but only insofar as was
permitted by Canadian law. While these conditions were acceded to
by the United States, there were other problems which needea to

be worked out before work could proceed on the Pinetree radar
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network. Unable to afford an appropriate radar network and to
provide adequate manpower to operate the network, the Canadian
government desired to keep the arrangements as secret as possible
to avoid both the public humiliation and embarrassing questions
that such an admission would create.15

In addition, the Canadian Department of External Affairs was
having difficulties with the proposal and the perception it would
create within Canada. While this relationship offered extremely
attractive cost sharing terms, it was important to make it clear
that Canada was not the recipiént of foreign aid. Territorial and
sovereignty issues were also a problem. Discussions were held by
the Canadian Department of External Affairs and the United States
State Department in an effort to resolve the issue. One such
meeting, held in May 1951 between R. A. MacKay head of External
Affairs' Defence Liaison Division, and Dan C. Bliss, a senior
official in the U.S. embassy revealed some serious concerns.t®
MacKay felt that the arrangement implied another cession of
territory by Canada to the United States and the advent of
additional U.S. troops on Canadian soil. Canadian public opinion
would react adversely to this and all other projects then under
consideration. Notwithstanding these serious objections, on 1
August 1951 Hume Wrong, the Canadian ambassador in Washington,
and [Assistant Secretary of Statel George Perkins exchanged notes
formally and diplomatically ratifying what the two governments
had already agreed to in approving PJBD Recommendation 51/1.%7

This accomplishment was only the beginning. There were other
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major projects in the planning stages which would require
Canadian territory for their full implementation.

Studies were undertaken to assess the air defence needs of
North America at the end of 1950 by both the RCAF and USAF.
Research establishments were given the task of determining what
air defence needs would be in the not too distant future, and to
develop suitable technologies to meet those needs. Under a joint
effort between the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and the
United States Department of Defence, a laboratory dedicated to
the study of air defence probléms was established in Lincoln,
Massachusetts. The Lincoln Project, named after the location
* where it was undertaken, consisted of a series of studies to
develop air defence technologies and strategies.® These studies
led eventually to the construction of three warning lineé: the
Pine Tree radar network; the McGill or Mid-Canada Line; and, most
difficult and most ambitious of all, the Distant Early Warning
Line (DEW) to rim the Arctic and northern sea approaches to the
continent. These radar stations would eventually be combined into
the data acquisition side of NORAD.

The construction of a radar network spanning the Canadian
north would provide additional time to mount an appropriate
response to any airborne attack over the polar region. It would
allow aircraft to take off from their bases rather than to be
caught sitting on the ground. The Mid-Canada line was initially
going to be built as an entirely Canadian effort. The Canadian

government rationalized that if Canada were to finance the
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development and construction of the Mid-Canada Line fully, the
United States would be obliged to pay for the construction of the
much more expensive DEW Line.

Controversy was attached to this development as well. Some
members of the defence establishment in the United States thought
that the Mid-Canada Line was redundant as the DEW Line was
thought to be sufficient. However, the United States government
eventually came to the conclusion that both the Mid-Canada and
DEW Lines were necessary as they would complement each other. The
Mid-Canada Line stretching along the 55th parallel would provide
confirmation of information gathered from the DEW Line located
along the periphery of the continent. In addition, the Mid-Canada
Line would allow for the gathering of information crucial to
tracking the progress of intruding aircraft.

Other defensive systems developed under Project Lincoln would
also be utilized to form a network which would give impenetrable
coverage to the continent. Key amongst these systems was the
development of a computerized Semi-Automatic Ground Environment
(SAGE) system.®

Arrangements for the construction of the Mid-Canada Line and
the DEW Line were finalized in 1955. Ottawa had agreed to fund
the Mid-Canada Line in September of 1954. This was followed by a
May 1955 exchange of notes between the Canadian Ambassador in
Washington and the State Department which formalized acceptance

by the U.S. of a Statement of Conditions to Govern the

Establishment of a Distant Early Warning System on Canadian
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Territory. Conditions for the establishment of the DEW Line were
similar to those imposed earlier during the construction of the
Pinetree radar network.
"Title for all sites would remain with the Canadian
government. Canadian electronic equipment was to be used.
Canadian law was to apply. Canada reserved the right to take
over the manning and operation of the stations. Special
provisions were inserted in the statement for the protection
of the Inuit, and Canada's air carriers, telecommunication
policy, and geological, topological, hydrographic, and
geophysical data, as well as Canadian archaeological and
historical sites. Canadian customs and immigration
regulations were to be respected, as were the hunting and
fishing regulations of the Yukon and the Northwest
Territories....Canada received what the United States had up
to that time assiduously endeavored to avoid, namely, an
explicit recognition of Canada's claims to the exercise of
sovereignty in the Far North,'"2°
With the potential of an integrated continental radar
network close at hand, there were a few items which still needed
to be resolved. Canadian efforts to procure substantial numbers
of jet powered interceptor aircraft were thwarted by both time
and expense. The development of a Canadian aircraft which could
perform the air defence intercept mission had been started quite
soon after World War II. Final design specifications for the
Canadian interceptor, dubbed the CF-100, were drawn up in 1946 by
A. V. Roe Canada, Ltd. in Malton, Ontario.2 In spite of this
early start, very few aircraft were actually procured by 1951.
Funding for the procurement of air defence squadrons had not been
readily available and the production of the aircraft was also

quite slow.

This situation was disturbingly similar to that which
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prompted the United States to act and establish an éppropriate
radar network. As a consequence, the USAF requested that USAF
aircraft, controlled by the air defence system of the United
States, engaged in intercepting unidentified aircraft crossing
the border between the United States and Canada, be permitted to
fly over Canadian territory as may be required to carry out
effective interceptions. The defence forces of either the U.S. or
Canada would be severely handicapped by having to commence or
terminate defensive action at a geographical border.22 Once
again, the government of Canadé was placed in a difficult
position. Although the RCAF and USAF concurred, giving up total
control over Canadian airspace wés politically unpalatable and
perceived as a tough sell to the people of Canada.

A compromise was reached which allowed USAF aircraft to carry
out intercept missions over Canadian territory.23 Restrictions
were placed on what these aircraft could actually do once they
had intercepted their target. They would have to wait until they
were back over American territory to start shooting or to try to
force the intruding aircraft to land. In addition, U.S.
interceptors would be allowed into Canada to investigate only
aircraft which had not filed a flight plan, or which were off
course and heading towards the American border. Although these
restrictions would severely curb the effectiveness of USAF
activities, they were seen as peacetime restrictions, and it was
possible to accept them on an interim basis while a better |

arrangement was negotiated.
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As aviation technology progressed and aircraft became ever
faster, both the USAF and RCAF realized that the amount of time
available to mount a response to aggression was steadily
decreasing. Therefore, it was unlikely that sufficienht time would
exist to obtain permission to shoot and/or force down an aircraft
while operating over the neighboring country's territory. Their
solution to this problem was to establish a unified command
structure as part of an integrated air defence system.

Such a proposal had existed previously and had been
immediately repudiated by both.the United States and Canada at.
the political level. The RCAF and the USAF set out a proposal to
the Permanent Joint Board on Defence in order to resolve the
situation.?®? They requested several changes to the current
arrangements. First, the RCAF and USAF wanted blanket authority
to conduct joint training efforts without being obliged to seek
permission every time from political authorities, as was then
required. Second, they wanted standing authority to reinforce one
another in an emergency sitﬁation. The Permanent Joint Board on
Defence acted on these matters and issued Recommendation 51/3
which allowed for the joint training of air defence forces.

The second part of this wish list was unacceptable.
Surrendering control of national air defence forces to another
country was something neither the United States nor Canada were
comfortable with. Nevertheless, the impasse was resolved. The two
countries reached an agreement which allowed elements of one

participating force when operating in the areas of responsibility
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of another to be under the control of the nearest Air Defense
Control Center for all the functions normally performed by the
Center. This development was crucial in the formation of an
integrated command structure. It was the first step in
establishing a series of conventions and operational practices
which were to be followed by both Canadian and United States
aircraft.

Another major problem that existed between the two countries
was the fact that the RCAF, unlike the USAF, did not have a
standing order to shoot or forée hostile aircraft to land. There
would be little point in allowing USAF aircraft into Canada and
then not allowing them to carry out their mission. The issue was
resolved in November 1951 when the Cabinet Defence Committee
granted the RCAF air defence commander authority prior té the
declaration of war or of a national emergency to force hostile
aircraft to land or to shoot at them.25

With the resolution of these problems and the establishment
of a continental radar defence network, the rationalization of
the command structure was next on the agenda. The United States
after a great deal of debate moved to organize their continental
defence force by creating a new command. On Auguét 31, 1954,
Continental Air Defence Command (CONAD) moved its administrative
and functional headquarters to Ent Air Force Base at Colorado
Springs.*® CONAD represented a real attempt at integrating the
various services into a cohesive force capable of dealing with

intruding aircraft. In this joint effort, the Army furnished
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antiaircraft units, the Navy and Marine Corps provided their
forces as required, and the Navy additionally acted as an
integral part of the radar line encircling the country. This
significant step created additional impetus for the RCAF and USAF
to pursue the creation of a joint command structure.

Ties which were forged between the USAF and RCAF during this
period were quite deep. The first RCAF liaison officers took up
their duties at USAF ADC headquarters in Colorado Springs 1in
1951. Exchange of information and co-operation between the
RCAF and USAF had been quite phenomenal to the point where both
services viewed the defence of North America as a problem to
which the answer was a co-operative effort.

However, one problem persisted. The Permanent Joint Board on
Defence realized; "that forces deployed to defend against attack
from one direction (for instance from the North) are not now
under one commander, which imposes serious practical limitations
in day-to-day training and in our capability to conduct a
properly co-ordinated air battle in case of actual attack."27 The
USAF and the RCAF had recognized quite some time ago that forming
a joint command for the air defence of North America was
desirable. While the Joint Chiefs of Staff recognized that this
was a desirable thing, they were cautious in their endorsement of
the plan.2® The Joint Chiefs of Staff realized that Canadian
sensitivity over sovereignty would be a major problem which would
be difficult to overcome. They had every confidence that the U.S.

and Canadian military together could create and operate an
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effective joint command. Typically, it was at the political and
bureaucratic level in Ottawa where concerns over Canadian
sovereignty would cause problems. Previous exposure to External
Affairs bureaucrats during the negotiations for the Pinetree,
Mid-Canada, and DEW Line radar systems had taught the Joint
Chiefs of Staff not to act in a manner which suggested United
States encroachment upon the territory of Canada.

Both Canada and the United States tried to downplay the issue
in hopes that it would go away, but this did little to stem the
enthusiasm with which the USAF and RCAF held for the plan to form
a joint command. During the winter of 1954-55 the RCAF/USAF joint
planning group submitted a plan which included the appointment of
a single air defence commander.2° Having already realized the
desirability of producing a joint command, while being aware of
Canadian sensitivity to sovereignty issues, the United States
Joint Chiefs of Staff proceeded cautiously. A proposal was
drafted to explore the possibility of further integrating RCAF
forces with those of the USAF. The JCS outlined their conviction
that integrated operational control, including authoritative
direction, was necessary, and they asked for the views of the
Canadian chiefs on how to proceed with combined study and
planning.

Any type of study undertaken at this point, particularly wﬁen
conducted by the USAF and RCAF, could only reach one conclusion.
An ad hoc group was formed under the direction of the Military

Study Group and their report simply reiterated the previous
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position of the RCAF and USAF in the desirability of combining
their efforts. All that remained was to work out an arrangement
which avoided the creation of a formal command. The ad hoc study
group came upon a solution which was published in their Decenber
1956 report. They suggested that operational integration depended
not on a command or other organization but rather on an
individual. To thatAend, the ad hoc group decided that an
appropriate title for such a commander would be
Commander-In-Chief, Air Defense Canada-United States

(CINCADCANUS) .

CINCADCANUS was to report directly to the U.S. JCS and
Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee, who in turn would report
directly to their representative political authorities. A deputy
CINCADCANUS would be his second in command, and not be of the
same nationality. In practice this position would always be held
by a Canadian, since the USAF would always want one of its own as
Commander-in-Chief.

This recommendation and others included in this report were
eventually incorporated into what became the basis for the
formation of NORAD. The recommendations further proposed that
such an arrangement could be built upon the CONAD structure
already in place at Colorado Springs. The United States JCS
approved the report on the sixth and the Canadian chiefs followed
suit on the eighteenth of February, 1957.2° Once approval had
been gained at the military levels, all that remained to be done

was to secure political approval to enact the recommendations of
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the ad hoc study.

This proved to be more difficult. The approval to create a
CINCADCANUS was delayed by an election in Canada. There is little
doubt that the Liberal government of the day did not' act prior to
the election in order to avoid giving the opposition an issue
which it could use during an election campaign. Much to their
dismay, the Liberals would lose the election and would not have
to deal with the issue at all except to criticize strongly the
incoming government for its handling of the matter. It would be
the incoming government of Johﬁ Diefenbaker that would have to.
deal with the issue and ensuing fallout from the signing of the
agreement which created NORAD.

It seems that the new Prime Minister took the view that the
negotiations had gone so far that the NORAD arrangements were
complete.®* He seems to have signed the 1957 Agreement without
believing that he was doing anything more than implementing a
decision of his predecessors. Having received the approval of
Minister of Defence George Pearkes and Prime Minister Diefenbaker
on 24 July, General Charles Foulkes began, in conjunction with
American authorities, the preparation of a press release
announcing the new air defence arrangement. All that remained was
the creation of the appropriate nomenclature and the actual
signing of documents.

The agreement was finalized through an exchange of notes
between the two governments. In typical fashion, the exchange of

notes was also quite informal and not terribly specific. (See
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Appendix A). On the 12th of September, 1957, NORAD came into
existence at Colorado Springs. The debate and controversy which
would ensue in Canada would prove to be most difficult for the
newly elected Diefenbaker government. This issue would present
new difficulties for the Diefenbaker government on a continual
basis and would continue to spark debate in Canada to the present
day.

The formation of NORAD was seen by both the USAF and RCAF as
a great step forward towards the rationalization of the air
defence needs of the North American continent. Nevertheless,
opposition to the agreement was most vocal in Canada as can be
seen in the debates carried out after the fact in the House of
Commons. Outrage was expressed over the fact that such an
important agreement was entered into without first debating it in
the House of Commons. As the debate on the issue occurred after
the fact, the critics claimed that the government was behaving in
a completely inappropriate manner.

Certain provisions of the NORAD agreement also provided for
spirited debate. For example, the appointment of a Canadian
officer as deputy CINCNORAD posed some questions as to the true
nature of the relationship. Critics argued that since Canada was
not in the position of appointing a Commander for NORAD, Canada
and Canadians were in a subordinate position in relation to the
United States. If one looks at the NORAD agreement, provided in
Appendix A, nowhere does it state that the Commander-in-Chief

NORAD (CINCNORAD) shall be from the United States. In practice

PAGE 60



CINCNORAD has always been an appointee of the United States and
the Deputy has always been from Canada. As there are times when
the Deputy is in command due to the absence of the other, the
only real difference is in the title. Titular concerns aside, the
furor shifted to the wording and text of the notes.

To some critics it seemed odd that the Canadian government
would enter into an arrangement whereby a great deal of control
over national forces was ceded to the United States. However,
given the Cold war atmosphere that permeated international
relations during this era and ﬁhe change of governments in
Canada, there was no other option for Canada. In addition, the
economic benefits of the arrangement were highly favorable to
Canada. Very attractive terms were negotiated for the
construction and establishment of a radar network which would
provide comprehensive coverage of the North American continent.
Furthermore, the relationship had evolved as a result of USAF and
RCAF cooperation. Government policy and legislation did not serve
as a catalyst for the formation of NORAD. Policy and legislation
followed initiatives undertaken by the respective air forces of

both countries.

NORAD: 1957 - 1968

The initial furor over the NORAD agreement had little chance
of dissipating as several developments would combine to prolong

the controversy. The Cuban missile crisis in the fall of 1962,
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weapons procurement in Canada, the possible use of nuclear
weapons by Canadian forces, and whether or not to permit
stationing of nuclear weapons on Canadian territory would keep
the issue alive. In addition, personality problems between John
F. Kennedy and John Diefenbaker would contribute to a general
deterioration of relations between the two countries. While the
relationship between the two countries suffered on all fronts,
the effect was most profound on defence issues. Diefenbaker's
foreign policy stance where the United States was concerned
accomplished little., It angerea and confused the United States
while precipitating the greatest defence crisis that Canada has
ever faced.

Louis St. Laurent's government and defence policies were
regarded by Diefenbaker as being far too subservient to American
wishes. John Diefenbaker believed that it was necessary to move
Canada further from dependence on the United States. While this
view had profound influences throughout his Government's rule, it
did not seem to influence his decision to enter into the NORAD
Agreement. Although Diefenbaker and his party were elected on
what amounts to a nationalist Canadian platform opposed to
entanglements with the United States, he was well aware of the
repercussions of backing out of the NORAD agreement. His Minister
of Defence, Pearkes, held a view similar to that of Diefenbaker
prior to becoming well apprised of the situation. Pearkes grew to
appreciate the United States and the benefits of the NORAD

agreement. His thinking is revealed in the following statement:
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"It is only by working together that we can maintain ourselves as
an independent country...If we refuse to do anything, why, then,
the United States would say that they had to do it and they would
just move in here and we would not be a partner, we would just be
little more than a servant of the United States."32 While Pearkes
was somewhat more pragmatic than Diefenbaker, it was
Diefenbaker's views and attitudes which ultimately shaped defence

policy. This situation was most unfortunate as Diefenbaker was

deeply suspicious of American motives. His attitude and actions

would seriously hamper Canada - United States relations.
Additional controversy was injected into the debate over
various weapons systems and Canadian involvement in nuclear
defence. Involved in the controversy were the Avro Arrow, the
CF-101 Voodoo, the Bomarc-B missile, and the Lacrosse rocket.
Warsaw Pact forces were seen to have numerical superiority in
both equipment and manpower and as such, NATO and NORAD strategy
had relied largely on countering the threat with a nuclear based
deterrent. The Canadian Government had procured a variety of
weapons systems designed with nuclear payloads in mind and then
compromised them by not procuring the nuclear warheads needed to
make them effective. It seems thatvthe government of the day had
a poor grasp of the technological and strategic implications of
weapons systems and the doctrines which accompanied them. This
pattern repeated itself in the case of the CF-101 Voodoo, the
Lacrosse rocket, and the Bomarc-B missile. Furthermore, with the

Avro Arrow debacle, the controversy over Canadian defence policy
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would reach a new pitch.

Diefenbaker did not want Canada to become entangled with the
United States and nuclear weapons technology. To him, this was
yet another example of American interference in Canadian affairs.
As far as he was concerned, the fewer such entanglements, the
better. While on the one hand it was an appropriate course of
action from Diefenbaker's perspective, the manner in which it was
carried out seemed like a delaying tactic, as well as
indecisiveness. Even though Diefenbaker's strategy was to keep
Canada from becoming committed to a nuclear role, things did not
work out that way.33

Shortly after the cancellation of the Arrow, it became
apparent that the Soviet Union was not about to rely exclusively
on long range missiles. When U.S. intelligence bodies revised
their previous estimates of an almost exclusive Soviet reliance
on long range missiles and reported that the Soviet Union was
also continuing the development and production of long range
bombers, it became apparent that interceptor aircraft were still
going to be necessary to counter this threat. Since Canada had
abandoned its own interceptor program, it could fill this gap in
its defence system only by purchasing new types of U.S. built
interceptors. "Inevitably, public opinion in Canada was greatly
disturbed by the apparent contradiction between dropping the
Arrow and then, only a short time later, being urged to stock up
with U.S.-built aircraft....the skein of charges and

countercharges, some involving allegations of bad faith, has
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never been fully unraveled."3%

While already embroiled in heated debate over this issue, the
Canadian government faced additional pressure over the
procurement of nuclear warheads. The question of whether or not
to obtain nuclear warheads still remained unresolved as did the
question of allowing USAF and SAC aircraft the right to fly over
Canadian territory with nuclear weapons and to use those weapons
in repelling an attack.

From a political standpoint, it is easy to see why the issue
of procuring nuclear warheads énd allowing them to be stationed
on Canadian territory was a difficult one. Faced with public
opposition and under attack in the House of Commons, Diefenbaker
appeared indecisive. It appears that he decided to stall as long

as was possible.

"After 1959 there were understandable political reasons for
caution about undertaking nuclear commitments, because a
determined campaign against nuclear weapons was organized by
groups like the Canadian Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament,
which argued that nuclear weapons committed Canada too
unreservedly to the United States and impede her ability to
take initiatives to reduce tensions in the world. These
arguments were likely to appeal to Mr. Diefenbaker, and yet
they do not appear to have been in his mind in 1959. His
hanging back from making a definite commitment must have
been caused by a failure to reach satisfactory agreement on
control, or a desire to keep his hands free, rather than an
opposition to all nuclear weaponsg."35

The decision that was eventually reached would prove
unsatisfactory to both Canadian forces and their United States

counterparts. Canadian forces were told to use ballast to
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simulate the weight that a nuclear warhead would add to an
aircraft. The Canadian Government also arranged with the United
States for nuclear warheads to be brought into Canada for use by
Canadian forces in times of crisis. Such a policy had little
chance of being favorably accepted as response times were
steadily decreasing. In any real crisis, there would have been
insufficient time to transfer warheads to Canada.

SAC aircraft had for some time already flown over Canada with
nuclear weapons on board. Reports of these actions in the early
part of 1958 stirred up controversy in Canada.®% B-47 and B-52
bombers of the Strategic Air Command were carrying out training
flights over Canadian territory with nuclear weapons onboard.
These flights took place with the prior and express permission of
the Canadian Government in each instance. Allowing these
overflights was an act of complicity which the Canadian
government wished to avoid and yet could not. To give unreserved
approval to these overflights would have run counter to other
government positions taken in the United Nations. The highly
principled and moral tone which Canada had assumed in the United
Nations in relation to nuclear weapons would be severely
undermined by becoming a member of the nuclear club and by giving
explicit approval to the United States to conduct these
overflights.27 Nevertheless, the overflights were permitted.

Many of the difficulties and strains imposed on the
relationship between Canada and the United States were further

exacerbated as a direct result of the poor relationship which
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existed between the Prime Minister and the President.

"Observers would saddle Diefenbaker with the burden of the
blame. But the seeds of his personal feud with Kennedy and
therefore the seeds of the era of hostilityAwere planted as

much by the young president as by Diefenbaker. In the nascent
stages of their relationship, the vital stages, it was
Diefenbaker who would show some good will, and Kennedy a

haughtf disregard."2*#® All of the dangers of diplomacy were
present and accounted for when it came to relations between the
two leaders. These intangible factors unfortunately became part
of the overall course of relations between the two countries and
they would continue to plague the relationship during moments of
crisis.,

The greatest crisis to be faced by Canadian defence during
Diefenbaker's government occurred during the Cuban missile crisis
of 1962. Although the nature of the crisis was well known to John
Diefenbaker who had been informed through channels, Diefenbaker
made it seem that Canada was not officially informed of American
intentions until two hours prior to John Kennedy's television
address to the American public. Diefenbaker was incensed that the
American President had not directly consulted with him. The
reconnaissance data gathered through overflights of Cuba and
presented to Diefenbaker made it clear that the Soviet Union was
installing nuclear missiles there aimed at the United States and
Canada. Diefenbaker argued, that a two hour warning was hardly

sufficient to assess the situation and prepare a response to it.
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Canadian forces and people could hardly be expected to prepare
for nuclear war within two hours.

It was true that Kennedy had not consulted with Diefenbaker
on a personal level. The failure of their relationship on a
personal level had intruded once again. "The president hadn't
phoned Diefenbaker directly because the two men weren't speaking
to one another."®® Other allies of the United States had also not
been informed in an effort to surprise the Soviet Union.
Diefenbaker, however, was well aware of the situation.

The truth of the matter was that Canadian forces were
prepared and aware of the situation as a result of their links
with NORAD. However, the fact that Diefenbaker was not personally
consulted was a source of contention for Diefenbaker. Under the
NORAD agreement, there had been no provision made specifying what
kind of consultation either party was entitled to. It had been
seen as a glaring omission which had the potential to cause
problems at a later date. During the crisis, an exchange ensued
between the two leaders which made the nature of the relationship
clear to Diefenbaker. "When were we consulted? queried
Diefenbaker. You weren't, brusquely replied Kennedy."*° It had
been assumed that the system would work automatically.

Despite Diefenbaker's charge that he had not been consulted,
Diefenbaker had spoken earlier with Livingston Merchant who was
the U.S. Ambassador to Ottawa at the time. The U.S. Ambassador
had shown Diefenbaker aerial surveillance photographs of the

missile sites to establish the legitimacy of Kennedy's charge.®t
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Thinking that this was sufficient proof, Kennedy had assumed that
Canadian support would be forthcoming and he declared that he had
Canadian support. Once again, another assumption was made without
proper consultation. This presumptuous act incensed Diefenbaker
as is evidenced by this Diefenbaker statement. "That young man
has got to learn that he is not running the Canadian
Governmeﬁt....There is no decision which has been made as vyet. I
am the one who is going to decide and I am the one who has to
make the declaration. He is not the one."*2? Diefenbaker proceeded
to stall for time by calling for United Nations involvement in-
hopes of finding a way out of the crisis without going along with
Kennedy's plans. Nevertheless, Diefenbaker was eventually forced
to relent and placed Canadian forces on maximum alert twenty-four
hours after the crisis had passed. Kennedy's success in forcing
the Russians to back down had vindicated his position and had
thoroughly humiliated John Diefenbaker in the process.

With the advent of missile technology, response times had
steadily decreased. As such, any strategy which relied on time
consuming process of consultation would be doomed to fail. In
order to deter aggression properly and implement the policy of
massive retaliation, the response system would have to be almost
automatic. By asserting'Canadian independence at this time,
Diefenbaker pushed Canada United States relations to the breaking
point.

This acrimonious period in Canada United States relations

demonstrated several things. First of all, Canada was not in a

PAGE 69



position to disapprove of United States defence policies and do
something about it. Second, Canada did not have the ability to
pursue a truly independent foreign policy. There was no real
reason to pursue an independent policy as both countries goals
continued to overlap. As both countries continued to have mutual
interests and desires, uniting on most defence issues was not a
problem. However, as in any relationship, it is still possible to
find areas where views diverge sufficiently to create problems
for the partners,

The Cuban Missile Crisis demonstrated the need for ongoing
consultation between Canada and the United States which is
afforded by Canadian participation in NORAD. More importantly it
demonstrated that, in a crisis where time constraints are
crucial, the luxury of lengthy negotiations cannot be afforded. A
predetermined plan of action with the accompanying organization
and systems needs to be in place to deal with such situations.

Moreover, as pointed out by Peter Haydon in The 1962 Cuban

Missile Crisis: Canadian Involvement Reconsidered, the confusion

over Canada's role in the crisis originated at the political
level and was directly traceable to Diefenbaker's lack of
understanding of the nature of civilian control over the military
and his autocratic management style. The failure of Canada to
respond was not a failure at the military level but rather a

failure at the political level.

NORAD: 1968 - 1980
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Despite the rather harrowing events of the Cuban Missile
Crisis and the distinctly cold relations that permeated Canada -
United States relations during the Diefenbaker / Kennedy years,
NORAD continued to function much as it was designed to. The fact
that nothing had changed and the circumstances which necessitated
the formation of NORAD still existed was self evident as Canada
chose to renew the agreement.

The original NORAD agreement was in force for a period of 10
Years and was renewed in 1968. (See Appendix B). At that time,
rather than renew the agreement for a period of 10 years, both
parties agreed to renew it for a five year period. Two major
additions were added to the NORAD agreement in 1968. First, it
went beyond the original provision that a review of the agreement
might be undertaken at any time at the request of either party.
Under the 1968 NORAD Agreement, either Government had the right
to terminate the Agreement following a review with a one year
notice of intent to terminate being required. Second, a clause
was added to the agreement which specified that it would not in
any way comnmit Canada to participate in an active ballistic
missile defence.

To be certain, support for Canadian participation in an ABM
defence system in conjunction with the United States did exist in

the early 1960s. In Northern Approaches: Canada And The Search

For Peace, James Eayrs states: "It will be up to the United

States Government, having taken counsel with its operational
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researchers, to determine the most effective location of its own
anti-aircraft and anti-missile defences. Canada, in its own
interest, should place no obstacle in the way of locating these
in Canadian territory if a more forward location than below the
border seems desirable."43 Support for the development and
deployment of an ABM system in Canada waned throughout the 1960s.
Much of the Canadian reasoning for not wanting to participate in
an Anti Ballistic Missile (ABM) system was quite similar to that
which transpired in the United States. The arguments against the
ABM system centered on the fac£ that such a system was
potentially deStabilizing and could increase the likelihood of a
sneak attack. Furthermore, it was also thought that deployment of
an ABM system would lead to an all-out nuclear arms race in hopes
of overwhelming the defensive capabilities of such a system.
Worst of all, any ABM system had a hidden offensive capability.
After launching a first strike it would be possible to rely on
the ABM system to suppress any retaliatory strike. As such,
development and deployment of such a system had the potential of
destabilizing relations between the United States and the USSR.
Beyond the practical considerations of precipitating an all-
out arms race, destabilizing superpower relations, or increasing
the likelihood of a sneak attack, Canadian participation in an
ABM system was unpalatable from a political standpoint. The NORAD
agreement had come up for renewal in 1968 on the heels of the
Canadian centennial. Combined with the issuance of a new national

flag in 1965, Canadians were in a decidedly more nationalistic
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frame of mind. Unfortunately, Canadian nationalism is often
translated into anti-Americanism. Furthermore, a new view of
Canada's role in world affairs had begun to emerge. The view that
Canada should get out of NORAD and otherwise pursue a more
independent line on the international scene had begun to take
form. "James Eayrs, an articulate, pro-American Cold Warrior in
the 1950s turned nationalist crusader for Canadian independence
and diplomatic purity in the 1960s, symbolized the drastic shift
in mood."“% The political climate combined with the positions
taken by the Pearson governmenﬁ on nuclear nonproliferation and
arms limitations to foreclose Canadian participation in deploying
an ABM system within the context of Canadian participation in
NORAD.

A change in the Liberal party leadership in 1968 resulted in
Pierre Elliot Trudeau becoming Prime Minister of Canada. Prime
Minister Trudeau had a very different view of Canadian foreign
policy from that of Lester Pearson. His views on defence and
foreign policy on becoming Prime Minister are best summed up in
the following statement: "Trudeau complained that instead of a
Canadian defence policy shaped by foreign policy, Canada's
foreign policy was largely its policy in NATO, throuéh NATQ, "#4S
This view coupled with the belief that Canadian foreign policy
ought to be more closely tied to Canadian national interests
resulted in a wide ranging review of Canadian foreign and defence
policy. The review produced a new set of priorities. "In

descending order of importance Canada had as its aims
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sovereignty, North American defence, NATO, and peacekeeping. The
defence budget was frozen at $1.8 billion, and the ships and
aircraft on hand, already starting to run down, were not to be
replaced with newer equipment."4% It would seem that the freezing
of the defence budget and lack of new equipment to carry out the
new priorities of the Trudeau government spoke more to the issue
of cuttiﬁg back on defence in general rather than in establishing
a new course.,

The 1971 White Paper on Defence set forth the objectives of
maintaining sovereignty, the defence of North America, a
continuation of the NATO commitment, and a renewal of the
commitment to United Nations peacekeeping missions. However, it
also was a portent of things to come. The Bomarc missiles were to
be retired at last. Canadian contribution to NORAD would continue
to be comprised of‘CF—101 Voodoo interceptors armed with
air-to-air nuclear missiles. The air force had cause to worry.
The White Paper noted that the government was not prepared to
devote substantial sums to new equipment or facilities for use
only for active anti-bomber defences. Worse yet, it quite clearly
implied that the very future of Canadian participation in NORAD
was in question. By stating that when the NORAD agreement was to
. be renewed in 1973, the government signaled that it would act in
response to the strategic situation extant. It was not a direct
statement that NORAD's future was in doubt but it did reveal that
the government was looking at alternatives.<4?

Further refinement of the relationship was in evidence in
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1973 at the next renewal. (Also see Appendix C). Due to major
reviews of both foreign and defence policy undertaken by the
Trudeau government, the NORAD agreement was extended for only a
two year period. Despite the foreign policy and defence review
and much rhetoric, the fact that the NORAD agreement was renewed
speaks volumes. NORAD still provided Canada with increased
security, enhanced Canadian sovereignty, at a cut rate price.
Given the geographical location of the country, it was a
certainty that Canada would suffer the consequences of any
nuclear exchange between the United States and the Soviet Union.
As such, there was a limit on how far it was possible to push the
neutrality option. The short time span of the renewal was
Justified as it would give additional time to review the
individual elements of a proposal for a modernized air défence
system. Further joint consultations were required in order that
the Canadian and American governments could consider and decide
upon the extent of modernization that would satisfy future
requirements for the joint defence of North America. There were
many factors to be taken into account including the evolving
strategic situation and developments in the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks.®*® The ground work for major revisions had been
set. When the agreement was next renewed in 1975, significant
changes in the scope of NORAD would would be added.

As the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks [SALT] between the
Soviet Union and the United States proceeded, it became apparent

that it was undesirable for a widespread ABM system to be
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deployed by either side. Canadian objections to the deployment of
an ABM system had been noted during the 1968 renewal of the NORAD
agreement and the clause added at that time foreclosed deployment
of an ABM system on Canadian territory. Unfortunately, the United
States decided to go it alone in response to the deployment of a
Soviet ABM system around Moscow. The United States did not need
Canada as a willing participant in an ABM system. "Canadian
airspace was not needed for a U.S. ballistic missile defence, and
Canadian space would be used without asking. A Spartan fired from
the proposed Safeguard site in North Dakota could have
intercepted an ICBM right over Diefenbaker's parliamentary
district,."4®

The United States and the Soviet Union were able to reach an
agreement on the deployment of ABM defences. Deployment of ABMs
was to be limited to two sites with a limit of 100 missiles in
total. Not only did the agreement provide for the limitation of
any current ABM deployment, but, it also banned the deployment of
any ABM system that might be developed in the future. In 1974,
the Soviet Union and the United States further modified their
agreement on the deployment of an ABM system so that it was
restricted to a single site. As a result, the Soviet Union ended
up with an ABM system to protect Moscow and the United States
depioyed a limited ABM system in Grand Forks."On 1 April 1975,
exactly five years from the go-ahead, the Safeguard complex at
Grand Forks, North Dakota, was operational. After twenty years of

effort, America finally had a ballistic missile defence - but not
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much of one: only 30 Spartans and 70 Sprints. It gave two layers
of protection of the ICBM missile field at Grand Forks, and a
single ultra thin layer of area protection of the Northern
Plains, hardly the most valuable area of the United States.,"5©°

1975 brought with it another renewal of the NORAD agreement .
This time, significant changes were introduced in order to make
NORAD responsive to the changing strategic situation. (See
Appendix D). The first of several significant changes was to
broaden the radar network around the continent. It committed each
government to establish a joint civilian-military system to carry
out surveillance and control in peacetime in conjunction with
NORAD's air defence operations. This decision led to the creation
of a U.8. Joint Surveillance System (JSS) radar network around
the periphery of the country. In Canada, however, the proposed
integration of civilian and military radars never took place.

The other major addition was far more significant in
establishing a new direction for the operations of NORAD. It had
become clear that the manned bomber threat was diminishing
rapidly as the greatest threat now stemmed from an attack carried
out by missiles. Once again, technology was having an effect on
strategy thereby causing a shift in the orientation of NORAD. The
new text formally recognized space surveillance as a legitimate
dimension for NORAD's activities even though NORAD had been
participating in this endeavor already. NORAD's basic aims were
also changed, reflecting the new preoccupation with missiles

rather than the bomber threat. The new emphasis for NORAD,
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therefore, was on providing capabilities for warning of attack
and for defence against air attack.S* While the detection of
intruding aircraft was still an important function of NORAD, the
interest in space surveillance had been formally added as a
significant new function. In reality, the 1975 agreement merely
formalized a function which had been in place and allowed for
further expansion into this area. The Canadian aversion to
participating in any form of an Anti-Ballistic Missile defence
remained and the agreement was renewed for a five year period.
These changes were merely the preliminary ground work for the
next phase in NORAD's development. The late 1970s and early 80s
were to see a renewed interest in air defence.

The superpower rivalry and the Cold War between the Soviet
Union and the United States created NORAD. It is clear that the
impetus for the formation of NORAD stems from these two factors.
While NORAD was a product of this age, it remained relevant
through adaptation to changing defence needs. Nevertheless, at
some point a major revision to the organization and technological
upgrade to the radar system was going to be required if NORAD was
to cope with the new strategic and technological challenges which

it would soon have to face.
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With the renewed wariness exhibited by the Canadian public of
all things military in the late 1970s, it was quite obvious that
any government would have to be careful how it handled an
important issue such as the renewal of NORAD. In addition, the
renewal of NORAD was not an issue which the government of the day
wanted to deal with during an election campaign which was
forthcoming in 1979. Combined with this was the need to assess
information gathered through a general review of continental air
defence. The continuing debate in Canada on the merits of the
NORAD relationship was the chief reason for the abbreviated term
of the extension which took effect on May 12, 1980 for the period
of a single year. (See Appendix E). The general review of air
defence needs would take into account the many technological
changes which had taken place and which necessitated that NORAD
and its equipment be modernized to meet the new challenges.

In contrast to the very vocal public outcry against the
military and the peace movement, NORAD continued to go about its
business in a quiet manner. However, there was a new
technological challenge to deal with. The advent of the Air
Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM) and a new generation of bombers
capable of carrying those cruise missiles was seen as a threat
that the old NORAD radar systems could not cope with. It was only
a matter of time before the Soviet Union perfected and deployed
this technology. The radar network conceived in the 1950s had
become obsolete.

Combined with the resurgence of the air breathing threat to
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North America was the change of government in Canada. The
incoming Progressive Conservative government of Prime Minister
Brian Mulroney was elected in 1984 with a mandate to make a
substantial number of changes across the board. The promise of
placing a greater emphasis on defence issues and doing something
about them was held out during the election campaign. One of the
campaign promises made by Brian Mulroney was that a complete
review of foreign and defence policy would be undertaken as soon
as he and his party were elected. Furthermore, it was stated that
Canada had a very special partnership with the United States and
that things were going to change in this regard as well. The new
government brought with it a different perspective on Canada -
United States relations which was significantly warmer to the
United States. As a result of this view, Canada - United'States

relations would become even more intertwined than previously.

TECHNOLOGY AND ITS CHALLENGES

As technology progresses, it alters the nature of warfare
and creates new technological challenges which in turn spawn new
responses. This cyclical pattern has been appareﬁt throughout
history. World War II saw major advances in aviation related
technologies. With the development of long-range, jet-powered
aircraft and guided missiles, warfare was raised to a new level.
Nations were no longer isolated by virtue of distance alone. The

possibility of intercontinental warfare acted as a catalyst for

PAGE 85



the formation of NORAD. In turn, these developments created a new
set of circumstances which needed to be countered by equally
advanced technologies. Therefore, research related to radar and
other surveillance type technologies quickly became a priority in
order to counter the new long range airborne threats.

In response to the significant threat which had developed in
the form of the Soviet Union, the United States and Canada
founded NORAD on the idea that it was possible to defend against
air breathing bombers by intercepting them and shooting them
down. As a result, the retaliatory capability of the United
States was protected. The retaliatory capability of the United
States Strategic Air Command would be entrusted to act as a
deterrent to the Soviet Union.

Air power has been seen as a vital component of any nation's
defence measures. In fact, many regarded it as the ultimate form
of defence. Even in its infancy, air power was recognized by both
its proponents and its detractors as a revolutionary technology
which would alter warfare. In an address at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, Sir Winston Churchill stated; "For good
or ill, air mastery is today the supreme expression of military
power. And fleets, and armies, however necesgsary and important,
must accept subordinate rank. This is a memorable milestone in
the march of man."? However correct this statement was at the’
time, technology moves on. Different threats demand different
solutions.

While air power in terms of conventionally powered air
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breathing aircraft continues to be a significant force, it is the
extension of that technology through the development of ballistic
guided missiles that became the primary threat to the North
American continent. NORAD had to evolve to meet this new threat
to North America. With the advent of missiles, it was widely
accepted that the threat from manned bombers was essentially
eliminated. In fact, some would argue that the day of the manned
bomber had come and gone. However, the creation of the cruise
missile gave the manned bomber a new lease on life.

The resurgence in the air breathing threat is directly
attributable to the development of cruise missiles. Cruise
missiles are by their very nature relatively stealthy and
difficult to defend against. A cruise missile represents the next
stage of technological evolution in guided missile technology. It
combines a terrain following radar with a missile capable of
delivering either a conventional or nuclear payload to its
target. As the missile is capable of following the terrain at
very low altitude, it is capable of travelling across enemy
territory without being detected. Cruise missiles are only
vulnerable to detection by "look down" radars such as those
carried aboard AWACS aircraft. Unfortunately, such radars and the
accompanying AWACS aircraft are very expensive. In order to
defend against bombers carrying ALCM's, it would be necessary to
deploy a significant number of AWACS at an expense which is
prohibitive. "What seems cleér is that the cost-exchange ratio

between ALCM-equipped, stand-off bomber offence and new
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look-down/shoot-down defence definitely favours the former."?2

The early 80s pointed to an imminent resurgence of the air
breathing threat to the North American Continent which would
necessitate the revamping of the existing air defence system. The
Soviet Union had developed an ALCM with an even longer range than

a similar weapon developed by the United States.

"Several Soviet models of a long-range cruise missile are
undergoing development. According to American intelligence,
the 'Bear-H' production line has been reactivated, probably
to provide a launch platform for the new AS-15 ALCMs. The new
supersonic 'Blackjack' bomber, which is substantially larger
than the B-1B, may also be reaching production in the near
future. Both the ALCM and the SLCM developed by Soviet
researchers allegedly have a Terrain Contour Matching
guidance system (TERCOM) like American cruise missiles."32

With these developments well underway, it was obvious to the
Canadian and American military and civilian authorities that
nothing less than a complete revision and upgrading of the

exlisting air defence network would suffice.

TECHNOLOGY APPLIED

Technology in and of itself is interesting. However, without
any purpose or application, it is meaningless except perhaps as
an evolutionary and developmental step to a new level of
technological expertise. As a result, in order to give meaning to
technology, it is necessary to define the role that is to be

played by that technology. Defence needs drive technological
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development and innovation which in turn tends to create new
needs. Technological solutions arise out of established needs and
as a result of perceived threats to the security of North
America. In the case of continental defence, there atre several
worthwhile missions which need to be accomplished.

In the late 70s and early 80s, a review of the air defence
system and NORAD found that technology and strategy had moved far
beyond what had been envisioned in the 1950s. Furthermore, the
following areas of interest were specifically identified as
legitimate problems with which NORAD had to contend. They are: .
airspace sovereignty, warning of air attack, defence against
accidental launch, defence against terrorism, defence of Command,
Control, Communications and Intelligence (C3I) systems, defence
of strategically vital localized regions (also known as point
defence), denying any aggressor an easy target, and comprehensive
global defence based on Strategic Defence Initiative (SDIT)
technologies.

Airspace sovereignty is a key role of NORAD. The maintenance
of airspace sovereignty is vital in order to maintain control
over what goes on above a nation. It is necessary to be able to
control the airspace so as to determine who is doing what, where,
when and how. Interceptors are necessary for this mission as it
requires the ability to intercept aircraft, identify them, and if
it is determined that their intent is hostile, force them to land
or shoot them down. In turn, radar systems, Airborne Warning and

Control System (AWACS) aircraft, and C31 systems are required to
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provide adequate early detection of intruding aircraft in order
to give those interceptors the greatest chance to perform a
successful intercept.

While it is unlikely that any major attack on the North
American continent would be carried out by conventional bombers
alone, the emergence of new systems such as Airborne Launched
Cruise Missiles (ALCMs) and stealth technologies applied to a new
generation of bomber aircraft (which carry ALCMs) increased the
credibility of this threat. However, this was not the only threat
to the security of North America.

When external threats to North America are discussed, the
focus has always been on the Soviet Union. By only focusing on
the Soviet Union, other everyday threats to the integrity of
Canada and the United States were given a lower priority; During
the late 1970s and throughout the first half of the 1980s, no
one could have predicted the demise of the Soviet Union. The
Soviet Union was the main focus of NORAD's efforts. Nevertheless,
many other nations were already working on developing nuclear
warfare technologies as well as the accompanying delivery
vehicles. Although the priority afforded to the threat from
nations other than the Soviet Union was low, it could not be
ignored as a future consideration. The maintenance of airspace
sovereignty was also of prime importance in order to keep out
undesirable people, substances or devices in addition to denying
passage to hostile aircraft. Terrorists, smugglers, and drug

traffickers often employ aircraft to bring goods and people into
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North America by surreptitious means.

NORAD's function in the provision of warning against air
attack is also vital. It is an obvious function of NORAD., In
order to provide adequate time for interception of intruding

_____ aircraft, it is necessary to be able to detect them. As such,
surveillance is a key component in providing a warning of an
impending air attack. When bombers were the key threat, response
times were fairly lengthy. Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles
(ICBMs) have greatly reduced the amount of time between the
launch of a strike and actual impact. What is worse, Submarine
Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs) also exist. Enemy submarines
can move into launch positions which are very close to the most
vital targets. Their ability to station themselves off the
Eastern seaboard and in the Canadian Arctic means that they can
move their missiles much closer to their intended targets than
was previously possible. Therefore, the amount of time available
in which to react to an attack is also correspondingly shorter.
As a result, it is desirable to have the capability to detect all
launches, track them, and quickly ascertain whether they are
routine or are part of a hostile act.

A warning of impending attack may serve to bolster the
survival chances of aircraft which could be made airborne instead
of béing caught on the ground. Additionally, ¢ivil defence
efforts to protect the population are greatly enhanced by early
warning. It is a concession that under the current state of

affairs, a warning of perhaps half an hour could not hope to
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provide adequate time for the citizenry of any major urban area
to do much in order to protect themselves. Therefore, it is
crucial to maintain advanced detection capabilities in order to
be able to detect and distinguish between what could be an
accidental launch, a sneak attack, and a routine launch. Having
the capability to distinguish between the different launches is
also crucia; in preventing an erroneous response on the basis of
false information. It is only through early detection and
analysis that sufficient retaliatory force could be brought to
bear against any aggressor and thereby discourage the idea of a
disarming first strike.

The mission of guarding against accidental launch is directly
related to the ability to detect all launches and to distinguish
between them. At some point in the near future, new missile
technologies offer the hope of being able to defend against
accidental launch by intercepting and destroying incoming
missiles well away from their intended target. While there are
many obstacles to producing and deploying an effective Ballistic
Missile Defence [BMD] system, it is technologically feasible to
proceed with research and development now. Were the perceived
threat greater, the pressure to proceed with development and
deployment would increase. Even so, the United States has not
abandoned its efforts to develop an ABM system.*

Defence of C3I systems and facilities is crucial to the
ability to mount a response to any aggression. Any defensive or

offensive force is only as good as the command, control,
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communications, and intelligence systems which can coordinate and
support the actions of that force. The multitude of

communication links and redundancies which need to be created and
maintained to form an adequate C3I system are phenomenal.
Without the ability to know what is going on, it is impossible to
react to any given situation. Similarly, if the ability to
communicate is destroyed, there is no possibility of mounting a
cohesive response. Therefore, C3T systems are of strategic
significance and would be considered primary targets in any
attack.

Related to the defence of €31 systems is the defence of
strategically vital regions. More commonly called point defence,
this mission entails protecting specific designated points of
strategic value. This would include such things as the
aforementioned C3I systems and other key military installations
and bases. Point defences are predicated upon the notion that
certain installations are indispensable and must be protected at
all costs. Without these installations, the ability to mount a
response is significantly reduced or eliminated as the key
installations have been neutralized.

One of the goals and functions of maintaining oréanizations
such as NCRAD is to deny any potential aggressor a free ride.
This expression is often used to describe the act of giving a
potential opponent a window of opportunity or weakness which can
be exploited without any costs being incurred for having done so.

While it is assumed that the greatest threat to North America
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stems from hostile missiles whether they be ICBMs, ALCMs, and
SLBMs, the development of new radar evading technologies coupled
with ALCMs raises the potential threat credibility of the manned
bomber. By maintaining sufficient defences against this type of
threat, it is hoped that no point of vulnerability will be
created which a potential aggressor could exploit. Generally, it
is not wise to leave any potential aggressor an opening which is
relatively easy to exploit. Furthermore, by denying a free ride
to a potential attacker, a financial and resource toll is
extracted from the potential attacker. Additionally, this mission
is tied directly to the need for airspace sovereignty and denying
any illegal penetration of the airspace over North America.
Comprehensive global defence has not yet been realized and
some would argue that it is a goal which is unattainable. Based
on both conventional existing technologies and the proposed
Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI) technologies, this mission
would entail the establishment of layers of defence which would
extend an impermeable shield over the North American continent.
Regardless of the mode of attack, a comprehensive defensive
capability would be in place to deal with it. In paraphrasing
General Robert Herres, the existing NORAD structure, which was
revamped under the Air Defence Initiative [ADI]l, would serve as
the walls and foundation for the roof of a comprehensive global
defence erected under the SDI program. While the debate over the
viability of SDI raged throughout the 1980s, research and

development work continued. The possibility of creating an
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impenetrable shield over North America and the obvious
desirability of doing so does not eliminate the fact that
deployment of such a system could be interpreted as a violation
of the ABM (Anti-Ballistic Missile) Treaty.® Nevertheless, if
such a comprehensive defensive net could be erected over the
North American continent, the temptation and pressure to do so
would be overwhelming.

Finally, guarding against terrorism is a somewhat more
nebulous goal. Although the North American continent had not been
affected by terrorism to the same extent as Europe and the Middle
East, it was a possibility that could not be ignored. Denying
entry to terrorists and materiel necessary for the carrying out
of terrorist acts is once again tied to the capability of being
able to detect, intercept, and deal with any aircraft seéking
illegal entry. It is conceivable that a terrorist organization
could attempt to enter either Canada or the United States by air.
After all, if the defence system were truly impenetrable, illegal
drug shipments and so on would not routinely enter either country
by this means. As an extension of this activity, people and
weapons can also be brought into North America in a similar

fashion.

THE REBIRTH AND REVITALIZATION OF AIR DEFENCE

Having recognized these defence missions, it was necessary to

provide both mahpower and equipment to deal with these needs. In
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reviewing the implications of NORAD and outlining Canadian
defence needs, SCEAND recognized the need for the modernization
of the air defence system. However, the SCEAND report was not the
first to recognize the general deterioration and technological
obsolescence of the continent's air defence radar systems. When
completed in 1979, the Joint United States Canada Air Defence
Study (JUSCADS) found that the 1950s vintage technology employed
in the air defence net of NORAD was obsolete and that as a result
the airspace sovereignty mission of NORAD was significantly
undermined. Given that the USSR had committed itself to a
modernized bomber force capable of carrying ALCMs, the USAF
defence planners drew up the ADMP (Air Defence Master Plan) which
was predicated on the possibility of the USSR mounting a surprise
pPrecursor strike against C2I facilities.

Defence against conventional bombers had been allowed to
deteriorate as the new focus was on the threat posed by ICBMs.
Since there was no defence against ICBMs except surveillance to
provide information so that a sneak attack could be countered,
conventional defences had been allowed to lapse into a state of
disrepair. After years of neglect, the Canadian interceptor fleet
had become obsolete. The old Voodoo interceptors were not state
of the art any longer and were in need of replacement. Their
aging airframes had deteriorated significantly from use alone.
Following a protracted competition, a suitable replacement
was found. It was the American produced F-18 Hornet which was to

be known in Canada as the CF-18 Hornet. The announcement of the
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Hornet purchase was made by Minister of National Defence Gilles
Lamontagne on the 10th of April, 1980. This aircraft was selected
to replace the Voodoo in North America as part of the Canadian
NORAD commitment.

As a result of the JUSCADS study and the ADMP, 1981 would
prove to be a watershed year for NORAD. (See Appendix F).
Forme;ly the acronym stood for North American Air Defence
agreement. In the 1981 agreement, the name was changed to the
North American Aerospace Defenge agreement to reflect a new
emphasis on detection of missiles and space borne weapons. The
new accord noted the increasing usage of‘space for strategic and
tactical purposes. In view of the increasing importance of space
to the defence of North America, both Canada and the United
States agreed to seek new ways to enhance cooperation in the
surveillance of space and in the exchange of information on space
events. The new agreement also expanded NORAD's primary objective
from warning of attack and defence against air attack to include
aerospace surveillance, warning and characterization of aerospace
attack and defence against air attack. In addition to these
significant changes, the Canadian objection of participation in
the development and deployment of an ABM system was removed from
the text of the accord. This deletion, some would say omission,
is critical as it would open up a path for Canada to become
involved in SDI research.

Spending on defence had been seen as excessive by Liberal

Prime Minister Pierre Elliot Trudeau. The realization that the
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primary threat to North America was from ICBMs rather than manned
bombers brought with it a corresponding decrease in funds for an
active air defence., Throughout the 1970s, defence spending and
manpower dropped to new lows. Capital expenditures fell to eight
percent of the defence budget while manpower levels declined

from 101,000 in 1968 to 78,000 by 1976.%° After years of neglect
and decréasing budgets, the Liberal government reversed itself
and finally decided to give defence the attention it deserved.
Major equipment acquisition programs were launched from 1978
onwards. In fact, much of the equipment purchased by the Liberals
did not come into use until after the Conservative government of
Prime Minister Brian Mulroney came to power in 1984.

Combined with the new technological challenges and the
organizational changes at NORAD was a major change in Canadian
politics which would alter Canada - United States relations yet
again. The Canadian political scene was soon to be transformed by
the election of a Progressive Conservative government in 1984 led
by Brian Mulroney. This particular event is significant in that
the new Prime Minister had a decidedly different view of Canada's
place in world affairs. Unlike his predecessors, Brian Mulroney
did not have an aversion to the United States. He had a definite
view of where Canada ought to stand in relation to the United
States and that was firmly in step with the United States. That
view is best expressed in this statement: "Our ﬁride in Canada
should not obscure the hard realities of superpower existence.

Nor should that pride give rise to illusions of influence, beyond
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legitimate bounds, that can only disappoint and confuse."?

The arrival of Brian Mulroney on the political scene created
a stir as the pre-election and campaign rhetoric promised a major
changes in Canadian defence policy. During the Trudeau years, the
United States had felt that Canada was getting a free ride and
not spending enough on defence. According to a Pentagon report to
Congress, when compared to other NATO countries, Canada was
spending about half of what it should have been spending on
defence.® As a result of such underfunding, the capability to
meet defence obligations was seriously eroded.

Upon the election of the Progressive Conservative government,
the Speech from the Throne promised a thorough review of defence
policy and a new White Paper on defence which would reflect the
changes that had taken place since the last White Paper had been
introduced in 1970. Given his views regarding Canada - United
States relations, it would seem that the Prime Minister was
intent on moving Canada further into the sphere of American
influence.

Defence and defence related issues are seldom very prominent
in Canadian politics. Nevertheless, defence issues took on added
importance during the election campaign because the Progressive
Conservatives sought to differentiate themselves from the New
Democratic Party's long held policy position that Canada ought to
withdraw from NATO and NORAD. Furthermore, the last White Paper
on defence had been issued some fifteen years previously and it

was quite clear that a review was long overdue. The previous
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government had left behind a mess of obsolete equipment and a
force somewhat in disarray. Worse vet, because of the continued
under funding and neglect of defence, Canada was accepting a free
ride on the backs of its American and European allies.® While the
outgoing Liberal administration had realized that much of the
equipment had become obsolete and was in need of replacement, the
majority of their efforts to procure new equipment onld not see
fruition until they were already out of office.

The following statement issued by Brian Mulroney during the
election campaign is typical of the rhetoric employed to lambaste

the previous government's defence spending habits:

"Pierre Trudeau and his Liberal pals have done the
ultimate disservice to Canada by running down our armed
forces to the point where we spend less per capita of GNP
on our armed forces than any other country in the Western
alliance with the exception of Luxembourg.

This is unacceptable! This is a first-class country, and
we're going to go first class in the area of conventional
defence under a new Progressive Conservative government. We
are not going to ask men and women to represent the honor of
Canada in third-rate ships, in fourth-rate aircraft and in
tanks that are 28 years old. We are going to do it first
class - first class equipment, deployment capacity and
first class wages - those are the conditions under which
they're going to represent Canada.

And I think in doing that, then we've paid our own freight
to NATO and to NORAD and we have the respect and trust of
our allies. That enables us to make pretty substantial
strides in the area of peace negotiations when we come to the
table to talk."2©°

While Canada proceeded with a general review of defence
policy, other events were taking place which arose as the result

of the conclusions and recommendations reached by JUSCADS.
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Central among these was the Air Defence Initiative (ADI)
modernization program. Considered as an affordable and necessary
measure, air defence modernization as outlined by the ADMP was
incorporated into the overall strategic modernization programme
launched by the Reagan administration. The previous Canadian
government concurred with this decision and had accepted the ADMP
in 1982 as a blueprint for the complete overhaul of North
American air defences. Negotiations on the ADMP proved successful
and resulted in Prime Minister Mulroney and President Reagan
signing an agreement for the joint modernization of air defences
at their meeting in March 1985. (See Appendix G). Dubbed as the
Shamrock Summit, the meeting between the two leaders formalized
the revamping of North American air defence forces.

As part of the air defence modernization plan, both Canada
and the United States made a commitment to close the gaps that
existed in the radar defence network which encircles the
periphery of the continent. The DEW line radar installations had
been identified as severely lacking. Speaking before the
proceedings of the Special Committee of the Senate on National
Defence, Lieutenant General (retired) K.E. Lewis, former Deputy
Commander of NORAD, expressed his concern over the deteriorating
capabilities of NORAD to detect hostile aircraft. "The systems
that NORAD now has in place permit very reliable and early
indications of missile launch and the direction of launch but in
the last couple of decades we have allowed our atmospheric

defences to deteriorate to the point where we believe that we
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might provide an option to potential enemy planners to, in fact,
use that out-dated weapon."®* Further submissions given before
the Special Committee of the Senate on National Defence by
Professor Douglas A. Ross pointed out the desirability of the

North Warning System [NWS]. Professor Ross states:

"I think the northern warning system, NWS, which I believe
the Canadian forces are proposing at the moment for the far
north, the B.C. coast, the Yukon coast and the Labrador
extension would be adequate to cope with a precursor strike,
because it is in that scenario that we are taking some
insurance against a limited Soviet bomber force striking at
American command and control systems. That, I think, is about
the only contingency against which we should buy insurance
for continental defence...If one is trying to reduce the risk
of accidental war...the precursor threat must be addressed...
For that reason...we need an upgrading of our warning system
+++.If there were no radar perimeter, then that obviously
would be an option they would have. One wants to foreclose
that.,"2=2

The decision to go ahead with the NWS took place prior to the
release of the long awaited White Paper on Defence. Nevertheless,
the NWS, which was to be built jointly by the United States and
Canada, was to be the centerpiece of a renewed commitment to air
defence and surveillance. It also signalled a greater willingness
on the part of Canada to accept a larger share of the burden. The
funding of the construction of the NWS was a break ffom previous
tradition whereby Canada was responsible for a third of the cost.
Canada was apportioned the sum of $511 million versus $777
million to the United States.®® In funding the NWS, Canada
assumed a much greater proportion of the total cost than was

previously the case.
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Defence related issues took on additional importance in 1985
with a revival of a challenge to Canadian sovereignty in the
Arctic by the United States. An oil tanker called Manhattan had
aroused Canadian sensitivity over control of the Northwest
Passage and by extension the entire Arctic Archipelago in 1969 by
passing through without Canadian approval. The Northwest Passage
had been.regarded by Canada as internal waters while the United
States regarded this passage as an international strait. A
similar occurrence took place in the summer of 1985 when a United
States Coast Guard Icebraker called the Polar Sea sailed through
the Northwest Passage. The only real difference between the two
events was that in 1985 the United States informed the Canadian
Government of its intentions before proceeding and the Canadian
Government gave its consent. Given that there was no way to
prevent the United States from proceeding, the challenge to
Canadian sovereignty was fairly explicit. Without considerable
outlay in new equipment, Canadian ability to exercise control
over this territory was severely hampered. This event would have
an impact on the forthcoming White Paper on Defence as it would
serve as a catalyst in pushing domestic security and sovereignty
concerns to the forefront.

- Having completed a éomprehensive review of Canadian defence
needs and requirements, the White Paper on Defence was tabled by
Minister of National Defence Perrin Beatty on the fifth of June,
1987. This document was eagerly awaited as the last White Paper

had been released some 16 years earlier. Given that many changes
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had taken place since 1971, the Minister of National Defence in
tabling the White Paper noted some fundamental deficiencies in
defence policy. It was noted that a significant gap existed in
the capabilities of the armed forces and their ability to fulfil
the requirements and variety of roles that successive governments
had undertaken. Furthermore, the equipment that the armed forces
were utilizing was either obsolete or quickly becoming obsolete.
The Arctic Ocean was singled out as a security and sovereignty
concern due to the fact that foreign vessels and submarines were
regularly operating in this region. Worse yet, advances in Soviet
ALCM and SLCM technology was cause for concern. Canada's
commitment to NORAD was reaffirmed as well through the provision
of three squadrons of tactical fighters and continued sharing of
crew duties of AWACS aircraft which were utilized in support of
NORAD duties. Canadian crews had been involved in AWACS
operations since 1978. Most importantly, the Defence Minister
echoed the sentiments of the Prime Minister in that Canada had to
be a responsible partner in defence of her own territory and not
a dependent.

The views of Prime Minister Mulroney were clearly spelled out

in the White Paper itself. He states:

"Our commitments reflect a sober recognition that Canada's
survival and prosperity depend not only on what we do at home
but on the well-being and security of the West as a whole.
This White Paper responds to this reality by upgrading and
consolidating our efforts to meet present circumstances and
those of the future, into the next century.
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But just as the Alliance can only prosper through shared
effort and a common impulse, so too Canada must look to
itself to safeguard its sovereignty and pursue its own
interests. Only we as a nation should decide what must be
done to protect our shores, our waters and our alrspace. This

White Paper, therefore, takes as its

protection and furtherance of Canada'

nation."t<

first priority the
s sovereignty as a

The White Paper goes on to describe a series of policy positions

which were designed to strengthen Canadian sovereignty while

implementing the ADI modernization program. Under the ADI

program, the obsolescent DEW Line of radar systems was to be

replaced by the North Warning System. Various improvements were

to be implemented to five airfields which were designated as

Forward Operating Locations (FOL) for use by the CF-18s and other

aircraft. Additional support for Airborne Warning and Control

System (AWACS) aircraft was to come from
of Canadian crew members. Also, improved
facilities for AWACS aircraft were to be
number of sites which were designated as
Bases (DOB).

It seems that every area of Canadian

for review. The resulting policies would

an increased contingent
ground support
made available at a

Dispersed Operating

defence policy was up

affect all of the

services. It would seem that this Prime Minister and this

government were serious about their commitment to revitalize the

armed forces and to take on a greater share of the defence burden

instead of relying on the assistance of the United States. As

such, it could be expected that a desire

on a greater share of the defence burden
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greater outlays of funds and greater staffing of the NORAD
function. Unfortunately, it appears that there has not been any
difference between the Mulroney regime and that of Pierre Elliot
Trudeau. As the funding data presented in the following chapter
will reveal, the Canadian percentage share actually declined
during the Mulroney years. It appears that much of the difference
betwegn the two Prime Ministers as far as defence policy was
concerned was in style and rhetoric rather than in substance.*s

NORAD has worked well in practice. In its present
incarnation, NORAD consists of three regions. The three regions
are comprised of the contiguous United States, Canada, and
Alaska. The Canadian contribution to NORAD includes radar
stations, personnel, and aircraft. The commander of the Fighter
Group is also the commander of the Canadian NORAD region. With
its headquarters at North Bay, the Canadian NORAD region is
responsible for the operational control of air defence forces in
Canada and for the sovereignty and defence of all Canadian
airspace. Regional responsibilities are exercised from the
Canada East and Canada West Regional Operations Control Centers
(ROCCs) located in an underground complex at North Bay. Data and
selected information feeds from CFB (Canadian Forces Base) North
Bay to NORAD headquarters located at Colorado Springs.

In addition to CFB North Bay, the Canadian contingent is néw
comprised of two CF-18 fighter squadrons. They are 441 Tactical
Fighter Squadron and 425 Tactical Fighter Squadron based at CFB

Cold Lake, Alberta and CFB Bagotville, Quebec respectively.
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Squadrons which served in Europe have further increased this
contingent as they have been brought back to Canada. 414
Electronic Squadron is located at CFB Comox and is equipped with
CC-117 Falcon, CT-133 Silver Star, and CC-144 Challenger aircraft
and provides training for the ground radar system and the manned
interceptor force. In addition to the provision of aircraft,
Canada contributes personnel for the oéeration and support of
equipment which fulfils the NORAD mission both in Canada and the
United States. Canadian forces personnel provide manpower at
NORAD units located at Tinker AFB (Air Force Base), Oklahoma,
Langley AFB, Virginia, Bangor ANGB (Air National Guard Base),

Maine, Mountain Home AFB, Idaho, Tyndall AFB, Florida, McChord

" AFB, Washington, Griffiss AFB, New York, Elmendorf AFB, Arkansas,

and at Peterson AFB, Colorado which is also NORAD headquarters.

As part of the space surveillance and missile warning
function of NORAD, Canada contributed one satellite tracking
station at St. Margarets, New Brunswick, which was closed in
1986. Canadian personnel in support of the surveillance and
missile warning function of NORAD are based at Cape Cod AFS,
Massachussets, Thule Air Base, Greenland, Clear AFS, Arkansas,
Maui, Hawai, Cavalier AFS, North Dakota, Eldorado AFé, Texas,
Beale AFB, California, and at Colorado Springs, Colorado.

- Canadian personnel are also employed in providing operational
support for NORAD AWACS (Airborne Warning and Control System)
aircraft and in the manning of the older radar network which

comprised the obsolescent CADIN/Pinetree line. As part of the air
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defence modernization program, Canadian personnel were to have
been assigned to assist in the manning of the new OTH~B (Over The
Horizon - Backscatter) radar systems. However, the OTH-B radar
system has been mothballed. Additional improvements to the
defence of North America have come about as a result of the
upgrading and replacement of the DEW line radar network by the
North Wafning System (NWS) under ADI.

Additional improvements under ADI to airfields in the
northern reaches of Canada provide for the operation of fighter
aircraft from Forward Operating Locations [FOLs]. Improvements
have been made to the following airfields: Inuvik, Yellowknife,
Rankin Inlet, Igaluit in the North West Territories and at
Kuujjuag in Quebec. To facilitate AWACS operations and to provide
Dispersed Operational Bases [DOBs] for these aircraft, CFB
Edmonton and CFB Bagotville have received some upgrading. As a
result of all of the changes brought forth by ADI, NORAD can be

considered relevant once again.
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Canadian participation in NORAD has been predicated on the
basis of NORAD providing a cost effective solution to a defence
problem. As has been pointed out previously, Canada has been
responsible for one third of all costs associated with the
construction and installation of the various radar networks with
the exception of the North Warning System where Canada funded 40%
of the construction costs. If the broader picture is taken into
account, the NWS was part and parcel of the ADI modernization
program. In terms of the NORAD annual operating budget, Canada
has traditionally contributed 10%. As a result, Canada has been
able to derive a great deal of benefit from participating in
NORAD at a minimal expenditure. Outside the sphere of individuals
who regularly think about such things, spending on the military
is often seen as excessive, and particularly so in the present
context as the major potential threat to the security of North
America has disappeared. Therefore, it would seem that it is
possible to reduce the amount of funding for military
expenditures. This situation seems to be a complete reversal of
the situation which existed in the late 70s and early 80s which
necessitated increased spending on air defence. However, when a
thorough examination of spending on air defence is uhdertaken it
becomes apparent that there are no savings to be realized due to
the end of the Cold War. In order to be able to cut back on
spending, there has to have been a significant outlay beyond what
was a fair apportionment to begin with.

A renewed interest in NORAD and air defence during the late
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1970s produced changes in the NORAD agreement and in the air
defence system which became evident throughout the 1980s. The
indicators of manpower allotment and budgetary appropriation
towards the operation of NORAD show growth over the ‘past decade.
Much of this growth in staffing and budgetafy appropriation can
be directly attributed to the attempts at modernizing the
existing.air defence system under the Air Defence Initiative.

As discussed previously, the ADI was implemented in order to
close the gaps in the existing air defence system as well as to
make the air defence system concurrent with existing technology
and strategy. An air defence system planned and constructed in
the 1950s could not hope to be anything but obsolete in 1980.
Modernization under the ADI sought to meet the challenges posed
by what appeared to be a revitalized bomber threat due to the
development of stealth technology and the deployment of air
launched cruise missiles (ALCM). (See Appendix G). Despite the
renewed interest in air defence, space and space based defence
continued to dominate NORAD and continental defence planning.
This was evident as the United States placed a lower priority on
the intercept mission of NORAD and transferred this role from
regular USAF interceptor squadrons to Air National Guard
squadrons.

Funding and staffing of any endeavor is a better indicator of
support for that particular activity than any statement made by
any elected official. Nevertheless, there is ample evidence of

verbal support for maintaining a credible military capability for
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the defence of Canada. In the midst of negotiations for the ADI
modernization agreement, Prime Minister Brian Mulroney stated:
"We must realize that our sovereignty and territorial integrity
cannot be safeguarded by mere proclamation or protest....We
require a military capacity to respond to the threats posed by
clandestine incursions into our waters, or probes of our
airspace. This is not a question of political expedience or
choice. It is a question of responsible national policy."* (Also
see Appendix H). Despite these pronouncements, the reality of the
situation is quite different from that espoused by the Prime
Minister. If this statement was taken at face value, it would
suggest an increase in spending on air defence which should be
visible by examining NORAD funding data.

One of the main reasons Canada participates in NORAD.is the
fact that cooperation is cost effective. It would be
significantly more expensive to accomplish this task alone. Under
most cost sharing arrangements between Canada and the United
States where NORAD has been involved, the breakdown in funding
has recognized the differences in population size and ability to
fund this activity. Even though the population of Canada is about
10% of the size of the United States, the Canadian share of the
burden for major capital expenditures has usually amounted to a
third of the total cost. However, the annual funding of
operational expenditures has traditionally been 10% of the total.

In The Logic of Collective Action, Mancur Olson writes:

"In small groups there may very well be some voluntary action in
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support of the common purposes of the individuals in the group,
but in most cases this action will cease before it reaches the
optimal level for the members of the group as a whole. In the
sharing of the costs of efforts to achieve a common goal in small
groups, there is however a surprising tendency for the
exploitation of the great by the small."2? In the case of NORAD
funding, this appears to be the case, and particularly_so when
the Mulroney record is examined. As there are no mechanisms for
regulating the annual contribution in support of NORAD activities
or for enforcing the collection of funds dedicated to this task,
it is left up to the discretion of the Canadian government of the
day to decide how much it will contribute.

Part of the problem lies in the fact that many of the
benefits of the NORAD partnership can be considered public
goods.® According to public goods theory, a public good 1is
something which once produced can be shared by any member of the
group regardless of whether or not that nember has contributed to
paying for that good. Furthermore, when the benefits of providing
a particular public good are deemed to be of such significance
for one partner that the cost of doing so becomes irrelevant, the
other partners in an organization can rest assured that this good
will continue to be provided regardless of their contribution to
the>provision of this good. In the sense that the United States
would continue to fund NORAD and carry on the activities that
NORAD currently undertakes in any event, it is possible for

Canada to take advantage of these public goods without providing
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the optimal level of funding to obtain themn.

Similarly, the nature of Canadian participation in NORAD is a
difficult one to discern correctly. In some respects this
participation is involuntary as there are factors which conspire
to keep Canada in NORAD. The obvious factors of cost and
necessity of approaching air defence from a continentalist
perspgctive assure Canadian participation in NORAD. As a result
of this assured participation in NORAD, Canadian participation
can be characterized as involuntary. Members of a group that are
participating in an obligatory or involuntary manner do not tend
to contribute to the same extent as those who are participating
in a voluntary manner. It is important to remember that in this
particular instance, the characterization of Canadian
participation in NORAD as involuntary is relative to the reasons
for that involuntary participation.

Contribution to the provision of a collective good is
relative to the necessity of doing so. The goods or services that
NORAD provides would exist in any event, which makes it virtually
irrelevant whether or not Canada contributes to the provision of
these services. The United States would continue the activities
that it currently undertakes regardless of whether or not Canada
participates in them as they contribute to the security of the
United States. Since most threats to the security of Canada aré
also a threat to the security of the United States, the United
States would be forced to act out of its own self interest. It

would be possible for Canada to contribute nothing to the
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maintenance of NORAD and still receive many of the benefits.

In reality however, some contribution is required in order to
maintain membership in the group and in order to obtain certain
goods which would not be available otherwise. Goods which are not
otherwise available such as surveillance and tracking data act as
the incentive for continued funding of NORAD by Canada as does
the ability to moderate and influence United States policy.
Nevertheless, in small groups there exists a disincentive for the
weaker member to contribute more than minimally required. NORAD
funding data appears to support the premise that the depth of
commitment is proportional to the benefits derived from the
relationship and whether or not the goods arising out of that
relationship will continue to be provided should the relationship
be dissolved. As a result, it can be sald that Canadian funding
of NORAD follows a predictable path. It is sufficient so that the
group relationship is maintained, yet it is not optimal. Canada
can maintain the lowest possible funding necessary while still
deriving the benefits of the partnership.

Gauging the depth of commitment to NORAD and air defence in
general is difficult as there are very few reliable criteria on
which to base an evaluation. There are many factors thch are
difficult if not impossible to define. For example, how does one
measure the value of a particular service or good to a particular
nation except in relative terms which are not readily
quantifiable? Looking at statements made by politicians is not a

reliable indicator. Funding data are much more reliable indicator
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of a government's priorities. It offers a look at the changes in
funding from year to year on any given activity and it can be
presumed that if a government is spending more on a particular
activity that it is placing a greater emphasis on tHat activity,
The opposite can also be said to be true.

It is often difficult to obtain funding data for certain
activities. In the case of air defence funding by the United
States and Canada, much of the data relating to NORAD, Air
Command, and the USAF are not readily available. The only source
for NORAD funding information is NORAD itself. It is very
interesting that NORAD does not appear as a separate line item in
any United States budget. Similarly, it is odd that Canadian
NORAD funding data is unavailable in Canada through any of the
normal channels. Data related to the staffing and funding of
NORAD is available from NORAD by written request which specifies
the usage of this information. A detailed breakdown of the
funding and staffing data is unavailable. Data relating to the
staffing and funding of Air Command and the USAF are available
from a variety of sources. Primarily, it is a composite of data
available from the annual budgets and estimates of the respective
countries. In this area, it is often difficult to get accurate
numbers as the method of calculating the aggregate changes from
Year to year. National security considerations also create
difficulties in getting meaningful figures. Nevertheless, it is
possible to arrive at a composite figure for each year.

The time period which is most relevant to this study is from
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1980 to 1991. This particular period is significant in that the
1980s signify the rebirth of NORAD and the modernization of the
system through the ADI to deal with contemporary threats.
Furthermore, this period is notable for the pronouncement that
Canada was prepared to contribute more to her own defence and to
the alliances which maintained Canadian security. As such, if the
funding and staffing of NORAD increased throughout this period,
then it can be said that the pronouncements that Canada was
prepared to do more were more than just platitudes.

When funding for NORAD is compared by country it is readily
apparent that the United States is responsible for the bulk of
the funding. As Table 1 reveals, the United States funding of
NORAD hovered around 90% for the decade. In fact, the 11 year
average 1s 91.72%. What is more surprising is that the Cénadian
contribution actually decreased from 1984 and onwards subsequent
to the election of Brian Mulroney. In a similar vein, Graph 1
reveals that not only did the United States provide the bulk of
the funding for NORAD but also that there was significant growth
in the funding of NORAD by the United States throughout the
1980s.

While the operational costs do not show the promised increase
in funding, cooperation on major capital expenditures such as the
North Warning System showed a new willingness to take on more of
the financial burden. The NWS costs were divided along a 60%/40%
split with the United States assuming the greater burden. Of the

endeavors undertaken under ADI, this one is the most costly.
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Table 1

NORAD FUNDING
1980 - 1990
YEAR US$ US%  CANADAS QM.L_%L' DA
1980 1,709 90.2 185 9.8
1981 1,080 90.7 203 93
1982 2,842 89.7 328 103
1983 3,522 89.2 426 10.8
1984 4,615 915 431.6 8.5
1985 5,036 90.9 503 9.1
1986 6,599 94.2 407 5.8
1987 6,340 93.6 51 6.4
1988 6,538 94.3 393 57
1989 5018 92.3 416 77
1990 5253 92.3 437 77

NOTE: All figures in millions of 1990 US dollars ($)
Source: NORAD
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In marked contrast, the Canadian example reveals an 11 year
average of 8.28%. Similarly, the profile in Graph 1 reveals the
disparity between the funding of NORAD by the United States and
Canada. The relatively flat and stable amount of funding for
NORAD by Canada throughout the 1980s is somewhat deceptive. There
appears to have been some growth as the gently swollen peak of
1985 indicates. However, as Table 1 inaicates, while the overall
amount of funding by Canada increased through the first half of
the decade, the actual percentage share of funding decreased
throughout the second half.

If the two countries spending on NORAD is juxtaposed as in
Graph 1, the Canadian example tends to appear flattened due to
the significantly larger amount of funding that is provided by
the United States. However, when Canadian funding of NORAD is
shown in isolation as in Graph 2, a different picture emerges.
Throughout the 70s, according to the Canadian Department of
National Defence, funding for NORAD was fairly stable and
averaged 200 million (in 1990 dollars). The 1980s reveal a marked
increase in the funding of NORAD by Canada. Again, the increased
funding seems to have hit a peak in 1985 and more or less leveled
off at that point. Taken in isclation, the United Stétes example
presented in Graph 3 reveals a marked increase in funding
throughout the early to mid 1980s with a plateau of sorts having
been reached in the 1986 to 1988 time span. The growth in NORAD
funding throughout the 1980s on the part of both nations seems to

be attributable to the ADI modernization program.
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When contrasting NORAD funding by country as a proportion of
overall budgetary allotment to the respective air services a
slightly different picture emerges. (See Graph 4) It is
immediately apparent that NORAD consumes a proportionately larger
share of the Air Command budgetary allotment in the Canadian
example. NORAD consumes proportionally less of the USAF budget.
This is an indication of the differing situations in place in
Canada and the United States.

For Canada, NORAD is a major undertaking. The United States
spends significantly more on defence than does Canada and NORAD
represents a very small fraction of that total expenditure.
Nevertheless, as Graph 4 illustrates, NORAD accounted for a
greater share of the air service budget in both countries
throughout the 1980s. It is interesting to note that the Canadian
example reveals the bulk of the growth during the first half of
the decade while the American example reveals the bulk of the
growth during the later part of the decade. This can be explained
in part by the fact that the majority of the work on the NWS was
accomplished during the second half of the decade with the United
States assuming the greater responsibility in that instance.

When it comes to providing manpower for the daily operation
of NORAD, there is an imbalance as well. However, in this
category, there is a surprise. (See Table 2). During the time
period of 1980 through 1983 Canadian personnel stationed in the

United States actually outnumbered American personnel devoted to
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[Persommel Under CINCNOIRAID
US Forces Canadian Forces

Year InUS In Canada  Sub Total In US In Canada Sub Total TOTAL
1980 130 0 130 174 223 397 527
1981 116 0 116 174 223 397 513
1982 115 0 115 130 339 469 584
1983 114 0 114 118 339 457 571
1984 124 0 124 115 339 454 578
1985 123 1 124 116 325 441 565
1986 454 56 - 510 120 327 447 957
1987 399 2 401 120 327 447 848
1988 304 2 306 141 323 464 770
1989 ‘ 303 | 2 305 140 323 463 768
1990 ‘ 319 2 | 321 143 596 739 1060
1991 318 2 320 143 -~ 596 739 1059
Table 2

Source: NORAD



NORAD. Furthermore, the total number of Canadian personnel
falling under CINCNORAD's command outnumbers the American
contingent in every year with the exception of 1986. It is also
apparent that the total number of personnel under CINCNORAD has
doubled in the last ten years.

It is immediately apparent that the majority of the
personnei are from Canada. Furthermore, as revealed in Graph 5,
the trend appears to be one of expansion. The total number of
personnel under CINCNORAD in a peacetime situation grew
throughout the 1980s. Graph 6 further exposes the nature of the
NORAD staffing situation. It is interesting to note that Canada
provides the majority of the personnel for the staffing of NORAD.
It is even more interesting to note that Canadian personnel
located in the United States outnumbered American personnel
throughout the first half of the decade. In fact, the United
States surpassed the Canadian contribution only in 1986. Both the
Canadian and American contributions to the staffing of NORAD
reveal a relatively flat profile. The American contribution
reveals a pronounced growth in the 1985 to 1986 time period which
appears to be directly linked to the ADI modernization plan. The
Canadian example reveals no such growth until the end of the
decade. This may be a result of increased staffing requirements
due to the completion of some of the ADI projects begun in the
niddle of the decade.

The number of Canadians serving under CINCNORAD in the United

States has remained relatively stable throughout the 1980 to 1991
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time period. As revealed by Graph 7, staffing of NORAD by
Canadian personnel based in the United States has remained
relatively stable. Similarly, Canadians serving under CINCNORAD
stationed in Canada remained fairly level throughout the 1980s
with a marked increase at the end of the decade. This is highly
interesting as it illustrates that Canadian personnel are not
outnumbered by their American counterparts. Again, it is possible
that the various improvements and additions to the air defence
system begun in the mid 1980s required additional manpower which
necessitated this increase. Graph 8 reveals a vastly different
situation in relation to United States staffing of NORAD. It is
immediately apparent that the United States did not maintain many
of its own personnel in Canada. One individual was brought into
Canada in 1985 followed by a larger influx in 1986. From 1987
onwards, the United States has maintained only two individuals in
Canada. As a result, Canadian sensitivity to American influence
in Canada is lessened. It is interesting to note that a similar
sensitivity to a preponderance of Canadians in the United States
has not materialized in the United States. The United States
staffing of NORAD by personnel based in the United States further
reveals a fairly stable profile during the first half of the
decade. Marked growth occurred in this area during the 1985 to
1986 time period. Once again, it would appear that the
implementation of ADI is responsible for this increase.

However, if one looks at Graph 9, a slightly different

picture emerges. Should there be a reason for CINCNORAD to act,

PAGE 131



NORAD Staffing

CANADA

w |

480

360

240

120

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991

Canadians In Canada

i1 Canadians In USA

Graph 7

Source: NORAD



NOIRAID Staffing

United States of America

500 —/

400
300

200

100

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991

l US In USA Busnh Canada,

Graph 8

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985

Source: NORAD



1985 1991

Canada

6699

10.47% Canada
3213
8.46%

USA
34781
USA 91.549;
57301
89.53%
Overall % Decrease = 40.63%
Canadian Decrease = 52.04%
US Decrease = 39.30%
1985 NOIRAD Forces 1991 NORAD Forces
In A Wartime Situation In A Wartime Situation
Canadian Forces: 5,042 Canadian Forces: 2,748
Canadian Civilians: 1,657 Canadian Civilians: 465
Total: - 6,699  Total: 3,213
US Forces: 57,301 US Forces: 24 578 |
US Forces Alaska: 10,203
GRAND TOTAL: 64,000
GRAND TOTAL: 37,994
NOIRAD Canada / USA

Personnel Contribution

Source: NORAD Gr aph 9



the situation changes dramatically. The figures reveal the
greater resources available to the United States. The
differential is easily explainable when one takes into account
the size of both reqular and reserve forces from which each
country could draw upon. While the United States has greater
resources from which to draw upon, it is clear that there have
been fairly serious cuts made in terms of manpower available to
CINCNORAD in a wartime situation. In 1985, the total number of
both Canadians and Americans that could be drawn upon was 64,000.
By 1991, this number dropped to 37,994 which represents a real
decrease of 40.63%. Furthermore, the numbers reveal a decrease of
52.04% in Canadian personnel and a 39.30% decrease in United
States personnel for this time period. In part, this decrease can
be accounted for by the change in relations between East and
West. As relations between East and West continue to improve, it
would not be surprising to see further cuts in the number of
personnel which could be utilized by CINCNORAD in a wartime
situation. Proportionately, the contribution by the United States
in this regard was 89.53% of the total force structure in 1985.
Even with the reductions in overall force size available to
CINCNORAD, the United States contributed 91.54% of the overall
force size in 1991. Not only did the Canadian contribution
experience a greater decrease, the percentage share decreased as
well.

Other budgetary considerations such as overall spending on

the respective air services reveal similar profiles. The United
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States spending on the USAF since 1957 reveals growth and decline
throughout a variety of administrations (See Graph 10). There are
two peaks in the early profile which seem to be linked to United
States 1nvolvement in Korea and Vietnam. Following these peaks
there appears to be a decline throughout the 1970s. New growth

in the USAF budget appears as a peak during what is best
characterized as the Reagan defence buildup. The Canadian example
shows no such variations. As a result of the significantly
smaller budget that Air Command has to live with, the curve
representing the Air Command budget appears compressed and flat
in contrast to the USAF example. Taken in isolation, Air Command
spending has grown over the 1957 to 1990 period. As revealed by
Graph 11, Air Command has experienced significant increases in
its funding. In particular, this is most apparent throughout the
latter part of the 1970s and early 1980s. Some of the peaks
visible in this profile are easily explainable. In particular,
the huge rise in spending between 1979 and 1984 is directly
attributable to the CF-18 purchase.

While it appears that there has been a renewed interest in
air defence and in NORAD on the part of the Canadian government,
a slightly different picture emerges when one looks at Graph 12.
It is readily apparent that Air Command has been steadily loosing
ground in the period of 1957 to 1990 as far as share of the
overall defence budget goes. It is also apparent that the peaks
revealed by this profile also coincide with certain méjor

purchases. The peak which was visible in Graph 11 which coincides
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with the CF-18 purchase is also visible in Graph 12.

From the data gathered, it is quite obvious that Canada does
not contribute as much to the operation of NORAD as does the
United States. Furthermore, the numbers reveal that Canada is not
living up to the accepted formula for financing NORAD which
apportions 90% of the cost to the United States and 10% to
Canada. It would appear that Canadian funding of NORAD during the
Mulroney regime was predicated on doing as little as possible
rather than on contributing at an optimal level. The actions of
the Mulroney government do not match the rhetoric. What is worse,
the percentage share of the annual expenditure on NORAD actually
decreased. Despite the public pronouncement that Canada must be
willing to assume a greater share of the defence burden, the
opposite seems to have happened in the case of NORAD. It appears
that, public pronouncements are not always translated into
action. Given that the traditional threat from the Soviet Union
has disappeared, it should be interesting to see whether the
support for NORAD as well as the funding can be maintained even
at their present levels. The bulk of the contribution that Canada
has made to the operation of NORAD throughout the 1980s has been
in the area of manpower. The Canadian contribution is far from
triQial in this area. Nevertheless, a contribution in manpowér
alone cannot redress the gross imbalance in the funding of NORAD.

On the positive side, both funding and staffing of NORAD
have increased on the part of both countries. It would seem that

this indicates a renewed interest in air defence in Canada and
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the United States. The decrease in force size during a war time
situation, and the decreasing share of the defence budget
allocated to the air services points to a change in direction
which has been brought about by the collapse of the Soviet Union.
It should be interesting to see whether or not levels of funding
and staffing remain the same over the next five to ten years.
Similarly, it will be interesting to see how the role of NORAD 1is
defined in the future. Given that many areas still exist where
NORAD has a legitimate role to play, it does not seem that NORAD
will disappear any time soon. NORAD has progressed and evolved
over time. In order to stay relevant, it will have to change yet
again and shift its focus to other security problems which
threaten North America.

As NORAD can serve both civilian and military purposes, it is
obvious that the command can remain relevant in the current
context. The emphasis on defence against Soviet aggression may no
longer be as relevant as it once was but there are other
functions which NORAD can accomplish. American interests will
maintain NORAD as an integral part of the Unified Space Command
(USC) so long as Canadian territory is required. The NWS along
with AWACS aircraft are an integral part of the surveillance
capability of the USC. For Canada, NORAD represents an effecti?e
way to bolster Canadian security, sovereignty, and independence.
It also provides for a way to regulate air traffic between the
two countries with some certainty. Furthermore, it prevents the

embarrassment of requiring the United States to act unilaterally
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in surveilling and patrolling Canadian airspace. Lastly, NORAD
provides a means for Canada to gain an inside look into American
activities and contributes to the assertion of sovereignty over
the Arctic Archipelago. All of these factors combined with the
fact that NORAD is extremely cost effective for Canada provide
for an environment where the renewal of NORAD is a foregone
conclusion. Successive Canadian governments have recognized the
desirability and cost effectiveness of this arrangement. The
Mulroney government merely recognized the fact that NORAD would
continue regardless of Canadian funding and therefore did not
contribute the expected 10% to the NORAD annual operating budget.
As Jockel and Sokolsky accurately point out, the difference
between Mulroney and Trudeau is not one of substance. It is

merely a difference in style,
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It is apparent that issues linked to NORAD and continental
defence are driven by USAF and CAF needs. Throughout the
formative process and thereafter, it has always been the USAF
and the CAF which has initiated policy changes and decisions
which were then passed along to the respective governments for
approval. While NORAD is an issue in Canadian politics, it is
simply a matter of long-standing policy in the United States.
Furthermore, because NORAD is an issue in Canadian polifics, it
is often exploited on a political level which has little to do
with the reality of government policy.

It appears that there has been a renewed emphasis on air
defence throughout the 1980s as evidenced by the Air Defence
Initiative and the construction of the North Warning System.
However, Canadian staffing and funding of NORAD throughout the
1980s reveals a mixed picture. From the data, it is clear that
Canada did not contribute the traditional 10% of the NORAD annual
budget after 1984. Funding for NORAD under the preceding Liberal
government hovered around 10%. Brian Mulroney promised to do more
and to take on a greater share of the defence burden. Rhetoric
aside, the Mulroney promise to do more does not seem to have been
translated into actual funds. In fact, the data shows that the
percentage share of NORAD funding actually decreased after 1984.
The increase in manpower which was experienced at the end of ‘the
decade partially offsets the decrease in funding. While an
increase in manpower can be equated with being seen to do more,

when combined with funding which is less than the traditional
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10%, it cannct be interpreted as doing more than was the case.

NORAD is important to Canada as it serves to enhance
Canadian security. Moreover, the radar stations erected as an
electronic tripwire across the Arctic enhance Canadian claims
over this region. Canadian participation in NORAD has been of
great benefit to Canada. While Canadian sovereigntyﬂand security
have been strengthened as a result of NORAD, it is important to
remember that the United States has prov