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ABSTRACT 

The central focus of this study is to investigate the extent to which Canadian defence 

officials articulated strategic interests during the early phase of the Cold War. the period 

from 1950- 1963. It demonstrates that such officials not only approached the defence and 

security issues of the day fiom a distinctly Canadian point of view, but that they also 

made important conceptual contributions to the larger field of post-war strategy. The 

smdy further demonstrates that Canadian strategic thought was influenceci by a range of 

non-US based factors, including the Western alliance, technolog ical change, the 

international environment, the Canadian defence policy community , and domestic 

political considerations. The project has implications not only for the study of Canadian 

security, but also for Canadian foreign policy. as it contends that the peripheral 

dependence perspective is poorly suited to explain the reaiity of Canadian policy choices 

made during this period. Lastiy, the study asserts that policy debaw in Canada can be 

best understood by exarnining the interaction between state and societal concerns, as a 

defence policy community emerged that influenceci the manner in which defence officials 

approached certain issues. 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

This project could not have b e n  cornpleted without the help and encouragement of many 

people. First, 1 wish to thank Dr. David Dewin, who supervised this dissertation and 

provided invaluable counsel from its very inception (beginning with a fax sent while he 

was in Asia in June 1994). 1 owe him an immense debt of gratitude. 1 also wish to 

thank the other members of my dissertation cornmittee, Dr. David Leyton-Brown and Dr. 

.J. L. Granatstein, who offered timely advice. numerous suggestions and 

recommendatiom, and assistance when I encountered problems in the research process. 

In addition to the mernbers of my committee, there are several others who helped 

dong the way. Stimulating discussions with Dr. George Lindsey, the former head of the 

Operational Research and Anaiysis Establishment (ORAE) at the Department of National 

Defence, first led me to consider the possibility of examining the evolution of Canadian 

strategic thought. I thank him for his patience and encouragement, and also for dlowing 

me to view his personai collection of unclassified records and fües. Dr. Donald Munton 

also proved immeusely help ful , offer ing nurnerous research suggestions and a cri tical 

eye. I also wish to thank Dr. David Mutimer and Dr. Pierre L i z e  for early suggestions 

on approaching and researching a dissertation. Steven Mataija of York University 

deserves a special note of thanks, as he suffered through many readiags of the draft and 

offered wise advice throughout. Steve also helped print early drafts of the chapters. until 



1 was sufficiently convinced that my uusted dot matrix printer would simply not suffice 

with a project of this length. While 1 am pleased to Say that Steve survived this lengthy 

process. I'm afraid his laser printer did not. 

This projecr would also not have been possible had it not been for some dedicated 

and helpfbl people at both the National Archives of Canada (NAC) and the Department 

of National Defence's Directorate of History (D HIST). At the former, Ron Falls of the 

Access Division went well beyond the cd1 of duty to halp. Whenever it appeared that 

1 had run up against a brick wall of goverment secrecy, Ron invariably had a suggestion 

that ensured that more documents would eventually be released. Further. 1 very much 

enjoyed our frequent discussions on the Ottawa Senators' hockey team, even if our astute 

recommendations were not adopted by the teams' management. In addition, John 

Armstrong, also of the Access Division, helped point out possible record collections 

during the early days of the project. I also wish to th& Paul Marsden, Dave Smith, 

and Paulette Dozois of the Müitary and International Affairs Record unit of the 

Government Archives Division, al1 of whom were heipful in identiwing External Affairs 

records. My thanks also go out to the very helphil staff at the circulation desk, in 

particular Janet Murray and Michel Poifras, who had the unenviable task of reading rny 

very poorly written archival request forms. On several occasions, Janet and Michel 

spotted errors in my forms, and actually requested the correct record collections! A 

further note of thanks goes to Ken Schluinger of the National Archives and Records 

Administration (NARA), at College Park, Washington, D. C., for his assistance in 



identifiing and Iocating American records. 

At the Directorate of History, Dr. Owen Cooke proved imrnensely helpful, and 

identified numerous collections that had never previously been reviewed. 1 aiso wish to 

th& Ms. Isabel Campbell and Ms. Andrea Schlect for their assistance in reviewing and 

opening files. Lasdy, the Director of D HIST. Dr. Serge Bernier, recognized early on 

that this project would pose a special challenge to the Directorate at a time when its 

budget and staff was being cut. He helped ensure that my review requests received 

prompt and often immediate attention, and for that I am most grateful. 

Fuiancial assistance for this project was provided by the Department of National 

Defence Military and Strateg ic S tudies (MSS) Program (since renamed the Security and 

Defence Forum), and the Socid Sciences and Humanities Research Councii of Canada 

(SSHRC), both of which provided me with doctoral scholarships. These fun& allowed 

me to conduct archival research in Ottawa for a total of 14 months during 1995 and 

1996. This financial suppon greatl y facil itated the completion of this project . 

For the past six years, 1 have been a researcher at the Centre for International and 

Security Studies at York University. This has proven to be an exceptionally stimulating 

envuonment from which to work. I wish to thank the personnel of the Centre for their 

assistance and support over the years. In this regard, Rose Edgecombe, Heather 

Chestnua. and Wendy Kubasik al1 proved helpful on many occasions. 

vii 



Most irnponantly, 1 wish to thank my family. and pariicularly my parents, 

Maxwell and Iris Richter, for their constant encouragement and support. Having both 

completed Ph.D. theses themselves (my father in Immunology and my mother in Clinical 

Psychology), they appreciated better than anyone the ups and downs o f  undertaking a 

project on this scale. It was their understanding and advice that made its completion 

possible. 

viii 



PREFACE 

The origins of this thesis can be uaced to many of the principal works in the field of 

Canadian security. works which have largely assumed that Canada was either too weak 

andlor disinterested to examine issues of strategy during the Cold War. Unable to 

identiQ a national Canadian defence policy, the authors of these studies concluded that 

Canadians s imply accepted the anaiys is and strateg ic concepnial framework(s) identified 

and articulated by Our alliance panners. In spite of the widespread acceptance of this 

argument, however, evidence supporting it in the form of documentation is lacking, with 

adherents contending that it is the strict regulation of government documents in Canada 

that has prevented definitive proof from being released. 

Based on material that was de-classified for this study, this project examines how 

Canadian defence officiais (assisted by those in the Department of External Affairs) 

approached some of the critical defence issues of the early Cold War, the period from 

1950 to 1963. There are several reasons that account for the selection of this tirne 

period. Most critically, this interval, which is today referred to as the " Firs t Cold War " . 
constituted the years in which the general tone of the Cold War was established for the 

subsequent two-and-a-half decades. At its start, US-Soviet relations, whiie tense, had 

not yet deteriorated to open hostility, and the glow of wartime cooperation, while fading, 

had not yet disappeared altogether . Thirteen year later, East- West relations had gone 



through an exuaordinary period of sustained tension. clirnaxed by the Cuban Missile 

Crisis of 1962. an event that convinced policy makers on both sides that more 

accommodative policies needed to be introduced and implernented. Thus, by 1963. the 

Cold War was ending its fust cycle, and would soon enter a prolonged p e r d  of detente. 

The period was also chosen because. through my reading of the secondary 

literature, it became apparent that Canada was a critical Western actor during these 

years. not as powerful, to be sure, as the US, but quite firmly placed in the "middle" 

group of counuies, a group which included Britain, France. and West Germany. In the 

intervening decades, Canada's status. in the opinion of many observers. has declined, 

perhaps significantly. Indeed, many pinpoint the start of this decline to the series of 

defence crises from the late 1950s and early 1960s, years which saw Canada negotiate 

a new air defence arrangement with the US. debate the pros and cons of the acquisition 

of nuclear weapons, and become a leading proponent of global disarmament. I wanted 

to examine these developments in detail. and determine if they offer contemporary 

observers and policy makers suggestions on how to approach controvenial issues. 

Lastly, as the project examines events which took place 35 to 50 years ago, it was 

anticipated that many of the documents that had previously been closed could be opened. 

as the 30 year classification requirement governiag the release of documents in Canada 

was now over. In fact, hundreds of documents were de-classified for this project, and 

thus this is the first account based on previously secret primary sources. 
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PART 1 

SETTING THE STAGE: PROPOSITIONS, PRIOR STUDIES, AND 
A REVIEW OF CANADIAN DEFENCE POLICY, 1945-1949 

(INTRODUCTION, CHAPTERS 1 - 4) 



It is no exaggeration to note that the broad field of Canadian security and defence 

policy has not attracted much attention in Canada. The reasons for this omission are not 

clear, but over the years explanations ranging from Canada's history as a colony of 

Britain. to this country's "unmilitary" nature,' to even the contention that there have 

been few interesting Canadian defence decisions and developments in the 20th century, 

have been offered. While. admittedly, several excellent works in the field have been 

writtenV2 the general lack of interest has fed the impression that this country's security 

arrangements and policies have not been worthy of serious study. 

Given the general lack of attention to the field of Canadian security, it is not 

surprising that the specific topic of Canadian strategic thinking has also gone largely 

unexamined. While a few studies have been published, not one has been based on a 

reading of the documentation, ie.. records and files that would reveal the presence or 

absence of such discussions within Canada's Department of National Defence (DND). 

While the difficulty in gaining access to government records has been a barrier to such 

research in the past, this explanation cannot account for the more recent failure of 

Canadian scholars to investigate this topic. Indeed. when one considers the materiai 

from the 1955-1965 period that has recently been de~lassified,~ questions are raised 

about the apparent readiness of Canadian security scholars to accept the " fmdings" of 

studies based largely on readings of the public record and the secondary literature. 
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A country's strategic thought can tell us much about the manner in which military 

and defence issues are approached. the attitudes towards the use of force, as well as more 

general observations about the country's place in the broader political and security 

environment. Similarly, the lork of strategic thinking cm also tell us much. Such a 

failure may be linked to the influence of a very conservative and/or authoritarian 

government, or it can suggest the apparent satisfaction of national defence requirernents 

established by a dominant strategic theorist. Perhaps more importantly, it can signify a 

denial that there are important defence issues and problems that require consideration. 

In this regard, it might be noted that al1 counaies have such interests: what they may lack 

are the observers to recognize and articulate them. 

Canada's long colonial dependence on Britain, as well as the very close bilateral 

relationship with the US, led in the late- 1960s and '70s to a series of studies that argued 

that this country lacked an independent capacity to articulate its interests in a variety of 

areas, of which defence and security was only one.' For the purposes of this study, 

though, the key daim was that Canada had no tradition of strategic thought, a failure that 

had left this country with little protection against foreign military doctrines and the 

defence policies that had resulted IYom them. This argument was made by Canadian 

security scholars Adrian Preston and John Gellner, as well as the British strategist Colin 

Gray (their studies will be examined in detail in Chapter Two).' While the precise 

details varied, each offered the same basic -- although somewhat contradictory -- 

message; Canada had prod~ced little in the way of post-war strategic thought, and any 

such thinking that had been articulateci was the resuit of foreign (largely American) 
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concepts that had been imported. This failure was attributed to Canada's long 

dependence on foreign militaries for organization, discipline, and philosophy , and its 

pactise of identifying national interests in larger alliance terms. Despite the passage of 

time, the studies by these authors remain dominant in the field. having largely failed to 

spark further interest or debate among schola~s.~ Indeed, on the contrary, the notion of 

a strategicaily disinterested and passive country has becorne one of the tenets in Canadian 

security. repeated in a wide array of both scholarly and popular works. 

Purpose of the Smdv 

The purpose of this study is to determine whether Canadian government officiais 

articulated strategic thought which expressed security interats independent from those 

of the US. To this end, the project wiil evaluate the historical evidence surrounding the 

development and evolution of Canadian strategic thinking at DND over the period 1950- 

1963. However, since strategy reflects the interplay of military and political interests, 

the records of the Department of External Affairs (DEA) will constitute a secondary 

research fmus. An additional concern is to determine the kinds of influences that may 

have affecteci Canadian strateg ic thinking, and establish whether non-US based factors 

played a role. While the study recognizes that the US was a critical influence on 

Canadian thinking, it rejects the premise that it was the only such influence. The project 

will also investigate the degree to which Canadian strategic thought was reflected in the 

defence policy decisions of the day, and as a result offer observations on the making of 

public policy in Canada. By challenging some of the accepted premises in Canadian 
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security, this study will offer scholars a more complete picture of how Cold War defence 

issues were considered in Canada. and help identifj causai relationships that may account 

for specific developments in Canadian strategic thought. 

The project will also pose a number of broader questions which are intended to 

help place it in a more contemporary light. First, it will challenge the generally accepted 

view that the Canadian state has little freedom of action on issues related to defence and 

security. If evidence of independent strategic thinking is uncovered, this would 

demonstrate that Canada had considerable latitude to explore defence issues and articulate 

strategic concepts. On the other hand, the failure to uncover evidence of Canadian 

strategic thought would support the larger contention of the dominance of the extermi 

environment in Canadian defence policy.' In addition, the study wil1 challenge the 

assertion that there was no defence policy community8 in Canada during the period, and 

will argue that this community played an important role in shaping the larger defence 

environment within which specific issues were considered. This finding has implications 

for the current study of policy communities, and may indicate that their significance in 

the Canadian context is greater than is commonly recognized. More broadly, the study 

will raise questions about how defence issues are considered and approached by the 

Canadian state,' and challenge both the statist and liberal/pluralist assumptions about the 

relationship of the dernocratic state to civil society. 

In its broadest sense, the study will represent a challenge to the peripheral- 

dependence perspective in Canadian foreign and defence policy, one that views Canada 

as an essentially weak and penetrated country with little ability to resist others, in 
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particular the US.'' Ernerging in the late 1950s. peripheral-dependence encompasses a 

broad array of works and philosophies. However. at its core. supporters of this approach 

view the US as dominant in virtually al1 aspects of Canadian life. It thus maintains that 

Canada has been prevented ffom developing. as it has been wholly dominated by its 

bilateral relationship with the US. This perspective views Canada as politicaily , 

culturally, and economically dependent. and incapable of acting (let alone identiQing) 

in its own interest. 

W ith regards to defence matters , peripheral-dependence asserts chat Canada has 

had little choice but to negotiate various arrangements with the US. American military 

capabilities are seen to be sufficient to deter challenges from alternative great powers or 

lesser power coalitions, and to render unnecessary the active pursuit of consensus and 

compromise.'l American positions are thus nanually adopted as Canada's own. The 

result of Canadian activity that arises from the acquiescent cornmitment to US dominated 

military alliances is the active support for American preferences and defence policies. 

In the context of this study, then, peripheral-dependence would accept the findings of 

authors Preston, Gellner, and Gray, and assert that Canadians were incapable of 

identifying their own strategic interests and were largely content to rely upon the findings 

of others. 

The project is thus of interest fiom a variety of perspectives. Examined from a 

Canadian security point of view, the study will tell us much about how Canadian defence 

officiais approached the cr itical issues of the 1950s and early %Os, and establish whether 

they had a thorough appreciation and understanding of the changing strategidtechnical 
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environment. Further. through the frequent cornparison of Canadian and American 

strateg ic thought . the analysis will add to Our understanding of th is extraord inaril y 

complex relationship, in particular its defence and security component. Most critically. 

the project will examine Canada's ability to chart its own security course during the peak 

period of the Cold War. a development linked to this country's larger place in the 

international system and capacity to withstand pressure imposed by the external 

environment. Indeed, the relative importance ascr ibed to the domestic, governmental , 

and externai environments in Canadian security policy will need to be re-considered in 

lig ht of the evidence offered. l2 

That last point requires some elaboration. Much of the literature in Canadian 

security, as noted above, asserts that the Canadian state responded to developments in 

the external environment throughout this period. and that it was generally too weak to 

identify iu own interesü (or to act in them in any event). The popularity of this thesis 

reflects a widespread consensus on the power of this environment over Canadian decision 

makers. If this study can demonstrate that Canadian strategic thinking was influenced 

by borh external and domestic considerations (including distinctively Canadian security 

interests), it will not only represent a challenge to the literature in the field but also cal1 

hto question that consensus, and point to the need for further historical research. 

At this point, attention can N n  to brief descriptions of three issues of broad 

concern to the project. The issues are: (1) the significance of the 1950- 1963 time period; 

(2) an examination of strategic thinking; and (3) the contending thwries of the state, 

state-society relations, and the concept of policy communities. A review of the research 
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design and outline of subsequent chapters will set the stage for the discussion that follows 

in Chapter One. 

The Siprnificance of the 1950- 1963 Time Period 

The years 1950-63 were dominated by the US-Soviet Cold War. a competition 

that cut across political, military, and economic interests. With hindsight, the historian 

may see the Cold War and the division of Europe that it generated as a radier peculiar 

aberration which temporarily intermpted a much more fluid system of balance-of-power 

politics. But at the time it seemed a permanent feature of international life. The 

possibility that it would simply fade away would have seemed preposterous as recently 

as a decade ago.13 And yet, this in no way should undermine the importance of the 

thinking that was articulated during the per i d .  In an uncertain environment, defence and 

security issues were prioritized, and the interpretatioos and understandings that were 

reached were grounded in a world view which took as its swing point the hostility 

between East and West. 

Canada was an important player in the Cold War as our considerable miiitary and 

economic power, dong with our privileged political standing in the West, combined to 

make this country influentid. Beginning in the late 1940s, successive Canadian 

governments viewed the Soviet threat harshly, a view that was little different than the one 

in Washington and London. '' Chapter Three, which will help establish the historical 

setting of the study, focuses on how the government m e  to adopt a strong anti-Soviet 

posture during the period 1945-49. In spite of the severity of the perceived threat, 
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however, actuai defence preparations and spending in Canada remained low during the 

early post-war years, as observers did not expect hostilities in the near-term. 

The Korean War brought about a sea change in that perception, and forms the 

point at which the examination of original documentation for this study begins. Literally 

overnight, external affairs and defence officiais becarne concerned about the immediate 

danger that the Soviet Union presented. The war sparked a massive Canadian defence 

build-up15 and also led to twin decisions to send troops outside the continent. fint to the 

batdefields in Asia, and then to Europe, where many believed the next Soviet military 

"proben would corne. 

Over the next dozen years, the Canadian government faced a series of critical 

defence decisions. many of which were influenced by the Cold War fever that gripped 

the West. In the early part of the period, the most significant defence development was 

the gradual strengthening of the military paruiership with the US. This was manifested 

in a series of directives that ailowed tactical air force cooperation to intensify, the 

building of a series of radar lines in the Canadian north, and the gradual establishment 

of a system of binational air defence cooperation. By the late-1950s, changes in 

technology raised a number of difficult questions about Canada's defence preparedness 

and the roies and tasks of the Canadian military. Caught up in such discussions were 

concerns regarding the production of the CF-105 Arrow, the jewel of the Canadian 

aircraft industry and an industrial project of the first magnitude. A further air defence 

decis ion involved the Bornarc surface-to-air missile, which the Diefenbaker government 

claimed could accomplish the same strategic mission as the Arrow. The decision to 
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acquire the former and cancel the latter in 1959 was controversial. and shattered the 

domestic consensus that had largely supported Canadian security policy since the war. l6 

The most controversial Canadian defence issue during this period. however , was 

the question of the acquisition of nuclear weapons for Canadian forces in both North 

America and Europe. While the Canadian government tacitly accepted several nuclear- 

related NATO directives over the period 1954-1958 (as well as indicated to the US its 

willingness to accept such weapons). it apparently did not fully appreciate the obligations 

that these decisions and directives entailed. Thus. when the time w e  to acnially 

acquire the weapons in the early 1960s. the government balked. Between 1960 and 

1963. the Diefenbaker government followed an incoherent nuclear policy, at times 

implying that the weapons would be acquired. at other times questioning whether any 

nuclear commitments had, in fact, been made. l7 The controversy ultimately had 

repercussions during the Cuban Missile Crisis'' and led to a serious domes tic pol itical 

crisis in early 1963.19 In addition, the government's indecision led to an unprecedented 

US intrusion in Canadian political affairsvM which may have had an effect on the 

Canadian federal election of Apr il 1963. Mile Prime Minister-elect Lester Pearson 

ended the wntmversy by reaching agreement with the US to acquire the weapons, many 

Canadians had been embarrassed by this country's indecision and delay. 

These are some of the critical defence issues and developments that were of 

relevaace over the period 1950- 1963. If one point desemes emphasis, however, it is that 

this was a criticai phase of the Cold War, and much of the thinking that was articulated 

was coloured by the common perceptions and expectations of the tirne. 
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What is Stratepic Thidcine? 

Given that this study will examine the evolution of strategic thinking at DND, it 

is necessary to clari@ the term. Doing so is no simple task, however , as strategy is one 

of the most widely used -- if poorly undersfood -- terms in political science. 

The British military scholar Colin Gray offered perhaps the best introduction to 

the study of strategy when he noted that "the history of strategy is the history of the 

complex relationships among snategic ideas, military technology, and politics. The 

interdependence of these elements is unquestionable, but the precise character of that 

dependence has eluded systematic investigation. "" In this passage, Gray noted that 

snategy involves a number of different elements. but the precise weight given to each 

varies according to the time and place. It is the variability of strategy that deserves 

emphasis, as over the years scholan have stressed different aspects of the concept. 

While the history of snategy goes back several millennia.22 any discussion of 

modern strategy should begin with a review of the work of the Pnissian General Car1 von 

Clausewitz (1780-1831). who is widely regarded as the first modern strategist. His 

monumental study On War (published in 1832) is considered the defmitive work in the 

field? It covers a wide range of subjects, from the philosophical to the minutely 

practical. As the leading proponent of the prevailing philosophy of strategy and war in 

the last 150 years, Clausewitz's importance in the history of the subject is secure. 

A careful reading of On War reveds that suategy was defined in several ways, 

most notably as the use of combat, or the threat of combat, for the purpose of the war 

in which it takes place, which itself was highly dependent on a range of other factors? 



The term cut 

imprecision of 

to the very core of 

definitions offered. 
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Clausewitz's work, which partly explains the 

Despite the various formulations. Clausewitz's 

significance lies in the fact that he was the leading exponent of what has been called the 

"political philosophy of war": this is the view that war is rational. national, and 

instrumental. According to this concept. the objectives of state policy dominate and 

determine the military means selected and define the hierarchy of strategy and iac tics. 

The defeat of the enemy's armed forces and his will to use them is not an end in itself, 

but a means to achieve political goals. The critical point is that war is not an 

independent entity with a value-system of its own? 

While Clausewitz's broader conception of strategy was to become his lasting 

contribution to the field, it took some tirne before his approach was widely accepted. 

Thus, for much of the century following his death, the study of strategy went through 

a prolonged period in which its military component was elevated to the dominant 

position. 

The strategist most responsible for this development was a contemporary of 

Clausewitz, the Swiss military theorist Henri Jomini (1779- 1869). His major work, 

Precis de l'art de la Guerre (Summarv of The Art of War) was published in 1838, six 

years after Clausewitz's sprawling Q n  War. By isolathg strategy from its broader 

political and social context, Jomini encouraged a mode of thinking about strategy that 

continues to attract support to this day. According to his defmition, strategy refers to 

al1 levels of military action below the political decision to wage war down to, but not 

including, combat itself. lomini's work therefore lent itself to a reductionism that 

isolated and elevated the military aspect of strategy over al1 related con~e rns .~  



It is beyond the scope of this introduction to review other important contributions 

in the literature in the century between 1845 and 1945. Suffice to Say that most of the 

major works from this period continued to stress the military aspect of strategy, failing 

to recognize (or at least explain) that military force is used for essentially political 

 objective^.^^ Even the horrendous losses of World War One failed to alter this 

conception, as strategists argued over which technolog i d  advancernent represented the 

best hope of avoiding a repeat of the carnage of the Western front." Indeed, it was not 

until the closing days of World War Two. and the atomic explosions over Hiroshima and 

Nagasaki, that the marriage of the political and the military concepts of strategy was re- 

emphasized. and a revolution in its study was born. 

The analyst most responsible for this shift was an American. Bernard Brodie. A 

political scientist by training, Brodie began re-considering al1 the "accepted" principles 

on the use of force within weeks of the end of the war. The result was a remarkable 

1946 book, The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and World Order (edited by Brodie), 

that predicted the impact that nuclear weapons would have on global politics, and more 

specifically, the role that force would play in a nuclear arrned world. In a critical 

passage that was to become the most widely cited axiom of the nuclear age, Brodie wrote 

If the atomic bomb can be used without feu  of substantial 
retaliation in kind, it will clearly encourage aggression. So 
much the more reason, therefore, to take ail possible steps 
to assure that multiiateral possession of the bomb, should 
that prove inevitable, be aftended by arrangements to make 
as nearly certain as possible that the aggressor who uses the 
bomb will have it used against him ...niur far the chi@ 
pupose of our miütary establishment has been to win wars. 
From now on its chitfpurpose must be to aven them. It 
can have almost no other ü~efulpurpose.~ (emphasis added) 
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With this statement, Brodie announced that deterrence would become the de facto goal 

of American defence strategy in the nuclear age. Still, it was some time before die 

broader American defence community recognized this change, as there appeared to be 

a general reluctance to consider the implications of the nuclear revolution in the years 

immediately following the war (exarnined in Chapter Four). 

By the mid-1950s, the gestation period of a new generation of strategists came to 

an end and the modern arms debate. with which we have been farniliar since, was born. 

In the US. this change was induced by the arrival of the hydrogen bomb. the Eisenhower 

adminstration's (somewhat eager) adoption of it. and the subsequent articulation of the 

strategy of "massive retaliation". American analysts and observers began producing 

works that revoiutionized the study of strategy . and began identiming terms and concepts 

that would largely define the strategic dialogue for the ensuing three decades (this period 

became known as the "Golden agew of nuclear strategfl). At the same tirne, in the 

Soviet Union a defence debate of unusual openness was stimuiated by an array of 

economic and military pressures, and was made possible by the 1955 death of Sralin. 

The strategic doctrine that emerged in the USSR seemed underdeveloped in comparison 

with its US counterpart, although the appearance of simplicity did not indicate that Soviet 

strategic thinking was in any way less sophisticated: rather, it tended not to share the 

Western preoccupation with deterrence and the prevention of ~ a r . ) ~  

In the Cold War environment of the 1950s and 'Os, most of the cr itical Amer ican 

studies were attempts at addressing an essentially political problem -- how could the US 

most effectively acquire, deploy. and employ military power in ways that would further 
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American global interests but avoid large-scale security challenges? Catalyzed by 

dissatisfaction with the manner in which the US-Soviet relationship was unfolding. 

modern Western strategy was primarily intended to improve the quality of policy for 

dealing with the Soviet Union. 33 Deterrence becarne the dominant strategic paradigm. 

although as later chapters will reveal, the concept itself was contested within the 

American defence cornmunity. Additional critical contributions of the period included 

limited war and arms control, both of which required a conception of military and 

political interests .Y Together, the new concepts represented a recognition of the 

enormous destructive potential that nuclear weapons posed, and the absurdity of strictly 

stressing war preparations at a time when weapons of mass destruction threatened to turn 

any conflict into Armageddon. 

For this project, a traditional definition of strategy will be adopted. Despite the 

changes of the nuclear age, the core concern of strategy has remained the element of 

force, which continues to be the single most critical factor differentiating it from odier 

forms of activity." This study will therefore adopt the definition offered by Colin 

Gray, who has noted that "strategy is the art of employing or of threatening to empioy 

force for political ends. "" In this sentence, Gray captured the essence of strategy as 

borh a miiitary and poiitical concem, and recognized that its siudy is as much concenzed 

with the threat of force as it is with ifs actual empioyment. 

Strategic thinking thus underwent a transformation in the nuclear age, although 

in many respects the change represented a renirn to the concept offered more than a 

century earlier by Clausewitz. This discussion began with a recognition that the focus 
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of strategy can Vary depending on the nature of the issues and the costs involved. This 

might have been best described by Raymond Aron, when he noted that "strategic thought 

draws its inspiration each century, or rather at each moment of history, from the 

problems which events themselves pose. "" In the nuclear age, the critical issue was 

the prevention of the use of such weapons, with al1 other concerns being relegated to 

secondary sutus. This issue, in turn, led to the elaboration of a number of strategic 

theories, most of which were conceived by members of an increasingly speciaiized 

civilian defence community in the US.3a 

State-Society Relations and the Conce~t of Policy Communities 

As noted above, an additionai objective of this study is to determine the degree 

to which the defence policy community in Canada affected the manner in which issues 

were considered by defence officiais. This concern is related to the influence of societai 

interests on the policy and agenda setting-environments, which in turn is linked to the 

larger relationship between the state and civil society. While the vast literamre on this 

subject offers cornpethg theories on how best to explain this reiationship, there are 

several elements of commonality . 

There is broad agreement that individuals in civil society have interests, values, 

and policy preferences; and that rnembers of civil society, as individuais or in groups, 

may be disposed to make their interests and preferences known to the state. The key 

actors in civil society and the rneans of comrnunicating preferences may be readily 

acknowledged. Society may be differentiated into classes with similar characteristics, 
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such as a common relationship to the means of production, or groups with common 

materiai or ideological interests. Interest associations. business firms. and citizens 

groups are al1 examples of the various actors that dot civil society's Iands~ape.~' They 

comrnunicate their interests and policy preferences to state officiais through a variety of 

ways, including opinion polls, the media, public forums, lobbying, and the holding of 

elections. 

Normative liberal democratic theory stresses the notion of the equdity of citizens: 

individual consent to be governed; the sovereignty of the 'people"; representative 

institutions of governance; and the paramountcy of constitutionalism. Centrai to the 

successful functioning of liberai democracies is the willingness of state actors to carry 

out the wishes of the majority. Thus. the focus of normative theory is on how the state 

ought to behave, and how it ought to respond to the desires and interests of the 

governed ." Empir ical democratic theory , by contrast, attempts to explain the actual 

relationship(s) between society and democratic governments. Three broad theories of the 

state -- liberal/pluraiisrn, Marxism, and statism -- have been identifieci to help analyze 

this relationship, each of which employs different assumptions. 

The liberd-pluralist approach assumes that the state is little more than a referee, 

reacting to numerous demands made by individuais, interests, and groups in society. It 

holds that ail citizens have an equal opportunity to influence government decisions, and 

each centre of power is considered an important explanatory variable for govermental 

p01icy.~' In contrast, Marxist approaches assume that the behaviour of the state is 

tightiy bound to the capitalist mode of production and to the inherent conflict between 
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the dominant or hegemonic class -- those who control capital -- and other classes in 

society. M i l e  the approach divides into two variants. instrumental and structural 

Marxism," both focus on the tendency of the state to act in the interests of the 

dominant class in capitalist societies. ie.. the owners of capital." The third approach, 

statism, posits a fundamentally different conception of the relationship between state and 

society. Unlike the other approaches. statism asserts that the democratic state seeks to 

be autonomous from civil society. In other words, it tries to ensure that its policy 

behaviour will reflect its own set of preference~.~ 

The concept of policy comrnunities is increasingly attracting attention for iü 

insight in understanding both the parameters within which policy debates are constructeci 

and the degree to which societal interests affect those debates. Originally conceived by 

Peter Katzenstein to help explain the variety of relations that prevail between public and 

private actors in advanced capitalist systerns ," a policy community includes al1 those 

actors with a direct interest in a particular policy field. The community subdivides into 

two segments -- the sub-government and the attentive public. The former, which is 

composed of government agencies, Parliament, and various interest associations, actually 

makes policy in a given field and is seldom challenged by dissident members of the 

community. The attentive public, by contrast, contaias interested observers, the media, 

and private institutions, al1 of whom have an interest in a specific field and attempt (often 

indirectly) to influence policy within it? 

The concept of a defence policy community in Canada is not well established. 

In fact, none of the major studies in Canadian security literature has even considered the 
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idea. at least not in the time period selected for this studym4' However. this project wiil 

demonstrate that such a community not only existed over the period 1950-1963. but that 

it played an important role in shaping the defence debate and the broad contours of 

strategic thinking at DND. Rather than focus on the sub-government component of the 

community, this study will concentrate on the attentive defence public, the members of 

which generally wished to see a more independent Canadian defence policy. While the 

composition of this public need not be identified here, its make-up ensured that it reached 

a significant Canadian audience. 

This study will demonstrate that the ability of state actors to influence policy 

debates and outcornes may therefore be shaped by the goals and organizational 

capabilities of societal interests. The implications of this finding are significant, and may 

indicate that public officiais, whose objectives require the cooperation of societal 

interests, may find themselves blocked when they are not supported by key domestic 

actors.'' Moreover , w ithout the support of well-organized societai interests, state actors 

may be unable to prevent interference in their policy community and may find their own 

agenda usurped by other a c t ~ r s . ~ ~  This possibility points to the need for further 

research in both the broad subject area and in the Canadian context in particular. At a 

time when the authority of the democratic state is under challenge, understanding the 

ways in which societal interests are translated into political pressures can help scholars 

better appreciate the interplay between public interests and state concerns. 

Lastly, the study will raise a number of questions about the manner in which 

government departmenu -- notably DND and DEA -- formulated security interests and 
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reached policy concIusions. Indeed, the time period selected for this study straddles two 

radically different phases in the Canadian government's foreign policy decision-making 

process. According to David Dewin and John Kirton, the first part of ihis period, from 

1950-1957. corresponded to the "Era of harmonious segmentation," a period in which 

the leadership of External A ffairs was rare1 y questioned among government 

departrnents." Beginning , though, with the array of controversial defence issues in the 

late 1950s. this was replaced by the * Era of competitive fragmentation. "'l This period 

witnessed major bureaucratic cleavages based on irreconcilable constructs of where 

Canada's principal defence interests lay and what the most appropriate steps were to 

ensure that this country remained an important global actor. In this environment, DND 

increasingly challenged DEA's bureaucratic dominance, a situation that first became 

notable with the NORAD air defence agreement, but reached its climax severai years 

later with the bitter inter-bureaucratie dispute over the domestic acquisition of nuclear 

weapons. While not a focus of the research per se. the study will offer observations on 

how the two departments dealt with uncertainty, and the steps diat each took to ensure 

that it protected its influence within the government. 

Research Desi~n and Proiect Oreanization 

This project is divided into three parts. Part 1, which includes Chapters One 

through Four, establishes the conceptual and historia basis of the study. Chapter One 

identifies and examines the study's two principal propositions. Chapter Two provides 

a review of strategic thinking in the Canadian security literanire, with particular attention 
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directed to the studies by Preston, Gellner, and Gray. Chapters Three and Four establish 

the historic context of the study. The former focuses on some of the critical 

developments in Canadian defence pol icy during the 1945-49 period. and determines the 

degree to which indications of Canadian strategic thinking can be identified through 

various defence decision outcornes and a reading of the secondary litermre. Chapter 

Four sets the stage for the archival chapters by exarnining changes in technology , defence 

developments, and global politics over the years 1945-49, changes that resuited in a 

radically different security environment than the one that existed at the end of the war. 

Part II consists of five chapters, four of which focus on particulas issues of 

concern to Canadian Cold War security policy. These four chapters are al1 structured 

around the archival material. Part II begins with a brief chapter on the methodology 

adopted for this project -- the focused comparison method -- and examines the specific 

questions that have been identified to guide the inquiry. Chapter Six looks at air defence 

developments , C hapter Seven centres on Canadian concepniai contributions to nuclear 

saategy, Chapter Eight focuses on die domestic debate on the acquisition of nuclear 

weapons , w hile Chapter Nine examines Canadian thinking on arms control . 

Part III reviews the study's findings and implications. Chapter Ten looks at 

whether Canadian strategic thought was reflected in or influenced Canadian defence 

policy of the time. This is a critical question, as the failure to demonstrate a linkage 

would indicate that Canadian thinking existed in a kind of bureaucratie vacuum, 

unaffected by the real demands of policy. Chapter Eleven focuses on one of the factors 

identified in the second proposition -- the defence policy community -- and determines 
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whether and how it played a part in influencing strategic thought. In addition, it 

examines the extent to which Canadian defence officials were members of the larger 

nuclear strategy epistemic community that emerged at this tirne. Lastly , Chapter Twelve 

will review the study's findings. comment on the overall importance and impact of Cold 

War strategy, and identiQ avenues for further research in the field. It is the author's 

hope that this study might encourage other researchers to re-examine this subject area and 

reach their own conclusions on the basis of the historical evidence, more of which will 

undoubtedly be released in the yean ahead. 

In sum, this study will examine an array of assumptions that have gone largely 

unchallenged in Canadian security literature. It will focus on the writings and 

observations of offkials w ithin the Department of National Defence, writings that had 

been classified until recently. It will demonstrate that officials not only approached the 

critical defence issues of the day from a distinctly Canadian point of view, but will also 

reveal that they contributed to some of the principal conceptual strategic contributions of 

the period. As a result, it calls into question not only Canadian security literature (which 

has assumed a passive defence bureaucracy). but other works in the larger field of 

strategic studies. Lastly , the study represents a challenge to those who maintain that the 

Canadian state is tightly constrained by developments in the external environment. On 

the contrary, the project will reveal that Canada had considerable latinide to chan its own 

security course during a critical phase of the Cold War. 

Determining the evolution and development of Canadian strategic thought during 

the early phase of the Cold War will help dari@ how Canada approached that conflict, 



its attitude(~) toward the use of force during it. and help identiQ the influences that may 

have been important in shaping those perceptions. As Canada today faces a vastly 

different global environment, it is more important than ever to have a realistic 

appreciation of the manner in which issues were approached during this period of the 

nation's history. Most critically, ihough, the study will establish whether the arguments 

of a few security scholars developed over 20 years ago are indeed accurate. The 

perception of a Canada unable to identify its strategic interesu certainly seems reasonable 

given Canada's traditional dependent status in many policy fields. As will be 

demonstrated, however, there is a danger in accepting arguments that are based on the 

conventional w isdom before the actual documentation has been exarnined and anal yzed . 
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Chaoter 1 -- The Proiect 's Principal Propositions 

This study will test two propositions on Canadian strategic thought, both of which 

challenge the accepted wisdom in Canadian security literature. The propositions deal 

with different aspects of Canadian suategy; the first asserts that there is an identifiable 

body of Canadian strategic thought, while the second contends that there are severai 

factors that influenced the manner in which such thinking was articulated. The 

propositions require a methodology that is not only comprehensive. but capable of being 

used in conjunction with the array of documents to be considered. The rnethodology 

designed for this project is the focused cornparison rnethod,' one that permits the 

investigator considerable freedom in design while offering a thorough research program. 

At its most basic level, the study challenges the contention that judgements on the 

presence or absence of Canadian suategic thought c m  be reached without an examination 

of original documents. While observations based on a reading of the secondary literature 

are acceptable in the absence of such documentation, the ment release of materiai raises 

doubts about the prior studies in the field (to be examined in Chapter Two). Through 

the investigation of such records,' the project will introduce a degree of analytid and 

methodological rigour to the subject area. 
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The study has two related, but distinct. propositions: 

Prooosition 1 -- Canadian strategic thought was articulated by officials at the 
Department of National Defence, and such thinking was both original in scope and/or 
served distinctly Canadian interesa. 

This proposition directly challenges the central contention of authors Preston, 

Gray, and Gellner. It asserts that a body of Canadian strategic thought can be identified. 

and that Canadian officials articulated concerns in a wide variety of areas. While this 

is not to suggest that Canadian thinking was original with regards to every issue, the 

project will reveal that the observations offered by Canadian officials differed in 

important respects from those developed in Washington, London. and elsewhere. 

Canadian strategic thought was demonstrated in two ways: ( 1) issues were examined and 

considered from a distinctly Canadian point of view; and (2) Canadian officials made 

conceptualltheoretical contributions to the larger body of post-war strategy. 

The identification of a body of such thought will reveal that Canadian defence 

officials were clearly aware of the major scientific and technological debates of the day. 

It will further demonstrate that the Department of National Defence had a sophisticated 

understanding of the critical issues, and that Canadian op inions were care full y cons idered 

throughout the West. A case in point was Canadian thinking on the related issues of 

nuclear weapons and strategy (an example of a conceptual strategic contribution). As 

discussed in Chapter Seven. from the time the Soviet Union first detonated a nuclear 

weapon Canadian officials maintaineci that the best way to ensure superpower stability 

was through the strengthening of the muruul nuclear deterrent relationship between the 



retaliatory capabilities, neither side would be fwlish enough to strike the other and hence 

run the risk of a devastating retaliatory blow. This approach, though. was quite different 

from the one conceiveci in Washington. which held that stability could be bat  achieved 

through Amer ican nuclear superior ity . Over the ,  the American position graduai 1 y 

moved to the Canadian conception. which at least raises the possibility of direct Canadian 

influence. 

A second conceptual contribution involveci Canadian thinking on disarmament and 

arms control, where officials recognized that there were possible dangers -- most notably 

strategic instability - associateci with arms reductions in an uncertain political climate. 

Defence officiais therefore argued that it was critical that arms control agreements be 

carefu!ly monitored and evaluated to ensure that they would have the desired stabilizing 

effect. While sirnilar wncerns were voiced in some quarters of the American defence 

comrnunity, the consensus view on arms control was quite different, and tended to focus 

on its domestic political and economic effects. 

In contrast, Canadian thinking on air defence was less wnceptuaily oriented and 

more grounded in the defence realities that facd Canadian policy makers. In this 

regard, Canadian thinking was geared almos t exclus ive1 y to identifying de fence postures 

and policies that would better advance Canadian security interests. Canadian officiais 

thus made recommendations on the basis of their own anaiysis of the 

military/technological environment. Indeed, in several instances these recommendations 

differed from those of our American and British allies. Contrary to what has been 
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asserted in prior studies. then. offcials did not blindly accept the analyses produced 

elsewhere. However, it will also be revealed that Canadian thinking was strongly 

influenced by external defence commitments, with the result that the range of options waî 

frequently limited. 

At this point, though, a word of explanation is required. While DND is the 

departmental focus of the project, the contributions of officiais in DEA will also be 

explored. In fact, in some instances, such records will be vital in establishing that 

Canadian strategic thought was articulated. Nonetheless, there are two principal reasons 

why this study focuses on the records of National Defence: (1) as this study is a 

challenge to the previous works by authors Preston, Gray, and Geilner, iu emphasis is 

on the department where the failure to articulate strategic interests was alleged to be most 

notable; and (2) several secondary studies (as well as an array of personal memoirs) have 

been published that reveal the thinking of key DEA officials on a variety of strategic 

 issue^.^ Together, the two reasons from a compelling rationale to focus on the records 

of DND. 

To reach judgements on the independent nature of Canadian strategic thinking, 

frequent cornparisons between Canadian and American writings will be made. As noted 

in the Introduction, the period considered for this study corresponds with the "Golden 

age" of nuclear strategy, the years when American strategists (aided by a small group of 

Europeans) revolutionized not only the study of strategy, but more broadly, the study of 

the use of force as a rationai object of state policy. One would therefore expect some 

overlap between the issues that attracted attention in the US and in Canada. For 
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example. the introduction of nuclear weapons and the knowledge that future war could 

lead to global holocaust led to the development of several new strategic concepts and 

approaches, rnany of which shared similar assumptions and considerations. Still, the 

study will reveal that even small States like Canada had considerable opportunity to make 

independent strateg ic contributions. 

In both its conceptual and empirical form, however. it will be revealed that 

Canadian strategic thought suffered from many of the same shortcomings evident in rnany 

of the US writings of the period. In general, Canadian thinking demonstrated an 

emphasis on the military and technical aspects of strategy. with political concerns 

frequently relegated to secondary status. This was likely a result of the enorrnous 

technological changes of the period. and the effect that scientific innovation was having 

on the utilization of military power. As discussed in later chapters, the focus on the 

military aspect of strategy was a common characteristic of American writings, where 

analysts like Albert Wohlstetter and Herman Kahn were frequently criticized for their 

apparent lack of concern of the political context within which force is used. Still, 

observers might counter that the failure to adequately consider political interests cannot 

be termed a failwe of DND per se, as identifying such interests did not fa11 within the 

strict purview of the depart~nent.~ 

Whiie it is not possible to precisely determine the larger effect of Canadian 

conceptuai observations on the thinking that developed elsewhere (a point that will be 

explored in several chapters), the archival chapters will reveal that many of the insights 

offered by Canadians were ultimately accepted by observers in the field. While the 
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evidence of direct Canadian influence is admittedly largely circurnstantial. it is 

nonetheless quite compelling. Chapters Seven and Nine will reveal how the Canadian 

understanding of deterrence theory and arms control differed quite drarnatically from the 

Arnerican model, and how over t h e  the thinking in the fieiù gradually mved closer to 

the Canadian intepretdon. Funhermore, the study will demonstrate that the work of 

Canadian defence officials was widely distributed, and that as a result of the extensive 

defence ties between Canada and the US, Arnerican observers and civilian strategisu had 

broad access to Canadian studies. The study thus contends that Canadian observations 

influenced broader thinkllig in the field, although the author recognizes that further 

evidence is required before a final judgement on this question can be reached. 

Lastly, the study will argue that while Canadian officials articulateci a variety of 

strategic interests and coacerns, it is unreasonable to expect that they would have been 

uniquely original in ail instances. One of the principal arguments of the study is that 

similarities in nationai strategic thought do not necessarily reveai an inability on the part 

of one country to consider its interests or a willingness to copy concepts developed 

elsewhere. Rather, they indicate the limitations and constraints imposed by the external 

environment, and the effect(s) that external commitments rnay have on s tates. S imply 

put, no country has the Iuxury of establishing defence policies and hterests -- and 

forrnulating the strategic thinking that supports hem -- in a vacuum. The external 

environment is a consideration in the formulation of defence policies of al1 states, Canada 

being no exception. In this regard, the pressures involved with being a member of 

NATO and a partner with the US in the defence of North America, while considerable, 
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were no more severe on Canada than were comparable pressures imposed by alternative 

security arrangements on other States. This point will be developed further in Part Two. 

Proposition 2 -- Canadian strategic thinking was influenced by several non-US 
based factors, including the Western al1 iance , technolog icai change, the internat ional 
environment, the Canadian defence policy community , and domestic pol itical 
considerations. 

Like the first proposition, this one also challenges a key argument of authors 

Preston, Gray, and Gellner. These authors argued that Canada's junior status in its 

relationship with the US -- and uncertain national identity -- had resulted in a Canadian 

tendency to copy the thinking of foreign militaries, particularly the US. In connast, this 

proposition recognizes that the possible influences on Canadian strategic thinking go well 

beyond its North American defence partner, and include a variety of domestic and 

external factors. [t deserves noting, however, that while the intent of this proposition is 

to recognize non-US based influences, it does not deny the important effect that the US 

had on Canada. As noted, one of the principal objectives of future chapters is to 

determine the extent of that influence through frequent cornparisons (for a schematic 

representation, see figure 1). 

Whiie there is no need in this Chapter to describe each of the factors in detail, 

it is nevertheless useful to explain their possible relevance. The purpose of the following 

remarks is therefore to indicate the generai importance of these factors to Cold War 

Canadian defence policy. Direct evidence of their influence on strategic thinking will 

be left to the examination of documentation in fart Two. 



Proposition #2: Influences on Canadian Strategic Thinking Figure 1 
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The Western Alliance 

As one of the o r i g d  supporters of the Atlantic alliance. Canada established iüel f 

early on as a full participant in it. The benefits of this relationship ran both ways. 

however, as NATO was a counter-weight to Canada's bilaterai relationship with the US 

as well as an effective multilateral forum that brought together many of Canada's close 

allies. By tying its security policy to hat of the alliance, Canada placed its hith in the 

concept of collective defence, and irnplicitly accepted that ia defence policies would 

increasingl y be determined by alliance commiunents. This caused 1 ittle concern in 

Ottawa, though, as Canada was genedly pleased to be viewed as a full partner in the 

security of the West.' Indeeâ, with the exception of the US, Canada was the only 

country that made direct contributions to both European and North American security. 

It is important, therefore, not to conhse the crucial role that NATO pplyed in Canadian 

foreign and defence policy during this perid with the doubts that developed regarding 

Canada's role in the alliance in the late-1960s. 

As a possible influence on Canadian strategic thought, the major defence 

strategies adopted by the alliance during this period should be identified. The first of 

these a n  be Iabelled "deterrence by denial", and corresponded to the era of US nuclear 

superiority. This strategy envisioried the large-sale use of American nuclear weapom 

in a bombing campaign that would eliminate the Soviet Union's ability to wage 

A second strategy can be terrned "deterrence by threat of punishment." Rather than 

relying on a massive nuclear attack at the outset of any future conflict, this strategy 

envisioned using theatre and tactical nuclear forces in a more controlled rnanner. This 
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approach remained in effect until the eariy 1960s. at which time "flexible response" was 

gradually adopted. This third strategy was based on the premise of NATO offering a 

strong conventional defence against a Soviet attack, while retaining the option of "going 

nuclear" should conditions warrant.' While the US was unquestionably the dominant 

piayer in the making of alliance nuciear strategy. there was frequent tension between 

American and alliance interests. As examples, both the initial American articulation of 

the suategy of "massive retaliation" in 1954 as well as the evolution of "flexible 

responsen some years later resulted in widespread alliance criticism of US policies, and 

ultimately led to Americao "clarifications " that took account of European concern~.~ 

However, to better see how NATO strategy directly affected Caoadian defence 

interests requires an examination of some of the specific military directives adopted over 

the period. One key development was the December 1954 passage of MC 48, a 

document that codified the alliance dependence on tactical nuclear weapon~.~ Its passage 

resulted in the easing of restrictions governing the release of American nuclear weapons. 

and their incorporation in NATO defence planning at an early stage in any future 

conflict. This process continuai with the dual adoption of MC 14/2 and MC-70 in 1957 

and 1958, directives that provided more detailed guidance as to the place of nuclear 

weapons in NATO strategy for the period 1957-1963.'' As discussed in Chapter Eight. 

each of these directives had important implications for Canadian forces in Europe. 

although it appears that the government did not fully appreciate this impact at the time. 

The Western alliance also had a major political affect on Canada through this 

period. The Canadian government consistently maintained that NATO was as much a 
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political alliance as it was a military one. an assertion bolstered by the inclusion of 

Article 2 ("The Canadian article") in the original ueaty. While concrete attempts at 

implementing non-miiitary cooperation proved problematic, the Canadian government's 

insistence on this point may have encouraged the formation of a committee designed to 

examine these prospects. The 1956 report of the Cornmittee of Threel' offered only 

rnodest proposals, but was regarded as a victory by those members who wished to see 

the alliance becorne a comprehensive economic, political, and military partnership. 

This br ief discussion indicates some of the overlapping concerns between 

Canadian and alliance interests, and also reveals how Canadian military policies may 

have been affected by alliance developrnents. As such, the Western alliance should be 

considered a possible influence on the articulation of Canadian strategic thinking. 

~ 
A second factor that may have affected Canadian strategic thought was changes 

in technology . This factor asserts chat adjustrnents in defence thinking and suategy can 

frequently be linked with specific changes in the operationai capabilities of weapons 

systems. This belief has a long history in both international relations and suategic 

~ t u d i e s , ~ ~  and has been asserted by scholars including Samuel Huntington and Michael 

Howard, as well as defence scientists like Herbert York.13 The changing nature of 

weapons technology often provides an answer to two of the most fundamental questions 

of any defence policy -- is military force useful, and if it is, what can it contribute? 



In the modern age, proponents argued that 

World War Two and in its immediate aftermath -- 

new technologies developed during 

including jet engines. radar, guided 

missiles. and especially nuclear weapons -- were of such magnitude as to totally 

revolutionize military thinking. Conventional assumptions and concepts were believed 

to have been nullified by a technological upheaval that necessitated new concepts on the 

use of force. Enhanced capabilities had turned the notion of the offense into 

indiscriminate destruction, out of proportion to any rationale war aim.14 At the same 

time, meaningful and effective defeace against nuclear weapons proved unattainable. As 

a result, the costhenefit caiculus of war had been fundamentally altered. 

m i l e  detailing the number of advances in technology lies outside the scope of 

this discussion, attention here can briefly centre on two specific ones, both of which had 

enormous strategic implications -- the introduction of long-range ballistic missiles and the 

growth of nuclear arsenals. Regarding the former, ballistic missiles made it possible for 

a nuclear suike to be delivered within minutes to any target on the planet. This 

development, coming only a decade and a half after the nuclear age was born, had a 

further revolutionary impact upon the study of strategy and, in particular, the notions of 

political and operational control that are so critical to the use of military power. Missiles 

were also particularly problematic for Canada, as they diminished the strategic 

significance of this country's geography.lS 

With regards to the growth in nuclear arsenals, both the American and Soviet 

stockpiles increased dramatically during this period,16 and by 1963 weapons ranged 

from the relatively small yields of air-to-air nuclear missiles to the multi-megaton 
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behemoths that sat atop ballistic missiles. This growth had a direct effect on Canada, as 

the increased availabüity of nuclear weapons resulted in altered alliance military 

svategies that were premised on the use of tactical nuclear weapons from the outset of 

any conflict (see above). Funher, the American desire to store nuclear weapons at US- 

operated bases in Canada1' raised a number of difficult political questions. More 

broadly, the growth in stockpiles resulted in ciramatic changes to the ways in which 

governments and militaries perceived both the role of nuclear weapons and the use of 

force. 

Canada was hardly a bystander in the technological revolution. as it operated a 

number of weapons that incorporated ciramatic changes in capabilities and also designed 

advanced military systems, most prorninently the CF- 105 Arrow. Given the changes in 

weapons characteristics, later chapters will consider whether technology per se was an 

influence in the articulation of Canadian strategic thought. 

The International Environment 

This factor recognizes that Canadian strategic thought was formulated in an 

environment where state interests were constantly being re-evaluated and 

reconceptualized. The factor that may have had the greatest impact on those interests 

was the Cold War itself, a conflict that dominateci the foreign and defence policies of 

several countr ies . 

As noted in the Introduction, the time frame selected for this project corresponds 

with the peak years of the Cold War, the period that largely established Canada's post- 
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war defence and security policy. It begins with the outbreak of the Korean War, a 

conflict that generated a crisis atmosphere in the West that resulted in the transformation 

of the Canadian militas, effort. In the aftermath of the war, US-Soviet relations 

improved a s  Soviet Premier Khrushchev reduced the size of the Soviet army and toned 

down his anti-American rhetoric. This improvement was short-lived, however , as the 

Soviets, perhaps sensing the Western pre-occupation w ith the Anglo-French action in 

Suez, invaded Hungary in 1956. In short order, a series of international crises arose, 

including Berlin, Quemoy, and Cuba, the latter of which came the closest to producing 

direct US-Soviet hostilities during the Cold War. By the time of the Cuban crisis in 

1962, the Cold War had resulted in a stabilized set of Canadian operating assurnptions 

and defence objectives, centred around NATO, NORAD, and peacekeeping . l9 

Canada was an important player in the Cold War, although Canadians cons istently 

preferred to think of their country as somewhat less involved than our firm allegiance to 

the West indicated. As a founding member of the Atlantic alliance, and a country that 

had extensive defence agreements with the US. our support in the East-West conflict was 

hardly in doubt. Still, with the rise to power of John Diefenbaker in 1957 (and the 

appointment of Howard Green as Secretary of State for External Affairs in 1959). 

Canadian foreign and defence policy entered the most volatile period in the country's 

history , as the combination of a series of internationai events and dramatic changes in 

weapons technology placed new pressures on Canada. ûver the course of Diefenbaker's 

six years in office, severai defence-related scandals erupted, each of which was linked 

to specific developments in the Cold War, and perhaps more importantly to the tension 
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in Canadian foreign policy between Our traditional allegiance to the West and desire to 

chart a new, more independent c o u r ~ e . ~  That tension, in turn. had much to do with 

the Canadian impression that the Cold War unfairly privileged the two superpowers, and 

that smaller countries inevitably paid the price of great power irresponsibility. 

In addition, it should be recognized that several Canadian initiatives of the period 

were formulated in response to specific developments in the international environment. 

Canadian efforts at disarmament and peacekeeping -- both of which became vital 

elements of Canadian security policy by 1963 -- revealed an independent Canadian 

approach that was not always looked upon favourably by our allies.'' However, for the 

purpose of this study, the important point to note is that they were attempts by Canada 

to influence the larger internationai environment, reduce the possibilities of conflict. and 

bring about enhanced global stability , al1 within the Cold War structure that imposed ic 

own set of limitations and constraints. 

The Canadian Defence Pol ic~ Community 

This factor focuses on the possible role that rnembers of the defence policy 

community may have had in influencing Canadian strategic thought. As noted in the 

Introduction, this communiry divides into two components, the sub-government and the 

attentive public. While the former has received limited attention from Canadian security 

scholars, the latter has been alrnost totaily ignored andfor overlooked, and in any event, 

has certainly not attracted much consideration for the influence that it may have had on 

the Canadian defence debate of the 1950s and early '60s. 
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The key members of diis public can be readily identified -- scholars James Eayrs. 

Peyton Lyon, Robert Reford. and Richard Preston. journalists Blair Fraser. James 

Minifie. and Peter Newman, and former DND officiais John GeIlner, Charles Foulkes, 

W.H.S. Macklin, and Guy Simonds (of course, their membership in the community 

awaited their retirement from the Canadian military). In addition, several public issue 

groups arose on the nuclear question. including the Canadian Committee for the Connol 

of Radiation Hazards (which became the Canadian Committee for Nuclear Disarmament), 

the Combined Universities Carnpaign for Nuclear Disarmament, and the Voice of 

Women. For the purposes of this discussion, it should be noted that each of the 

individual actors and larger groups had a high public profile, and thus their opinions 

received considerable attention. 

This factor is, in many ways, tied to domestic political considerations. as several 

rnembers of this community had well known political affiliations and ties. Readers 

should also note that because consideration of this factor is tied to the broader discussion 

of the influence of civil society in policy debates (recall the discussion in the 

Introduction), ir will be the subject of a separate chapter, Chapter Eleven, of this study . 

This sets it apart from the other factors, which will be examined, whenever applicable, 

in each of the archivai chapters. 
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Domestic Political Considerat ions 

This factor recognizes that strategic thought does not occur in an externally- 

imposed vacuum, but in a larger domestic context where a wide range of interests and 

considerations are taken into account. While there are several issues that could be 

explored for the possible effect that they may have had during this period, attention here 

will focus on three -- concerns over the degree of American influence on Canada, public 

opinion cons iderations, and economic concerns. 

During the late 1950s and early '6Os, Canada's relationship w ith the US became 

intensely politicai. While this relationship had always raised special concerns for the 

smaller of the two countries, a perception grew in the 1950s that the US was unfairly 

dominating the policies of other States, concerns that were more intense in Canada due 

to the disparity in size and the array of political, economic, and social links that had 

intensified in the post-war period. By the early '60s, Canada's two main politicai parties 

had staked out very different positions on the issue. The Tories under Prime Minister 

Diefenbaker pursued an increasingly nationalist foreign and defence poiicy, one that was 

widety interpreted as hostile to the US. In contrast, the Liberals, under the leadership 

of Lester Pearson, adopted a traditional approach and pledged to restore the bilateral 

relationship to its traditional level of friendship. These differences became increasingly 

obvious during the 1963 federal election campaign, at which time the Tory leader 

adopted, in the words of one observer, "an anti-American tone in his speeches that has 

yet to be rivalled. That tone wa. fanned by the unprecedented American political 

intervention of Ianuary 1963, and the perception that the Kennedy administration was 
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actively supponing the Liberals. The previously discussed US press release contributed 

to the Prime Minister's growing sense of American intrusion into Canadian affairs, and 

he subsequently (successfully) played upon such fears on the electoral hustings. 

With regards to public opinion, it is a cliche to note that Canadians rarely display 

interest in defence issues in peacetime? However, that indifference was shattered in the 

late-1950s and early-1960s. at which time several issues generated widespread public 

discussion. The debates over the North American Air Defence Command. the CF405 

Arrow, Bomarc missile, and the nuclear weapons controversy were just some of the 

issues that sparked intense public interest, most of which was critical of the government. 

This response may have been linked to the fact that the Canadian public traditionally 

reacts negatively whenever it appears that Canada is pursuing a "satellite" defence policy 

of the US, a perception that al1 four issues fed." 

A third possibility is the impact that economic factors may have had. as such 

concerns are commonly linked to political ones in Canada (where public support for 

defence spending is generally low). Indeed, considering that throughout this period, 

economic considerations were a frequent concern of Canadian decision makers. such 

factors rnay have played an important role in influencing strategic thought. Economic 

concerns can include not only issues linked to defence spending, but aiso related rnatters 

like the employment impact of defence options. In particular, one rnight expect that 

econornic concerns became an important influence over the period 1958-63, after the 

election of John Diefenbaker and his program of fiscal restraint? 
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Concern over the US influence in Canada. the impact of public opinion. and 

economic factors are three manifestations of the ways in which domestic political 

considerations might affect strategic thought. Readers are therefore cautioned that 

politicai considerations can include a variety of interests, making this the broadest of the 

factors to be considered. 

Sumrnary 

The purpose of this chapte :r has been to identify and discuss the study's two 

principal propositions. Both challenge the findings of the prior studies in the field and 

raise a number of questions that were unexamined in the previous works. The study's 

first proposition asserts that Canadian defence officiais identified and articulated a body 

of Canadian strategic thought during the early phase of the Cold War, and that such 

thinking had both domestic and international implications. With respect to the second 

proposition, the study contends that there were a number of non-US based factors that 

influenced the manner in which Canadian strategic interests were articulated. It is 

important to emp hasize, however , that in those cases where Canadian thinking merel y 

repeated issues and concerns raised in American writings, no attention will be paid to 

alternative explanations. With this discussion complete, attention will turn to a closer 

look at how the subject of strategic thinking has been approached in the Canadian 

security literature, and to possible explanations that cm account for the similarities in 

conclusions reached in the previous studies. 
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Chapter 2 -- Canadian S trateeic Thinking and the 
Securitv Literature: A Review 

As noted in the Introduction. the topic of Canadian strategic thinking has not 

attracted much interest, either at the scholarly or popular levels. And yet, despite this 

relative iack of attention, there has been a surprising degree of consensus among security 

scholars on the general shape and character of post-war Canadian strategic thinking and 

the Muences that affected it. Scholars have agreed that: (1) strategic thinking was both 

poorly developed and articulated in Canada (and in particular in DND) until at lest the 

mid-1960s; and (2) to the extent that such thinking was articulated, it was essentially a 

restatement of concepts and ideas that were originally developed elsewhere, in particular 

the US. These assertions. despite their widespread acceptance, can be traced to a few 

key articles written in the late- 1960s and 1970s by three security scholars -- Adrian 

Preston, John Gellner, and Colin Gray. While each of these authors had important points 

to make, each did so without examining original depanmental records and files. As later 

chapters of this study will examine that documentation, the purpose of this chapter is to 

review what security scholars have written about post-war Canadian strategic thinking 

and determine how those judgements were reached. 

The fact that Canadian strategic thinking ha not attracted much attention presents 

a nurnber of challenges to researchers. Students in the field must carefully review works 

not ody for direct commenu (which are comparatively rare), but also for indirect ones. 

Indeed, in general, more insight can be acquired from the latter approach than the 
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former. for even the principal authors in Canadian security have examined the subject 

only in passing. This chapter consists of two parts: (1)  an examination of what some of 

the principal scholars in the field of Canadian security have written about the subject: and 

(2) an assessrnent of the key articles written by authors Preston. Gray, and Gellner. 

whose studies have dominated thinking in the field for the past twenty years. 

Prior to beginning this discussion, though. a word of caution should be added. 

Readers should note that to the extent that authors displayed an awareness of Canadian 

strategic thinking, such discussions generaily revolved around traditional issues of 

defence strategy, not the broader political context within which such thinking is 

formulated. Indeed, Canadian authors seemed to ignore the fact that strategy occurs 

within two separate but connected reaims -- the military realm of defence analysis and 

doctrine and the pol itical realm of threat assessment. perception, and evaluation. l Part 

of the explanation for this tendency was the failure of Canadian authors to define 

strategy, which ailowed them to adopt a very narrow military focus. However, it should 

be emphas ized that different authon examined different issues, and direct investigation 

is still required prior to reaching a judgement on the issue. 

An Examination of Some of the Princioal Works in Canadian Security 

As noted in the Introduction, the field of Canadian security and defence has not 

produced many "classic" texts.' Perhaps because of the smail numbers involved, there 

is broad agreement as to which studies constinite the more important contributions (for 

a review , see note 2 in the Introduction). It is obviously beyond the scope of this chapter 
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studies and examine what each said about post-war Canadian 

the comments that follow, 1 will rely on the works of three 

authors -- James Eayrs, Jon McLin, and Brian Cuthbertson -- each of whom has written 

a principal study in the field.' 1 will also examine two "critical" works -- the books by 

James Minifie and John Warnock4 -- to determine whether these writers reached 

different conclusions than their "mainstream" counterparts. Despite the arbi~ary 

selection of works to be examined, the cornments of these authors are fairly accurate 

reflectors of the general views in their respective "schools" (ie., the " mainstream" and 

"critical" schools of Canadian security literature). 

Before examining the works of authors Eayrs. McLin, and Cuthbertson, two 

additional points should be made. The first is that al1 three wrote at a time in which 

access to official government documents was quite limiteci (more so for McLin and 

Cuthbertson than for Eayrss). The failure, then, of these authors to base their studies on 

original documentation is a result of Canadian restrictions and l a w ~ , ~  not on any 

intentional oversight(s) on their part. However, it must be added that each of the authors 

had a responsibility to inform their readers that the discussion and analysis presented was 

incomplete, a result of their inability to access dl the relevant sources. Their failure to 

acknowledge this has le ft an impression that their respective discussions were 

comprehensive. 

Secondly, the following comments are intended to determine the degree to which 

various authors in the field of Canadian security identified strategic interes ts, concerns , 

and analyses being articulated at DND, not the degree to which the authors themselves 
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examined strategic issues and concerns. While the distinction is a subtle one. i t  is 

nonetheless critical. While the latter concern is certainly wonhy of study. it can only be 

adequately addressed in a separate research project. 

Perhaps the clearest indication of the general lack of interest among Canadian 

security scholars toward the subject of Canadian strategic thinking is its near-invisibility 

in James Eayrs' landmark In Defence of Canada series. The two volumes concerned 

with pst-war developments, Peacemakin- and Deterrence (volume 3, 1972) and Growing 

Up Allied (volume 4. 1980), barely mention the subject, although as will be 

demonstrated, there are several amb iguous references . Rather , the impression created 

by both is that Canadian defence and security policy in the post-war period was reactive 

to events and developments in the exterd environment, and thus there was little in the 

way of either analysis or thinking that took Canadian strategic interests as their starting 

point. 

With regards to Peacemakin~ and Deterrence, there are only a few passages in 

which indications of strategic thinking are directly raised. One example is the authors' 

discussion of morde in the post-war Canadian miiitary, where Eayrs noted thzt the 

"RCAF, capitalking upon (but not capitulating to) doctrines of air power sedulously 

propagated in the US, had been able consistently to atûact the largest share of recruits. "' 
In a footnote in the same passage, Eayrs discussed in greater detail the post-war RCAF- 

USAF relationship, and the forrners' independence from the latter: 

the RCAF maintained a comradely relationship with the 
USAF but retained throughout a separate identity of 
outlook. In particular, its members, pady as a result of 



study at the National Defence College. the Air Force 
College and the Air Force Schwl. rejected the simplistic 
'i4 C appruach to intemutional problem. ' (e mp has is 
added) 

In these two passages, Eayrs strongly hinted that the RCAF regularly disagreed with the 

strategic analysis produced by the USAF. The implication was that the Canadian Air 

Force either produced its own analysis or relied on some other non-US based source. 

Unfomnately, however, Eayrs did not develop this argument further and, on 

other occasions, he contradicted it. For example. in another passage, the author 

commented on the close ties between the Canadian and Arnerican air forces. noting that 

liaising between the RCAF and the USAF "grew steadily more intimate" during the 

1940s and early- 1 %Os, and that the RCAF was the service within the Canadian military 

that was the most " a n g l ~ - a m e r i ~ " . ~  Later, in a discussion on the changing 

perception of the Soviet threat in the aftermath of the Gouzenko affair. Eayrs noted that 

American military officiais "sat down in briefing rooms and conference rooms with their 

Caoadian counterparts in a frame of mind at once messianic and demanding. The 

combination augured il1 for easy collaboration. " l0 While comments like these passed 

no direct judgernent on whether Canadian defence officiais normally accepted the 

strategic analysis produced south of the border, this was certainly the implication. 

S U  other passages noted the Canadian failure to identify domestic strategic 

considerations and interests. For example, Chapter Three w il1 examine Eayrs ' account 

of the development and evolution of the post-war Canadian military. On this issue, 

Eayrs did not uncover any evidence of attempts at strategic thinking within either the 
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services themselves or DND. There is no reference to any analysis that examined the 

changing requirements of defence in the nuclear age. how Canada's defence forces might 

be affected by such changes. or the role that Canada might play in the post-war 

environment. Rather. the impression created was that the principal goal of each service 

was the protection of its share of the defence budget. Indeed. much of the discussion is 

a simple review of events and developrnents. focusing on administrative changes and 

Defence Minister Brooke Claxton's intra-bureaucratic battles. 

The Canadian failure to consider its strategic interests was highlighted by Eayrs' 

discussion of the bilateral negotiations with the US over air defence arrangements during 

the period 1952-1955. According to his account, the Canadian government was 

consistently reactive throughout this period, as almost al1 of the initiatives for air defence 

proposais came from either the US military, government, or the various American study 

groups. The Departments of National Defence and External Affairs were portrayed as 

bystanders in this process, producing no analyses or suggestions of how Canadian 

interests could be furthered in any bilateral air defence arrangement." According to 

Eayrs, the only occasion when Canadian officiais challenged American analysis was when 

narrow domestic political interests could be furthered. L2 

In Growinp UD Allied, Eayrs similarly largely ignored Canadian strategic 

thinking. Much of this volume is concerned with a recounting of the negotiations that 

led to the North Atlantic Alliance and its initial years in operation. However, the book 

also examines Canada's early position on nuclear matters and related issues of nuclear 

strategy, as well as many of the military issues that the alliance dealt with in its early 
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y ears . 

As in Peacemakinn and Deterrence, the book seerns more concerned with 

recounting events and developments than in explaining the strateg ic implications and 

thinking that 1ay behind them. While there is a focus on the issues that caused alliance 

members concern over the period 1950-1955 -- ie.. the Korean crisis, the question of 

"burden sharing", and the debate over expanding NATO's membership -- there is little 

indication of how these issues were considered by DND oficials. While any of these 

concer us could have lent themselves to strategic discussions, Eayrs gave few indications 

that any such exchanges actually took place. Rather. much of the account is (again) 

concerned with the broad policy interests that Canadian officials attempted to protect, and 

the manner in which negotiations between Canadian officials and those of other countries 

unfolded. 

The Canadian failure to consider the strategic implications of Arnerican military 

requests, as well as its inability to articulate its own strategic interests. was made 

abundantly clear in Eayrs' recounting of the Canadian response to the US nuclear 

"canopyn request of 1950-51. While this request will be exarnined in Chapter Eight, 

suffice to note at this tirne that under it the US would have treated al1 of North America 

as a single entity, and thus the agreement would have constituted advance consent to the 

use of facilities in Canada by the Strategic Air Command for carrying out operations of 

nuclear warfare. It had enormous implications not only for the general status of the 

Canada-US defence relationship, but also for the American military bases in 

Newfoundland and Labrador. 
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For our purposes, what is most noteworthy about the episode is that Eayrs gave 

few indications of a strategic debate within either the Canadian government or Defence 

bureaucracy regard ing the request. While he does make reference to one h igh- level 

defence meeting in which the issue was discussed," there is little indication of the 

suategic implications being considered in a comprehensive fashion. This failure, given 

the nature of the issue(s), can only be described as baffling, as this was one of the most 

important Arnerican mil itary requests of the entire post-war period. l4 

One case in which the Department's strategic interests were examined was the 

Canadian response to a speech given by US Secretary of State John Foster Dulles in 

Ianuary 1954, at which time the nuclear doctrine of "Massive Retaliation" was 

announced.lS While Eayrs concentrated on the reaction of External Affairs Minister 

Lester Pearson (and, in particular, his speech before the National Press Club in 

washingtod6). he also examined the internai DND debate over the Dulles' 

pronouncement. Thus, there is a reference to an internal report prepared for the Chiefs 

of Staff Cornmittee in Febmary 1954, which concluded that the new Arnerican policy 

should not be taken to imply that the US was contemplating preventive war, but rather 

indicated that the US had "relaxed" the restrictions governing the possible use of nuclear 

weapons in combat. 

However, even regarding this issue, Eayrs' description gives cause for concern. 

While the Canadian response to the Dulles' speech is discussed, there is no mention of 

what DND's position (or, more broadly, that of the Canadian government) on American 

nuclear saategy was either prior to or after the speech. By not examining the internal 
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debate that predated the announcement. Eayrs fed the impression that American nuclear 

strategy was not seriously considered by Canadian defence officials. For example. Eayrs 

refers to the 1954 NATO decision to introduce tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. yet 

gives no indication of a Canadian debate on the issue. While it is indeed possible that 

Canadian officials did not examine such questions, there simply is not enough detail 

provided to reach an informed judgement on the matter. 

In sum, throughout his discussion of various strategic issues and Canada's 

responses to them, Eayrs seemed to assume that Canadian defence officials did not 

articulate Canadian strategic interests. but rather relied on the anaiyses produced 

elsew here. While Eayrs refrained from explicitly stating this, his failure to identify 

strategic debates supports the notion of a country unable to recognize that it has 

independent strategic interests. 

As noted earlier, neither lon M c L i .  nor Brian Cuthbertson received access to 

government documents, and hence their failure to identiS strategic interests and debates 

within DND rnay have been a result of this limitation. While this is a possibility, a 

review of their works reveals that these authors, rather than acknowledge the possibility 

that such interests may have been articulated, essentially dismissed this prospect 

altogether. Their observations on Canadian strategic thinking are therefore s ignificant 

as they demonstrate how powerful the conventional wisdom in the subject has become. 

lon McLin's Canada's C h a n ~ i n ~  Defence Policv. 1 957- 1963 is widely regarded 

as a classic study in Canadian defence literature. This judgement is based on two 

observations: (1) it was the first work to analyze and explain the array of controversial 
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Canadian defence decisions reached over the period; and (2) despite the passage of three 

decades, few of the study's major conclusions have been seriously challenged. It is 

therefore a pivotai study when considering how scholars have approached the issue of 

post-war Canadian strategic thought. 

As with Eayrs, the first point to note is that McLin generally avoided explicit 

observations on Canadian suategic thinking. In many ways, this absence is even more 

difficult to explain, as McLin examined (indeed, his book largely concentrated on) the 

specific hardware decisions of the period that caused so much controversy both within 

DND and the government. Like many other observers of Canadian security, McLin 

based his discussion on non-strategic considerations, preferring to focus on other factors 

that may have played a role in determining how various defence issues were resolved. 

Accordingly, with regard to some of the critical defence decisions of the period -- 

including the CF- 105 Arrow, the Bornarc missile, and the acquisition of nuclear weapons 

-- McLin argued that such decisions were largely based on narrow domestic political and 

economic concerns, not strategic ones. The following comments w il1 examine McLin's 

account of each of these debates, after which some remarks will be offered on the 

author's failure to consider the larger political context within which defence decisions 

were made. 

Regarding the 1959 Diefenbaker decision to wicel the CF-105 Arrow, McLin 

argued that the decision was made not because the Arrow did not fulfil a required 

military role (as the government maintained), but rather because the program was beyond 

the country's financial means.17 The cancellation is poruayed as being somewhat 
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inevitable. given the large cost over-runs and inability to interest foreign nations in a 

possible purchase. While financial considerations were undeniably a factor in the 

decision. the author gave no indication of how officiais approached the relevant strategic 

considerations -- ie., the expected utility of manned interceptors in the near-future, the 

kind of direat such aircrafi were likely to meet, how that threat was changing, etc. -- nor 

did he indicate that such considerations were even raised by defence officiais. Readers 

are given no indication of how the Canadian military viewed the decision or whether it 

identified any alternative options besides production or cancellation. The result is an 

anaiysis that is one dimensional and simplified, even when compared with other works 

on the subject (few of which could be considered "scholarlyn) that have examineci sorne 

of the larger factors that were tied to the decision. l8 

McLin's discussion of the Bomarc missile is likewise based on a range of non- 

suateg ic factors and similarl y gives the impression that snateg ic considerations of 

weapons purchases were not articulated by officiais in DND. Originally announced in 

a September 1958 statement by Prime Minister John Diefenbd~er,'~ the system became 

mired in a lengthy testing process as the Arnerican manufacturer, the Boeing 

Corporation, experienced difficulties with the missile's guidance and tracking. While 

these difficulties ultimateiy resulted in an American decision to reduce the size of their 

planned p u r c h a ~ e , ~  the prograrn continued to receive the full support of the Canadian 

government. McLin argues that the Canadian decision to stick with the project can be 

explained by a recognition that government credibility was on the line, as the Bomarc 

had become a barorneter for the Diefenbaker government in the aftermath of the decision 
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to scrap the ~ r r o w . ~ '  While clearly an important factor. the author gave no indication 

that strategic considerations entered into the decision, a surprise given that it was the 

strategic environment that continued to demand that some effort be made to combat air- 

breathing systems (ie., bombers). Once again, the discussion is largely confined to an 

examination of narrow domestic political interests. 

McLin also reviews the events that led to the nuclear impasse of  the early- 1960s. 

at which time the Diefenbaker government was faced with the difficult dilemma of having 

to implement decisions that it had not realized had been formaily made in the first place. 

This placed the government in an exceedingly awkward position, one which it never 

managed to resolve to the satisfaction of Canadians. McLin's discussion of the episode 

consistentiy dwells on the more narrow political considerations that the matter raised. 

Issues examined include the politicai impact of Canada's indecision on its relationship 

with the US, how the opposition parties atternpted to exploit that indecision, and how the 

government defended its incessant wavering to the Canadian public. Broader strategic 

issues like the desirability of Canada acquiring nuclear weapons, how such weapons 

impacted on proliferation concerns, and how Canadian nuclear weapons fit in the larger 

alliance context, were al1 ignored. Readers are left with littie choice but to conclude that 

such interests were not raised. 

Lastly, the book contains virtually no discussion of how Canadian defence 

officials viewed the international political environment of the late- 1950s and early- 1960s. 

and hence makes little attempt to place these debates in their broader context. While a 

careful reading laves littie doubt that McLin himself believed that Canada's interests 
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were virtually synonymous with those of the US.'' he never explains why this may have 

been the w e  or what the positions of various officials were. In general, McLin seemed 

content to avoid such discussions altogether, which was consistent with his belief that 

Canadian defence policy serves narrow domestic political interests. This view was 

clearly articulateci in the book's  conclusion^ when McLin noted (with reference to the 

Diefenbaker government's defence policies) that " it was only because Canada's military 

forces were so rnargioal to its security that a Canadian government could permit itself 

the luxury of emasculating those forces for private political reasons. 

A third author who has contributed a major study to the field of Canadian security 

and defence is Brian Cuthbertson. His 1977 book Canadian Military Independence in the 

Aee of the Superpowers is noteworthy as it challenged several of the long-held 

assumptioos of Canadian defence policy. Focusing on "the three major areas of defence 

activity " -- air defence, navd defence, and territorial defence -- Cu thbertson concluded 

that while Canada and the US share an array of common interests, this hardly implies 

that they wiil forever coincide. Indeed, while continental solutions may have been 

necessary in the past, Cuthbertson argued that they should not be the norm in future 

defence arrangeniend' 

For the purposes of this discussion, the key point to note is that Cuthbertson 

largely repeats much of what Eayrs and McLin had previously argueci - that Canadian 

defence officials did not articulate strategic interests in the post-war period. This 

observation is (again) less a result of any explicit statement as it is an analysis of what 

is indirectly implied. This is a curious oversight, as in the preface to the study 
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Cuthbertson terms his work a "strategic analysis" of the factors that underlined the post- 

war Canada-US defence relation~hip.~ 

Throughout his discussion of the changing continental defence requirements of the 

1940s and '50s. the events that led to the creation of NORAD, and his review of key 

Canadian naval developments , Cuthbertson does not refer to any inde pendent Canadian 

capacity to express strategic interests. Moreover, in those few direct passages where the 

subject is raised, the contention is that Canadian interes& were irnported from the US. 

For example, with regards to the increased momentum that enwuraged the Canadian and 

American air forces to create a joint air defence cornmand in the late 1950s. the author 

notes that "Canada was dependent on the United States for virtually d l  principal 

intelligence estimates and strategic p~l ic ies . "~  Similarly, in his discussion of the 

Canadian Navy , Cuthbertson emphasizes its w illingness to accep t the strateg ic concepts 

and doctrines formulated by Canada's alliance paruiers. As evidence, the author 

discusses how the anti-submarine warfare (ASW) role came to be regarded as "natural" 

for the Navy, despite the fact that it requirexi a specialized fieet that was of little use in 

patrolling Canada's vast ocean wastline. 

On several occasions. Cuthbemon notes that Canada's principal security interests 

in the post-'45 environment came about as a result of its participation in two alliance 

structures, NATO and NORAD, and therefore Canadian interests largely flowed from 

larger alliance concerns. As the author explains in the study's conclusion. 

Canadian pol icy has assumed a near-comple te coincidence 
of security interests within the Western alliance. This 
assumption has made it extremely difficult to provide a 



clear separation benveen national and continentai defence 
requirements and between continental and NATO defence 
requirements. 

Cuthbertson goes on to argue that with recent changes in the geo-politicai environment 

(ie., detente among the superpowers, a reiaxing of tension in Europe, etc.), there was 

a greater chance for Canada to formulate a more independent defence policy. That 

revised policy should be based on Caoadian interests and concerns, not those imposed 

on this country. And yet, given Canada's traditional failure to articulate its strategic 

interwts , it is surprising that Cuthbertson believed that re-formulating national security 

policy would be a relatively straightfonvard task. 

While Cuthbemon did not ignore the larger political frarnewor k that under liues 

security policy, he did not attempt to indicate how DND officiais situated various issues. 

He emphasized that Canadian policy makers were united in their perception that in the 

post-war period Europe formed Canada's strategic frontier, and that its defence was as 

important as that of North America? One point to note, though, is that Cuthbertson 

appeared quite unclear as to whether that pol itical analysis had served distinctl y Canadian 

interests, or conversely, if it was the result of our long affiliation with the West. Given 

his views on the domination of American intelligence and analysis in Canada, it seems 

reasonable to conclude that Cuthbertson believed that the political framework of Canadian 

security policy had been principally formulated to serve the interests of 0 t h  countries. 

Having reviewed the works of three "rnainstream" authors in the field, attention 

can be directed to a few "critical" works to determine whether they reached different 

findings on the subject. Two studies will be discussed -- James Minifie's Peacemaker 
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or Powder-Monkev and John Warnock's Partner to Behemoth. 

Minifie's book attracted considerable attention upon its release in 1960 in both 

journalistic and political circles in Canada. The author's basic argument was that Canada 

was in danger of losing its independence due to its increasing economic, political, 

military, and cultural integration with the US. Minifie's views were summarized in the 

follow hg passage: 

Canada must make up its mind whether to part Company 
with its beguiling, star-spangled Devil, or resign itself to 
increasing subservience leading ultimately to absorption. 
This is the basic choice which is vital for the defence of 
Canada as a unit, and decisive for the defence of the 
continent as a whole. . . Canada must take the initiative and 
achieve independence, this time from the United States, as 
it did from the United Kingdom early in the cennüy. 29 

On the specific subject of strategic thinking, Minifie similarly did not mince his words 

in his attack on Canada's overzealous acceptance of American strategic doctrine. As he 

noted, "close rnilitary integration with the United States means acceptame of the military 

doctrine of the United States for the defence of North Arnerica, or more properly for the 

defence of the United S t a t e ~ . " ~  According to the author, Canadian participation in 

NATO and NORAD had ended any chance of this country rnaintaining an independent 

military posture, and had directly contr ibuted to the Canadian failure to advance pol icies 

-- both political and military -- that could serve Canadian interests. 

Whiie not quite as dramatic in tow, John Warnock's Partner to Behernoth also 

took the approach that Canada needed to re-establish its political and military 

independence from the US. According to Warnock, the basic assumptions underlying 
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Canadian post-war defence policy had been misguided. as it had prepared to fight a 

country that never had an intention of attacking (indeed. Warnock argued that the Soviet 

Union's intentions throughout the post-war period were benign). Rather. the only 

country that has posed a legitimate security threat to Canadian sovereignty has been the 

US, which was also the country most responsible for Canada's economic, political. and 

milirary subordinate position. 31 Warnock argued that American analys is of the Coid 

War, and the threat portrayed of the Soviet Union, had resulted in an ineffective 

Canadian defence policy. one that had not provided Canada with either the security or 

the influence that its international position warranted. 

Like Minifie, Warnock asserted that strategic thinking in Canada had been totally 

dominated by the US. To support this contention, the author examined a series of 

defence issues of concern in the 1950s and '60s including the formation of NORAD, the 

Cuban missile crisis, and the debate over nuclear weapons. In each case, Warnock 

concluded that Canadian interests had been secondary to those of the US, and that 

Canadian defence officiais had on occasion actuaily changed defence policies to better 

reflect American interes&.'* Indeed, Warnock took his argument to iü logicai 

conclusion, asserting that there was little to distinguish the North Atlantic Alliance from 

the Warsaw Treaty Organization insofar as each was dominated by one state. and that 

there was a persistent threat to use force against alliance members if events unfolded in 

a manner deemed undesirable by the alliance leader." 

This brief examination of two of the "critical" works in Canadian security reveals 

that they are generally supportive of the findings of more ' mainstreamn studies, although 
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they stated their conclusions in a more explicit fashion. Indeed, given their clear anti- 

American tone. these works loudly trumpet Canada's inability to think for itself, and that 

it is only by cutting this country's ties to the US that a more effective Canadian foreign 

and defence policy can be formulated. Having reviewed how the subject of Canadian 

strategic thought has been approached in the security literature. attention now turns to 

an examination of the three principal studies in the field. 

A Review of the Studies b~ Authors Preston. Gray. and Gellner 

As noted in the opening paragraph, the principal assumptions on post-war 

Canadian strategic thinking can be traced to a series of articles written several decades 

ago. The authors of these studies were Canadian security scholars Adrian Preston and 

John Gellner, as well as the British strategist Colin Gray? A review of each of their 

articles will help situate the examination of archival material that will begin in Part Two 

of this study. 

The first article that specifically examined the subject was written by Adrian 

Preston. In a 1968 paper titled "The higher snidy of defence in Canada: A critical 

review," Preston argued that post-war strategic thinking in Canada had largely been a 

void, an empty shell that had been al1 but ignored by Canadian defence observers and 

practitioners. Preston began his paper with a review of Canada's position in the global 

political environment. He noted that "Canada is a middle or auxiliary power, " with no 

pretensions of becoming a great power. He recognized that "geopolitical and 

demographic facts" have compelled Canada to maintain close relations with the US "at 
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the expense of some painhl concessions of sovereignty." He further acknowledged that 

Canada had displayed "commendable initiative" in its approach to arms control and 

disarmament negotiations, and in its provisions of assistance to underdeveloped 

And yet, these wmments were essentially a preamble to whar quickly became a 

scathing denunciation of Canada's total failure to develop an independent capacity to 

examine problems of defence and defence policy. In a critical section, Preston described 

his major point of contention as follows: 

The Canadian Government has advertised no particular 
concern for the relationship between Canada's oveeeas 
economic interests and the size, structure, composition, and 
role of her armed forces; for the conditions under which 
Canada rnight be drawn into conflict against her will; and 
for the inseparable connection between rnilitary affairs and 
the process of Canadian national de~elopment.'~ 

As evidence of this failure, Preston noted that neither the goverment nor "any officially 

sponsored organ or personn had offered an "intelligent" critique of the concept of 

deterrence or of American nuclear doctrine, in spite of the broad Canadian implications 

of both. Further, Canada had offered "no commonly acceptable plann to prevent 

escalation of conflict from one level to another (beyond an "excessive if utopian faith in 

the efficac of the UNa). Preston went on to argue that three major areas of domestic 

military policy had been consistently ignored in Canada: analysis of the nature and 

feahues of civil-military relations; the effects of biculturalism in an environment of 

unification; and the defuiition of a contemporary military professional ethic." 
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Follow ing these remarks. Preston explained how this state of suateg ic ignorance 

came about. He argued that Canada's long-standing reliance on British concepts of 

discipline, organization. and imperid strategy "unalterably directed the course of local 

Canadian defence policy for almost two centuries." He pointed to the structure of the 

para-military North West Mounted Police, the Canadian rnilitia, and even the principal 

institution of Canadian miiitary tradition -- the Royal Military College. which was 

"wholly British in administration and professorate, was commanded by a British Royal 

Engineer Colonel, studied British strategic and tactical manuais, and subscribed to British 

military periodicals. Whiie the author acknowledged that "there has been a 

traditional suspicion" of British influence in the Canadian military, he concluded that 

such distrust had not been strong enough to encourage independent strategic thinking. 

According to Preston, the refusai to develop indigenous military traditions had 

resulted in the contemporary lack of Canadian strategic thought. Canadians "felt unable 

or disinclined" to establish national staff or defence colleges as the centres of national 

military thought. These failures had resulted in even larger deficiencies, as " Canadians 

possess no signifiant tradition of military literature, intellecnialism, or scholarship." 

Thus, Canada has produced only one military theorist "of international reputation". 

Colonel George T. Denison, who wrote a major study on cavairy in the late-1800~.'~ 

Preston concluded the article by noting that until an effective rnachinery is in place to 

encourage and develop strategic dialogue in Canada, Canadian defence policy will 

continue to be " irresponsibly conceived and amateurishly applied. "* 
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Preston's article set the stage for the definitive work on the subject, and the one 

that has corne to represent the accepted wisdom. In his 1971 article "The need for 

independent Canadian strategic thought," author Colin Gray argued that Canadian 

strategic thought had been more noticeable for its absence than for any contribution(s) 

made by Canadian security scholars or observen. Gray asserted (in contrat to Preston) 

that the US has dominated whatever strategic analysis has been articulateci in Canada 

since the late-1940s. and thus Canadian thinking has tended to be littie more than a 

carbon copy of ideas and concepts first developed by our powerfùl neighbour. This point 

was emphasized in the opening paragraph of the paper, where Gray noted that 

strategic theoreticai parasitism is the legacy of Canada's 
military past; such a posture of dependence for intellectual 
nourishment upon the debates of others mortgages the 
future effectiveness of national defence and foreign 
policies. The argument of this paper is that Canadians 
must recognize distinctively Canadian defence problerns 
and must not shrink from advancing distinct Canadian 
solutions to those problems. S imilarly , Canadians must 
reject s trateg ic theoretical tutelage by strateg ic analys ts 
from the US and el~ewhere.~~ 

Gray explained that Canada's faiiure to develop independent Canadian strategic thought 

was tied to a common Canadian perception -- "a widely accepted denial that there were 

important distinct Canadian defence problems in need of solution. "" The costs of this 

denial have been substantial, as Canada's defence problems have often been "subsumedu 

in broader discussions of the issues facing the West or "the fiee world"." According 

to Gray, Canadian defence issues need to be considered in isolation to reflect Canada's 

unique international situation. 
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Having set out his basic argument, Gray discussed why independent strategic 

chinking is so vital. He argued that such a capacity provides protection against the 

danger of subservience to foreign military doctrines "that result in a diversion of scarce 

national resources from more productive applications. "" He also noted that through 

sophisticated strategic analysis, there is a reduced possibility that unnecessary military 

equipment will be purchased, as a determination will be made outlining which capital 

procurement programs are necessary and those which are not. While he conceded that 

some acceptance of foreign analysis had been unavoidable. independent Canadian-based 

thinking would have revealed more productive roles for Canada's military forces. 

At this point, Gray's attention shifted to an examination of the causes of strategic 

dependency . Like Preston, Gray argued that until World War Two, "Canadian defence 

policy and the Canadian military establishment were conceived within the framework of 

British Imperia1 defence. "" However, Gray believed that in the post-war period the US 

had supplanted Britain as the dominant influence on the Canadian military, in both 

organizational structure and military philosophy. This development was linked to a 

number of factors, particularly Canada's involvement in two alliance structures (NATO 

and NORAD) dominateci by the US. As a junior member of both, Gray believed that 

Canada had tended to accept the anatysis worked out by its more senior partner(s) as 

being in its b a t  interest as well? 

While the alliance explanation for the lack of independent strategic thought was 

certainly discussed, Gray raised a second factor that in his opinion was also critical -- the 

low level of interest accorded defence studies in Canada. This explanation focused on 
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the fact that because defence has vaditionally been such a low priority in Canadian life. 

it is not surprising that "Canada's potential strategic thinkers have remained securely 

within their parent disciplines." Gray further explained that officers in the Canadian 

Forces had been " insufficiently encouraged " to engage in literary strateg ic activi ty . an 

opportunity made dl the more difficult with the absence of a regular defence publication 

in Canada." 

Gray's principal conclusions flowed from the preceding analysis. As Canada had 

for too long engaged in the "strategic theoretical tutelage" of the US. his primary 

recommendation was a recognition that "Canada is in need of more intensive and better 

informed strategic debate. " Gray argued that an independent capacity to produce 

strategic analysis is critical if a country is to devise a defence posture that is both 

politically and militarily sensible. Indeed, it is only after such a debate occurs that a 

country's defence posture can be adequately explained and/or appropriatel y quest ioned. 

The third principle article was written by John Gellner in 1978. Titied "Strategic 

analysis in Canada, " the paper was, like the other nvo. a critique of the Canadian failure 

to develop an ability to articulate independent Canadian interests. While this article was 

similarly not based on original documentation, it might be noted that Gellner was a Wing 

Commander in the RCAF in the l%Os, and it is therefore likely that this account was 

based on personal observation and experience (although this was not noted in the text). 

Geilner began his article with a review of Canada's strategic deficiencies in the 

Second World War. Thus, we see reflections of Canada's misguided support for the 

British policy of area bornbing over Germany as well as Canada's larger failure to 
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influence the strategic direction of the war? This strategic dependency grew worse in 

the post-war environment and was exemplified by the Canadian acceptance of the 

strike/reconnaissance role for the RCAF in 1959, one which was strategically de- 

stabilizing and ultimately cost Canada ten years of effort at a cost of over two billion 

dollars. To Gellner, the episode was representative of "underlying strategic concepts 

worked out abroad without reference to specific Canadian security requirements (being) 

espoused without question. Gellner 's bitterness over the decision extended to the 

American analysts who devised the doctrine of limited nuclear war, as he noted that the 

concept was developed by "ivory tower strategists" who did not understand the nature - 

- and inherent risks of escalation -- of modern warfare? 

Given the above cornment(s), one might expect that Gellner would have agreed 

with Gray that the primary problem had been the eagerness with which the Canadian 

military had accepted foreign strategic doctrines. Not so. however. as the author 

specifically noted that "Colin Gray's accusation of 'strategic theoretical parasitism' is 

perhaps too harsh. " To Gellner, the primary problem had been Canada's historic failure 

to think for itself. not only in strategic terms, but with respect to its political, economic, 

and foreign policies as well. In this regard, then, the failure to develop an independent 

capacity for strategic analysis was just one of many similar failures. To support this 

claim, the author reviewed the familiar list of shortcornings -- Canada's long period of 

tutelage under Britain, the failure to assen an independent foreign policy, and the absence 

of a broader defence community. In contrast to Gray, Gellner argued that the 

fundamental problem was the lack of any CaFadian hismry of military aixi political uidependem. 



Alone among the three authors, Gellner at least recognized that his analysis rnight 

be open to revision once public access is permined to classified governrnent documents. 

Thus, when discussing the possibiiity of studies in "the sphere cif higher suategy". the 

author noted bat 

as far as cm be guthered without orcess to classified 
irtformuhon, these studies were in the main concernai with 
future organUation and physical requirements rather than 
with national policy and the miiitary meam of achieving its 
goals.. .It was a psychologicai block which set a very 
de finite limit to independent strateg ic th uiking . 
(emp has is added) 

While, to be sure, in this passage Gellner re-emphasized that he did not believe that 

strategic analysis had been articulateci within DND , he acknowledged that such 

judgements could not be considered defitive without access to original records. 

Having reviewed the key articles on strategic thinking, some generai observations 

can be offered. The fmst is the failure of these authors to define what "strategic 

thinking" refers to. In this absence, each of the authors adopted a traditionai 

interpretation of the term, one that principally focused on rnilitary doctrine and 

analy~is.~~ Thus, when referring to Canada's historic failure to articuiate its strategic 

interests, the authors referred to strictly military and defence developments (ie., Preston's 

discussion of Canada's faiiure to analyze American nuclear strategy, Gray's description 

of Canada's subservience to foreign military doctrines, etc.). Whiie this does not suggest 

that the broader political component of strategy was deemed unimportant, it does indicate 
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that the principal Canadian failure was believed to have been the military 's inability to 

analyze and interpret the changing defence environment and to identify specifically 

Canadian interests within that environment. 

A second observation is the failure of the authors to directly engage any of the 

previously published studies of Canadian strategic thinking. The most notable such study 

was a 1962 article published by the Department's R.J. Sutherland, who at the tirne was 

a member of the Joint Ballistic Missile Defence Staff (JBMDS), a group established by 

the Chiefs of Staff Cornmittee to report on weapons-technology issues. As this article, 

"Canada's long term strategic situation, "" remains an important statement of Canadian 

strategic interests, and because Sutherland is such a pivotal figure in Canadian strategic 

thought, some comments can be offered on it. 

Sutherland's principal intent in the article was to predict the international security 

environment through the end of the twentieth century, and in particular Canada's role in 

it. The author's central thesis was that even in times of "drastic and revolutionary 

changew (as Canada found itself in the early-1960s)' stable foundations for national 

security policy could be found in the "invariantsw of Canada's strategic situation. 

Sutherland found these invariants in Canada's geography, economic potential, and broad 

national interests? 

Despite overwhelming American economic and military power, Sutherland 

asserted that it was in the best interests of both countries if defence and security 

arrangements were established on a cooperative basis, a development that owed as much 

to similar interests and traditions as it did to the potentially costly perception of the US 
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bull y ing a much weaker neighbour. Consequently , the principal uncertainty in attempt ing 

to predict future strategic developments was not the direction that Canada would take in 

international politics (as our allegiance to the West had already been determined), but 

whether "we will be a powerful and effective ally or a weak and reluctant one."" 

Sutherland further examined the "strategic significance of Canadian geography . " and 

considered the possibilities of a Soviet attack on North Amerka across the pole 

(minimal), the principal purpose of continental air defences (to give SAC sufficient 

warning time to allow it get its bombers airborne), and the evolving character of 

American nuciear strategy (which was moving away from "massive retaliation" to a more 

"controlled" use of nuclear weapor~s).'~ Through his examination of both the political 

and military dimensions of Canadian security, Sutherland's investigation was the most 

sophisricated strategic analysis of its day. Most importantly, the author was a senior 

defence official. and demonstrates that strateg ic thinking was expressed during a period 

of great turmoil in Canadian defence policy. 

As Sutherland's article pre-dated each of the others by several years, one might 

expect that sorne of the issues that it raised would have been addressed, and that the 

article itself would have attracted comment. And yet, Sutherland's paper was not even 

cited by any of the principal studies, a development this author finds rather puzzling. 

However, the failure to directly engage Sutherland's paper (or, more importantly, to 

determine if it was representative of a larger departmental debate) was consistent with 

the principal finding of each of the subsequent articles -- ie., that Canadian strategic 

thought h a  been poorly articulated and dependent on thinking developed elsewhere. By 
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overlooking the article, each of the authors could claim the widespread failure of 

Canadian defence officiais to express suategic interests. While this is a strong assertion. 

this author cannot identiQ any other explanation for the total failure of later scholars to 

engage Sutherland's work. Indeed, it is only in the last few years that Canadian security 

scholars have re-discovered the publication and have begun to re-examine iu central 

arguments and implications." 

A third observation is the essential similarity in outlook and findings among the 

authors. Each found that Canada had failed to develop an independent capacity to 

analyze strategic developmenu and trends. This failure had led to the inability to identify 

a distinctly Canadian defence and security policy. Moreover, each assened similar 

causes of this failure and offered similar solutions and policy prescriptions. Further. 

each of the authors shared certain assurnptions about Canada and this country's place in 

the global system. Readers will recognize a link between these assumptions and the 

peripheral-dependence school in Canadian foreign policy, a perspective (or " imagen) that 

sees Canada as a weak, penetrated country, limited in its ability to pursue iü own 

interests. Before examining these assumptions, the main tenets of the peripheral- 

dependence perspective will be reviewed. 

Originally formulated in the pre-war era. the more modern phase of the 

per ipheral-dependence approach emphas izes Canada's lack of domestic soc io-economic 

and political independence from the US, and the world system centred around it.s9 

According to this view, Canada is a small country within the international hierarchy. 

While Our advanced capitalist system is acknowledged, the national capability is 
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diminished by several factors, including our somewhat awkward status between the 

developed North and the under-developed South, our weak manufacturing base, and 

rroublesome debt problem. Adherenü to this view see Canada's historical experience as 

a graduai drift toward total dependence on the US. Proponena portray the trend as a 

steady one, grounded in forces propelling the US to a dominant position in the world 

capitalist economy and international political ~ystern.~' 

The combination of peripherai status, distorted development, and widespread 

penetration has led to a degree of international activity characterized by low interaction 

with the outside world and the virtual absence of independent, direct contacts in world 

politics. Those contacts that do exist rarely take the form of a regular Row of activity 

but rather of intermittent actions limited to a monitoring and service role." This pattern 

arises partly from the lack of direct Canadian interests, limitations on Canada's physical 

resources, and a lack of knowiedge about affairs abroad. Lastly, according to this 

perspective, Canadian behaviour tends to manifest a virtuai conformity in its level of 

involvement and policy preferences over tirne and across issue areas. The pattern 

reflects Canada's fundamental lack of autonomy and the disincentives for other 

govermenu to inspire creative Canadian actions.62 

With these remarks on peripherai-dependence, the following is a list of 

assumptions that authors Preston, Gray, and Gellner appeared to share: 

1 .  The US is the dominant Western military actor, and it is not surprising 
that it has heavily intluenced Canadian strategic thinking. This 
assumption is irnplicit in each of the studies. Each of the authors accepted 
that Canada, a country with a limited defence establishment and power 
resources, has shunned the responsibilities associated with articulating its 



own defence interests. and has preferred to simply accept the interests and 
analyses of its larger neighbour. lmplicit in this assertion is the overall 
influence of the US, influence that allowed it to dominate the formulation 
of strategic interests throughout the West during the 1950s and '60s. 

2. The failure to develop a larger defence community in Canada has had 
a negative impact on the formulation of Canadian strategic interests. This 
point is raised to varying degrees by al1 three authors, but is most 
specifidly discussed by Gray. The argument is that a more active 
defence policy community in Canada would have encouraged a greater 
articulation of Canadian strategic interests, the result of the need to satisfj 
the critical eyes of a community well versed in the specifics of defence 
policy. Creating that community. though, poses a number of challenges, 
not the least of which is the dominance of American conceptions of 
strategy . 

3. The Canadian failure to develop independent military institutions and 
structures has led to the inability to articulate strategic concerns. This 
point emphasizes that because Canada failed to structure its military on a 
distinctively Canadian model. this has led to a reliance on foreign 
militaries for al1 aspects of military strategy, thinking, and tactics. This 
belief is based on the conception that notions of military dependency can 
linger for decades, and simply because the immediate cause of that 
dependency no longer applies does not mean that a country can begin 
expressing its own interests. In this regard, Preston noted Canada's 
original dependence on Britain as the historic cause of Canada's inability 
to generate strategic analysis. In the post-war period, both Gellner and 
Gray cite the USAF-RCAF link as demonstrating the current manifestation 
of that colonial heritage. 

4. While the US does not specifically determine Canadian policy 
outcornes, its power over Canada is nonetheless considerable. in many 
respects, this is the most critical assumption and the one that is most 
consistent with the peripheral-dependence perspective. While there are 
links between this point and the first one noted above, the difference is 
that this one extends to al1 aspects of a bilateral relationship, including 
economics, cultural, and social ties. This point is criticai in establishing 
why Canadian interests have been defined in ways that are consistent with 
those of the US. 

In sum, these assumptions ail relate to Canada's weakness in the international system and 

its inability to formulate an independent foreign or defence policy that would protect and 
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tùrther its key security interesa. They therefore share rnuch in common not only with 

perip heral-dependence, but other theoretical approaches that emphas ize the lack of 

autonomy of the Canadian state? 

Lastly, by way of conclusion, some observations can be offered on how the 

subject of Canadian strategic thinking has been ueated in the literature since the last of 

the primary articles was published. In general, with the exception of a major study on 

NORAD written by Joseph Jockel, there has not been much effort over the past two 

decades to challenge the consensus views in the field. For the following comments. I 

will examine three recent contributions, a 1983 article by Richard Preston,' a 1995 

chapter by Hal Klepak," and the NORAD study by J ~ k e l , ~ ~  which was the first to 

assert a degree of independence in the articulation and formulation of Canadian strategic 

interests. 

In 1983, Richard Preston wrote "The cost of palimony: Canada's military 

dependence on the Unites States." The author's principal argument was that throughour 

the pos t-war era Canada has been militarily dependent on the US. This dependence has 

been manifested not only in strategic considerations, but even through direct American 

influence of Canadian foreign and defence policy. To support this claim, Preston argued 

that a variety of Canadian defence decisions of the '50s and '60s (air defence 

cooperation, nuclear weapons, etc.) had pr imarily reflected American interests, and that 

the range of movement that the government had enjoyed was constrained. In spite of the 

author's subsequent cal1 for greater independence of Canadian defence policy, rnuch of 

this article is a familiar review of Canada's inability to independently analyze strategic 
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A more recent contribution has been written by Hal Klepak. In a paper titled 

" Changing realities and perceptions of military threat, " the author examines the current 

state of Canadian intelligence capabiiity and threat perception, particularly with regard 

to the rapid changes brought about by the end of the Cold War. For our purposes, what 

is most noteworthy about the paper are the comments the author makes with regard to 

the evolution of Canadian strategic thinking. Thus. Klepak notes that in the immediate 

post-war period, Canada remained dependent "on non-Canadian intelligence and even 

analysis. " This dependence, which had been based on Britain, quickly shifted to the US 

as it became the centre of a vast intelligence and andytical community. While the author 

discusses how strategic analysis between the US and Canada gradually drifted apart in 

the late-1960s, the US remained a critical influence on Canada. The article is important 

because, as one of the most recent contributions on the subject, it reveals that the 

consensus view remains potent in the post-Cold War world. 

The third work to be considered is the study by Jockel, one that deserves 

emphasis as the author challenged the dominant view(s) on the subject. While the 

principal focus of No Boundaries Uostairs is the evolution of the continental Canada-US 

air defence system, the discussion is broad enough to be of interest to most observers of 

Canadian security . 

Unlike other studies , Jockel explicitly discussed Canadian strategic thinking. 

although perhaps not to the extent that one might have anticipated given the subject 

matter and his use of original documentation. StiIl, the most significant point in this 



context was his contention that Canadian strateg ic th inking was der ived independentl y 

from the US, aithough it largely came to the same basic findings and policy 

recommendations. According to the author, the two countries share many of the same 

concerns and thus it is not surprishg that similar strategic interests, and ultimately 

policies, were formulated in the post-war period. The similarity in defence outlook was 

emphasized in the conclusion of the study, where the author noted that 

in the absence of a highiy effective North American air 
defence system and with bets on both sides of the border 
being placed on deterrence, it was in the Canadian interest 
to make deterrence as credible as possible. The credibility 
rested, in large part, on the ability of the United States to 
demonstrate to the Soviet Union that the USAF would 
quickly Iearn of an impending Soviet attack on North 
America and would be able to get SAC bombers off the 
ground. To that credibility, Canada contributed its 
territory for warning lines, its airspace for fighters to 
verifi an attack, and its own forces to participate in those 
operations. 67 

Jockel went on to note that Canada did not have to participate in the continental air 

defence plan, and instead could have ailowed "American air defence forces into Canada 

where they could undertake the operations necessary to protect deterrence." Such a 

course would have been unacceptable to Canada from both a political and military point 

of view. Cooperating with the US in defence masures not only had a successful history 

but also a certain logic, as Caoadian officiais siace the late 1940s had considered the 

Soviet Union to be the sole potential security threat to Canada. By recognizing the link 

between a country's political and miiitary interests, Jockel aiso assisted in the re- 

introduction of politicai concerns into the study of strategic thinking in Canada. 



84 

Rather than the feebie country painted by Eayrs and McLin (and in the smdies by 

Preston, Gray, and Gellner) , Iockel argued that Canadian strateg ic thinking was highl y 

developed and articulated in the 1950s, but has been difficult to identify given its 

essential similarity to that of the US. Indeed, in many ways Jockel's findings are similar 

to those reached by Sutherland some 25 years earlier, who argued that Canada's strategic 

interests would remain largely consistent with those of the US well into the foreseeable 

future. Thus, while certainly a challenge to the traditional literature, Jockel's analysis 

shares much in common with the single most important piece of strategic thought ever 

published in Canada. 

S u m m q  

The purpose of this chapter has been to examine how the subject of Canadian 

suategic thought has been approached in the Canadian security literanire. Despite the 

inability (until recently) to access government records, scholars have reached surprisingly 

similar conclusions which share several assumptions about Caoada and its place in the 

global system. The peripheral-dependence perspective would appear to help explain wh y 

Canada failed to develop an independent capacity to express strategic interests. 

Without question, the perception of Canada unable to recognize and articulate its 

own interests, as well as unwilling to challenge the analysis produced in the US, has 

certainly stmck a chord among many Canadian security scholars and observers. This 

can be explained by a nurnber of factors: general dissatisfaction with Canadian security 

policy, an assurnption that alliance interests were more powerful than distinctly Canadian 
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ones, and the overall power of the US during this period (including the dominance ûf 

American strategic thought throughout the West6?. Given these possible explanations , 

it is not surprising that, in the absence of any direct evidence to the contrary , Canadian 

security scholars have simply assumed that Canada automatically accepted American 

s tra teg ic thinking and doctrine. 

And yet, this chapter has also noted that there are reasons to challenge that view. 

First, the mere fact that officiais generally refrained from publicly discussing Canadian 

strategic interests does oot mean that such considerations were not raised on a more 

private basis. Exarnining those documents is thus criticai if one is concerned about 

reaching conclusions grounded in the historical record. Second, there is the curious case 

of Sutherland's 1962 article. The fact that a senior Canadian defence official expressed 

views of a clear strategic intent would certainly imply that such thinking was articulated 

within various goverment channels. The further fact that each of the major snidies 

declined to even mention the paper strikes this observer as somewhat curious. A third 

concern relates to the very narrow perspective offered in the existing literature. 

According to authors Preston, Gray, and Gellner, the US (and perhaps Britain) has been 

the oniy significant influence on Canadian strategic thought in the post-war period. 

Indeed, no other factors even warrant consideration. Whïie the influence of the US on 

Canada is beyond dispute, it is widely accepted in the Canadian security literature that 

the Canadian state must satidy an array of concerns, both externai and domestic." The 

failure, then, of these authors to examine non-US based influences is a further reason to 

question the existing consensus in the field. 
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Through its examination of how the subject of Canadian strategic thinking has 

been treated in the literature, this chapter has established the conceptual framework of 

this study. Rather than simply accepting the analyses of authors Preston, Gray, and 

Gellner, Part II of this study will examine the original documentation and challenge 

existing assumptions. Before reviewing that archiva1 material, the historical context of 

the study needs to be established. This aspect of the study thus forms the focus of the 

next two chapters. 

NOTES 

1. As an additional point, readers should note a distinction between political aaalysis of 
a strategic type (which includes an analysis of the international environment and threat 
perception) and the more narrow version of political analysis that is solely concerned 
with the domestic political implications of various policy options. The latter 
characterizes much of the Canadian security literature. 

2. Colin Gray described this situation by noting that "literary output on the subject of 
Canadian defence policy has.. .been considerably less than prolific. " See Canadian 
Defence Priorities: A Ouestion of Relevance, (Toronto: Clarke, Irwin & Company 
Limited, 1972), p. 6. 

3. See James Eayrs, In Defence of Canada, particularly Peacemakin~ and Deterrence, 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1972) and Growine Up Allied, (Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1980); Jon B. McLin, Canada's Chaneino Defence Polic~. 
1957- 1963: The Problems of a Middle Power in Alliance, (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins 
Press, 1967) and Brian Cuthbertson, Canadian Military Inde~endence in the Aee of the 
Su~erpowers, (Toronto: Fitzhenry & Miteside, 1977). 

4. The books are James M. Minifie, Peacemaker or Powder-Monkev: Canada's Role in 
a Revolutionary World, (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1960) and John W. Warnock, 
Partner to Behemoth: The Military Polic~ of a Satellite Canada, (Toronto: New Press, 
1970). While the author recognizes that terms like "mainstream" and "critical" are 
highly subjective, it might be noted that most of the texts in Canadian security accept 
these titles and the general characteristics that they imply. Perhaps the best example is 
given by Middlemiss and Sokolsky, who in the innoductory chapter to their study note 



a distinction between "standard historical works " and " prescriptive treatments with a 
polemical flair". See Canadian Defence: Decisions and Determinants, (Toronto: 
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1987). p. 7. 

5. As his In Defence of Canada series makes clear, James Eayrs received widespread 
access to External Affairs sources and documents, and thus his discussion on issues 
related to DEA is quite strong. Despite this preferential access, his access to DND 
records, while still impressive, was not nearly as strong. Neither McLin (writing several 
years before Eayrs) or Cuthbertson (writing at roughiy the same time) had access to 
DND documentation, and as a result their works are based on the limited acadernic 
literanire of the time, press accounts, official parliarnentary debates, and interviews. 

6. In general, there is a 30 year classification window in Canada governing the release 
of documents. While exceptions are occasionally made, they tend to occur in those 
departments which are the Ieast likely to generate public discussion, debate, or 
controversy. Obviously, then, national defence records have rarely been exempted from 
the regulation. 

7. James Eayrs, In Defence of Canada: Peacernakin~ and Deterrence, p. 122. 

9. Ibid., p. 129. 

11. This account has been strongly chailenged by Joseph Jockel, who has argued that 
DND was an active participant in the early negotiations and discussions for increased 
continental air defence cooperation. See No Boundaries U~stairs: Canada. the United 
w i n s  of North American Air Defence. 1945-1958 (Vancouver: 
University of British Columbia Press, 1987). 

12. Perhaps the best example of this was the 1953 discussion on the desirability of a 
Mid-Canada Line, which was planned to be north of the Pinetree Line but south of the 
proposed DEW Line. Coming at a tirne when the requirements of the continental air 
defence network were just being established, Eayrs described how the Canadian 
government concluded that if it designed and built the line on its own, it could then claim 
that it had done its "fair sharen with regards to air defence. Defence Minister Claxton 
is cited as suggesting that the Canadian contribution of the line would put the government 
in a strong political position to refuse M e r  involvement in future air defence projecü. 
See Eayrs, In Defence of Canada: Peacemakino and Deterrence, pp. 368-372. 

13. Eayrs referred to a meeting held in Ottawa between Lester Pearson, Brooke Claxton, 
Arnold Heeney , Norman Robertson, General Charles Foulkes, and Air Vice Marshal 
A. L. James. However, no indication is given of what precisely was said at the meeting, 



with the exception of a citation of a brief review of it prepared by Heeney (see note 
below). See Eayrs, In Defence of Canada: Growine UD Allied, p. 244. 

14. Eayrs' discussion of the American request was very brief, Iikely the result of 
diffïculty in accessing departmental records. The only indication of how the Canadian 
government reacted is a reference to a memo prepared by Arnold Heeney (then the 
Under Secretary of State for External Affairs) for the Canadian Ambassador in 
Washington. The memo noted that "if the Canadian Government agrees to such an 
arrangement, it might well forego any opportunity it rnay have of influencing policy in 
the use of atomic weapons by reason of Canada's geographical location. In the event of 
all-out war, it would perhaps be unredistic for the Canadian Government to hope that 
it could really exercise an effective influence on such policy. But it would clearly seem 
unwise for it to 'throw in its hand' in advance. " See In Defence of Canada: Growing 
UD Allied, p. 245. 

15. The principal concern of the new policy was the need for the "free world" to keep 
the initiative, if necessary with nuclear weapons and against any suitable target. For 
more on the doctrine of "massive retaliation", see Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution 
of, ((London: The Macmillan Press, 1981) and Philip Bobbit, 
Democracy and Deterrence: The History and Future of Nuclear Saateey, (London: The 
Macmillan Press, 1988). Readers might note that this doctrine. and the Canadian 
reaction that it generated, will be examined in Chapter Seven. 

16. Pearson's Washington speech was one of the rnost important he ever delivered. He 
argued that Dulles' pronouncement had raised doubts about the viability of the Atlantic 
alliance, and that if the US intended to "retaliate, instantly, by means and at places of 
(its) choosing," then the whole notion of an "alliancew became less valuable, as the US 
intended to go it alone in a crisis in any event. To emphasize the point, Pearson noted 
that "diplomacy inciudes two things: f ~ s t  the effort, patient and persistent, to settle 
differences with those whom we rightly fear.. .Secondly, there is the other kind of 
diplomacy, now also more important than ever: the search for agreement between friends 
on policies and tactics and timing." See Eayrs, In Defence of Canada: Growine Up 
Allied, pp. 256-26 1. 

17. See McLin, Canada's Changiog Defence Polic~, pp. 76-84. McLin offered a 
powerfid critique of the Diefenbaker decision, noting that the government lacked the 
courage to admit that a program as sophisticated as the Arrow was beyond Canada's 
limited financial means. Instead, it searched for a variety of rationales for the 
cancellation, few of which, in the author's view, stand up to serious scrutiny. 

18. The Arrow affair is one of the few in the field of Canadian security and defence 
policy that has attracted considerable attention. Some of the better known studies are 
Palmiro Campagna, Storms of Controversy: The Secret Avro Arrow Files Revealed, 
(Toronto: Stoddart Publishing Co., 1992); Gregg Stewart, Shuttine Down the National 



Dream, (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart. 1992); The Arrowheads. The Arrow . (Erin: 
The Boston Mills Press, 198 1): E.K. Shaw. There Never Was an Arrow, (Ottawa: Steel 
Rail Educationai Publishing, 1981): and I. Dow, The Arrow, (Toronto: James Lorirner 
and Co., 1979). 

19. In the statement, Diefenbaker announced: (1) the Arrow would not be put into 
production, but was given a six month reprieve; (2) two of the weapons systems for the 
Arrow, the ASTRA fire control system and the Sparrow air-to-air missile, were to be 
immediately discontinued; (3) a series of new air defence systems, including Bomarc 
missiles, SAGE ground control systems, and gap-filler radars were to be introduced; and 
(4) defence production sharing arrangements were to be negotiated with the US. Taken 
together, the four decisions largely determined the general shape of Canadian defence 
policy well into the 1960s and '70s. 

20. With the expectation that the Bomarc would be an effective anti-bomber weapon. the 
USAF had initially sought authorization for the acquisition of 4,800 Bomarcs. Under 
Congressional pressure in the aftermath of a string of failed tests, the Air Force scaied 
back its procurement plan to only 400 missiles. For more, see David Cox, "The 
Bomarc, nuclear weapons, and the North American air defence system, " in Don Munton 
(ed . ) , Canada and Nuclear Weaoons , (forthcoming) . 

2 1. McLin, Canada's Chanping Defence Policy , pp. 94- 100. The difficult position of 
the Canadian government was revealed in March 1960, at which time the Eisenhower 
administration announced a drastic cut in Bornarc research funds. As Canada was the 
principal foreign buyer of the system, the opposition Liberais immediately went on the 
political attack, stressing how the American decision demonstrated disregard for Canada. 
Defence Minister George Pearkes was given the unenviable task of defending the 
program, which he did with as much enthusiasm as he could manage. 

22. While this is never explicitly stated, it permeates much of the discussion. For 
example, in his examination of the nuclear weapons episode, McLin stresses the fact that 
Canada needed to honour its past commitments, which would. of course. have resulted 
in Canada accepting American nuclear weapons in both Europe and North America. 
What is questionable about the discussion is that the author largely ignored the role that 
Canada played in disarmament negotiations during this period, and that the government 
believed that the negotiations then underway needed to be concluded before a decision 
on acquisition could be reached. 

23. McLin, Canada's Chaneinp Defence Polic~, p. 215. 

24. Cuthbertson, Canadian MiIitarv Inde~endence in the A P ~  of the Supemowers, p. 27 1. 

25. Cuthbertson notes that "this book is an analysis of the strategic factors that have 
underlaid and are likely to underlay the Canadian-American defence relationship. The 
term strategic is used here to cover the large but somewhat indefuiable area between high 



policy -- that is, the defining of political objectives to govern defence activiries -- and the 
more mundane subject of tactical doctrine. " 

26. Cuthbertson, Canadian Milita? Independence in the Aee of the Superpowers, p. 52. 

27. ibid., p. 267. 

28. Ibid., p. 264. 

29. Minifie, Peacemaker or Powder-Monkey, p. 5. 

3 1. Warnock, Partner to Behemoth, p. 137. 

32. Ibid., p. 304. 

33. In an attempt to bolster his argument, Warnock clahed that if the de Gaulle 
governrnent had been overthrown as a result of the student riors of 1968, he believed that 
the US would have invoked Article IV of the North Atlantic Treaty "and restored the 
existing government by militai-y force. It would al1 have appeared legal, authorized by 
NATO, and including troops from countries other han the US." (p. 299). While the 
objective need to present this author's argument is appreciated, it might be pointed out 
that, lacking an actual case study that would support his contention, Warnock was forced 
to rely on a purely hypothetical scenario. As an aside, this author finds this contention 
utterly absurd, and representative of the kind of approach that permeates rnuch of the 
discussion. 

34. The key articles are Adrian Preston. "The higher snidy of defence in Canada: A 
critical review, " The Journal of Canadian Studies, vol. 3, no. 3, (August 1968); Colin 
Gray, "The need for independent Canadian strategic thought," Canadian Defence 
Ouanerly, vol. 1, no. 1, (Summer 1971); and John Gellner, "Strategic analysis in 
Canada, " Internationai Journal, (Surnmer 1978). 

35. Preston, "The higher study of defence in Canada, " p. 17. 

37. Ibid., p. 17. 

39. Ibid., p. 19. 

40. Ibid., pp. 27-28. 



4 1. Gray, "The need for independent Canadian strategic thought. ' p. 6. 

42. Ibid.. p. 6. 

44. Ibid., p. 8. 

45. Ibid., p. 8. 

46. As Gray noted in this context, "Canada's unique defence problems have been 
perceived and treated as though they were a very minor aspect of Canadian defence 
policy, the major tasks being participation in the defence of North America and in the 
defence of Western Europe. " (p. 7) 

47. From the cessation of the Canadian Defence Ouarterly in 1939 until its re-appearance 
more than three decades later, the only Canadian journal which examined strategic issues 
was the RCAF Staff Colleee Journal, which was published between 1956 and 1964. 

48. While Canada played an important role in the Allied victory, it exercised linle 
influence in the strategic conduct of it, and had no forrnal representation on the Allied 
high command. Explanatioos for this failure largely concentrate on the perception of 
Canada as a faithful member of the British Commonwealth, and the fact that through 
much of the war Canada did not seek to play a more strategically infiuentiai role. For 
a recent review of Canada's strategic influence during the war, see Adrian Preston, 
"Canada and the higher direction in the Second World War," in B.D. Hunt (ed.), 
Canada's Defence: Perspectives on Pol ic~ in the Twentieth Century, (Toronto: Copp 
Clark Pitman Ltd., 1993). See also J.L. Granautein, The Generals: The Canadian 
Army's Senior Commanders in the Second World War, (Toronto: Stoddart Publishing 
Co., 1994). 

49. Gellner, "Suategic analysis in Canada, " pp. 496-497. 

50. In point of fact, there were several caustic remarks made in reference to American 
civilian strategists , revealing that Gellner had serious reservations about the 
appropriateness of having civil ians drive strateg ic pol icy . 

5 1. Gellner, "S trategic amlysis in Canada. " p. 498. 

52. Gellner came the closest of the three to offering a definition. He noted that "the best 
strategy is the one which provides the nation with the most effective, and at the same 
t h e  the most economical, means of gaining its objectives ... The essential unity of 
politicai and militxy strategy, with the former sening down what is to be done and the 
latter determining how to do it (in the military sphere) has, however, not always been 
redized. and. if realized, not always demonstrated in practise. " Despite this de finition, 
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53. R. J. Sutherland, "Canada's long term strategic situation. " International Journal, vol. 
17, no. 3, (Sumrner 1962). 

55. Ibid., p. 223. 

56. Under President Kennedy, US nuclear strategy changed dramatically, as his Secretary 
of Defense, Robert McNamara, introduced various nuclear "options " that ranged from 
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Chapter 3 -- The Canadian Defence Environment 1945-1949. 
Part 1: The Dornestic Context 

The period 1945-49 was criticai in establishing the broad determinam of post-war 

Canadian defence and security policy. While it was not until 1950 that defence policy 

in Canada was reformulated to reflect more directly the Cold War focus that would 

remain dominant for much of the ensuing four decades, the immediate post-war period 

was nonetheless crucial in deterrnining the general approach that the Canadian 

government would take towards defence issues and problems. It was during these years, 

for example, that the perception of the Soviet Union gradually hardened to the point 

where it was considered the sole potential security threat to Canada. In addition, many 

defence procurement decisions were made during this period that had long-term 

implications for the future shape, structure, and roles of the Canadian military . Despite 

such developments, though, this was a period in which many decisions were simply 

deferred, while those that were made frequently seemed driven by political and/or 

economic concerns. Indeed, it was not until the 1949 release of a Defence White Paper 

that a reasonably consistent strategic overview of the Canadian security environment was 

articulated, a document that attempted to describe Canada's political and security interests 

in the post-war period.' 

The intent of the comrneots that follow is not to review al1 the major defence 

decisions of this period. Rather, the goal is more focused - to identiQ some of the 

major issues of concern to Canada in the immediate post-war period and to give a sense 
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of the manner in which these issues were considered and approached. Five issues will 

be examined -- initial post-war defence plans and the objectives of Canada's peacetime 

rnilitary forces. the negotiation of the North Atlantic Treaty, Canada's early policy on 

nuclear issues, service roles and procurement decisions, and the ernerging defence 

partnership with the US. While this chapter focuses on key Canadian decisions and 

developments, Chapter Four, which also looks at the same time period, concentrates on 

developments in the international suateg ic environment, particularl y the drarnatic changes 

in weapons technology and the establishment of rival global power blocs. The goal of 

these two chapters is to set the stage for Part II of the study. as it is only after reviewing 

the evenü of the mid-to-late 1940s that one can begin to appreciate the context within 

which defence and security issues were considered during the 1950s and early '60s. 

As the period of this chapter, 1945-49, falls outside of the formal tirne-frame of 

the study , I have approached it somewhat differently than the later chapters. While, like 

those in Part II, the discussion is divided into specific issue areas of concern to Canadian 

defence, it is based on a reading of the existing secondary literature, not on Departmental 

records and files. Furthermore, the discussion is not based exclusively on whether 

defence oficials articulated strategic interests, nor in identifying the possible influences 

that might have affected such thinking. Rather, the discussion is more general. with 

observations on whether strategic interests appear to have affected the manner in which 

issues were considered. it will be demonstrated that such interests do not seem to have 

played a major role in the defence decisions that were made, likely a result of the fluid 

and uncertain global environment that complicated defence thinking throughout this 
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Canada's Wartime Lepacy 

In spite of changing domestic priorities, Canada entered the post-war period with 

the status of a significant global power. Indeed, with the lone exception of the US, 

Canada was the only country in the world to emerge from the conflict both economically 

and militarily stronger than when it had entered it.' Economically. the country's Gross 

National Product had risen from $5.6 billion in 1939 to $1 1.8 billion in 1945, while 

consumer spending rose by 50% over the same period. Militarily, Canada's wartime 

accomplishments were even more impressive, as units of the Canadian forces had served 

in almost every theatre of the war. The Canadian Army, which peaked at just under 

500,000 men and women, had put into the field a force of five divisions, two tank 

brigades, and numerous supporting units. The Royal Canadian Navy (RCN) had played 

a critical role in the Battle of the Atlantic, while the Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF), 

Iimited in the early stages of the war to overseeing the British Commonwealth Air 

Training Plan (BCATP), went on to play a vital role in the bomber offensive against 

Germany . 

Ail diree services had made substantial contributions to the war effort, but most 

impressive of al1 was this country's financiai support. Starting with a defence budget of 

only $38 million in 1938139, by 1945 Canada had spent a total of $20 billion on the war 

and had become an important global producer of a wide range of military goods and 

services, which were organized under C. D. Howe's sprawling Department of Munitions 
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and Supply.' Considering that Canada had entered the war reluctantly . by iü conclusion 

the war had become, in the words of historian J. L. Granatstein, "Canada's War" . 

Canadians were relieved that the wartime Grand Alliance -- as tenuous as it had 

been at times -- had ultimately emerged victorious. and were thankful for escaping the 

brutal conflict with losses far more manageable than our European ailies.' Indeed. with 

such powers as Gerrnany and Japan totaily defeated, France trying to corne to grips with 

its wanime role, and victorious nations like Britain and the USSR terribly weakened by 

the conflict, Canada's position in the global hierarchy of nations had improved 

considerably as a result of the war, a development that posed additional challenges for 

a country whose foreign policy had traditionally been is~lationist.~ 

Juxtaposed on this proud military legacy were the emerging political and 

economic reaiities of post-war Canada. Historically a country with a "deep seated 

reluctance to spend money on military preparations in times of peace, "' pressure began 

building prior to the cessation of hostilities to dismantle Canada's armed forces and to 

dissociate this country fiom European entanglernents. Members of Parliament (which 

in 1945 included the Liberals, Progressive Conservatives, CCF. and Social Credit) may 

have had little in common in matters of economic or social policy, but there was 

universal agreement in at least one area -- the preferred foreign policy was one of no 

commitments, the most agreeable defence policy was one of no money.' It was in this 

environment that officiais began designing Canada's post-war military forces. 



Initial Post-War Defence Plans and the Militar~~s Search for a Peacetime Purnose 

Post-war military planning actudly began in 194 1, when the Advisory Committee 

on Reconstruction was forrned. By 1943, the General Staff, not to be outdone. had 

prepared some "Notes on Post-War Army Operations", and shortly thereafter the Post 

Hostilities Advisory Committee was formed. Given the enormous wartime task still to 

be accomplished, though, attention did not focus on the issue until the war's outcome was 

pretty well determined. that is the late spring of 1945. In Iune 1945, just one month 

after VE Day, a meeting was held between the three Chiefs of Staff and the two Defence 

Ministers9 in which the service Chiefs essentially presented their "wish lists" of post-war 

force and equipment Ievels. The Navy asked for a task force of two aircraft carriers, 

four cruisers, and 20,000 men. The Army's "Plan Gu called for 5 5 . 0  regulars, with 

an additionai force of some 200,000 in a combination of reserves and a compulsory 

training force, while the RCAF proposals totailed 30,000 men in a peacetime force dong 

with an auxiliary capable of rapid expansion. The total cost of the proposals was 

estimated to be about $290 million, an amount that would fund a much reduced, but still 

impressive, mil itary establishment. l0 

Initial post-war funding and force levels were deterrnined at a September 1945 

meeting of the Cabinet Committee on Defence (forrnally the War Committee), which set 

the defeace budget for the 1946 fiscal year at $172 million. The Navy , which had asked 

for 20,000 men, was told to plan for half that figure. The Air Force was reduced to a 

regular strength of between 15,000 and 20,000 personnel and ten squadrons, while the 

Army was told to plan for a force of between 20.000 and 25,OOO men which would form 
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the nucleus of a larger force in case of general rnobilizati~n.~' Considering the size of 

Canada's wartime forces (and the initial post-war service requests), the cuts were 

clramatic. It was the services' harsh introduction to the fiscal redities of post-war 

Canada, and it set the financial tone for defence developments for the next several years. 

In a political environment in which change was the ody constant, the principal objective 

of DND in the immediate post-war period would essentially have to be simple 

Despite the large reduction in defence spending , questions quickly arose as to why 

Canada needed any defence forces and the role such forces would play in future conflicts. 

It deserves recalling that much faith at the time (in both Canada and elsewhere) was 

being placed on the United Nations to avert future wu, and in any event, relations 

between the West and the USSR, while increasingly tense, had not yet deteriorated 

seriousiy. Facing such questions was the Defence Minister, Douglas Abbon, who 

seemed dl-prepared to answer them. In 1946, in response to opposition queries in the 

House of Commons, Abbott noted that 

The keynote in our defence policy at this tirne is 
preparedness.. . We in Canada must not forget the lessons of 
the past. We must guard against future optimism which 
would encourage too rapid disarmament. We should be 
cautious about reducing too greatly the size of our armed 
forces. l3 

The statement indicated that the government believed that there was still a 

requirement for the maintenance of armed forces in the post-war environment. However, 

it failed to offer a saategic rationaie for Canadian forces in peace-time. The Minister 
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did not explain why Canada continued to require armed forces, or against whorn these 

forces would presumably be directed. Further, both this statement and others given by 

Abbott over the period indicated that liale thought was given to (or, at least. articulated) 

the possible scenarios in which force might be required. According to James Eayrs. the 

tone and content of Abbott's early staternents indicated that a strategic overview of the 

Department "entered little, if at d l ,  into the planning of Canada's post-war defence 

force. " '' 
It was not until the following year that a Canadian Defence Minister proposed a 

blueprint on the needs and possible roles of Canadian armed forces in the post-war 

world. In a memo titled "Observations on the Defence Needs of Canada," Brooke 

Claxton attempted to address some of the shortcomings of Abboa's earlier statement(s). 

The memo described the types of roles that Canadian forces should accept and be able 

to perform, as well as offered a generai description of how future conflict could begin 

and e v o l ~ e . ' ~  Claxton believed that there were only two possible theaues of contlict. 

Western Europe and North America, in which Canadian forces could be used. As for 

the former, it was "very unlikely" that Canadian forces would be called upon to fight in 

this theatre within the next five years, principally because of the deterrent value of the 

US and the effect that the threat of their probable military involvement (and implicit 

nuclear threat) would have. With regards to North America, the Minister believed that 

it would be a secondary target in any future conflict, primarily intended to divert 

valuable resources away from the principal European battle zone. "Attacks on North 

America of the kind envisaged," Claxton noted, "would not require large forces 
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immediately ready to meet them but require a relatively small, highly trained force."lD 

Future war wouId unfold in a rnanner similar to World War Two," and therefore there 

was no need to maintain large regular armed forces. The need, rather, was for general 

training so that this small force "can be the nucleus of a greatly enlarged war effort. " 

On this particular point, Claxton was essentially repeating Abbott's analysis of some 

months earlier. 

Although the memo was not widely circulated, it did establish a rationale for 

Canada's post-war military and it further identified the kinds of engagements which 

Canadian defence forces might be called upon to perform. As such, it may be regarded 

as the first attempt at articulating a suategic rationaie for Canadian forces in the post-war 

period.18 However, any praise of the memo should be tempered by two observations. 

First, its emphasis on the need for economy can be criticized as a defence of the 

government's previous decision to carry out w idespread reductions in military spending , 

and thus the powerful effect of the fiscal environment should be considered when 

evaluating the document. second, it failed to offer a persuasive political analysis of 

future conflict scenarios. There was a failure to explain how and why conflict could be 

expected, and against whorn it would be directed. As such, while an important step 

forward in identifying a rationale for Canadian defence forces, the memo can be 

criticized as little more than a military framework in search of a political anaiysis. 

On 9 July 1947, Claxton presented his first estimates speech to the House of 

Commons, an address that expanded upon many of the themes discussed in the memo. 

After reviewing Canada's war effort, Claxton identified three broad purposes for which 
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Canada required a military establishment: (1) to defend Canada against aggression; ( 2 )  

to assis t the civil power in maintaining law and order within the country: and (3) ro carry 

out undertakings which Canada may assume in couperation with friendly nations or under 

any effective plan of collective action under the United Nations.Ig Following this 

assessrnent, Claxton 1 isted fourteen long-term objectives for the Depanment, including 

closer coordination of the armed services (#1), joint intelligence and planning groups to 

review defence plans (#2), the maintenance of adequate reserves of equipment and 

weapons(#7), and closer integration of the armed forces with a view towards 

standardization (#8).'* The Minister also discussed the new weapons introduced during 

the war -- atomic weapons, jet aircraft, and rocken were al1 mentioned -- and concluded 

that such weapons effectively eliminated Canada's traditional sense of isolation and 

distance. Still, caution was needed in assessing how these changes in technology would 

affect Canada's defence requirements. With regards to defence spending, Claxton 

requested $240 million for the 1948 fiscal year, a 30 per cent increase." The speech 

was, in James Eayrs opinion, "the first rationale of military expenditure to corne from 

the Governrnent since the end of the Second World WaCn 

When evaluating the speech, however, it is important to place it in its larger 

context. Six months before it was delivered, in January 1947, the new Secretary of State 

for External Affairs, Louis St. Laurent, outlined the principles on which post-war 

Canadian foreign policy was to be based in an address delivered at the University of 

Toronto (the Gray Lecture). Five such principles were identified, including national 

unity, political liberty, the rule of law in international affairs, the values of a Christian 
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civilization. and the acceptance of international responsibility. Most notably. two of 

these principles -- the mle of law and the acceptance of responsibility -- broke with 

Canada's prewar diplomacy, in that they indicated a new attitude of internationalism.13 

The intent of the speech was to reinforce St. Laurent's strongly held belief that the 

pursuit of global economic and political stability required the establishment of an 

international network of sûong States acknowledging the primacy of international law. 

The speech thus reflected a liberal-internationalist vision of Canadian interests in the 

post-war world, and it came to be regarded as the classic statement of Canada's post-war 

foreign policy? As such, it clearly had an influence on Claxton's subsequent address. 

In spite of the influence of St. Laurent's speech, Claxton's was noteworthy on its 

own for several reasons. It represented, as Douglas Bland has noted, the first time that 

distinctly Canadian functions for the military were identified and articulated, and these 

objectives were "not driven by external commitrnents, nor were they foreign to Canadian 

citizens. "Y  The notion, for example, that Canadian military forces could be used to 

carry out international " undertakings " . while hardly a radical concept in later years. was 

still quite novel in the late-1940s. Further, the 14 objectives formed a fairly 

comprehensive list, and several found their way into future DND White Papers and 

policy statements. 

Still, the speech (and the subsequent paper that was derived from it16) was not as 

comprehensive as some observers have claimed. For example. the defence purposes that 

it identified were very general, and there was a related failure to derive specific military 

roles and force levels from them (ie., wholwhat is the principal threat to Canada? How 
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significant is it? 1s it changing? Are new forces required to meet it? etc.). Perhaps more 

impomtly, there was (again) a failure to place defence policy in its larger political 

framework. as the speech generally ignored the international context within which foreign 

and defence policy are formulated, a failure that was essentiaily admitted when the 

document noted that: 

This paper deals primarily with defence needs and defence 
organization rather than with defence planning and strategy. 
The subjects of planning and strategy are subject to 
continuous review so as to determine the proper balance 
between the services and within the branches of each 
service so to enable us to use to best advantage the 
resources of our country to meet the needs as they may 
develop in the years ahead. 

The speech failed to indicate precisely where and in what context the "continuous 

review" of defence strategy was to be conducted, nor did it identifi the issues which 

were considered "strategic". Thus, while an Unportant step in the evoiution of a saategic 

rationale for post-war Canadian military forces, Claxton's estimates speech only partially 

succeeded in meeting the goals the Defence Minister himself had set for it. 

This discussion reveals confusion with regard to early post-war attempts to 

articulate a strategic rationaie for peace-tirne mil itary forces. Post-war defence plans 

were more concerned with questions regarding the future s i x  and make-up of the forces 

than with the roles that those forces might be called upon to perform or, more critically, 

why the use of force might be required in the first place. This failure was, in turn, 

linked to the fluid international environment in which the post-war relationship between 

the US and USSR was still being worked out. In sum, this was a period of reduction in 
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defence spending. and defence policy primarily reflected narrow political and economic 

concerns , not suategic ones. 

Changine Perceptions of the USSR and the Formation of the North Atlantic Alliance 

During the years 1945-1949, the perception toward the Soviet Union hardened, 

not only in Canada but throughour the West. Indeed, in the aftermath of increasing 

Soviet bellicosity and the rapid decline in superpower relations, the initially puzzling 

nature of Soviet foreign policy suddenly appeared alarming. It was in this context that 

officials in several Western countries began to consider possible security arrangements 

which would unite those countries willing to stand together to prevent further Soviet 

expans ion. '' 
The genesis of the Atlantic alliance can be found in the failure of the UN to 

provide collective security in 1946, when Soviet probes into Greece and Turkey provoked 

little UN response. In the summer of 1947. Canada's Louis St. Laurent, became one of 

the first Western officials to publicly cal1 for a tram-Atlantic security pact. Speaking 

before the UN, St. Laurent noted that Canada could no longer "accept an unaltered 

(Security) Council." Placing the blame for the increase in world tensions squarely on 

the USSR, he announced that, if forced, Canada would "seek greater safety in an 

association of democratic peace-loving States willing to accept more specifc international 

obligations in return for a greater measure of national se~urity."'~ While reluctant to 

completely abandon the United Nations, the speech indicated that the Canadian 

government was receptive to the possibility of alternative security structures. 
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By raising the prospect of a tram-Atlantic alliance, Canada could serve several 

foreign policy interests at the same time. With the decline of the Anglo-Canadian 

alliance and the rise of the US to superpower status, a multilateral pact offered a 

desirable alternative to a strictly bilateral security arrangement with the US (which, as 

will be seen below, was in the process of being formalized in any e~ent) .~ '  Indeed, 

Canadian officials hoped that a North Atlantic pact might actually enhance Canada's 

ability to deal with the US in bilateral dedings, by establishing a direct connection 

between the defence of Europe and North Arnerica. Further, by maintaining the balance 

of power in Europe, Canadian security could be assured while at the same time suiking 

a balance between its European and continentdis t demands . Therefore , the Atlantic 

alliance appeared to offer the Canadian government both security and a measure of 

maintaining its independent s tatus. '' 
It was the Czech crisis that galvanized Western nations into a burst of diplomatic 

activity. In March. 1948, Britain, dong with France, Belgium, Luxembourg, and die 

Netherlands reached agreement on the Brussels Pact.12 Even before its signing, 

however, there were attempts to broaden the Pact's focus to include Canada and the US. 

W ith Mackenzie King's acquiesence, secret tripartite ( American-Br itish-Canadian) talks 

began in Washington that same month, and over the summer expanded to include other 

Brussels Pact (and ultimately non-Pact) members. There were many matters of detail 

that needed to be worked out, but the basic question facing negotiators was whether to 

work for a strong Brussels Pact of West European countries with a guarantee by the US 

and Canada, or to work for a broader Atlantic compact." Disagreement on this basic 



1 O8 

issue was the main reason why the negotiations, which Canadian officials initially 

believed could be completed in a matter of weeks, dragged on into the following year. 

The most critical Canadian consideration (at least on a political level) in 

supponing an alliance of Western States was the hope that it would provide the bais for 

a viable and on-going North Atlantic community. While, to be sure. the alliance was to 

have an essential military purpose, to many Canadian officials it was also intended to 

reflect a common political, economic. and cultural vision? To that end, Canadians 

pressed hard for an article that would stress non-military cooperation. The result was 

Article 2, which quickly became known as the "Canadian article" ." While the general 

principles it described had the support of several countries, it was primarily championed 

by External Affairs officials Escott Reid and Lester Pearson. and was effectively forced 

ont0 the final treaty over the opposition of US Secretary of State Dean A~heson.'~ In 

spite of the success in negotiating the Article, however, Canadian officials had few ideas 

on how to implement it in practise, with the result that its terms were quickly ignored 

by most Alliance members.'' 

On 28 March. 1949, Canada became the first nation to ratifj the North Atlantic 

Treaty. On 4 April the treaty, which consisted of 14 articles and a short preamble, was 

signed in Wa~hington.~~ The basic strategic objective that the treaty codified was that 

war in Europe must not occur, but in the event that it did it must not be lost. No 

member of the alliance -- including the US -- could secure this basic objective on its 

own. and it was the shared recognition of this that made the alliance p~ssible.'~ Perhaps 

the treaty's most critical provision was Article V (othenvise known as "the pledgew), 
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which s tipulated that an armed attack against one of the members would be regarded as 

an armed attack against dl. Canada had accepted the most extensive peacetime 

commitment in its history, as had most other signators, including the US. 

At the tirne, however, few Canadian observers seemed aH that concerned about 

the commitments that membership entailed, as there was a widespread belief that the 

alliance would have no discernable impact on the immediate size and structure of 

Canadian military forces.40 In fact, until the Korean war, conventional wisdom held 

that the alliance would not involve any additional expenditures and forces over those 

existing at the time of formation. Canadian oficials were among the most fervent 

supporters of this point, as they were generally unconvinced (as we have seen) of the 

need to retain large military forces in peacetime and were especially adverse to the idea 

of stationing forces in Europe.*' In a decision that reflected this sentiment, Canada's 

initial military contribution to the alliance consistai only of the stockpihg of British- 

pattern equipment stored since 1946 for its own forces, a contribution that was not 

inconsistent w ith what other countries were donating ." 

In general, then, it would seem that despite its clear defence and security 

ramifications, Canada's decision to join the North Atlantic alliance was reached primarily 

on political grounds. This observation should not corne as a surprise, since the Soviet 

threat itself was viewed at the time more in political than military terms." While the 

decision to job an alliance of like-rninded States indicated where Canada's principal 

security interest lay, off~cials repeatedly saessed its non-rnilitary nature. The decision 

to join refiected a desire to ensure that Canada's foreign policy orientation did not solely 
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reflect a bilateral focus, but a rnultilaterd one as well. In addition, the alliance would 

support Canadian security objectives at a reduced cost, and would do so in a way that 

would not isolate Canada in its dealings with the US. While these objectives were 

certainly important, neither was directly linked to strategic concerns. ie.. questions that 

centred on the possible scenarios in which force might be used, concerns over how the 

use of force would be structured. or to the specific military requirements of each of the 

alliance members. The failure to consider such questions says much about the nature of 

the discussion at the time and of the issues that were believed to be most important. 

The Canadian satisfaction with the basic thrust of the alliance was manifested in 

many ways, perhaps most notably the fact that NATO was the cornerstone of Canadian 

foreign and defence policy through the 1950s and into the 1960s. For the purpose of this 

discussion, though, the point that deserves emphasis is the initiai Canadian failure to 

consider the strategic dimensions of the alliance, and the longer-term implications of that 

failure. As one of the leading members, Canada would be expected to play a major role 

in future NATO decisions and undertakings. Indeed, within eighteen months of the 

neaty's signing, Canada was feeling the pressure of not having taken its alliance 

responsibility seriously, as a series of new defence commiments posed an immense 

m ili tary and fscal challenge. 
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Canada's Early Policv on Nuclear Weapons and Related Matters 

One defence issue that demanded immediate government attention in the eariy 

posr-war period was Canada's position regarding nuclear weapons. Decis ions on the 

future direction of Canada's nuclear program, on the cooperation that had existed during 

the war with the US and the UK, and even whether or not to pursue an independent 

nuclear prograrn al1 had to be made shortly after the war's conclusion. Some brief 

cornments on how these decisions were reached will help place this country's subsequent 

nuclear policy in its historical context. 

The wartime collaboration between Britain, Canada, and the US resulted in the 

detonation of two atomic weapons in 1945. Scientists from al1 chree countries had 

pursued a common objective. and al1 shared in the knowledge that their efforts had 

helped shape the fuial outcome of the war. Despite this "success", however, there 

remained cons iderable confusion at war 's end over the precise rights and respons ib il ities 

of the various parties to the knowledge behind the bornb. Whereas it was clear that the 

US had supplied the bulk of the financial, physical, and scientific/intelIecnial energy of 

the program, there was no denying the fact that the two junior partners had made 

significant contributions. For example, in Canada, the British-Canadian Montreai 

laboratory, which operated under the authority of the National Research Council, 

conducted several criticai experiments (particularly in gaseous diffusion and plutonium 

separation) while the Eldorado Mine on Great Bear Lake in northern Canada was an 

important source of uranium for the bomb project. 
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This trilateral wartime partnership was shattered by the American passage of the 

Atomic Energy Act in 1946 (the McMahon Act), which prohibited the dissemination of 

fissionable material to any foreign country. From that point on, nuclear cooperation was 

confined to the supply of raw materials and the exchange of limited scientific and 

technical information. While the Act generated considerable resentment in Britain, it 

produced little response in Canada. This was likely a result of the fact that the British 

had by this time largely made the decision to establish their own domestic nuclear 

weapons p r~gra rn ,~  while the King government, in conuast, had decided to focus on the 

civilian applications of nuclear energy. 

The early Canadian position on the control of nuclear weapons was established 

in a memo written by Lester Pearson in the fall of 1945, in preparation for a conference 

between the three nuclear partners." The memo began with a series of assurnptions 

about the nature of nuclear weapons, arguing that the atomic bomb "is something 

revolutionary and unprecedented; a new departure in destruction and annihilative in 

effect. " It further noted that unless contained, nuclear proliferation would undoubtedly 

occur, as it was not realistic to believe that other countries would not manufacture their 

own weapons. The subsequent arms race would Iead to "fear, suspicion, rivalry, 

desperation, and war; ody in this case war would probably mea. international suicide." 

Policy recoinmendations followed from these assumptions. The memo suggested 

that Canada opt for international. indeed for supranational, control . The knowledge 

possessed by the US, UK, and Canada, could be "traded" for a system of international 

control under the United Nations. Such an offer, proposed in good faith, could be 
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rejected only by those States w hose motives were suspect. Pearson's proposed solution 

to the issue of international conuol involved a three step process -- prohibition of 

manufacture, destruction of existing weapons, and the sharing of al1 basic scientific 

knowledge. The central provision in this plan was that national manufacture and use of 

atornic weapons would be banned. The memo also called for the establishment of an 

international commission "of scientists of world reputation" to conduct periodic 

investigations of nuclear facilities (a kind of forerunner to the International Atomic 

Energy Agency). Pearson concluded that without regular inspection, effective 

international control was impossible. 

The effect of Pearson's memo is difficult to determine. although it certainly 

seemed to form the conceptuai bais of the Canadian approach to nuclear issues for 

several years. What is clear is that out of the trilateral conference emerged a consensus 

that an international body be established, the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission 

(AEC) , whose responsibility wouid include future efforts at international conuol . The 

memo became one of the few substantive Canadian efforts at analyzing the impact of the 

nuclear revolution, and for that rwon  aione deserves careful con~ideration.~~ 

As important as it was, though, the Pearson memo did not start from first 

principles, as it seemed to take for granted that the central question of domestic 

manufacture had aiready been determined. Indeed, the Canadian decision not to 

manufacture nuclear weapons has to this day gone largely unexamined, as if the decision 

itself was so "obvious" that no investigation of it is required. This might be linked to 

the fact that Canadian scholars have failed to uncover any evidence that a debate on the 
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issue took place -- either at the governmental or public levels. Rather. it appears that no 

formai government decision was ever made, but that Canadian pol icy s irnply evolved 

after the conclusion of the war and the realization that there was no Iegitimate national 

interest that would be served by a domestic nuclear weapons program." 

In spite of the lack of investigation. it would be disingenuous to entirely overlook 

this question. According to Jon McLin. two rasons explain the Canadian decision: (1)  

Canada was not a rnilitary power, nor were Canadians a military people. and they 

rejected a weapon whose sole purpose seemed to be the power to hurt: and (2) Canada 

had no strategic need to develop nuclear weapons, as it was inconceivable that Canada 

would ever find itself in a major military challenge without the assistance of the US. 

Taken together, these two arguments were so persuasive that "the Canadian government 

adopted its non-nuclear course after World War II not so much by deliberate choice as 

by unconscious assumption. "" This judgement still appears accurate, as there remains 

no indication that the Canadian government ever seriously considered the option of 

independently producing nuclear weapons. 

Having decided not to manufacture bombs of its own, the attention of the 

Canadian government turned to the question of future control of nuclear weapons and to 

the international body designed to oversee such efforts, the AEC (of which Canada was 

made a permanent rnember). The first major issue the Commission dealt with was a 

proposal put forward by the American delegate, Bernard Baruch, on the international 

control of atomic en erg^.^^ Canada's response to the plan was one of cautious support, 

hopeful that it might Iead to more intense discussions. However, the Soviet reaction was 
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charges 

negative, and negotiations quickly bogged down in 

and counter-charges. Although observers to this day 

pany was ultimately responsible for iü failure, few would 
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acrirnony amid conflicting 

remain divided over which 

deny that the Baruch plan 

lacked credibility and may have been little more than a public relations ploy at a time 

when neither the US or the USSR was seriously interested in the control of nuclear 

energy or its byproducts." 

Canada was concerned w ith other nuclear-related matters through th is per iod, in 

particular nuclear research conducted at the facility at Chalk River, Ontario, and a 

curious proposai in the late-1940s that would have seen British nuclear weapons stored 

on Canadian soil. Regarding the former, Chalk River was a nuclear facility built during 

the war whose primary purpose was the experimental production of fissile material for 

nuclear weapons. Based on an advanced heavy water design, the facility produced 

plutonium at a rate three times greater than comparabie American reactors." As noted 

by Eayrs, most of this plutonium was sold to the US, aithough some was kept in Canada 

for research pur pose^.'^ Through the revenues acquired as a result of these sales. the 

Canadian government was able to consuuct a second more advanced research reactor at 

the same location in the early-1950s. 

A second issue worthy of note was the somewhat bizarre proposal (in their recent 

study Legault and FortInam termed it "ludicrous") to store British nuclear weapons on 

Canadian soil. Even today, some 45 years after the suggestion was apparently made, 

details of the plan remain sketchy and consequentiy any discussion of it remains 

somewhat speculative. What is known is that through the fa11 of 1949, the minutes of 
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the Combined Policy Committee (CPQS3 reveal a series of discussions on the proposal, 

and that the opinions of Canada's senior government officiais were mixed. According 

to Eayn, the issue was resolved on 29 September when the Canadian government 

approved the idea, primarily out of concern that the Anglo-American alliance. which had 

been badly strained the previous two years over the issue of nuclear cooperation. would 

view the project favourably." This depiction has been challenged by Legault and 

Fortmann, who state that the proposa1 never went beyond the informal discussion stage. 

According to their smdy, Canadian concerm led to its withdrawal by the British, who 

quickly raised an alternative plan to actually test British nuclear weapons in Canada (one 

that was never formally made)." 

This discussion reveals a noticeable lack of consistent strateg ic cons iderations in 

Canada's early policy on nuclear weapons and related matters. This failure began with 

the "decision" not to manufacture nuclear weapons which, as noted, lacked a concise 

(indeed any) rationale. Fifty years after these events took place, Canadian security 

scholars have faiied to uncover evidence that a serious discussion on the issue took place. 

Rather. it a p p a s  as if Canada's policy came about in an indirect fashion, and can be 

linked to both politicai and economic factors. Politically, the decision ultimately 

permitted the Canadian goverment to take a leading role in arms control negotiations 

by claiming to be a non-nuclear state, while financially it saved the federal treasury a 

large sum of money, as any nuclear weapons program would have been prohibitively 

expeos i~e .~~  6 an aside, it might be added that the failure to articulate the reasoning 

behind Canada's decision was unfortunate, as Canada was the first nuclear-capable 
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country to forego the nuclear option. a development that many Canadian scholars (let 

alone international ones) seem unaware of to the present day. 

Mackenzie King rnaintained a declared policy that Canada would not manufacture. 

possess or use atomic weapons. nor would it be party to any agreement which would 

rnake Canada the "custodian" of other countries' bombs." In spite of the Prime 

Minister's declarations, though, Canada's early position on nuclear weapons was 

inconsistent, as on the one hand it was an important supplier of both the scientific 

knowledge and technical materiais needed to produce nuclear weapons, but on the other 

it maintained an official policy consistent with that of a non-nuclear state. Whereas the 

policy likely reflected what the government had hoped Canada's position was. the 

country's direct participation in the Manhattan Project made any declaration of nuclear 

virginity problematic, as did the construction of US Air Force (and SAC) bases in 

Newfoundland and Labrador in the years imrnediately following the war. Thus, when 

considering Canada's (later) protestations on the dangers presented by nuclear weapons, 

one should not lose sight of the fact that this country was hardly an impartial bystander. 

Unfortunately, the decisions reached in the mid-to-late 1940s on nuclear weapons 

were not the last time that the Canadian government would have to deal with the thorny 

issue. As will be discussed in Part 11, such weapons, and more specifically the 

decision(s) to acquire and deploy them, were to become a controversial issue in Canadian 

defence policy over the period 1958- 1963. For now, though, the important point to note 

is that Canada's early dealings with nuclear weapons, while not exactly controversial, 

were certainly not as straightfonvard as the government of the day claimed. It was a 
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lncreased Funding at the Department. the Politics of Procurement. and the 1949 White 
P a ~ e r  

By 1948-49, Defence Minister Claxton finally succeeded in persuading the 

government that DND spending had been cut suffciently, and the result was that the 

defence budget was increased to $269 million or 12.3% of the total federal budget for 

the year. The following year. with Cold War tensions rising still higher, defence 

spending grew to $385 million.58 With this increase in funding the Minister was able 

to announce a number of re-equipment programs which had been on hold while the 

Department's spending and organization had been under review the previous two years. 

The service that was the biggest beneficiary of the increase in spending was the 

RCAF." In 1948, it took delivery of 85 British-made Vampire jet-fighters, 30 

Mustangs, and 23 North Star transports resulting in a vastly improved Air Force in just 

one year.* In addition, pre-production and engineering work began on an ail-Canadian 

jet interceptor, the CF-100, designed by A.V. Roe Canada. These developments 

represented a significant change, as during the previous few years the RCAF had been 

compelled to do without any active squadrons, and its skeletal core of 12,000 men had 

been kept to administrative tasks and training? However, the growing recognition of 

the importance of air forces in the post-war world, as well as the considerable costs 

associated with aircraft procurement, s igdled  a sustained period of spending growth. 
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Despite the general uncertainty of the immediate post-war period. it is possible 

to detect at least some semblance of strategic thinking regarding the Air Force's basic 

mission and equipment. While in the period immediately following the war no legitimate 

security threat existed (and certainly noue that would justiQ the establishment of a large 

air force), that began to change by the late 1940s, at which time not only did relations 

with the Soviet Union deteriorate but the Soviets began producing and deploying large 

numbers of bombers (see Chapter Four). To defend against this potential threat, aircraft 

were required to intercept and engage Soviet planes. One can therefore see the rationale 

behind the acquisition of modern fighter aircraft and the early development of the CF- 

100. The Air Force gave up (albeit somewhat reluctantly) the role of strategic bombing 

performed during the war, and in its place put more emphasis on air defence and 

reconnaissance. While not al1 of these changes were welcomed by senior RCAF 

personnel, there was. at a minimum, an attempt to determine the kind of air force that 

Canada required and the basic missions it was intended to perform. 

The same cannot be said. however, for either the Navy or Army. As for the 

former, it was in the worst shape of the three services. At the conclusion of the war, 

the Navy had hoped to build a force capable of varied roles, but fiscal restraint resulted 

in a service unsure of its basic mission or purpose. Authorized to have 10,000 personnel 

in 1945, the figure was cut to 7,500 the following year, but recruitment difficulties meant 

that even this reduced figure was not attained. In the early post-war period, there was 

considerable confusion in both naval ranks and arnong senior defence officiais regarding 

what the peacetime mission of the RCN should be, confusion that was reflected in a 
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This disorientation can be seen in the procurement decisions of the period. The 

government rejected suggestions that Canada maintain a small "large" navy -- one with 

both capital and smailer ships -- but no other role was clearly articulated. Consequently, 

Canada went ahead with its earlier cornmitment to take delivery of a light rleet carrier 

from Britain (HMCS Magnificent) despite an array of questions ranging frorn the cost 

of the ship to the abiiity of the RCN to adequately equip and operate it. By 1948, the 

Navy fleet consisted of the Magnificent, seven Tribal class destroyen, nine 

minesweepers, and two cruisers. Given the uncertainty and apprehension within naval 

ranks, Eayrs has referred to this period as one of "demoralization and humiliation 

unknown in (the Navy's) forty year existence. "63 

Although the Army did not suffer from the kind of low morale evident in the 

Navy, it too experienced diffkulty in adjusting to its peacetime role. Authorized in 1946 

to have an active force of 27,000 and a reserve force of 180,000, the Army consisted of 

only 20,000 men in 1949 at which time Claxton slashed the reserve ceiling to 50,000. 

Organized into five regional commands, the Army's main function during this period was 

to man the Alaska Highway and various Nonhern installations, and to maintain itself in 

readiness for the unlikely event of direct attack." To defend Canada in such a scenario, 

the Army formed a brigade called the Mobile Striking Force (MSF) which was to be air- 

portable and capable of operating in the Polar regions. Also formed during this period 

were the Canadian Rangers, a part of the Reserve Force that was intended to provide 

security and surveillance in remote areas dong the coasts and in the However . 
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with no legitirnate risk of a land invasion, critics questioned the very need of a Canadian 

army, questions that may have contributed to the low priority given to modernizing out- 

moded arrny equipment throughout this period. 

In the fa11 of 1949, Claxton produced his second major statement on defence 

policy. titled Canada's Defence Proeramme (which became the first Defence White Paper 

of the post-war period). The document began with a section on the "International 

Situation" which reviewed the major defence developmenu of the post-war period. It  

examined the terms of die North Atlantic Treaty as well as discussed the defence 

implications of Canada's membership. This was followed by the "Defence Objectives 

of Canadaw. which described the Depanment's current beliefs on the possibility and 

direction of Future conflict. This section began with a review of Canada's defence 

purposes, which were iisted as: (1) to provide the force necessary to defend Canada: (2) 

to maintain the operational staffs, equipment, and training personnel that would be 

capable of rapid expansion; and (3) to develop joint defence plans with other nations." 

In a change from previous statements, the document noted that "the only kind of 

war which would involve Canada would be a war in which Communism was seeking to 

dominate the free nations.. .Such a war would be a war for sumival." This passage 

indicated the greater urgency with which the government considered the Soviet threat at 

this tirne, as well as revealed the type of conflict that was considered most likely. With 

regards to conflict scenarios, the paper noted that as a member of an alliance "it is 

obvious" that Canada would not fight alone against Communist forces. Rather, Canadian 

defence policy "assumes that Our arrned forces w il1 be used in association w ith those of 



friendly powers. "67 

partnership with the 

With these passages. the Depart ment indicated that the de fence 

US (see below) and the Atlantic alliance now formed the twin 

cornerstones of Canadian security policy . In short, the White Paper revealed that Canada 

viewed its security as indivisible from that of its allies. an appreciation that was reflected 

in the subsequent defence thinking articulated by department officiais. 

The 1949 White Paper represented a refinement of several of the concepts first 

identified in Claxton's estimates speech of a few years earlier. The major difference 

between the two, however, lies in their respective strategic outlooks. While the '47 

statement recommended the maintenance of military forces for reasons that were rather 

vague. the White Paper emphasized the more dangerous nature of the international 

environment and discussed the kinds of engagements in which Canadian troops could be 

used, the likely enemy that they would face, and the rnanner in which conflict would 

likely occur. ft therefore succeeded in placing defence policy in its larger political 

framework, one that in the aftermath of the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty was 

based firmly on meeting and defeating M e r  Soviet advances. 

The White Paper finally identified a strategic rationale for Canada's post-war 

defence policy. As such, it represents a turning point and forms a natural break in this 

country's post-'45 military development. Perhaps most important1 y. the approach that 

it codified toward the Soviet Union was to remain largely unchanged for the next two 

decades. Hostility toward the Soviet Union, despite the ebb and flow of East-West 

relations during the Cold War, was to becorne the basic assumption of Canadian foreign 

and defence policy. 
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Given the change in tone and possibilities of conflict discussed in the White 

Paper, it would be reasonable to expect that it might have led to a plan of general 

defence expenditure increases. And yet, funding for the Department, while it did 

increase slightly, remained relatively modest. For a country that had increasingly begun 

to think of itself in the first tier of nations. the small military establishment was just one 

indication of Canada's limited reach. Perhaps the principal reason for this small force. 

though. was the knowledge that Canada formed a close defence partnership with its 

superpower neighbour. a relationship that lay at the hart of Canadian defence and 

security policy . 

The Emerging Defence Partnership with the United States 

The extensive war-time collaboration between Canada and the US led to concern 

in Ottawa that in the post-war period, the US would continue to push for masures that 

the Canadian government might not be eager to adopt. While Ottawa realized that North 

Arnerican defence would increasingly be a cooperative affair. there were legitirnate 

concerns over sovereignty and the control of forces, concerns that had not been resolved 

during the w d 8  Thus, in the post-war period, the Canadian government became 

increasingly sensitive to the sovereignty implications of new defence arrangements. 

Within just one year of the conclusion of the war, Canada was in the midst of its 

first concerted effort to define its post-war security relationship with the US. Three 

related issues were being discussed: a US request to build and staff arctic weather 

stations in the far North; Recommendation 35 from the Permanent Joint Board on 
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Defence (PIBD)69 that the two counuies continue their wartime collaboration on 

continentai defence; and a planning document, the Basic Security Plan, drawn up by the 

Canada-US Military Cooperation Cornmittee (MCC). that called for an elaborate systern 

of continental air defence." At a time when the Canadian government's attention was 

primarily directed toward domestic issues, the three requests -- but particularly the latter 

one -- caught the government off guard. 

Canadian political apprehension over the MCC report7' led to a series of bilateral 

meetings in late 1946 at which time a compromise between Canadian and American 

diplornatic and military personnel was reached. The American delegation, led by senior 

State Department analyst George Kennan. softened (and ultimately withdrew) its demand 

for a continental air defence systern. The basic American message was that there was 

no rigidity to US thinking, and that any initial steps raken in air defence would be 

relatively modest and inexpensive." This approach met w ith widespread Canadian 

approval, as a policy of firmness and patience avoided the kinds of cornmitmenu that 

would have been difficult to meet in a fiscal environment where defence issues were 

hardl y pr iority items. Nevertheless , the meetings revealed the increased importance 

attached to continental defence matters, an issue area that would, in future, atuact near- 

constant attention. 

It was not only the provisions for continental air defence, however, that was the 

source of concern between American and Canadian officiais. Agreement w z  dso sought 

on principles of defence cwperation, as well as American requests to use Canadian 

facilities. Regarding the former, the wartime mil itary partnership between Canada and 
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the US had been governed by a document drawn up by the PJBD during the summer of 

1941. the Joint Canadian-US Basic Defence Plan No. 2 (more commonly known as ABC- 

22). The plan was intended to ensure that the wartime strength of the US and the British 

Commonwealth would be cornbined in an effective and efficient rnanner. It  was clearly 

not suitable for the situation at war's end, and the question of what would take its place 

qu ickly arose. 

In the spring of 1946, the PJBD presented a draft proposa1 of Recornmendation 

35, which would govern future military cooperation between the two countries. The 

wording, while low-key, ensured continu4 close cooperation with respect to the 

interchange of military personnel, standardkation of equipment and methods of training. 

and free and cornprehensive exchange of military information." Despi te Canad ian 

political concern about agreeing to a formal bilateral alliance, the government gave 

officia1 approvai to a slightiy rnodified Recommendation 35 by the fa11 (which was 

subsequently re-named Recommendation 36). Concern over the possible Soviet reaction, 

though, led to a joint decision not to make any formal announcement. 

By early 1947, a series of dramatic press account~'~ made the initial svategy 

untenable, and the Prime Minister was forced to make a statement to the House of 

Commons that explained that "in the interests of efficiency and economy" the two 

countries had decided to continue the wartime collaboration of their defence 

establishments. This cooperation, which would " necessarily be limitedu. was based on 

the principle that each country retained control over military activities undertaken on its 

territory , and remained free to determine the extent of future military c~lIaboration.'~ 
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While the statement downplayed die importance of the accord. the obvious conclusion 

was that Canada had openly allied itself with the US. The long-standing preference for 

rnultilateral security agreements and institutions had been disregarded, or ar the very 

least, temporaril y overlooked. Indeed, the 1947 Declaration of Principles on Defence 

Cooperation (also referred to as the Joint Statement on Defence) was to guide the 

frarnework of Nonh American defence until the negotiation of the NORAD agreement 

a decade later. 76 

A further issue of bilateral concern during this period were American requests of 

access to facilities on Canadian soil. As James Eayrs has noted. the cornplexity of the 

Canada-US defence relationship meant that requests could come via the PIBD, the US 

embassy. or through a variety of service channels, and "by the surnmer of 1946 they 

were arriving thick and fast. nn Arnerican requests included the permanent maintenance 

of planes and installations at the air force base at Goose Bay. Labrador; the opening of 

new weather stations in the Arctic islands; construction of new radar stations in the 

Canadian north; the continued US operation of existing weather stations in Northeastern 

Canada; the operation of the Northwest Staging Routes: the maintenance of far northern 

air fields; and the provision of facilities for various exercises and training programs in 

Canadian territory." The total number of requests was a fairly accurate gauge of 

American defence interest in Canada, and indicated to the Canadian government the 

urgency with which the US was now approaching defence issues that required some 

degree of Canadian participation and/or agreement. 
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Of the requests. two stand out as being the most controvenia1 and hence the most 

difficult to resolve: the request to reinforce and expand the base at Goose Bay and the 

one ro build and operate a series of radar stations in the arctic. Regarding the former. 

the base at Goose Bay atuacted considerable attention frorn US Air Force planners in the 

immediate post-war period, as it was the only one in North America from which bornbers 

might reach Soviet targets with the prospect of safe return. By early 1947. the US had 

requested to station both bomber and fighter groups there to augment forces proposed for 

deployment at Harmon Field (an additional American base in Newfoundland). US 

officials. in an apparent attempt at convhcing their Canadian colleagues of the 

importance with which they viewed the base, noted that Goose Bay "could be said to be 

the most important dl-round strategic air base in the western hemisphere. "'' While 

Canadians searched for some means by which it might be possible to emphasize a non- 

military aspect of the base, the US denied the request, and ultimately permission was 

granted to station long-range bombers." With its three lengthy runways and critical 

location, Goose Bay demonstrateci that on issues of vital importance the US was 

determined that its security interests would prevail. 

The other issue of bilateral concern was the construction of radar stations in the 

Canadian north. As noted above. the draft Canada-US Basic Security Plan had called 

for an elaborate prograrn of air defence, of which one component was to be the rapid 

construction of a radar network. While the plan itself was dropped, the concept of radar 

warning was not. By 1949, in the face of mounting pressure to take some action, the 

Canadian government decided to replace the Arctic radar project with a more modest 
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proposal. the Pinetree Line. While this l ine was not the most technologically advanced. 

it was only the first of a series of such radar lines, and would with time herald a new era 

in bilateral defence cooperation. 

This discussion indicates that the Canadian government recognized that the war 

had changed the requirements of continental defence, and that Canada was prepared to 

compromise in order to meet American concerns. Recognizing the enormous power and 

responsibility that the US was to play in the post-war period, the Canadian government 

was anxious to take a cooperative role in continental defence. However, this in no way 

meant that Canada meekly accepted whatever the US proposed. On the conuary , as the 

discussion regarding the initial MCC proposal demonstrated, Canada insisted that the US 

not directly challenge Canadian sovereignty. 

Examined from a narrower military perspective, this discussion indicates that the 

Canadian government increasingly appreciated the need to approach the defence of the 

North Amerim continent as a single joint operation. While no formal decision to 

integrate the two defence establishments was raken during this period, rnany of the 

important initial decisions that later led to increased cooperation were made. These 

decisions, conaary to what has been frequently argued in Canadian security literature, 

were the result of a Canadian analysis of the international security environment -- not 

one forced on this country by a more powerlül external actor. The Canadian decision 

to continue (and expand) its wartime defence collaboration with the US indicated a 

recognition that in a rapidly changing security environment, it would have been foolish - 

- not to mention effectively impossible -- for Canada to defend its enormous territory on 
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i ts  own. 

In sum, the expanding military partnership with the US was driven by several 

factors: a wide range of political, economic and historic ties, an increased perception of 

the Soviet threat as well as a comrnon appreciation of approaches to dealing with that 

threat, and a uansgovernmental mil itary coalition that frequentl y acted outs ide the for mal 

parameters of the political executive of either country. Regardless of which factor may 

have been most significant, the net result was that Canada began to codib its military 

relationship with the US in ways that it had previously avoided. 

Summary 

The period 1945-1949 was critical in setting the broad framework of post-war 

Canadian defence and security policy. In particular. Canada's Cold War focus was 

adopted during these years, one which witnessed Canada firmly align itself with the 

counuies of the West. And yet, while several important defence decisions were made, 

they were frequently not very well articulated or defended on strategic grounds. As the 

examples of NATO, Canada's early nuclear weapons policy, and the miiitary's effort to 

articulate a peacetime purpose demonstrate, defence decisions were reached to satisQ a 

number of domestic, financial, and externai considerations. 

It would be a mistake, however, to view the Canadian defence debate in isolation, 

for if attention nirns to the US over the same period, one cm identify the parameters of 

a strikingly similar debate. The pressure to demobilize in the US also began before the 

conclusion of the war, and by the end of 1945 the post-war demobilization of American 
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armed forces was well under ~ a y . ~ '  As in Canada. over the next few years Arnerican 

officiais found it difficult to draw a correlation between their increasing political 

perception of the Soviet threat and their declining rnilitary ability to deal with that threat. 

This dificulty, as in Canada, was linked to the pressure to decrease military 

expenditures. While rnilitary spending reached a post-war low in 1948 only to begin a 

slow period of growth in the ensuing two years,* the array of pressures that US 

President Harry Truman faced ensured that defence decisions were not always determined 

on a strategic basis. In addition, throughout the early post-war period there lacked a 

strategic ratiode for American military forces, a failure that can be linked to the 

differing expectations and outlooks among the armed services themselve~.~ As Samuel 

Huntington has concluded with regard to this period in US defence policy . 
an inadequate balance existed but no overall strategic plan. 
Budgetary policy gave domestic needs priority and left the 
country without the military forces to implement either the 
foreign policy of the diplomats or the strategy of the 
soldiers. . . the two great constraiats on effective military 
planning, the doctriaal heritage frorn the past and the 
pressure of domestic needs, combined to produce a serious 
gap between military policy and foreign policy . & 

New concepnial approaches to deal with the emerging political and military environment 

were introduced during this per i d ;  the pol icies of containment and de terrence, 

respectively. However, to be effective. both required a build-up of American military 

strength, a development that the Truman administration was reluctant to undertake. 

Thus, until near the end of this period, the American approach to both of these policies 

was inconsis tent and somewhat haphazard. Beginning in 1949. though, an emerging 
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domestic consensus on the dangers posed by the Soviet Union resulted in the political 

support necessary to more consistently implement the new policies. While the concepts 

themselves still lacked conceptual ciarity," this would quickly change as a series of 

international crises resulted in the intensification of the Cold War. 

This review of some of the major developments in Canadian defence over the 

irnmediate post-war period has demonstrated that strategic interests were not principal 

determinants in initial post-war defence decisions. The Canadian government, 1 ike its 

American neighbour, had a difficult time reconciling two competing interests -- how to 

maintain a limited (but gradually expanding) defence establishment at a time when its 

perception of external threat was hardening. The evidence indicates that the balance 

reached was not an optimum one, as at times both the political and military bases of 

defence policy were poorly articulated. 

Having now reviewed some of the major Canadian defence decisions of the 

immediate post-war period, attention now turns to an examination of some of the critical 

internationai developments, including the beginning of the Cold War and changes in 

military technologies. Such developments resulted in a radicdly different strateg ic 

environment, one which Canada had very little time to adjust to. 
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Cha~ter 4 -- The Canadian Defence Environment, 1945- 1949. 
Part 2 --The International Context 

As discussed in Chapter Three. the period from 1945 to 1949 witnessed 

considerable political and military changes. both in Canada and intemationally. This 

chapter will focus on some of the changes in the international environment, developments 

that had critical implications for the security policies of many countries. The single most 

important change of this period was the division of Europe into rival power blocs -- one 

led by the US, the other by the USSR -- vying for influence around the globe. However, 

political developments were only partly responsible for the instability of the period. A 

series of dramatic innovations in weapons technology revolutionized the use of force. and 

decision makers had to farniliarize themselves with a world in which the use of military 

power could have devastating consequences. They did so slowly. however. as in the 

early post-war period, there was considerable conhision regarding the role that nuclear 

weapons would play in international politics, a development linked to both the lack of 

genuine understanding of the weapons themselves as well as uncertainty regarding atomic 

production and deployment. In the discussion that follows, 1 will concentrate on three 

key strategic developments of the period -- the Cold War and the political division that 

it caused, advances in weapons technology, and the changes in war planning brought 

about by those advances. Understanding these developments is critical in establishing 

the context within which Canadian defence officials worked. 



The Beginnin~ of the Cofd War and the Establishment of Rival Power Blocs 

lnterpretations on the origins of the Cold War have long been a hotly debared 

subject in international relations literature. Liberals argue that the Soviet Union ernerged 

from the war obsessed with security and determined to establish a buffer zone around iü 

Western borders. According to this view, the West could do little to alter these interests. 

as Moscow was intent on increasing its global reach.' Revisionists, on the contrary. 

argue that the principal American interest at the end of the war was to make the world 

safe for American capitalism, and thus the US never took into consideration the 

legitimate security concerns of the Soviet Union. They also point out that the fierceiy 

anti-communist views of the American people, aided and abetted by their political 

representatives, made any compromise difficult. S till another school blames S ta1 in, 

arguing that while his goals were not ideologically motivated, they were vague and ill- 

defined.' His methods of achieving limited objectives created disuust, for even if his 

actions were defensive they were perceived by the West as threatening to their security. 

The common thread in these interpretations is the idea that the Cold War could 

have been avoided if only policy makers had been sensitive enough to the interests of the 

opposing side. This interpretation, while appealing, is almost certainly an over- 

simplification, for the fact remains that in the aftermath of the war there was an 

enormous power vacuum in continental Europe brought about by Germany's defeat, one 

that would have been difficult to fiil peacefully even among countries with common 

political and military interests. Given the array of differences between the US and the 

USSR, such an accommodation may well have been impossible. The void in Europe 

allowed the Soviets to extend their authority into the hem of the continent. In its own 
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interest, the West was compelled to try tu mitigate this shift in the global balance of 

power. Consequently. as the war ended, contlicting strategic interests led to mutual 

recriminations.' This hostile atmosphere naturall y affected political and mil itary 

relations. which w ithin rnonths began their downward spiral. 

if one had to identify a birthdate for the start of the Cold War, John Lewis Gaddis 

has argued that February 1946 is as good as  an^.^ In that month, Stalin implied that as 

long as communism had not replaced capitalism as the most important form of economic 

organization, war between the two sides was inevitable. One rnonth later, before an 

audience that included US Pres ident Harry Truman, former British Prime Minister 

Winston Churchill delivered his infamous address in Fulton, Missouri, in which he 

charged that an "iron cumin" had been rung down across the heart of Europe. The 

speech accelerated a widespread and growing hostility to the USSR by comparing it to 

Nazi Germany . By August -- exactiy one year after the wu's end -- US-Soviet relations 

had declined to the point where President Truman considered using military force to 

prevent Soviet intervention in the defence of the Turkish Straits. Shortly after. a report 

on relations with the USSR commissioned by President Truman advised that no 

concessions should be made to the Russians. It stated that "the language of military 

power is the only language w hich disciples of power politics understand, " and maintained 

that, if necessary , the US should be prepared " to wage atomic and biologicai warfare. "' 

While Soviet actions were often not as threatening as some US officiais made 

them out to be, a pattern was being established. For Western decision-makers 

predisposed to believe the worst about the USSR and its policies, the ideological tone of 

Soviet pronouncemenu confirrned that Stalin would, if he could, exploit systemic 
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developments, vacuums of power. and the popularity of local communist parties to serve 

the Kremlin's interestsm6 Signs of Soviet aggressiveness achieved a heightened salience, 

and conflicting evidence was routinely dismissed. Not that there were, in any event. a 

shortage of threatening signs. In Poland, Romania, and Hungary, unpopular communist 

minorities consolidated their power and began receiving military aid, officer training, and 

strategic guarantees from the Soviet government. Other flash points during the years 

1946-47 included Manchuria, Iran. Greece, and Turkey. Not only did the Soviets 

rupture the appearance of great power cooperation in the United Nations, but they also 

isolated themselves from international economic cooperation. Their rejection of the 

Bretton Woods agreements, the principal Western post-war economic plan, illustrated 

their penchant for independent and autarkic courses of economic development. 

Curiously , however, despite the acceptance by most Western policy-makers of 

Soviet aggressiveness, there lacked a coherent overall strategy to Western policy. That 

changed in the aftermath of a 1946 telegram written by the American charge d'affaires 

in Moscow, which was later revised and published anonymously in the influential 

American policy journal, Foreirrn Affairs.' The thesis of George Kennan's "long 

telegram" was that the entire dinist of American policy toward the USSR during and 

after WWlI had been misguided. That policy, whether in the form of Roosevelt's 

emphasis on integration or bargaining, had assumed the existence of no structural 

impediments to normal relations with the Soviet Union; rather, the hostility Staiin had 

shown toward the West was believed to have been the result of insecurities bred by 

externai threats? This could be overcome, so it was thought, either by winning Stalin's 
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trust or by gaining his respect through some sort of quid pro quo arrangement. In either 

case, the choice as to whether cooperation would continue was believed to be up to the 

US. 

Kennan's argument. on the conuary. was that because of its need for external 

enemies to justify its own domestic repression. traditional diplomacy could never rassure 

the regime in Moscow. The unimaginative bosses in the Kremlin needed excuses "for 

the dictatorship without which they did not know how to rule, for cruelties they did not 

dare not to inflict, for sacrifices they felt bound to demand. " Motivated by traditional 

Russ ian insecur ities and influenced by Marxist-Leninist writings , Soviet leaders would 

exploit the themes of capitalist encirclement and foreign hostility in order to justiQ and 

preserve their rule. Most importantly, Moscow could be expected to uy to expand, 

taking advantage of each opportunity as it arose. To counteract this, Kennan argued that 

Soviet leaders were responsive to demonstrations of force, as Russia was fundamentally 

weak and its rulers would retreat when faced with a determined foc.' It was up to the 

US, therefore, to mobilize iu energ ies effectively , plan intelligendy , and ensure that the 

Soviets understood that they would not back down from a challenge. Kennan concluded 

that "it is clear that the main element of any US policy toward the Soviet Union must be 

that of a long-term, patient but firm and vigilant containment of Russian expansive 

tendencies. " 'O 

As Gaddis has noted, rarely has a single set of ideas had such an immediate 

impact on a nation's foreign policy.ll Kennan's paper struck a cord with decision- 

makers in Washington, and within months it had been accepted as officiai US policy. 
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The strategy of containment brought together the new American interest in maintaining 

a global balance of power with the perceived Soviet challenge to that equilibrium in a 

part of the world that could hardly be more pivotal -- Western Europe. Kennan's 

approach formed a tighily-focused policy for dealing with the USSR. There were four 

essential elements to it: (1) no further efforts would be made to conceal differences with 

the Soviets: (2) there would be no further concessions in negotiations: (3) US military 

strength would be expanded and requests for aid would be looked upon more favourably: 

and (4) negotiations on a number of different fronts would continue. but only for the 

purpose of registering Moscow 's acceptame of American positions. " While these 

points were widely accepted, there was a difference between the program that Kennan 

prescribed and the one that was ultimately implemented. According to Kennan, a 

political rather than a military approach was most appropriate for containing Soviet 

expansionism, particularly in areas not vital to American interests. This was not how 

containment was officially interpreted, however. and the view that defeating Soviet 

communism required a massive military build-up was to quickly becorne one of the 

guiding premises of post-World War 11 US security policy. l3 

While containment involved a more aggressive approach with the Soviets. it was 

the subsequent enunciations of the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan that revealed 

a recognition that the Cold War would be a long term stniggle, one that would pit two 

global systems against one another in a wide range of political and economic contexts. 

In the spring of 1947. and in the aftermath of crises in Turkey and Greece. the US 

administration implemented a new policy to resist Soviet expansionism. one that 
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complemented the emerging containment focus. Truman's statement that "it must be the 

policy of the US to support free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by 

armed minorities or outside pressures, "" was a further expression of the "patience and 

firmness" strategy that had been evident in the US since the end of the war. The 

President stressed a new American determination to prevent free institutions and 

democratic governrnents from being captured by totaiitarian regimes. In fact , Truman's 

speech likely had little to do with actual events in Turkey and Greece and more to do 

with the perception that might have been created had the US not intervened. State 

Deparunent officiais were concerned that in the absence of Western assistance, 

communists might gain a foothold from which they could influence events throughout the 

whole of Western Europe." 

The chzotic economic and political conditions in Europe and the apparent strength 

of the communist parties there (especially in France and Italy) quickly became a cause 

of coacern to the US. If one believed, as Under-Secretary of State Dean Acheson did, 

that the long-term stabiiity of the region was in jeopardy, then the type of help offered 

through the Truman Doctrine would not suffice. Rather. a more appropriate American 

response had to be some form of broader economic assistance, supported by direct US 

involvement, tu counter communist pressures and restore local confidence.16 An 

economic recovery program was required that would return standards of living 

throughout the continent to at least the levels they had been before the onset of war in 

1939." 
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In May 1947. Secretary of State George Marshall, in an address at Harvard 

University, formally announced the European Recovery Program. In conuast to the 

Truman Doctrine, the offer of assistance singled out "hunger, poverty, desperation and 

chaosn -- not unspecified political forces -- as the main enemies.18 While the plan 

would ailow the Europeans considerable latitude in the manner in which the funds would 

be distributed, its larger intent was unmistakeable -- to counter the Soviet threat by 

economic means, thereby building the self-confidence necessary for the Europeans to 

eventually handle their security problems on their own.19 Indeed, the plan appeared to 

be a disinterested humanitarian gesture on a grand scale, with even the Soviet Union and 

its Eastern European satellites invited to participate. This impression was clearly 

misleading, however, as the program offered the US potential profitability, both in terms 

of the economic demand that would be generated for American products as well as the 

political benefits that would result from the perception of the US as a concerned and 

supportive global actor. l0 

US officiais were aware that their political and economic initiatives would likely 

antagonize the Soviets, intensify their rivalry, and possibly culminate in the division of 

Germany and of Europe.*' This was not their intent, but they recognized that this result 

could be the consequence of their actions. The US was caught in a classic dilemrna 

whereby the steps deemed essential to promote their own security clashed with the 

security imperatives of their adversary. The Soviets, seeing Communists excised from 

the governing coalitions in Western and Southern Europe, and fiightened by the spectre 

of German reconstruction under Western auspices, could be expected to fight back. 
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Arnerican officiais were willing to accept a further rupture in the US-Soviet relationship 

because they were convinced that the dangers of inaction exceeded the risks involved in 

provoking the Soviets." 

The gathering storm clouds in US-Soviet relations were refiected in NSC 20/4. 

passed in late-1948. Titled "US objectives with respect to the USSR." the document 

repeated many of the now-common refrains in US security policy. The great fear 

pertained to "Soviet domination of the potentid power of Eurasia." The aim of US 

policy was to "reduce the power and influence of the USSR to Iimits which no longer 

constitute a threat to the peace, national independence and stability of the world family 

of nations. "'-' However, the study offered no clear definition of objectives or priorities. 

no assessrnent of the attributes and weaknesses of various tactics, and no insight into the 

oppormnities generated by prospective rifts w ithin the Communist world" (in th is 

regard, ii was not dissimiiar from early post-war Canadian DND reports discussed in 

Chapter Three). As for conflict scenarios, the paper noted that the Western goal in a 

general war would be to reduce or eliminate Soviet control both imide a d  outside the 

USSR (emphasis added)? NSC 2 0 4  embodied the core ingredients of US national 

security policy in the post-war period -- globalism and anti-cornmunism. Critics quickly 

noted, though, a gap between ends and means, a problem made more apparent by the 

increasing array of American security commitments and the continuing budgetary 

restraint . 

In early 1950, just a few months after confirmation of a Soviet atomic test. the 

bais of US security policy for the remainder of the Cold War was established. NSC 68 
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was written by Paul Nitze. George Kennan's replacement as director of policy planning 

in the State Department. In many ways. the new document reaffirmed the assurnptions 

that had been driving US foreign policy throughout the Truman administration. US airns. 

however. were no longer limited to deterring war. containing Soviet expansion, and 

thwarting internal subversion. Nitze svessed that US goals were designed to reduce 

Soviet power on i a  periphery. establish independent counvies in Eastern Europe. and 

" foster a fundamental change in the nature of the Soviet system, a change toward which 

the frustration of the design is the first and perhaps most important task. "" 

What was most dramatic about the new document was its tone of imminent 

danger, and the consequent need to embark on a massive military rearmament program. 

The report presented the Soviet threat in very stark terms. stating that "the Soviet Union 

has one purpose and that is world domination," and furthemore. that the USSR "unlike 

previous aspirants to hegemony, is animated by a new fanatic faith. antithetical to Our 

own, and seeks to impose its absolute authority over the rest of the worid."'' 

Throughout the report, Nitze accepted the most pessimistic predictions, noting that the 

USSR was expanding its military forces at a Pace far greater than the US, and that the 

Soviets would soon have the capab ility to conduct a devastating pre-ernptive attack 

agaiost the West. The report urged the rapid expansion of American military capabilities 

and the strengthening of US allies. The paper acknowledged that this would require a 

major increase in defence spending, although no specific figures were provided. Still, 

given the dangers posed by the Soviet Union and the need for dramatic action. financial 

concerns suddenly seemed far less significant than they had just a few months earlier. 



NSC 68 is widely regarded as the first comprehensive statement of US post-war 

national suategy (as such, it can be compared to the 1949 Canadian Defence White 

Paper). For the first time in the post- 1945 period, a definition of goals and a general 

statement of methods oriented primarily to the needs of the Cold War was offered. It  

was directed toward the objectives of balance and stability in US security policy. That 

policy was now firmly based on the mode1 of the Cold War, and of the global 

cornpetition with the Soviet Union that it had spawned. As Melvyn Leffler observed in 

his recent study A Preponderance of Power, " in the worldview of NSC 68. there was no 

room for neutrality; diplomacy was a zero-sum game. The stakes were global 

preponderance. "" 

Therefore, by June 1950 (the beginning of the Korean War) the Cold War global 

system had largely been established. Two rival power blocs -- with hegemonic powers 

at their helm -- were in the process of being organized, and counrries around the world 

were coming under increasing pressure to join one of the respective "camps" ." The 

US and the USSR, as the dominant nations of the system, had enormous powers and 

responsibilities. While direct conflict between the two had so far been avoided. a pattern 

was being established, one which witnessed each side test the patience of the other in an 

area of vulnerability, pushing it to the point where a direct military confrontation not 

only seemed possible, but likely (Berlin, for example). Only at that point did the crisis 

subside, to be replayed somewhere else under slightly differing circumstances. 

While Soviet actions rnay have appeared aggressive at tirnes, it can also be argued 

(as Kennan did) that throughout this period the USSR was principally interested in 
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rebuilding the country after the terrible damage done during the war. While. to be sure, 

the USSR consolidated its grip on the countries in Eastern Europe. it also demobilized 

part of its army and withdrew from strategically important a r e a ~ . ~  In fact, one can 

argue persuasively that Soviet actions over the period were contradictory. The Russians 

showed some restraint but not enough to ailay US fears. although in reality Western 

apprehension often had little to do with Soviet behaviour. The Kremlin was a minor 

player in the insurrections in Greece and China, the popularity of Communist parties in 

Western Europe, and the rise of nationalkm in many countries of the developing 

world." However. as these developrnents indicated a worsening power balance for the 

West, decision makers had a difficult tirne distinguishing between the Soviet state and 

developments that were consistent with its larger global interests. As for the actions of 

the US, convinced of the total hostility of its rival, it took the steps it felt were necessary 

to protect and further its interests, many of which must have appeared aggressive to the 

USSR. In addition, the leaders in the Kremlin could not help but be aware of the 

overwhelming US nuclear superiority, an advantage that must have been a factor in 

influencing (and restraining) Soviet ac tiom . 

In a f d  analysis, assessing blame for the opening phase of the Cold War is a 

fûtile exercise, as both sides made decisions and took actions that they knew were 

provocative and potentially de-stabilizing. As one of the more prominent memben of 

the Western alliance, Canada had to adjust rapidly to the aitered global security 

environment, which it did with energy and enthusiasm. As we have seen. Canadian 

officiais generally shared the views of their American colleagues on the dangers 
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represented by the Soviets, and while this country may have lacked the political 

compulsion to characterize every Soviet act in the worst possible light, political leaders 

did feel the need to nonetheless warn the public of the threat from Soviet policy so thar 

they would accept the increased burdeas of taxation and defence." This is not to Say 

that officials deliberately exaggerated fears to incite public feeling -- rather, it was 

necessary only to dwell on the accepted record of the USSR. 

Canadian policy of the day cannot merely be dismissed as anti-cornmunist and 

pro-Arnerican, although it certainly was both. As John Holmes ha noted, "if the chips 

were down, Canadian governments and, the evidence suggests, the Canadian public had 

no doubt which side they were on. "" This was not so much the American side, as it 

was the side which not only included the US but most of our other allies as well. 

Canada quickly realized that its interests -- particularly its political ones -- were not 

always consistent with those of the US, and it often sided with other mernbers of the 

West in intra-alliance disputes. At the same time, though, officials in Ottawa realized 

the special relationship that Canada had with the US, and that there might be occasions 

where a choice between the two might be required. It is those situations that caused 

them most concern, as it was always unclear how Canada would react under such trying 

circumstances. The ambivalent Canadian policy was to avoid weakening the US while 

assisting in the weaving of a larger web to control the behaviour of States, including the 

US? In any event, as a firm Western ally and a country with considerable power in 

its own right, Canada's actions and policy choices took place against the backdrop of 

international developments, a condition that imposed its own limitations and constraints . 



155 

Militar~ Innovation and the Power of Nuclear Weaoons 

While the atomic bombs that destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki were formidable 

weapons, it was several years before the full impact of the nuclear revolution was 

recognized in defence and government circles. In the following cornrnents, 1 will briefly 

discuss three critical rnilitary developments of the period -- the American nuclear 

stockpile and advances in bomber aircraft. the Soviet atomic explosion of 1949, and the 

decision to pursue hydrogen weapons -- each of which had enormous strategic 

implications in the decades that followed. 

From 1945 through 1948, the era of Arnerican nuclear monopoly. the US 

stockpile and delivery capability system was extremely limited. Indeed, the precise 

extent of this was not known until fairly recently. as for several decades the assumption 

had been that, as the only nuclear state. the US must have had overwhelrning nuclear 

s~periority.~' In fact. it is questionable whether the stockpile in the early post-war 

years was large enough to be meaningful in a strategic sense. For example, there were 

only two nuciear weapons at the end of 1945, nine in July 1946, and 13 one year later. 

By 1948. the number began to increase more rapidly, with 50 weapons available. 

Throughout this period a "doctrine of ~carcity"'~ existed among US military planners, 

which was likely a factor in the initial reluctance to deveiop war plans that rook 

advantage of the American atomic monopoly (see below). 

However, it was not only the small number of weapons that raised doubts about 

the possible effectiveness of US nuclear forces. Another consideration was that none of 

the bombs were stored assembled, and it took 40 men two days to put each one together. 
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Further, each was a "Fat Man" implosion bomb that weighed about 10,000 pounds and 

was relatively inefficient in its use of fissionable material." Because the bornbs were 

so large and curnbersome, they could only be loaded ont0 bombers by installing a special 

hoist in a pit, placing the bomb into the pit, rolling the aircraft over it, and then lifting 

the weapon into the specially modified bomb bay. Clearly, due to the extensive 

requirements that were necessary to get the weapons ready for use, there was an implicit 

assumption that US forces would have the necessary time to take these measures, an 

assumption that began to look increasingly doubtful in the 1950~.'~ 

The 8-29 was, until around 1950, the mainstay of the Strategic Air Command 

(SAC) and the principal delivery vehicle of America's nuclear forces. Through 1948, 

there were only 30 specially confiigured B-29s in SAC modified to carry atornic bombs, 

dl in the 509th Bomb Group based in Roswell, New Me~ico.'~ As the range of this 

aircraft was 4,000 miles (rneaning its effective combat radius was only 2,000 miles), it 

was necessary to ernploy either overseas bases or to make use of aerial refuelling to 

dlow the bombers to reach targets in the USSR. While the latter seemed to offer a 

preferred alternative, it placed additional requirements for the operation and maintenance 

of several hundred aircraft as well as raised numerous logistical difficulties for the US 

Air Force. Thus, concern during the immediate post-war period fell on the need for 

strategically suitable bases which would permit the refueiling of American aircraft. 

Attention quickiy focused on three principal locations for such bases -- Europe, the 

Middle East, and North Africa. The latter two were considered so important that the US 

increasingly began to align itself with France and Britain in a range of issues -- often 
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against the nationalist aspirations of Third World peoples -- in order to secure access to 

bases controlled by the two European countries. 

However, during the period in which base rights were being negotiated. the rnost 

critical US bases were in Canada, the UK. and lapan, which as a result of close security 

ties were the countries where agreements were reached most quickly. Among the three, 

it was the UK bases that were considered the most vital during the period 1945-50. Not 

only were they a principal launch point for attacks on the USSR, but they were also the 

main recycling centers under US war plans for planes and crews returning from missions 

that originated outside Britain." UK concern over the Soviet threat and the desire to 

cooperate with the US on military matters resulted in the rapid negotiation and 

construction of three SAC bases -- at Mildenhail. Sculthorpe. and Lakenheath -- and 

plans were under way to build up to five more.'" Despite the quick success in 

negotiating these arrangements, though, it was widely realized in the US that the 

preferred alternative was to deploy longer-range aircraft which would not require forward 

bases at d l .  

Concerns about SAC'S effectiveness were diminished by mil itary developments 

in 1948, at which time the force's operational capabilities were improved considerably. 

First, initiai deliveries were made of a new bomber, the B-36, which was the first truly 

long-range bomber deployed by the US.42 Second, an additional long-range aircraft. 

the B-50 (a modified version of the B-29), was also introduced, although in very limited 

numbers . Lastl y, tanker aircraft for in-flight refuelling became operational, although 

performance limitations of these aircraft meant that this capability remained limited for 
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some years. These changes had two immediate effects -- pressure was reduced on the 

need for overseas bases and the effective striking range of American bombers was 

doubled. 

As a result of the changes. by 1949-50 SAC consisted of 120 modified B-29s. B- 

36s. and &SOS, with six bomb assembly teams uained and organi~ed.'~ Moreover. 

with the introduction of the new aircraft, the capability of the US to project military 

power had increased drarnatically, a development that would soon be retlected in 

American strategic planning. The enhanced US capability was demonstrated during the 

1948-49 Berlin airlift, when the US was able to re-supply the city through the use of its 

air forces. Still, concerns over the performance of the new bombers led to only limited 

production runs, requiring the US to remain dependent on overseas bases until well into 

the 1950s, at which time the supersonic, long-range B-52 began entering service. 

As noted above, by 1948 the size of the US nuclear stockpile began to grow 

drarnatically. The bomb was increasingly influencing US war plans. and it had corne to 

dominate most confiict scenarios. However, no sooner had the US military finally 

started to adjust its thinking to include nuclear weapons, then the US atomic rnonopoly 

was shattered in August 1949, when Western intelligence confirmed a Soviet atomic test. 

While it would be several years before the USSR would have an operational atomic 

force. its evennial realization was considered a virtud certainty . This development had 

a paradoxical effect. While it discouraged doctrines based upon atomic weapons as a 

uniquely Arnerican advantage, it also locked the US into a nuclear strategy. In effect, 

the US now recognized that in the future al1 war planning would have to take account of 



the possible use of nuclear weapons. and strategies 

wouid specifically attempt to avoid this possibility. 

would have to be devised which 

In fact, the Soviet Union's general ability to compete with the US in several 

areas of weapons developrnent surprised US officials throughout the period. The Soviet 

development of nuclear weapons came well before US intelligence officials had 

predicted," as did the Soviet ability to challenge American dominance in areas of high 

technical requirements, like jet engines and radar. Soviet technological prowess was 

further demonstrated by the introduction of a series of bombers in the late 1940s. In 

1948, the USSR unveiled its version of the B-29, the Tu-4. Although the aircraft's range 

was limited, it was capabie of return missions to Western Europe, and it demonstrated 

a considerable ability in aircraft research and design (even though it was widely regarded 

in the West as a virtual copy of the Amer ican plane). This bomber was quickly replaced 

by newer models of indigenous design (ie.. TU-16 Badger, Mya-4 Bison, and TU-95 

Bear), aircraft that clearly revealed a Soviet capability comparable to that of the US. 

More importantly, Soviet bomber deployments had an enormous affect on the US 

defence community, which had downplayed the possibiiity of Soviet engineers succeeding 

in producing aircraft of high technical sophistication. In combination with the nuclear 

test of the following year, concern in the US grew over the apparently advanced state of 

Soviet science. The US had long considered the USSR to be somewhat backward, 

certainly not befitting of a nation enjoying superpower statu. However, it now 

recognized that this view had been a critical miscaiculation, and that the USSR would 

pose a considerable challenge to continued Western dominance in science and technology 
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in the years ahead. 

By the early 1950s, the Soviets had produced more than i ,ûûû Tu-4s and were 

well on the way to developing its successor. the Tu-16. While the USSR did not 

introduce a uue long-range bomber until the mid-1950s (at which time both the Tu-95 

and the Mya-4 were revealed), the Tu-4 was capable of reaching North America on one- 

way missions, a possibility that both US and Canadian intelligence certainly took into 

account." By the early 1950s. defence planners in both countries realized thai the 

USSR could threaten continental North America with atomic attack, one which the air 

defences of the time were totally incapable of defending a g a i n ~ t . ~ ~  

American officials believed that Soviet atomic weapons and improved delivery 

vehicles would enhance the Kremlin's penchant for risk taking. For example, it was felt 

that the Soviets might suddenly become more likely to support revolutionary movements 

around the world. At a time when the global political environment was unstable. US 

officials did not want to forfeit the psychologicai edge that inspired thern to take risks 

and afforded them significant advantages in waging the Cold War. It was believed that 

if the US ever had to ponder the possibility that the atomic power of the USSR might 

prevail in a contlict, American diplomacy might become more cautious -- and therefore 

less successful. More imponantly, it was believed that America's atomic rnonopoly had 

enabled the US to proceed with the establishment of a configuration of power compatible 

with US global interests." 

The response of the US to the developing Soviet capability for both the 

manufacture and delivery of atomic bombs was not to back down but to raise the stakes, 
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moving to the development of hydrogen weapons. thereby ushering in an age of nuclear 

plenty and solidiQing a trend toward ever-increasing levels of destruction.'Vhis 

decis ion was reached only afier a bitter debate w ithin the American defence establishment 

over the wisdom of proceeding on such a course.49 While the debate was highly 

charged and pitted scientists against one another, what it overlwked was that the 

hydrogen bomb did not raise any dramatically new questions. While the "supern 

certainly increased the amount of destructive power available, the moral and strategic 

issues it raised differed fiom those of a few years earlier only by a matter of degree. Al1 

of the same concerns about adapting a weapon of such destructive force into war plans 

remained, only now the possible destruction was that much greater? 

On a purely technical level, however, the hydrogen bomb did differ a good deal 

from its fissionable cousin. Given an atomic bomb to act as a trigger, a "super" required 

no expensive fissionable material because it was fuelled by hydrogen, the most plentiful 

element in nature. Each H-bomb was at Ieast a thousand times as powerful as an atomic 

bomb. Indeed, the introduction of a weapom system that offered its users such immense 

military power was a momentous strategic development, perhaps more important than the 

original introduction of nuclear weapons. SAC planners now calculated that they could 

destroy three-quarters of the population of 188 Soviet cities, with casualties approaching 

75 million people, within a matter of heurs.'' Further, unlike the atom bornb. an H- 

bomb was so powerful that only a few might force another great state to surrender.'* 

Yet, at the same t h e ,  it was difficult to conceive of a situation, any siniarion, where it 

would make sense to use one. This latter concern was the issue that American strategists 
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quickly focused on. and the observations that they reached would change the very nature 

of suategy and strategic diought for the next 40 years. 

In sum, the development of nuclear arsenals on both sides paralleled the 

introduction of other technical innovations of the modern era. like the airplane and the 

automobile. Like the latter two, scientisü at first had difficulty recognizing and 

appreciating just how important their discovery had been, which helps explain the initial 

reluctance to think seriously about the strategic implications of their possible use (see 

below). However, as the nuclear stockpile grew and the means of delivery improved, 

this quickly changed. This was a period in which technological advancement was so 

rapid, and the implications of such change so poorly understood, that there was an 

inevitable gap between scientific progress on the one hand and the political/military 

understanding of that progress on the other. 

However, one thing was clearly understood by 1950 -- both the US and USSR 

were well on their way to developing large and varied nuclear forces, forces that could 

be used for a variety of both strategic and tactical missions. In addition, the means of 

nuclear delivery was steadily improving, with aircraft design and performance in the 

midst of a revolution (the sound barrier was first broken in 1947), while missile 

programs in both countries grew steadily. These developments were to have enormous 

irnpl ications for the international secur ity environment, as they required entirel y new 

modes of thinking about the use of force. 

As a neighbour and ciefence partner of the US, Canada could not help but be 

affected by these changes. While Canada "chose" not to develop a nuclear force of its 
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own. it was a strong supporter of the Western alliance, which by the early 1950s had 

adopted a strategy based on the early use of nuclear weapons in any future conflict. In 

addition, Canada was home to several US air and naval bases, many of w hich y layed an 

important role in US defence planning. The key point to note is that this was a period 

of unprecedented military change, and that by the start of the new decade, many of the 

realities -- both technical and conceptual -- of the modern nuclear age had entered the 

defence debate. 

The Strateeic War Plans of the Su~erpowers 

In the early years of the Cold War, both the US and USSR believed that the best 

way to ensure security was by strengthening their military forces. Given increasing 

political differences, it is easy to understand why both had such views, but the attempts 

of each side to strengthen its own military position only compelled the other to do the 

same. In short, there was no conception of security as a "common problemn, no 

realization that the only change that would be beneficial in the long run was one which 

made both sides feel secure." However, as a result of differing military capabilities. 

each took a different path to achieving "security". The US, as a nuclear power, 

gradually emphasized its nuclear capability, while the Soviets, lacking such a capacity 

untii 1949, believed that massive amounts of conventional weaponry could make up for 

their lack of nuclear weapons .% 

Early American thinking on the future role of nuclear forces was contained in the 

1945 "Spaatz Rep~rt" , '~ which set the tone for the following couple of years. While 
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recognizing the powerful military effect of the bomb, the report emphasized the scarciry 

of the nuclear stockpile and the fact that it was widely believed that such weapons would 

remain prohibitively expensive to produce, which meant that they were unlikely to enter 

American war plans in significant numbers. These conclusions were repeated in a report 

prepared by the Joint Staff Suategic Survey, which emphasized that if the enemy had 

sufficient "starnina", the bomb might not be decisivems6 This report further noted that 

victory in future conflict would still require occupation of the enemy homeland, a 

conclusion that revealed a failure to appreciate the enormity of the change that Hiroshima 

and Nagasaki represented. 

By 1947-48, though, official US thinking about the atomic bomb began to change. 

There were several factors that accounted for this transformation, but the most important 

were the realization that early thinking on the scarcity of the bomb might have been 

inaccurate and the recognition that Soviet conventional superiority needed to be balanced 

by American nuclear power? Thus, by this tirne. the US military began designing war 

plans that took full advantage of the US nuclear monopoly, placing reliance on a massive 

atomic blitz in the opening stages of any future conflict with the Soviet Union." This 

blitz was to have two principal objectives -- to slow down the enemy advance and to 

destroy sufficientiy valuable social and economic targets as to quickly compel Soviet 

surrender .59 

The emerging American emphasis on nuclear weapons meant that its options in 

case of a Soviet military challenge were sornewhat limited. This was reveaied during the 

Berlin crisis, when President Truman explicitly authorized the use of atomic weapons in 
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the event of wu." Although Truman regarded atomic bornbs as horror weapons CO b r  

employed only in the last resortV6' it was important, if deterrence was to work. that he 

affirm publicly that he would not hesitate to use them if necessary. By the turn of the 

decade, any hesitation (at least on an official level) on nuclear use had been eliminated. 

and the bomb had begun to revolutionize American thinking on the use of force and the 

possible course of future conflict. 

Early post-war Soviet military doctrine was based on Stalin's concept of 

"permanently operating factors". This theory was rigidly adhered to not only because 

of Sralin's personal power but also because its merit seemed to have been demonstrated 

by the victories of the Second World W d 2  Sralin contended that to win in battle. a 

government needed to be able to depend on a number of constants, such as the stability 

of the home front and the morale of the army. War was seen as a total clash between 

two societies, in which al1 the suengths and weaknesses of the belligerents influenced the 

final result. In addition, there was a belief that success on the battlefield was dependent 

on having varied and capable military forces. Lastly, Soviet officiais advanced the 

notion of historical determinism -- ie., that the USSR had the advantage of representing 

a superior social and economic form of society. 

As for Soviet views on nuclear weapons, it spent the period 1945-49 largely 

downplaying their importance. This was not surprising, given that the Soviets did not 

yet have such weapons, and that under the permanently operating factors major changes 

in strategy were rare and tended to take decades to be fully appreciated and understood. 

Reflecting this belief, Stalin noted in 1946 that "atomic bombs are rneant to frighten 
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those with weak nerves, but they cannot decide the fate of wars since atomic bombs are 

quite insufficient for this. "63 Even after the first Soviet atomic test a few years later. 

Stalin continued to make statements that indicated that he was sceptical of the influence 

of nuclear weapons. 

Rhetoric aside, the early post-war strategic views of the US and USSR were 

surprisingly similar. Both continued to see the next war as a kind of repeat of World 

War Two (indeed, as noted, so too did Canadian officiais). While each side understood 

and appreciated the destructiveness of nuclear weapons, neither thought such weapons 

would be truly decisive in warfare. On the American side, this belief was linked to the 

limited atomic stockpile, the difficulties associated with delivery , and lingering doubü 

about the significance of the weapons themselves. On the Soviet side, the S talinist notion 

of permanently operating factors did not permit any radical changes of suategy. Thus, 

in many important respects, neither country was initially convinced that nuclear weapons 

represented a true revolution in the use of force. 

By 1950, however, this mind-set began to change. Governrnent reports in both 

the US and Canada specifically recognized the radically different nature of the ernerging 

security environment and the type(s) of conflict most likely to unfold should war with the 

Soviet Union occur. Without a doubt, the key factor in this change in attitude was the 

Soviet atomic test and the emerging recognition that any use of nuclear weapons could 

result in retaiiation in kind. With the growth in weapons stockpiles on both sides in the 

early 1950s. nuclear weapons not only began to dominate war planning, but increasingly 

played a criticai role in political discussions and negotiations. A sute of mutual atomic 
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deterrence was coming into being. although it was some time before strategic analysts 

recognized this new reality (this point will be discussed further in Chapter Seven). In  

any event, with the end of the 1940s and the failure of initial attempts at international 

arms control, there was no longer much hope that nuclear weapons would be controlled 

in the near future. In this environment. strategic thinking needed to be reformulated to 

take account of new conditions, a challenge posed to al1 counuies, but most of al1 to 

those, like Canada, who found themselves on the front line of the emerging global divide 

and whose defence policies therefore had added symbolic importance. 

Summary 

The combination of the Cold War, military innovations, and changes in strategic 

thought resulted in a vastly different security landscape in 1950. The growth of the US 

atomic arsenal, combined with advances in aircraft performance, meant that by this tirne 

the US could literdly destroy the whole of Soviet society in a matter of hours. For their 

part, while the Soviets did not yet have the combined nuclear forces of the US (and they 

were not to achieve a position of suategic parity until the late 1960s). their nuclear 

capabilities were on the verge of rapid growth, and certainly WestZrn policy makers had 

to assume a considerable Soviet nuclear capacity. Indeed, with massive resources of 

weaith and power, there were those in the West who believed that the USSR might 

directly challenge either Arnerican power in North America, or more likely, the 

coinmitment of the US in the defence of Europe, an area that was believed to be 

particularly vulnerable because of geo-saategic factors. 
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While politicians on both sides were generally far more cautious. what concerned 

analysts and strategic planners was not the intentions of the politicians of the other side 

(which were inherently difficult to gauge), but the capacity of the armed forces of 

potential adversaries to inflict damage on their own society and their peoples." The 

day was fast approaching when the Soviet Union, if it wished, would be able to launch 

an entirely unprovoked but nevertheless annihilating attack. The clashes in values and 

spiralling political hostiiities of the Cold War simply reinforced this mutual mistrust and 

anxiety. Decision makers on both sides accepted the advice of their strategic planners 

and thus made the increase of military forces an on-going priority. 

This was the international strategic environment within which Canadian defence 

officials worked in 1950. It was one dominated by the globiil competition for power and 

influence, and the scientific and technical advances that had made the use of force a 

deadly garnble. Around the world, analysts suuggled to make sense of the new 

environment and Canada was no exception. As will be revealed, Canadian officials 

reached their own understanding of the nuclear age, one that was different in many 

respects from their American and European allies. 
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PART II 

THE CASE STUDIES: CANADIAN STRATEGIC THINKING 
ON AIR DEFENCE, NUCLEAR STRATEGY, NUCLEAR WEAPONS, 

AND ARMS CONTROL 
(CHAPTERS 5 - 9) 



Chaoter 5 -- The S tudv's Methodoloeical Foundation: 
The Method of Structured. Focused Corn~arison 

As noted in the Introduction, before the examination of archival material can 

begin, it is necessary to outline the methodology that will be used for the archival-based 

chapters. For this project, the method of structured, focused comparison has been 

adopted. As described by Alexander George, this approach combines the historian's 

detaded explmation of a single case study with the political scientist's concern for 

theoretical implications and scientific procedures of inquiry.' The use of intensive 

historical analysis is beneficial in that it provides a much clearer investigation of specific 

case s tud ies . 

This methodology requires three prerequisites. The first is for the investigator 

to explore deeper descriptions of a limited number of cases. This allows for greater 

certainty in the evaluation of data. As will be explained below, several issue areas of 

relevance to Canadian defence policy will be investigated in this study, although each is 

from the same m e ,  thus representing somewhat of an aiteration of George's model. The 

author believes that this approach is consistent with the focused comparison method 

because fmdings and observations will still be based on a comparison of data samples, 

as in George's method. The second prerequisite is for the various cases or instances 

used be of the same "class". In this it is vital to be selective as to the specific 

phenornena that are to be studied. This project will investigate the attempts at identifiing 

and articulating Canadian strategic interests as formulated by officiais in both the 
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Departments of National Defence and External Affairs across a variety of issue areas. 

In spite of the different areas to be hvestigated. similar indications of strategic thought 

will be lwked for in each. The third prerequisite is that the investigation needs to be 

focused on the same basic elements in each of the cases. These prerequisites are 

important in allowing the researcher to extract significant implications for theoretical 

development from the case studies. 

George supported the utility of detailed w e  studies that built upon one another. 

By selecting a small number of w e s  the comparison of each should lead to the further 

development of the theory being examined. George refmed the rnethodology of 

"heuristic" and "probability probe" case studies initially identifid by Harry Eckstein3 

and the "controlled comparison" methodology applied by Arend Lij~hart.~ In these 

types of studies, specific mes are analyzed and cornpareci with one another for a 

cumulative development of theory. George built upon the strengths of Eckstein's and 

Lijphart's methodolog ies, but addressed limitations in each. Eckstein's use of a single 

case study does not link the study with the comparative method, nor does it allow for the 

controlled comparison of a few appropriate cases. Lijphart rnakes this comparison. but 

does not address the specific tasks that need to be developed in designing a controlled 

comparison. In addition, neither researcher discusses the procedures necessary for 

implementing a controlled comparison once it has been designed.' In fact. one can 

consider this snidy's methodology to be a cross between George's focused cornparison 

structure and Eckstein's single case study, although the identification of a standardized 

set of questions (see below) places it closer to the George model. 
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George deveioped the suuctured, focused comparison method CO address the 

requirements of comparison that have so often led to difficulties for social scientists. 

With this methoci, the researcher can uncover similarities arnong cases that suggest 

possible generalizations, but he is also able to investigate differences among cases in a 

systematic rnannd  As George noted, anaiysis of differences can be just as usefui as 

similarities for the development of theory. By specifying the circurnstances that lead to 

different results in the various cases, the researcher can describe in an explicit, orderly 

manner the complexity of phenomena and the variations in outcome~.~ Lastly, because 

the number of mes exarnined is smdl, fmdings will enjoy a lower degree of formal 

ver ification than do statistical generalizations grounded in quantitative anal ysis of a large 

number of cases. 

Three phases are required in thû method -- the design, the implementation, and 

the analysis. The research design includes five separate tasks. The fist is the 

specification of the research problem. This involves the identification of the behaviour 

to be studied, the existing theory concerning that behaviour, and the specific elements 

of theory that explain the behaviour.' The behaviour in this project is whether Canadian 

defence officiais (and, to a lesser extent, those in External Affairs) identified and 

articulated Canadian strategic interests, and whether those interests differed in any 

substantive degree from the anaiysis produced elsewhere. The relevant theory is 

peripheral dependence, an approach (or "image") that views Canada as weak and unable 

to emerge from the broad shadow of the United States in a wide range of political, 

military, and economic fields. An additional theoretical concern of the study is the 
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degree of societal influence on the policy and agenda-setting environments in liberal 

democracies, and whether social actors have an influence over governmental ones, even 

in as sensitive an area as national security. 

The second task of the design is the specification of the factors that will be used 

in the conaolled comparison. These include the outcome to be expected, the intervening 

variables which comprise the theory, and the manner in which they are analy~ed .~  In 

this study, the outcome to be explaineci is the identification and articulation of Canadian 

strategic thought. The intervening factors include the Western alliance, technological 

change, the international environment, domestic political cons iderations, and the 

Canadian defence policy wmmunity . As noted earlier , though, the single most critical 

factor is American strategic thought, a consideration that will require frequent 

cornparisons among observations reached in the two countries. 

The third task is the selection of appropriate cases. As George noted. this is 

accomplished by selecting cases from the same "universe", or as he noted, "the cases 

must al1 be instances of the same class.. .one must not mbc apples, oranges, and 

pears."1° While the method that George describes involves several case studies, in this 

project 1 will examine data samples (ie, issue areas) within the same case. Findings and 

conclusions, as in George's rnodel, will be based on a comparison of the data samples. 

It is anticipateci that by adopting this method some of the traditional weaknesses of single 

case study analysis can be avoided. ' l  In addition. readers are reminded that George 

recognwd that a single case study can lead to useful and informative results. The key 

is whether the particular case addresses the critical questions identified, and whether it 
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c m  be excluded from any other panicular mode of theoreticai enquiry . Provided these 

criteria are met, George supported Eckstein's suggestion that single case studies can lead 

to both empirically and theoretically informative results. l2 

A total of four issue ara chapters will be examineci in this study, each of which 

will identify and highlight a different aspect of Canadian strategic thought. Chapter Six. 

which examines thinking as it related to air defence, is important because this was the 

defence mission that proved the most controversial over the period, and the one that 

attracted a large share of the Department's annual budget. Chapter Seven, which focuses 

on thinking related to issues of nuclear weapons and strategy, will examine how 

Canadian officials reacted to nuclear developments in the US. and identifi whether 

Canadians made any conceptuai contributions to the field of nuclear strategy. Chapter 

Eight, Canadian views on the acquisition of nuclear weapons, is linked to Seven but its 

focus is on the domestic weapons debate and demonstrates how DND and DEA 

approached this issue from fundamentally different perspectives. Lastly, Chapter Nine, 

which examines Canadian thinklng on arms control, centres on how officials responded 

to one of the critical conceptual developments in rnilitary strategy of the period. Through 

the comparison of the fmdings in each of these chapters -- each of which satisfies 

George's "appropriate" criteria -- it is anticipated that an accurate, comprehensive picture 

of Canadian strategic thought will be developed. 

The fourth task of the focused comparison rnethod is the consideration of ways 

in which variance of the dependent and independent variables (ie., factors in this study) 

can best be described to further theory development -- or, as George notes, " to increase 
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the likelihood of discovering causal patterns between various outcornes of the dependent 

variable and various configurations of independent and dependent variables. " In response 

to this concern, the study wiil compare and contrast strategic thinking in Canada with 

that of the US. The factors ail offer non-US based explanations for the evolution of 

Canadian strategic thinking, with possible implications for the study of Canadian public 

policy. However, attention will only be directed toward them once a preliminary 

judgement has been reached on the (relative) distinctive nature of the Canadian 

observations. Anention will further focus on various explanations of Canadian foreign 

and defence policy. and in particular whether any of the currently identified " images" cm 

account for the redit .  of Canadian strategic thought. In this regard, the study will 

contend that Canada's ability to identifi and articulate independent strategic interests 

represents a severe challenge to the peripherai dependence approach. 

The fifth and fuial task of the research design is the formulation of questions to 

be asked of each case. These questions need be such that they develop a common set of 

categories in order to compare the various data samples under consideration. The 

identification of a standardized set of questions ensures the comparability of results. As 

each issue area will be examined in some detail, only a limited number of questions can 

be considered (the questions will be exarnined below). 

The second phase of the focused comparison method is the implementation of the 

case studies. Each of the cases singled out for controlled comparison is studied from the 

standpoint of the data requirements identified in task five. Clearly. the investigator's 

framework must be comprehensive enough to capture the major elernents of the historical 
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explanation -- that is, the intervening factors must be adequate to absorb enough of the 

richness of the historid explanation, to capture and record the essentials of a causal 

explanation of the outcome in that case.13 In evaluating the case studies, the method of 

"causai imputationn will be used, rather than the causai inference of statistical-correlation 

studies. Causal interpretation gains plausibility where the data are consistent with and 

c m  be supponed by the generalizations for which a level of validity exists. This validity 

is achieved when alternative explanations are found to be l e s  effective in support of the 

generalizations. Should this not be the case and alternative explanatioos c m  be 

identified, the researcher needs to acknowledge this and the resulting implications for 

theory development. " 
Lastly, the third phase is where the researcher addresses the implications of the 

study on relevant theory. This analysis is concernai not only with what is similar 

between the cases but aiso with what is different. The results of the case studies are used 

to build upon the original hypotheses (in this case propositions) in order to form more 

focused or refmed thwries. These can then be used to develop a more differentiated 

hypothesis which will lead to further and more sophisticated study. George has pointed 

out that the open ended nature of the focused comparison method is important in that the 

results of studies that use it are generally not de f~ t ive ,  as the inclusion of more cases 

or additional data may identifi new variants of the causal patterns identified. 

Having reviewed the principal goals and objectives of the focused comparison 

method, the rernainder of this chapter will outline the questions that have been identified 

to guide the discussion. These questions are intended as an analytic tool in explaining 
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and interpreting the documents to be examined. They are presented in a progression. 

moving fiom issues of generality to more specific concerns. They are intended to be of 

a fairly general nature, as the identification of specific questions would be of Iimited 

utiiity in dealing with the wide array of documents to be examined. Lastly, each 

question examines a particular concern associated with suategic thinking, and by doing 

so helps develop a tapestry that should identify developments and trends in the larger data 

The following questions form the bais for aoalyzing the documents: 

Question 1: Did Canadian officiais consider the use of 
force, or the threat of force, a significant possibility? 

In many ways, this is the central question of the study, and the one that must be 

answered affumatively if a document is to be considered. Strategic thinking, as defined 

in this project, is concerned at its core with the use or threat of force, and thus this 

question forms a logical starting point for the consideration of documents. This question 

is consistent with both the political and military components of strategy, as it goes well 

beyond the simple intent to acnially use force, to include those situations where a change 

in the external environment resulu in the increased possible use of force as well as the 

threateneâ use of force. The inclusion of the phrase "significant possibility" is intended 

to be a limiting device, and one that should eliminate those documents unrelated to the 

broad concerns of this study. 



Question 2: Had the perception of external threat recently 
been al tered or transforrned? 

This question is intended to draw a further link beween the military and political 

aspects of strategic thinking. Threat is often considered to be the principal rationaie 

behind a nation's defence forces and policy. although in Canada the nature of our 

geography has consistently resulted in only a belated recognition of this fact. The 

rnanner in which a threat is perceived can give the observer critical dues regarding how 

defence problems will be analyzed and interpreted. In general. an increased perception 

of direat can often be tied to an increase in defence preparations and expenditures. In 

the immediate post World War Two period, the Soviet Union was widely regarded as the 

principal security threat to Canada. and thus attention will focus on exarnining how this 

threat was perceived and analyzed at DND and the effects it had on the nation's military 

preparedness (or lack thereof). As a generai observation, it should be added that while 

the analysis of external threat was a primary responsibility of the Department of Exterd 

Affairs, the link between foreign and defence policy ensured that threat perception and 

evaluation was also a concern of officials in DND. 

Question 3: To what extent were Canadian defence 
officials aware of changes in military doctrine and strategy 
in other countries? Were officials aware of any uniquely 
Canadian implications of such changes? 

This question is more clearly related to the narrow conception of strategic 

thinking. In the prior studies in the field, it was argued that Canadians were only 

vaguely aware of docainaî debates. and bat this faiiure played a large part in their 
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inability to articulate strategic interests. This question will re-examine that conception 

through the investigation of the original documentation. Clearly, in order to demonsuate 

that Canadian strategic thinking was articulated. one of the prerequisites was an 

appreciation of recent changes in the rnilitary and defence postures of other counuies. 

and the policies that resulted from such changes. With regards to the follow-up question, 

it is critical in demonstrating independent Canadian strategic thought. Speciai attention 

will thus be paid to indications that officials recognized that Canada's geography placed 

it in a unique situation. 

Question 4 -- Had the perception of the possibilities and 
consequences of conflict recently change? 

A change in strategic thinking fan ofien be linked to the recognition of a change 

in the "costw of initiating hostilities. Such changes are often the result of the introduction 

of new weapons systems or changes in rnilitary tactics or strategy. In the nuclear age, 

one would expect that Canadian officials recognized and discussed the vastly different 

environment within which force wouid be employed, particularly the changes brought 

about by the increase in Soviet nuclear capabilities. This concern could have been 

reflected in a variety of ways, from studies that examined the anticipated damage to 

Canada of a Soviet nuclear attack to others that questioned whether the use of force was 

still a viable form of resolving disputes in a nuclear world. In addition. this question can 

also be tied to a change in political calculations. For example, hardening perceptions of 

threat may result in an iacreasingly tense and uncooperative political relationship with 
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a potential adversary which may, in turn, hiel further military preparations. The action- 

reaction dynamic becomes increasingly difficult to regulaie, and rnay result in a rnilitary 

or foreign policy challenge that neither side desired or anticipated. 

Question 5 -- Was there a recognition of a changing 
hardware requirement for the Canadian forces? Were 
strateg ic factors a cons ideration? 

This question, while most pertinent to those documents directly related to the 

procurement controversies of the period, will be a consideration in several of the issue 

areas. This is because hardware issues impact virtually every aspect of a country's 

security policy, from the types of military missions that are accepted to the anticipated 

economic and financial benefits of certain programs. Indeed, changes in threat 

perception or analysis are often manifesteci in changing hardware requirements. Such 

requirements form the concrete expression of defence policy for the armed forces, and 

are normally widely debated before a f d  decision is made. Thus, one would expect 

a strategic rationale to be behind most of the significaut procurement decisions of the 

period. 

Caught up in such discussions, however, can be debates on appropriate strategic 

roles and missions, and the wmmitments that underline them. it is in such discussions 

that indications of saategic thinking might have been articulated. As evidence of the 

lund of debate that may be uncovered by this question, there has been extensive snidy 

of the introduction of systems analysis (and various other forms of "decision making 

technologies") in the US Department of Defense as part of the reforms introduced by 
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Defense Secretary Robert McNamara in 1960. This approach required a detailed look 

at the expected benefits and alternatives of any proposed defence purchase.l5 While no 

such elaborate mode1 was devised for Canada (or, at least, none has been uncovered in 

the scholarly literature), this was certainly not due to a lack of controversial procurement 

decis ions. This question w il1 help es tablish the assumptions of senior departmental 

officials and will further determine whether considerations on hardware matters were 

domestically or externally driven. 

Question 6 -- To what extent were scientific and technical 
issues included in militaryl political discussions? 

The rapid introduction of supersonic aircrafi, computerized defence systems. 

guided missiles, advanced forms of rocketry, and nuclear weapons in rapid succession 

in the late- 1940s and early- '50s al1 had enormous implications on the manaer in which 

defence issues were discussed and analyzed. In the US the RAND Corporation became 

the centre of a vast defence effort to snidy these advances and make policy 

recommendations. This effort was necessary because science had become as  much of a 

concern to the military as it was to specialists in the naturai and physical sciences. 

This question is intended to determine whether Canadian defence officials 

s imilarly considered the enormous implications that changes in technology brough t about , 

and furthermore, whether they cons idered any uniquely Canadian implications of these 

changes. While this question is not interested in examining the operational research that 

was conducted during this period,I6 it requires an examination of those records that 
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reveal that scientific and technical issues had a considerable impact on defence 

discussions. either in terms of the findings that were reached or the prescriptions that 

were offered. In the period beginning around 1950, it became increasingly difficult to 

draw a distinction between purely scientificltechnical factors and political ones, as 

weapons technology had become su devastating that any decision to use force was, a 

priori, a politicaf decision of the highest magnitude. Thus, one would anticipate a 

recognition of this consideration by Canadian defence officials expressed in the defence 

debates of the day. 

Question 7 -- Can a development in Canadian strategic 
thinking be traced to a specific non-US based explanation? 

This question is designed to identify alternative (ie., non-US based) explanations 

that may have infiuenced Canadian strategic thinking. As noted earlier, this question will 

only be asked in those cases where there is some evidence that Canadian defence officials 

frarned issues to reflect distinctly Canadian concerns. In such cases, concern will shift 

to the possible role played by the factors identified in Chapter One (proposition two). 

If the documentation indicate the existence of other factors of possible relevance, they 

too will be investigated. 

One f d  cautionary note should be added. The identification of a series of 

questions is intended to focus the research and help in the process of reaching 

conclusions. However, the discussions in the chapters that follow are not organized to 

directly correspond to the questions. Rather, the questions form the backdrop of the 
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discussion, the "roadmap " determining the manner in which the analysis is presented. 

Thus, the chapters themselves should be relatively "seamlessn, in diat it should not be 

apparent to readers that they are following a pre-determined list of questions. Indeed. 

the questions themselves are only referred to infrequently, in panicular when their 

identification assis& in making a specific point. 

Sumrnary 

The focused structured comparison method attempts to show how the theory- 

driven approach of the politicai scientist can be combined with the empirical emphasis 

of the historian. To this end, some features of the historian's methodology for intensive, 

detailed explanation of the single case are combined with aspects of the political 

scientist's conception of the requirements for theory and procedures for scientific 

enquiry. The identification of a standardized set of questions has been developed to 

reflect the research objectives and theoretical focus of the inquiry. While in this study 

the emphasis is on a specific case, this method has been adopted because it offers the best 

chance of determining whether strategic considerations were identified in a 

comprehensive, systematic fashion or whether they were articulated in a randomless 

pattern without any larger intention or purpose. Further, readers are reminded that 

because the theoretical and empirical concerns of tbis project are focused on the Canadian 

case, examining non-Canadian records and incidences of strateg ic thinking would serve 

little purpose (not including the comparison of Canadian and American thinking). 

Readers are cautioned, however, that the findings that are presented are preliminary and 



will be open to challenge in light of more documentation being made publicly available. 
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Chapter 6 -- Suateeic Thinkine and the Canadian 
Air Defence Environment 

Officiais in the Department of National Defence dealt with several matters of 

urgency through the 1950s and early %Os, but few were as critical as developments in 

air defence. This was partially a result of the fact that with rapid advances in 

technology, the air defence mission became absolutely vital to Canada. However, it was 

also a result of the pressures that the defence pannership with the US imposed on 

Canada. As concern grew over the possibility of a Soviet first strike (particularly by the 

mid- 1950s when Soviet atomic and delivery capabilities improved), pressure increased 

on Canada to enhance continental air defences to the point where, at a minimum, the 

political debate could be diminished. In addition, because air defence involved several 

different aspects of defence policy -- hardware decisions, offensive vs. defensive forces, 

nuclear strategy, etc. -- it quickly became an area of central concern. This chapter will 

discuss how officials approached the issue, and reveal that while they were generally 

sensitive to the demands of our powerful neighbour, they also kept Canada's defence and 

security interests as foremost considerations. It will also show, however, that those 

interests were defuied somewhat differently by defence and exterd  affairs officials, with 

the former stressing the cornmon air defence interests with the US, while the latter 

emphasized the need to protect Canadian political interesu. The chapter will illustrate 

these developments by concentrating on three key air defence developments of the period 

-- cooperation with the US that ultimately led to the NORAD agreement, the Avro Arrow 



192 

and the inter-service debate that it generated, and departmental studies that exam ined the 

larger relationship between air defence and nuclear strategy . Before exarnining these 

issues, however, some brief observations will be offered on how DND officials viewed 

the Soviet threat, which will help set the stage for the discussion thar will follow. 

Growine Recoenition of the Soviet Threat and Its Implications for Canadian Air Defence 
Forces 

In the late 1940s and early 1950s, officials in DND began adjusting to an air 

defence environment that was completely unlike the one following the war. At that time, 

the quality of Soviet air forces was poor, and in any event, political relations with the 

USSR, while increasingiy tense, were not yet dominated by hostility and conflict. As 

those relations gradua11 y deteor iated through the course of the decade, however, DND 

reports and threat assessments continued to emphasize the relatively low likelihood of the 

possibility of Soviet attack. For example, a November 1949 Chiefs of Staff reportL 

concluded that while the leaders of the Soviet Union had as their "ultimate objective" a 

Communist world order under their domination, the continued superior ity of Western 

military forces made it unlikely that the Soviets would challenge the political status quo, 

at least in the near-to-medium term. 

By the early 1950s. though, Canadian officials had begun to reconsider their 

earlier optimism. By this time, not only had political relations with the West deteriorated 

alarmingly,2 but Soviet military forces had begun to improve dramatically (the most 

obvious indication being the w idespread introduction of nuclear weapons) . This 

improvement, in turn, led to pressure in Canada to ensure that air defences would be 
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effective in an increasingly sophisticated military environment. one that now featured 

Soviet long-range bombers. DND officials began studying these changes in 1950-5 1. and 

by the latter year the Chiefs of Staff had accepted chat "certain vital and vulnerable 

targets in Canada are liable to Soviet attack."' Further, the role of North American air 

defence was made more complicated as a result of continuing uncertainty regarding 

Soviet intentions and plans. Thus, it was noted that even though the range of Soviet 

bombers was not sufficient to attack North America on return missions. "Soviet disregard 

for human life makes these attacks more probable. n4 

Still, it was concern over the Soviet military threat that was the single greatest 

irnpetus for the expansion of the Canadian air defence network. In early 1952, a General 

Staff report concluded that dl of North America was at risk of Soviet atomic attack, and 

because of this defensive measures had O be adopted. As the report noted, "the most 

probable type of bombing attack that Canadian air defences must be prepared to meet is 

from groups of Russian bombers carrying amongst them an atom bomb. "' The report 

went on to discuss recent advances in Soviet bomber forces, and again cautioned against 

concluding that because of range limitations Soviet aircraft would not be capable of 

striking North American targets. 

Over the following few years, concern over the Soviet military threat intensified 

as defence officials familiar ized themselves w ith the emerging strateg ic environment. In 

a 1954 report on the requirements for the Canadian air defence system, the serious nature 

of this threat was highlighted. This document began by noting that with ment changes 

in weapons and improvements in Soviet aircraft, "an attrition rate much higher than 
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heretofore required must be inflicted or. attacking aircraft. "6 Indeed. the report 

estimated that a rate of even 90 per cent "rnay not be sufficient" to offer protection to 

the civilian population.' Recognizing that the current Canadian interceptor. the CF- 100, 

was not capable of effectively countering modern Soviet aircraft, the study concluded that 

the only way to redress this imbaiance was through the introduction of surface-to-air 

miss iles w hich would augment improvernents to the interceptor force, a recommendation 

that helped spark an internally divisive debate within DND that would not be settled for 

several years, until a decision to acquire tbe Bomarc missile was finaily reached. 

Even when concern grew in some quarters that ballistic missiles would become 

the principal strategic delivery vehicle of the Soviet Union, defence offic ials cautioned 

against neglecting the traditional air defence mission. For example. in mid-1958. it was 

observed that due to uncertainties over the range and accuracy of Soviet missiles, "the 

USSR will be forced to keep bomben in their inventory for years to corne," and hence 

traditional air defence forces would still be required in the biture.' However. as will 

be discussed below, DND officiais did not develop a consistent approach on this issue, 

and at other times concluded that aircraft would serve no useful air defence purpose (this 

issue, perhaps not surprisingly, revealed a difference in thinking between the Air Force 

and the other services). For the present time, readers should note that intelligence 

estimates of Soviet aircraft, particularly in the latter part of this period, were to becorne 

a highly political exercise with critical implications for both defence procurement 

decisions and larger issues of defence policy . 
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in sum, the size and diversity of the Soviet military force -- and. more 

importantly , the Canadian perception of that force -- ensured that Canadian air defence 

forces would be at the centre of the domestic defence debate throughout the 1950s. 

Canadian officials believed that due to the nature and severity of that potential military 

threat, measures had to be taken that would contribute to the overall deterrent capability 

of the West. As will become clear, enhancing that deterrent, dong with protecting and 

furthering Canadian security interests, were the two principal Canadian air defence 

concerns, which together dictated and dominated Canadian strategic thinking on the issue. 

Continental Air Defence Coo~eration with the US 

Following the 1987 publication of the study by Joseph lockel, titled Np 

Boundar ies Upstairs (briefly examined in Chapter Two) , the basic position(s) that Canada 

adopted during the negotiation of a binational air defence command with the US is well 

known, and thus this part of the story need not be re-told in detail here. What does 

require attention are the Canadian air defence interests and concerns that were identified 

prior to the negotiation of the command. and the manner in which these interests were 

formed by defence and exterrd affairs officiais. Futher, some consideration will aiso 

be given to the command arrangement itself, pricnarily to determine whether Canadian 

officiais viewed the relevant issues any differently than their American colleagues. The 

discussion w il1 reveal that Canadian defence officials emphas ized the essential 

complementarity of air defence interests between Canada and the US in the nuclear age, 

and that this similarity required novel defence arrangements for both countries. On the 
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other hand. Exterd officiais were far less enthusiastic over air defence cooperation. 

aithough whether they actively opposed such arrangements is a matter of continuing 

debate. In any event, there were occasions when officiais -- in both DND and DEA -- 

identified distinct1 y Canadian concerns . incidences that raised di fficul t questions about 

defence planning and policy decisions. 

Early DND thinking on air defence cooperation with the US was contained in a 

195 L report prepared by the Joint Planning Committee for the Chiefs of StafKg This 

document recommended "extending and consolidating" the continental air defence 

warning systern through the establishment of increased radar facilities as well as the 

introduction of more interceptors. The report's principal concern was extending radar 

coverage to al1 parts of Canada, while ensuring that the Canadian network developed in 

tandem with that of the US. It was explained that greater radar coverage was required 

to alert Canadian air defences of possible enemy air attack as well as to set in motion 

civil defence plans. Even at this early date, however, there was a realization of the need 

to ultimately form "one operational air defence systern. " While no specific proposais on 

the division of continental air defence responsibilities were offered at this t h e ,  there was 

a recognition of the mutual nature of the North American air defence problem, one that 

would require a coordinated response in the future. 

DND thinking as it pertained to air defence was also revealed in the various 

memoranda prepared with regards to the series of earIy-1950s directives that allowed 

tactical air force cooperation between the two countries to intensify.IO For example. in 

November 195 1, a memo for the Cabinet Defence Committee was drafted that explained 
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why the rnutuai re-enforcernent of air defence forces was required. It noted that "after 

the outbreak of war against a comrnon enemy, circumstances may occur which will 

require rapid re-enforcement of the air defence forces of one country by the odier.. .The 

rapidity with which squadrons cm be re-deployed to meet the tactical situation may 

determine the degree of effectiveness of the air defence sys tem. " 

In this passage. there was an implicit realization that air defence in North Arnerica 

was the joint responsibility of Canada and the US, and that mechanisms needed to be 

established in peacetime to allow the two defence systems to function in the most 

efficient manner possible during times of crisis. By agreeing to terms of mutual re- 

enforcement, Canadian defence officials recognized that this country's principal air 

defence interest was ensuring that the most effective system, regardless of nationality. 

would be in operation in a crisis situation. This was in the security interest of both 

Canada and the US. This document is thus critical in indicating a conceptual shift away 

from a nationally-oriented security mode1 and towards a new paradigm that recognized 

the cornmonal ities in Canada-US air defence interests . 

This is not to Say, though, that defence officials always viewed Canadian security 

interests as being synonymous with those of the US. Indeed, the documentation reveal 

numerous instances where officials focused on issues of particular reievance to Canada. 

One such example occurred in 1952, at which t h e  the implications of a proposed North 

American air defence system were examineci in a report prepared by Dr. George 

Lindsey, a member of the Operational Research Group of the Defence Research Board. 

Dr. Lindsey had been one of two Canadian representatives on the Lincoln Summer Study 
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Group,12 which had been formed to examine the effects that a Soviet nuclear strike 

against North America would have. Concluding that such an attack might cause up to 

20 million casualties, that group had recomrnended the immediate strengthening of the 

continentai air defence network "to the point wbere it can exact almost complete attrition 

against a very heavy air attack ... We believe that such a defence can be created. "13 

Specific recommendations had included the construction of two Distant Early Warning 

(DEW) lines,14 radars which would take advantage of recent advances in technology 

(some of which had been developed in Canada), as well as the concept of "defence in 

dep th " . lS 

In Dr. Lindsey's report/ the plan's particular impact on Canada was 

highlighted. According to Lindsey, the "implications for Canada [were] considerable. " 

He focused on three specific diffïculties: (1) any proposed DEW Line would not only be 

enormousl y expensive, but administering and maintaining such facil ities would pose 

additional future f i c i a l  burdens; (2) new airfields would be required in the Canadian 

North that would pose an administrative challenge; and (3) a new Canadian air traffic 

systern in the North would be needed to handle the increase in aircraft. 

However, a far more troubling difficulty was also raised, one that the author 

himself Iabelled "sinister". Dr. Lindsey noted that as the defence in depth concept 

(which had essentially been adopted as the de facto guiding principle of North Arnerican 

air defence) involved waves of defences gradually claiming greater and greater attrition 

of attacking aircraft, the best protected part of the system would be the one that was 

situated at the southern end of it, ie., the US. As Dr. Lindsey noted, "if defence in 
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depth is necessary, and is successful. then the place to live is down deep in the systern." 

Dr. Lindsey further observed, however, that if the enemy believed this to be the case. 

then he would likely concentrate his attention on the "outer surface" of the network, 

"which he can attack without paying an extortionate price. " While not identifiai, the 

outer surface of the North American network was obviously Canada. 

While the implications of this finding were left unstated, they were nonetheless 

quite clear. Dr. Lindsey had recognized that Canada's geographic location in the 

northern half of the North American continent presented some very difficult challenges 

to defence, especially as it was (then) being developed. He essentially warned that the 

concept of defenw in depth would involve, in the event of a major Soviet air anack, 

considerable devastation over Canadian areas. with lesser degrees of damage as one went 

further south. While the problem was recognized, there was little offered in terms of a 

solution, outside of a suggestion that "it behooves the participants of the outer fringe to 

develop the layers of defence outside of their target areas. " This was because, to avoid 

this problem. the entire orientation of the air defence network would have to be pushed 

farther north, perhaps to the Arctic Circle and even into Soviet territory. Not only 

would such a network be prohibitively expensive, but the technical challenges alone 

would likely prove insurmountabie. Thus, although this diffculty was acknowledged. 

Lindsey's report recognized that there was actually M e  that could be done about it. 

Still, the report is important in that it reveals a distinctive Canadian aoalysis and 

interpretation of the air defence problem. 
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By 1954-55, the attention of defence planners in both Canada and the US was 

increasingly shifting to the question of a new air defence command authority between the 

two countries. it should be noted at the outset that there is little indication frorn the 

documentation that defence officials identified any distinctive Canadian strategic interest 

that a joint air defence command would serve. Rather, the command was generally 

discussed in its larger North American context, as the principal Canadian interest that it 

reflected was the establishment of a more effective continental air defence system. In 

this regard. the command was designed to simpliQ the combined operations of the 

Canadian anc! American Air Forces in times of crisis or actual conflict. Canadian 

defence officiais consistently argued that the operation of such a system was in this 

country's security interest, regardless of its political implications. Thus. if a joint air 

defence command was the solution to a common problem, defence officiais had few 

qualms about agreeing to its terms -- an attitude not shared by the Department of 

External Affairs. 

The early DND rationale and position on this issue was contained in a report 

prepared by the Joint Planning Committee in Iuly 1954.'' Afier reviewing the current 

concept of continental air defence, the report noted that the "coordination of the air 

defence effort constitutes a major problem due to the division of control which now exists 

between the various commands. " To alleviate this problem, four alternative air defence 

arrangements were discussed, each of which involved some type of joint Canada-US 

command authority. 
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The conclusions reached in this study reveal the uncertainties with which 

Canadian defence officiais approached the issue, and the recognition of the delicare 

political considerations involved. At the same time, there was an appreciation that a 

binational command arrangement would improve the air defence capability in both 

Canada and the US, as the current system was "subject to delays, possible disagreements. 

and misunderstandings between commands which might impose serious limitations on the 

ability to deal effectively with air raids." In this passage, the basic DND rationale for 

a joint command was offered. The desire to reach an agreement was not a resulr of US 

pressure or hardball negotiatïng tactics; d e r  ir refected an uwareness that a new 

arrangement wouki offer improved air defences to both Canada and the US, and therefore 

reduce the likelihood that a Soviet air atîack wouùi succeed. 

The study concluded that "planning and control of air defence should be 

improved, " but at the same time realized the political challenges that would have to be 

overcome before any arrangement was finalized. While ernphasizing caution, i t noted 

that "the appointment of a separate (Commander-in-Chief) Air Defence with 

responsibility for planning and an appropriate masure of operational control over al1 air 

defence forces allocated to the Canada-US reg ion is desirable. " It further concluded that 

"consideration be given to having Canada take the initiative now to discuss with the US 

author ities the appointment of a Commander-in-Chief Air Defence. " That last 

recommendation indicated that the Department realized that American pressure would 

soon begin building on Canada, and it was better to be pro-active in this process.lg 
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Two years later, in October 1956, a report on the integration and operational 

convol of continental air defences explored many of the same  issue^.^ This report 

observed that the intensification of the Soviet rnilitary threat had underlined the 

importance of achieving as high a rate of attrition against attacking Soviet bombers as 

possible. Under existing arrangements, the air defence forces of Canada and the US, 

operating under separate command authorities, were not deployed in the most efficient 

manner. Rather, the "effective use of al1 available weapons can only be accomplished 

by someone who has suffcient information of the over-al1 air defence situation to make 

these split second decisions required to use forces to the best advantage. " 

The report thus called for "fiexibility of employment of forcesw and "split second 

decisions necessitated by the tempo of the air battlew, conditions that could only be met 

under some new command authority . " It is therefore necessary, " the report concluded. 

"to have in existence in peacetime the organization which will be required in war. " The 

report also stressed that "the principle of collective security through the medium of a 

single chain of operational control " is well established in NATO, thereb y introducing a 

political rationaie that the Diefenbaker government would ultimately make use of. with 

considerable political consequences. Much of this report dealt with possible chains of 

cornmand, administrative arrangements, and procedures for the establishment of defence 

plans, issues that would prove controversial in later years. Once again, though. the 

principal strategic interes t identified was establishing and operating the most effective air 

defence system for the continent, one that would serve Canadian security interests. 
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An Aide Memoire prepared for Prime Minister Diefenbaker by the Chairman of 

the Chiefs of Staff Cornmirtee, General Charles Foulkes, in the days just prior to the 

1957 news release announcing the air defence agreement2' gives a further indication of 

the interests of defence officiais.22 The document began by noting that "until substantial 

rneasures are taken to implement a comprehensive disarmament plan we must continue 

to provide a reasonable air defence for this counûy, and it is obvious that these 

arrangements must be made in collaboration with the US." After reviewing the 

requirements for air defence, the report stated that " it is quite obvious that international 

boundaries cannot be respected when fightiag an air battlelw and that "it is clear that the 

whole air defence system must be planned and operated as one single integrated system. " 

Once again, the military rationale for the command was the enhancement of the 

continentai air defence network and the realization that, on its own, Canada was not 

capable of defending the air approaches to the continent. Readers rnight note that this 

particular report was part of the package of proposais that the Prime Minister personally 

approved on Iuly 24, 1957, thus leading to the initiai air defence agreement. 

The emphasis on military efficiency and effectiveness that was the central concern 

of DND was not shared by the Department of External Affairs, which instead focused 

on the Command's political implications and costs. It should be recognized, though, that 

many of the department's specific concerns were raised Mer the initial announcernent of 

operational integration in August, 1957. Thus, readers should note that, as with the 

debate over nuclear weapons (to be examined in Chapter Eight), External's position on 

the issue was slow to evolve. as during the critical period of negotiations (1955-57), the 
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Department made few substantive suggestions and appeared to be generall y satis fied w ith 

the manner in which the air defence discussions were evolving. 

As any cwperative air defence arrangement would involve critical polirical 

considerations, External Affairs first offered its opinion in an October 1953 report.?' 

at which t h e  the Department expressed concern over the sovereignty implications of 

recent US reques ts for greater Canadian air defence cooperation. After rev iew ing 

developments in US air defence policy, the paper turned its attention to "some problerns 

for Canada. " The principal one was that "the Canadian Government may or may not be 

convinced, when US projects are proposed, that they are reasonably necessary when 

[weighed] against global strategic factors and political obligations overseas." The paper 

cautioned that Canada would have to weigh its natioaal security interest cautiously, as 

it couid expect considerable pressure -- both rnilitary and political -- fiorn the US to 

cooperate in a variety of defence projects. The report suggested fhat the choice to 

Canada would increasingly be one of either cooperation or of allowing the US "to 

develop and operate [projects] exclusively with US rnoney and men." While no specific 

recommendation was offered on this question, the report recognized that "the time has 

corne to srart thinking seriously [about these issues]," implying that Canada should adopt 

a cautious attitude. 

A more specific indication of the department's apprehmsion over closer 

cooperation between the two countries' air forces was revealed in a 1954 memo prepared 

by the Defence Liaison Division (DL) for the Under-Secretary. The memo agreed that 

a single rnilitary cornmand structure would lead to the more effective use of Canadian 
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and American air defence forces. It observed, however, that the probable result could 

be " to have the responsibility for the air defence of Canada, including the command of 

Canadian air defence forces, vested in a United States officer. "" Whether Canada was 

prepared to surrender its sovereignty to such an extent for purposes of continental 

defence was, in the division's view, "the most difficult and the most important issue." 

Readers might note that it was precisely this question that was to prove politically 

embarrassing to the Diefenbaker government during the NORAD par l iamentary debate 

in 1958. 

Over the next severai years, as the air defence proposal gained military and 

political support in both the US and Canada, External Affairs was largely silent on the 

issue. Indeed, the minutes of both the Chiefs of Staff and the Cabinet Defence 

Committees, where departmental concerns could have been raised most easily, reveal an 

almost complete lack of departmental comment. This changed in early 1957, a few 

months after a joint Canada-US military study group recommended the need for an 

integrated air defence system. 

The Deputy Under-Secretary of the Department, R.M. MacDonnell, told the 

Chiefs of Staff Committee in February 1957 that External Affairs was in general 

agreement with the proposai, but he also stated that the "United States authorities should 

be reminded that Canadian willingness to agree to joint operational connol.. . should be 

met by a corresponding US recognition of the need for adequate consultation with the 

Canadian authorities. "Y The Committee took no action at this time, however. deciding 

that the matter was too important to be settled in the final days of the Liberal 
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government. MacDonnell's concerns were repeated in a June 12, 1957 memo written 

by Jules Leger. the Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs. for the Minister. 

where it was noted that 'Canadian consent to enter into an agreement with the US to set 

up a single operational commander of air defence forces should certainly provide us with 

an opportunity.. . to reassert the need for close consultation and to impress upon the US 

Government Canada's special place among the countries allied to the US. "26 Both of 

these statements reveal that while Exter na1 believed that consultation in air defence 

matters was important, there was no indication that such concerns were important enough 

to merit the postponement of the pending agreement. If DEA did, in fact. believe that 

such concerns were essentiai, it failed to convey that message adequately . 

After the announcement of the air defence command on August 1, 1957, 

External's position on the issue came into clearer focus. This was first revealed in a 

September 1957 letter from Leger to General Foulkes? This letter was a clear 

indication of the poor relations that had developed between the two departments over the 

issue.2s It asserted that External had. from the very beginning of talks, been concerned 

about the implications of any joint command and had advised that the issue raised an 

'opportunity which should not be lost to reassert the need for close consultation and to 

irnpress upon the US Government Canada's special place arnong the countries allied to 

the US." The letter went on to challenge Foulkes on the need for a formal agreement, 

a point that DND was strenuously denying at the tirne." 

A February 1958 report signed by the Secretary of State for External Affairs, 

Sidney Smith, and sent to the Minister of National Defence, George Pearkes, was a 
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further attempt by Exterd to convince DND of the larger implications of rhe air defence 

command. In a covering letter, Smith noted that it was necessary "to consider problems 

in the whole field of Our defence relations with the United States," and that the militasr 

concentration on air defence in the NORAD agreement was much too narr~w.~" 

The report itself, titled "NORAD - Political contr01."~~ recognized from the 

ouüet that the "most likely" form of atrack against North America would be through the 

air, and therefore air defences "are one of the most important elements of our security 

forces. " However, the report suggested that it was precisely because this defence task 

was so important that the political control over it needed to be better formalized, so that 

its operation in times of crisis would be more clearly understood. The report went on 

to recommend the establishment of an "additional cornmittee of Ministers whose terms 

of reference should give them the scope to consider al1 matters of common concern to 

Canada and the US. " This cornmittee, which would meet on an irregular basis. would 

examine various issues of joint concern to the US and Canada32. The principal message 

of this report was that a joint air defence command raised many critical issues that 

needed to be considered by political and diplornatic officials, not just military ones. It 

was a clear attempt by the Depanment to re-assen its political authority at a time when 

DND had appeared (at least to some) to have taken the lead. 

Many of these departmental concerns were restated, and several new ones 

developed, in External's principal study of continental air defence, which was released 

in August 1958, four months after the formal exchange of notes on the new command 

authority ." This report, "Continental air defence -- foreign policy implications, "" 
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was the department's attempr to offer its views on a range of issues raised by the 

command, many of which had political and economic implications. [n keeping with the 

Department's mandate, the study's focus went well beyond the establishment of the 

command, and included observations on the Soviet threat, Canadian forces in Europe, 

and even Canada's cornmitments to the UN. 

Perhaps the study's most critical observation was that in any appreciation of a 

potential threat, "a balance has to be struck between (a) what the enemy is capable of 

doing, and (b) what his intentions may be." In this sentence, much of the uncertainty 

that officiais in External Affairs were feeling at the time can be observed. Many in the 

Department did not believe that a Soviet attack was likely in the near-term. and that the 

preparations for imminent conflict in the West were an overreaction to worst case 

theorizing and uncertainty over what true Soviet motivations were. At the sarne time. 

the document acknowledged that cenain preparations had to be taken in the area of 

continental air defence, a result of the defence partnership with the US, changes in Soviet 

force structures, as well as a genuine Canadian desire to improve the defence of the 

continent. 

Somewhat paradoxically, however, the report recognized that because of the 

West's pledge not to be the first to use force in any dispute with the Soviet Union, this 

had left the strategic advantage with the Soviets. This was an important consideration 

in defence planning, as "in general terms, the fact that the West has given the Soviet 

Union the initiative means that the Soviet Union can plan a good deal of flexibility, 

which is denied to the West." As a result of this, the West had to prepare to defend 
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agaînst "every possible attack", including those specifically chosen to exploit its 

vulnerabilities. Hence, while generally sceptical of the prospect of Soviet aggression, 

the report recognized that the possibility could not be dismissed. 

The study's most critical comments came, not surprisingly, on the issue of North 

American air defence and the manner in which Canada could most effectively contribute. 

The report stated that Canada had two options -- to cooperate with the US or to refuse 

further involvement and accept US mutual assistance. The report did not endorse either 

option; rather it offered advantages and disadvantages of both. On the former, it pointed 

out that one of the principal responsibilities of any governrnent was the "ability to defend 

sovereignty adequately," and in Canada's case that couid be best accomplished through 

cooperative security arrangements with the US. Still, the document recognized that the 

issue was not a simple one, as small countries like Canada are always faced with the 

difficult dilernma of cooperating with larger powers to ensure their own security. I t  

surnrnarized its view on the matter by stating that "the problem still remains of deciding 

on how far a nation can go in cooperative arrangements designed to ensure iü survival 

in the military sense without jeopardizing, in the political and economic field, the very 

thing it has set out to protect." This remark reveals a Department unsure of its present 

path and highly suspicious of the country's security policy, suspicions that would 

intensify as the country's security relationship with the US grew steadily more intimate. 

On the second option -- that of accepting US mutual assistance -- the study offered 

several surprising observations, especially given the fact that since the end of the war the 

government had consistently asserted, with a considerable degree of national pride, that 
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Canada was the only Western country that had not accepted any American aid. This 

option. diough, dernonstrated how fragile the country's defence position had becorne by 

this time (ai least according to DEA). The report suggested that by joining an alliance 

of like-minded countries. Canada had aiready accepted "a diminution of sovereignty". 

and the negotiation of die NORAD air defence arrangement was simply a further step 

down this path. In fact, the report left this reader unclear as to whether Externai 

believed that NORAD was, in fact, an example of American mutual aid. The study 

implies that, as the respective military and financial contributions of the two participants 

were expected to be grossly uneven, the operation of the command might in fact qualify , 

but no clear answer was offered. 

While these comments are revealing, readers are reminded that this document was 

prepared shortly after the bitter parliamentary debate on NORAD, one in which the 

command was strongly criticized by the opposition Liberals and its public support was 

suspect. In addition, it should also be noted that External's position on NORAD, while 

essentially non-committal, cm hardly be described as enthusiastic. Indeed, in the months 

following the initial press release announcing the arrangement the Department suggested, 

somewhat disingenuously, that it had been only peripherally aware of the negotiations .j5 

This report. therefore, likely reflected some of the doubts that many officiais in Externai 

Affairs had regarding the entire concept of air defence cooperation with the US. 

Lastly, the study offered observations on the larger nature of the Soviet threat. 

It recognized that growing Soviet economic strength represented as formidable a long- 

range challenge as did the USSR's increasing stockpile of nuclear weapons. It discussed 
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how this econornic power had given the Soviet Union a powerful diplornatic tool to use 

with counuies of the developing worid, many of whom had a bias against the West 

because of its colonial past. Given this, the report suggested that the Soviet threat should 

increasingly be recognized as an economic/diplomatic one, with subsequent implications 

for Western foreign policies. The US could be expected, because of its enormous size 

and power, to continue to play the centrai role in the battle against Communisrn. 

However, it called for Canada to play a more important role in the political and 

economic fields. It concluded that "since Our resources are not unlimited, it would seem 

desirable to bear in mind constantly the need for some balance between expenditures in 

the purely military field and those in the non-military field." It would appear that 

External was calling for a re-consideration of Canadian national priorities, with a shift 

away from military expenditures and issues of defence policy and towards those areas 

where Canada could perhaps make a more significant contribution. 

These passages again reveal a deep ambiguity over how External believed that 

Canada could best contribute to the defence of North America. Udike DND, External's 

position on the issue was cornplex and uncertain, Md it clearfy did not share the 

milimry 's primary interest in enruring that the most @dent air defence systern was in 

opermion. External was concerned about the sovereignty implications of a joint 

command, but perhaps more importantly, it was also troubled about the larger 

ramifications of defence cooperation with the US and the effect that this might have on 

Canadian foreign policy more broadly. Thus, while DND focused on the military 

benefits that a binationai command offered, External focused on the political 
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disadvantages of the arrangement. S till, it should be noted that this report was prepared 

in the highly charged aftermath of the NORAD parliarnentary debate. and retlected the 

Department's unease both with the arrangement itself and its own ambiguous role in the 

negotiations. 

As for some of the specific observations in the report, by calling for American 

mutual aid (or, at the very lest, not dismissing the possibility), the report overlooked 

the negative political implications that such a move would have both for Canada's 

international reputation and its foreign policy. For a Department charged with the 

responsibility of seeing the linkages between foreign and security pol icy , this example 

reveals that External occasionally lost vack of the inter-connected nature of the two. As 

this issue demonstrates, when it came to matters of air defence, DEA had considerable 

difficulty deciding where Canada's interest lay, a problem DND clearly did not share. 

Further, its other rernarks reveal a department that was increasingly torn between the 

country's traditional ties to the West and a growing desire to chart a more independent 

foreign and defence policy, an option beginning to attract attention. This tension would 

becorne increasingly evident over the next few years and ultimately lead to a bitter debate 

between DEA and DND over the issue of disarmament and the acquisition of nuclear 

weapons (see Chapter Eight). 

In sum, this discussion reveals that on the issue of continental air defence 

Canadian defence officiais forrnulated and articulated a consistent Canadian strategic 

interest. That interest was establishing and operating the rnost efficient air defence 

system possible, one that would serve the defence and security interests of Canada. It 
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was believed that such a systern would not only protect Canadian and other North 

Arnerican targets in the event of a Soviet attack, but would also help enhance the nuclear 

deterrent. as the better the defence the lesser the possibility of American nuclear forces 

(particularly those of the Strategic Air Command) being desuoyed on the ground in a 

surprise attack. Thus. to proponenü of nuclear deterrence, the command made obvious 

suategic sense. If the West's security was largely based on the strategic arsenal of the 

US. then it was in the interest of every Western country to do what it could to ensure 

that this force was secure against the threat of Soviet attack." l e s e  were Canadian 

interests. and the fact that they were aiso important to the US does not indicate, as has 

so often been alleged, that foreign interests were the principal determioants of Canadian 

security policy. 

On this issue, though, the interests of officials in DND can be conuasted with 

those in External Affairs, as the difficult nature of continental defence cooperation raised 

a nurnber of political challenges that proved troublesome for Externai to deal with. 

Externalys discornfort with NORAD and some of the other issues of the period can be 

uaced to the Department's basic inability to reconcile two essentially competing interesu 

-- the desire to cooperate with the US on defence matters whiie protecting and 

safeguarding Canadian political interests. " As this discussion indicates , the Department 

failed to reach a balance between the two, and the resuit was uncertainty over Canadian 

defence goals and an intra-bureaucratie feud that would, with tirne, push Canada to a 

dramatic political crisis in 1963. On the other hand, officials in DND, while sensitive 

to Canadian political concerns. felt no similar requirement to focus on them. 
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The critical point to note, though, is that while their findings differed. officials 

in both departments approached the issue with the goal of furthering and enhancing 

Canada's basic security interests. National Defence officials, concerned over the growth 

of Soviet forces and the threat that they represented, believed that Canada needed to 

strengthen iü air defences and cooperation with the US offered the most cost-effective 

and efficient solution. External officials, while also concerned about the Soviet threat, 

saw equal danger in cooperating too closely with the Americans and in any event 

believed that greater emphasis needed to be placed on non-military matters, where it was 

believed that Canada could play a more influentid global role. It was not to be the first 

time that the two departments differed in their analysis on an issue of crucial importance. 

The CF-105 and the Air Defence Debate 

Of the air defence issues that DND officials dealt with during this period, none 

was as divisive or as controversial as the decision regarding the production of the CF- 105 

Arrow, a Canadian designed aircraft that was intended to be the replacement for the CF- 

LOO. As this program represented such a watershed in Canadian defence policy and 

thinking, this discussion will begin with a brief review of the project, followed by an 

examination of the 1955 and 1958 government reports that dealt specifically with the 

Arrow. While the decision to cancel the aircraft was controversial, documents will 

reveal that defence officials believed that it was consistent with Canadian interests and 

priorities, and that it was based on an understandhg of particularly Canadian factors -- 

not those imposed on this country by the external environment. 
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Recognizing that the CF-100 had a minimal capability against advanced bomber 

aircraft, DND formed a team of specialists in 1952 to examine the requirements of an 

advanced Canadian air defence intercepter for the late- 1950s and 1960s. The original 

estimate was that there would be a need for between 500 and 600 aircraft, for the period 

commencing in 1958. The aircraft was expected to be an ail-weather supersonic 

interceptodfighter, and was intended to be versatile enough to perform other defence 

missions should they be required. In 1953, a design by A.V. Rw.'~ was selected (the 

CF- 10539), preliminary blue-prints drawn up, and wind tunnel tests begun. 

It is important tu emphasize that eariy in the program, the intent was for only the 

airframe to be designed and buiit in Canada, as it was expected that the engine, fire 

control system, and weapons suite would dl be purchased from American manufacturers. 

It should also be recognized that Canadian industry and defence officiais liaised 

extensively with their counterparts in both the US and UK, and it was determined that 

neither country was developing a plane comparable to that of the CF-105. By 1955. 

however, the project had begun to expand dramatically with decisions to pursue al1 four 

components in Canada." Consequently, at the 106th meeting of the Cabinet Defence 

Committee on September 27, 1955, it was decided to reappraise the program, and an ad 

hoc interdepartmental committee was organized. 

The committee examined several areas of concern to the project -- plans and 

aoalysis, cornparisons w ith other programs (aircraft and arrnaments), cost analysis, 

separate US and UK evaluations, and considerations over Soviet deployments. While 

there is no need to review the findings of each of the reports, the general air defence 



2 16 

concept that was identified should be noted as should the ways in which this concept was 

consistent with Canadian defence and security interests of the post-war period. 

The conceptual underpinning of the Arrow program was stated early in the report, 

where it was noted that 

S hould Russ ia embark on a war involving thermo-nuclear 
weapons, a comparatively small number of these 
weapons.. .could wreak havoc on our military 
installations.. Xherefore, North America must devise and 
create an active Air Defence system which will have a high 
degree of effectiveness against each succeeding phase of the 
threat over the years ahead. The existence of such a 
system, backed up by the retaliatory capability of the West, 
is the strongest possible deterrent to a nuclear ~ a r . ~ '  

In this passage, it was noted that the purpose of Canadian air defence was to wntribute 

to and enhance the overall deterrent, as its existence would discourage possible 

aggressors from attacking. The CF-105 would contribute to the active component of the 

system and was thus critical in its overall operation. 

However, later in the study a second reason favouring production of the Arrow 

was offered. This factor focused on the possible costs to Canada if the nation's air 

defence system was not improved. It was observed that the US could be expected to take 

whatever measures were necessary to exure its own security, even those over Canadian 

airspace. As the report noted, "it seems safe to assume that the US wül seek to provide 

in Canada an element of the system which they consider essential, which Canada does 

not provide, either through inability or choice. " This passage highlights the fact that in 

the mid-1950s, Canadian defence officiais believed that the irnprovement of this country's 
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air defence capability was so critical that the US might incur the political and diplornatic 

costs associated with taking unilateral measures. While this possibility had previously 

been considered by Externai ~ffa i rs  ," its recognition in this context indicates that DND 

officiais were very much aware of the political climate in the US that was dernanding 

major improvements to the continental air defence system. 

The study produced three alternative courses of action. Course "A" involved 

abandoning the aircraft and focusing instead on making continued improvements to the 

CF-100; option "Bw sirnilarly involved ending the CF-105 programme, and in its place 

purchasing an American aircraft (the F 102 B was mentioned); while course "Cm was the 

only one to recommend continuing with the project. The report concluded that course 

"A" involved unacceptable risks, while "B" was undesirable for a variety of reasons, 

including the fact that none of the proposed replacement aircraft then in production were 

suitable for the mission required, and that by abandoning the project at this advanced 

stage Canada would lose a sophisticated and technically skilled workforce (a concern that 

would be evident throughout the Arrow debate). It thus concluded that course "Cm was 

preferable, in that it contributed to the further strengthening of the North American 

defence system, enhanced detenence, and ensured that Canada received tangible bene fits 

from the expendinire of large sums of public money. 

Three years later, though, with project costs spiralling m e r  out of control, a 

second review of the Arrow was conducted, just weeks after Conservative leader John 

Diefenbaker had won a massive electoral victory on a platform of reduced government 

spending and greater fucal responsibility. This second report was prepared for the 
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Cabinet Defence Cornmittee, and from its very beginning it was clear that this review 

would be more concerned about cost-overruns and production delays than was the earlier 

report ." 

This study concentrated on four factors which it argued had fundamentally altered 

the air defence environment. The four were: (1) The changing nature of the threat. The 

report discussed how the Soviets were on the verge of introducing long-range ballistic 

missiles, and that in the near-future it was anticipated that missiles would overtake 

bornbers as the principal means of delivering Soviet atomic weapons; (2) Rapid advances 

in technology. Advances in aircraft performance had made it increasingly difficult to 

design interceptors with performance characteristics clearly superior to bomben. In 

addition, ground-to-air missiles threatened to reduce the requirernent for aircraft;" (3) 

The diminishing requirement for the rnanned intercepter. In the years between 1955 and 

1958, the expected production requirernent of the Arrow had been reduced from 500 to 

about 100, a nurnber that called into question the operational need for the prograrn; and 

(4) The cost overruns. By 1958, over $300 million had already been spent, and the 

report concluded that it was difficult to estimate what the final cost of the program would 

be, as severai key components (principally the weapons package) were still not fully 

developed. 

This report also discussed the extensive attempts that had been made to generate 

foreign purchases of the aircraft, particularly with regards to the US and Britain. While 

it was noted that both counaies believed the Arrow to be impressive in terms of design 

and performance potential, it was unrealistic to expect either to purchase the plane or the 
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associated Iroquois engine? The report recommended three possible courses of action. 

two of which (again) involved the termination of the project? While this report did 

not offer a specific recomrnendation, it was clear that preference was given either to 

cancell ing the project outr ight, or at rnost f ~ s h i n g  the 40 pre-production aircraft that 

were in various stages of completion at Avro's main plant in Malton, Ontario. As the 

study concluded, "Canada is by no means alone in discovering the great magnitude of 

costs associated in producing and developing modern weapons systems. Al1 countries 

are experiencing difficulties in estimahg the cost of new complex systems. " In this 

report, then, the critical role that the Arrow was to play in the air defence of North 

America was de-emphasized somewhat. and in its place a variety of strategic. cost, and 

technical concerns were identified that raised doubts about the continued viability of the 

program. In the aftermath of this report, the governrnent decided to give the Arrow a 

six month reprieve, after which a final decision was to be amounced. 

By this point, concern over the Arrow had become the dominant issue in 

Canadian defence, sparking a bitter inter-service rivalry over the preferred defence 

course for Canada. In fact. both the Army and the Navy, services which stood to lose 

large chunks of their procurement budgets if the Arrow was ultimately produced, raised 

a number of concerns about the project. Among the two, it was the Army that made iü 

points in a more cornprehensive and systematic manner, and thus its allegations deserve 

carefui consideration. 

Before examining specific Army reports on the matter, perhaps some context can 

be established. Both the Army and Navy had been critical of the Arrow almost from the 



220 

time the project was first proposed, and by the mid-1950s both services had expressed 

doubts about the program on several occasions. For instance, at the 574th meeting of 

the Chiefs of Staff Cornmittee on February 11, 1955, the Chief of the General Staff. 

Lieutenant-General Guy Simonds, delivered a strong critique of the aircraft. He noted 

that he thought the program was "wrong in principIew, as it was designed to counter a 

Soviet bomber threat that was likely to diminish in the future. The future direction of 

technological change was unknown and difficult to predict, and thus caution was required 

before undertaking any major defence initiatives. On the bais  of both timing and 

operationai need, therefore, S imonds questioned " whether such an extensive aircraft 

program was warranted. "" 

A few rnonths later at the 584th meeting on November 1, 1955, the new Chief 

of the General Staff, Lieutenant-Generai Graham, repeated many of his predecessor's 

remarks, but he explicitly stated what many outside of the Air Force had been conrerned 

about for years -- that the Arrow "with al1 its implications, would consume al1 of the 

funds that might be available for defence in future years and would have a drastic effect 

on the other two services. " 4 9 n  this sentence. the Chief of the General Staff raised the 

spectre of an inter-service budgetary tug-of-war, a possibility that would not serve any 

interest and might leave Canada's defence forces reeling for years. With the project 

continuing over the next few years, the Army 's attack grew even sharper. 

In a 1958 document titled 'Review of air defence, the Army 's main critique 

not only with the Arrow but with the Air Force's larger concept of air defence was 

explained. The document's principal charge was that the Canadian air defence system 
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had developed withour adequate cooperation with the US. and that the roles that Canada 

had adopted were either unnecessary or duplicated ones the Americans were already 

performing. The document's most critical charge, however, was that the deployment of 

RCAF air defence squadrons had little to do with the defence of Canadian targets, and 

instead performed a perimeter defence role of American targets while "using Canada as 

the killing area." In this context, readers might note a similarity with the charge made 

by Dr. Lindsey in his 1952 report. although in this case the allegation was much more 

direct. It might be pointed out that in making this charge, the Army was largely 

repeating a daim made by the Defence Research Board, one that the RCAF had 

previousl y vigorousl y denied? 

The report recornmended considerable changes in Canada's air defence policy. 

It suggested that the role and need of the manned intercepter was declining and that there 

was therefore no military requirement for the production of the CF-105 (although 

alternative cheaper aircraft might still be purchased). Furthermore. it concluded that 

ground-to-air anti-bomber missiles were " unproven" , and that the success of this weapon 

(which, at the time, was also in the process of being acquired) was unpredictable." In 

perhaps its most startling passage, the report suggested that the "RCAF has tended to 

'tailor' the threat to suit the availability of weapons which it proposes to purchase, " a 

charge that alleged that the Air Force had engaged in deliberate deception to build 

politicallmilitary support for particular weapons systems. 

By calling into question the basic air defence concept of the Air Force, the 

document reveaied a bitter debate within the armed forces regarding which air defence 
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roles and missions Canada should accept. and the equipment that was necessary ro 

perform thern.'' More importantly, the report questioned the national interests served 

by Canadian defence policy, a charge that, while certainly open to debate, was beginning 

to be made by severai observers of Canadian defence." While some disagreement 

berween the services over the air defence mission was to be expected, the sharpl y cr itical 

and uoubling allegations made in this report reveal a defence establishment increas ingl y 

torn apart by the air defence issue in general and the production of the Arrow in 

particular. 

In October 1958, a second Army study on Canadian air defence proved equally 

critical of the government's policy . Y This report, written by R. J. Sutherland (at the 

time with the Canadian Army Operational Research Establishment), bluntly concluded 

that " investrnent in a defence against aircraft is not worthwhile. " While the focus of this 

study was on larger issues of nuclear strategy (this report will be reviewed below), it is 

harci to overlook the fact that by releasing it shonly after the Arrow had been granted a 

temporary reprieve by the government, the report was a further attempt by the Army to 

discredit the Air Force's entire air defence concept. 

By the late summer and fa11 of 1958, the Chief of the Air Staff, Air Marshal 

Hugh Campbell, began a last-ditch effort to Save the Arrow. In a memo to Defence 

Minister Pearkes dated August 21, Campbell noted that he believed that it was critical 

that Canada maintain an air defence surveillance capability over Canadian territory, and 

that an aircraft of the Arrow's sophistication was necessary in light of recent advances 

in Soviet bombers. Reviewing the requirements for this capab iiity , Campbell concluded 
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that the CF- LOS had been developed at great cost and to cancel it at this late stage would 

not only devastate the aircraft indusuy in Canada, but also leave the RCAF unable to 

perform one of its basic missions. Campbell wrote that "1 cannot associate myself with 

the decision to cancel the 105 programme but must recommend that it proceed as it is 

presently planned or, alternatively, to couple the cancellation of the 105 with the 

procurement of a supersonic interceptor to fil1 the gap."" Campbell's memo indicates 

that the operation of high performance interceptor aircraft for the air defence mission was 

considered vital, and if the Arrow would not be developed to perform this mission then 

sorne other aircraft would have to be acquired. 

This memo led to an aide memoire prepared for the Defence Minister by General 

Foulkes. Titled " Advantages and disadvantages of continuing production of the CF 

105, "56 this report again considered the political, economic, and military implications 

of a number of options. While it recognized the irnpressive performance characteristics 

of the Arrod7 and the considerable economic consequences that its cancellation would 

i n v o l ~ e , ~ ~  the principal recommendation was that an array of factors were leading to a 

decision of cancellation. In the report's conclusions, three reasons for this 

recommendation were given -- the Soviet shift io ballistic missiles meant that the 

requirement for interceptors was declining; changes in technology had resulted in an 

advanced, ground-to-air missile that was cheaper, more efficient, and more economical 

to maintain; and the cost of completing the project was "exorbitantn and there "is no 

guarantee that these estimated cos& will not increase. " These three factors had al1 been 

previously discussed in the 1958 report, and reveal how influential that report likely was 
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among senior DND officiais. 

Still, in spite of the increasing questions over the need for the Arrow, Canada's 

fundamental air defence mission was not changing, nor was it about to be changed. In 

a Iuiy 1958 Aide Mem~ire.'~ the objectives of the Canadian air defence systern were 

listed as: (1) to provide a forceful deterrent to war through the protection of the 

remliatory forces so that they are able to respond in a timely fashion; and (2) should the 

deterrent fail. to protect Canada and the US against air attack to the degree necessary to 

ensure survival of essential elements and services. These objectives indicate that the 

basic mission(s) of Canadian air defence forces had not changed since the first study on 

the Arrow three years earlier and that an aircraft would still be required to perform the 

interception role in the hiture. Indeed, it was this basic contradiction between the 

accepted Canadian air defence mission and the decisions taken surrounding the Arrow 

that was to cause the government considerable political embarrassment, and ultimately 

lead to the 1961 decision to purchase the American F-1OIB interceptor. an aircraft that. 

while cheaper, was clearly inferior to the Arrow." 

Curiously, while Canadian intelligence was concluding that the threat from 

manned bomber aircraft was likely to diminish in the future, this was not the 

recommendation of American officiais who were consulted on the issue. This difference 

in intelligence first became apparent in 1956, and over the following years gradually 

intensifieci. In contrast to Canada, American intelligence consistently concluded that 

while Soviet bomber forces were unlikely to grow substantially over the period 1960-70. 

neither were they expected to decline and thus a defensive capability would still be 
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required. 

This finding was expressed to Canada on several occasions over the period 1957- 

59. For exarnple, on August 6, 1958, a telegrarn from the Canadian Joint Staff in 

Washington to Generai Foulkes described a meeting that had been held between senior 

rnilitary officiais of the two counuies. At this meeting, General Thomas White, the 

Chief of Staff of the US Air Force, stated that US intelligence believed that "a substantial 

bomber threat would continue for at least ten years,w61 and therefore the two North 

Amer ican nations needed to maintain active air defences . The intelligence gap became 

quite notable in a joint paper, ACAI 46 (Agreed Canadian-American Intelligence), 

prepared in lanuary 1958. In this report. the US gave no indication that the growth of 

Soviet bomber forces was declining, whereas the separate Canadian view was that Soviet 

bomber production had essentiaily halted and thus the force could be expected to decline 

in future.62 This finding was repeated in an array of subsequent Canadian reports. 

Explaining this difference is difficult, as this was one of the few issues from this 

period where the two communities differed to any considerable degree. Possible 

explanations range from the "missile gap" thesis that became such a critical concern in 

the US in the late 1950s, to a wilful disregard of the available evidence by Canadian 

intelligence officers to support a decision that had already been made, ie., cancellation 

of the A r r o ~ . ~ ~  Determining the precise reason for this intelligence difference remains 

a mystery, one that the publishers of the American journal Aviation Week called a 

"~chisrn" .~  In any event, by predicting that Soviet bombers were being withdrawn 

from the Russian rnilitary, the principal rationale for the production of the Arrow was 
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negated. 

In the aftermath of the 1958 Arrow report and increasing uncertainty over the 

wisdom of proceeding, a decision on cancellation appeared aimost certain. At the 120th 

meeting of the Cabinet Defence Committee on August 14, 1958, the program was (again) 

reviewed. Defence Minister Pearkes recommended that authority be granted for the 

cancellation of the Arrow and its affiliated projects. He noted that recent analysis had 

suggested that surface-to-air missiles would shortly become more effective in defending 

against manned bombers and t h ,  in any event, it was simply not economical to complete 

the project? But the Minister made a special point to emphasize that cost 

considerations were not the principal factor in the decision; rather, it was the result of 

an intelligence consensus that a recent slow-down in Soviet bomber production indicated 

a decisive shift toward missile production. 

One week later, on August 21, 1958, a further Cabinet Defence Committee 

meeting was held in which the recommendations of the previous week were reviewed. 

The decision to cancel the aircraft was confirmed. and it was noted that "it was probable 

that the threat from manned bombers would decrease during [the period 1960-651 and 

that the increased use of surface-to-air missiles in air defence would diminish the need 

for manned interceptors." At the same tirne, approval in principle was given to the 

installation of two Bomarc bases, one in North Bay and the other in the Ottawa am." 

It was at this meeting then, that the link between the cancellation of the Arrow and the 

acquisition of the Bomarc was made official, a development that would ultirnately cause 

considerable politicai embarrassrnent to the government (and something that the Chie fs 
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of Staff had specifically recommended against). The official decision to cancel the 

Arrow was made in a statement by Prime Minister Diefenbaker on February 20. 1959, 

at which time Avro irnmediately laid off 14.000 people, about 90 per cent of its total 

This discussion indicates that the Arrow was the source of much debate and 

discussion within the Department of National Defence, and that there was no consensus 

over what to do about the costly program. The issue revealed a gulf in thinking between 

the services, with the Air Force, not surprisingly, insisting that the aircraft was required 

if Canada was to carry out the air defence mission it had accepted, while the other 

services argued that it was strategically unnecessary and financially unsustainable. 

Strategic arguments were made by both supporters and opponents of the plane, but 

ultimately it was the combination of the anticipated introduction of bailistic missiles and 

the cost overruns of the project that led to its termination. Both of these factors can be 

labelled "strategic, " as financiai considerations cm have a decisive influence on the 

military missions a country's anned forces can accept and the hardware that needs to be 

purchased to perform them. 

As the Army's criticism of the project revealed, by the late 1950s defence 

officials were becoming more aware of distinctly Canadian defence missions and tasks, 

and weapons systerns that served no larger national purpose were coming under 

increasing question. While there was a consensus that the Arrow was a fine aircraft 

(aithough Amy and Navy personnel clearly had no idea just how advaoced it was). 

officials wondered what role it would play in an environment where missiles had replaced 
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bombers as the principal delivery vehicle of the USSR, and in any event, there was also 

the possib ility that in the future a bomber sharing similar performance characteristics 

could be d e p i ~ y e d . ~ ~  Given such concerns, production of such an expensive aircraft 

could not be justified. 

In a final analysis, then, the Arrow decision involved a wide range of 

considerations, but ultimateIy it came down to those of relevance to Canada. Each of 

the studies cited was concerned with the question of how Canada could best contribute 

to air defence at a tirne when the meaning and requirernents of the term had been thrown 

into question. While the analysis produced was hardly revolutionary in terms of either 

the issues examined or the conclusions reached, al1 of the studies reached their findings 

on the bais of Canadian defence and security interests. In this regard, it bears noting 

that while the Army may have had its narrow parochial interest at stake when it criticized 

the plane, its argument that production of the aircraft would swailow much of the 

procurernent defence budget deserves to be considered in a larger light. The point that 

production might ultimately have left Canada's defence forces in much weaker shape was 

a powerfùl and persuasive objection. 

In sum, whiie the alternatives on the Arrow varied, the one finding reached 

repeatedly by an array of committees was that Canadian defence interests could be better 

served by not producing the aircraft. Only the Air Force, which obviously had a vested 

interest in the plane, remained strongly supportive of the program. This account 

challenges the external environment thesis that, as noted earlier, is dominant in the 

Canadian security literature. hdeed, had this environment been influential on this 
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particular issue. Canada would certainly have produced die Arrow. as the US was 

consistenrly supportive of it.69 On this point. the documentation clearly refute the long- 

standing myth that it was American pressure that was the "real" reason for the project's 

can~ellation.'~ There are simply no indications that external pressures of any sort 

contributed to the final decision. This was, as the documentation clearly reveal, a "made 

in Canada" defence saga. 

Other Air Defence Studies 

In addition to reports on continental defence cooperation and the Arrow. several 

other air defence studies were completed during this period. Three in particular deserve 

attention. the previously mentioned report by R.I. Sutherland of the Canadian Army 

Operational Research Establishment (CAORE) and two separate studies by the Defence 

Research Board, ail of which not only offered observations on air defence but touched 

upon larger issues of nuclear strategy, thus giving readers an indication of how Canadian 

defence officials approached this critical issue. Further. each also raised doubts about 

the effectiveness of the air defence mission, and considering that al1 three were concluded 

shortiy before the Arrow was cancelled, likely played a role in the development of the 

departmental consensus favouring cancellation. 

Sutherland's paper was prepared in October 1958," shortiy after Diefenbaker's 

speech in which the Arrow was given a six month reprieve and the acquisition of the 

Bornarc was announced. As discussed above, the report's principal fiiding was that with 

the imminent deployment of ballistic missiles, m e r  investments in air defence no 
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longer made strategic sense. As Sutherland noted, even if a perfect defence against 

bombers could be developed, this would offer protection against only one of the vehicles 

of possible future attack. Air defence was of no use against missiles and thus its utility 

was declining in the emerging strategic environment. 

Sutherland observed that there were three "meaningful" levels of air defence: a 

level high enough that the enemy attack can be defeated; a level at which doubt is created 

in the mind of the attacker as to whether the attack will succeed; and a level such that 

the retaliatory force can be defended. As he noted, "we cannot create more than the last 

level and investrnent in an attempt to go beyond this level is wasteful and illusory." This 

sentence reflected Sutherland's growing belief that defence was becoming less important 

in the missile age, an observation that he would develop further in the future. 

More importantly, the study discussed some of the emerging themes of Canadian 

strategic thought. As missiles were expected to become the dominant method of atrack, 

Sutherland considered whether defence against them made strategic sense. He concluded 

that because anti-missile systems were unlikely to prove technically feas ible. there was 

no reason to invest resources into such efforts. Still, the surveillance mission was of 

continuing importance and further work needed to be done on a system of bailistic 

missile early warning . 

Most critically , Sutherland noted that based on current deployment patterns and 

technological progress, he believed that by 1960 "the era of mutual deterrence" would 

arrive. As he described, this was a world in which neither side would be able to use the 

nuclear forces that they had acquired, as no matter which side was to strike first the 
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opposing side would retain enough of its nuclear force to conduct a devastating 

retaliatory blow. Sutherland argued that this stood in sharp conuast to the situation for 

much of the nuclear age. as over the previous decade "the West was able to threaten the 

USSR with massive retaliation with the knowledge that the US could not. in turn. be 

desrroyed. "" As will be discussed in Chapter Seven. the Canadian identification of 

" mutuai deterrence" was quite novel. as most American suategisü of the period had great 

difficul ty appreciating the stabilizing effects of baianced nuclear forces. 

On aimost the very same day, die Defence Research Board's Working Party for 

Air Defence Policy released its report.73 It began by noting that severai factors had 

recently arisen that made a re-examination of air defence policy appropriate. It listed 

these factors as: (1) the decline of the manned bomber threat to North America; (2) the 

knowledge that nuciear weapons would be employed by the US "and probably Canadan 

for air defence purposes; (3) the emergence of the ballistic missile threat to North 

America with the "implication that cities will replace strategic bases as primary targets 

for attack within the next few years"; and (4) the realization that the North American 

defence concept "has not been and probably cannot ben extended to Canada. These 

factors had caused dramatic changes in both the international strategic environment and 

the domestic Canadian one. 

The report noted that defence planners had to carefully distinguish between 

possibilities and probabilities. I t  observed that the conclusions that one draws with 

respect to air defence "depend critically on the degree of probability that the deterrent 

to global war may fail." It went on to note that since 1945, Canadian defence planning 
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had been based on the assumption that the Western nuclear deterrent would not fail 

provided that SAC can survive a surprise attack in sufficient strength to deal a 

devastating retaliatory blow . Therefore, air defence had been directed toward protecting 

the deterrent. However, there were emerging grouqds to question that consensus, most 

criticdly the advent of new weapons technologies that reduced the time available to 

decision makers in crisis situations. As for the Canadian air defence mission, the report 

noted that there were growing concerns that the effects of the air defence battle would 

be felt most acutely over Canadian territory, as bombs "jettisoned from disabled aircraft 

constitute a randomly distributed threat to most of populated Canada." 

The report reached several conclusions. First, it observed that "a nuclear air 

attack against the North American continent is possible by design or by accident." 

Second, it noted that while Canadian cities may or may not be targets of direct attack. 

"the Canadian population lies in the area where major air defence battles against manned 

bombers would be fought." Thirdly, and most importantly, the study noted that active 

air defence could not significantly reduce the vulnerability of Canadian cities, but it could 

increase the survival of the US retaliatory force. Given this rather dire anaiysis. the 

study concluded that "the dangers of nuclear war are such that the prevention of war 

should take priority over ameliorating its disastrous effects in case of failure." On a 

positive note, it observed that once both sides deployed long-range ballistic missiles, no 

major power would deliberately initiate a full-scale nuclear exchange, a finding that 

echoed Sutherland's report. 
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these two studies were discussed further 

Board in Febniary 1959. Titled "Sorne 

considerations affecting air defence pol icy , "74 th is report also examined the implications 

of recent changes in the nature of the Soviet threat. It concluded that it was no longer 

possible to prevent "large nurnbers" of nuclear weapons fiom reaching targets in North 

America. As a resuit, it was not practical to 'provide an effective defence for North 

America." This study also predicted that the age of rnutual deterrence would shortly 

arrive, as " from 1965 onward, it appears that there will be enough missiles available for 

either side to achieve virtually complete destruction of the other, irrespective of who 

takes the initiative. " 

Given these changes. the report concluded that NORAD'S defence posture would 

be "relevant" only until about 1963. at which time the strategic environment would be 

radically different. In this new environment, the study suggested that the long-term 

objectives of North American defence should be: (1) to provide a secure retdiatory force 

consisting of quick reaction ballistic missiles in hardened bases; (2) to improve the 

ballistic missile early warning system; (3) to protect population by adopting appropriate 

passive defence measures; and (4) to continue research towards attaining an effective 

anti-missile defence and towards producing a more accurate ICBM. 

The study hirther identified specific measures that it believed Canada could take 

which would contribute to Western defence. Among short term tasks, it noted that the 

priority should be the improvement of the early warning network covering the northern 

approaches to the continent and a greater capability to guard against sneak air attack. 
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For the long term. it suggested that Canada concentrate on the improvement of the 

ballistic missile early warning system and the protection of the population by passive 

de fence measures. 

The observations on retaliatory forces, weapons deployment. and nuclear suategy 

offered in these three reports reveal a department that was attempting to determine how 

changes in the strategiclpolitical environment might affect future Canadian defence 

policy. Indeed, the reports show a department very much aware of the critical defence 

debates of the day . and one that tried to identify and articulate not only a Canadian role 

in an international snategic environment that was rapidly changing, but also attempted 

to predict the future shape and structure of that environment. While these studies hardly 

constitute a sufficient base fiom which to reach broad conclusions, they were part of a 

much larger departmental effort to examine the ways in which changes in strategy and 

in threat assessment had fundamentaily altered the air defence mission. Future chapters 

w il1 examine additional studies that complemented and built upon these observations. 

American Thinking on Air Defence. 1950- 1960 

As noted in Part 1, a critical task of this project is the cornparison of Canadian 

and American strategic thought. In the interests of brevity, attention in this chapter will 

focus on three critical American studies of the period, two of which, the Kelly and Bull 

Committee Reports, were specifically formed to examine the problem of air defence, 

while the third, the report of the Technical Capabilities Panel (TCP, otherwise known 

as the Killian Committee), was established tu examine measures the US could take in 



235 

light of the increased Soviet capability to attack the US. These studies have been 

selected as each is representative of a school of American air defence thinking at the 

time. More importantly, they reveal that American air defence thinking was 

fundamentally different than the Canadian mode1 described above. 

Prior to examining these studies, though, perhaps some brief general comments 

can be offered on how the air defence mission was viewed by the US military. By 1950, 

the US had decided to de-emphasize its effort to defend the nation against air attack, and 

instead focused its attention on preparations for an atomic blitz of Russia should war 

occur.'' Given this prioritization, little effort or finances went to air defence and the 

result was a popular conception that such defences served few useful functions. Tied to 

diis belief was the related idea that the Soviets were well behind die US in al1 aspects of 

the military sciences, and thus there was no need to be overly concerned about the 

potential Soviet military threat. Indeed, American attitudes were so entrenched that even 

an alarmist study like Project Charles" generated little official response. 

In May 1953, the Ad Hoc Study Group on Continental Defence, also known as 

the "Kelly Cornmittee", filed its report." It was established to review the findings and 

recommendations of the Lincoln Sumrner Study Group (see above). The study's 

principal finding was that as presently constructed, the North American air defence 

system would be Iargely ineffective against a mass Scviet air raid. It argued that even 

if the system could achieve an attrition rate of 50 per cent -- which would represent a 

considerable improvement over present capabilities -- the nurnber of bombs delivered on 

target would still be enormous, far beyond the level that could be "sustainedn by the US. 
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And yet. in spite of this danger. the report did not recommend a major air defence 

program, as it asserted that it was doubtful that a "significant" attrition rate could be 

achieved. While the report did cal1 for the gradua1 irnprovement of the air defence 

ne twork, the rneasures recommended -- coordinating efforts between the mil itary 

services. filling gaps in the radar system, continued research and deveiopment -- had ail 

been made previously. In addition, there was specific mention of only one cooperative 

air defence proposal with Canada; the establishment, "without delay". of a radar line 

dong the 54th parailel (which was already under consideration). Rather. the report 

emphasized the need for the US to deter attack, and "the importance of continued 

development of a powerful US atomic offensive capability. "'* In this regard, the study 

drew a link between offensive and defensive forces, a point that would be repeated in 

future American studies. Observers called the report a "masterpiece of compromisen ,79 

as it neither supported nor refuted the key positions of the pro and con air defence 

groups. tn a final analysis, though, the Kelly Committee report is most notable for the 

resuained attitude that it took toward air defence, as it preferred to focus on the 

requirements of deterrence and in particular the need for strong American nuclear forces. 

The Bull Comrnittee reported in Iuly 1953, just a few months after the Kelly 

Committee." Unlike the previous study, this report recommended a more pro-active 

air defence suategy. Specifically, it identified three categories of air defence in 

descending order of priority: the fint contained elements "essential" to continental 

defence; the second were those steps "necessary" to overall defence; while the third 

category were rneasures that could be "addedn to existing defence programs. While ihe 
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report rejected the goal of 100 per cent attrition advocated by the Summer Study Group. 

it did not offer another figure as a goal, thereby declining to specify what percentage 

attrition could be achieved by improvements in the three categories. S till. the impression 

created by this report was that continental air defences needed to be improved 

considerably. The report also commented on proposais for the construction of early 

radars in Canada and additional bilateral cooperation, advocating a position of cautious 

support. 

Lastly, the Killian Committee was formed in March 1954, about the time that 

concern in the US over Soviet atomic and delivery capabilities was reaching a peak." 

The Committee spent the remainder of the year working on its report, which was 

presented to the National Security Council in early 1955. 

This report examined the vulnerability of the US to a Soviet surprise attack over 

the period 1955-65. It  concluded that at present the US was vulnerable because it Iacked 

a reliable early warning system. However, it observed that as neither the US or USSR 

could mount a "decisive" attack, stability at the present tirne seemed assured. This 

observation was ternpered, though, by the fact that the USSR might be tempted to attack 

the US before it introduced its ballistic missiles and "multi-megaton" warheads, a 

development that was expected before the end of the decade. 

Most importantly, though, the Killian report recognized that a condition of mutual 

deterrence would be in operation in the near-future. In this environment, a surprise 

attack by either party would serve no purpose, as both sides would have suffcient forces 

to withstand any first suike. As the report noted, 



The ability to achieve surprise will not affect the outcome 
because each country will have the residuai offensive power 
to break through the defences of the other country and 
destroy it regardless of whether the other country suikes 
fir~t. '~ 

Curiously, however, the report found that the arriva1 of mutual deterrence would be 

"fraught with danger", involving a period of instability that might be easily upset by 

either side. With no defence capability of reducing an attack, "a world catastrophe rnight 

occur." To avoid such a possibility, it was necessary to "push al1 promising 

technolog ical developments, " in particular bal1 istic missiles. " 
There are only a few observations that need be made at this tirne regarding the 

sirnilarities and differences between Canadian and American suategic thought on the air 

defence issue. First. it should be clear that Canada's principal air defence interest, ie., 

that of creating the mosr efficient and effective system, was much less of a concern to 

the Americans. Rather, the principal US interest revdved more a r o d  the linkage 

between offensive and defernive forces and the larger @ect that a defensive orientation 

might have. In this regard, both the Bull and Killian reports seemed Iess concerned with 

air defence per se, and more concerned with ensuring that the US possessed superior 

offensive nuclear forces. Indeed. as noted, the notion of a defensive system was 

somewhat foreign to the US, as it was believed that it chailenged the raison d'eue of the 

military services (particularly the Air Force).'-' 

Second, there was a difference in how the two counuies approached the air 

defence mission and the targets that should be protected as a result. While in Canada, 

there was little attempt to prioritize or differentiate among targets, in the US there was 
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more of an effort to do so. demonstrated by the Bull Committee's categorization of air 

defence. This practise ultirnately led CO the creation of a hierarchy of defence targers. 

This difference was to become the cause of an intense debate in the late-1950s, at which 

time Canada came under increasing pressure to establish SAC bases as the principal 

priority of the continental air defence system, a request that some Canadian defence (and 

external affairs) officiais res isted? 

As for cornparisons with relevant American strateg ic thinking on issues of nuclear 

strategy, it should be noted that early Canadian observations on deterrence and mutual 

assured destruction were quite distinct. As indicated in the Killian report. Arnerican 

thinking on these issues evolved quite differently, as anaiysts had a difficult time 

accepting that stability might result from a US-Soviet stand-off. Much of this difficulty 

can be linked to the fact that. despite the enormity of the srakes involved. many 

Americans still had trouble viewing the Soviet Union as the global equal of the US. It 

is therefore not surprising that much American thinking was based on the unilaterai 

mode1 of nuclear strategy -- that stability could corne about by US actions and threats. 

Indeed. up until the mid-1950s, the US government continued to believe that the 

Arnerican mobilization base could remain relatively undamaged in the event of war with 

the USSR. Given the nature of the US debate. the thinking that emerged in Canada was 

both novel and particularly relevant. This observation will be developed in considerable 

detail in the next chapter. 



Air Defence and the non-US Based Factors 

This discussion of continental air defence cooperation and the Arrow indicates diat 

three of the factors identified in the second proposition of Chapter One appear to have 

had an effect on Canadian strategic thought as articulated by officiais in DND -- the 

international environment, technological change. and domestic political considerations. 

A brief examination of each may better reveal the influence that they had and the 

distinctive nature of the observations that were reached in Canada. 

The influence of the international environment on Canadian air defence thinking 

was considerable. To reiterate. it was the Cold War and the fear of global confiict that 

it generated that was the primary impetus behind the establishment of a joint Canada-US 

air defence command. That cornrnand had two objectives: to provide timely warning of 

Soviet attack and be capable of intercepting and desuoying incoming bombers before they 

reached their targets. In addition, the time period in which the air defence negotiations 

took place, 1955-58, was one of the most distressing in terms of US-Soviet relations and 

the prospects for conflict. Over these yean. the Soviets invaded Hungary, began the 

space race, and enlarged their global sphere of influence. The impression created in the 

West was one of imminent danger, and defence preparations increased in response. The 

establishment of a joint air defence command was one such masure. Further, the 

dynamics of the global environment not only demanded a significant Canadian financial 

investrnent, but also required enhanced defence cooperation with the US, as it was 

critical for the Western alliance that Canada and the US cooperate to ensure that the 

American nuclear deterreri t was secure. 
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The effect of the international environment on the thinking regarding the Arrow 

is also clear. as the aircraft was designed to counter the threat posed by new generations 

of Soviet bornbers that were expected to become operational in the early 1960s. [t was 

the designation of the USSR as the likely enemy that produced the necessary domestic 

political support for the project. More significantly, the tirnetable of the aircraft was 

direct& linked to developments in the Cold War. As an example. the Arrow 

development program was increased dramatically in early 1955 in response to enhanced 

tensions between the US and USSR. the development of the Soviet hydrogen bomb. and 

the appearance of a Soviet jet bomber. the Bison, the previous fall." In response to 

these developrnents, Arrow funding was increased, and between 1955 and 1958 the 

prograrn received over $300 million in total funding. As the 1958 Arrow report 

concluded, "the changing strategic environment has contributed considerably to the 

complexity of the project. "13' 

The impact of technological change was also quite pronounced. As noted. both 

air defence cooperation with the US and the Arrow project were prioritized as a result 

of developments in Soviet aircraft. As discussed in Chapter Four, in the late 1940s 

American intelligence began prais ing the technical sophistication of Soviet aircraft , 

admiration that grew as the Cold War intensified over the following decade. During this 

period, despite lingering doubts over the ability of the USSR to compete in areas of high 

tec hnical sophistication, the Soviet Union produced aircraft that matched those 

manufactured in the West. Several departmental reports discussed Soviet capabilities in 

fighter aircraft, and concluded that there was a possibility that the USSR would produce 
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a bomber with high performance characteristics. a cons ideration that was a major impetus 

for the Arrow project. 

A development of equal concern, however. were recent Soviet space advances and 

the implications that they held for the air defence mission. The 1958 Arrow report 

discussed the impact of Sputnik and the anticipated introduction of long-range ballistic 

missiles. As it observed, "the advent of Sputnik and the advances being made in the 

USSR in developing missiles have considerably changed the assessrnent of the threat to 

North ~rnerica. This discussion was followed by one on "the rapid advances in 

technology," which examined the enormous suides made over the previous few years in 

air-to-ground missiles, a weapons system that raised further doubts about the continued 

viability of aircraft. Both developments raised doubts about the desirability of 

completing the costly Canadian aircraft, as it was clear that if the Soviets moved CO a 

system of ballis tic missiles, then further investments in air defence did not make financial 

or suategic sense. By being, at turns, both supportive and critical of the project, the 

report reflected the ambivalence that many officials in the department felt at the time. 

Indeed, one can argue that virniaily the whole Arrow debate, from the program's 

inception in 1952 to its termination seven years later, revolved around issues of 

technology. It was technological advances that initially made a plane of the Arrow's 

sophistication possible, and it was even more dramatic changes in technology several 

years later that ultimaiely sealed the fate of the aircraft. Technology was not just a 

passive concern of defence officials; radier, it guided the entire framework of analysis, 

determining both how Canada would respond to specific developments and the air 
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Lastly. the domestic political environment also came into play in this discussion. 

although its impact was more nuanced and subtle than that of the other two factors. Still. 

this chapter has revealed that both continental air defence and the Arrow debate became 

intensely political. and that such concerns affected the thinking of both defence and 

external affairs officiais. Regarding air defence, the debate acquired enormous political 

significance after the Diefenbaker governrnent acknowledged that no formal air deferice 

agreement with the US had been signed prior to the announcement of a "system of 

integrated operational control" on August 1. 1957. This quickly led to fears about 

Canadian sovereignty and the ability of the Canadian government to make decisions 

dur ing times of crises. 

Officiais in the Department of Externai Affairs recognized these fears, and they 

were acutely aware that the command involved considerable political costs. These 

concerns ultimately convinced the new SSEA. Sidney Smith, to recommend the 

negotiation of a more formal air defence command arrangement, which was done despite 

the ambivalence of both the US and DND? Readers should also recall that in the 

parliamentary debate that preceded DEA's principal air defence report in 1958. the 

government was embmassed by persistent opposition questioning over both the issue of 

NORAD-NATO linkages and how the command would function in practise. '' While 

political considerations were Iess of a concern to DND, it is important to note that public 

opinion polls throughout the period revealed that Canadians were generally supportive 

of the defence partnership with the US, and the Canadian public supported those 
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rneasures that enhanced the general defence preparedness of the West." While such 

concerns were not raised explicitly, DND reports emphasized the long history of Canada- 

US defence cooperation and the advantages that this country had enjoyed as a result. 

With regards to the Arrow. there is considerable evidence that suggests that 

pol itical concerns influenced departmental thinking. For example, the 1955 DND report 

recognized that a Canadian failure to dramatically improve the country's air defence 

capability might result in the US taking unilateral defence measures in Canada, a 

poss ibil ity that the department found deeply troubling -- and politically unappealing. 

Similarly, the 1958 report did not recomrnend project cancellation, even though this 

seerned to be the logical conclusion of the report. 

While it is unclear why DND proved reluctant to recommend termination. the 

department was aware of the enormous economic impact that any such decision would 

have, and the devastating consequences to Avro Aircraft (which, it was widely known, 

would be unable to survive in the absence of the Arrow contractg3). This concern was 

shared by officiais in Externai Affairs. and both departments realized that if the Company 

did fail, this would leave Canada without a domestic manufacturing and design capability 

in advanced aviation. This was a possibility that DND in particular did not believe was 

in Canada's long-term interest. Several DND memos and reports examined the enormous 

impact of cancellation and the economic and political cos& that any such decision would 

entail. Indeed, such concerns could not have been more explicit than in a 1958 memo 

from Defence Minister Pearkes to the Prime Minister, which noted that 



if next summer we have to cancei development of the 
[Arrow], the aircraft industry at the Avro plant will be 
seriously dislocated w ith possible large-scale layoffs of 
personnel. h i s  wouid, of course. @ecr our Members [of 
Parliament] who represent consrituencies in that area. 
(emphasis added) 

By September 1958, concerns over possible job losses resulting from a cancellation 

decision were a focus of discussions of the Cabinet Defence Committee, and there was 

widespread recognition within the government that the issue could become a lightning roci 

for public discontent, a prediction that became true in February 1959. 

Perhaps the ciearest indication of the influence of domes tic political cons iderations 

on Canadian strategic thought as it related to the Arrow was the DND insistence that cost 

considerations were not responsible for the final decision. The reports and analyses on 

the plane, while aware of the cost overruns, took special care to emphasize other factors 

favouring cancellation. in particular the changed mil itary environment and the 

diminishing requirement for manned interceptors. This tendency became even more 

pronounced in meetings of both the Cabinet Defence Committee and the Chiefs of Staff 

Committee in the late fa11 and winter of 1958-59. In these meetings, the importance of 

financial considerations was consistently underplayed, as if there was an implicit 

recognition that Canadians would not support a security-rehted decision that was made 

solely on financial grounds. 

In sum, this discussion reveals that three of the five factors identified in the 

second proposition piayed a role in influencing Canadian strategic thought as it related 

to air defence. Most importantly, though, it should be stressed that the influence of the 

US in this issue appears to have been slight. Neither Canadian thinking on air defence 
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cooperation or on the Arrow reflected American concerns. As discussed. Canadian 

analysis suongly challenged the dominant American thinking of the tirne. In the chapters 

that follow, American influence will be more pronounced, and some of the other factors 

not examined in this discussion will corne into play. 

Summary 

This discussion of Canadian suategic thinking as it pertained to the air defence 

mission supports both of the propositions developed in Chapter One. First, it has 

demonsuated that Canadian suategic thought was articulated by government officiais, and 

that such thinking was primarily of the first type identified in Chapter One -- ie., issues 

were exarnined from a distinctly Canadian point of view. And yet, it has also been 

revealed that that view frequently coincided with the one of our powerful neighbour. 

This should hardly be considered a surprise. In the post-'45 world, both Canada and the 

US shared an interest in avoiding a Soviet nuclear amck and in defending the continent 

as best as possible should one transpire. Deterrence was the principal means of 

dissuasion, and suengthening deterrence involved maintaining and cwperating on a broad 

array of both passive and active defence measures. As for the second proposition, the 

international environment, technological change, and domestic political considerations al1 

played a part in influencing Canadian thinking. 

This chapter has also described the difference in views between the Departments 

of National Defence and External Affairs on the bilateral defence command reached with 

the US. There are three points that should be noted about this disagreement: (1) both 
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departments believed that they were acting in Canada's security interest: (2) the cause 

of the difference was the diverging interests of the two departrnents -- DND was 

princ ipally concerned w ith operating the most effective air defence system. while 

Extermi was concerned about the political implications of any binational command 

authority: and (3) the disagreement represented the start of a period of tension between 

the two which was to grow with the decision to acquire nuclear weapons for Canadian 

forces. Air defence thus represented the point of initial deparmre between the 

departments. and foreshadowed a bureaucratic dispute that would drarnatically intensify 

in the coming years. 

in sum. this chapter has revealed a distinct Canadian approach on issues of air 

defence, one that, conuary to what has been argued in the literature, did not borrow 

from the thinking that emerged elsewhere. Canadian air defence interests reflected larger 

Canadian security interests, which included the operation of a credible deterrent to war 

and participating in the defence of the West. In Chapter Ten. it will be demonstrated 

that the thinking identified in this chapter played a considerable role in influencing some 

of the major defence policy decisions of the period. Attention now turns to a second 

issue of central relevance, nuclear strategy, one in which the documentation will reveal 

that Canadian officiais contributed to the identification of some of the critical conceptual 

contributions of the modern age. 
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Chapter 7 -- Canadian Thinkine on Nuclear Weaoons 
and Related Issues of Nuclear Strateey 

The introduction of nuclear weapons represented the most significant rnilitary , 

technological, and quite possibly political change of the post-war era. The Canadian 

security literature has maintained that Canadians had M e  to do with the larger debates 

on the suategic uses of nuclear weapons -- and more importantly the threat of their 

possible use -- in the Cold War. Thus, the assumption has been that Canadians were 

passive consumers of the nuclear doctrines and strategies conceived by our allies. This 

chapter will argue that, on the contrary, Canadians played an important role in the 

identificatzon and aniculation of some of the critical conceptual contributions of the post- 

war penod. in particular deterrence theory and the distinction between first and second 

strike nuclear forces. To demonstrate this, the chapter will examine the evolution of 

Canadian thinking on nuclear weapons in the 1950s, followed by a review of several 

specific National Defence studies that reveal a department struggling to make sense out 

of a radically altered military and political environment. These studies will then be 

compareci with some of the principal contributions in American strategic thought over the 

period. The chapter will reveal that the understandings reached by department officiais 

were some of the rnost important and original in the nuclear age, and deserve to be 

recognized as such by students and researchers in the field. 

Prior to beginning this discussioo, though, a word of caution need be added. 

Nuclear strategy evolved rapidly over the period 1955-65, the so-called "Golden age" of 
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strategic thought. Strategists. defence observers. and civilian analysts al1 played a part 

in introducing novel concepts and in ensuring that dated ones were quickly withdrawn. 

In this environment, new ideas and new theories were constantly being advanced. 

However, in spite of the rapid transformation, it is simply not possible to isolate 

particular studies and demonstrate that they revolutionized thinking in the field. Indeed, 

this has proven difficult for studies in American strategy, where both the prirnary and 

secondary literature is far more developed.' Rather, the most that can be expected is 

to highlight ideas and concepts that later proved influentid, and which helped move the 

larger debate in new and untested directions. A broad-based nuclear strategy epistemic 

community formed over this issue (to be examined in Chapter Eleven), and while 

Canadians were only peripherai members of it, the understandings that were reached in 

Canada were transmitted to the members of this community2 In the discussion that 

follows, it wilI be demonstrated that the infïuence of Canadians was considerable, as the 

understandings that were reached in the studies to be examined below helped transforrn 

the larger strategic discourse. This point will be developed at some length in the study's 

concluding chapter. 

Canadian Attitudes Towards Nuclear Wea~ons. 1950- 1955 

Cold War Canadian thuiking on nuclear weapons and strategy can be divided into 

two time periods. The first, lasting much of the 1950s, saw defence officiais grapple 

with many of the critical issues of the day, and reach conclusions that frequently 

challenged the findings of American analysts and observers. The second, from 1959 to 
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1963, witnessed officiais grow more confident in rheir observations, and identify some 

important conceptual contributions. The comments that follow will be roughly divided 

by these periods (although this section will be limited to reports prepared in the first half 

of the 1950s). Readers are cautioned, however, that Canadian strategic thinking evoived 

slowly, and the conceptual origins of the studies prepared in the latter period can be 

found in the earlier reports and statements. 

Chapter Three briefiy reviewed some of the early Canadian writings on nuclear 

weapons, in particular Lester Pearson's critical 1945 memo. While this document is 

widely regarded as one of the signifiant post-war Canadian diplomatic papers, far less 

attention has been paid to a DND memo from the same year that looked at many of the 

same issues. This document, "The atomic bornb -- Effect of its discovery on Canadian 

Army strategic planning -- Preliminary considerations," was prepared by the Army 

General Staff in October 1945, just three months after the nuclear bombings at Hiroshima 

and Nagasaki. ' 
This paper was both enthusiastic and critical of the possible military role t!at 

nuclear weapons might play in the future. While recognizing that such weapons were 

"destined to have a revolutionary influence on warfare," much of the document was an 

attempt by the Army to protect its vested interest in maintainhg a large post-war armed 

force, which could only be justified if it was believeci that nuclear weapons would play 

a marginal role (recall that the initial post-war Army request was for a force of 250,000 

men). Thus, the report emphasized chat the bomb was poorly understood and its long- 

term impact was difficult to evaluate. The report also examined the possibilities of 
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defence against nuclear weapons, noting that "the whoie history of warfare dernonstrates 

that every new wapon is sooner or later met by new means of defence." a statement that 

more likely reflected the Army's hopes than it did an honest and objective assessment of 

what was likely to occur. 

Later in the report. a prediction was made that had already become widely 

accepted within both the defence and external affairs communities in Canada - that in 

the near-funire other countries would produce nuclear weapons (recall Pearson's merno). 

Perhaps net surprisingly. the Arrny did not find this prospect reassuring, and instead 

suessed the need for the US to maintain its technologid lead in both nuclear weapons 

and the means of their delivery. The document noted that an American advantage 

"would operate as a powerful deterrent to any would-be aggressor. " In the immediate 

post- war period , then, Canadian defence officiais s tressed the unilateral model of nuclear 

deterrence that was being adopted in the US. According to the report, security could be 

best assured by the power of the US to maintain a military advantage over its rivals. 

Provided this condition was met, the US would deter would-be challengers because of 

the strength of its military forces and its unques tioned credibiiity in threatening their use. 

By the &y 1950s, Canadian thinking on nuclear weapons began to change in 

response to the growing realization of the reality of the Soviet nuclear force and the 

comequences of a nuclear exchange. This recognition was revealed in a 1951 document 

prepared by the Scientific Intelligence Division of the Defence Research Board (DRB), 

tided "A preliminary assessment of future trends in offensive-defensive balance."' 

While the report was primarily concerned with the advantages that the offence had 
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enjoyed over the defence in recent military operations, it offered some interesting 

observations regarding the balance as a result of the introduction of nuclear weapons. 

The report began with a review of how the offence and defence had uaditionally 

approached conflict. It identified and discussed the advantages of the former, which 

were primarily linked to military factors like surprise and strategic flexibility. However, 

over time the report noted that defensive forces had invariably been able to counter that 

advantage by identifiing a means whereby the power of the offence could be negated. 

essentially repeating what the Army appreciation of 1945 had argued. With the 

introduction of nuclear weapons, though, the report asserted that this balance was in 

danger of being permanently transformed, as such weapons offered the same destructive 

power to both the offensive and defensive sides. It argued that while the offence still 

rnaintained an advantage in suiking first. that advantage would be nullified in the future 

should an opponent acquire an assured retaliatory capability. That capability among 

"major powers" was inevitable, as the study predicted that nuclear stockpiles "in the 

thousandsn would become relativeiy cornmonplace over the following two decades, again 

indicating DND's apparent acceptance of the inevitability of nuclear proliferation. 

In a critical section, the study noted that "sumriz ing  the atomic situation, it can 

be predicted rhat in the n a  15 yean.. .the greatest deterrent to aumic attuck wifL be fear 

of reralimion. " (emphasis added) This report, then, represented a considerable shift in 

thinking from the Army appreciation of s u  years earlier, which had suggested that 

conflict could best be avoided as a result of the superiority of the Arnerican nuclear 

force. In contrast. this study represeated the first occasion where the possible advantages 
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officials. The observations in this document reveal that, even though at the time the 

Soviet Union was well behind the US in its nuclear weapons programme, the Defence 

Research Board believed that the period of American nuclear superiority was only 

temporary, to be replaced by a situation of bdanced nuclear forces which would offer 

a greater l ikel ihd of long-term strateg ic stability . 

In the early 1950s, the emerging concept of deterrence was also identified and 

examined by oficials in the Department of Exterd Affairs. In a telegram titled "Korea 

and the atornic bomb," jointly written by Lester Pearson and the Canadian Ambassador 

to the US, Hume Wrong, Canadian anxiety and uncertainty over the possibility of 

American nuclear use was discussed.' The telegram, which was written days after 

newspaper reports indicated that US President Harry Truman was considering using 

nuclear weapons in Korea in response to the Chinese interventiont6 contained the 

follow ing passage, 

the military authorities may argue that the atornic bomb is 
just another weapon. But in the minds of ordinary people 
everywhere in the world. it is far more than that and has 
acquired an immensely greater intr ins ic s ig ni ficance. . .The 
psychological and political consequences of the employment 
of the bomb, or the threat of its empioyment, in the present 
cr itical situation would be incalculably great . . .The 
effectiveness of the bomb as a tactical weapon cannot be 
fully appreciated. Once it has been used tactically, much 
of its force as a deterrent may disappear. 

The telegram went on to note that, while the US was entitled to consider dl available 

courses of action, consultation in the nuclear age was more important than ever, a point 
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that was to be repeatedly ernphasized by Canadian officials (particularly in DEA) 

throughout the Cold War. Further, it noted that Canada, as a wartime partner in the 

nuclear weapons project and a respected international actor, was in a unique position to 

ensure that its concerns were transmitted directly to the US. 

While the telegram was principally concerned with the tacticai use of nuclear 

weapons in Korea, its general tone was one which suggested that the employment of such 

weapons should be restricted to the gravest of emergencies and even then the utmost 

caution should be practised. Essentially, the memo indicated the Canadian rejection of 

the military argument that the atorn bomb was "just another weapon"; on the contrary, 

Canada viewed it as the ultimate weapon, and this understanding was the basis of its use 

as a deterrent.' Lastly, the memo suggested thzt nuclear weapons were politically useful 

in threaiening opponents with harm, but that once used they lost their fundamental 

deterrent effect. 

The above documents indicate that by the early 1950s, officiais in both DND and 

DEA had begun to realize that the introduction of nuclear weapons had altered both 

rnilitary and political aspects of global politics, and that traditional approaches to security 

problems were no longer adequate. More importantly, there was a recognition of the 

transitory nature of the current nuclear (im)balance, and an appreciation of the 

inevitability of the arriva1 of the mutual deterrent relationship. Lastly, there was an 

understanding by both departrnents of the enormous consequences that would result from 

any use of nuclear weapons. Over the course of the decade, many new strategic 

pr inciples were identi fied as the Pace of technological innovation demanded near-cons tant 
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reformulations of suategic policy. However. these basic appreciations were not 

significantly challenged or altered. 

DND thinking on nuclear weapons was further refined in a 1954 report prepared 

by the Scientific Advisor to the Chief of the General Staff. Titled "Science and future 

warfare, "' this dociiment reveaied that by this time Canadian defence officials had begun 

concluding that nuclear weapons were not militarily usable under any circumstance, but 

diat they would have a considerable political utility in resolving future disputes. The 

document noted that, in the future, countries with nuclear weapons would effectively 

cancel each other out, as their mutual ability to hurt each other would ensure that 

hostilities would be avoided. "As a result. " the report noted, " we may have seen our last 

large scde not war between the major powers." The report went on to predict that future 

military deployments would result in a state of mutual deterrence, one that would be 

difficult to tramform. Rather than using force to settle conflicts, the study suggested that 

the existence of nuclear weapons would effectively compel nuclear-armed states to 

resolve their disputes peacefully. In many ways, then, this report extended the principal 

finding of the 195 1 DRB paper, in that the strategic stability that had been predicted 

would emerge in the future was now equated with the total absence of rnilitary conflict 

between nuclear-armed states. 

Many of the themes that were articulateci by both DND and DEA officials in the 

early 1950s were elaborated on in separate departmental reports prepared in 1955. As 

these studies represented comprehensive efforts by both departments to examine and 

comment on a number of strategic developments that were of importance at the time, 



cons iderable attention will be directed to both. 

In March 1955, External Affairs completed a study that represented the 

department's principal effort at evaluating American nuclear developments as well as 

suggested how Canada could most effectively contribute to strategic stability and ensure 

a strong Western defence posture. Written by senior department official George 

Ignatieff, the report began b y noting that "the main aim of Canada and its dl ies. . . is to 

preserve peace without sacrificing any vital intere~ts."~ The principal means of 

maintaining peace was through the operation of strong niiclear forces and the resulting 

deterrent strength that came from them. That strength was vital, as over the previous 

few years the military capacity of the USSR had increased drarnatically , and it was now 

only a few years away from being able to deliver "an attack of catastrophic force against 

this Continent. " 

The report's most interesthg comments dealt with deterrence. It was mentioned 

above how officiais in both DEA and DND had begun to realize the stabilizing potential 

of nuclear deployments made on both sides. However, Ignatieff recognized the counter- 

argument when he noted that large-scale nuclear forces could very well decrease global 

security, especiaily if one country developed an advantage over either its neighbours or 

an opposing coalition of countries. In recognizing this, Ignatieff was cautioning that 

technical and military advances do not normaliy occur at precisely the same t h e  in 

different countries (indeed, this rarely happens), and that there was a danger that at times 

one country's nuclear forces might be superior to others before parity was restored. 

During such periods, there was a cornparatively greater risk of nuclear attack as the 
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a position of nuclear superiority might offer that Ignatieff recognized the importance of 

having balanced nuclear forces, as stabiliry could be best assuredfrom the mutual fear 

of a nuclear achczge. In a passage that refmed the observations offered a few years 

earlier, the report noted that 

the United States and the Soviet Union now confront one 
another with the prospect of munial devastation by 
thermonuclear and nuclear weapons. It is this prospect, 
and not the mere existence of such destructive power, 
which is the deterrent to war.. .If the strategy of the nuclear 
deterrent works, it is because it strikes fear and uncertainty 
in the calculations of the potential aggressor . . .The strategy 
of the nuclear deterrent, as its name implies, makes sense 
as a strategy for the prevention of war, not as a strategy 
for fighting one. 

In this passage, then, Ignatieff emphasized the fear potential of nuclear weapons, a power 

which the American analyst Thomas Schelling would shortly label "the power to hurt". 

It was this ability which disthguished nuclear weapons from other sources of military 

power, and it was so strong as to forever alter the use of force as a rational object of 

state policy. The document also made the critical distinction of deterrence as a war 

prevention strategy and as a war fighting one, a difference that had become increasingly 

blurred in some of the American writings of the time. 

The report also comrnented on severai other issues, including suggestions that the 

US might soon adopt a strategy of limited nuclear war. On this issue, Ignatieff revealed 

the Department's disdain for the concept, as he argued that any distinction between 

tactical and strategic nuclear weapons was unlikely to be respected in a conflict scenario. 
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He argued that "once military operations start, it is reasonable to expect that military 

necessity will corne into play and as much force will De used as may be necessary ro 

attain the objective." Ignatieff s rernarks on this issue were widely shared by his 

counterparts in DND, who were equally critical of this (largely) American conception. lu 

In a f i  critical section, the report examined the ways in which Canada could 

most effectively contribute to the overall deterrent power of the West. It identified two 

specific measures: (1) by the provision of facilities on or over Canadian territory: and 

(2) through continental defence arrangements with the US. With regard to the first point. 

Ignatieff noted that ensuring that th? US Strategic Air Comrnand (SAC) could fulfil its 

mission was as much of a Caoadian concern as an American one, as it was through SAC 

that rnuch of the deterrent power of the West was based. As Canada was obligated under 

NATO to protect and strengthen the West's deterrent posture. the document argued that 

Canada should cooperate with American requests that were designed to improve SAC'S 

capabilities (ie., refuelling in the Canadian north, lengthening runways at Canadian air 

bases, etc.). The essential point in judging future American requests, according to the 

report, was that improving deterrence served Canadian interesü and that this needed ro 

be better understood so that appropriate actions and decisions could be taken in the 

future. On the subject of continental defence, the paper argued in favour of increased 

bilateral cooperation, as not only did the current air defence system lack strategic sense. 

but tliat it psed puticular dangers to Canada as the absence of effective command 

arrangemecs would have an "adverse affect" on air operations over Canada in any future 

conflict. 
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Canadian views on deterrence and strategic stability were further developed in a 

DND report in M y  1955. Titled "Future Canadian defence policy" and prepared 

by the Army's Directorate of Military Operations and Plans, this study's principal aim 

was "to determine what changes, if any, are required in Canadian Defence Policy 

because of the increasing threat against Nonh Arnerica."'' Readers should therefore 

recognize an immediate difference in objectives between this report and the one prepared 

by External, as this one specifically recognized that changes in Canada's defence policy 

were required at this t h e .  

The report's principal focus was on the emerging requirements of the air defence 

mission, and how these requirements were being transformed in response to rapid 

adjustments in the Soviet threat. Like rhe DEA study , this report noted that deterrence 

remained the best means of avoiding conflict with the USSR and that Canada needed to 

cooperate w ith the US in those tas ks that improved the operational capab il ity and 

credibility of SAC. The report further argued that as weapons stockpiles on both sides 

grew, an increasing reluctance to use such weapons would develop given the darnage that 

would result from any nuclear engagement. In reaching this conclusion. the report was 

largely repeating observations that had been made previously. 

However, where this report differed from the External study was in its 

assessrnent of the stability of deterrence, and the chances of a successful challenge of the 

West's defence posture. Building on observations that had fusst been offered in the 

Department as early as 1953, l2 the study challenged conventional thinking that took for 

granted that the West would be the first to mobilize in a crisis, and instead considered 
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the possibility that the Soviets might enjoy the benefit of strategic surprise. Under such 

a scenario, the study concluded that deterrence was surprisingly fragile, for if the Soviets 

could destroy a large part of SAC'S force on the ground, there would be little left to 

threaten them with in the way of retaliation. As the report concluded, "should the Soviet 

leaders ever conclude, rightly or wroogly, that by an attack on North America they couid 

destroy a major part of SAC before it could retaliate effectiveiy, there would be little left 

to deter them from war. " Frorn this observation came the realization that deterreace was 

not stable, and that the West needed to take precautionary actions that would improve 

this situation. 

The possible vulnerability of American SAC bases to pre-emptive Soviet attack 

was being recognized at much the same time in the US. American observers were 

increasingly acknowledging that the American "mobility plan", which relied on using 

overseas bases from which to fly bombing missions against the Soviets, was based on a 

series of dubious assumptions.13 Nonetheless, one can scarcely overstate the importance 

of the Canadian observation. as the entire Western defence posture was predicated on the 

assumption that the West had invulnerable nuclear forces that could withstand any 

conceivable Soviet strike. The realization that American forces could be caught on the 

ground touched off a near-panic in the civilian defence community, as strategists tried 

to explain how this state of strategic vulnerability had corne about. 

At a time when deterrence had been accepted as the West's principal strategy of 

confiict avoidance, the DND study questioned some of its cure assumptions and thus 

should be regarded as a critical document in identifying an important Western weakness. 
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While a cornparison with critical Arnerican contributions of the period will be made later 

in this chapter. the report raises the question of whether Canadians made other 

conceptual strategic contributions during the period, and if so. whether they have been 

recognized in the literature. This concern thus forms the focus of the next section of this 

chapter. 

Canadian Conce~tual Contributions to Nuclear Strateev and Doctrine 

The notion that Canadians may have contributed to the conceptual 

unders tanding(s) of deterrence. the nuclear balance. and strategic stab ility has certain1 y 

not attracted much comment in the security literanire. Indeed, as noted in the 

Introduction, conventional thinking maintains that such concepts were almos t entirel y the 

result of contributions made by Americans, with some help in specific sub-fields by 

British scholars. While this project. in isolation, cannot change that perception, it can 

identifi studies that raise interesthg questions, and point to the need for more research 

so that a more accurate understanding of the evolution of some of the critical concepts 

of the nuclear age can be reached. 

Of the Canadians engaged in the articulation of strategic thought as it related to 

nuclear weapons and issues of nuclear strategy, none was more prominent than the 

Department's R. J. Sutherland. l4 As Canada's premier strategist, Sutherland had 

considerable freedom to examine issues of relevance to Canada. While Sutherland spent 

the early part of his career in the Defence Research Board and the Army, his more 

important strategic work began with his affiliation with the Joint Ballistic Missile Defence 
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Staff (JBMDS). a group established in 1959 by the Chiefs of Staff to examine the 

suategic implications of the introduction of ballistic missiles, but which quickiy began 

studying a wide array of issues of broad strategic relevance.15 

Beginning in 1960, Sutherland and his colleagues in the JBMDSL6 started 

anaiyzing aspects of the strategic global environment which had gone largely 

unrecognized by observers and analysts in the field. In the discussion that follows. 

attention wi11 focus on five separate JBMDS documents and reports; three of which were 

written by Sutherland while the other two were prepared by the Staff as a whole. 

Readers should note, though, that the five studies selected do not represent the totality 

of documentation that could have been examined. Rather, they are indicative of a Stream 

of thought that was quite evident -- contrary to the accepted wisdom -- within a segment 

of the Canadian defence establishment. I7 Follow ing this discussion, attention w il1 briefiy 

turn to a few other Canadian defence officiais who also thought and wrote about these 

issues, before examining critical contributions in American strategic thought. 

One of the first papers that the JBMDS produced examined how the introduction 

of bailistic missiles would affect strategic thinking and the use of force in the future. 

Titled "The effect of the ballistic missile upon the prevention of surprise a t ta~k," '~  this 

paper introduced many of the concepts on the nuclear balance and strategic stability that 

would be developed further in future years. 

The report began by recognizing that a "revolutioaary change in military 

technology is taking place." It identified the cause of this change as the shift in nuclear 

delivery vehicles from bombers to inter-continental missiles, a shift that would have a 
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drarnatic effect on suategic thought. The study noted that besides their speed. range. and 

accuracy (which was expected to improve dramatically). missiles robbed one's opponent 

of advance notification. In the missile age. defence planners would have no more than 

30 minutes warning tirne. This development was contrasted with bombers. which require 

extensive preparations before being used, preparations that can be observed and detected 

through an array of surveillance techniques. Because of the US advantage in both the 

technical sophistication of its bombers and its surveillance capab ilities , the paper argued 

that the US had had strategic superiority throughout the bomber age. 

That advantage, however. would diminish in the missile era. Once the US and 

USSR deployed large numbers of land-based bailistic missiles (thereby joining a force 

that dready included bomben and would shortly include submarine-launched missiles), 

both sides would have the ability to withstand a first strike and still have enough forces 

to conduct a retaliatory blow. Thus, there was a need for a basic change in the West's 

negotiating strategy vis-a-vis the USSR. During the bomber era, the West had pursued 

initiatives aimed at improving inspection, the thinking being that if both sides knew that 

the other was not preparing for an attack, strategic stability would improve. However, 

inspection in the missile age was essentially rneaningless due to the technical 

characteristics of missiles, which can be fired with almost no advance preparation. 

In the missile age, the study recognized that the primary interest of each side is 

to enhance the stability of the nuclear balance and " to avoid situations in which one or 

both sides may be tempted to strdce first" (this particular recommendation, as noted 

above, had been discussed in Canada since the mid- 1950s). However, in an interesting 
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finding, the report noted that the measure that would most undermine that stability would 

be the deployment of defensive systems that threatened to render the sniking power of 

the opposing side meaningless. It argued that if one side was to develop missile defences 

while the other did not, pressure would build on the latter to strike before the opponent's 

defences were operational. Indeed, even passive defence rneasures like civil defence 

plans might be regarded as de-stabilizing by a possible opponent, as such steps may be 

interpreted to indicate an expectation that a nuclear exchange is anticipated. 

The principal observation diat resulted from this analysis was that strategic 

stability would not be enhanced by agreements to restrict the size of the retaliatory 

missile force. On the connary, the report suggested that the larger the retaiiatory forces 

on both sides "the clearer it will be that neither side can rationally strike first." 

Measures to ensure large deployments on both sides were obviously inconsistent with the 

goals of arms control negotiations, and thus there was little chance of this condition being 

officially accepted. Indeed, the report noted thar Wewrn public opinion would never 

embrace the "balance of terror" concept as being in the interest of the US, as it seerned 

to run counter not only to the American national interest but common sense as well. 

The report concluded that negotiations on the prevention of surprise attack were 

not necessariiy irrelevant in the missile age, but that they must be closely linked to larger 

political ones. As the report noted, "the attempt to pursue this issue on a technical level 

independent of political negotiations can only produce an endless proliferation of 

essentially academic arguments." Thus, even in an age of military innovation, political 

relations remained the single most important factor in determining whether force would 
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be used to resolve a dispute. 

Many of the concepts identified in this paper were elaborated on and explained 

further in a report prepared by R.J. Sutherland in 1961. This document was originally 

prepared as background material for a lecture Sutherland gave at Carleton University in 

Ottawa. Titled "A militas. view of nuclear weapons, "" Sutherland described strategic 

developments of interest to both Canada and the West. While his observations did not 

make use of classified materials, his conclusions were so novel and far-ranging that they 

deserve careful consideration. 

Sutherland began the paper with a review of the nature and possible uses of 

nuclear weapons. He noted that with recent increases in yields, such weapons would 

have horrific consequences if used. He also discussed recent technological innovations, 

in particular the increasing accuracy and reliability of ballistic missiles and the effect that 

such delivery systems might have on future conflict dynamics. 

But it was Sutherland's observations on first and second strike nuclear forces and 

the generai nuclear balance that were most interesting. He debated the rnerits of a 

nuclear posture based on a countercity vs. counterforce targeting philosophy," and 

recognized that while the former might be "immoraln and open to question on a nurnber 

of grounds, it was preferable from the point of view of strategic stability. He explained 

that if both sides could convince their opponent that any nuclear attack would result in 

the destruction of the attackuig side's cities, then it would become increasingly unlikely 

that an aggressor would attack in the first place. As he noted, 



if we go for [the enemy's] cities, he will go for ours. This 
seerns rather foolish, from our point of view. We are not 
interested in a mutual exchange of cities. The answer is 
that we don't really want to attack the enemy's cities but 
rather to convince him that he should not attack us at dl. 
We therefore rnake it ckar to him that if he does attack we 
will assuredly destroy his cities notwithstanding what he 
cm do to ours. 

To better explain this apparent paradox, Sutherland went on to discuss the importance 

of doctrine, and in particular the concept of the "ratiooality of irrationality.' In a 

nutshell, this involves making threats that are recognized as not being rational, but 

convincing an opponent that you nonetheless mean them. In the nuclear context, 

Sutherland observed that threatening to desuoy an opponent's cities was not a rational 

strategy, because one's opponent can in al1 Iikelihood -- given a secure second-saike 

force -- do the same. And yet, if an actor is convinced that another would not amck 

one's cities because of fear of effective retaliation, their possible aggressiveness becomes 

more likely. If, on the other hand, the opponent believes that an actor would carry out 

its threat despite the assured destruction that he would suffer in return, then he is much 

iess likely to consider a challenge in the first place." This type of thinking about the 

paradoxes involved with nuclear weapons. which was to become widely accepted by the 

mid-to-late 1960s, was quite novel at the time. In cornparison, in the US. Thomas 

Schelling was to develop and clarifi this line of thought through the use of game theory 

and mathematical models (to be examineci below). 

Sutherland went on to discuss how the introduction of bailistic missiles was 

expected to change the nuclear balance. Repeating the finding of the IBMDS study of 
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the previous year, he noted that up until 1960, the US had had unquesrioned nuclear 

superior ity . He noted that w ith the Amer ican advantage in delivery vehicles (particularl y 

bombers), the US had had a "first suike capability", ie., a force posture that could have. 

in a premeditated and CO-ordinated attack, destroyed most of the USSR's critical targets 

with little Iikelihood of Soviet retaliation- Indeed, Sutherland further noted that as a 

weapon of war, the bomber actually encouraged this capability, as it was an "al1 or 

nothing weapon". He explained that in an emergency, decision-makers would have only 

a few minutes to decide if they would use their bombers or run the risk of having them 

destroyed on the ground, a dilemma that he summarized with the phrase "use them or 

lose them " . 

With the expected introduction of ballistic missiles, though, Sutherland argued that 

the strategic environment would become -- contrary to popular wisdom at the time -- 

inherently more stable (as the American military advantage would be gradually 

diminished). This was a result of several features unique to missiles. Fint, unlike 

bombers, missiles could be dispersed so that they could be engaged one at a time. He 

further explained that missiles could also be hidden, and stored in reinforced concrete 

shelters immune to attack. Lastly, missiles could be mounted in submarines, on railway 

trains, or even on aircraft, thereby g iving the possessor tremendous strateg ic flexibil ity . 

Because of these features, the possibility of carrying out an effective first-strike against 

an opponent armed with a balanced missile force was negligible. As the author 

concluded, "the missile offers the prospect of secure deterrent forces, a more stable 

balance, and a safer world. " 
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The novelty of this observation deserves highl ighting , as Sutherland was 

challenging a line of thought that had been warning of the dangers of ballistic missiles 

ever since the Germans made the first operationai use of hem in the closing mondis of 

World War Two. Rather than the stabilizing effect that Sutherland argued, the consensus 

among strategists was that missiles were de-stabilizing, as they raised the spectre of die 

long dreaded "push-buttoa war."" According to Sutherland, this fear was not only 

irrational but was based on an inaccurate understanding of the weapon system itself, as 

a properly configured missile force gave both sides " t h e  to wait" . The corollary was 

that the US and the Soviet Union needed to apand their land-based missile forces, as the 

curent imbalance in force structures was extremely de-stabilizing. 

Sutherland's principal conclusion was bat rather than the fragile balance that had 

become the accepted wisdom in both Arnerican academic and policy communities, the 

US-Soviet nuclear balance was not fragile and that the use of nuclear weapons in any 

future crisis was exceedingly unlikely . Sutherland believed that the consequences of any 

nuclear exchange would be so horrific -- and he was convinced that decision makers on 

both sides fully understood this -- that no rational leader would ever use nuclear weapons 

in the frst place? As he concluded, "there are -- at least as far as I can see -- no 

conceivable circumstances in which anyone would wish to provoke such an exchange as 

a deliberate act of policy." Sutherland was effectively arguing that future conflicts 

between nuclear-armed States would have to be resolved before the use of force spiralled 

out of control. 
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Sutherland ended the article with a look at "alternatives to the nuclear sralemate. " 

where he considered the prospects of basing the future global system on an entireiy 

different -- ie., non-military -- basis. Perhaps not surprisingly given his background and 

position within the Department of National Defence, Sutherland was pessimistic of this 

possibility. However, he did note that there were many available courses of action that 

could reduce mutual suspicions between the US and USSR and which could therefore 

have a positive politicai impact on future superpower relations. Among such masures 

were conventionai arms control. a nuclear test ban agreement, and an agreement on 

restrictions on the rnilitary uses of satellites. Sutherland noted that improving relations 

was critical, as it is political ties that ultimately determine how disputes will be resolved. 

The eternal realist, Sutherland maintained that if changing the basic structure of global 

politics was impossible, the best option was to regulate srate behaviour as much as 

possible. 

A third Canadian snidy that deserves consideration was a 1960 JBMDS paper. 

titled "Disarmament and the deterrent. " This study examined the nuclear balance, the 

importance of control of delivery systems, and the risks of war in the nuclear age." 

However, as much of it focused on the requirements and conditions of arms conuol, only 

a brief review of it will be offered here, with a more complete analysis to be presented 

in Chapter Nine. 

This study's most critical fmding was that agreements to limit or eliminate nuclear 

weapons would not result in greater superpower stability, and that such agreements could 

actually lead to foreign policy and security challenges. While this point had been made 
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in the JBMDS paper exarnined earlier, this study saessed the importance of strategic 

stability, and how uncontrolled nuclear deployments may acnial!y encourage greater 

caution. Coming at a time when arms control was beginning to attract considerable 

attention in the American defence and scholarly communities, the IBMDS opinion was 

not widely shared. And yet, the Staff suggested that if the net effect of reduced nuclear 

weapons holdings was a greater possibility of the use of conventional forces, then such 

agreements were not in any party's interest. On this point. the paper's most critical 

passage was that 

the abolition of present strategic deterrents (sic) would add 
to general security only if it were possible to establish 
effective control over conventional armaments, and to 
strengthen international peace-keeping machinery . If these 
conditions were mt sm'sfied, the most probuble Mect of 
the abolition of nuclear amments would be to tranrforrn 
the cornpetition for world power into an essential@ more 
dangerous fom. (emphasis added) 

According to this passage, arms control threatened to recreate the militas, imbalance 

that the West's nuclear forces had originally been designed to counter, and would thus 

place the West in a disadvantageous position vis-a-vis the USSR. Negotiations, 

therefore, had to be approached with considerable caution. 

The paper's main conclusion was that as disarmament and arms control 

agreements threatened to increase strategic instab il ity , they should be reached on1 y w hen 

they are part of a much larger package of politicai accommodation, and should be 

directly tied to conventional arms reductions. While the negotiation of arms control 

accords was regardai as unlikely given the array of differences between the US and 
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USSR. those that were reached "would be more likely to increase the risk of 

thermonuclear war than to reduce it. " As an aside, readers might note that while the 

views on arms control explained in this paper were not widely shared, the insistence on 

linking such accords with conventional force reductions was to becone official American 

policy in the 1970s. 

A further article written by Sutherland that is deserving of comment in this 

context was titled "Strategic considerations affecting ballistic missile defence. This 

paper. in spite of its title, largely concentrated on Sutherland's views on the workings 

of deterrence, a timely task given that few analyse had examined its conceptual basis. 

Sutherland began this paper with a review of the politicai implications of 

deterrence, focusing on the issue of credibility and the obstacles that can prevent its 

successful operation. Credibility in the nuclear age was argued to be almost totally 

dependent on what one's opponent believes. The actual policies of a state and its 

acquisition of military forces are l a s  important considerations than how an opponent 

believes that force will be used in the event of hostilities. Sutherland argued that a 

poorly armed opponent may make threau that are far more credible than a well armed 

one, the key factor being how those threats are perceived by potential adversaries and 

one's past record in carrying them out. Credibility in the nuclear age, then, had iess to 

do with weaponry and more to do with intentions, a surprising finding given the 

enormous destructive power that nuclear weapons offered States. 

At this point, Sutherland's attention shifted to the military implications of 

deterrence, and he identified two critical elernents to it. The first was that the deterrent 
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force must be capable of inflicting upon the enemy a level of damage which it would find 

unacceptable under any circumstance. On this point, Sutherland recognized that unless 

the threatened damage was horrific, the deterrent threat may lack military credibility, 

which could indirectly lead to a military challenge in the first place. The second was that 

both active and passive defencesZ6 are necessary for the security of the retaliatory force. 

and therefore should have "an equal daim upon available resources." By recognizing 

this, Sutherland hoped to ensure that the latter -- which had tended to attract littie hinding 

and even less public support in the West -- would not be overlooked in the contemporary 

defence debate. 

Sutherland concluded this study w ith a discussion of the differences between the 

two types of deterrent strategies -- simple deterrence and deterrence in depth. In brief, 

simple deterrence was explained as the existence of the minimum force necessary to 

ensure adequate retaliation. regardless of which country saikes fust. It Gan, at its most 

basic level, be reduced to an almost mathematical formula -- as Sutherland explained: 

"the enemy strike directed at the retaliatory basis minus the effects of active and passive 

defences of those bases equals effective strike upon retaliatory basis." Proponents of 

simple deterrence believe that if oppos ing states maintain sufficiently diverse nuclear 

forces (that is, those that are unlikely to be desuoyed in a first strike) then the nuclear 

balance will remain stable, as it is inconceivable that either side would risk total 

devastation for a marginal improvement of their relative position. 

On the other hand, supporters of deterrence in depth deny that the simple 

maintenance of a secure second strike capabiiity is a sufficient condition of strategic 
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Rather. they argue that an effective deterrent posture should advocate not only 

to threaten a meaningless retaliatory blow as a final act of vengeance in the 

face of nuclear devastation. but that stability requires an ability to emerge victorious in 

battle, pursuing the war until final victory is achieved. This model of deterrence, then, 

shares much in common with traditionai war fighting, as the object of the exercise is to 

ernerge from the conflict in a relatively stronger political and military position. It mkht 

be noted, though, that this model does not address the question of what type of victory 

cm be achieved in a nuclear conflict, and whether it is worth pursuing in any event. 

A third and final Sutherland study deserving of comment was a lecture he gave 

to the National Defence College (NDC) in March, 1963. Titled "Trends in strategic 

weapons and c ~ n c e p t s . " ~  much of this paper was a discussion of recent political 

developments -- including changes in US foreign policy, the Cuban Missile Crisis, 

European relations and the evolution of a cornmon market. etc. -- and the effect that they 

might have on Canadian foreign and defence policy. However, part of the paper dealt 

with the chang ing strategic/technicai environment, and in particular the evolution of the 

"stabilization" of the nuclear balance. 

At the time this document was written. Sutherland believed that the strategic 

nuclear balance, which he had previously argued was stable. had reached a Ievel of 

equilibrium where hrther disruptions were not only unlikely. but increasingly 

implausible. The reason for this optimism was the "mature" Ievel of many nuclear 

technologies and the scientific and financial diffculties associated in introducing next- 

generation weapons systems. While further refinements in present military systems could 
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predictable regularity . The massive growth in nuclear weapons stocks, incresises in 

yields. and spectacular changes in delivery systems had resulted in the continuous re- 

invention and re-formulation of strategic doctrine. However. Sutherland now believed 

that the period of innovation was essentially over. and that in the era of thermonuclear 

weapons the use of force had been permanently uansformed. 

Broader conclusions followed frorn this analysis. In the future. if there was to 

be a use of force between great powers. it would have to be done at iower levels of 

violence where modes of thinking were less doctrinally pre-determined and which remain 

flexible to rapid changes in the environment (readers should note a conceptual linkage 

with the 1954 study examined earlier). However, Sutherland also noted that the Cold 

War and the global division that it created were elernents of a particular evolution of 

forces, a system that was increasingly irrelevant in large parts of the world. In many 

regions, the saaios of economic development, weapons proliferation, and the impact of 

technology were al1 rapidly converging to produce a different set of priorities. ones not 

related to the concerns of the Cold War and the US-Soviet competition. Sutherland 

cautioned that the agenda of international politics would gradually have to shift to deal 

with these issues, and the emphasis on security and defence that had been so dominant 

in the post-war period will ultirnately need to be reconsidered. 

Lastly, readers should note that my review of DND documents reveals that issues 

related to nucleu strategy were also examined by the Defence Research Board, although 

such efforts were frequently overshadowed by the Board's principal work, which was 

scientific and technical research for military purposes. Stiil, a few DRB scientists can 
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be highlighted for their research. One DRB scientist who achieved some degree of 

recognition was Harold h n d e r ,  who conducted operational research for the Royal Air 

Force during the war before joining the DRB in 195 1. In his 16-year career at DND, 

Larnder served as Senior Operational Research Officer at RCAF Air Defence Command. 

St. Hubert, Executive Director of the Canadian component of the Canada/US Scientific 

Advisory Team (CUSSAT), and researcher with the Operational Research Group of the 

DRB. 

While at St. Hubert in the early 1950s. Larnder became concerned about the 

vulnerability of American bomber aircraft. In a 1987 article in the Canadian Defence 

Ouarterlv, authors James Lee and David Bellamy allege this interest led Larnder to 

Albert Wohlstetter, then an andyst at the RAND Corp~ra t ion .~~ Lee and Bellamy claim 

that this meeting kindled Wohlstetter's interest in the issue and led to his critical work 

on SAC base vulnerability (examined below). The authon further state that Larnder 

worked on several other issues of air defence and nuclear strategy, many of which 

questioned the core assurnptions of North American and Western defence planning. 

While this author did not uncover files that substantiated these daims, the enorrnous 

amount of documentation that remains classified means that a definitive judgement on the 

rnatter cannot be offered. Still, those Larnder files that were reviewed reveal a scientist 

with a wide range of interests whose principal concern lay in determining where Canada 

could make its most effective contribution to Western defence. 

A second DRB scientist worthy of note was Dr. George Lindsey. Lindsey was 

briefly mentioned in Chapter Six for an air defence report that he completed, but his 
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work revealed an impressive range over his long career at DND (which ended in 1987). 

While Lindsey's principal field of snidy was operational research, he examined issues of 

broader suategic relevance as well. Indicative of this was a report completed in March 

1960, titled "The vulnerability of the NATO air suike force to ballistic missile 

a t t a ~ k . " ~  In this report, Lindsey concluded that NATO air strike forces in Europe (a 

role that Canada had just recently accepted) were vulnerable to a Soviet first strike using 

ballistic missiles. As the report concluded, "no more than a tiny fraction of the aircraft 

can be expected to survive a surprise attack. " The report recommended three steps could 

be taken to improve the situation -- escape, dispersal, and protection. The study's 

implication was clear -- NATO's European nuclear forces were vulnerable, and if CO- 

ordinated w ith an attack on North Amer ica, the credibility of the entire Western deterrent 

force was suspect. In many ways, this report shared much in cornmon with the 1955 

DND study discussed earlier, as both examined forces that were potentially 

vu lnerab le. 3' 

A second report by Lindsey, titled "Active defence for North America, "32 (1959) 

explored a number of issues related to the problems of nuclear balance and the risks of 

escalation. Lindsey observed that while the defence of cities was obviously desirable, 

he recognized that "our uneasy peace is produced by both opponents' ability to retaliate 

on the other's cities." He noted that "a sudden intense program of activityn on the part 

of one side to develop defences might be considered by an opponent as a "tie-breaker". 

and thus "encouragen it to consider m a h g  a preemptive attack (a point that was 

considered in the 1960 JBMDS study). Lindsey's work, like that of the JBMDS, 
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revealed a sensitivity and awareness to many of the critical strategic issues of the day. 

The intent in reviewing some of the major conceptual works of the JBMDS and 

its principal strategist, R.J. Sutherland, has been to give readers an indication of the 

issues that they thought were significant, and the possible ways in which Canadians may 

have contributed to some of the critical approaches and understandings of the nuciear 

age. The specific areas examined -- force deployments, deterrence, nuclear balance, 

arms control -- were in the process of being formulated, and thus there certainly was an 

opponunity for observers outside the US to play an important concepnial role. Far from 

the image of a defence establishment blindly accepting whatever doctrine ernerged out 

of Washington, this discussion reveals a far more pro-active and independent group of 

officials who reached their own understandings of the nuclear age and the critical changes 

that it had brought about. However, to reach judgements on the originality of these 

observations, it is necessary to compare the writings with those of the key American 

suategists of the &y. 

US Strateeic Thinkine on Nuclear Wea~ons. Deterrence. SAC Base Vulnerabil ity . and 
the Nuclear Balance. 1950- 1 963 

As noted in the Introduction, the 1950s witnessed a virtual explosion in American 

writings on the changed strategic environment. The majority of these writings were 

composed by memben of a rapidly growing civüian defence community, observers who 

wrote the major contributions in the expanding field." This cummunity of defence 

intellectuals quickly acquired immense importance both within and outside the corridors 
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of power in official Washington." 

Because of the non-classified nature of much of the work of the civilian defence 

comrnunity, many of the critical studies in US strategic thinking were published in the 

public domain. Thus, for the commenu that follow, attention will focus on reports that 

are generally available, although there will be references CO some that were originally 

classified. In addition. American strategic thought was also reflected in specific 

government policy directives, severai of which will be cited below. 

One additional caveat need be added. The following discussion will be divided 

into specific issues of strategic thought where significant contributions during this period 

were made. In addition, some of the important individual strategists in these areas will 

be highlighted. However, length restrictions preclude an intensive examination. Readers 

interested in the evolution of post-war American strategic thought have several sources 

to consider, in particular Fred Kaplan's The Wizards of Armaeeddon, Gregg Herken's 

Counsels of War, and Lawrence Freedman's The Evolution of Nuclear Strateey." 

Issue #1  -- Deterrence and Avoidin~ Conflict in the Early Nuclear Age 

Unlike in Canada, early post-war American strategic thinking did not focus on the 

mutual nature of deterrence, but rather emphasized the ability of the US to intimidate 

and/or defeat the Soviet Union through ovenvhelming rnilitary superiority . Indeed, it 

was not until the mid-to-late 1950s. by which time the military suength of the USSR had 

become too evident to deny, thar American thinking finafly began to corne to grips with 

the changed militarylstrategic environment. This stands in contrat to the thinking that 
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evolved in Canada. and indicates the first of many areas of conceptual difference benveen 

the two countries. 

The early Amerim approach toward avoiding conflict in the nuclear age was 

contained in National Security Council (NSC) Memorandum 68 of April 1950. As 

discussed in Chapter Four, this document predicted the development and deployment of 

a Soviet capability to suike in signifiant strength with atomic weapons against North 

America by 1954. To counter this threat, the US needed to strengthen both its nuclear 

and conventionai forces. The directive recommended an ambitious rearmament plan, one 

that would ensure that US rnilitary capabilities were powerful enough to prevaii in any 

conflict scenario. It therefore called for a massive arms build-up that would result in the 

US having "clearly superior overall power in its most inclusive sense. " 

In essence, NSC-68 viewed deterrence as a unilateral concept, in that it asserted 

that Soviet foreign policy and military challenges would be discouraged as a result of 

American war-fighting capabilities. It reflected a traditional power politics approach, as 

secur ity could be achieved through the expans ion of Amer ican mil itary power . 36 Indeed, 

the concept of deterrence implicit in NSC-68 was reflected in a Policy Planning Staff 

paper prepared for it that argued that the existence of two large atomic stockpiles, rather 

than resulting in a nuclear stand-off, might well "prove to be an inciternent to war. "" 

It should also be noted that while NSC-68 did not explicitly argue it, US 

administrations of the period hlly expected to win World War Three should it occur, a 

war which was expected to include the widespread use of nuclear weapons. Blunt 

language to this effect was written into NSC-20/4 of November 1948 and was reproduced 
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in NSC- 162/2 of October 1953 (which became the bais for Eisenhower's "new lookw. 

see bel~w).~'  This expectation was further codified in the official American war plans 

of the period, which were based on a massive atomic blitz of the Soviet Union in the 

opening phase of any conflict. a strategy that indicated that the US did not cake the 

possibility of Soviet atomic retaiiation very se r io~s ly .~~  As a 1954 memo for Admirai 

Radford, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, stated, " we will use nuclear weapons whenever 

it is to our national advantage to do so."" These developments stand in clear contrast 

to early Canadian thinking which, as we have seen, recognized the mutual nature of the 

nuclear deterrent relationship as well as the restraint that should be exercised with respect 

to the use of nuclear weapons in future conflict. 

It would be misleading to conclude, however. that al1 American strategists shared 

these early official views. One who certainly did not was Bernard Brodie, who was 

identified in the Introduction as the single most important suategist of the post-war era. 

While there is no opportunity in this chapter to review in detail his many strategic 

contributions, attention here can be directed toward a few of his early writings. 

In 1946, Brodie conaibuted to and edited a remarkable book. The Absolute 

Wea~on.~' The book's principal message was that the destructiveness of nuclear 

weapons had fundamentally and permanently uansformed the nature of war. As it noted, 

"the atomic bomb seerns so far as to overshadow any military invention of the past as to 

render cornparisons ridiculous. "42 Even with the aircraft of the mid-1940s, Brodie 

contended that a state possessing atomic bombs could destroy most of the cities of any 

other power. And yet. the increased effectiveness of bombing would not result in "the 
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apotheos is of aggress ive instruments. "" This was because atomic aggress ion would be 

deterred -- a word Brodie used from the beginning -- as long as the potential attacker 

believed that there was a good chance of retaliation. He argued that provided both sides' 

forces were relatively invulnerable to attack, stability in the nuclear age would be 

assured. 

Despite the importance of this concept, Brodie himself did not examine it further 

until the early 1950s, when he was working as a special consultant to the Air Force. At 

this time, though. his attention shifted from deterrence to deterrence failure. Brodie 

wrote, again in contrast to offcial thinking at the time, that an atomic war would 

inevitably be a " two way affair" , and that a war with hydrogen bombs was unwinnable. 

Still, he argued that if war between the US and USSR did break out, the intent should 

be to limit the fighting as quickly as possible and not commence the atomic "blitz" that 

would inevitably lead to mutual destruction. It followed that one therefore had to think 

about snategies that were not suicida1 -- that the means of violence had to be conuolled 

and lirnited? 

Brodie's principal concern in the early 1950s was to think about how the atomic 

bomb could actually be used in war, and in particular how the threat value that was 

unique to such weapons could be exploited. As he noted in 1952, strategy was as much 

concerned about "determinhg what not to hit as well as what to hit."" His alternative 

to officiai Arnerican war planning was a controlled atomic attack, one which could utilize 

the threat potential of nuclear weapons to achieve "strategic leverage"? The aim would 

be to exert pressure -- and by that Brodie rneant political and psychological, not just 
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rnilitary -- until the war reached a conclusion. This was cleariy preferable to the mutual 

suicide mode1 that Brodie believed would be the inevitable result of official US war 

planning." 

In the mid-1950s, Brodie joined the RAND Corporation, and with his reputation 

in strateg ic studies and defence policy anaiysis already well established, he immediately 

became one of the institue's most prominent figures. At this time, his attention turned 

to the improved nature of Soviet nuclear capabilities, and the observations that he 

reached revealed the concerns that he held not only over modern strategy but also of the 

defence sciences in general. These observations built on those he had first offered in 

1946, the main difference being that the nuclear balance had now arrived, and that he 

was no longer taiking about some unspecified time in the future. Thus, in a 1954 article 

titled "Unlimited weapons and Iimited war, Brodie noted that "when we talk about an 

unrestricted generai war we are talking about a catastrophe in which there are no 

predictable limits." This article pleaded for greater "sanity" in military planning. and 

again cailed for more study into American military options. 

In a memo written the same year, Brodie criticized the American political and 

military establishment, and observed with reference to American war planning that 

"explicitly we accord the Soviets a nuclear capability, but when it cornes right down to 

drawing the relevant conclusions, it is always we who do the hitting and they who do the 

suffering.. .The Joint Chiefs are obviously still thinking of the SAC-nuclear capability in 

US monopoiy terms."" The comment was intended to draw attention to the fact that 

American war plans were based on the assumption of US military superiority, despite the 



absence of any meaningful level of superiority in reality. 

The following year, Brodie wrote one of his most important articles. "Strategy 

hits a dead end."" The core argument was relatively simple -- hydrogen weapons 

offered such unimaginable destructive force that their use would hurt the user almost as 

much as the victim. In essence, Brodie warned that "strategy " as it had been known for 

rnillennia -- that is the use of military power to further a state's political goals -- had al1 

but ceased to exist. The power now avaiiable to both attacker and defender made the 

age-old distinction benveen aggressor and defender irrelevant. and old principles on the 

use of force no longer applied. As he concluded, "we must proceed to rethink some of 

the basic principles connecting the waging of war with the politicai ends thereof, and to 

reconsider some of the prevalent axioms governing the conduct of military 

operations. "" 

Readers will recognize in several of these observations similarities with sorne of 

the Canadian studies discussed above. In particular, Brodie's views on deterrence, the 

dynamics of future conflict, and the changes in the strategic environment al1 shared 

elernents with both the 1955 External study and several of the IBMDS/Sutherland studies. 

Sirnilarly. his views on the end of strategy foreshadowed Sutherland's argument as given 

in his 1963 address to the National Defence College. Thus, it seems reasonable to 

conclude that Brodie's work was likely an important influence on Canadian defence 

scientists. 

And yet, it might also be noted that throughout bis professional career. Brodie 

was the prototypicai "outsider", a man whose views were often scoffed at by his 
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colleagues in the American defence community." While this is not to suggest that he 

was without influence, it is to recognize that rnany of his opinions -- at lemt at the t h e  

they were erpressed -- were not widely sharedSs3 They did not, in any event, enter the 

rnainstream of American strategic thought. Indeed, his isolation and statu as an outsider 

was essential to his criticism of his RAND colleagues, which becarne a common focus 

of his work in the 1960s? Brodie's relative isolation is an important consideration 

when evaluating his effect on Canadian thinking, as it indicates that any influence he 

might have had was not a result of a Canadian desire to imitate whatever was fashionable 

in the American defence community. 

However, when compared with Arnerican policy directives and statements, the 

early thinking on deterrence that emerged in Canada was both original and distinct. 

Unlike the focus on military superiority and first use of nuclear weapons that permeated 

American analysis, the emphasis in Canada tended to be on the need for balanced forces 

and the restraint that should be exercised with regard to the use -- and threatened use -- 

of nuclear weapons. Furthermore, Canadian officiais warned against the dangers of 

nuclear superiority, as it reduced the chances of effective retaliation and therefore made 

pre-emptive attack more likely. In sum, the caution that was evident in Canada does not 

seem to have been a consideration in Washington. 

Issue #2 -- Massive Retaliation and the Debate that it S~arked 

Brodie's isolation and lack of influence in offcial Washington was clearly 

revealed by the Eisenhower administration's enunciation of the "new look" and the 



299 

subsequent policy of massive retaliation which was announced in January 1954." 

Massive retaliation (again) failed to recognize that nuclear deterrence was a two sided 

dynamic. and that any use of nuclear weapons was bound to have a disastrous effect on 

the US. It was, in effect, a repudiation of everything that Brodie had written about over 

the previous decade. While the genesis of the policy was clearly linked to the perception 

that Korea had forced the West into fighting the Cold War according to rules set by the 

Soviets (and that it had been American nuclear threats that had finally broken the 

stalemates6), massive retaliation was devised to get the strategic initiative back. As 

Colin Gray has noted of it, "nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles needed to be 

accommodated intellectually w ithin national strategy in a systematic and politically viable 

fashion. "" 

Al1 of these factors were reflected in the speech given by Secretary of State John 

Foster Dulles, where he emphasized the need for the free world to keep the initiative, 

if necessary with nuclear weapons and against any suitable target(s). By relying more 

on the deterrent threat, the US believed it could keep the domestic economy frorn 

coilapsing under the strain of a conventional forces build-up, prevent further Soviet 

aggression, and protect American interests around the world. As the Secretary noted, 

the basic decision that had been made was that the US would rely on a "capacity to 

retaiiate, instantly , by means and at places of [its] own choosing. " The US was serving 

notice that, in the future, it would reserve for itself the right to decide where to fight, 

how to fight, and what the consequences and stakes of that fighting would be." It was 

precisely because of American nuclear superiority that the US could make such b i d e t  



300 

threats; however. what the new doctrine overlooked was the purely temporary nature of 

that military advantage. 

It should be apparent that the type of thinking reflected in massive retaliation was 

certainly not evident in Canada in the mid-1950s. Massive retaliation revealed a belief 

that stability could be achieved through miliwy superiority on the part of the US. It also 

revealed a confidence that the US could deter the Soviets 

overwhelming military threat. As discussed above, in 1954-55, 

conducted comprehensive departmental reviews diat argued that 

through the use of 

both DND and DEA 

stability would result 

from balanced nuclear forces, and that deterrence needed to be understood as a mutual 

dynamic. The External study in particular warned of the dangers of nuclear sabre- 

rattling and of any nuclear engagement. 

Indeed, the Canadian reaction to the Dulles pronouncement was quite negative, 

at both DEA and DND. Readers will recall thai in Chapter Two, Lester Pearson's 

response to the speech was discussed briefly. In addition to his concerns over the effect 

that the new policy might have on NATO and the Western alliance, Pearson also raised 

an additional concern -- was a threat to retaiiate rnassively credible in the case of a minor 

Soviet transgression? As he noted in his memo of February 2, 1954, "the new strategy 

may result in greater rigidity, rather than greater flexibility of pol icy. If it becornes a 

question of the atom bomb and dl-out war, or nothing, it rnay be, too often, nothing. "" 
One week after Pearson's memo, the Joint Planning Committee (IPC), a DND cornmittee 

that had representation from each of the services as well as from External Affairs, 

released its impressions on the new doctrine? This report emphasized that while there 
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might be considerable change to American defence policy, such changes were difficult 

to evaluate as they had been poorly defined, and it was not at all clear what kind of 

provocation would lead to the use of American nuclear weapons in the future. The study 

concluded with the recommendation that "every effort at every Ievel" should be made to 

irnprove information on American strategic thought, an indication of just how unsure the 

Canadian military was over the implications of massive retaliation. 

The Dulles speech was vigorously attacked by the civilian American defence 

community for its short-sightedness and provocative tone. Indeed, just one day after it 

was delivered, Paul Nitze wrote a blistering ten page critique of it for Robert Bowie, his 

successor at the Policy Planning Staff at the State Departrned2 Nitze recognized that 

the atomic bomb had not deterred the Soviets from suiking in Korea, and that if the US 

had not been prepared to use such weapons at a time when it bad had a virtuai monopoly, 

he wondered how prepared it would be in a situation where the Soviets could retaliate 

for every American nuclear strike. In Nitze's response, then, we c m  see a recognition 

that deterrence and the nuclear stalemate could run two ways, and that this needed to be 

cons idered in future American strategic pol icy . 

Over the following few years, a wide range of critiques were published, most of 

which elaborated on points that Nitze had made within hours of the Dulles' speech.63 

Among these studies, the best known was written by William Kaufmann, an academic 

who M e r  developed the retaliation theme. In a 1954 paper titied "The requirements 

of deterrence," Kaufmann explained why a policy of massive retaliation was not 

sustainable. Essentially, the problem came down to one of credibility . Once the US was 
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challenged by the Soviets (as it surely would be), the US would have only two options: 

either to make good on its threat to retaliate or suffer the loss of prestige and influence 

that backing down would involve. If it chose the first option - realiation -- it would 

likely suffer the equivalent punishment, as the USSR would shortly have a comparable 

nuclear capability. Thus, Kaufmann believed that the policy enunciated by Dulles 

essentially tied the US into a nuclear corner, leaving it with no option between mutual 

annihilation and acquiescence . 

What made maners worse was that because the Soviets were sure to recognize this 

dilemma, there was concem that the doctrine might actually have the entirely unintended 

effect of encouraging Soviet aggression, because it lacked credibility when faced with 

a less than total Soviet challenge? Kaufmann believed that the only option was to 

build a stronger conventional anned force. which the US could use to threaten the Soviets 

if vital American interests were challenged. Such a force would increase the credibility 

of American threats, which could be tailored to better reflect the reality of specific 

situations. These thoughts were developed funher in Kaumiann's 1956 book, Militam 

Policv and National Securitv? 

Canadian concerns over the Dulles speech were thus hardly unique. Indeed, 

British and French anajysts also raised a variety of difficulties with the doctrine .66 Stiil, 

this discussion indicates that not only were such concerns raised within weeks, but that 

they tended to focus on issues of special relevance to Canada (ie., Pearson's questions 

about its effects on NATO, the WC's concern over how Canada would be affected, etc). 

Thus, while the two documents may not qualify as original contributions to the field, they 
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further demonstrate that critical developments in American strategic policy were 

evaluated and judged from a distinctly Canadian perspective. This discussion represents 

a challenge to the charge, so frequently made in the security literature. that Canadians 

paid little attention to strategic doctrines and the implications that such developmenü 

might have for Canada. In this case, massive retaliation sparked a clear and 

unambiguous Canadian reaction. Chapter Ten will examine how some of the Canadian 

concerns with the doctrine affected subsequent defence policy . 

Issue #3 -- American Nuclear Credibilit~ and the Manipulation of Risk 

Out of the debate over nuclear credibility arose questions regarding how the US 

could threaten devastation while at the same t h e  hoping that it would never have to 

resort to the use of such force in the first place. While Bernard Brodie had offered 

thoughts on this question in the early 1950s. it fell to another RAND analyst, Thomas 

Schelling, to re-concepnialize and popularize such concerns. Schelling understood. as 

did Brodie, that the threat of inflicting pain lay at the kart of any nuclear strategy. 

While he frequently noted that he took no satisfaction in recognizing this, Schelling felt 

it was important that a serious discussion on the issue take place, and that Americans 

both within and outside officiai defence circles at least realize what the military strategy 

of the US was based on in the nuclear age. His pioneering work made use of garne 

theory and other forms of quantitative anaiysi~,~' and by the early 1960s he had become 

one of the leading members of the group known at RAND as "the scientific 

strategists. n68 
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Schelling, Iike Brodie. did not believe that deliberate escalation was likeiy in the 

nuclear age. but he was still concerned about how an actor could deter another when the 

threat of using nuclear weapons seemed so out of proportion to any reasonable political 

or military goal. The answer that he developed was the threat "that leaves something to 

chance".69 As he wrote, one needed some mechanisrn "involving uncertainty and 

unpredictability, of a potentiai progressive loss of control over the situation by both sides 

-- in order to make any connection between the strategic background and the local 

foreground. "'O Schelling realized that it would be absurd for any state leader to order 

an dl-out nuclear attack "in response to some enemy transgression"; but one could 

plausibly threaten actions that might set off a semi-uncontrollable chain of events that 

might culminate in the widespread use of nuclear weapons, a development that was in 

no single actor 's interest. 

According to Schelling, if an actor could establish that the manipulation of risk 

was not a fully controllable process -- that is, that once started actions might lead to 

other actions that might not be rationai when considered on their own -- ihen a counny 

might be able to use the manipulation of risk to its advantage even though both States 

possessed the same military capabiiities. As he noted, 

Violence, especially war, is a confùsed and uncertain 
activity , highiy unpredictable, depending on decisions made 
by fallible human beings organized into imperfect 
govenunents, depending on failible communications and 
warning systems and on the untested performance of people 
and equipment. It is therefore a hotheaded activity in 
which commitments and reputations can develop a 
momentum of their own." 
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Schelling's basic point was that the threat value of nuclear weapons could be exploited 

even in a situation where, because of the prospect of retaliation, a deliberate attack on 

the enemy might be totally irrational. His argument was thus built on the belief that a 

general war need not result frorn a deliberate decision. Indeed, however rational the 

adversaries, it was conceivable that in a conflict situation both would compete to appear 

irrational and impetuous ." 

Schelling aiso discussed the problem of preemptive attack, and first and second 

strike nuclear forces. He examined the nature of strategic warning . and noted that not 

only can it be imperfect, but the people operating warning systems are susceptible to a 

wide range of human failings and limitations. With regards to strategic forces, the 

problem was not simply one's own vulnerability, but also one's capability to put enemy 

forces at r i~k. '~ Schelling recognized that the "surprise attack problern" was not without 

solutions, and he was particularly enthusiastic about President Eisenhower's 1955 "Open 

Skies" proposal that offered a means of mutual reassurance." Much of his work 

displayed a recognition that, in the age of ballistic missiles, it was not necessarily in the 

interest of the US for Soviet weapons to be vulnerable to a disarming first strike." In 

such a situation, Schelling realized that Soviet leaders would have less time to act in a 

crisis, which could have implications for their decisions and actions at such moments. 

Readers will have noted sirnilarities with several of the Canadian studies discussed 

above. Schelling's work on threat perception, rationality, and the dangers of surprise 

attack share characteristics with the JBMDS studies. In particular, his work on strategic 

surprise and the dangers of vulnerability appear to be reflective of the 1960 JBMDS 
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study, "The effect of the bailistic missile on the prevention of surprise atrack." In 

addition, Sutherland's identification of the "ratiodity of irrationality" (see above) 

appears to share much in common with Schelling's notion of the manipulation of risk. 

However, for the purposes of this discussion, it is important to recognize that 

some of the Canadian studies actually pre-dated Schelling's work, while others were 

written at essentiaily the same thne. The three major works in which Schelling 

developed his thinking, "The role of theory .in the study of conflict," The S n a t e ~ ~  of 

Conflict and Arms and Influence (see note 69) were al1 completed over the period 1960- 

1966, the very sarne timç that Sutherland and the IBMDS were producing their key 

studies. Further, documents reveal that several Canadian defence officiais had 

discussions with RAND officiais, including Schelling, at the time when several strategic 

concepts were emerging and ideas were being formulated." Thus, rather than viewing 

the Canadian work as being simply reflective of Schelling's (and other American 

observers), it is equalty plausible th& Canadian and Amencan thoughî devdoped 

independently of e u h  other, or shared some common conceptual links through their 

connections to the larger nuclear strategy epkiemic commwrity, which by the early 1960s 

wa.s well established. Canadians may have therefore played a contributing role in 

Schelling's work, and at a minimum, should be credited with reaching observations on 

strategic stability and risk manipulation that were quite novel at the time and which 

helped move the larger strategic discourse in new directions. 



Issue #4 -- SAC Base Vulnerabiiity and the Nuclear Balance 

In the late 1950s, the work of Brodie and Schelling was merged with a distinct 

line of thought, that of SAC base vulnerability. also associated with RAND. The most 

prominent figure in this research was Albert Wohlstetter. the man who ultimately came 

to be regardeci as perhaps the pre-eminent strategist at RAND and the one who most 

clearly reflected the behaviourdist revolution that was sweeping the social sciences 

throughout the West. A mathematician by training, Wohlstetter came to RAND in 195 1 

and began work on a project that examined the security of American air bases from 

attack. Wohlstetter's prirnary concern was vulnerability, and in particular how 

perceptions of vulnerability could dramatically affect not only a country's defence policy. 

but also the ways in which it approached certain issues and responded to possible 

crises . 77 

In 1952. Wohlstetter and a few other RAND colleagues began their research on 

SAC vulnerability. While the issue itself was not new (indeed, Brodie had recognized 

as early as 1946 that the US needed to protect its retaliatory force7?, Wohlstetter's 

approach was. He visited SAC bases to get as much information as he could on force 

readiness, warning time, and any other factor that might bear on the ability of the 

strategic forces to survive a surprise attack and conduct a retaliatory strike." Rather 

than assuming that an enemy attack would be massive (and therefore offer a considerable 

degree of warning tirne), Wohlstetter paid particular attention to attacks that were srnall 

and unconventional. The study's operating assumption was that the Soviet Union -- not 

the US -- would attack first in a future conflict, a premise that was believed to be so 
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dubious at SAC that even considering it was virtually tantamount to national t r e a ~ o n . ~  

Wohlstetter 's principal conclusion was that the Strateg ic Air Command, wh ich at 

the time was relying on using overseas bases from which to fly nuclear bombing missions 

against the Soviet Union, was very vulnerable to a surprise Soviet attack. His research 

revealed that while US bomber forces had been expanding steadily for the past decade. 

the total number of bases that those aircraft were stationed at had remained relatively 

stable.'' Indeed, he further observed that under conditions of attack, SAC could release 

a limited number of loaded bombers only if bases overseas and in the continental US 

received at least two hours warning tirne, an unlikely prospect in a surprise attack. He 

thus arguea that only 120 bombs -- a srnall percentage of the total Soviet force at that 

time -- could destroy up to 85 per cent of SAC planes as they sat on overseas 

airstrips.'* The result of this investigation was a top-secret RAND study completed in 

April I954, titied The Selection and Use of Stratepic Air Bases? Wohlstetter's major 

recommendation was that early warning radar systerns around air bases needed to be 

improved, and that SAC overseas bases should primarily be used for refuelling. not as 

a base for complete operations. " 

While the Wohlstetter report attracted cons iderable attention at the government 

level, it was some time before it was formally accepted. Indeed, for much of the ensuing 

18 months after its release, the team that Wohlstetter led was rebuffed by both Air Force 

and Defence Department officiais, who found an array of flaws in the study's 

methodology and conclusions. The reaction revealed that there were many people in 

official capacities who did not wish to hear that the central tenet of US defence policy 
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rnay have been based oïi a faulty premise. In addition, it also demonstrated the 

continuing tension between the professional military and the expanding civil ian defence 

community, as the former was having difficulty adjusting to an environment where it was 

no longer making the major contributions in the field. 

The Records of the American Joint Chiefs of Staff indicate that the notion of SAC 

base vulnerabil ity first attracted official governrnent attention in October 1 955. 1 n a 

memo for the Chairman of the JCS, written by Air Force Colonel William Moore, it was 

observed that "SAC is vulnerable if tactical warning only is received, " and a wide array 

of ccrrective measures, including dispersal and advanced equipment, were being 

considered in reaction to the RAND report." At the same time, the document also 

indicates the general reluctance of the Joint Chiefs to admit to the basic conclusions of 

the RAND study. In fact, it was not until July 1956, almost a year after concerns had 

been first raised by Wohlstetter, that the Air Force and the Joint Chiefs agreed on a 

series of measures that alleviated some of the aoubling fmdings identified in the 

Wohlstetter repod6  

The W D  basing study was perhaps the most important example of strategic 

analysis of the t h e ,  and at least according to some accounts, set a new standard for what 

analysis in the nuclear age should be." With its elaborate charts and calculations, it 

placed a premium on "hardn data, a reflection of the behaviouralist revolution then 

underway. It implied that one could reach judgements on enormously complex issues 

based on a strict reading of numbers and figures, and that critical political questions on 

the use of force, leaders' perceptions of it, and their sense of risk were no longer the 



3 10 

most important areas of inquiry. Indeed. the study helped spark fears about Soviet 

intentions without even examining them. In many ways. then, it represented an attack 

on the kind of thinking that Brodie had corne to symbolize, and the fact that Wohlstetter 

quickly became the pre-eminent strategist at RAND revealed where the balance of power 

lay in the US strategic studies comm~ni ty .~~  

A few years Iater, Wohlstetter. who unlike Brodie, Kaufmann. and Schelling had 

written only classified studies for RAND, decided to make his concerns public. The 

result was an article published in 1959, "The delicate balance of terror" At the tirne 

of its release, it is important to note that while the notion of American milimy 

vulnerability had become accepted in the official policy comrnunity , the same could not 

be said for the generd public, which still believed that strategic stability was essentially 

guaranteed as long as the US possessed balanced nuclear forces. Wohlstetter's article 

challenged that faith, as he wrote that the mere possession of nuclear weapons did not 

necessarily create a ouclear "stalemate". Mutual deterrence was not "automatic", but 

would require a continuing effort. Most importantly, Wohlstetter wrote that the nuclear 

balance itself was "delicate", and because of this deterrence was fragile and could easily 

fail. Lastly, it should be noted that this article is widely regarded as introducing the 

terms "fint" and "second" strike nuclear forces into the strategic studies vocabulary 

(although, curiously, the terms themselves were not directly used). 

This discussion again gives pause for those who have argued that Canadian 

strategic thinking was little more than a re-statement of American concerns. First. my 

research has revealed that Canadian defence officiais recognized SAC base vulnerability 
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at roughly the same t h e  as their American counterpurts. While Wohlstetter w u  the first 

defence scientist to recognize fully the importance of the issue, it was some time before 

the matter was officially acknowledged in Washington. In fact, it appears that DND 

officials may have accepted SAC base vulnerability SI ightiy prior to DoD officials , 

although a final judgement on this question cannot be made until al1 the relevant 

documents in both Ottawa and Washington have been released. Still, the main 

observation is that Canadian officials identified this concern while it was still quite novel, 

which reveals a Canadian awareness and sensitivity to one of the most vexing strategic 

problems of the day. More irnportantly, through their membership in the nuclear 

strategy epistemic community , Canadian thoughts on SAC vulnerability would almost 

certainly have been conveyed to their American colleagues. 

In addition, Wohlstetter's conclusion that the nuclear balance was "delicaten and 

in constant danger, one that became the accepted wisdom in the US for several years 

(until roughly the mid- 1960s). was directiy challenged in Canada. As discussed, R.I. 

Sutherland wrote several departmental studies that argued that the variety of weapons 

available to both sides had created strategic stability, and thus the possibility of either 

side running the risk of annihilation to marginally improve its relative position was slight. 

Sutherland also believed that strateg ic stability would be enhanced when ballistic missiles 

were incorporated in force structures, a direct challenge to the consensus of opinion on 

&z iwe. 

Lastly, the lineage of the terms "first" and "second" strike nuclear forces also 

deserves brief comment, a distinction that has been described as being as important to 
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the field of strategic studies as "the law of gravity is to p h y s i ~ s . " ~  While perhaps a 

trivial concern to some, the possibility that Sutherland was the first defence scientist to 

identify the terms should be recognized. The issue first ataacted comment in Canada 

when James Eayrs noted in Peacemakine and Deterrence that a "senior member of the 

RAND Corporation testifie(d) that 'it was a Canadian rather than an American who first 

drew attention to the vital distinction. ' "" While Eayrs did not identify the Arnerican 

andyst, he did note that the Canadian "most likely" to have made this contribution was 

Sutherland. This c lah  was challenged a decade ago, though. when in an article in 

Canadian Defence Ouarterlv, authors Lee and Bellamy argued that it was another 

Canadian, the D m ' s  Harold Larnder, who first coined the terms." 

While no definitive answer to the mystery can be offered in this study. the terms 

were first used in Canada in 1959, in the JBMDS' first study, tided " Initial survey of the 

ballistic missile defence problem,"* after which Sutherland began using them (and 

explainhg hem) in many of his writings. This was roughly the same time that they 

began attracting attention in the US. In addition, Sutherland's studies used the terrns to 

explain distinctions in nuclear strategy . whereas Wohlstetter's work was much less 

precise as to how the composition of a country's nuclear force could determine its 

strategic policies and choices . Further, as Canada's preeminent strategist, Sutherland 

would have had ample opportunity to share his thoughts with both senior US defence 

officiais and members of the civilian defence community, who, as noted above, 

frequently met with Canadian defence scientists? Thus. there is certainly a possibility 

that it was Canada's R.J. Sutherland, and not Albert Wohlstetter as popularly believed, 
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who was the first defence scientist to recognize this distinction, although it fell to the 

Amer ican to popular ize the terms. 

Issue #5 -- Strate~ic Stabilitv 

Concern over the vulnerability of US forces pushed the fundamental issue back 

from one of sustaining some form of meaningful strategic superiority to a worry that 

after some future "nuclear Pearl Harbour" the US would find itself either defeated or 

deterred from taking retaiiatory action. Out of this developed a new fear that with both 

sides striving for a first-strike capability and anxious lest the other achieve it first, crises 

could be even more dangerous than they would otherwise be. Both sides might w ish to 

avoid war, yet still find themselves drawn into a confrontation out of fear regarding what 

the other side was ~lanning.~' 

By 1960, the risk of sliding into an inadvertent nuclear war had become a 

dominant theme in the literature. The quest was for stability, a situation in which neirher 

side would feel compelled to take the military initiative in a crisis. Stability in the 

nuclear age demanded that the military forces of both sides be invulnerable to surprise 

attack, a recognition that twk some time to emerge. As Lawrence Freedman has noted. 

the idea that it was necessary to convince a possible adversary that there was no possible 

threat to its most critical strategic assets was not one the military would have developed 

on its own, and the American defence establishment " was not overly impressed when the 

idea was put forward by the civilian strategists. 
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It was, perhaps not surprisingiy. Bernard Brodie who most clearly understood the 

need for each side to have invulnerable strategic forces. In his landmark 1959 study , 

Stratepv in the Missile Aee, Brodie emphasized chat deterrence could fail, but that it was 

unlikely to do so as long as each side was convinced that it could not emerge victorious 

in any confrontation. There was thus a need to reassure potential adversaries of one's 

intentions and plans so that stability would not be questioned." In quick succession, 

several other writers picked up on this concept, most of whom argued that, by mutual 

agreement, one might be able to achieve a world where each side's strategic forces were 

secure. 98 

The principal American contribution on strategic stability , though, was made by 

the new Defeme Secretary in the Kennedy administration. Robert McNamara, who 

initially came to office committed to protecting civilians, but learned over the course of 

1961-63 that such defence was simply not possible in the missile age. Together with the 

" whiz kids" that he brought with him from the halls of academia and think tanks like 

RAND, McNamara went about re-formulating US defence policy and making official use 

of several of the analytical tools that had gained popularity during the behaviouralist 

social science revolution -- in particular systems anaiysis and cost-benefit 

cons iderations. 99 

McNamara quickly began devoting his attention to reinforcing stability rhrough 

a concept that became known as "assured destructionn, which reflected the Secretary's 

predisposition toward systemization and quantifi~ation.'~ This new measure put total 

emphasis on the deterrence of nuclear war. It postulated that after a surprise Soviet 
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strike, the US should still have enough forces to desuoy the USSR's governmental and 

rnilitary centres as well as a "large percentagen of its population and industrial base 

(estimated to be about 25 % for the former and 50% for the latter). The idea was that 

as long as the Soviets knew that the US could retaliate after any nuclear atrack. this 

would be sufficient to deter them. In other words, the emphasis rernained on the 

unilateral ability of the US to deter the USSR by threatening nuclear devastation in 

response to any conceivable Soviet first strike. 

This mode1 was quickly followed, though, t?y an dficial recognition that the 

Soviets had developed the equivalent capability, and that this was, in fact, a stabilizing 

development. The new term coined to describe this condition was a twist on the original, 

to "mutual assured destruction" (which, of course. led to the unfortunate acronym 

" MAD"). Neither assured destruction or MAD were really nuclear strategies at all, as 

both lacked guideiines for the employment of strategic forces should deterrence fail. 

Rather, MAD assumed that with both sides able to ensure destruction, the risks 

associated with aggressive action would be so great that deterrence simply would not -- 

indeed could not -- fail. Twelve years after NSC-68, and eight after the enunciation of 

massive retaliation, McNarnara's pronouncements finally indicated that the US had 

officially accepted the mutuai nature of deterrence and the inherent dangers associated 

with strategic superiority. 

Unlike in the US, concern in Canada over strategic stability dated to the very start 

of the US-Soviet arms race, and thus there was never a need to highlight the dangers that 

nuclear superiority posed. The need for stability in the nuclear age was recognized as 
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early as 195 1. and in several of the JBMDSISutherIand studies the risks associated with 

strateg ic superiority were clearly outlined. In addition. readers w il1 recall the air defence 

studies prepared in the Iate 1950s examined in Chapter Six, two of which concluded that 

the age of mutual deterrence would arrive shortly and with it would corne greater 

stability. The depiction in these studies was very sirniiar to the one that became 

known as mutual assured destruction in the US, as it was explaineci that no matter which 

side smck first, the other would autornatically retain an assured retaliatory capability. 

Thus, the concept of assured destruction appears to have taken hold in Canada well 

before it was officially accepted in the US. 

Nuclear Weaoons and Strategv and the non-US Based Factors 

This discussion indicates that Canadian thinking on nuclear weapons and related 

issues of nuclear strategy evolved in a manner that was quite distinct from that of the US. 

Among the factors identified in the second proposition, two are particularly relevant in 

influencing Canadian thinking -- technological change and the domestic defence policy 

community . 

Technologicd change was a near-constant concern of Canadian defence officiais. 

As noted on several occasions, the introduction and depioyrnent of ballistic missiles 

altered the nuclear balance and the larger strategic environment. By the mid 1950s. both 

the US and USSR had deployed short and medium range missiles, and were worlung 

feverishly to produce long-range inter-continental missiles (ICBMs) . In the US, six 

missile programs were initiated after the Korean War (Atlas, Titan, Minuteman, Thor, 
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Polaris. and Jupiter). And yet. in spite of this effort. the US missile program remained 

a secondary concern, weakened by the seeming indifference of the US Air Force. In the 

aftermath of Sputnik in 1957. however, the American missile program was given full 

priority, and by mid-1958 the broad contour of the prograrn became clear -- it was 

concluded that ballistic missiles would become an "indispensable partw of the US 

retaliatory nuclear force. This resulted in an increase in the planned missile force from 

140 in October 1957 to 3 10 just six months later. lm 

If anything, the Soviets placed an even greater emphasis on their rocket/missile 

program. In 1954. the Soviets test fired a long-range SS-3 missile. thereby beginning 

a string of tests that ultimately resulted in the twin successes of 1957 -- the Sputnik and 

ICBM tests. 'O3 In addition to Soviet successes in ballistic missile research, Premier 

Khrushchev constantly boasted about Soviet technological prowess and suggested on 

several occasions that the USSR would deploy large numbers of ICBMs before 1960. 

In fact, Soviet eng ineers had little confidence in their first generation of long-range 

missiles and thus deployments proved minimal until the mid 1960s.lw Indeed, it was 

Soviet weakness in missile deployments that ultimately provoked Khrushchev into taking 

an enormous gamble -- the decision to place medium-range missiles in Cuba in the 

summer and fa11 of 1962. 

Canadian officiais, Ied by Dr. Sutherland, argued on several occasions that 

ballistic missiles enhaoced strategic stability, a fmding that ran counter to the accepted 

(American) thinking of the day. In severd reports, Sutherland explained that during the 

bomber era, the US had had the capabiiity of conducting a devastating nuclear attack 
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against the USSR, and had little to fear from Soviet retaliation. Sutherland concluded 

that this had resulted in an unstable strategic environment, one largely dependenr on 

American intentions and designs . However. due to the characteristics of miss iles, the 

US strategic nuclear advantage had been nullified. with the result that both the US and 

the USSR had an invulnerable nuclear capab il ity . 

In addition to the introduction of missiles, though, a further critical technological 

development of the period that influenced Canadian thinking was the total increase in 

nuclear weapons stocks. While the US retained an advantage throughout this period. 

DND officiais were acutely aware of the numerical growth on both sides and the effect 

that their possible use would have. Unlike saategists in the US, Canadian officiais 

realized that past a certain point a numencal advantage wac essenrially meaningless. as 

both sides would have more than enough weapons to desvoy the other. This situation 

was certainly reached by 1960, when both the US and USSR possessed thousands of 

nuclear weapons. The massive increase in total weapons permitted defence scientisü to 

devise new uses that had been inconceivable only a few years earlier. For example. 

tactical nuclear weapons with "small" yields (between 1 and 5 kt.) began entering 

Western inventories in the mid- 1950s. This developrnent resulted in a change in thinking 

on the possible uses of such weapons; rather than the weapon of genocide that had been 

the common perception in the immediate aftermath of World War Two, nuclear weapons 

began to appear quite ordinary, "just another weapon" as US President Eisenhower 

casuall y observed. 
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In contrast, Canadian defence officiais did not accept that the increase in nuclear 

weapons forces made them any more usable. On the contrary, they concluded that the 

larger numbers made it inconceivable that either side would ever be rash (or " irrational") 

enough to take the risk inherent in their use. This explains why Canadians believed that 

reductions in nuclear weapons stockpiles might be de-stabilizing (see Chapter Nine). 

Simply put, with large and redundant nuclear forces in place on both sides, there could 

never be an incentive to use such weapons. 

A second factor affecting Canadian strategic thinking as it pertained to nuclear 

strategy was the domestic defence policy community. While this point will be developed 

at length in Chapter Eleven, in can be noted here that this community, while small in 

to ta1 numbers , had considerable influence on several aspects of Canadian defence pol icy 

and suategic thinking. For the purposes of this discussion, some brief comments can be 

offered on what members of this community wrote about nuclear weapons and the ways 

in which their analysis might have affected departmental thinking. 

Three members of that community -- scholar James Eayrs, former Chairman of 

the Chiefs of Staff Cornmittee Generai Foulkes, and journalist James Minifie -- wrote 

extens ively about the strateg ic changes brought about b y the introduction of nuclear 

weapons. Al1 three also reached similar conclusions on the effects of large scale nuclear 

deployments -- that regardless of the precise numbers, the Soviet Union possessed more 

than enough weapons to devastate North America in any conflict. James Eayrs' 196 1 

book Northern Ap~roaches examined this argument in detail.los In a section titled 

"The Soviet rocket and the balance of power," Eayrs contended that Western officiais 
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had consistently downplayed Soviet prowess in science and technology. He suggested 

that the time had corne for the Soviet Union to be regarded as the military equal of the 

US, and that its growing capabilities in both nuclear weapons and the means of delivering 

hem revealed a country that could not be militarily defeated. The same conclusion was 

reached by both Foulkes and Minifie. As this chapter has shown, this was similar to the 

finding reached by Canadian defence officiais in several studies and reports. While 

direct evidence of the possible impact of this community will be ieft until later in the 

smdy, there is ample evidence that suggesu that DND officids carefully rnonitored the 

writings of this comrnunity. and that their observations had a critical effect in establishing 

the broad parameters within which the defence debate took place. 

This discussion reveais that the factors of technological innovation and the 

domestic defence policy community influenced Canadian strategic thought as it related 

to nuclear weapons. The Canadian thinking that developed reveals a defence 

establishment that had far greater latitude than conventionai thinking maintains. 

However, while Canadians reached different conclusions, this does not indicate the 

irrelevance of the American studies. Rather, it was the observations offered by 

American strategists including Henry Kissinger, Thomas Schelling, and William 

Kaufmann that established the general boundaries of the larger debate in Canada. In this 

regard, it deserves noting that strategic influence can often take an indirect form, a point 

that will be developed in the study's concluding chapter. 



S u m m q  

As noted in the Introduction, the years from 1950 to 1963 were the "Golden age" 

of nuclear strategy, the period when many of the critical concepniai contributions of the 

age were first identified and discussed. While many of the theoretical insights and 

judgements about deterrence, risk manipulation, and strategic stability are as relevant 

today as they ever were, most of them were well articulated before the mid-1960s. This 

chapter has demonstrated that, contrary to the accepted wisdom in the field, Canadians 

played an important pan in the initial identification and understanding of several of these 

concepts. 

Caution is warranted, though. when describing what has been argued in this 

chap ter. This chapter has not asserted that Canadians, on their own, revolutionized the 

field of strategic studies and popularized several critical concepts, nor has it reviewed 

every Canadian conceptuai contribution and compared it with die relevant Arnerican 

study. Rather, the intent has been more limited -- to highlight some of the major 

Canadian studies and reports and determine the extent to which they contributed to our 

collective understanding of the major conceptual/theoretical approaches of the nuclear 

age. In this regard, it has been reveaied that Canadians played an important -- aithough 

previously unrecognized -- role in the evolution of several important strategic concepts. 

Proving the intluence of the Canadian observations and understandings is no 

simple task. However, there are a number of factors that strongly suggest a larger 

importance. First, it was noted eariier that Canadians were peripheral members of the 

nuclear strategy epistemic community that emerged at this time in the US, a community 
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of professionals with recognized expertise in the field. This affinity ensured dia[ die 

understandings reached by Canadians were transmitted to observers in the US, where 

they entered the larger nuclear strategy dialogue. Further. it is clear that US policy in 

severai of the areas discussed in this chapter -- in particular deterrence theory -- 

gradually moved closer to the Canadian model, as in the late 1950s and early '60s there 

was a recognition of the munial nature of the deterrent relationship. While the author 

admits that this influence is largely circumstantiai, it cannot be easily discounted. Lastly . 
there are those documents that demonsuate that Canadian and American defence 

scientists and observers exchanged views, and that both parties benefitted from this 

dialogue (not to mention the enormous number of cornmittees with joint representation, 

to be examined in Chapter Eleven). At the same tirne, though, readers are cautioned t h a  

using some arbitrary critena of importance is bowid to result in disappointment when 

meauring something as abstract as strategic thought. Indeed, if irrefutable proof of 

influence is the sole criteria of determining the significance of a strategist, then readers 

are reminded that the writings of Bernard Brodie would be considered inconsequentid . 
as his works (as we have seen) were almost universally derided and criticized. 

This cornparison of Canadian and American thought reveals that Canadian 

officiais identified some of the central concerns of the period at roughly the same time 

as American analysts, and in severai cases slightly before they were officially recognized 

at the government Ievel in the US. While the Canadian studies may not have been as 

sophisticated or as comprehensive as those of their American counterparts, my research 

reveals that recognizing and writing about these concepts was hardly an American 
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preserve. While other countries rnay have lacked the sophisticated security apparatus that 

the US had, this does not appear to have been required CO appreciate and understand 

some of the basic concepts of the period. lM 

Among American civilian strategists, the most influentid one to Canadian defence 

officiais appears to have been Bernard Brodie. This fmding says something important 

about the Canadians who thought about these issues. As noted, Brodie was an isolated 

figure in the American civilian defence community, and his ideas, whiie generally 

respected, were certainly not widely accepad. Indeed, among the Arnericao analysts 

examined in this discussion, Brodie's work likely had the least direct influence on officiai 

American defence policy. The fact that he was such a major influence on Canadian 

scientists indicates bat they were less concerneci about echoing whatever was popular in 

the US, and more interested in reaching their own understandings of the nuclear age and 

the changes that it had brought. To this end, they obviously believed that Brodie's 

perception of the global security environment was closer to their own.lm 

Notw ithstanding Brodie's work, this discussion has revealed a notable absence in 

much of the American strategic thinking of the time -- the failure to recognize the 

importance of politicai interest.. As but one example, in the documents on a "stable" 

nuclear balance, none of the writings paid any attention to perhaps the most critical 

determinant of stability -- politicai relations with the USSR. Critical political attitudes 

toward the use of force or the likelihood that force would be used were often ignored. 

Basic problems were frequently defineci in general and hypothetical terms, and the 

relevant data were technical 3nd essentiaily military in nature. The focus was not on 
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war, or even crisis, as the outcome of a historicai process unfolding over tirne. I t  was. 

rather, on a limited set of questions that were confined in their relevancy and 

applicability . While Brodie's work represented a challenge to this approach. h is 

"intuitive" and "essayist" style (as Wohlstetter characterized it) did not find much support 

among his colleagues. 

My research reveais that strategic thinking in Canada did not become as narrowly 

focused as that in the US. In most of the Canadian studies discussed earlier, there was 

an explicit realization that military interesu could not be examined in isolation, and that 

the failure to take political interests into account raised doubts about the utility of the 

results. To reiterate a few of the examples, readers wiil recall that the 1960 JBMDS 

study recognized that any negotiations on the prevention of surprise attack needed to be 

closely linked to political discussions. while Sutherland's 1961 paper noted that stability 

in the nuclear age was only partially a function of military developments. There are 

several other exarnples that could be highiighted. While the documentation examined for 

this chapter do not suggest that political concerns played as prominent a role as they 

could have, it again indicates another area of difference in strategic thought between the 

two countries. 

In sum, this discussion reveals that, at the very peak period of the Cold Wu, 

there were a number of Canadian defence officiais who feit sufficiently knowledgable in 

their respective fields that they began to identify and explain some of the major 

conceptual strategic issues of the &y. The understandings that were reached reveal a far 

more independent and forward looking defence establishment than has previously been 



recognized. This discussion, even in isolation. represents not only a severe challenge to 

the prior studies in Canadian security, but also indicates that some of the core concepts 

in the field of strategic studies may need to be reconsidered. At the very least, it shatters 

the image of a strategically feeble and passive country, and highlighü the need for more 

research in Canada so that more definitive judgements can be offered. 
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Chaoter 8 -- Canadian Thinkine on the Acauisition 
of Nuclear Weapons. 1955- 1963 

The question of whether Canada would acquire nuclear weapons represented a 

watershed in post-war Canadian defence policy. The debate not only split the Canadian 

public but drove a wedge between Canada and some of its closest allies, in particular the 

US. It also led to a bitter inter-governmental split, as the Department of National 

Defence became embroiled in a battle with the Department of Externll Affairs over the 

issue. This chapter will examine how officiais in both departments approached the 

question, and consider the factors that led them to reach such different conclusions. It 

will reveal that DND stressed the deterrent aspect of nuclear weapons, and how Canada 

could play an important role in ensuring that the credibility of the West's nuclear force 

remained suong. External Affairs, on the other hand, emphasized the de-stabilizing 

nature of nuclear weapons and the fact that any Canadian acquisition would have a 

negative impact on this country's foreign relations. Indeed, not only did the two 

departmene disagree on whether Canada should acquire nuclear weapons, they also 

differed on the extent to which nuclear commitments had been made in the first place.' 

I t  was those commitments, which clearly were made in the rnid-to-late 1 %Os, that were 

the single greatest influence on Canadian thinking on the issue. 

The nuclear weapons conrroversy had its genesis in a series of NATO directives 

that were passed in the mid-1950s that cornmitted the Western allies to the nuclear 
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defence of Europe. MC 48 ("The Most Effective Pattern of NATO Military Strength for 

the Next Few Years"), passed at a NATO rninisterial meeting in Decernber 1954, was 

the first alliance directive that specifically recognized that tactical nuclear weapons would 

be required in Europe in the event of a Soviet attack.' On its own and regardless of any 

subsequent development, acceptance of it -- which was signified when no substantive 

Canadian objections were raised -- committed Canada to a nuclear defence role. This 

was followed by MC 14/2 ("The Overall Strategic Concept for the Defence of the NATO 

Area") and MC 70 ("Minimum Force Requirements for 1958-1963") in 1957 and 1958, 

directives that M e r  clarified the role of tactical nuclear weapons.' By not objecting 

to either of these directives, Canada unquestionably committed itself, perhaps 

unw ittingly , to the nuclear defence of Europe. 

But Canada's involvement with nuclear weapons went beyond alliance directives 

and Uicluded continental defence arrangements with the US. Documents indicate that as 

early as 1950-5 1, US defence officiais raised the possibility of storing nuclear weapons 

at Arnericansperated bases in Canada,' and by mid-decade the first requests were 

received for the "closer integration of atomic capabiiities in the defence of North 

Amer ica" , ie. , proposais that ultimately included the acquisition of nuclear weapons for 

Canadian forces. Thus, when exarnining the nuclear weapons controversy, it is important 

to realize that there were actually three distinct elements to it -- weapons for Canada's 

NATO forces, US requests for storage and overfiights, and acquisition for use in Canada. 

Despite the complexity and obvious importance of the issue, however, it was not until 

the late-1950s that oficials in both DND and DEA began to examine the broad 



implications that nuclear acquisition raised. 

satisfaction with the planned acquisition, 
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This early failure indicated either a general 

or perhaps more likely, a reluctance to 

challenge the need for a weapon that had already been widely approved by the allian~e.~ 

Perhaps the most useful way to examine this issue is by dividing it into two time 

periods -- the first a pre-negotiation phase from 1954 until 1959 (ending roughly with 

Prime Minister Diefenbaker's February 1959 speech where he indicated that the 

goverment would acquire nuclear weapons7), and the second the period from 1959 until 

1963, ending with the pro-nuclear decision of Prime Minister-elect Lester Pearson. For 

the first period, the discussion will principally (although not solely) focus on the minutes 

of both the Chiefs of Staff and the Cabinet Defence Cornmittees. the two principal 

governrnent bodies that examineci and made recommendations on defence policy issues 

in Canada. For the second, attention will shift to recently de-class ified departmental 

documents and reports. 

One caveat should be offered prior to this discussion. The intent of this chapter 

is to trace the thinking of Canadian government officials on the acquisition of nuclear 

weapons. While doing so will require occasional references to specific developments, 

the author assumes that readers are familiar with the major events of the period. Thus, 

this chapter will not provide a chronological review of the domestic nuclear weapons 

debate, nor will it examine the lengthy negotiations between Canada and the US. 

Readers interested in these questions have several sources to turn to.' 



Part I -- The Early Canadian Consensus on Nuclear Wea~ons -- 1954- 1959 

During the five year period form 1954 to 1959. Canadian defence and external 

affairs officials largely failed to consider the acquisition of nuclear weapons in a 

cornprehensive and concepnially challenging manner. Seemingly basic questions like 

what purpose nuclear weapons would serve and how Canada's security interests would 

be affected by the acquisition were apparently not asked, nor were larger questions on 

the strategic merits of nuclear weapons. It was almost as if, with the primary decision 

already made, officials decided that there was simply no reason to examine such diffcult 

issues. Indeed, it was not until 1959, at which time the acquisition was growing 

increasingly uncertain, that strategic rationales both for and against acquisition were 

developed by government oficials. Thus, the early "consensus" was less a result of 

decisions and documents favouring the acquisition as it was the result of the absence of 

serious criticism of a decision that most everyone concerned believed had dready been 

made. 

In an attempt to alleviate some of the coafusion that had been generated with the 

passage of MC 48 in December 1954, the obligations and implications of the directive 

were explained in a memo prepared by the Defence Liaison (DL) division of External 

Affairs in July 1955. 'O The memo reveals that External Affairs, in spite of later 

protestations to the contrary, fully understood the obligations that the directive entailed. 

After reviewing some of the conflicting interpretations that were offered at the 

time, the memo noted that there was legitimate uncertainty over whether the directive 

ensured that nuclear weapons would be used in the defence of Europe, or whether it gave 
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rnember states the right CO make that decision on their own. However the report also 

stated that "in pactise, the distinction between the two approaches is more apparent than 

red. " This was because, as the memo explained, once NATO forces were organized in 

such a way that the only defence that they could offer was with nuclear weapons (a 

process that was occurring at the t h e  because of the failure to rneet the conventional 

force guidelines established in 1952), the question would become "academic". As the 

report surnmarized, "a decision to put up rgistance on a large scale will necessariiy 

mean a decision to fight with nuclear weapons.. .[this] seems to flow inexorably from the 

Council's approvai of MC 48. " (emphasis added) While this may not have been the most 

unambiguous analysis, the report concluded that nuclear weapons would be required for 

the defence of Europe and that the debate on the issue had been misplaced. in spite of 

this finding, neither it or other DEA reports of the time directly addressed the directive's 

implications for Canada, and in particular its effect on the domestic acquisition of nuclear 

weapons. l1  

The fîrst occasion where nuclear weapons were even indirectly raised at the 

Chiefs of Staff Ievel occurred at a Special Meeting of the Cornmittee on February 18, 

1955.12 The Chairman, General Charles Foulkes, noted that given the growth in nuclear 

stockpiles on both sides, it was no longer realistic to believe that a future war could be 

decided without the use of such weapons. Readers should recall that this was just one 

year after the American enunciation of the strategy of massive retaliation and only a few 

months after the passage of MC 48. In addition, a contributing factor to Foulkes' 

observation was the continuing weakness of the West's conventional forces. In an 
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environment where conventionai defences would likely fail within a day or two of a 

Soviet attack, the General noted that al1 the allies needed to reassess the contributions that 

they could make. M i l e  Foulkes did not specifically discuss the issue of nuclear 

weapons for Canada. he stated that a further conventional weapons build-up was unlikely 

given the continuing domestic budgetary crisis. The implication -- that Canada could 

make an effective contribution to NATO through the acquisition of nuclear weapons -- 

seerned clear . 

It was late-1956 before the issue was raised directiy at the Chiefs of Staff level. 

At a Special Meeting on October 3,13 atomic ami-aircraft weapons for both the USAF 

and RCAF were discussed. For the former, the issue was overfiights over Canadian 

airspace, while for the latter the question was whether such weapons would be acquired, 

and if so, when. General Foulkes remarked that the two questions had been under 

informal discussion between the countries ' militaries for some time, but that al1 involved 

recognized the "difficult political problem" the issue(s) raised for Canada. As a result, 

Foulkes recommended that it was "unwise" for the matter to go to Cabinet "until every 

angle had been explored." He further noted that the question was linked to the 

discussions on integrated operationai control then under way, and until the status of those 

talks was determined it was premature to pursue the issue M e r .  It should be noted 

that at this meeting, the Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, Jules Leger, did 

not raise any specific objections on a possible Canadian nuclear acquisition. Rather, he 

noted that a change in US law would be required before there could be any exchange of 

atomic information," and he therefore suggested that the matter be raised with the 
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" appropriate M inisters " and their authority be received before any further discussions on 

the issue take place. In spite of Leger's suggestion. the Committee agreed to conduct 

further exploratory discussions on the matter. 

A few months later, in December 1956, nuclear weapons were discussed by the 

Cabinet Defence Committee, the specific issue addressed being the arming of US fighters 

overflying Canadian airspace (thereby indicating that "every angle" had apparently been 

explored by the Chiefs of Staff. and they now supported the American request). S till, 

the larger implications of the discussion were clearly rdized. The minutes of the 

meeting noted that "the US might offer to sel1 similar weapons to Canada and RCAF 

aircraft would be equipped with them. Indeed, Canadians would probably be surprised 

if the request were refused. "15 The Committee recommended that "the US Air Force be 

authorized, for a six month period, to fly such aircraft armed with these missiles over 

Canadian territory. " It was, in fact, the first of many such authorizations. n2is meeting 

murked thefirJt tirne that the Canadiun goventment approved, in advance, the possession 

of nuclear weaponr on or over Canadian terntory.16 Perhaps more irnportantly, the 

meeting also signified the beginning of a period of more intensive discussions with the 

Amer icans on several nuclear-related weapons issues, including possible Canadian 

acquisition as wel1 as storage arrangements for US nuclear forces in Canada. 

By the spring of 1957, the issue had shifted to the former of those concerns, ie., 

the acquisition of nuclear weapons for use by Canadian forces. At the 608 th meeting of 

the Chiefs of Staff Committee on March 19, 1957," the Chief of the Air Staff, Air 

Marshal Slemon, discussed the relative merits of the two weapons systems being 
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considered for placement on the CF-100 for continental air defence -- the MB- I Genie 

and the Sparrow missile, both of which were being designed for use with a nuclear 

warhead in the US. In addition. the Chief of the General Staff. Lieutenant-General 

Graham, raised an issue of similar importance for the Army -- acquisition of nuclear 

rockets for Canadian forces in Europe. While, as noted, the Canadian acceptance of 

tactical nuclear weapons in Europe had been implied with the passage of MC 48. there 

had been no comparable Canadian cornmiunent to acquire nuclear weapons for 

continental air defence. This discussion indicates that since the matter had first been 

raised the previous October, the Chiefs had apparently concluded that domestic Canadian 

nuclear acquisition was now only a matter of tirne. 

These were not the only nuclear roles that were discussed at this meeting, for a 

new role for the Canadian Air Division in Europe was also raised.18 The Chief of the 

Air Staff observed that "1 Air Division was somewhat concerned about its atomic 

delivery capability. " Air Marshal Slemon stated that with the recent changes to NATO 

military directives and the expected role that nuclear weapons were to play in future 

conflict, it was only prudent to raise questions regarding the mission at this time. He 

suggested that the capability to carry "small" atomic bombs "might be necessary* in 

order to maintain the effectiveness of the air division, hinting that a nuclear strike role 

might be the only legitimate option for Canada's forces.19 In spite of the radical shift 

that this mission would entail for Canada, it did not generate much discussion at this 

meeting. Thus, while the future role of the European Air Division was important, it 

clearly had not yet achieved priority status among the Chiefs. 
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The reaction of R.B. Bryce, Secretary to the Cabinet, was revealing. Rather than 

objecting to the specifics of either of the nuclear proposals that had been raised, Bryce 

focused his attention on the issue of nuclear proliferation, and whether "Canada should 

support European nations to enter the atomic field. " He stated chat it was "undesirable" 

for more nations to "produce" atomic weapons, and thus a formal Canadian position 

needed to be established on their spread. It might be noted, then, that concern at this 

time focused on the European acquisition of nuclear weapons, not on the possible 

Canadian one. The distinction is important. as in the early 360s governrnental concern 

over nuclear proliferation was revived, although at that time it became one of External 

Affairs' principal objections to the Canadian acquisition of nuclear weaponsm In this 

regard, it might be noted that External Affairs had no comment on either of these issues 

at this tirne. 

The meeting concluded with a sumrnary presented by General Foulkes that 

indicated that the Chiefs of Staff believed that an official decision on the acquisition of 

nuclear weapous had been reached. Foulkes stated that there were three nuclear 

requirements for Canadian forces: (1) a warhead for the missile still to be selected for 

the Air Force; (2) atomic depth charges for both the Navy and Air Force; and (3) 

warheads for either the Little John or Lacrosse short-range missiles for the Army. 

However, the General also stated that "Canada does not have an immediate requirement 

for atomic warheads for new weapons and therefore there was no reason to press for a 

change in the US law for a period of at lest  two years." The meeting concluded with 

the statement chat the "Chairman. Chiefs of Staff, would prepare a policy statement 
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concerning weapons development in Canada for use by the Minister in answering 

questions which may arise." While the basic military decision on nuclear acquisition was 

formalized at this meeting, the Chiefs concluded that there was no urgency to the issue. 

Some of these findings were repeated in an External Affairs brief for the 

Canadian delegation in preparation for the critical NATO meeting in December 1957." 

After noting that nuclear weapons had become an integral part of Western defence 

suategy. the document recognized that the Chiefs of Staff "envisaged" three distinct 

nuclear roles for Canadian forces and essentially repeated those identified by the Chiefs 

of Staff at their meeting the previous March. Once again, no specific objections over the 

proposed roles were raised. Rather, the brief noted that one of the most controversial 

aspects of NATO strategy was the stockpiling of warheads and the related problems 

"associated w ith storage, maintenance, and control. It observed that " with the arming 

of the shield forces of other nations of Europe with such weapons. decisions will have 

to be reached as to the authority necessary to commit such forces to war. As yet. no real 

resolution of this problem within the NATO context has been found. " The issue of 

command and control would later become the second principal External objection to the 

Canadian acquisition of nuclear weapons. 

It was at this time that some of the broader implications of Canada's possible 

acquisition and involvement with American nuclear forces finally began to be addressed. 

At a Special Meeting of the Chiefs of Staff Cornmittee on December (at the very 

time that NATO ministers were meeting in Paris), two separate issues were discussed -- 

an American proposal requesting permission to store nuclear weapons at Goose Bay for 
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the Strategic Air Cornmand, and a second request to bring about a "closer integration of 

atornic capabilities in continental air defence. " The Committee agreed that the firs t 

request would "enhance the effect of the policy of the deterrent," thus identifying a 

strategic rationale that would be repeated many times, not oniy with regards to this 

specific request but aiso as a larger defence of Canadian nuclear acquisition. 

Two additional points should be made about this meeting. First, it was the Chief 

of the Naval Staff, Vice Admiral DeWolf, who pointed out that agreeing to the first 

request would make Canada a party to Strategic Air Command operations "by making 

it possible for offensive activities to be undertaken from a Canadian base." While the 

Navy was the service least affected by the domestic nuclear weapons debate, its 

clarification at this tirne was a critical one. Second, the Externai representative at the 

meeting, J. J. McCardle, made no direct comment on either proposai, but rather advised 

that the primary intent of the US appeared to be the introduction of "specific nuclear 

weapons into the continental air defence system." This author finds this remark rather 

puzzling, as it appeared to be a restatement of the obvious at a t h e  when a more 

insightful -- and probing -- cornment/question might have been expected from a 

representative of External Affairs. 

At a foiiow-up meeting two days later,Y McCardle made some additional 

comrnents. He noted that if agreement on the American request for Goose Bay was 

reached, 'it would be critical to "remindu the US government of the importance with 

which Canada approached the issue of nuclear "consultationn as it related to the 

employment of SAC forces. At the same t h e ,  he suggested that it was "desirable" to 
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inform Canada's NATO allies of the nature of the nuclear discussions between Canada 

and the US. Lastiy. he stated that he was reserving judgement on the matter until some 

future point. In spite of the non-cornminal nature of McCardle's remarks. his failure to 

offer any substantive objection to the nuciear proposaI(s) was almost certainly interpreted 

by DND officiais as signifying basic DEA approval of them. 

Following up on the cornments that were made on the SAC request at the previous 

meeting, it was repeated that the proposai for storing SAC weapons at Goose Bay "was 

a further step towards supporting the offensive operations of the US Strategic Air Force 

from Canadian territory. " Following this, the minutes of the meeting noted that 

if the proposai to store nuclear weapons at Goose Bay is 
approved, it would establish a principle that atomic 
weapons might be launched from Canadian territory, and 
might establish a precedent for further US requests for 
storage of atomic weapons at other points in Canada, and 
might possibly lead to a US request for ICBM launching 
sites to be located in Canada. 

The importance of this passage should be underlined, for within a few months of this 

meeting the Chiefs began emphasizing the defensive nature of the US request. In effect, 

they began asserting that the US request was designed to enhance the credibility of the 

deterrent as bombers stationed at Goose Bay would perform a secondary strike mission 

in any conflict. Clearly, the Chiefs were uncornfortable in labelhg any nuclear mission 

that may involve Canada as "offensive", and they quickly sought to describe the request 

in terms that were more consistent with the general pattern of Canadian defence policy. 

indeed, the Chiefs' interpretation of the Goose Bay request was tested at a 

meeting of the Cabinet Defence Cornmittee on April 28, 1958.= At this meeting, the 
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Minister of National Defence. George Pearkes, discussed the Arnerican proposal at 

length. He explained that SAC war plans assumed that the Soviet Union held the 

initiative. and it was therefore criticai that the West be able to retaiiate against any attack 

"in such strength that the enemy would conclude it would be unprofitable to initiate 

nuclear war." Goose Bay was an important part of the larger SAC war plan and 

therefore contributed to the West's deterrent strategy. As the closest foreign SAC base 

to the US, the base offered numerous advantages in geography. Pearkes emphasized that 

the US had no intention of turning Goose Bay into a permanent SAC base from which 

offensive operations could be conducted. and thus the request did not "create any 

additional risk [of war]." Indeed, weapons stored at the base would only be used in a 

retaliatory strike capacity . Lastly , by strengthening the deterrent, the Minister noted that 

the request was compatible with Canadian obligations in NATO. It was. reasoned the 

Minister , in Canada's larger strategic interes t. 

It was at this meeting that the Department of External Affairs firs t began to raise 

serious objections to Canada's nuclear policies. The Secretary of State for External 

Affairs, Sidney Smith, who had been largely silent on nuclear-related issues at previous 

Cabinet Defence Cornmittee meetings, offered several observations. Most importantly, 

he cautioned that the storage of American nuclear weapons in Canada was entirely 

different from granting permission on overflights, and the implications of any such 

decision were "very great". At a minimum, Smith argued that Canada would, should an 

agreement on the issue be reached, want some form of "veto authority" on the use of 

nuclear weapons stored on Canadian soi1 -- much as the British had recently negotiated 



with the US? 

In the discussion that followed, the diffculties associated with such a provision 

were pointed out, and it was realized that "if war did break out, it had to be recognized 

that it might not be possible to exercise [a veto]." In spite of this acknowledgrnent. 

readers will note the change in emphasis from the departmental request for "consultation" 

that had been made only a few months earlier. This meeting therefore indicates a 

hardening attitude of External Affairs towards the nuclear weapons issue, and reveals that 

this re-assessrnent began prior to the arriva1 of Howard Green in mid- 1959. 

The meeting also revealed the growing indecision bat would plague the Prime 

Minister for much of his term in offxce. Diefenbaker reacted uncertainly to the proposal. 

and he observed that it would be unfortunate if public opinion in Canada was to become 

divided over the nuclear weapons question -- the first concrete sign of the importance of 

such considerations for the Prime Minister (a point thât will be expanded on below). 

Further, in a puzzling decision, he informed his ministers that it would be necessary to 

receive the agreement of the Leader of the Opposition. Lester Pearson, before any 

agreement on storage of nuclear weapons in Canada could be reached. The discussion 

ended with the Committee agreeing to defer any decision on the matter pending further 

consideration, a frustrating result for the Canadian military authorities , although one that 

they would, with time, get used to? 

Despite growing doubts, the essentially supportive position of Externd Affairs 

with regards to nuclear weapons was further revealed in a key departmental paper 

prepared for a meeting of the Canada-US Committee on Joint Defence in December 
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1958." This paper did not challenge the basic Canadian decision to either acquire 

nuclear weapons or support US requests for nuclear storage. Rather, it focused iü 

attention on questions of command and control, and recommended that Canada not seek 

any special privileges in this regard, as doing so would create an unfonunate precedent 

(a recommendation that was quickly ignored in any event by the department). The 

document also suggested that Canada's nuclear acquisition would have to be related to 

the governrnent's disarmament policy, a potentially troubling problem that could be 

avoided with the recognition that nuclear weapons were required "as a deplorable 

necessity" given recent Soviet intransigence. Lastly, the paper cautioned that the issue 

could not be kept secret for much longer, and that Parliament would have to be informed 

shortly. The critical point to note is that the department was still largely supportive of 

Canadian nuclear acquisition. 

In early 1959, the attention of the Chiefs of Staff Cornmittee shifted back to the 

future role of the European Air Division. By this time, discussions with SACEUR had 

revealed a desire for Canada to accept the suike mission, aithough no forma1 

recommendation had yet been made.2g At a Special Meeting on Ianuary 26? General 

Foulkes stated that the present air defence role was a task better left to the Europeans and 

that the Canadian squadron should accept the strike role. This recommendation was 

further deliberated on March 12, at which time the Chief of the Air Staff, Air Marshal 

Campbell, suggested that the strike/attack role "would represent direct support of the 

principle of a strong deterrent force. " Further, by this time several discussions had been 

held to determine an appropriate aircraft to perform this mission, and the choice had been 
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narrowed to the Lockheed F-104 Starfighter and the Grurnman F-1 M F  Super Tiger. 

These early procurement discussions indicate that a positive decis ion on the acceptance 

of the strike role was expected by the military. 

Whatever doubts may have remained regarding the RCAF's future role in Europe 

were eliminated by a visit to Ottawa by General Lauris Norstad, the NATO Commander, 

in May 1959. In a series of meetings. Norstad briefed both the Prime Minister and the 

Cabinet on the importance of the strike mission, and stated that no ally was better uained 

than Canada to perform it." As an aside. it might be noted that the RCAF had long 

relished the possibility of re-assuming a strategic bombing role. one that it had performed 

during the war and which had been given up in iü aftermath with some regret.32 On 

July 2, 1959, the government announced that it had accepted the strike role for the 

European air division (two days after the Chiefs of Staff Cornmittee recommended the 

F-104 be p~rchased~~). Significantly, there was no mention in any of the early public 

comments that the mission entailed the use of nuclear weapons? In any event, 

acceptance of this mission clearly constituted a further nuclear cornmitment that the 

Canadian government had voluntarily accepted. 

In sum, by mid-1959. everything seemed to be in place for the imminent decision 

by the Canadian government to acquire nuclear weapons. A series of military hardware 

purchases -- including the CF-104 aircraft for the Air Division in Europe., Borna-c 

surface-to-air missiles, Honest John short-range rockets, and the CF- 10 1 aircraft for use 

in North America -- had either been announced or were in advanced stages of 

negotiation. 3s Indeed. in late- 1958, the Cabinet had authorized that senior mil itary 
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officers should beg in negotiations with their Amer ican counterpts regarding the 

acquisition and storage of nuclear weapons for Canadian forces.36 and a preliminary 

draft agreement was reached within a few mon th^.^' This was expected to be only the 

first in a series of nuclear-related agreements with the US. The maner was discussed in 

December by the members of the Joint US-Canada Committee on Defence that met in 

Paris during a NATO conference. In addition. at the same time several Cabinet ministers 

discussed before a committee of the House of Commons the probability of Canada 

acquiring nuclear weapons. Even the anticipated ami-militarism which might have been 

expected to surface in Canada over such a conuoversial issue failed to emerge. 

The entire orientation of Canadian defence policy appeared to be moving towards 

a pro-nuclear decision. As historia l. L. Granats tein has noted, " everything in Canadian 

defence policy was based on the clear assumption that nuclear weapons would be secured 

from the United States for the weapons systems Canada was acquiring. "" The Canadian 

military wanted the weapons, and while External Affairs had not been overly supponive, 

neither had it been very critical. As discussed, while DEA officiais had raised some 

objections, they were quite limited and more importantly the depanment had not once 

forrnally objected in principle to either the acquisition of nuclear weapons for Canadian 

forces or nuclear storage rights for the US despite having had ample opportunity to do 

so. Lastly, the Prime Minister and his Cabinet generally appeared in favour. When 

Defence Minister George Pearkes' stated during the summer of 1959 that Canadian 

troops would be armed "as effkiently and effectively" as those of Our allies, the comment 

was widely interpreted as indicating that a forma1 government announcement was 
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Given t h ,  it is apparent that there was a failure, as revealed by the limited 

documentation available and the minutes of both the Chiefs of Staff and Cabinet Defence 

Committee meetings, by officials in DND and DEA to examine the implications of the 

acquisition of nuclear weapons in a comprehensive fashion. With a few partial 

exceptions , Canadian defence and external affairs ofTiciais failed to consider what the 

domestic acquisition and storage of Ameri- nuclear weapons would involve, whether 

such roles were in Canada's interest, and how they would change Canadian defence tasks 

and global strategic position. Further, officials failed to identiQ the Canadian interests 

that a nuclear role would serve, other than briefly mentioning the strengthening of 

deterrence. It would thus appear that, having already made nuclear commitments, 

government officials saw little need to examine them. If the nuclear decision had 

therefore been announced, as expected, in 1959, then the charges of authors Preston, 

Gray, and Gellner would have been accurate with regards to this specific issue. 

And yet, it was at this very time, after the decision on acquisition appeared to 

have been reached, that the nuclear weapons question grew increasingly uncertain. There 

are three reasons that explain this development: (1) the replacement of Sidney Smith by 

Howard Green as Secretary of State for Externai Affairs, a man horrified by the prospect 

of nuclear war who quickly launched a moral crusade against the acquisition; (2) Prime 

Minister Diefenbaker's belief that the majority of Canadians opposed nuclear weapons: 

and (3) the initiation of disarmament and arms control negotiations between the US and 

USSR. By the end of 1959, what had been a foregone conclusion suddenly became a 
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very uncertain proposition. 

This uncertainty was the result of concerns raised in the Department of External 

Affairs, not in National Defence. As Part II of this chapter will reveal. DND never 

wavered in its support of nuclear weapons, ultimately offering a variety of rationales for 

their acquisition. These rationales can be divided into two broad types -- rnilitary ones 

that emphasized the advantages that such weapons would offer on the battlefield. and 

political ones that stressed that acquisition would help ensure that Canada continued to 

play a suong role within the Western alliance. Both rationales. though, were attempts 

at defending the acquisition on strategic grounds, and they indicate a department that 

recognized that on an issue of such central importance, both military and political 

arguments needed to be made. 

In contrast, ExternaI Affairs grew increasingly sceptical, not only of the military 

role that such weapons were to play (of which it had never been Fully convinced in the 

first place3'), but also of the political implications of any purchase. in particular the 

effect that it might have on Canada's international reptation at a time when this country 

was hoping to play an increasingly influentid mediation role in the Cold War. External 

consistently focused on the potential political cos& of acquisition, an approach that 

succeeded in persuading the government to back away -- although never officially renege 

-- from its nuclear commitment(s). Lastly, in contrast to DND, External highlighted the 

de-stabilizing role of nuclear weapons, and the aeed to control nuclear proliferation at 

a time when many countries were considering pursuing their own dornestic weapons 

programs. 
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Part II of this chapter will examine how thinking in the two departments evolved 

over the period 1959-63. beginning with National Defence records and files. However. 

one caveat must be made beforehand. Documents relating to the acquisition and 

possession of nuciear weapons are among the most sensitive in Canada. Despite the 

declassification of many files for this project. the majority of records remain closed and 

it is unclear when they might be released. It is therefore important to stress the 

preliminary nature of the following observations. 

Part II -- Increasine Doubts About the Nuclear Acquisition and the Defence-External 
S~li t .  1959-1963 

As noted, by 1959, doubts about whether Canada should acquire nuclear weapons 

were being raised by External Affairs officiais. Essentially, the National Defence -- 

External Affairs split is simple to explain. DND believed that nuclear weapons were not 

only in Canada's self-interest, but would help maintain international stability by 

enhancing the credibility of the Western deterrent. In addition. there is linle doubt that 

many in the department believed that such weapons were "status syrnbols." ie., one way 

of separating the globally important from the not-so-important, and there was no question 

which side DND wanted Canada to be on. On the contrary, External Affairs did not 

believe that the acquisition of nuclear weapons would enhance global stability, and the 

department was further concerneci about the possible effect that any positive decision 

might have on Canada's foreign relations. The two departments further disagreed on the 

commitments that Canada had made in the 1950s, with DND arguing that failure to 
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honour them would have serious consequences. while External countered that a 

cornmitment is only valid as long as the conditions under which it was originally made 

are still in operation. The bureaucratic dispute reflected the govermental split on the 

issue, and revealed a fault-Iine in Canada's external relations. 

DND and Nuclear Weapons -- The Search for a Convincinp Rationale 

DND thinking on the acquisition of nuclear weapons underwent a dramatic change 

over the period 1959- 1963. This modification can be seen as a gradua1 shift away from 

the largely defensive. passive reasons that were initially offered towards more active, 

positive ones. Further , over thne the department gradua11 y began emphasizing the 

political interests that nuclear weapons would serve, a clear attack on the Department of 

External Affain and the influence it had acquired on the issue. This evolution, in turn, 

cm be linked to the position of the federal governrnent, which by 1961-62 had essentially 

becorne non-committal. 

An Aide Memoue prepared by the RCAF in April 195940 offers a revealing 

insight into the thinking of DND at a tirne when the acquisition. while still viewed as 

likely, was becorning less certain (recall the minutes of the Cabinet Defence Cornmittee 

meeting from the previous spring). It focused on the weapons systems that the US 

wished to store in Canada, and identifieci three -- rockets at Goose Bay for USAF 

interceptors, bombs at the same base for SAC, and depth charges and various ASW 

weapons at Argentia. Each request was briefly discussed and supported out of a belief 

that each would enhance the credibility of the deterrent. The perfunctory manner in 
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which the requests were defended is indicative of a department that had likely not given 

them much thought, as if the benefits they offered Canada and the US were so "obviousw 

that they scarcely needed identiQing. 

Just as important as what was contained in the document, though, is what was 

overlooked, as not only was the rationaie offered in defence of the US request(s) 

unpersuasive, but there was also no mention of any Canadian acquisition until the closing 

paragraph of the report. Still, a passage in that paragraph implies strongly that the 

deparunent -- or, in this specific case, the RCAF -- was suffering from a severe w e  of 

"nuclear envy". The concluding paragraph noted that 

it is suggested that any agreement with the US which would 
permit the storage and use of nuclear weapons for and by 
US forces based in Canada be contingent upon a defmite 
assurance from the US that simiiar weapons will be made 
available to Canadian forces when they have developed the 
requirement for and the capability to use them. 

The passage may be highlighted for several reasons. Fkst, it reveals a belief that the 

main stumbling block to any future Canadian acquisition of nuclear weapoas would be 

American opposition, which suggests that the RCAF was badly misinformed about 

domestic developments in Canada. Second, it raises doubts about the department's 

"credibility of the detcrrentw argument, for if the rationale were indeed m e  there was 

certainly no need to tie acceptance of the US request to future Canadian nuclear 

acquisition. The document reveals a deparunent (or, at a minimum, a service) that was 

increasingly unsure of both its own interests and those of the country. 
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After External's opposition to nuclear weapons became better understood. DND 

attempted to counter many of the department's arguments in a 1960 mernorandum 

prepared for the Cabinet Defence C~mmittee.~' The report began by reviewing NATO 

meetings that had resulted in the passage of alliance directives. Thus, the meetings of 

1954, 1957, and 1958 were al1 discussed. The intent was to establish that the Canadian 

government had made unambiguous commitments to acquire nuclear weapons and that 

failure to honour them would have ramifications. As the report observed, "these 

commitments presume a Canadian policy to acquire nuclear weapons, and the absence 

of a decision to implement such a policy is becoming increasingly difficult to justiS." 

This argument was becoming the department's primary defence of the proposed 

acquisition. and would be repeated in much of the subsequent departmental 

documentation on the issue. 

n i e  report raised a series of alternative rationales defending the purchase. I t  

began by emphasizing the "defensive" nature of the weapons, in an attempt to overcome 

the public's concern over the roles Canadian weapons would perform. In a further 

attempt to satisfy critics, the report noted that "it would be clearly understood and stated 

that Canadian action in acquiring.. . nuclear weapons and means of their delivery would 

be subject to any measures of disarmament or arms control agreed between the East ând 

West." This passage indicates that Natiod Defence appreciated how important such 

concerns had become, and was intended to placate those who were arguing that Canadian 

nuclear acquisition was fundamentally incompatible with disarmament talks. The paper 

also commented on the command and control aspect of nuclear weapons and concluded 
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that the proposed arrangements were acceptable. Overall . desp ite the departmencal 

attempt at broadening the argument(s1 in support of the proposed acquisition. stressing 

their "defensive" nature and acceptability of command and control arrangements could 

not hide the fact that DND had not yet identified how nuclear weapons served Canadian 

interests. 

A somewhat more positive attempt to defend the acquisition was revealed in a 

paper prepared by General Foulkes in March 196 1." Written in the form of an address 

(according to the title page. it was to be delivered to the "C.I.A. "), this paper lwked at 

both nuclear weapons for Canadian forces as well as some of the larger strategic 

implications that such weapons raised. After reviewing the key developments in 

Canadian defence pol icy s ince 1950. the recentl y-retired Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff 

~ornrn i t t ee~~  concluded that defence policy had been in flux due to changes in the nature 

of the Soviet threat and rapid advances in technology. These developments iay outside 

direct Canadian control and were affect ing al1 countries. Foulkes further emphasized that 

on its own, Canada could not protect itself in the nuclear age. Defence was only 

possible in a collective context, through the cooperation of countries who shared the same 

general interests and values. 

As for the specific issue of nuclear acquisition, Foulkes argued that "to carry out 

the tasks that the government has already acceptedn, nuclear weapons were required for 

Canadian forces. He discussed the nature of the Canadian wmmitments, and concluded 

that failure to honour them would not corne without political costs. although he refused 

to speculate what these costs might be. He maintained that such weapons would alrnost 
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certainly be used on any future European battlefield, and thus Canadian troops needed 

the same militas, hardware as their potential enemies (he did not specifically address die 

acquisition of weapons for use in North America). There were three other broad points 

that Foulkes made on the issue: (1) concerns that the Canadian acquisition would result 

in the expansion of the "nuclear club" were unwarranted; and (2) Canadian nuclear 

weapons, by offering "dispersal of the deterrent. " enhanced the credib il ity of that force, 

a development that was in the broader Canadian security interest; and (3) nuclear 

weapons offered some distinct military advantages over conventional ones, in particular 

a greater likelihood of destroying an incoming bomber (and its weapons load) due to the 

larger "killing zone" that they created. That last point would be frequently repeated by 

department officiais in the months ahead? 

The paper's conclusion was surprising. Foulkes questioned whether the use of 

force was still a viable object of policy in the nuclear age. While he believed that it w u .  

this was largely a result of the lack of alternative means to resolve inter-state disputes. 

Given the reality of global politics, however, it was only prudent to prepare against al1 

eventualities. As state interests did occasionally conflict, it was important to ensure that 

the deterrent force of the West was as effective as possible, and to impress upon the 

USSR that a fust-strike would have no chance of succeeding. Canada could play an 

important part in strengthening deterrence through its assistance of US defence forces and 

acquisition of nuclear weapons for its own troops. While Canada's role in the East-West 

conflict was not central, it was an influential actor with an important voice in its own 

right, and its actions were not without effect on other small States. 



362 

Corisidered together, the three documents reveal a department that was trying to 

defend the acquisition on both political and rnilitary grounds. However. the lack of 

consistency in early arguments reveds a deparunent still developing its position. The 

department's early emphasis on external considerations, while easy to make, was quickly 

recognized as unpersuasive. While this country had made nuclear commitments, the 

emphasis on them was not convincing . as such an approach failed CO address how Canado 

could benefit from the acquisition of nuclear weapons. In other words, at a time when 

many believed that the Western alliance itself was part of the problem in global politics, 

reiterating externally-based commitments was unlikely to carry much authority. Thus, 

beginning around this t h e .  officiais in DND began to take a more aggressive and 

politicdl y active tone. This approach revealed a department deeply troubled b y current 

developments and intent on ensuring that its voice on the matter was heard. 

The first indication of the new depanment attitude was a paper prepared in the 

fa11 of 196 1 by the Joint Staff. Titled "Nuclear weapons for Canadian forces, "" the 

report's airn was unambiguously stated in the opening sentence as " to present a rationale 

in support of nuclear weapons for the Canadian Armed Forces. " After review ing the 

weapons systems that Canada had committed to purchasing, the report exarnined the 

objections that had been raised by various actors in the Canadian defence community. 

Four such objections were discussed, critiqued, and discounted. They were: (1) concerns 

over the enlargement of the nuclear "club"; (2) the negative implications for disarmament 

prospects of Canadian nuclear acquisition; (3) the weakening of Canadian sovereignty, 

and (4) diminishing Canadian influence in world affairs. 
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While there is no opportunity to review the paper's observations in detail. some 

of the report's findings can be briefly noted. For example, on disarmament, the paper 

stated that it was "understandable" that Canada's concern with arms control talks had led 

to delay in the nuclear acquisition. However. the report assened that Canada's 

disarmament focus was "increasingly difficult to reconcile with Canada's sales of 

uranium, her purchases of (weapons) delivery systerns and her cornmitment CO a NATO 

nuclear suategy." In the absence of any indication that US-Soviet talks were producing 

results, "neglect of our NATO and NORAD commitments in this context almost amounts 

to Canadian unilateral disarmament." The report thus served notice that, from DND's 

perspective, Canada's disarmament focus was both counter-productive and politically 

questionable. 

Following this stinging rebuke, the paper took aim at Canada's political interests 

and attempted to indicate how nuclear weapons would serve larger Canadian national 

interests. This led to a discussion on Canada's global influence, with the report 

suggesting that while this country's authority among the non-aligneci was uncertain, 

Canada's voice in the West was not. It was with the nations of the West -- that is, those 

countries that Canada shares a common political and ideological heritage -- that Canada 

should be most concerned about. Nuclear weapons had been accepted by the nations of 

the West as vital for their defence, and the tirne to raise objections had long since passed. 

By moving away from its commitments and increasingly appearing politically neutrai, the 

report contended that Canada was harming its international position and "prejudicingn its 

future international influence and authority. 
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The report criticized the government for relying on Canada's allies for iü own 

defence, and concluded by observing that the "question of whether or not it is right to 

encourage Our allies to defend us with nuclear weapons and wrong to assist by physically 

handling the (weapons) ourselves is an illusory issue." Nuclear weapons had been 

accepted and approved, both by the larger alliance and by Canada, and as a founding 

member of NATO Canada needed to re-assert its position within it and perform the 

military role it had comrnitted itself to. 

In spite of the more aggressive approach taken by DND, the governmeat 

continued to waver on the issue. Indeed, on the increasingly rare occasions when the 

Prime Minister spoke directly on the matter, his statements revealed that Canada had not 

made a decision to acquire such weapons, and would not as long as disarmament talks 

held out some hope of success." Perhaps responding to this development, in 1962 

DND turned the heat up further by challsnging -- and essentially discrediting -- some of 

the government's nuclear proposais, in particular one made by Prime Minister 

Diefenbaker himself (in consultation with officiais in Exterd Affairs); that nuclear 

weapons could be made available to Canadian military forces during an emergency -- the 

so-called "stand-by" proposal. This would involve agreements with the US w hereby 

nuclear warheads from nearby US bases would be delivered on short notke to sites in 

Canada which were equipped w ith Bomarc missile installations and intercepter aircraft 

"positioned in readiness" to receive them." This option was viewed as a politically 

acceptable compromise by several government officiais, for it satisfied Canada's 

commitments (at least according to some) while it did not exacerbate the problem of 

nuclear proliferation. 
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The "stand-byn proposai created a firestorm of protest within the military, and 

revealed just how tenuous relations between it and both the Department of External 

Affairs and the governrnent had become at this tirne. DND's actions on the issue came 

close to violating one of the basic principles of the Canadian political system -- that the 

bureaucracy should be the source of objective and unbiased analysis. While its actions 

on the matter were not driven by politicai concerns, to a government increasingly 

disenchanted with the advice coming from the military it likely did not wui it many new 

converts. Indeed, by this t h e  DND's impatience with the continuing delay made it 

unlikely that it would have reacted favourably to any proposal other than irnmediate 

nuclear acquisition. 

A letter from Air Marshal Hugh Campbell, Chief of the Air Staff, to the 

Chairman, Chiefs of Staff, revealed DND's utter disdain for the idea.48 The letter was 

an attempt by the Air Force to set out the difficulties inherent in the plan. It began by 

noting that 8 large aircraft (of the Cl30 c h )  and crews would be required to provide 

the warfiead airlift for the two Canadian Bomarc bases -- additional aircraft would be 

required for the CF- 10 1s. Readying a Bomarc base was a diftlcult and complicated task, 

and the letter noted that the normal operating procedure called for a minimum of 24 

hours. The letter acknowledged that this time requirement could be reduced, but doing 

so would require a much larger work-force than that planned. It concluded that "senior 

military authoritiesn of both the US and Canada believed that the proposai was not 

militarily feasible, and it recommended forwarding that conclusion to the Prime Minister. 

While the letter made its recommendation in the appropriate "diplornatic" language, it 



366 

is not difficult to recognize a military establishment that was growing increasingly hostile 

to the ideas of its political authorities. 

In a follow-up letter some three weeks later, the Chief of the Air Staff further 

explained some of the same points, but in an even more aggressively negative tonemd9 

In this letter, Campbell noted that there were only two squadrons of transport aircraft in 

the US specially trained and fitted for the role of nuclear weapons movement. and it was 

unrealistic to believe that bey would both be made available to Canada in a time of acute 

international ernergency. Further, the technicians who handled and fused atomic 

warheads were in short supply, and the same observation applied to them (ie., they 

would not likely be available to Canada in a crisis). Because of these and other 

considerations the option "[was] simply not acceptable" and did not deserve to be 

deliberated f ~ r t h e r . ~  In spite of this conclusion, though, the proposal was far from 

dead, as it enjoyed considerable support within Externai Affairs, which viewed it as one 

way of providing Canadian forces with a nuclear capability without formally acquiring 

the weapons (see below). 

In the aftermath of Canada's indecisive actions in the Cuban Missile cri si^,^' 

pressure to resolve the nuclear weapons impasse intensified. In addition, the first units 

of the CF-104 squadrons in Europe were expected to becurne operational on May 1, 

1963, and six months were needed after the conclusion of a bilateral agreement for the 

construction of nuclear storage facilities and for training. This placed the effective 

deadline at November 1, 1962.52 National Defence, however, seemed to be at an 

apparent loss over how to regain the confidence of the Prime Minister on the issue, who 
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was clearly following the advice of the Department of External Affairs and its very vocal 

minis ter, Howard Green. 

Perhaps responding to the imminent deadline. on October 30 the Cabinet. under 

the leadership of Defence Minister Douglas Harkness. finally agreed to begin negotiations 

with the US on a framework nuclear agreement. with a view to accepting nuclear 

weapons for the delivery systems in Europe on the same basis as the other members of 

NATO (up to that tirne, nuclear negotiations had been on an issue-by-issue basis). The 

price for this agreement, though, was that the "stand-by" proposal was to form the basis 

of negotiations for Canadian nuclear weapons on the continent. Clearly, the objections 

of DND had not been persuasive; or at least not persuasive enough to thoroughly 

discredit the option. 

In the negotiations, Canada was represented by Harkness, Green, and Gordon 

Churchill, the Minister of Trade and Commerce. The talks were arduous and cornplex, 

and the Americans seemed no more interested in the Canadian proposal than DND had 

been a few months earlier. Indeed, at this time, some of the objections that Campbell 

had raised in his earlier letters were essentially repeated by Harkness, who noted that the 

Canadian proposa1 was " impractical " . and " to accompl is h [the movement of war heads ] 

a large number of aircraft and hundreds of men would be req~ired."'~ By December, 

1962, it was clear that the negotiations had stalled, and that the Americans remained 

unconvinced of the practicality -- let alone the desirability -- of the Canadian proposal. 

By the beginning of 1963, the nuclear issue moved rapidly toward a climax. 

Three separate developments indicated that some son of resolution would be required. 
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First, die outgoing NATO Commander. General Lauris Norstad. made a visit to Ottawa 

in the first week of the new year. At a press conference, Norstad stated that Canada had 

made an unequivocal cornmiunent to the alliance to perform the nuclear strike role and 

that tactical nuclear weapons were required for the mission." Second, Lester Pearson, 

the Liberal Party leader. announced on January 12 that he favoured the fulfilment of 

Canada's nuclear commitments. thereby ending a long period of confusion for his party 

that had mirrored that of the go~ernment.~' Third, on January 30, the US State 

Department intervened with a press release that "clarified" the situation (see the 

Introduction). In combination with a dramatic domestic political crisis, it was evident 

that the matter could not continue unresolved for much longer. 

It was at this time that the definitive DND argument defending the proposed 

acquisition was made. The official who crafted the document in question was R.J. 

Sutherland, who in 1963 had returned to work at the Defence Research Board after a 

three year stay with the Joint Ballistic Missile Defence Staff. In a paper titled "Sorne 

problerns of Canadian defence p ~ l i c y , " ~ ~  Sutherland addressed many of the arguments 

that had been made over the previous few years by advocates on both sides of the debate. 

While Sutherland's favourable inclination toward nuclear weapons was clear. his paper 

was the most thorough attempt by any official in the department (indeed. 1 ikely the entire 

government) to explain how nuclear weapons served Canada's larger political and 

security interests, and thus provided a concise and persuasive rationale that had, to that 

time, been lacking. 
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Sutherland began his discussion with the nuclear "facts" as he saw them. There 

were three principal ones as far as he was concerned: (1) Canada had cornmitted itself 

to acquiring weapons systems that were intended to perform a nuclear role, and had made 

cornmitment. to both NATO and the US that it would accept and perform a variety of 

nuclear tasks: (2) Canada's nuclear weapons, while not necessarily "defensive " per se. 

were to be used solely against military targets (and thus were not strategic); and (3) 

failure by Canada to honour its nuclear commitments would carry a "price", although 

Sutherland refùsed to speculate what that price might be. 

At this point, Sutherland chailenged the critiques and various objections chat 

External Affairs officials (and other observers of Canadian defence) had offered. The 

principal External challenge was concern over command and control arrangements with 

the US, and the negative effects on Canadian sovereignty that any such arrangements 

might have. In addition, DEA officiais had raised questions over the broader 

implications of Canadian nuclear acquisition, believing that it would expand the "nuclear 

club". 

Regarding the first point, Sutherland describeci how the proposed "joint 

stockpiling" arrangement with the US would work. His basic point in doing so was to 

correct a number of (mistaken) impressions. He explained that under normal peace-time 

conditions, the warheads would remain wholly under Ameriwi control. Indeed, if no 

emergency were to ever arise. the warheads would never pass into Canadian hands. It 

was only in an emergency situation that the US custodial detachment at a Canadian base 

would release the warheads to Canadian custody, at which time Canada would be free 
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to use the weapons as it saw fit. This basic point. Sutherland argued. had been 

consistently rnisrepresented by officials in the Departrnent of External Affairs. As he 

observed, "the Canadian forces would employ these weapons or fail to ernploy hem in 

accordance with orden and instructions issued by the Government of Canada and on no 

other authority . " 

Thus, the argument that Canada would have to use the weapons according to the 

whim(s) of the US government was false, as was the charge that this arrangement would 

weaken Canadian sovereignty. As Sutherland noted. the weapons would be stored in 

Canada under the permission of the government of Canada, and if such permission was 

ever withdrawn, the weapom would have to be withdrawn as well. According to 

Sutherland, al1 of the various objections on command and control arrangements had failed 

to recognize -- or fully comprehend -- this basic point. 

As for the argument that Canadian acquisition would enlarge the "nuclear club", 

Sutherland could barely suppress his disdain for those who spread this interpretation. He 

countered this argument by noting that only countries with an independent capacity to 

produce nuclear weapons are properly considered "members" of this exclusive club. 

Canada could not become such a member "short of undertaking our own national 

weapons programme, " an option the Canadian government had no intention of pursuing . 

As this argument had been one of the most commonly cited by DEA, Sutherland noted 

that it was important that people understand the distinction between nuclear weapons 

States and those that have nuclear weapons as a result of joint stockpiling arrangements. 

The latter "club" was already quite large, and Sutherland argued that its existence "had 
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no t yet jeopardized international peace and stabil ity . " 

At this point. Sutherland identified the four "options" available to Canada -- 

becoming a fully fledged nuclear power. complete nuclear virg inity , entering into joint 

stockpiling arrangements with the US, and declining such arrangements but cooperating 

in other avenues. He identified the first two (the second of which had become 

increas ingl y populd7) as " fictional " , in that they were completely outs ide Canada's 

political and military history. This left the latter two as the "reasonable" alternatives. 

He also identified an additional option, "the policy of no decision". which he argued had 

become the de facto policy of the Diefenbaker government. After reviewing an array of 

technical. saategic, and political reasons that explained why the latter alternat ive was not 

viable over the long run," he concluded that joint stockpiling was the only option that 

satisfied Canada's strategic interests, which were subordinate in this case to national 

ones .59 

He reasoned that the choice, in a fuial analysis, came down to two different 

conceptions of Canada's role in the world. The first viewed Canada as a member of the 

North Atlantic community of nations. If one accepted this conception as the basis of 

Canadian defence and security policy, then it was necessary for Canadians to recognize 

a responsibility towards the common defence, and it was simply not possible to renounce 

the military technology which was required for this task. Nuclear weapons had long 

been accepted and recognized as the cornerstone of Western defence policy, and to 

renounce them at this stage was not politicaily justifiable. In addition, such weapons 

served a variety of useful military functions -- they increased the prospect of destroying 



an incoming bomber, they perrnitted Canada to rely on dated weapons carriers than 

would otherwise be the case (especially in light of the Arrow's cancellation and the 

acquisition of American F-lOlBs), and further. acceptance would reduce the cost of 

defence preparations in Canada, as any negative decision would necessitate the 

acquisition of new more modern weapons systems to ensure that Canada maintained a 

reasonably effective air defence system. For al1 these rasons. nuclear weapons were 

clearly in Canada's nationai interest. 

The second conception saw Canada's role in the world as essentially isolationist. 

In this case, Canada need not recognize any particular responsibility for the common 

defence of the North Atlantic community because this burden would be borne by those 

who have no choice in the rnatter -- in particular the US. There was a segment of the 

population, according to Sutherland, who viewed Canada's influence in global politics 

as far more significant than it was in practise, and who believed that a Canadian threat 

to lave the alliance would have a drarnatic impact? The reality was that if Canada 

chose this option, the alliance would survive "just fine" according to Sutherland. Indeed. 

"the conflict of policies and the balance of power in the world would remain exactly the 

same." But Canada would not. This country would have renounced the ties to the very 

countries with which it shared a common history, and in its place it would join the ranks 

of the non-aligned. And far from assuming a position of leadership within that group (as 

many had suggested), Sutherland rnainiained that Canada "would take our place in the 

rear rank of a group of about a hundred other nations. " This conception, in short, ran 

counter to Canada's political, diplornatic, and rnilitary history, and it would leave Canada 
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Sutherland's conclusion followed. Canada had made nuclear commitments to both 

NATO and the US, and in international politics breaking cornmitments is not something 

that any state should take lightly. However, he also pointed out that Canada's opposition 

to nuclear weapons had not been "consistent". By this he noted that NATO was, de 

facto and in practise, a nuclear alliance. Even if Canada was to disavow any nuclear role 

within it, Sutherland wondered "what would this achieve?". The alliance would certainly 

remain, and the only effect such a rnove would have was that it would complicate 

defence planning somewhat (as had the French refusal to be part of NATO's central 

command). As he asked, "can we combine full membership in a nuclear alliance with 

a policy of extreme nuclear squeamishness?". To Sutherland, to ask the question was 

to answer it. 

Sutherland's article revealed the extent to which DND thinking had changed in 

four years. From the early efforts that stressed Canada's comrnitrnents, this article 

placed the nuclear decision in its broader historical, political, and strategic context. Still , 

readers should recognize that the author was the department's premier strategist, and thus 

it is not surprising that he would have surnmarized the issue so effectively (at least from 

DND 's perspective). 

As we have seen, DND's position on nuclear weapons went through a 

transformation through the course of this p e n d .  And yet, observers can argue that, in 

spite of the appeal of the ultimate formulation, DND failed to develop a consistent 

position on the matter. Whether this failure was reflected in the government's nuclear 
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indecision is difficult to determine. although it will be apparent that in contrast to DND. 

DEA officiais did succeed in consistently identifying a range of reasons that revealed how 

nuclear weapons were not in Canada's interest. It is the concerns of that department that 

forrn the focus of the next part of this chapter. 

DEA and Nuclear Weapons -- Militarilv Unnecessarv. Politicallv Harmful 

External Affairs thinking on nuclear weapons was. in contrast to DND, consistent 

and clearly articulated. Nuclear weapons, according to department officials, did not 

serve Canadian interests, and moreover, acquiring them would send the wrong signal at 

a time when US-Soviet disarmament talks were just getting underway. Canada needed 

to explore other options, which it could do because of iu leading position in the West as 

well as authority in the developing world. Indeed, acquiring nuclear weapons would hurt 

Canada in both parts of the world. Exterd Affairs officials believed that Canada could 

use its influence in rejecting nuclear weapons to make a political statement, one that 

other countries in similar circurnstances -- that is, those considering acquiring such 

weapons -- might follow. 

When examining the thinking as it evolved in the department on this issue, one 

must recognize the critical role played by a relatively small group of officiais. One was 

Norman Robertson, the U nder-Secretary . who together w ith the Minister , Howard Green, 

formed a tough and uncompromising duo against the acquisition, and largely determined 

External's basic policy over the period 1959-1963.61 Allied against them was Arnold 

Heeney, the Canadian Ambassador to the US, and Robert Bryce, the Secretary to the 
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Cabinet, who while not an official of External Affairs per se. nonetheless had close 

contact with the department and played a central role on this issue. Both Heeney and 

Bryce appreciated the negative implications of a Canadian decision to disregard iü prior 

cornmitments. For the commenu that follow. attention will focus on departmental 

documents, reports, and personal rnemos, but an additional focus will also be Canada's 

position in disarmament negotiations. a position largely determined by External Affairs6' 

and one that had a considerable effect on the domestic nuclear weapons debate. 

The increasingly negative position that External Affairs was taking on the issue 

was revded dramatically in a document prepared by Robertson in July 1959. just one 

month after the government had formally announced that it would accept the suike role 

for the Air Division in Europe. In a paper titled "Nuclear weapons -- Some questions 

of policy , "" a number of concerns were raised, in particular the consequences of nuclear 

war and the role that Canada could play in ensuring that such a conflict never occurred. 

The report's opening paragraph asked two basic questions: (1) are the issues that divide 

East and West sufficiently important to consider settlement of them by recourse to global 

nuclear wu?; and (2) can policies which consider the possibility of nuclear war continue 

to be recommended to rational human beings? While Robertson did not specifically 

answer either question, his position on the matter could hardly have been stated more 

clearly. To Robertson, Canadian acquisition of nuclear weapons would bring the world 

that rnuch closer to disaster, and therefore his department needed to do everything in its 

power to avoid that outcorne. 
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External had to develop a response to the broad Arnerican 

rights at Canadian bases. In a report prepared in October 

1959, the full implications of the request were examined? This report revealed a 

departrnent unsure and somewhat confused on how to proceed on the difficult issue, 

especially in light of DND's full-fledged support. The report focused on the Goose Bay 

SAC request (see above), and the possible rnilitary and politicai implications that both 

positive and negative Canadian responses might have. 

External recommended (on the advice of R~bertson~~) that approval "under 

appropriate conditions" be granted to the US. but at the same time it suggested that there 

needed to be a better understanding of the exact role of the base in US defence planning. 

The reason behind this (grudging) decision was clearly stated, as it recognized the 

possible cos& of a negative decision, indicating that the department was not very 

enthusiastic about the recommendation. As the report noted, " we believe that failure to 

grant approvai for the storage would have serious repercussions on Canada-US relations, 

and would lessen our abiiity to influence US policy on important issues." Thus. concern 

over the possible Arnerican reaction on a decision of non-cooperation at least partly 

fuelled the Canadian approval. The decision cannot be linked with any Canadian concern 

to strengthen deterrence, which was the principal motivation behind the US request and 

the basic rationale of DND in defending it. Indeed. the report specifically mentioned that 

this was the justification of the "mil itary recornmendation" , but offered no further 

comment on the matter. The episode reveals a growing departmental disenchantment 

with the US, and concern over its nuclear weapons policy vis-a-vis Canada. This 
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concern would intensify in the rnonths that followed. 

Further DEA concern with the broad contours of US defence policy -- and in 

particular its nuclear element -- could be seen over Canadian actions on the "Sky Hawk" 

air defence exercise, which had been scheduled for October 1959. The plan called for 

Strategic Air Command bombers, in the guise of a Soviet air attack. to attempt to 

penetrate NORAD defences and in the process civilian air traffic was to be grounded to 

permit the employment of electronic countermeasures. Planning had been under way 

since early 1959, but in the aftermath of Howard Green's appointment as Minister in 

mid-year. thinking in the department on such matters changed and a number of concerns 

about the exercise were raised. In August. following a recommendation by both Green 

and Robertson, the Cabinet decided that further consideration was required and that 

formal approval should be withheld. The ostensible reasons given were a planned US 

visit by Soviet Premier Nikita Khmshchev and the disruption the exercise would cause 

to civil air traffic. 

The Americans were furious, and expressed their "shock" and "gravest concern" 

at the Canadian action.' R.B. Bryce, recognizing that Canada had implied on several 

occasions that it would approve the exercise, made this point personally to the Prime 

Minister, but his rejoinder was that "Sky Hawk was an illustration of a tendency on the 

part of military offcers to assert authority in a field where the real authority and 

responsibility properly lay with the civilian goverment. "" With the mernory of the 

bitter NORAD debate still fresh, the Prime Minister may have believed that his 

government did not need the artention that a defence exercise like Sky Hawk would 
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atuact. In addition. Diefenbaker was still smarting from the military advice he had 

received over NORAD, and he may have thought that this was one way at re-asserting 

his political authority (as it may have been for DEA in general). An exchange of 

personal messages between Diefenbaker and US President Eisenhower led to the 

cancellation of Sky Hawk in September? 

One month later, in October, a DEA memo indicated that the depanment "would 

be willing" to re-schedule Sky Hawk for the following Se~ternber.~' As in the Goose 

Bay request discussed above. though. the reason for Externalys approval had less to do 

with a belief that the exercise was worthwhile on its merits and more to do with concern 

over the long-term damage that could be done to bilateral political relations if approval 

was again withheld. -4s the memo noted, "we are inclined to believe that failure [to 

agree to a new exercise] could have serious repercussions on relations between Canada 

and the US." Revealing how suspicious DEA had become of the US at this time, the 

memo also noted that "every precaution will be taken to prevent any misunderstanding 

on the part of the Soviet Union as to the real purpose and nature of the exercise." As 

an as ide, it might be noted that this passage indicates that External Affairs was apparently 

more concerned over how the Soviets would react to the exercise than actual Canadian 

participation in a plan that was intended, after d l ,  to test a bilateral air defence system 

that Canada had helped design and create. 

The two mes reveai a department that was increasingly troubled by American 

military actions and policies, and determined not to let the US run roughshod over 

Canadian hterests. This concern. in turn, had a definite effect on how the department 
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viewed the domestic nuclear acquisition issue. Still. in both w e s  External indicated that 

it would be willing to reach an agreement with the Americans, thereby demonstrating that 

it had not yet adopted the more aggressively negative position that would be in evidence 

beginning around 1960. 

In spite of Canadian apprehension, nuclear talks with the US continued 

intermittently through the period. and in Iune 1960 Howard Green reported to his 

Cabinet colleagues that there were five separate issues that required resolution: (1) 

storage of air-to-air defensive weapons at Goose Bay and Harmon Field for US forces; 

(2) storage of nuclear anti-submarine weapons at Argentia; (3) storage of nuclear bombs 

for the Strategic Air Comrnand at Goose Bay; (4) acquisition of nuclear warheads for 

Canadian use in Canada; and (5) acquisition of nuclear warheads for Canadian use in 

Europe. Among the five, only the first was close to being settled, while the others were 

at various stages of discussio~.~~ Indeed, despite the appearance of progress in several 

of the issues, it was clear that by this time the government was deadlocked, with National 

Defence and External Affairs growing increasingly hostile as the former eagerly wanted 

to reach an agreement while the latter preferred to avoid one altogether. 

That emerging departmental gulf was revealed in a memo from Robertson to 

Green written in November 196û. which was intended to supply the Minister with 

"taiking pointsm for an upcoming speech he was planning to give in the House of 

corn mon^.^^ In a sentence that revealed a complete disregard for the controveny that 

was beginning to brew over the nuclear acquisition. the memo stated that "it is generally 

accepted by the NATO authorities that Canada is meeting fully its defence commitments 
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with NATO." Corning at a time when the government was increasingly backing away 

from honouring its nuclear comrnitrnent~,~~ it is apparent that either Robertson did not 

view the growing alliance concern with Canadian actions very seriously, or he was 

intentionally misleading his minister on the issue. While 1 do not believe the second 

possibility was Iikely, the statement reveals a disregard for the controversy that is 

nonetheless diff~cult to explain. 

In addition, the memo reveals an interesthg look at Robertson's thinking on 

several controversial issues. It indicates that Robertson was very sceptical of Soviet 

motives and actions, but that his trust of the US was little better. As he noted, " we rnust 

be prepared for a long period of active communist hostility directed against us and Our 

way of life." He did not believe that the prospects of war were very high (a belief he 

thus shared with DND's R.J. Sutherland), which was indicated when he wrote that "our 

suength, and a realization of the consequences of nuclear war, have made the Soviet 

Union change its policy: it has now ruled out war as a means of attaining iü objectives. " 

Despite this passage, though, Robertson did not believe that the West had adopted an 

appropriate strategy to deter war: on the contrary , he was convinced that the spread of 

nuclear weapons could bring about a global holocaust, and he repeated that Canada 

needed to take whatever actions it could to reduce the chances of that possibility, 

including renouncing nuclear weapons. 

One month later, in December 1960, Robertson sent Green a rnemorandum that 

further detailed his thoughts on nuclear acquisition." This memo followed a meeting 

that had been held between Robertson, Bryce, and the new Chairman of the Chiefs of 
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Staff Cornmittee, Air Marshal F.R. Miller, that had been intended to determine if there 

was any common ground between the two depaments. 

The memo began by noting that with the imminent approval of a Canadian 

resolution on disarmament by the UN General Assembly, "it would be inconsistent and 

hypocritical " for Canada to adopt policies that would "compound" the nuclear problem. 

Robertson funher stated that with the growing possibility of some form of detente 

between the superpowers, Canada needed to avoid taking actions that might "harnper" 

developments. As for the nuclear talks that were being held with the US at the tirne, 

Robertson noted that "aegotiations.. .even on a contingent bais, carries with them an 

implication of ultimate intention to obtain the weapons," a decision that he believed ran 

contrary to recent statements given by the Prime Minister. Lastly, Robertson noted that 

the conclusion of an agreement for nuclear storage at Goose Bay or Harmon Field would 

have great "symbolicn importance, and would be widely interpreted as the first step in 

a much broader policy of nuclear acquisition by Canada. The memo reveals an official 

whose thinking was growing more rigid, and considering his enormous influence in the 

department, the gulf between DND and DEA on nuclear weapons was now a virtual 

chasm. 

Thus, by late 1960, External's concern over Canada's possible nuclear acquisition 

had essentiaily taken two forms: (1) anxiety that nuclear weapons would send the wrong 

political signal at a time when US-Soviet relations were at a particularly fragile stage; 

and (2) misgivings that Canada was being pressured into taking a decision it had not yet 

made, and that the government needed more time to think the implications through. 
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Readers might therefore note an important difference between these concerns and the 

kinds raised by DND officiais at the same iime; rather than relying on externally-based 

arguments, DEA officiais stressed Canadian interests, and how the acquisition of nuclear 

weaponr wouùi have troubling consequences and wouià not serve larger narional goak. 

While the department's disregard of an alliance cornmitment was disconcerting to some 

officials, it bears repeating that both Robertson and Green viewed the acquisition in more 

than alliance terms, and they believed that the implications of the decision went well 

beyond the relatively narrow confines of the East-West dispute. 

It was in the fall of 1960 that DEA documents began emphasizing Canada's 

position in disarmament negotiations, and the linkage between those talks and the 

acquisition of nuclear weapons (this roughly coincided w ith the establishment in 196 1 of 

a Disarmament Division within the depart~nent~~). In particular, a series of resolutions 

were debated in the UN Generd Assembly, and the position(s) that DEA took had a 

direct impact on the Canadian nuclear weapons debate. In effect, as long as Canada 

played a leading role in disarmament negotiations, the longer would be the delay in 

implementing Canada's nuclear commitments. TO Howard Green. that delay was vital. 

as he was convinced that given enough time he could build a widespread public 

consensus in Canada against the planned acqui~ition.~~ Essentially , DEA emphasized 

that Canada needed to be careful to avoid taking steps which would diminish its influence 

in disarmament talks, add to the membership of the " nuclear club", or increase in some 

other way the risks of nuclear war. 
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A rnemo prepared by Bryce for the Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Cornmittee, in 

October 196076 indicated the degree to which disarmament had becorne the defining issue 

of External Affairs, and the steps that DND could take to at least remain a player in the 

determination of Canadian policy (an interest of Bryce's who, as noted earlier, was 

largely sympathetic to DND). The memo noted that it would be prudent to "take into 

accountw the probability that disarmarnent would continue to be a declared objective of 

Canada in the foreseeable hime. This recognition led to three general defence 

implications: (1) Canada could be expected to promote disarmament as a major objective, 

and therefore Canadian defence policies "must be capable of acceptance as being 

cognizant with and not antagonistic to the pursuit of that objectiven; (2) Canada needed 

to search for a measure of disarmament that, if agreed upon, would make a positive 

contribution to both Canadian and Western security; and (3) the impact that future 

disarmarnent agreements might have on Canadian defence programs needed to be taken 

into account. The memo concluded by noting that disarmament "provides part of the 

context in which a study of Canadian defence policies should be carried out. " While the 

precise impact of Bryce's memo cannot be determined, it is interesting to note that 

beginning in late 1960, DND began to examine and comment on arms convoi in a 

conceptually sophisticated fashion, although the conclusions that were reached were 

hardly consistent with those of DEA (examinecl in Chapter Nine). 

One month later, in November, Generai E. L. M. Burns, the Disarmament Advisor 

to the governrnent (later Canada's Chief Delegate at D isarmament negotiations) , wrote 

a paper that summarized both his thinking and that of External Affairs on the link 
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be tween disarmament negotiations and the Canadian acquisition of nuclear weapons . 1 t 

was titled "Argument against the spreading of nuclear weapons. 

In brief. the paper challenged the notion -- popular in the Department of National 

Defence -- that the best way to ensure stability was through the balanced spread of 

nuclear weapons. On the contrary, Burns lamented that the proliferation of tactical and 

strategic nuclear weapons was bringing the world steadily closer to conflict. and that 

deterrence based on the threat of nuclear annihilation was dwmed to fail. This was 

because, in a passage reminiscent of the critiques levelled against massive retdiation 

some years earlier, that for "a threat to deter, the party threatened must be convinced shat 

if he does certain things that he has been warned not to, the threat will be made good. " 

However, if a threat is not believed (ie.. if it is not credible), there is a "great temptation 

to test the resolution of the threatener, to see how far it is possible to go towards the 

prohibited act, without incurring the penalty." Burns' point was that the spread of 

nuclear weapons will bring about the very action(s) that it is designed to prevent because 

those threatened will, at some hiture point, doubt that the punishment will, in fact, be 

carried out. 

Burns' conclusion was that "if the world was to have a reasonable chance of 

avoiding nuclear wu", then the nuclear arms race needed to be stopped and reversed. 

This could only be done if there was broad agreement between the US and USSR bat 

this was a worthwhile goal, and that there were no unresolved issues of such importance 

that either side would feel the need to resort to the use of nuclear weapons if the issue 

reappeared. Arms control was the critical first step, and it was one that many nations 
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could play a part in. While Canada did not have nuclear weapons, it could support the 

goal by not acquiring hem in the first place.'"iIe a small step on irs own. Burns 

believed that the Canadian action could have a considerable international effect and might 

persuade other countries to renounce their nuclear ambitions. 

A few comments cm be made on this paper. Firs t, it direct@ contradicted earl ier 

department thinking on strategic stability outlined in Chapter Seven, and indicated a 

move away from the mode1 discussed by Ignatieff in his 1955 department study. Given 

this shifi, the DND-DEA dispute becomes easier to cornprehend. In essence, by the 

early 1960s External A ffairs had re-considered its basic position on strategic stability and 

had now concluded that nuclear weapons, rather than encouraging stability because of 

their enormous power to hurt, represented a grave peril as their ultimate use was a 

virtual certainty. This change represented a fundamentai shift in thinking, and DND's 

subsequent confusion over External's position c m  be linked to it. Second, the rnemo 

revealed a belief that, regardless of previous Canadian commitments, it was more 

important for Canada to take a principled position at this tirne, and thus it needed to 

renounce any nuclear ambitions it might have. Variations on these two basic points were 

to become the core of External's disarmament position, and contain the seeds of the 

DND-DEA dispute that would become so intense. 

The effect of Burns' memo can certainly be seen with regard to Canada's actions 

on the Irish Resolution, one that was debated by the United Nations General Assembly 

in December 1960. The resolution contained two parts: the first called upon the nuclear 

powers to voluntarily declare a moratorium on nuclear weapons with the aim of 
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preventing other states from acquiring conuol of them. The second had broader 

implications, as non-nuclear weapons states would be required to declare, on a ternporary 

and voluntary basis, that they would not try to acquire nuclear weapons. The Resolution 

thus contained the essence of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). The resolution posed 

particular difficulties for Canada, as being a member of two nuclear alliances it faced the 

prospect of being accused of duplicity or hypocrisy by voting in favour of the resolution 

while simultaneously equipping its mi1ita.q forces with nuclear weapon~.'~ On the other 

hand, External believed that abstaining or voting against it would send a negative signal 

at a time when disarmament talks were just beginning to develop momenturn." 

In spite of the advice that was offered by the Department of National Defence 

(which viewed Canadian support as signifying its intent to renege its nuclear 

commitments), Canada voted in favour of the Resolution. External Affairs officiais 

argued that in the absence of any agreement on disarmament, interim measures aimed at 

constraining nuclear proliferation were preferable to inaction. In addition, the 

Scandinavian counuies al1 voted in favour of it, a group with which Canada was 

increasingly identifiing itself. External had again indicated that it viewed the curtailment 

of the arms race as more important than honouring a Canadian military (and political) 

obligation. DND was angered and exasperated by the Canadian action, as the second 

part of the resolution ran directiy counter to Canada's nuclear c~mrnitrnents.~' 

Over the following few years, a series of United Nations resolutions were debated 

and voted on that posed a direct challenge to DND and the possibility of Canada 

fulfilling its nuclear commitments. Like the Irish Resolution, many either banned nuclear 
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weapons outright (ie., the Ethiopian Resolution) or requested non-nuclear States to enter 

extensive arrangements not to pursue any kind of nuclear option (the Swedish 

Resolution). In addition, Canada played an important role in the Ten Nation 

Disarmament Committee, the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (its successor), 

the negotiations on General and Complete Disarmament (GCD), and those on the non- 

rnilitarization of space. On many of these issues, Canadian actions were opposed by 

Washington and many of our traditional allies. 

Indeed, throughout the period 1960- 1962, the Secretary of State for External 

Affairs, Howard Green, made a series of statements that indicated that he saw himself 

as a cross between a trouble-shooter and global negotiator who believed that he alone 

could convince the feuding parties to return to the bargaining table." While some 

Canadians were pleased to see their government attempt to mediate an issue of such 

crucial importance, many others were disturbed that Canada had decided to vote against 

its traditional allies, and seemed to place more weight on making a favourable impression 

with the non-aligned than with our friends in Washington and London. 

A few months prior to the Iune 1962 federal election, Diefenbaker asked both the 

Departments of National Defence and External Affairs to prepare papen to deal with the 

expected opposition questions of why Canada had been so indecisive on nuclear weapons 

and related defence commitments." While DND grudgingly supplied a paper that 

reviewed recent case histories of weapons sysierns that had been cancelled after lengthy 

de~elopment,~ External responded with a statement that essentially defended the Prime 

Minister's delay (not surprising considering that it was on its recommendation that the 
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delay had occurred). It  noted that al1 countries of NATO had recently conducted defence 

reviews, and as a result many had decided to change their defence policies and 

cornrnitrnenü. It also highlighted the importance of disarmament as a factor that had 

encouraged caution. The report concluded that "apart from the difficultly of predicting 

the future utility of weapons systems, it might be imprudent to make major decisions at 

this time on some important defence problems, a sentence that defended Canadian 

indecision as the most appropriate course of action at the time. 

ln the aftermath of the 1962 federal election and the Cuban Missile Crisis, the 

attention of many offcials in External Affairs (particularly Norman Robertson) returned 

to the "stand-by" scheme that had been proposed by the department since earlier in the 

year. As noted earlier, this proposal forrned the main Canadian negotiating suategy at 

the framework nuclear talks that began in October 1962. According to Basil Robinson, 

these negotiations did not corne close to reaching agreement, as it quickly became 

apparent that the proposed arrangement held M e  appeal for the US .86 Neither did a fall- 

back External Affairs proposal, the "missing parts" plan, under which most of the parts 

of each warhead would be stored in Canada, except for some uospecified "part" which 

would be stored in a nearby American bases." Suffice to Say that the Americans were 

not impressed with this suggestion either, although they did give it some initiai 

consideration (likely out of diplornatic courtesy) .d8 

In December, 1962, with the nuclear talks with the US deadlocked and pressure 

building for a resolution, Diefenbaker essentially invited himself to a series of meetings 

between US President John Kennedy and British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan in 
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~assau . '~  Following the meetings, a communique was released that contained a 

proposal for the establishment of a NATO nuclear force cornposed partly of tactical 

nuclear forces stationed in Europe. Although Canada's ground and air forces would be 

included if such a proposal were adopted, there was no implication that any such 

assignment would alter the role or the weapons systems already planned for hem? 

Nonetheless, the Department of External Affairs quickly advised Diefenbaker that. 

as a result of the communique, NATO would be reviewing the direction and shape of iü 

military forces, including the question of how political and military control of nuclear 

forces would be exercised in fut~re .~ '  While the communique had certainly not been 

intended to cal1 into question Canada's existing commitments, to a hopelessly indecisive 

Prime Minister the External recommendation provided a further excuse for delay . The 

result was a Diefenbaker speech delivered to the House of Commons on January 25 

1963, that for sheer incoherence and confusion may have no peer in Canadian 

parliamentary h is tory (no small honour , cons idering the cornpetition! ) . 92 

While, after three years of obfuscation and denial, Diefenbaker final1 y adrnitted 

that Canada had made nuclear commitments, he claimed that the Nassau communique had 

called them into doubt and thus more time was needed before NATO's new military 

strategy would be fully understood. More broadly, Diefenbaker claimed that the entire 

allied nuclear force had been called into question. The Prime Minister stated that delay 

in this case had been the sign of a forward-looking government, as it had allowed Canada 

to play an important role in disarmament negotiations while still enjoying a leading 

position w ithin NATO. Diefenbaker further declared, without fint consul ting or even 
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notifying the Americans, that bilateral negotiations on nuclear weapons had been ongoing 

for several months, and implied that concerns over command and control had been 

responsible for the lack of progress. Considering that it had been Diefenbaker himself 

who had expressly warned the Americans that any leakage to the press of the negotiations 

would lead to their termination," this disclosure was perhaps the most galling (not to 

mention the fact that Canadian command and control concerns were simpiy not vue. as 

the US had long indicated that it was willing to satisfy Canadian concerns"). 

To an American administration tired of the endless wavering and false promises, 

Diefenbaker's speech was the last ~ t r a w . ~ '  A follow-up meeting on nuclear negotiations 

was cancelled, and on lanuary 30, the State Department issued a press release that was 

a stunning rebuke of the Prime Minister's version of events. In short order, the 

Conservative government fell on a vote of non-confidence, lost the subsequent election 

to Lester Pearson's Liberds, and a comprehensive bilateral nuclear weapons agreement 

was reached in August, 1963. Nuclear weapons were delivered to Canadian forces by 

early 1964, and were maintained in this country until the last operational Bomarc missile 

was phased out in Iuly 1984. 

This discussion has revealed that throughout the period 1959-63. officiais in the 

Department of External Affairs articulated a clear and unambiguous message -- that 

nuclear weapons were de-stabilizing and provocative, and that Canada could have a far 

greater international impact by not accepting them than it could by fulfilling its 

commitrnents. The department believed that this was a critical time period, and that once 

it acquired nuclear weapons Canada would forgo, once and for d l ,  any hope it may have 
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a leading role in nuclear non-proliferation. Thus. unlike their 

National Defence, External officiais succeeded in identify ing and 

articulating a consistent strategic rationale on the issue. 

Several questions , though, remain unanswered w ith regards to the department's 

conception of Canada's interests as they related to nuclear weapons. First, if External 

Affairs had such strong feelings on the issue, why did it not raise objections when 

Canada first made iu nuclear commitments? The first part of this chapter clearly 

revealed that the department did not do so despite having had ample opportunity. By not 

objecting at the time(s) that those cornmitments were made. the department's later 

protestations were, in the author's opinion, misguided and self-serving? Second, the 

strategic conception of interests that the department developed is open to question. 

Rather than recognizing that Canada, since its very inception as a nation, had always 

been a valuable Western ally, DEA seemed to believe that on this issue Canada could 

have more influence if it joined the ranks of the non-aligned. And yet. it never precisely 

indicated how Canada's global position would improve as a result, or how this country's 

security position would be altered. This was puuling for a department which was 

supposed to protect and M e r  Canada's larger political interests. 

Lastly , while not intendeci as a criticisrn per se, External Affairs seemed confused 

on the distinction between offensive and defensive nuclear weapons and the resulting 

differences in strategic missions that are created as a result. Explaining this confusion 

is diffkult, as DND certaidy supplied the department with accurate analysis of the 

various assignments. External's bewilderment can be more clearly understood if one 
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recognizes that nuclear weapons represented a dilemma for the depanment, as acceptance 

of them was important for Caaada's Western relations, and yet refusing any nuclear role 

allowed Canada to maintain its ambiguous position as a "non-nuclear" state. However, 

the department's confusion can be more clearly understood if one takes into account 

political considerations. a point that will be developed at some length in the following 

section. 

Part III -- The Acquisition of Nuclear Wea~ons and the non-US Based Factors 

This discussion indicates that three of the factors identified in the second 

proposition -- the Atlantic alliance, domestic political considerations, and the internationai 

environment -- affected Canadian strategic thought on the nuclear weapons issue. 

However, unlike the previous archival chapters, the influence of each of these factors 

was dependent upon a bureaucratie actor, with the alliance representing a major influence 

for DND while political considerations and the international environment were paramount 

to DEA. A brief review will reveal the different interests of the two departments as well 

as highlight the contrasting pressures and constraints that they operated under. 

The influence of the Atlantic alliance on DND's thinking vis-a-vis nuclear 

weapons was striking. As noted on several occasions, DND ernphasized that Canada had 

made commitments to the alliance, and that failure to honour these commitrnents would 

carry a price. Indeed, Canada's alliance nuclear cornmitments pre-dated those made to 

the US by several years. Alliance directives MC 48, MC 14/2, and MC 70 al1 had direct 

implications for Canada, and Canadiau acceptance of each was indicated when no 
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substantive reservations or objections were raised at the time that they were originally 

passed. And yet. despite the obligations that the directives entailed. the Canadian 

government refused to honour them. a decision that DND did not support and ultimately 

actively opposed. 

However, it was not only alliance comrnitments that DND focused on. Once die 

objections of External Affairs to the Canadian acquisition became clear, DND's 

conceptual focus changed and it began ernphasizing the larger political role that the 

alliance played in Canadian defence and security policy. The deparunent thus 

concentrated on how Canada's delay in acquiring nuclear weapons was effectively 

moving the country away from its traditional Western allies and toward the " non-aligned" 

group of countries. Of the two departmental arguments defending the acquisition. this 

one was clearly the more effective. Europe was part of Canada's "politiccil spacew, and 

the bonds that tied the two dated back centuries. By refusing to honour its commitment, 

the government was challenging the country's basic political allegiance and courting 

countries that Canada had littie in cornmon with. 

DND's concerns at this time were reflective of ones traditiooally raised by the 

Department of External Affairs. As noted in Chapter Three, DEA had viewed NATO 

in political terms since the alliance had been formed in 1949, and had consistently pushed 

for a stronger alliance political role. Exteroal had traditionaily viewed the alliance as 

both a political and military response to the perceived Soviet threat, and a key institution 

in the emergence of a distinctive Western sub-system of international relations based 

upon the tram-Atlantic relationship between Western Europe, Canada, and the US." 
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National Defence viewed the acquisition of nuclear weapons in political terms 

partly because the debate threatened to open a rupture in the alliance. In the early 1960s, 

there were serious concerns about the future viability of NATO. For example. at this 

time. France began raising objections to the nuclear policies of the alliance and the 

hegemonic American role in determining them. In comb ination with other alliance 

controvers ies. several observers concluded that there was a possib ility of an alliance 

rupture.'' While the Canadian acquisition of nuclear weapons would not make much 

of a difference in the global balance of power, DND officials believed that it might be 

a small step in preserving the unity of the alliance and perhaps convincing other member 

States not to reaounce their alliance commitments. 

As for Department of External Affairs thinking on the issue. two factors heip 

explain the way in which officials approached the nuclear weapons debate -- the 

international environment and domestic pol itical cons iderations. Regarding the former, 

DEA became very concerned with the tone of the Cold War in the late 1950s and viewed 

with considerable alarm the continuing nuclear build-up of the superpowers. Documents 

indicate that officials in the department believed that Canada could play an important role 

in diffusing international tensions, a belief bat intensifiai with the arriva1 of Howard 

Green as SSEA in 1959. Convinced of the dangers that nuclear weapons posed, Green 

believed that the possession of such weapons would undoubtedly lead to their use. and 

there was thus an urgent need to reduce weapons holdings around the globe. While 

admittedly not a major player in the superpower conflict. both Green and Robertson 

believed that Canada was not without influence to the smaller members of the alliance. 
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While renouncing an alliance cornmitment was not a decision to be taken lightly. DEA 

officials believed that the long-term goal justified the short-term political cost. 

As for the effect of domestic political considerations, this was the dominant 

concern for DEA officials. In the discussion that follows, attention will focus on two 

separate issues: (1) public opinion considerations; and (2) the nuclear roles and 

negotiating strategies that the department supported. 

Public opinion considerations played a critical role in determining DEA thinking 

on the nuclear issue. External Affairs officials were convinced bat the majority of 

Canadians opposed the acquisition of nuclear weapons, in spite of poils that indicated the 

precise o p p ~ s i t e . ~ ~  Indeed, the department even helped the Prime Minister keep track 

of his personal correspondence on the issue.LM Green believed that if people were 

educated about the dangers of nuclear weapons. their opinions would universally change. 

More broadly, the department's insistence that no nuclear weapons be stored in 

Canada, while adapting a much more flexible position regarding Canadian weapons in 

Europe, reveals the extent to which purely political considerations influenced 

departmental thinking. If the department's position had been determined on strategic 

grounds, then these positions would have been reversed, as it was Canada's European 

nuclear weapons that were intended to perform an offensive strategic mission. And yet, 

this does not appear to have been a concern to either Robertson or Green. Simpiy put, 

neither W ~ F  really concemed d o u t  the strategic roles that Canada's nuclear weapons 

would perform. Rather, opposition to nuclear weapons bmed in Canada was purely 

political, as it would ollow Green to maintain thut no Canadiun nuclear weapons were 
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stored on the c~ntinent.'~' As Jon McLin has observed. "[Green] was apparently 

motivated more by a concern for the purity of Canadian soi1 than by a desire to reduce 

the risks of war. 

This approach can be explained more clearly if the "stand-by" nuclear proposal 

is reviewed. This was, without question, a totaily unworkable idea, which in addition 

to array of procedural and logistical problems might actually have de-stabilized an- 

already dangerous situation if it had ever been implemented. The support of both 

Robertson and Green for it can be explained by appreciating that it allowed the Canadian 

government to maintain that it did not possess nuclear weapons. While the distinction 

was purely academic (in that, according to the plan. Canada would be supplied with and 

would use nuclear weapons in the event of war), it demonstrated the lengths to which 

some officiais in DEA were prepared to go in order to maintain the appearance of 

nuclear virginity. 

Further evidence of the influence of public opinion considerations is revealed by 

an examination of DEA attitudes regarding proposed command and control arrangements 

for Canada's nuclear weapons. In 1960, the department began insisting that Canada 

would require special command arrangements with the US, terrns that would ensure that 

only Canadians would have authorization to order the use of the nuclear weapons stored 

on Canadian territory.lm The implication was that the standard "dual keyn arrangements 

that the US had negotiated with other NATO allies would not s u f f i ~ e . ' ~  And yet, it 

should be emphasized that DEA's position on the rnaner depended on the intended 

audience. For example, when the subject was the dangers of nuclear proliferation (a 
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message largely airned at a foreign audience), DEA argued against "national control", 

as peace could be best assured by limiting the nurnber of countries with control on the 

"nuclear button" (a favourite expression of the Prime Minister). On the conuary. 

however, when the issue was Canadian weapons (aimed at a domestic audience), the 

implication was that new command and control arrangements with the Arnericans would 

need to be negotiated to ensure that Canadian sovereignty and independence were not 

jeopard ized. 

The distinction was purely political. In the aftermath of the NORAD debate and 

the embarrassing admission that an American military officer could order Canadian air 

defence forces into battle, DEA wished to make sure that the same "mistaken was not 

made a second tirne. While in the nuclear negotiations that followed the Canadian 

government never seriously raised the issue of unilateral command and control 

arrangements, the implication that was created was that Canada would not be told by 

anyone when. where, and under what circumstances its military forces would be used. 

In sum, this discussion reveals that three of the factors identified in the second 

proposition influenced Canadian strategic thought as it pertained to the domestic nuclear 

weapons debate. However, while not a direct influence per se, it is clear that the US had 

a powerfùl sway over the arguments of Canadian officials. Indeed, at their core, the 

arguments of both DND and DEA officials on the issue can be traced to diverging 

attitudes toward the US. This discussion thus highlights the bureaucratic faultline that 

emerged on this issue, one that was not resolved until the change of government in 1963. 
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Canada's tortuous nuclear weapons debate. which carried on from 1958 untii  

1963, reflected the Prime Minister's personal ambivalence on the issue. Believing that 

Canada had international defence responsibilities, Diefenbaker tended to side with 

defence officials who spoke of Canadian obligations. On the other hand, he was deeply 

concerned about the tone of the Cold War, and believed that disarmament and arrns 

control represented a promising avenue for reducing US-Soviet tensions. Domestically , 

he thought that disarmament had considerable appeal, and he agreed with Howard Green 

that the Canadian public was gradually moving to an anti-nuclear consensus. He was 

thus stranded, both figuratively and literally, between the Departments of National 

Defence and Externai Affairs, and rather than side with either one, he chose the path of 

leasr political raistance -- delay.105 What is remarkable about the affair was how long 

Diefenbaker managed to avoid making a decision on the issue, literally his entire term 

as Prime Minister. 

This discussion has revealed that there was a general failure to consider the 

implications of nuclear weapons at the tirne that Canada made its initial commitments, 

and that a serious attempt to examine some of the basic issues associated with acquisition 

occurred only after the decision had long since been made. Over the period 1959-63, 

officials in both DND and DEA examined the issue in some detail, although as with the 

debate on air defence, the two departments came to startlingly different conclusions and 

recommended very different courses of action. 



399 

Defence officiais initially had a difficult tirne identifjring a Canadian interest that 

nuclear weapons would serve, preferring instead to stress the voluntary commitments thar 

Canada had made and the consequences of not honouring them. The department. perhaps 

recognizing that this strategy was not effective. gradually began to emphasize two distinct 

sets of arguments for acquisition, one military and the other political. Militarily, DND 

mainrained that nuclear weapons played an important role in ensuring continued strategic 

stability. The acquisition of such weapons w~uld enhance the credibility of the Western 

deterrent, and was thus in Canada's interest. Politicaily, the department argued that 

acquisition was required if Canada was to remain an important Western actor, as a 

negative decision would move this counDy toward the group of nations known as the 

"non-alignedw. Such an affdiation ran counter to almost 100 years of Canadian history, 

and would leave this country in a far weaker international position. 

The Depanment of External Affairs, on the other hand, consistently asserted that 

nuclear weapons ran counter to Canada's interests, would hurt this country's international 

reputation, and most important of d l ,  were strategically de-stabilizing . While that last 

point represented, as we have seen, a change in departmental thinking from that of the 

1950s. it had become popular not only in Canada but throughout much of the West. 

Most critically , External believed that Canada could not simultaneously acquire nuclear 

weapons while pursuing disarmament. It thus persuaded the government to delay any 

decision on nuclear acquisition while disarmament iaiks held out some hope of achieving 

success, talks that Canada played a leading role in. 
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The National Defence - External Affairs split on the issue. then. essentially boiled 

down to a different conception of where Canada's interests lay. and how Canada could 

make its most effective contribution to global stability. In contrast to the prevailing 

thinking in the field, officiais in both departrnents came to their conclusions on the ba i s  

of their reading of Canadian strategic interests. To DND, what was most critical was 

the continued viability and authority of the Western alliance. and acquiring nuclear 

weapons was an important development in this regard. This was not. as sorne have 

contended, indicative of an abdication of responsibility on DND's part; rather the 

depanment had long since corne to the conclusior, -hat Canada's security interests were 

intimately tied with those of the alliance, and thus anything that weakened NATO, by 

definition, also weakened Canada. 

Perhaps the DND document of the period that most clearly reflected these 

interests was a comprehensive departmental study completed in the fa11 of 1963 for the 

newly-elected Liberal government. The terms of the Ad Hoc Cornmittee on Defence 

Policy were to review the "entire field of Canadian defence policy and to examine major 

alternatives."'" In the section on Canadian foreign policy, the cornmittee noted that 

Canada's signing of the North Atlantic Treaty in 1949 was one of four critical foreign 

policy decisions of the post-war period,lW and that it had meant that "Canada had 

acquired an explicit responsibility towards the nations of Western Europe. "'O8 As part 

of that responsibility, Canada had to accept alliance decisions and policy directives. even 

those which it might feel could be aitered to better reflect Canadian interests. This is 

because every alliance is a study in compromise, and "as a middle power, Canada is able 
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neither to impose her views upon her allies nor to disengage from the consequences of 

a1 1 iance policies. " log 

As for the specific issue of nuclear weapons and their political control, die report 

noted that this was "the most divisive issue in NATO." While Canada's approach to the 

problem had been "dominated by the essentiaily utopian goal" of general disarmament. 

that approach was becoming less tenable. And in a passage reminiscent of Sutherland's 

Ianuary 1963 paper, the report concluded bat "if Canada aspires to play a significant 

role within a North Atlantic defence community she cannot avoid association with nuclear 

weapons or a full share in the burden of political respon~ibility."'~~ In essence, the 

report concluded that NATO was a nuclear alliance, and no decision by Canada was 

going to change that basic fact. The report stands as a defence of the department's 

position throughout the debate and a rebuke to those who challenged acquisition. 

On the other hand, documents indicate that External Affairs believed that the 

NATO alliance had, by the early 1960s, become nothing more than a military shell, and 

that its emphasis on nuclear weapons could lead the world to disaster. Canada could play 

a part in avoiding this outcome only if it had the conviction to take a stand against 

nuclear weapons, even if doing so meant disregarding previously-made commitments and 

distancing this country from its traditional allies, most notably the United States and 

Britain. General Burns' 1960 paper clearly surnmarized this line of thinking. The 

department was aiso disappointed that the hard-fought inclusion of Article 2 in the 

original NATO treaty had had few tangible effects. believing this was a further indication 

of the narrow military focus that the alliance had adopted. 



In sum, this discussion has revealed that Canadian officiais did think about the 

acquisition of nuclear weapons, and the observations and conclusions that they reached 

were largely determined by the department that they worked in. As in the air defence 

discussion, it is unimportant to determine which department was more "objective" in 

evaluating those interests. This chapter reveals, once again, that the Departments of 

National Defence and Extemal Affain approached security issues from fundarnentally 

different perspectives, and thus the fact that they did not agree on matters of national 

security is not surprising. The important point to note is that, after some initial 

confusion, offcials in both depaments considered whether and how nuclear weapons 

served Canadian interests, and the observations that they reached revealed diverging 

understandings of Canada's role in the world, and the manner in which this country could 

most effectively contnbute to htemtional order and stability. 
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Chapter 9 -- Canadian Conceptual Thinking on Arms Conuol. 1955-63 

Chapter Seven discussed some of the paradoxes of the nuclear age, paradoxes that 

were recognized borh in Canada and elsewhere. One of these paradoxes was that as 

States -- particularly the US and USSR -- acquired nuclear weapons for deterrent 

purposes, many strategisu believed that stability was reduced because of the large 

number of weapons available and the possibility of their use (either by accident or 

mistake) during a crisis. A second paradox was that because the destructive power of 

nuclear weapons was so enormous. it was simply not credible to threaten an opponent 

with their use in response to minor transgressions. It was a result of the need to counter 

both of these paradoxes -- and ensure that nuclear weapons remained a credible deterrent 

-- that the concept of arms control was developed in the late 1950s and early '60s. As 

noted in the introduction, this theory is one of the principal conceptual/theoretical 

contributions of the nuclear age. As with detemence, though, the literature has largely 

focused on the contributions of Americans, implying that non-Americans had little to do 

with its initial formulation. While not denying this critical conceptual role, officials in 

the Department of National Defence also contributed to the identification and definition 

of the concept, in particuiar offering reservations when few observers did. This 

discussion will thus once again reveal that Canadian defence officials had greater latitude 

for independent thinking than prior studies have suggested, and that the image of them 

passively accepting doctrines and concepts developed elsewhere is both inaccurate and 



m is lead ing . 

Before beginning this discussion, though, a word of caution might be added. The 

purpose of this chapter is not to review the many arms control proposais that Canada 

made and participated in over the period 1955- 1963. Rather, my intent is to examine 

Canadian conceptual thinking on arms control, primarily as formulated in D N W  

Readers interested in reviewing Canada's arms control history have several to consult.' 

Despite the general lack of scholarly attention that the field of Canadian security has 

received, arms control policy is one area that has benefitted from considerable interest. 

Arms Control -- A Brief Introduction 

In the mid-to-Iate 1950s, there was increasing concern in much of the American 

civilian defence community that while the US still had nuclear superiority over the 

USSR, that advantage was rapidly diminishing. Readers should recall that in the US, 

strategic stability was widely considered to have been the result of Arnerican nuclear 

superiority, and the emergence of a nuclear balance was believed to be inherently de- 

stabilizing. In contrast to Canada, then, there was Iittle faith in the mutual concept of 

deterrence. Pressure thus grew to do something before the nuclear balance was 

irrevocably altered in a direction believed to be detrimental to the security interests of 

the US. 

By 1956-57, a new concept was emerging in the defence cornrnunities of several 

countries, but in particular the US. Observers concerned about the loss of control and 

the dangers of nuclear instability began to consider the possibility of regulating the 
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competition in arms. It was believed that such regulation could enhance stability while 

encouraging trust and goodwill to develop in the broader relationship. Indeed. it was 

suggested that 1 imited technical agreements for allevkr hg panicular causes of anxiety 

might ultimately result in more wide-ranging agreements which would promote improved 

political relations.' The key consideration was the belief that agreements could reduce 

the chances of conflict and (somewhat paradoxicaily) also reduce the level of violence 

should conflict ultimately occur. 

It is therefore important to note that when interest in this idea -- which was 

quickly termed arms control -- first developed, the intent was not to simply update 

disarmament, a concept that had been discussed for decades with minimal result~.~ The 

goal of this new process was more limited than the abolition of entire classes of weapons 

systems; rather, it airned at a series of rnuniaily agreed adjustments to force structures 

of indefinite duration.' It further aimed at inuoducing measures that could reduce the 

likelihood and possible scope of conflict should it ~ccur.~ It was thought that through 

such agreements competition in particularly dangerous military technologies could be 

avoided, a reassuring prospect at a time when science and the military advancemenu that 

it sparked was becoming increasingly difficult to control. In contrast to disarmament, 

then, arms control appeared surprisingly practical, as it seemed sensible to vade 

questionable weapons deployments for improvements in one's security. Even a staunch 

American "cold warriorn like Paul Nitze initially saw arms control as an "auxiliary to 

national security policy . "' 
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This is not to suggest. though, that there was unanimous support for the concept. 

Several suategists were adamantly opposed to it. and arms conuol had to overcome 

considerable opposition within the American defence and political establishment before 

it was taken seriously. Many observers could not comprehend why the regulation of the 

arms cornpetition was required at a time when the US still held a clear nuclear lead vis-a- 

vis the USSR. In addition, critics noted that cooperation with the Soviets would prove 

dangerous as, even if agreements were negotiated, their terms would not be respected. 

However, once it was understood that the basic idea was aimed at managing the arms 

race instead of eliminating it, arrns control began to be considered more favourably. 

Indeed, arms control supporters were following a trend in US policy that had recognized 

that the arms race could spin out of control, and with it the hope of reaching any sort of 

political/mil itary accommodation w ith the USSR. In many ways , then, arms conuol 

symbolized the recognition of the end of the drearn of abolishing the nuclear bomb 

al together; rather its vision was simpler and considerably less drarnatic. 

After several years of apparent scholarly disinterest, an attempt at examining arms 

control in a scholarly fashion was undertaken in 1960, when the journal Daedalus 

sponsored a conference that brought together many of the principal American scholars." 

Organized by Donald Brennan and later edited into a coIlection of es~ays ,~  the 

conference tackled subjects including the "background" of arms control, the 'major 

policy issues and problems," and the "techniques of arms control. " However, 

overlooked among the papers was a thorough look at what arms control was and why it 

was desirable in the first place. The authors apparently assumed that the definition and 
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requirernent of arms control was well understood. but that its effects and results were 

nor. Thus, the rationality assumption and realist understandings about the nature of 

power and inter-state relations became a central component of early thinking.1° More 

importantiy, the Daedalus conference and many of the Papen published in the subsequent 

volume reflected a belief that arms control was essentially an a-politicai process, ie.. that 

political relations and concerns were outside its direct sphere of rele~ance.~' A final 

assumption was that Soviet specialists would take a sirnilar view of the arms race and the 

need to contain it, and thus concur w ith the general American approach. 

One scholar who did not take part in the Daedalus conference was an Australian, 

Hedley Bull, who in 1961 wrote the definitive early study on the subject, The Control 

of the Arms RaceeL2 Bull described the central tenets of arms control as follows: a 

concern about the dangers of nuclear war and a dissatisfaction with existing policies; a 

suspicion of the goal of a negotiated general and comprehensive disarmament agreement; 

an insistence upon the unity of strategy and arms control; a broadening of the scope of 

the subject and an appreciation of the links between varieties of military activities 

previously thought separate; a criticism of the assumption that disarmament should be the 

objective of arms control policy; and a determination to shatter the illusion of 

disarmament while rernaining optimistic about the contribution of strategic theory to 

improving the prospects of international peace and security.13 mile Bull's work will 

be considered later in the chapter, it should be emphasized that he was the first observer 

to examine the conceptual underpinnings of arrns control, even though by this time the 

concept was widely accepted in Western policy circles and negotiations between the 
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superpowers airned at achieving a comprehens ive agreement had been conducted for 

several years . 

In the interests of clarity , five defining concepts can be identified in early arms 

control literature. Thus, arms control was employed to refer to: (1) formal processes of 

negotiation between States; (2) the outcorne(s) of intense inter-state negotiations; (3) the 

theory of inter-state military cooperation between potential enernies; (4) any activity 

intended to promote or express inter-state military cooperation between potential enemies; 

and (5) the consequences of behaviour (tacit or formal) for the objectives of arms 

contr01.'~ According to a 1961 study by Thornas Schelling and Morton Halperin, arms 

control included "dl the forms of miiitary cooperation between potential enemies in the 

interest of reducing the likelihood of war, iü scope and violence if it occurs, and the 

political and economic costs of being prepared for it. "" Thus, as it was initially 

defined, arms control represented far more than the negotiation of agreements to reduce 

or limit arms; rather, it was indicative of a cooperative approach which could establish 

a broader process of improved political ties. 

As it was originally conceived, then, arms control came to be regarded as one 

method by which strategic stability in the nuclear age could be enhanced. It did not 

require trust between the parties, as agreements would affect only a part of a country's 

total military holdings, and also because it was initidly believed that inspection problems 

could be avoided. This is not to underestimate the difficulties that verification would 

pose. Indeed, in an environment in which trust would often be lacking, observen 

recognized that verification would be the sine qua non of effective arms control 
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agreements. The problem was that few appreciated just how significant a challenge 

effective ver ificat ion would ultimatel y become. 

The intent of this introduction has been to reveal how the concept of arms conuol 

was considered at the time that oficials in the Department of Natiooal Defence first 

began paying attention to it. While a more detailed examination of some of the key 

conceptual works will be offered below, the important point to note at this stage is that 

in the mid-to-late 1950s, arms control was generdiy poorly understood and many of its 

underly ing questions and assumptions had not been thoroughly considered. Further , it 

was widely assumed that the American approach would be shared in Moscow, dthough 

few had attempted to explain precisely why the Soviets would necessarily see the issue 

in similar terms. This assumption reflected a mistaken belief that strategic stability was 

an uncontested concept and that other definitions of it would surely bow to the 

"superiority" of the Western version. As will be demonstrated, Canadian officiais 

challenged several of these points, and the observations that were offered were both 

insightful and original. 

Canadian Thinkine on Arms Control. 1955-1960 -- The issues of Man~ower Lirnits. a 
Nuclear Test Ban. and General and Cornolete Disarmament 

Canadian concern with arms control began to develop in the mid-1950s, at which 

time two separate issues required consideration -- discussions on reductions of mil itary 

manpower and nuclear testing. On the first matter, the possibility of "freezing" and/or 

reducing military forces had a long history, and was first discussed in the post-war period 
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in 1948, when the UN Commission for Conventional Armaments (of which Canada was 

a member) addressed a wide range of manpower proposals, none of which produced any 

significant results.16 The issue received renewed attention in 1952. when the 

Disarmament Commission began discussing it. Like the effort four years earlier, 

progress was again slow and the proposal bounced around various UN sub-committees 

as neither the US or the USSR had yet developed a consistent approach on the issue. 

That uncertainty ended in March 1956, when the Soviet Union proposed strict 

numericd limits for military forces,'' including a maximum of 200,000 for Canada. 

Canada reacted with caution, although a memo for the Cabinet Defence Cornmittee 

prepared by Lester Pearson, the Secretary of State for External Affairs, reveals that 

DEA, while reserving final judgement on the matter, did appreciate the basic need to 

limit the military forces of Western and Soviet bloc countries. l8 External's qualified 

support meant that attention turned to DND, as the establishment of numerical limiü was 

a sensitive issue with important military implications. 

The outlook of DND on the matter was revealed in a memo prepared by General 

Foulkes for the Minister in July 1956. Foulkes proposed a three-staged "reduction" of 

Canadian rnilitary forces, from 250,000 in the first stage, to 215,000 in the second, and 

finally to 175,000 in the third (sUl1 well above the size of the Canadian military in 1956, 

see below).19 The General noted that cutting military forces beyond the third level 

might pose a threat to the future ability of Canada to mobilize in an emergency. In 

addition, Foukes noted that Canada's military forces were large1 y defens ive and were 

barely adequate to meet the country's security needs at present. Further, the General 
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made a vaguely worded threat that because Canada's North American defence 

commitments were increasing, any agreement to limit or reduce military forces might 

have a negative effect on Canada's ability to perform alliance commitments, a point that 

was clearly intended as a warning to the Department of External Affairs? Still, while 

not directly stated. DND had essentially indicated that it was willing to abide by the 

proposed Soviet military manpower limit, although it did not reveal any enthusiasrn for 

doing so. 

Neither the government nor DEA was much irnpressed by DND's response, as 

even after the third stage of proposed reductions the total size of Canada's military force 

would still be considerably larger than it was at the time the offer was made." 

Considering that the goal was to achieve reductions in military forces, the early Canadian 

experience foreshadowed later developments in US-Soviet nuclear arms conuol 

negotiations. when the limits agreed to by the superpowers actually represented increases 

in total weapons holdings (see below). It was certainly an inauspicious introduction to 

the subject of numerical limits, and indicative of the kinds of difficulties that many 

countries had with the proposal. In any event, the issue of manpower lirnits was not 

resolved at this time, although it did manage to keep the US and the Soviets talking, 

which many observers believe was a positive development even if no specific progress 

was reported . 22 

By mid- 1956, though, a second issue began attracting more w ide-spread attention 

- the nuclear test-ban talks that had been continuing in some capacity since 1950. By 

this time, public concern (particularly in the West) over nuclear tests had reached 
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unprecedented levels given the massive tests that both the US and USSR had 

conducted," and there was a growing belief that the only way to bring the arms race 

under control was to stop al1 testing. Indeed, two years earlier. in 1954, lndia had 

proposed an immediate cessation to atmospheric nuclear testing, but at that time the 

proposal had not attracted Western or Soviet support (although it had generated 

considerable backing among developing countries and was one of the original causes for 

the emergence of the non-aligned movementu). With the continuing public outcry, 

however, both superpowers began to reconsider their earlier opposition. As a result, in 

the fail of 1955, the Soviet Union indicated that it favoured a ban on nuclear tests, 

although with uncertain verifkation provisions it was unclear how effective such an 

agreement would be. Still, the offer was intended to increase pressure on the West and 

score Cold War politicai points, for if no progress was made the Soviets would be able 

to daim that the West was the stumbling block preventing an agreement. 

It was at this time that the Departments of External Affairs and National Defence 

seriously clashed for the fist time over an arms control issue, a prelude to the larger 

departmental feud that developed over the acquisition of nuclear weapons a few years 

later. While DEA believed that limited nuclear weapons testing was necessary, it began 

stressing the need for numerical controls. Thus, with the support of Lester Pearson, 

Canada became a strong supporter of the concept. DEA maintained that an agreement 

to limit the size and number of test explosions "could hardly fail to have a great 

psychological effect despite the absence of any real practical purpose? External 

further believed that any agreement on testing might appease the demands emerging from 
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the developing world for their total ban. and might also improve the increasingly difficuit 

political situation that the West was facing at the United Nations. Canada therefore 

began discuss ing the rnatter before the Sub-Cornmittee of the D isarmament Commission. 

an initiative that many of Canada's close allies quickly indicated concern over. 

In December 1956. Canada r a i d  the stakes by formally proposing the matter at 

the UN General Assembly. The Canadian spokesman, Roch Pinard. maintained that a 

complete nuclear test ban was neither realistic or necessary. He argued that UN action 

on the issue should be guided by two considerations: the requirements of the objective 

scientifc situation and members' defence needs in a world that was dangerously 

divided? The Canadian solution was for the superpowers to set "some annual or other 

periodic limit on the volume of radiation to be generated by test explosions. " an offer 

diat would have resulted in the de facto establishment of a yield limit. Pinard added that 

requirements for verification and notification "need not give rise to insuperable 

difficulties." In fact, this was the first time that DEA minimized the problem of 

inspection and verification for a test ban, an indication of the urgency with which the 

depanment viewed the issue. 

DND responded harshly to DEA's testhg initiative, a reaction that underscored 

the lack of cooperation between the two departments. Its position was laid out in a 

document prepared by the Defence Research Board (DRB) titled "Tests of nuclear 

weapons, " in Aprii 1956? The report began by noting that "from a purely technical 

point of viewn nuclear tests were an "essential" element in any weapons development 

program. While admitting that increasing work was being done on cornputers and 
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various simulators. only actual testing could determine the "complete effectn of new 

weapons designs. While the study recognized that testing was less important with older 

weapons systems (as their effectiveness was already known) . it was still critical for newer 

ones, and the rnilitary would never be content to rely on untried systems. 

The document also responded to some of the specific charges that had been raised 

against nuclear testing. For example, with regard to environmental hazards, it noted that 

this was an issue "on which there are still very considerable differences of opinion even 

among the experts." It observed that continued tests at current levels "will not present 

a significant hazard except in the region of the testing site." Further. it argued that on 

the basis of current scientific knowledge, long-term contamination "is very far from 

beirig approached. " However, it did admit that this was an issue that required "continua1 

and detailed studyw and that it was conceivable that a "critical" degree of contamination 

might "eventually" be reached by a series of sustained nuclear tests. 

The document further observed that it was ineffective to ban the testing of 

thermonuclear weapons while allowing testing to continue on fission bombs (a certainty 

if a test ban determined the permitted yield of future tests). The report argued that there 

was actuaily Iittie to distinguish between the two, and it was scientifically possible to test 

elements of a hydrogen weapon in a fission-type device. If limitation categories were 

establ ished strictly according to yield s ize, this would encourage tes ting of nuclear 

weapons below the limit and likely have littie long-term positive impact, as the 

sophistication and damage from lower yieldiag weapons could be expected to improve. 

A more general difficulty with any proposal !imiting atomic tests was that such measures 
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were sure to adversely affect nuclear tests for peaceful purposes (for example those 

intended to disrupt ice build-ups in the north). 

Lastly, the report discussed the problem that effective verification would pose for 

any such agreement, a direct challenge of the position External had taken. Prior to 

concluding an accord, it would be necessary to review the nuclear programmes of the 

three nuclear weapons States -- the US, USSR, and Britain. In addition, any test ban 

would require considerable cooperation arnong scientific and technicai representatives 

from dl countries involved. However. questions of Soviet inspection and control had 

long been problematic, and until such time that Soviet attitudes changeci, DND did not 

believe that there was much point in pursuing the matter. Indeed, given the Soviet 

Union's closed nature, it was debatable whether Soviet provisions on ver ificat ion could 

ever satisQ Western concerns. On this issue, DND's position -- in direct contrast to that 

of DEA -- reflected the overwhelming balance of opinion in the West. 

Given these factors, the report concluded that continued testing was required to 

ensure the effectiveness of the Western nuclear force, and that any ban "would not 

remove the danger" that nuclear weapons posed. In addition, casuaities from tests were 

'negligible" , and there appeared to be littie danger of a "critical" degree of radioactive 

contamination being released. Thus, the department did not support the DEA initiative, 

although there is little indication that DND took an active interest in the issue, perhaps 

recognizing that any attempt at controlling nuclear tests was unlikely to achieve success 

at the time. 
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A few months later. with DEA actively pursuing the matter, the Joint Staff 

prepared a second study that re-examined Defence Department thinking on the issue.'" 

While largely repeating the findings of the first report, what set this one apart was a 

discussion of Canada's possible nuclear roles and the implications that these rnight have 

for negotiations to limit nuclear tests. For example. the report observed that the "Chiefs 

of Staff have an interest in the possibility of acquiring atomic warheads for guided or 

unguided missiles and would be unwilling to agree to a serious limitation on the 

development and testing of atomic weapons for defens ive purposes. "" The report went 

on to note that an atomic weapon in the megaton range might be required as part of an 

anti-ballistic missile defence system, a second weapon system that Canada might acquire 

in the near-future. 

This report thus concluded that because Canada might have requirements for 

nuclear weapons, it needed to adopt a cautious attitude with regard to any agreement 

limiting nuclear testing. However, it did repeat the suggestion made in the original 

External proposal that a "world limit" for atomic explosions be established, suggesting 

the figure of 50 megatons 'would be compatible with (Canadian) defence interests. " This 

second study reveals a department that recognized that Canada's position on the test ban 

issue would not be determined solely by externally-based arguments, and that there was 

a requirement for a Canadian appreciation of the matter that focused on Canadian defence 

roles and tasks. 

The Joint Staff study was linked to one conducted shonly beforehand by the 

Defence Research Board, which had examined the types of nuclear weapons that Canada 
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might require for both the air defence and the anti-ballistic missile defence roles." The 

DRB report had argued that, with regards to air defence. small yield nuclear weapons 

would likely be sufficient for Canada. However, the "red problemn arose with regards 

to the warheads required for anti-bailistic missiles. "Because of die high speeds 

involved, " the study noted, "the rnargin of error becomes very small, and will probably 

be offset by using large yield atornic warheads in the defensive weapons. " The DRB 

study also corcluded with the recommendation that was picked up by the Joint Staff -- 

that a "world limitn of 50 megatons of nuclear explosions per year be established. 

although it is unclear how this figure was arrived at or how it would be calculated in 

practise. 32 

Within a few months, the opposition of DND to controls on nuclear tests appeared 

to have some effect (as did the strong opposition of both the US and BritainJ3). and the 

Canadian government began pursuing the possibil ity of registering nuclear tests rather 

than suictly lirniting them." Thus, the Canadian initiative quietly ended." Still, the 

episode offered some valuable early lessons in the political realities of Cold War arms 

control. Canada had learned that it was of marginal importance in the major security 

issues of the day, and that when developing arms control proposais it was vital that 

Canada's major allies be on board. In addition, DEA saw that on an issue of central 

importance, the US did not much care about the concerns of the Third World. As Joseph 

Levitt has noted of the episode, "the Americam were unwilling to make concessions to 

offset some vague political discontent among lesser powers."" 6t was a lesson that the 

Department of National Defence had already noted, but one that did not carry rnuch 
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weight with officiais at the Department of External Affairs. But perhaps the most 

important lesson was one ttat went completely unheeded (and perhaps unrecognized) at 

the time -- that Canada needed to have its own bureaucratie house in order before it went 

on the world stage and made high profile proposais. As noted in Chapter Eight. 

however, the arms control dispute between DEA and DND was to grow far worse in the 

early- 1960s. 

By the late-1950s. attention was drawn to a third major arms control issue, 

general and complete disarmament (GCD), which involved the reduction and gradua1 

elimination of both conventional and nuclear forces. The matter first attracted notice in 

1957 at a meeting of the UN Disarmament Subcommittee. Although progress was not 

made at the time, GCD became the declared goal of both the US and the USSR. By the 

following year, the focai point of this effort was the newly-formed United Nations Ten 

Nation Disarmament Committee, which met from 1958 to 1961. 

The Ten Nation Committee was composed of Canada, France, Britain, Italy, and 

the US representing the West, and Bulgaria. Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania, and the 

USSR for the East. From the outset, it is important to recognize that this was a period 

of intense Cold War tensions. A series of global flash points vied for superpower 

attention, highlighted by Berlin but including the Middle East and Africa. In addition, 

nuclear forces improved dramatically, first with Soviet claims of ballistic missile 

deployments and space successes, followed by a series of American military firsts 

including the introduction of nuclear submarines. In May 1960, an attempt at generating 

superpower detente failed when, just before the Paris summit conference between US 
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President Eisenhower and Soviet Premier Khrushchev was scheduled to begin, an 

American U-2 reconnaissance aircraft was shot dow n over Soviet territory . Relations 

between the two countries took a further turn for the worse with the election of John 

Kennedy that fall. Overall. it was a period of high tension and mistrust. characteristics 

that contributed to the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962. 

Three principal arms control proposais were tabled at the Ten Nation Cornmittee. 

The first was made by the West in March 1960. This proposal, which was principally 

forrnulated by Britain and France, involved three stages: (1) ratification of an agreement 

on nuclear tests; (2) establishment of the International Disarmament Organization ([DO), 

after which a world conference would be convened to set armarnent levels for ail major 

powers; and (3) the prohibition of the manufacture and use of al1 weapons of mass 

destruction, including biological, chemicai, or nuclear, and the elimination of al1 weapons 

stockpiles. While appealing in principle, the plan lacked a coherent and workable 

structure. No tirnetable was provided and the role of the UN was left unspecified. In 

addition, the plan targeted the principal Soviet strength in conventional weapons before 

it cailed for reductions in nuclear weapons. To no one's surprise. therefore, the Soviets 

immediately dismissed it. It was likely intended as an opening gambit in a process that 

was expected to continue for some time. 

The Soviets quickly countered with a rnulti-stage proposai of their own in June 

1960. During the first stage of their plan, d l  nuclear delivery vehicles would be 

eliminated. This phase would last a maximum of one and a half years. In phase two, 

conventional forces would be addressed and a preliminary ceiling for the US and USSR 
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was recommended to be 1.7 million. However. the Soviet proposal reinforced the 

Western view that defence against an opponent equipped with numerically superior forces 

would be impossible without nuclear weapons." In addition. it called for the 

elimination of al1 foreign rnilitary bases and equipment during the first stage. which was 

tantamount to demanding the total withdrawal of US forces frorn Europe." In a 

political atmosphere not conducive to making concessions. the talks quickly ground to 

a halt and both sides accused the other of tabling unworkable and unrealistic proposals. 

In this increasingly tense environment. the Soviets and their allies withdrew from the 

comrnittee. at which time the US offered a third (essentially meaningless) plan. Later 

that fall, however. the McCloy-Zorine agreement was rea~hed.~' and the successor to 

the Ten Nation Disarmament Committee. the Eighteen Nation Committee, began its work 

in March 1962. 

This committee met for seven years, until it was expanded and renarned the 

Conference on the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). In 1962, the Eighteen Nation 

Committee witnessed two major proposals, a Soviet one of March 15 and the US 

response of April 18. Howevcr. neither offered much that was original and both were 

largely restatements of offers that had been made in the Ten Nation Disarmament 

Committee." Canada piayed a mediation role through the life of this committee. 

attempting to build on issues of cornmon ground and minimize areas of differences. This 

approach required considerable finesse and it was a role that Canada played with much 

diplornatic skill. While several arms control agreements were reached over the period 

1962-1969. only the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), which was signed in 1968 and 
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came into force two years later, was linked directly to the Committee's work." It  is 

therefore a rnatter of debate whether the Eighteen Nation Comrnittee achieved anything 

of substance during its existence, as even the NPT likely would have been negotiated in 

its absence. 

In a finai analysis, it was unredistic to expect that substantive arms control 

progress could have been made during the period 1955-1960. In essence, both the US 

and USSR used arms control as a tool to develop more positive political relations, but 

lacking a history of successful negotiations neither country was yet ready to reach an 

agreement. Indeed, one can argue that neither was particularly interested in arms control 

per se: rather. both were interested in the political points that could be won by the party 

that was perceived to be more willing to negotiate. While advocates of arms control 

argued that trust was not a prerequisite for a treaty, they ignored the fact that both sides 

needed to actually want one. If such interest was lacking, then negotiations had little 

chance of making significant progress. That, in brief, was the problem with arms control 

at this tirne -- neither side was convinced that an agreement would be in its self-interest, 

and thus neither was particularly interested in reaching one. The various proposais and 

counter-proposais were little more than propaganda ploys intended to portray the other 

side as the villain, while both countries continued to pursue comprehensive conventional 

and nuclear arms build-ups. 

As for early Canadian thinking on arms control, there is littie indication from the 

available documents that DND (or DEA) officiais examined the concept's basic 

principles, and were thus largely content to comment on the specifics of particular 
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proposals. This was hardly surprising, as there was a consensus on what arms control 

was and the possible benefits that it offered during this period. This consensus may have 

been linked to the fact that arms control revolved around issues like the test ban and 

general and complete disarmament, proposals which seemed to share more in cornmon 

with traditional disarmament than they did with arms conuol per se. This began to 

change around 1960, however, when the US and USSR began discussing a wider range 

of issues. including concerns over the dangers of surprise attack and the need for 

adequate communication during times of crisis (operational arrns conuol). as well as 

numerical Iimits on nuclear forces (structural arms control -- see footnote 6 for a 

definition). It was thus not until the arms control agenda began to expand that officiais 

explored the concept in a more cornprehensive fashion. 

This discussion has also revealed that the intra-bureaucratic feud that was evident 

in both the air defence and domestic nuclear weapons debates was repeated over arms 

control. As demonstrated, DND and DEA approached the issue from fundamentally 

different perspectives. External bel ieved that Canada could play a leading arms control 

role and consistently pushed for an active Canadian interest. National Defence, ever 

mindful of the position of our allies, showed M e  enthusiasm for such initiatives. 

believing that they threatened to drive a wedge between our friends and offered little in 

the way of strategic benefits. In addition, at a tirne when Canada's future nuclear role 

was still unclear, DND was reluctant to endorse proposals which might ultimately have 

domestic military implications. This disagreement grew more intense as DND produced 

a series of studies and reports that not only chalienged the official Canadian arms control 
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position (as determined by DEA). but also represented a critique of the thinking that 

emerged in the US. It is to those studies that the attention of this chapter now turns. 

National Defence Thinkine on Arms Control, 1960-1963 

During the period between 1960 and 1963, DND began exploring what arms 

control was and whether it represented a worthwhile goal. The answers and observations 

that were offered, while not reflected in official Canadian policy. are nonetheless critical 

in revealiag a department that was carehiily evaluating the country's military and political 

interests. As in Chapter Seven. the observations indicate officials who were not only 

struggling to corne to grips with dramatic changes in the strategic environment, but who 

recognized that further study of sorne of the key concepts was required before final 

judgements could be reached. Most importantly. though, documents indicate that 

Canadian defence officials developed their own approach to arms control, one that was 

different from the American model. Indeed, this Canadian approach may have been an 

important influence on the small but influentid community of American arms control 

critics that first attracted anention in the 1970s. and whose attacks have grown steadily 

more pointed in subsequent years. 

As in the previous archival chapters, my intent in the comments that follow is to 

highlight selected studies and reports that best answer the questions posed in Chapter 

Five. Readers should note, then, that the following account will examine only a 

relatively small part of the total documentation that was reviewed for this chapter. 
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In May 1960, the Joint Ballistic Missile Defence Staff completed its initial study 

on arms control and disarmament, titled " Disarmament and the deterrent. "42 Readers 

might recall that this report was briefly examined in Chapter Seven for the observations 

chat it offered on strategic nuclear forces. The paper was prepared shonly after the first 

Western proposal was tabled at the Ten Nation Disarmament Cornmittee. one which 

targeted conventional arms reductions before nuclear weapons (see above). As i t 

represented a watershed in the Canadian rnilitary's thinking on arms control, it will be 

considered in some detail here.43 

The study began by recognizing that Canada's basic security interest lay in 

increasing the general level of world security, which could be done by "reducing the risk 

of thermo-nuclear war." While hardly a novel observation, the paper offered some 

interesting suggestions on how this risk could be reduced. As noted earlier, the JBMDS 

concluded that in spite of popular sentiment to the contrary, the establishment by both 

the US and USSR of large and diverse nuclear forces had actually enhanced strategic 

stability , as such forces had effectively eliminated the possibility of either side 

challeng ing the other . 

The paper argued that as long as both sides maintained invulnerable retal iatory 

forces, the nuclear balance would remain stable. In this environment, neither side would 

risk certain devastation to attempt a marginal improvement to its relative position. As 

the report noted, "unpalatable though it may be, the strategic nuclear balance has made 

large scale aggression both unattractive and unlikely. " The result of the present situation 

had been that both sides had been able "to relax a little," as there had been a tendency 
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"towards a stable condition of mutual deterrence founded upon a stable balance of 

terror. " 

As a result of that stability. arms control was unattractive. Any attempt at 

dismantling the deterrent system already in place would have detrimental -- indeed 

destabilizing -- effects. As the report noted, there simply was no need for unproven 

measures at a time when the strategic balance seemed assured. Four specific 

observations on arms control were offered: (1) the nuclear balance would be rendered 

more critical and less stable as a resuit; (2) an adequate balance of conventional forces 

did not exist. and yet pressure on such forces would increase in the aftermath of any 

nuclear agreement; (3) elimination of nuclear weapons is virtually impossible to confirm; 

and (4) nuclear weapons can always be re-introduced because the knowledge of 

producing them can never be eliminated. The study thus concluded that reductions in 

nuclear forces would render those weapons that reniain less secure, because with limited 

forces relative numbers of weapons become increasingly important and because the 

inspection that accompanies reductions provides valuable intelligence on their numbers, 

locations, and characteristics. As the report concluded, "according to the perverse logic 

of deterrence.. .with large rather than small retaiiatory forces on both sides. the balance 

will be more stable and there will be less risk of war by accident or miscalculation." 

Given these considerations, the IBMDS argued that reduction or elimination of 

nuclear weapom would not rnake the world a safer place. The nuclear stalemate had the 

merit of " making any form of war less likely, " because of the certainty that neither side 

could emerge victorious in any conflict. However. with fewer weapons, the security 
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dynamics between the US and USSR would change dramatically. If both sides had smali 

nuclear stockpiles, the side that struck first might have a legitimate chance of avoidinp 

effective retaliation. In this situation, the security dilemma would become more acute 

as both sides would "feel compelled to take precautions which, in the eyes of the 

opponent, are threatening and provocative. " 

Given the above observations, the study concluded that a "nuclear paradoxn was 

effectively in operation -- "if it is impractical to eliminate nuclear weapons. it appears 

desirable that the two principal nuclear powers should have an abundance of them so that 

there is no doubt of their ability to retaliate after a surprise attack." The JBMDS further 

concluded that "at the present time, atternpts to limit and regulate strategic deterrent 

forces are unlikely to succeed and, if they did succeed, rhey would be more likely to 

increase the rirk of them-nuclear war than reduce it. " (emphasis added) 

Lastly, in a passage that was proven remarkably accurate, the report predicted that 

if the primary goal of arms control was to establish a maximum limit of permitted 

weapons, the exercise would inevitably result in the identification of a numerical figure 

that satisfied the "worst m e "  scenarios of both sides. With that figure determined, there 

would be an incentive to "build up to it," because both sides would naturally conclude 

that the other would take full advantage of every permitted weapon. In an indirect way, 

then, the report warned that nuclear arms control rnay actually enhance the arms race 

rather than reduce it, a prediction proven accurate with the first US-Soviet Strategic 

Arms Limitation Treaty of 1972." 
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While additionai remarks on this report will be offered later in the chapter. a few 

brief observations can be offered at this time. First, readers will note that the basic 

argument on strategic stability that the paper offered had been evolving in Canada for 

many years, and had been reflected in several prior departmental studies and reports. 

As noted in Chapter Seven, DND officials had long believed in the stabilizing nature of 

mutually balanced nuclear forces, and thus their position on arms conaol was largely an 

extension of that belief. A further point was that the JBMDS was directly challenging 

not only the interpretation offered by officials in External Affairs, but also the 

conventional thinking of the civilian defence community in the US, who argued that the 

effective regulation of the arms race was required to maintain strategic stability (see 

below) . While rhis was not the first occasion that the two communities had clashed, the 

difference on this issue was particularly striking. 

A few months after this report was prepared, the Defence Research Board 

released a conceptuai study on arms control. Written by G.D. Kaye of the Defence 

Systems Analysis Group (a DRB sub-c~mmittee~~), this study reached many of the same 

conclusions as the JBMDS, although the methodology was a combination of traditional 

quantitative research and game theory , approaches which had begun attracting 

considerable attention among Arnerican social scientists. Titled "A mode1 for the s tudy 

of stability, arms control, and disarmament, "46 the paper examined three principal 

questions: (1) can a stable nuclear balance exist?; (2) if it can, is it feasible to take 

remedial action to maintain equilibrium when the balance changes?; and (3) can such 

remedid action be compatible with anns control (and possibly disarmament)? To reach 
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some answers. a series of mathematical models were designed and examined. 

The paper explained that there were two types of nuclear balance, the 

"subcritical" and "stable deterrent" States. The subcritical was defined as one in which 

neither side could destroy the other irrespective of which side struck first, while the 

stable deterrent condition was one in which both sides could inflict unacceptable damage 

on the other. The study observed that the subcritical state is "inuinsicallyw more 

desirable. since the nuclear baiance is less likely to be disturbed by accident. 

miscalculation, or irrationality, and has lesser consequences if it is disturbed. However, 

it recognized that it was the second state, that of stable deterrence, that more closely 

reflected the present strategic reality between the US and USSR. 

The aim of the rnodels was to explain the shifting nuclear balance and determine 

the conditions under which strategic stability could be best assured. For example, Kaye 

examined severai models of deterrence, and defined effective deterrence as a force level 

which cannot be reduced below the point at which "criticai damage" can be delivered by 

either side. The paper considered whether lirniting the number of nuclear weapons is 

both technically feasible and strategically desuable. or whether such limits serve to raise 

doubts about the general stability of deterrence. The models demonstrated that above a 

certain level of weaponry, stability in the nuclear age does not increase (termed the 

"unconditional brink level"). This raised the question of whether it was possible to 

reduce that level "as Iow as possiblen, so that "we can maintain an effective deterrent 

w ith [fewer] missiles. " 
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To determine whether the subcritical state was indeed feasible, the paper 

inuoduced the concept of the "instability rneasure". which was defined as being 

"inversely proportional to the degree of variation from a condition of balance that can 

be tolerated before the balance is upset. " Essentially, the measure identifies the degree 

to which an actor is willing to accept unequal nuclear forces, which raises the possibility 

of suffering a devastating nuclear strike. The measure predicted that if the allowable 

degree of variation is small, the instability measure will be large; if the allowable 

variation is large, the instability measure will be small. Central to this calculation was 

the estimation of the "critical damage level". Kaye noted that the determination of this 

level for any country is difficult to calculate. as it depends not only on geographic and 

econornic factors but also on political and social history. 

Kaye's analysis of possible targets in the US and USSR revealed an essential fact 

-- that because of the much higher proportion of American industry and population 

concentration, there is a fundamentai target imbalance which is " impossible to remedy " , 

and resuits in a situation where the critical missile stock level for the US is about three 

tirnes that of the USSR. Further, if it is assumed that the USSR can tolerate a "high 

damage le~el"~',  while the tolerance level for the US is "completely unknown". the 

imbalance may be "as much as [a factor of] 10 or more." Kaye argued that this 

difference posed critical, indeed likely insurmountable, difficulties for any arms control 

negotiations, as it meant that the US would be reluctant to conclude an agreement in 

which there were balanced (ie., equivalent) nuclear reductions. Thus, because of the 

enormous uncertainties involved, the instability measure, and arms race dynamics, the 
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subcritical deterrent state was unlikely in the near-to-medium term. Large nuclear 

depioyments on both sides could be expected. even though past a certain point there 

woufd be no (relative) increase in security. 

Perhaps most importantly. Kaye recognized that both sides mess their own 

critical damage levels. and those of the other side, very differently. As a result. each 

tends to think of itself at a disadvantage and prepares a balance based on its own biased 

assessment. As Kaye concluded, "these balances will be distorted in different ways and 

cannot both be uue." In fact, neither side's interpretations are ever entirely accurate: 

rather, they reflect the concerns of each side and the tendency to exaggerate one's own 

vulnerab ilities . Lastly , Kaye recognized that there is normally an "area of avoidance" 

between the estimates, a period in which both sides believe the other has the military 

advantage. It is during such times when arms control negotiations enjoy their best 

chance of success, as both sides are eager to control the advantage of the other side 

through possible agreements. 

In conclusion, Kaye argued that arms control could be beneficiai under certain 

controlled circumstances, but that it should be approached with caution. He observed 

that it was possible to reduce weapons stockpiles, but on& ro a levei where both sides 

retain an assured retaliation capability -- those necessary to inflict the minimum darnage 

cannot ever be negotiated. Because that level was difficult to determine, Kaye warned 

that concluding substantive agreements (ie.. those involving major nuclear reductions) 

would prove exceptionally difficult. The two sides would have to concur on an array of 

questions, and failure to reach agreement in any one area would likely result in general 
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failure. Lastly. arms control was only applicable in limited situations and its larger 

political promise remained unproven. 

Many of Kaye's ideas on arms conaol were elaborated on and developed further 

in a paper he published in the 196 1 edition of the RCAF Staff Colleee Jo~rnal.~' In this 

article, Kaye again employed the toois used by systems analysu and game theorists to 

determine how a city could best be defended in the nuciear age. Indeed, this paper made 

even greater use of mathematical charts and graphs, although the author explained these 

quantitative tools more fully than in his initial DRB study. Kaye examined two 

alternative models to city stability: the "ail or nothing approach," which asserted that 

safety from attack is achievable through either arms control/disarmament or a pre- 

emptive strike, and the "moderate approach," which was comparable to the theory of 

deterrence. 

Kaye concluded that the "al1 or nothing approach" (concentrating on the 

disarmament option) is only valid "in a very resuicted range of situations", the main 

difficulty being that while the process of disarmament occurs, there is "increasing 

instability and freedom from attack begins to depend more on the opponent's good will 

than on his self intere~t."~' On the other hand, the "moderate approach" actually 

enhances strategic stability, and thus "a state of mutual deterrence can be rnaintained 

fairly easily so long as weapons stocks exceed some minimum Ievel." While that level 

was not identified, the author noted the need for "large weapons stocks " which promoted 

"optimum stability". 
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At the same time, though, Kaye recognized that arms control could help the 

deterrent relationship "if we re-define arms control as agreement(s) on restrictions which 

will tend to preserve the stability of mutual deterrence." He described some specific 

examples of arms control which could enhance stability -- connol by numbers, conuol 

by quality, and conuol by inspection? For example, regarding the first measure, Kaye 

maintained that both sides could accept an upper limit on missile stocks. but he argued 

that limit would have to be high enough so that it would not negatively affect strategic 

stability. Thus, while Kaye did not dismiss the promise of structural arms control, his 

analysis revealed that caution would have to be employed in the effort and that any 

agreements not jeopardize basic strategic equilibrium. Furthermore, he argued that such 

agreements could acnially trigger a crisis if used improperly and threatened to create 

"hair triggern nuclear policies. Given such concerns, one might wonder what benefiü 

Kaye believed arms control offered, a point that the author did not address in detail. 

Having noted that, though, one area in which Kaye believed chat arms control did 

offer considerable promise was in the banning of specific military technologies, in 

particular anti-ballistic missile (ABM) defences. While obviously impressed by the 

technology that had been developed in the area, the author cautioned against those who 

believed that missile defences could protect cities by noting that the deployment of 

defences "can reasonably be interpreted as a hostile act by [one's] opponent, " as they 

could be used in combination with a first strike to achieve snategic superiority. At a 

time when ABMs were attracting increasing military, scholarly, and public attention in 

the US, Kaye indicated that this was one area where arms control could play an 
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Kaye's adysis  again demonstrated that Canadian defence officiais were 

attempting to corne to grips with the complexities of the deterrent relationship at a time 

w hen nuclear weapons stockp iles on both sides were increas ing drarnaticall y. However . 

rather than simply accept the conceptual premise of arms control as developed in the US, 

Kaye argued, like the JBMDS, that caution was required as his analysis revealed that the 

destructive potential inherent in large nuclear stockp iles enhanced the stab ility of the 

deterrent relationship. This appreciation, as will be explained below, was neither widely 

accepted or clearly expressed in the US at the tirne. 

A paper prepared by the Joint Staff in January 1961 further explained DND's 

thinking on arms control and attempted to develop a Canadian policy based on distinctive 

national interests. It began with a review of recent arms control/disarmament 

developments. It noted that " it is assumed that the prime objective is to further Canadian 

security by advancing the cause of internationai security and stability through the medium 

of disarmament under effective international control." It recognized that disarmament 

negotiations had become increasingly important and. as a result, Canada needed to follow 

such developments closely. Further, because of Canada's limited size and power, the 

report suggested that it could most effectively contribute by assisting in the "negotiations 

and implementation of disarmament agreements among the major military powers," a 

passage that likely reflected DND 's discornfort with External's increasingly independent 

arms control agenda. 
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The report's principal argument, however. was that it was critical that Canada not 

prioritize its pursuit of disarmament over its larger obligations to NATO. It warned that 

arms control had the potential to drive a wedge between rnembers of the alliance, as 

some countries had indicated a desire to pursue it with greater "vigour" than others. On 

this point, DND's position was loud and clear -- Canada was first and foremost a NATO 

member and should abide by alliance policy. The report was a hirther DND attempt to 

set Canada's arms control policy straight. As it noted, "it is considered in the interest 

of Canadian security to encourage the pursuit of disarmament collectively within NATO, 

rather than unilaterally. " Unilateral initiatives, according to the report, represented a 

danger to the alliance and eliminated the possibility of presenting a unified response to 

the USSR. 

On the specific question of reductions of nuclear vehicles, the Joint Staff largely 

repeated the findings that the IBMDS had offered the year before. I t  noted that as the 

security and numbers of deterrent forces on both sides increase. so does strategic 

stability. As it cautioned, "Canadian security interests will not be served by any action 

which reduces this stability." However, like Kaye's paper, the study identified some 

arms control measures that it believed could positively influence stability. Such steps 

included agreements on nuclear weapons testing (indicating a departmental shift from the 

position of the mid- 1950~)~ restrictions on the growth of the " nuclear club", reduction 

of the risk of war by accident or miscalculation, and reduction and graduai elimination 

of vulnerable delivery systems (like bomber aircraft). In spite of these recommendations , 

the report highlighted the need to "achieve the widest public recognition of the increasing 
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stability involved in the strategic nuclear deterrent concept to ensure that this is not 

prejudiced by ill-considered attitudes towards nuclear disarmament. " 

A third paper prepared by Kaye in February 1962 summarized his thinking -- and 

that of the department -- on arms control. Titled "Subjective aspects of the strategic 

nuclear baian~e,"~' the paper again utilized quantitative research and garne theory to 

reach conclusions on strategic stability . Beginning with the relatively simple case in 

which two actors have 100 missiles, the paper examined increasingly sophisticated 

mathematical models, including those which took into account the deployment of ABM 

systems, a variety of delivery vehicles. the possible actions of allies, as well as a number 

of other factors (including such subjective ones as political leadership and popular 

support). Much of the study was concerned about the conditions under which strategic 

stability declines, and the likely response of a nuclear-armed country to a situation in 

which it believes that the military balance is turning against it. 

Kaye argued that under such conditions a country would be more likely to panic. 

This actor would be liable to use force out of concern that if it did not, it may be 

damaged or desuoyed in a pre-emptive attack. A second likely response, if given 

sufficient tirne, would be to embark on an arms build-up. While a rnilitary increase is 

often intended to redress a military imbalance, the opposing side rarely interprets 

developments in the same way and often concludes that this could be the prelude to an 

attack. At best, opposing States view any miiitary increase with suspicion and concern; 

at worst they view such actions as aggressive and react "accordingly". Kaye's mode1 

agnin demonstrated that stability is best arsured when both sides have roughly equivalent 
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( a d  large) nuclenr forces and when such forces erpand and decline ar roughly similar 

rates. lnstability is created when the balance is altered. especiaily suddenly or 

unexpectedly . Arrns control could be effective in lirniting these changes, but only to a 

relative1 y small degree. 

In this study Kgye also identified some of the inherent limitations of mathematicai 

models, revealing a heaithy dose of scepticism for a method that took no account 

whatsoever of political attitudes or developmena. As he noted, "because of the wide 

variation in the subjective parameters the effect of factual variations cannot be reliably 

assessed unless the assumption of constancy can be justified. " Kaye realized, however, 

that was rarely the case in reality. He m e r  recognized that interpretation " is a 

subjective thing", and it is often difficult to use any quantitative masure effectively. In 

his own defence, Kaye noted that mathematical models can alert observers to particularly 

dangerous situations and point out more productive and stable courses of behaviour. It 

was in this context that he believed that quantitative analysis was useful and offered 

decision makers valuable advice. He concluded that the greatest benefit a quantitative 

mode1 offers are the steps it suggests that can be taken in a crisis situation "as a means 

of buy ing time for negotiation. " 

Lastly, as in the previous archivai chapters, the final Canadian contribution on 

this subject will be left to an examination of a paper prepared by the department's R. J. 

Sutherland. Titled "disarmament and arms control, " (undated, likely written in late- 1963 

or early-1964)52 the paper was Sutherland's attempt at evaluating arms control, and was 

one of the few Canadian efforts to examine both operational and structural arms control 
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mesures. 

The first part of the paper dealt with the historical experience of arms control 

negotiations. and asserted that the "limitation of violence has been the normal condition 

of human societies." Sutherland reviewed arms control attempts in both the 19th and 

20th centuries, and focused on efforts like the Hague conferences and the 1932 World 

D isarmament Conference. While noting that these meetings had resul ted in agreements, 

Sutherland made a point that was repeated throughout the paper -- that violence has 

always been "a possible mode of political behaviourn, and that no arms control 

agreement cm ever change that. Indeed, he observed that "history does not suggest that 

it will soon be feasible to do away with politics, although this is what the more utopian 

proponents of disarmament appear to believe." Rather, while global politics had 

changed, force remained a viable -- although poorly understood -- tool of modern 

statecraft. To Sutherland, the existence of politics meant the inevitable clash of national 

interests, and whenever such interests clash, the possibility of violence exists. With this 

point established, Sutherland turned his attention to specific arms control proposals and 

to general observations on the desirability of arms control. 

A second theme that was evident throughout the paper was Sutherland's charge 

that arms control had too often been structured around "fantasy" goals, for example, 

general and complete disarmament. On this issue, Sutherland reviewed recent Western 

and Soviet proposals, and argued that both sides had made sure that their advantage in 

particular weapons systems would be protected -- despite the apparent finality of the goal. 

Sutherland maintained that the two sides had been equally responsible for the GCD 
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"fiasco". one that had done considerable damage to the future prospects of arms control. 

However, Sutherland believed that arms conuoI had resulted in some 

commendable achievements. While generally unconvinced of the numerical need to 

reduce nuclear weapons, he recognized that any war fought with such weapons would be 

a "historie crime", and that a "community of fearw provides a bais for arms conuol 

treaties. He reviewed the (operational) arms control agreements that had been negotiated 

over the period 1960- 1963, and concluded that while they had had virnially " no effect" 

upon the larger strategic balance of power, they were important in reducing overali 

tensions and in positively affecting superpower relations. As Sutherland noted, such 

agreements were "symbolic of a movernent towards accommodation -- and potentially 

detente. " However, like other DND studies, this one also cautioned about major 

structural reductions that could raise doubts about the continued viability of strateg ic 

stability. 

As for the general importance of arms control, Sutherland admitted that he had 

underestimated its significance in the past. While he stressed that such accords had 

rarely had a "major" effect on military capabilities, they are "a symbol of the movement 

towards mutual accommodation between the US and USSR, and they represent a 

significant cornmitment of prestige on the part of both governrnents." For that reason, 

Sutherland believed that arms control deserveci to be the object of continuing 

negotiations. 

Ho wever , the mus t signifiant obstacle p reventing a broad-based accord was the 

contrast between US and Soviet strategic forces. The US, the leader of a large and 
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geographically diverse alliance. had developed a balanced uiad (air. land, and sea-based) 

of nuclear forces, while the USSR, a Euro-Asian land power. had stressed its land-based 

nuclear weapons. Because of these force differeaces, lirniting particular weapons would 

prove very difficult, as each side could be expected to protect the system(s) in which it  

held an advantage. Further, the two countries did not share similar conceptual attitudes 

toward nuclear weapons. as the Soviets had no equivalent fascination with the Western 

concept of deterrence, and tended to view such weapons as just another source of 

military power. Thus, in a fuial analysis, Sutherland was not optimistic on the future of 

arms control, aithough he did believe that even relatively minor accords could have a 

positive influence on politicai relations. 

This review of Canadian thinking on arms control has revealed that officiais in 

DND had some concepnial difficulties with the theory. Rather than viewing it as a step 

to enhancing strategic stability, Canadian officiais were more likely to voice concerns 

over the dangers that arms control presented and the false expectations that it raised. 

While this is not to suggest that every DND study spoke negatively of arms control, each 

of the works examineci in this chapter expresseci caution in evaluating both its potential 

and its effects. As Chapter Seven highlighted the work of Robert Sutherland on nuclear 

strategy, this chapter has focused on the reports of G.D. Kaye of the Defence Research 

Board, the DND scientist who conducted the most intensive study of arms control and 

the conditions under which it might produce positive results. What remains to be 

determined, however, is how the observations offered in Canada differed from those 

developed elsew here. 
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Conce~ntal Thinkine on Arms Control. 1959- 1963 

As with the contributions in the field of nuclear strategy. most of the major 

snidies in arms control were written in the public domain. the majority by members of 

the growing civilian defence community. Indeed, as noted earlier, four books published 

during the period 1960-1963 are widely regarded as "classics" in the field -- Hedley 

Bull's The Control of the Arms Race, Thomas Schelling and Morton Kaplan's Strategy 

and Arms Control, Donald Brennan's (ed.) Arms Control. Disarmament. and National 

S-, and David Frisch's (ed.) Arms Reduction: Proorarns and Issues." While the 

precise argument varied, each offered the same basic message -- that arms control is 

capable of contributing to the stability of the military environment by means of conscious 

cooperation, or even collaboration, between potential adversaries. Further, it was argued 

that arms control agreements could reduce the likelihood of war, the damage that might 

be suffered should war occur, and the economic burden of defence preparation~.~ 

As in Chapter Seven, the following discussion will be divided into specific issue 

areas, in this case those of concern to arms control. Major contributions in the literature 

will be reviewed and a brief comparison with the relevant Canadian work(s) offered. It 

will become clear that, while sharing several assumptions and concerns, the thinking that 

evolved in C m &  was concepnially distinct. The issues that will be examined are: ( 1) 

suategic stability and arms control: and (2) the use of game theory and quantitative 

research methods . 
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lssue # 1 -- Suateeic Stability and Arms Conuool 

There is no opportunity in this section to review al1 the major arms control works 

from the period under consideration. Rather, I will examine four key studies -- works 

by Bernard Brodie, Hedley Bull, Malcolm Hoag, and Herman Kahn -- that represent 

different streams in the field (the work of Thomas Schelling will be examined in Issue 

#2). While three of the four authors are American, this focus is consistent with the role 

that US strategists played in the developrnent of arms control theory. As with the 

evolution of nuclear strategy, the role played by non-Americans, while important in 

specific sub-fields. was on the whole of secondary value. 

The consensus view in the civilian defence cornmunity was that arms control (in 

both its operational and strucniral forms) was a stabilizing development. and that such 

agreements could have positive saategic effects. One of the first attempts by a civilian 

suategist to examine this question was by Bernard Brodie, the dean of post-war American 

suategists. In his 1959 study Strategy in the Missile ~ e e , "  Brodie offered several 

observations on arms control. He noted that the US-Soviet arms race was threatening 

to spin out of control, and that measures to contain it deserved careful study. He 

criticized the "military mind" for routinely disrnissing arms control, suggesting that 

" military thinking has to move beyond its traditionai fixation on immediate advantage. " 

Specifically, Brodie believed that measures designed to reduce the possibility of surprise 

attack could not only lessen the chances of conflict, but were consistent with the US 

cornmitment to the strategy of deterren~e.'~ A variety of other measures might offer 

funher positive strategic benefits, although Brodie believed that many of these depended 



on the establishment of trust, which would prove difficult to negotiate. 

Brodie suggested that the best way to reduce the danger of surprise attack was to 

lessen the incentives for one, which could be done by encouraging deterrent, rather than 

aggress ive, policies. The most effective strategy for this was through procedures 

whereb y bodi sides could assure thernselves that deliberate attack was not being prepared. 

Brodie noted that as a key motivation behind an enemy attack is the belief that an 

opponent is preparing one of its own, he suggested that measures that reduce the 

probability of accidental outbreak of war also Iessen the possibility of preventative 

war." 

Repeating some of the observations that he had offered on nuclear strategy, 

Brodie argued that stability in the nuclear age was a mutual process and that the actions 

that make one side secure do not have the same effect on another actor (hence the 

"security dilemman). He noted that the most important consideration in national security 

was not the symmetry or asymrnetry of offensive power between adversaries, but the 

stability of the balance between them. And the most stable situation was one in which 

both sides had invulnerable nuclear forces. Brodie thus concluded that "stability is 

achieved when each nation believes that the strategic advantage of striking first is 

overshadowed by the trernendous cost of doing so." 

To Brodie, the key variable -- and question mark -- in this equation was 

technologid change, and among emerging technologies the most important was the 

introduction of bailistic missiles. Brodie believed that technology could disrupt the 

nuclear balance and therefore limits on its development couid enhance stability. In the 



456 

Cold War global security environment, every option. including that of arms conuol, 

needed to be considered. As Brodie observed, "nothing which has any promise of 

obviating or alleviating the tensions of [the present] situation should be overlooked." In 

sum, Brodie adopted a cautiously positive attitude toward arms control, and did not share 

the Canadian concern that reductions in nuclear forces necessarily result in a decline in 

strategic stability. 

The concept of stability and the role that arms control could play in enhancing it 

was further considered by Hedley Bull a few years later. Indeed, this question lay at the 

heart of The Control of the Arms Race, a book that largely focused on whether large- 

sa le  arms reductions were feasible and whether nuclear proliferation could be contained. 

Bull's basic position was that arms control held enormous promise. The 

possibility of reaching agreements to lirnit weapons deployments with an adversary had 

an obvious appeal. However, such agreements also raised a number of difficult issues. 

First, Bull recognized that there was no guarantee that even if such measures could be 

negotiated, the arms race would not be resurned at some future point. Indeed. should 

this occur, the cornpetition that would develop would be more severe than the initiai one, 

as both sides would be starting from a lower level of weaponry and would feel pressure 

to quickly achieve a position of strength. The instability that would be created in this 

environment would be worse than that which existed prior to the negotiation of the initial 

agreement. 

Bull examined other difficulties with arm control treaties. He noted that 

agreements could result in dramatic changes to the balance of power, something that he 
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believed should only be done with caution. He argued that the balance of power was an 

essential element in global politics and that it helped preserve the independence of 

sovereign states. As he noted, the balance maintains "the society of sovereign states 

from being transformed by conquest into a universal empire. "" While power balances 

were hardly a guarantee against conflict, Bull argued that in cornparison with possible 

alternatives (ie., one actor's preponderance of power), balances should be viewed more 

favourably . 

At the same time, though, Bull noted that the primary means by which balances 

of power are normally upset are adjustrnents in armaments and alliances; a state may 

increase iü military strength by increasing or improving its own military forces, or by 

gaining allies or depriving its opponents of them. He further observed that, by fortunate 

circurnstance, the two superpowers had acquired roughly equivalent military forces which 

had "provided a modicum of security." This balance should not be disrupted, and yet 

he believed that it would be without the negotiation of an arms control agreement, as it 

was only through the regulation of the arms cornpetition that the US-Soviet balance could 

be assured. The present environment was therefore a most unusual one, in that stability 

could be jeopardized both by the absence as well as the negotiation of arms control 

agreements. 

Bull argued that there were "powerful argumentsn which suggested that the 

maintenance of a stable nuclear balance required cooperative arms conaol masures. 

This hardly meant that the competition in weaponry had to be ended in al1 fields. On the 

contrary, Bull believed that competition had created the US-USSR military balance in the 
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first place. and that balance "may even be served by the further prosecution of the arms 

race in certain fields. "" Nonetheless, some degree of limitation was required, which 

would involve diffîcult decisions regarding the reduction of some weapon systems while 

others would be preserved at their present strength. Thus, certain weapons -- for 

example, heavily re-enforced missile sites -- were stabilizing , while others -- including 

anti-ballistic missiles and civil defence -- tended to undermine the suategic balance. The 

key lay in making the appropriate distinction and persuading one's opponent that both 

sides could benefit h m  cwperative measures. 

A third critical contribution in the arms control literature was a 1961 article 

written by Malcolm Hoag, an analyst who began his career at the University of Illinois 

before moving to RAND in 1952? Hoag stayed at RAND for the remainder of the 

decade, but in 1960 joined Robert McNamara's team of "whiz kidsn at the Pentagon. 

His article. "On stability in deterrent races, "" was vital as it summarized the thinking 

of an observer whose career had spanned academia. a civilian think tank. and 

government. 

Much of Hoag's article was an examination of the difficulties in maintaining 

stability in an environment where security is not dependent on political relations, but on 

the fear of retaliation in response to an attack. Hoag explained that in the absence of 

positive political ties, there are only three courses of action open to States -- to attack. 

to cultivate peaceful relations, or to run the risk of being atta~keci.~~ In the nuclear age, 

the third possibility raised the spectre of complete destruction, and thus Hoag argued that 

there is constant pressure on the superpowers to introduce directives that would ensure 
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that a pre-ernptive attack is carried out when it seems certain that an opponent is 

preparing to strike (ie.. "launch on warningn). While such a strategy entails an obvious 

risk, the dynamic of nuclear weapons and the impossibility of defence against hem form 

a powerful rationale in favour of it. As Hoag noted, "mutual deterrence that rests upon 

this shaky base can easily be converted to mutual incitement of the very event that one 

hopes to avoid.' It was because of this possibility that Hoag believed that arms conuol 

offered a useful approach to reducing tensions. 

Hoag examined some of the difficult issues that military planners in both the US 

and USSR encountered. Not secure on the basis of their enormous military power, both 

counuies face questions chat raise tensions between deterrence and de fence; between 

de fensive military preparations and those which might , under certain circumstances , be 

perceived as constimting a more offensive role. For example, Hoag obseried that 

questions often arise regarding whether money should be spent on making a country's 

military force invulnerable. or whether that money could be better spent on the purchase 

of additional offensive military hardware. Such questions defy simple answers, and 

reveal the contrasting pressures that military planners face. 

According to Hoag. arms control represented the best hope for maintaining 

security in an uncertain strategic environment. Such agreements could enhance stabil i ty 

and alleviate some of the pressures of military and political officiais. Unlike most 

observers of the &y, Hoag argued that such agreements could be both formai and 

informal, the latter offering a potential avenue that not only might prove easier to 

implement, but couid lead to still further agreements in future. In addition. tacit 
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agreements do not require extensive verification provisions or the release of sensitive 

information. At a time when making concessions of any kind was politically difficult. 

unilateral rneasures aimed at strengthening the deterrent system while reducing the 

sources of instab ility offered cons iderable promise. Indeed, Hoag bel ieved that the most 

effective rneasures were those that would reduce the possibility of an accidental nuclear 

WU, but not aiam potentiai enemies about nuclear credibility and thus potentially weaken 

deterrence. 

Lastly, even Herman Kahn, one of the most notorious (if ill-understood) American 

strategists, also expressed the view that arms control was beneficial and potentially 

stabilizing. In his (in)famous 1960 book On l'hermonuclear War," Kahn saw 

advantages in the mutual regulation of the conditions under which third parties might join 

the arms race and also saw how the cornpetition in particularly dangerous weapons 

technologies might be avoided. While he warned that arms control could be confused 

"with some form of premature disarmament. or at least with a general neglect of the 

armed services," carefully defined agreements and strict verification procedures would 

minimize such concerns. In his view, "successful and responsible short-run control 

rneasures are more likely to require large military establishments on both sides than die 

opposite. "" But the regulation and conaolled reduction of such establishments could 

be a positive development if carefully monitored and continually evaluated. 

This brief review of four major studies in the arrns control literature reveals a 

strikingly different emphasis than the Canadian works. While there was universal 

agreement that arms control was not a solution to the Cold War, there was clearly more 
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enthusiasm for such measures in the US. Even traditional realists like Bernard Brodie 

and Herman Kahn seemed more optimistic on the potential stabilizing role of arms 

control than Canada's Robert Sutherland and G.D. Kaye. As noted. the key 

consideration in the Canadian studies was ensuring that agreements did not disrupt or 

diminish the nuclear forces necessary to maintain stable deterrence. In this regard, a 

frequent emphasis was that arms control might threaten stability by reducing the 

mathematical certainty of retaliation. 

While there was a partial recognition of this concern in both Brode's and Bull's 

work, the emphasis of the studies cited (and much of the early arms control literature in 

generai) was quite different, in that there was a far greater faith in the ability to regulate 

the arms race in a manner that ensured and protected strategic stability. Rather than 

emphasize the stabilizing aspect of balanced nuclear forces, the arms control literature 

assumed that such deployments would ultimately lead to disaster, without ever precisely 

explaining why this would necessarily be the case (in this regard. one can see similarities 

with DEA's analysis of nuclear weapoos). Part of the explanation for this may have been 

the American understanding of deterrence, which as noted in Chapter Seven, was slow 

in appreciating the advantages of mutually invulnerable nuclear forces. Thus, this rnay 

have been the response of a community concerned and intirnidated by the rapid growth 

of Soviet nuclear forces. As will be discussed below, over time the offcial American 

position on arms control gradually moved closer to the Canadian model. as did the work 

of the small (but vocal) community of American arms control critics. 



462 

Issue #2 -- The Use of Game Theory and Ouantitative Research Methods 

The use of game theory in international politics was originally developed by the 

mathematician John von Neumann in the 1920~,~'  but it did not become popular in 

security studies until it began to be used as the methodology in a wide range of works 

by civilian defence scientists in the US. particularly Herman Kahn. Oskar Morgenstern, 

and Thomas Schelling. The importance of game theory was that it provided a means of 

reducing strategic problems to a manageable form in which the dilemma and the 

paradoxes of the age could be exposed and solutions explored. As Lawrence Freedrnan 

has noted. game theory "exemplified a certain type of thinking, presenting it in its purest 

form. "66 However, game theory could not predict how actors in reality would respond 

to situations approximating those in the models, given that decision-makers could 

atuibute different values to the alternative outcomes of a particular garne. Thus, even 

its most ardent supporters generaily appreciated its limitations (a point sorne of the critics 

of game theory consistently misrepresented6'). 

Among post-war strategists. the one who became best known for his use of garne 

theory was Schelling. Garne theury allowed Schelling to consider how the actions of one 

actor influenced those of others. Among his major findings was the recognition that in 

most conflict situations even adversaries share common interests and a degree of mutual 

dependence. Thus, most conflicts are variable sum garnes in which adversaries are 

engaged in both coercion and cooperation (what Schelling called "non- zero-sum 

games ") While each actor has a common interest in reaching an outcorne that is not 

mutually destructive, they differ over the precise form of the solution. As Schelling 
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noted, the mix of conflict and cooperation differ dong a range of possibilities from 

precarious partnenhip to incornplete antagonism. A related focus of his work was the 

ut il ity of tacit bargaining and the tendency of adversaries to informa11 y cooperate on 

issues of irnp~rtance.~~ Schelling thus argued that tacit bargaining provided an effective 

strategy of generating cooperation. In spite of such findings, the larger implication of 

his research was clear -- game theory could alen decision-makers to responses and 

policies that could jeopardize the fragile stability of the US-Soviet relationship (or any 

bilateral relationship). 

In particular, Schelling was concerned about the dangers of accidental nuclear 

war, and he argued that if such a war was to begin between the superpowers, it would 

most likely be sparked by the "Reciprocal Fear of Surprise Attack" (Chapter Nine of The 

Suateev of Confiict). Schelling used game theory and mathematical models to 

demonstrate that the US and USSR needed to reach agreements restricting the deployment 

of weapons systems that were both vulnerable to attack and made opposing forces 

vulnerable as well. Schelling argued that counterforce weapons upset the "stability" of 

the nuclear balance and heightened the incentives to launch a pre-emptive first-strike." 

If Schelling was one of the pioneers in the use of game theory for enhancing 

understandhg of conflict, he acknowledged its defects as well as its insights. He 

recognized that the payoff function should not dominate the analysis, and that the 

character of the game matrix was affected by the amount of detail or context that was 

provided. He also underlined the importance of experience in determining such factors 

as the degree of trust between adversaries and conceded that strategic principles relevant 
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to successful choices should not be derived "by purely analytic means from a priori 

considerations. "'l 

Schelling further understood that the use of game theory involved many 

uncertainties and that these could be exploited by rational players in conflict situations. 

Indeed, in his critical study The Strategy of Conflict,'* Schelling identified what he 

termed "suategy with a random ingredient". When considering the randomization of 

threats and promises, Schelling highlighted the fact that a promise is costly when it 

succeeds, a threat when it fails. When making a threat, there is always a risk that it 

might have to be carried out, and a m e r  risk of inadvertent fulfilment even if the 

adversary complies with one's demands. Thus, Schelling developed the notion of a 

"fractionai threat" -- a threat that carries the risk but not the certainty of being carried 

out. This, in turn, provided the basis for his subsequent elaboration of "the threat that 

leaves something to chancen. a concept that was one of Schelling's most distinctive and 

important ideas. 73 

Among the mathematical models that were developed for game theory, the two 

most popular were the prisoner's dilemma and chicken. The rules of the former 

essentially force potentid collaborators into conflict, while those of the latter encourage 

a mutually tolerable result while carrying the possibility of an unacceptable outcorne. 

While there is no need in this chapter to review the payoff matrices or assumptions of 

either game, the important point is that both demonstrate the significance of the 

expectation of future interaction. They reveal that how a player performs in one game 

affects perceptions of his likely performance in the future. Thus, if a player defecu in 
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one game he increases his possible problems for the next time. when the other player(s) 

can expect to be more cautious in how they pr~ceed.'~ If, on the other hand. over time 

an impression of weakness is created, the adjustments to behaviour can create dangerous 

instability, either because a player seeks to compensate for his image or his opponent 

seeks to exploit it. Both garnes reveal the dangers of stdemate in iterated play. although 

they also highlight the possibilities of risk taking in an uncertain environment where there 

is the potential of being rewarded for such behaviour." 

The use of game theory in international relations was pioneered by the Arnerican 

civilian defence cornm~nity.'~ And yet, while it was used extensively on studies on 

strategic stability, its specific use in arms control literature was surprisingly limited. For 

example, while Scheiling made extensive use of it in his 1960 book The Strateev of 

Conflict, game theory played only a smail role in his principal arms control study, 

Strateey and Arms Control. Neither was it explained or used in Bull's or Brennan's 

work, the two most influential studies from the period. Indeed, among other major 

studies, only Seymor Melman's Disarmament: Its Politics and Economics, and J.  David 

Singer's Deterrence. Arms Control. and Disarmament made substantive and sophisticated 

use of game theory and other forms of quantitative analysis. While several works 

revealed a general familiarity with game theory, many simply contained a discussion of 

the utility of the prisoaer's dilemma game, as if it was the only insight that game theory 

could offer the broader subject of arrns control. In this regard, one can conclude that 

while game theory was important in establishing the conceptual framework of arms 

control, the insights that it offered were not fully realized or appreciated in many of the 



466 

"classic" works. 

Given the conceptual failure to make use of game theory in early arms control 

studies. the work of Canada's G.D. Kaye can be viewed as both distinctive and 

influential. Like Thomas Schelling in the US, Kaye appreciated that game theory offered 

critical insight into strategic stability, as the nuclear balance revolved around issues of 

numerical advantage and the perceptions and expectations of others. One indication of 

the importance of his work was a December 1960 Defence Research Board memo in 

which it was noted that "various groups in the US were interested in the mode1 and 

analysis developed by Mr. Kaye."" While this memo did not identifj the "groups" in 

question. documentation from the period indicates that Kaye and several other DRB 

scientists made regular visits with arms control specialists in the US, particularly with 

those at the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), a federal office established 

in 1961.'8 Several rnemos and reports M e r  indicate that, while Canada's arms 

control community was small and lacked the research budget of our larger neighbour, 

American arms control specialists were impressed by the work of Canadiam and were 

eager to share views with them." 

As will be discussed in Chapter Eleven. Canadians were peripheral players in the 

arms control epistemic community chat emerged at this time, and thus the understandings 

and approaches that were reached in Canada received considerable attention in the US. 

This membership certainly gave them ample opportunity to exchange views . Indeed, it 

is interesthg to note that much of the literature that was critical of arms control that 

emerged in the US in the 1970s and '80s (examined below) shared much in common with 
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the Canadian studies completed in the 1 960s; most important1 y, that general reductions 

in nuclear forces might disrupt the essential stability of the strategic nuclear balance. 

While evidence of direct Canadian influence -- as with the discussion on nuclear strategy 

in Chapter Seven -- is difficult to provide, the general simifarity in findings combined 

with the close working relationship of specialists in the two countries again points to the 

broader importance of the Canadian studies. 

This discussion again reveals that Canadian defence oficials have not received 

the credit that their work deserves. While Canadians did not pioneer the use of game 

theory in arms control aoalysis, the work of G.D. Kaye compares favourably with the 

studies done in the US at the same t h e .  Thus, a rewnsideration of some of the core 

assurnptions in the field of strategic studies -- and more specificdly in arms control -- 

is called for. 

Canadian Thinkine on Arms Control and the non-US Based Factors 

This discussion of Canadian strategic thinking on arms control reveals that only 

one of the factors identified in Chapter One, technologicai change, was an influence on 

defence officiais. However, an additional factor -- prior Canadian thinking on nuclear 

weapons and strategy -- was an important secondary concern. The discussion that 

follows will thus be slightly different from that of the previous archival chapters, as it 

will examine the influence of previous Canadian strategic thought on a criticai security 

issue. 
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The period 1950-1963 witnessed enormous changes in the rnilitary environment. 

not only for the superpowers. but al1 States with defence forces. However. in the last 

few years of this period. these changes intensified. In short order, fighter aircraft were 

introduced that could fly at twice the speed of sound, nuclear-powered submarines 

capable of firing ballistic missiles were deployed, as were long-range intercontinental 

ballistic missiles. In addition. a further array of revolutionary military systems were 

introduced both at sea and in the air? While the US had a considerable edge over the 

USSR in the overall sophistication of its military forces, both sides had more than enough 

striking power to ensure that each could retain a retaliatory capability even if struck first. 

Canadian defence officials. more so than their American counterparts. understood 

the implications of this revolution. Appreciating that military superionty in the nuclear 

age was an essentially meaningless concept, Canadian officiais believed that the 

introduction of increasingly sophisticated weapons systems would not disrupt the strategic 

stability that existed. The military hardware available to both sides was such that not 

oniy was continued stability likely , but the balance itself was becoming increasingly 

difficult to alter (recall Sutherland's 1963 paper). While potentially disruptive weapons 

systems like anti-ballistic missile (MM) defences were being researched by both sides. 

it was realized that the fuiancial investment required would be b e n s e  and the net result 

might be a system that was relatively easy to di~rupt.~'  

However, arms control threatened to alter this balance. Rather than the fragile. 

tenuous environment that some observers in the US believed, this was not the 

understanding of Canadian defence officials . Measures designed to reduce or eliminate 
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weapons systems threatened to dramatically transform the nuclear balance. Most 

critically, the militaxy redundancy that had been developed at great expense would be 

called into doubt should particular weapons systems be reduced and/or withdrawn. At 

lower force levels, Canadian defence officials believed that either the US or USSR might 

be rempted to use force to resolve disputes, as the traditional dynamics of the security 

dilernrna would corne into play. Those dynamics ensure that the steps that one country 

takes to irnprove its security dirninish the secunty of its rival. In an environment where 

total weaponry had been reduced, officials would need to more carefully monitor the 

situation as the side that struck fust might be able to escape retaliation. Thus, far from 

the stable environment that arms control supporters believed would result from 

agreements, Canadian defence officials reached a very different understanding. 

The thinking that evolved in Canada on arms control was distinct from that of the 

US. However, in addition to an appreciation of the changes in the technological 

environment, a second critical influence on such thinking was prior Canadian strategic 

thought, and in particular the concept of strategic stability that developed in the 

Department of National Defence in the 1950s. Chapter Seven reviewed several of the 

conceptual studies in detail and thus there is no need to review them again. Suffice to 

note that, over the period 1951-1960 (the latter year being the fust in which m s  control 

becarne a primary concem of DND), several reports concluded that the most stable 

situation was one in which both sides had baIanced and invulnerable nuclear forces. The 

larger and more varied the nuclear force, the lesser the probability of a challenge. 

However, anything that disrupted that stability was viewed with concem and suspicion. 
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By calling into question the stability dynamic, arms control threatened to dismpt not only 

the nuclear balance but the larger East- West security relationship . 

The scepticism of G.D. Kaye, DND's principal arms control authority, was 

broadly shared in the department. Documents reviewed for this study reveal a 

department that was very cautious on the possible benefits that arms control offered. 

Whereas the principal studies (and observers) in the US emphasized the benefits that 

would result from lower force levels. Canadian reports emphasized the dangers. While 

there is no conclusive evidence that prior Canadian strategic thought infiuenced the 

thinking of Mr. Kaye and his colleagues at the Defence Research Board. this seems a 

reasonable conclusion to reach given the wide distribution that JEIMDS studies received 

and the unique and distinctive understanding that was reached in Canada. Perhaps most 

cntically, this discussion indicates that Canadian strategic thought had some broader 

relevance within the govemment. a point that will be the focus of the next chapter. 

Surnrnary 

Although arms control ultimately achieved widespread scholarly and public 

acceptance, and while arms control structures have become near-permanent instruments 

of diplomacy. success in the arms control field was, until recently. distinguished largely 

by its absence. This is not to suggest that a m s  control theory, as developed in the late- 

1950s and early-1960s. was necessarily wrong. It was surely correct to maintain that 

through dialogue each side could alleviate those feus on the part of the other which tend 

to spur needless strateg ic overreac tion. " If dialogue and technical discussions could 
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proceed , effectively decoupled from changes in po litical relations. was it not reasonable 

to anticipate that cooperation would prove sustainable, and Ihited technical agreements 

would lead to less lirnited ones with greater political content? 

And yet. any objective analysis reveals that the record of arms control never 

matched the initial promise (at least while the Cold War raged). There are a variety of 

factors that help explain this outcome, but perhaps the most significant one was the 

Western inability to accurately read Soviet motivations and intentions. The Soviets never 

adhered to the sophisticated strategic theorizing that came out of Washington in the 

1960s. Soviet writings of the penod consistently argued that deployments of nuclear 

weapons could not be contained. In a nutshell, the Soviets never agreed with the basic 

Amencan approach that arms control was essentially apolitical, and that it could be 

effectively de-coupled from the Iarger bilateral relationship. Rather, building on strategic 

lessons of their own history, the Soviet defence community comrnitted itself to 

developing a force posture that would secure the best possible outcome should war 

o c ~ u r . ~ ~  Weapons systems and defence programs that were deemed provocative in the 

West -- for example, high throw-weights, large yield ICBMs, civil defence preparations - 

- were al1 prudent and politically valuable in Soviet eyes. Thus, one of the essential 

building blocks of arms control -- that both sides agree on the importance of such 

measures -- was never bom out in reality. 

Part of the difficulty was no doubt related to flaws in the conceptual cornponent 

of the theory. Arms control processes exist precisely because States have interests in 

conflict, while the fact of conflict precludes arms control agreements of more than 
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panicular states of weapons balance or imbalance c a ~ o t  be frozen or closely controlied 

in their evolution so long as states view their armaments as principal instrumeilrs in 

prosecuting competing political ends? If one believes that m s  control processes can 

promote substantial changes in the military environment, then one must also endone the 

belief that armarnents c m  be decoupled from political conflict. 

This chapter has demonstrated that Canadians helped challenge some of the basic 

tenets of arms control theory, and that the flaws identified were to becorne part of the 

Iarger critique of arms control that developed in the 1970s and '80s. Essentially, the 

principal Canadian position, as descnbed by the JBMDS, asserted that strategic stability 

had been erected on a sophisticated edifice, with a system of mutual deterrence at its 

core. That system had taken over a decade to establish and contained invulnerable 

Amencan and Soviet nuclear forces. Any attempt to reduce or otherwise limit those 

nuclear forces would diminish deterrence stability and ultimately disrupt the stability of 

the system as a whole. Further, several quantitative studies completed by Mr. G.D. 

Kaye of the Defence Research Board demonstrated the inherent dangers in any 

deterrence-based system in which retaliation was not assured. Thus, the essential 

purpose and utility of structural arms control was questioned, and extreme caution was 

recommended in any set of arms control negotiations. 

The Canadian critique c m  be compared with some recent works on arms control 

that appear to share several of the same assumptions. Among cntics, the best known is 

Colin Gray85 (the sarne author who wrote one of the three articles on Canadian strategic 
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thought that this project has challenged). Gray has noted that arms control's position of 

authority arnong both the academic and defence cornrnunities in the US resulted in an 

unwillingness for many years to examine its basic premises. As he has observed, by the 

late 1970s arms control came to be regarded as "the high road to peace -- a belief or item 

of faith. which vote-seeking Western politicians of al1 political stripes did not dare 

challenge. 'lg6 Because of its close association with "peace" , anyone opposed to the 

concept was quickly labelled as being in favour of "war". However, with the arriva1 of 

Ronald Reagan in 1980, the American mood shifted as concerns over Soviet cornpliance 

with arms control agreements resulted in increasing calls to examine the potential risks 

of rneasures that reduced rnilitary deployments. 

In the last decade and a half, a body of literature has ernerged that has re- 

considered some of the primary assertions of m s  control theory. In his book House 

of Cards: Whv Arms Control Must Fail, Gray identifies four propositions central to the 

theory of arms control which he believes are flawed. The four are: (1) weapons and 

arms build-ups are a critical cause in the outbreak of war; (2) arms races are always 

unstable; (3) the behaviour of "revisionist" States can be modified through agreements 

and treaties; and (4) the argument that arms control automatically leads to enhanced 

stability is inaccurate and misleading." Gray's principal conclusion is that the more 

arms controt is needed, the less likely are the prospects of anything substantial k ing  

negotiated. A key component of this argument asserts that strategic stability is a poorly 

understood concept, and the relationship between weapons deployments, vulnerability, 

and risk taking continues to evade simple explanation. Gray further argues that weapons 
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per se are not de-stabilizing. and that large quantities of them make little difference in 

terms of conflict dynarnics or the possibility of conflict occurring in the fint place.88 

Readers should ihus note the conceptual similariries with the Canadian studies completed 

some 30 years ago. 

Lastly. if rnight be noted that, while arms control was widely accepted in the US 

policy comrnunity in the late 1960s and early '70s. attitudes towards it have fluctuated 

widely, and it has gone through extended periods where it has been out of favour in 

official Washington. Indeed, during most of President Reagan's term in office, many of 

the weaknesses that were identified by Canadian observers were accepted at an official 

level, as the administration emphasized the de-stabilizing nature of weapons reductions 

and the futility of reaching agreements with the Sovied9 

In sum, this analysis is important for two reasons: (1) it indicates that Canadians 

played a previously unknown role in the challenge of modern arms control theory; and 

(2) it (again) reveals a defence establishment that did not sirnply accept the strategic 

theories and doctrines developed elsewhere. In combination with the examination of 

Canadian thinking on nuclear deterrence, this author believes that there is grounds for 

a substantive reconsideration of the evolution of some of the basic conceptual theories 

of the nuclear age. Having identified Canadian strategic thinking in four different areas, 

attention will now shift to an examination of whether Canadian thinking was reflected in 

the defence policy of the day, and how a Canadian defence policy comrnunity (outside 

of DND) contributed to departmental thinking on various issues. 
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PART III 

THE BROADER CONTEXT: THE EFFECT OF CANADIAN STRATEGIC 
THINKING ON DEFENCE POLICY AND THE DEFENCE 

POLICY COMMUNITY 
(CHAPTERS 10 - 12) 



Chapter 10: Canadian Strateeic Thinkine and the Defence 
Policv Environment. 1950-63 

Chapters Six through Nine have revealed that Canadian defence officials 

miculated a range of strategic interests, and that these interests were not always 

synonymous with those of our allies. This finding represents a challenge to the 

scholarship in the field, and indicates that a reconsideration of the importance of the 

external environment thesis in Canadian defence may be d l e d  for. However, one issue 

that remains to be addressed is the question of whether strategic thinking had an influence 

on Canadian defence policy, or whether such thinking existed in a kind of bureaucratie 

vacuum, separated frorn the daily demands of policy and decision makers. This 

discussion will reveal that, while direct evidence is limited, such a linkage can be drawn. 

At the same time, though, readers are cautioned about reaching broad conclusions on the 

importance of strategic thinking strictly on the bais of its policy relevance. As will be 

discussed, the importance of Canadian strategic thought exists independently of any such 

direct linkage, a point that wiil developed later in the chapter. 

Prior to examining the links between strategic thought and defence policy, there 

wiil be a brief review of the major defence policy decisions of the period. While several 

of these events are familiar to readers as a result of the discussion of previous chapters, 

it may be useful if they were briefly summarized. 
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Decisions in Canadian Defence Policv. 1950- 1963 

Chapters Three and Four reviewed some of the major developments in Canadian 

defence over the period 1945-49. As the archival chapters have revealed. though. in the 

following years defence policy hardly remained static. A series of critical defence 

decisions were made, including increased air defence cooperation with the US. the 

decision to acquire (and ultimately delay the purchase of) nuclear weapons, and the 

decision to station Canadian troops overseas. Indeed, given their importance, one can 

argue that the basic framework of Canadian defence policy throughout the Cold War was 

set during this period. 

The first major defence developrnent of the period was the Korean war. As a 

result of the conflict, Canadian defence objectives became more precise. According to 

Canada's Defence Programme. 1951-52, the roles of the Canadian military were 

identified as: ( 1) the immediate defence of Canada and North America from direct attack: 

(2) the implementation of any undenakings made by Canada under the Charter of the 

UN, the North Atlantic Treaty, or other agreements for collective security ; and (3) the 

maintenance of an organization to build military strength in the event of total war.' 

With a clearly stated defence policy, military planning became much less complicated. 

The threat to North America and Europe was no longer an issue, and the need to re- 

equip Canadian units and integrate them into NATO and North American defence was 

not in doubt. The domestic defence debate thus turned from questions regarding the need 

for a Canadian rnilitary (which had dominated the discussion in the late-1940s) to 

rationalizing equiprnent requirements. 
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Among the early post-war decisions that had to be made were questions regarding 

Canada's alliance commitments. Shortly after formation in 1949, NATO developed three 

separate commands: Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR), Supreme Allied 

Commander, Atlantic (SACLANT) , and Commander-in-Chief, Channel (CINCHAN) . 

The alliance sought to maintain standing forces under each, and Canada was asked to 

contribute. In response, Canada largely structured its armed forces to meet NATO 

needs. The Army cornmitment was for an infanuy division, with one brigade group 

(approximately 6,000 men) stationed in West Germany and the balance in Canada ready 

to reinforce upon mobilization. The Air Force had an air division (6,500 men, 

comprising 12 squadrons with a total of 272 aircraft) stationed at bases in France and 

West Germany. Naval and naval air forces in the Atlantic were almost entirely 

earmarked for SACLANT as Canada assumed responsibility for a large part of the 

defence of the North Atlantk3 

As the Canadian government was making major commitments regarding NATO. 

its bilateral security relationship with the US became increasingly cooperative -- and 

formalized. Under the Military Cooperation Cornmittee (MCC) and the Permanent Io int 

Board on Defence (PJBD), the two countries jointly developed a series of plans for the 

land, sea, and air defence of the continent. In an age of atomic weapons and 

intercontinental bornbers, though, it was the air threat that most concerned the US. 

While Canada's political leaders may not initially have shared the urgency with which 

the militaries on both sides of the border viewed the Soviet threat, they appreciated that 

the US would want to take measures to counter that threat, and that such actions would 
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involve Canadian territory and air space. 

In 1958, the North American Air Defence Comrnand (NORAD) was established. 

While its formation was the subject of considerable debate (at least in Canada), in many 

ways it was the next "logical" step in an increasingly integrative and cooperative air 

defence environment. For al1 the rhetoric, NORAD was a joint command responsible 

to both governments that formalized a relationship that had been evolving for some tirne. 

However, NORAD was not and should not be confused with a NATO command. While 

NORAD supported NATO to the extent that it helped defend the North Arnerican region, 

there was no direct link between the two Save for reporting on general North American 

defence efforts through the Canada-US Regional Planning Group (CUSPRG). 

The 1950s saw Canadian defence policy -- in iü political. strategic, and even 

economic4 dimensions -- become increasingly linked with Western collective-defence 

efforts, dominated by the US. But the decade also saw Canada assume a defence role 

that would distinguish it from its Western allies. Under UN auspices, Canadians served 

in a number of peacekeeping and peace observation missions. Indeed, as a result of the 

1956 Suez Crisis, Canada's Secretary of State for External Affairs, Lester Pearson, 

helped define modern peacekeeping by proposing the deployment of an international force 

between Israel and Egypt. The initiative, which earned Pearson the Nobel Peace Prize, 

inaugurated a Canadian world role as a provider of peacekeeping forces. In addition, 

Canada became a strong supporter of arms control, and advanced several proposals. The 

decision to expend resources on both peacekeeping and arms control was consistent with 

Canada's overall approach to foreign and defence policy in the post-war period. Above 
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all, Canada sought to promote international order and stability, and saw in the 

furtherance of these two goals the best means of enhancing its own security? 

Alliance commitments Ied to confusion over defence and security policy in the 

period beginning around 1960. The Conservative Prime Minister, John Diefenbaker, and 

in particular the Secretary of State for External Affairs, Howard Green, were not as 

convinced as the prior Liberal government had been that Canadian prestige. 

independence, and influence were well served by close military cooperation with the US 

and NATO. In particular, they believed that if Canada acquired nuclear weapons (which 

it had committed itself to), it would rnean the abandonment of arms control efforts 

through the UN. This was one goal which they were not willing to forsake, and it 

sparked an intense political -- and intra-bureaucratie -- feud through the period 1960-63. 

While the Canadian government had a difficult time deciding whether to acquire 

nuclear weapons. it should be emphasized that it had no similar difficulty accepting 

alliance policies that relied on such weapons to deter the USSR. Indeed, it was the 

alliance policy of deterrence that quickly became the de facto policy in preventing Soviet 

military attack. Canada contributed in several ways to the successful functioning of 

deterrence, including: (1) as a direct supplier of uranium and e~iched  pl~tonium;~ (2) 

by complying with NATO directives that called for the deployment and use of tactical 

nuclear weapons in Europe; (3) by granting the US Air Force permission to operate two 

major air bases in Canada, one at Goose Bay, Labrador, the second at Harmon Field, 

Newfoundland; (4) by cooperating with the US in the air defence of North America; and 

(5) by cooperating with the US Navy in the naval defence of the North Atlantic, 



490 

including the maintenance and operation of underwater listening devices (to detect Soviet 

submarines). Through these roles, Canada's support of nuclear deterrence was 

unambiguous, in spite of the political uncertainties that were occasionally raised. 

The nuclear weapons controversy ended in the summer of 1963. a few months 

after the Liberals, under the leadership of Lester Pearson, won the federal election. A 

priority of the new governrnent was to improve bilateral relations with the US, which had 

been badly strained over the previous few years.' By doing so, Pearson was concerned 

about the maintenance of Canadian influence in NATO and Western alliance cohesion in 

general.' As had previous Liberal governments. Pearson viewed participation in 

Western collective defence masures as the cornerstone of Canadian defence and security 

pol icy . 

In 1964, the new government released the third Defence White Paper since 

Brooke Claxton's 1949 d ~ u r n e n t . ~  The Paper reaffirmed the existing roles of the armed 

forces in NATO and NORAD, but sought ways in which Canada could make a more 

identifiable -- and cos t-efficient -- contribution. Peacekeep ing rece ived particular 

emphasis dong with traditional alliance tasks, and protection of sovereignty was accorded 

special emphasis. But the most far-reaching change (at least on a military level) was the 

government's stated intention to integrate and unify the services by abolishing the Army, 

Navy, and Air Force as distinct entities and to create a single service -- the Canadian 

Forces. This step was taken -- with controversial results -- between 1964 and 1968, 

under the leadership of Defence Minister Paul Hellyer. 
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With these remarks establishing the key decisions in defence policy during this 

period, attention can nirn to an examination of how Canadian strategic thinking as 

articulated in departmental reports may have influenced specific policy decisions and 

affected Canadim actions. 

Strateeic Thinkin~ and Defence Policv. 1950- 1963 

Demonsnating that strategic thinking had a direct effect on Canadian Cold War 

defence policy is not a simple task. Indeed, documenting such a link raises many of the 

same difficulties that were encountered eariier in the study, when the intent was to 

determine the independent nature of Canadian strategic thought. In the following 

discussion, three sources of defence policy will be considered: (1) the annual DND 

defence statement, supplemented by the 1964 White Pa~er  on Defence; (2) speeches by 

political authorities and senior military officiais: and (3) the minutes of the Cabinet 

Defence Committee (CDC) meetings. While only the first is a forma1 source of policy. 

speeches and the minutes of the CDC often foreshadowed decisions. and thus the author 

believes they are legitimate sources as well. For each of these, the intent will be the 

same: barring direct accreditation (where the influences on a specific policy are 

specificaily identified), two indications will be interpreted as signifying possible 

influence: (1) references to passages that can be uaced to studies that were written by 

DND o f f i c i a  and (2) evidence that the conceptual thinking irnplicit in a policy decision 

(or the broader discussion underlying it) cm be linked to a departmental report. 
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However, a word of caution is called for. Readers should recognize that drawing 

a direct connection between the strategic thinking as articulated in a departmental study 

and a decision of policy is difficult. Policy making in Canada -- in both defence and 

security and other areas -- is the result of a wide array of pressures and constraints, of 

which the analysis produced by government officiais is only one. l0 Other considerations 

rnay include economic, legal, and social concerns, domestic politicai factors, the media. 

external pressures, and Canada's federal structure -- few of which are ever specifically 

identi fied . Thus, readers should appreciate that an mambiguous indication of influence 

is unlikely, and those iooking for such linkages are bound to be dicappointed by the 

following account (this point will be expanded upon in the chapter's concluding remarks). 

Rather, my intent in this chapter is to identify passages from policy statements and draw 

relevant cornparisons with strategic thought. and leave it to readers to reach their own 

conclusions. 

In addition, a bureaucratic impediment to possible linkage(s) between strateg ic 

thinking and defence policy might also be noted. As discussed in Chapter Eight, the 

period 1959-63 witnessed the steady decline in the bureaucratic influence of the 

Department of National Defence. During these years, the authority of the Department 

of Exte rd  Affairs grew, as it becarne the dominant source of advice to the government 

on issues related to defence and security.ll While the dispute between the departrnents 

can initially be traced to the NORAD air defence debate, it continued to fester in 

subsequent years and reached its climax with the disagreement over nuclear weapons in 

the early-1960s. Given this bureaucratic tug-of-war -- and the losing position of DND 
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within it -- one would not expect to see numerous cases of direct DND influence on 

policy. 

The first source of defence policy to be considered are the annual statements of 

defence objectives, which were released by the department between 1950 and 1960. 

While the staternents generally shied away from controversiai or difficult issues. some 

did comment on matters of critical importance. including strategic stability and nuclear 

weapons. It is these passages that are the focus of the following discussion. 

For example, the dangers of the nuclear age were considered in the 1955-56 

version of Canada's Defence Pro~ramme,'~ which contained passages that are reflective 

of several DND studies that were considered earlier. Under the section titled "Nuclear 

bombs and the future," DND reveaied that it had linle faith in the possibility of either 

side emerging victorious from a nuclear conflict, and thus its preference was to maintain 

the nuclear stalemate indefinitely (barring. of course, a peaceful resolution to the 

superpower dispute). The document read, 

for North America, the possibil ity appears for the first tirne 
of an attack that could cripple the militas. and industrial 
potential of Canada and the US. Should we ever be 
attacked with thermonuclear weapons, it is plain that our 
immediate problem would be national survival. Everyone 
not directly involved in an urgent rnilitary role would 
immediately be caught up in the problem of rescue, 
rehabiiitation, and the maintenance of immediate 
services, l3 

In this passage, the department -- and by extension the Canadian government -- 

recognized that in any nuclear exchange, North America would be darnaged just as badly 

as the USSR. Indeed, the passage refers to "national survival" as the "imrnediate" 
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problem after a nuclear attack. irnplying that rhere was no assurance that Canada and the 

US. even if they initiated the conflict (as US policy assumed), could survive a nuclear 

excbange. The implication was that the West had to respect Soviet rnilitary (and 

especially nuclear) power, as any misjudgment could result in global catastrophe. 

Emphasizing the horrific damage that would result frorn a nuclear conflict, the 

same report noted that "in wars of the past. families, towns, and even sizeable 

communities have been desaoyed. but thermonuclear weapons confront us with the 

possibility that major nations and perhaps the whole of mankind might be wiped out in 

consequences of future war."14 (emphasis added) This passage further reveals that the 

possibility of the Soviets inflicting horrific darnage in any confiict was understood. The 

report further recognized that such darnage may not be limited to any particular 

geographic region, but that the effects of a nuclear exchange would Iikely be global in 

scope. 

Readers w il1 recall that Chapter Seven discussed the Canadian recognition of the 

mutual nature of deterrence, which was quite distinct from the appreciation that emerged 

in the US, where deterrence focused on the ability of the US to destroy the USSR as a 

result of its strategic superiority. As part of that Canadian understanding. there was a 

recognition of the mutual destruction that would result from nuclear war. In particular. 

the 195 1 DRB study was quite specific on this point, as was the 1955 External paper that 

concluded that strategic stability would result from the munial fear of a nuclear exchange. 

It is important to recall, though, that this appreciation was not shared in the US. as while 

several congressional cornmittees reported on the darnage that could be done to the US 
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in a nuclear attack. the off~cial policy of massive retaliation (which was adopted just one 

year before this statement) accepted that the US could not be significantly damaged by 

the Soviets. The above passage from Canada's Defence Proeramrne. then. is reflective 

of several DND studies that were considered earlier, and indicates that the finding of 

mutual vulnerability was accepted at an official level. 

In subsequent reports. there was an appreciation of the importance of nuclear 

weapons and die deterrent that they offered. Thus. while the federai government proved 

unwilling to acquire nuclear weapons for Canadian forces in the late-1950s and early- 

1960s. this did not indicate a reluctance to support the policy of the deterrent. The 

Canadian accep tance of nuclear deterrence was fust revealed in the ear 1 y - 1 950s. lS 

although it was not untii the release of the 1957 Defence White Pa~er  that this 

dependence was unambiguously stated. This paper noted that: 

The best way to reduce the possibility of war of 
annihilation is to make plain to a potential aggressor that 
collectively the NATO allies have built up their forces 
primarily as a deterrent to war. The foremost element of 
these forces is retaliatory striking power, provided by the 
US Strategic Air Command with nuclear weapons produceci 
in that country; it is being supplemented by the United 
Kingdom in that regard! 

Readers will recall that the emphasis on nuclear deterrence was the fiequent -- indeed, 

perhaps the dominant - emphasis of DND studies of the period, and the acceptance of 

it at an official level indicates a bureaucratic victory for the department over DEA, which 

while not opposed to nuclear weapons, wished to see their overall influence decrease. 
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In the 1960 departmental statement. there was a recognition that stability was the 

result of the nuclear stalemate, not nuclear superiority as was frequently argued in the 

US. Thus, this statement observed that "the combination of the development of the 

nuclear bomb with new and faster means of delivery has created what has been described 

as a nuclear stalemate. In other words, the Communist world recognizes that a nuclear 

war with the West would only end in mutual destruction. "17 Later in the report. it was 

observed that "radier than try to win a war, (NATO) must prevent a war because we 

know that it really means mutual destruction in many parts of the alliance and the world - 

- as long as an act of aggression fails to rnaterialize, then our efforts and those of our 

allies can be coasidered successf'ul. We will have succeeded in deterring war. " Readers 

should recognize a conceptual linkage with the 1955 min departmentai studies that were 

examined in Chapter Seven. The notion that stability was the result of invulnerable 

forces on both sides was a frequent emphasis of Canadian strategic thought. 

In both of these statements, DND accepted that stability was a mutual process. 

and that the creation and maintenance of powerful Western rnilitary forces was intended 

to deter attack -- not instigate it. Additionally, there was a recognition that nuclear 

conflict would result in m a s  destruction, and it was therefore absurd to tdk about 

"victoryn in the nuclear age. This was a very different emphasis than the one drawn by 

officiais in the Department of Defence in the US, and reveals that policy thinking in 

Canada reflected distinctive interests and concerns. 

Perhaps a word of explanation is required at this point. Readers will recall that 

in the US, the emphasis was on emerging victorious in a nuclear conflict, a finding that 
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was elaborated on in several studies written by members of the civilian defence 

community (not to mention codified in several policy directives). In addition, a further 

focus was the danger that resulted from the vulnerability of US strategic forces. On the 

conuary. in Canada the emphasis was on the mutual nature of deterrence, and the need 

to assure a position of strategic equivalence and vulnerability among American and Soviet 

suateg ic forces. 

To those readers, however, who are unconvinced of the importance of such 

passages, it should be recognized that issues of vulnerability and strategic stability were 

among the most important defence and security concerns facing the government. 

Defence policy does not always revolve around questions of weapons acquisition and 

military roles. Rather, at times it addresses more fundamental concerns like the future 

of warfare and prospects for survival. Such issues may not lend themselves to simple 

decisions of immediate policy, but they nonetheless play a critical role in influencing 

subsequent decisions, from the kinds of military hardware systems that are required to 

the defence roles and missions that are accepted. 

Thus, attitudes on the prospects of future conflict were much more important than 

the reflections of a few defence scientists on a disturbing potential reality. For example, 

if strategic stability was already quite robust (as it was believed to be), then there was 

little need to spend large sums of rnoney on M e r  improvements to the strategic forces. 

If, on the other hand, it was believed that stability was not yet assured, this would 

necessitate the purchase of additional military hardware. Further, the thinking on this 

issue could have a critical affect on how an actor (or actors) behaved during a crisis, and 
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that might lead to a wider conflict. Overall, then, one can observe that policy thinking 

on deterrence and vulnerability evolved in a manner that was consistent with the 

Canadian departmental studies -- studies that challenged many of the American reports 

of the tirne. 

Perhaps the clearest example of the influence of Canadian strategic thought on the 

defence policy process is the 1964 White Paoer on Defence, which while fdling outside 

the t h e  period of this study, was largely written in 1963 in preparation for its release 

in February 1964. This paper represented a return to the policy fold of DND, and 

reflected a N n  away from the increasingly neutralist tone of foreign and defence policy 

that had emerged over the previous few years at the Department of External Affairs. 

The section titled "Considerations affecting future policy," rads almost as if it 

was iifted from one of R.J. Sutherland's departmental studies. On the issue of the 

possib ility of nuclear conflict, the White Paoer noted that 

military technology rnust be expected to go on changing 
rapidly. As long as the US and the Soviet Union both 
possess the ability to inflict unacceptable damage on the 
other, regardless of quantitative disparities in saiking 
power. calculated dl-out thermonuclear war would be 
irrational and is, therefore. improbable. However , in the 
absence of a settlement of major East-West political 
probleas, the maintenance by the West of the capacity to 
deter thermonuclear war will remain an essential military 
and political necessity , w ith the main responsibility resting 
on the strategic resources of the US.'' 

Readers should note a conceptual linkage with several of the Sutherland and JBMDS 

papers examined in Chapter Seven (recall, in particular, "Trends in strategic weapons 
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and concepts"}. Indeed, this linkage is so unambiguous as to indicate a clear example 

of the influence of Canadian strategic thought. Sutherland wrote on several occasions 

that nuclear war was both unlikely and irrational, and in spite of the nuclear build-up (or 

rather because of it), strategic stability was assured. 

An additional focus of the White Pa~er  was Canada's strategic policies, and the 

influences that had affected them. Thus, this section opened by noting that "strategic 

policies are -- or ought to be -- the basis of plans. rnilitary prograrns, major procurement 

decisions, and the establishment of prior ities for research and development. " Because 

of the rapid technological and politicai changes over the period 1945-1963, Canada's 

strategic policies had been in flux, as "difficult adjustments have been called for on the 

part of al1 nations." This reference may have been an attempt at defending the indecision 

that had plagued Canadian defence policy during the Diefenbaker years. The paper went 

on to note that the major debate in suategic planning in the early-1960s was between two 

different conceptions on the role that nuclear weapons should play in military affairs -- 

between those who advocated "immediate" reliance on nuclear weapons, and those who 

supported a strategy of "options" (ie., "graduated deterrence"). This was a critical point, 

and one that had enormous implications for Canada, both as a member of NATO and as 

a country which had recently acquired its own nuclear weapons. 

The White Paoer noted that graduated deterrence was a "reaction" against the 

doctrine of massive retaliation. It was based on the notion that the Western alliance 

should not be placed in a position of excessive reliance upon nuclear weapons, or more 

generally, of being compelled to employ force in a manner incompatible with broad 
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Western aims and objectives. The strategy thus placed increased emphasis on 

conventional forces. The White Paper concluded in favour of a form of graduated 

deterrence, noting that "it is the policy of the government. in determining Canada's force 

structure for the balance of the decade, to build in maximum flexibility, " an indication 

that Canada wished to maintain choices in the ways in which it responded to defence and 

foreign pol icy crises . 

The notion of "flexibility" was one of the principal recommendations of the 1963 

defence task force that was established to review Canadian defence policy in the 

aftermath of the Liberal election victory . lg This committee recommended that "a 

continuing aim of Canadian defence policy is obviously to maintain flexibility : that is the 

ability to respond to events rather than to be dominated by events. Flexibility is achieved 

through the possession of alternatives. *'?O The similarity between this passage and the 

one cited above in the White Pa~er is obvious, and considering that this committee was 

estab 1 is hed to examine the alternatives facing Canada and make pol icy recommendations . 
direct influence in this case appears quite likely. 

A second example of a departmental study making this suggestion was the Report 

of the Special Studies Group in Iune 1963 (the Carpenter Report)." This report began 

by noting that Canada's post-war defence concept had been driven by the requirements 

of NATO and NORAD, both of which were dorninated by "total war" concepts. While 

the report argued that that strategy may have been reasonable at one time, it was no 

longer desirable in the strategic environment of the 1960s. In fact, given Canada's 

support of alliance military strategies, it was currently unable to "exploit" its geography 
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and political features to make effective contributions toward limited war and crisis 

situations, precisely the kinds of engagements which would become more cornmon in the 

future. 

The report observed that the key to ensuring an effective Canadian contribution 

to international security was to remain adaptable to changing global conditions. As it 

noted, 'the key to the solution must, of course, be flexibility. " It defined this in terms 

of being able to adapt to two specific roles: (1) those which would enable Canada to 

provide the forces which would be useful in non-European ("other") parts of the world; 

and (2) equipping and training forces in such a way that while maintaining an adequate 

role for traditional defence missions. they would have a capability in "cold and lirnited 

war operations." As the report concluded. "by adopting and appiying such a policy of 

flexibility, Canada would be in the best position to make the most effective contribution 

to her own and her allies' security and freedom. " 

A third example of the concept of "flexibility" being advocated in a DND 

deparunentai report is the 1962 study prepared by the Joint Staff, titled 'Reductions in 

Canada's defence commitments: Major alternatives. In a section on "technological 

and strategic developments," the report observed that the new emphasis on "a wider 

liberty of choice" and "controlled nuclear response" represented a reversal of the trend 

toward greater emphasis on purely nuclear responses to defence challenges. Greater 

choice offered advantages to both the US and USSR, as neither side would be dependent 

on a response which could threaten to bring about a wider conflict. As the study noted. 

"the agenda of plausible military contingencies has been expanded and the range of 
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necessary Western capab ilities has increased. This is the price of diminis hed rel iance 

upon nuclear weapons and, one may hope, of a more flexible Western policy." 

Of course, readers should recognize that the concept of "graduated deterrence" 

was not a Camdian one. Coined shortly after the articulation of massive retaliation in 

the US, the term can be traced to the British strategist Sir Anthony Buzzard. who noted 

in a 1956 article" that the response to aggression should be tailored to fit the crime, or 

as he noted "we should not cause, or threaten to cause, more destruction than is 

necessary." Ideally, the Soviet Union would reciprocate in this regard, but even if it did 

not, it would still be preferable for the West to unilaterally adopt the saategy. The aim 

was to develop a form of warfare that would be "sufficiently costly to an aggressor to 

make local aggression not worthwhile, " but not so terrible "that any threatened country 

would shrink from using atomic weapons to defend itself." 

By the early-1960s. the British concept of graduated deterrence had been largely 

replaced by the American one of "flexible responsew . Identified by the American 

Secretary of Defence Robert McNamara in 1962, flexible response envisaged a broad 

expansion of non-nuclear limited-war capabilities. The aim was to replace the incredible 

threat of massive retaliation with a more plausible one to meet the enemy at a lesser and 

more "appropriate" level of violence? In a speech delivered at the University of 

Michigan, McNamara called on NATO to improve its conventional forces strength. To 

those who argued that the risks posed to the enemy by this revised strategy were less 

than those in the threat of massive retaliation, McNarnara countered that this 

disadvantage was compensated by the increased likelihood of the threat actually being 
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carried out. In other words, flexible response. far from undermining deterrence, actuall y 

enhanced it. " 
The concepts of graduated deterrence and flexible response were a frequent 

emphasis of DND studies. In a report prepared by R.J. Sutherland in 1962.26 it was 

noted that the US was shifting away from a reliance on nuclear weapons and towards a 

position of "wider freedom of choice." As the author explained, "this means that 

although the US will continue to maintain and improve its nuclear capabiiities. it will 

reduce its immediate dependence upon nuclear weapons by maintaining suonger 

conventional forces. " Sutherland called this shift a "deterrence-plus " suategy . However . 
he also noted that the "controlled" nuclear response meant that if the US was to engage 

in nuclear war, "it would do so in as rational and responsible a fashion as circumstances 

permitted. " To Sutherland, "responsible" in this context rneant that cities should be 

avoided, and should only be attacked in retaliation. In this paper, Sutherland attempted 

to explain recent developments in US defence policy, many of which were not widely 

understood outside the immediate defence community . 

This discussion indicates that the notion of "flexibility " in both conventional and 

nuclear weapons had a long history in Canada, and that there had been a number of DND 

studies that had examined the concept in detail. The term had been employed both in 

terms of Canadian defence commitments and those of the Iarger alliance. Readers should 

thus recognize that the findings and recommendations of several departmental studies 

bear a resemblance to the need for "flexibility" that was stated in the White Paper. 
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Indeed. the White Paper contained further passages that appear to contain -- or 

at the very l e s t  are reflective of -- additional recommendations of DND studies. For 

example, on the question of nuclear weapons for Canadian forces. the White Paoer 

explained that the decision involved three principal considerations: (1) the costs and 

consequences of joining the " nuclear club " ; (2) Canada's political responsibil ities as a 

member of a nuclear alliance: and (3) the availability of nuclear weapons to Canada's 

armed forces. The paper discussed each of these concerns. noting that the first was 

large1 y " fictitious " , the second revolved around Canada's desire to remain a full member 

of the alliance, while the third was "subordinaten to political concerns. In both iü tone 

and substance, the arguments were reflective of Sutherland's January 1963 paper on 

nuclear weapons ( "Some problems of Canadian defence policy ") . This link becomes 

even more apparent when one considers the conclusions of the White Paper on nuclear 

acquisition, many of which read almost exactly 1 ike Sutherland's paper. " These passages 

-- and the departmental studies that influenced them -- indicate that DND had re-acquired 

its traditional authority under the new Pearson government, and that as far as defence and 

security policy was concerned. the department was again a principal source of policy 

influence. Furthemore, within DND , R.I. Sutherland had acquired a considerable 

reputation, as a result of both his published study in International Journal (written in 

1962) and his rapid rise through the bureaucratie ranks. 

In addition to specific passages in governrnent reports and statements. a second 

rnethod by which the influence of strategic thought on Canadian defence policy cm be 

demonstrated is to examine speeches made by Cabinet rninisters and senior officiais. For 
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revealed the government's thinking on deterrence? The Minister noted that, 

To meet the threat of Soviet attack, we have evolved the 
principle of the deterrent. This meam that we build up 
such a thermonuclear strength and such an abundant means 
of fast, sure delivery of that thermonuclear strength that it 
will deter any aggressor from initiating an attack on us -- 
knowing that if he does he will irnrnediately -- and I mean 
immediately -- be subjected to intensive retal iatory attack 
to an overwhelming degree. 

In this passage, the core argument of deterrence was explained. Stability was defined 

as resulting fiom a situation where both sides unders td  the consequences of a nuclear 

attack, and that under no cùcumstances could such an attack be successful. Given this 

recognition, it would be kational for a decision-maker to initiate a nuclear exchange. 

The focus of deterrence was on building-up one's strength so that no attack could succeed 

-- not on developing a superior force posture that could threaten others. 

Later in the speech, Campney made reference to the costs and consequences of 

the use of nuclear weapons by either side. He noted bat, 

Once hll-scaie war becornes a suicide pact as it would be 
today -- the victors would win little more than an atomic 
ash heap. War can therflore no longer be regarded by uny 
natr'on, men the most cold-blooded aggressor, as an 
iItSfil(ment of nafional policy . The unleashing of war today 
would bring down on the instigator such appaliing forces of 
retaliatory destruction as can stagger the imagination. 
(emphasis added) 

The language used in this passage was similar to that used in the 1955 DEA study. The 

passage reveals that at the t h e  that massive retaliation was the strategic policy of the 

US, Canada's attitude toward nuclear conflict was substantively different and focused on 
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the dangers and consequences of a nuclear exchange. It also indicates that the 

depanmenr was re-examining many of its traditional attitudes and assumptions. At a time 

when both the US and USSR were deploying ever greater numbers of nuclear weapons. 

DND was unsure whether the use of force remained a rational object of state policy . 

Many of these observations were expanded on in a speech given a few months 

later in June 1956, when the Minister spoke on "Nuclear war and the deterrent. "" On 

the issue of war avoidance. Campney noted that "the threat of war continues. As long 

as this is true, our best hope is, undoubtedly. in the maintenance of a strong and 

compelling deterrent." Rather than emphasize the ability of the US to obliterate the 

USSR (which was the emphasis of Arnerican snidies). CarnpneyTs focus was on the 

maintenance of strong nuclear forces, forces that Canada contributed towards in many 

ways. As the Minister explained, strategic forces needed to be defended by radar, air 

defences, and an effective military command and control structure, and these were al1 

missions that Canada played a part iri. Provided al1 of these forces were deployed, 

defended, and maintained, credibility was assured. as any attack would result in a 

devastating retaliatory blow.'' in this regard, readers should recall the air defence 

studies examined in Chapter Six, which identifed the purpose of enhanced air defence 

cooperation between Canada and the US. 

A speech made by Defence Minister Douglas Harkness in February 1961 is 

notable for the observations that it offered on the use of force and Canada's defence 

cornmitments. l This speech emp hasized the continued prirnacy of force in global 

politics, and revealed bat  DND had re-considered its earlier position, perhaps a result 

of its desire to see Canada honour its nuclear cornmitments. Minister Harkness noted 
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that "despite the rhetoric. there is no doubt that force, and the threat of force ... has not 

yet been renounced as an instrument of policy. " Corning at a time when the Secretary 

of State for Extemal Affain, Howard Green, was arguing that force was declining in 

utility. the statement reveals the gulf that existed between the two departments on the 

issue. In a similar fashion, the Minister also comrnented on the calls for Canada to 

become a neutral country (and join the ranks of the " non-aligned ") . Harkness stated chat 

"it may be tempting to make a vimie out of the wish to save on defence expenditures, 

but 1 for one am convinced it would at best give us only momentary notoriety afier which 

we would f i d ,  as one wnter recently put it, that we 'should be relegated to the rear 

ranks of the neutral chorus. ' " 

A few cornments can be made on these observations. First, the recognition that 

force remained a central aspect of global politics was explicitly made in several JBMDS 

and Sutherland studies in the early- 1960s. While seemingly a trivial point. readers 

should note that at the t h e  many observers were suggesting that force would have no 

role in resolving future  dispute^.^' Thus, the passage reflects a traditional power- 

politics approach to international affairs. Further, the dismissive comrnents on the 

possibility of Canada becoming non-aligned stand in clear contrast to statements made 

by DEA officiais. While the precise identity of the "writer" in question cannot be firmly 

established, the passage is certainly reflective of Sutherland's thinking as expressed in 

several reports. Lastly. in the speech's final paragraph. the Minister noted that "if 

Canada is to maintain her position of self-respect and influence in the councils of the 

world, she must continue to play her part in contributhg to the combined strength of the 
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West in protecting nuclear power which has prevented. ..a general war from breaking 

out. " With its emphasis on Canadian political interests and how those interests could not 

be divorced frorn security policy, the passage is reminiscent of several JBMDS studies. 

Perhaps the clearest and most unambiguous example of the influence of R.J. 

Sutherland's writings came in a speech delivered by the Chief of the Air Staff, Air 

Marshal Dunlap, to the National Defence College in Kingston in July 1963 ." This 

speech, coming only a few months after the federal election in which the Liberals were 

renirned to power, represented an attempt by the CAS to set the record straight on the 

question of Canada's defence comrnitments to the West and the precise nature of the 

nuclear dispute. 

In the early pan of the speech, Dunlap addressed the recent controversy. He 

noted that nuclear weapons were "the most frustrating problern ever faced" by the 

RCAF. and that the lack of a decision had been "highly embarrassing" both at home and 

abroad. He noted that the indecision had been detrimental to the morale of the service. 

While the Air Marshal appreciated that al1 opinions needed to be given equal attention 

in an election campaign, he noted that "it is stretching credulity " to suggest that this was 

a reasonable explanation for the "rnany completely inaccurate statements made on defence 

matters [during the campaign]," an indication that the military did not believe that the 

basic facts of the dispute had been widely understood. 

With regards to defence missions, Dunlap made some comments on the roles 

performed by the RCAF. On air defence, he noted that "armchair strategists" had long 

criticized the North American Air Defence Comrnand. but he argued that the decision 
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to establish a binational conunand had been the correct one and that NORAD had long 

since demonstrated its strategic value. indeed, the combination of lesser-than-expected 

deployments of Soviet missiles along with the continued maintenance of Soviet bomber 

forces made the operation of the command essential. As Dunlap further noted, the 

absence of such a command would almost certainly lead the Soviets to re-emphasize 

bomber production, which was much less expensive than a missile prograrn and therefore 

would not present as many dificulties (particularly financial ones) to Soviet decision 

makers . 

As for the question of Canada's air contribution to Europe, the Air Marshal 

defended the stri.ke/reconnaissance role for the RCAF, noting that the controversy 

surrounding it was (again) due to "a lack of understanding of the difference between 

strategic and tactical [air] operations. " While he realized that the air defence role may 

have been "more compatible with domestic politics and the temper of the Canadian 

public, " he suggested that the suike role was a vital one, and it was also "virtually the 

only role available to [Canada] outside of the one in the strategic field which would. of 

course, be politically unacceptable. " This is not to suggest, though, that Dunlap had no 

reservations about the mission. As will be discussed below, the Air Marshal had some 

serious concerns about whether it was an appropriate one for Canada. 

On the question of Canada's larger defence cornmitment to Europe, Dunlap 

expanded upon some of the political observations that had been offered by Harkness two 

years earlier. He noted that, 



We are obligated. as a member of an alliance from which 
we draw protection. to ma.ke a proponionate contribution. 
If that contribution is to be tangible. rneaningful. and 
realistic in the eyes of Our European allies, and if we wish 
to illustrate an irrevocable cornmitment to aid in the 
defence of Europe, then we must have forces physically 
present in that theatre. 

The Air Marshal observed that as a result of Canada's European defence contribution, 

Canadian statesmen were given additional authority, which permitted this country to play 

an important role in NATO councils. A linkage was thus drawn between Canada's 

alliance commitments and its larger political affiliation. an argument that DND officials 

would make more frequently in the future. 

While the precise importance of this speech is difficult to determine. it did 

foreshadow several important defence decisions. particularly as they affected the RCAF. 

Nuclear weapons were accepted and acquired by the end of the year, and within a few 

months of the Liberals taking office, Canada had begun to re-emphasize its traditional 

Western ties, a dramatic reversal given the neutralist approach of the previous Tory 

govemment. In addition, Canada began to stress the role it could play within NATO, 

and the positive benefits that alliance membership offered. 

Readers will again note that Dunlap's remarks on the nuclear controversy appear 

to bear a strong resemblance to those made by Sutherland in his departmental study, 

"Some problems of Canadian defence policy." An additional DND study might be 

briefly noted here, as it also foreshadowed several of Dunlap's political arguments. The 

1962 Joint Staff Working paper discussed earlier, "Reductions in Canada's defence 

comrnitments: Major alternatives," looked at the possible consequences of any decline 
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in Canada's defence cornmitment to Europe. and concluded that there would be 

significant costs. These costs were identified as political, security-related, and economic. 

Indeed, perhaps the most important observation of this study was that by reducing the 

Canadian contribution to Western defence. Canada's international image would be 

eroded. As it noted, 

Damage to this "image" has ramifications extending to such 
areas as the scramble for foreign investment, the 
competition for immigrants, commercial competition, and 
Canada's ability to hold skilled manpower against the 
attraction of the US. These are imponderables but they are 
by no means unimportant: in the long run they may well 
prove central to Canadian national survival. 

It is clear from this passage that DND was increasingly recognizing the link between 

political and security interests, and that reductions in the latter would have a detrimental 

impact on the former. In the paper's conclusions, it was observed that withdrawing from 

Canadian defence commitments involves questions related to Canada's "most vital 

national interests" and the airns and purposes of Canadian strategic policy. Thus, no 

decision should be taken without full "awareness and understanding" of the facü. As 

noted, Dunlap's speech of the following year made many of the same points, and it stood 

as a defence against those observen who had begun identibing measures by which 

Canada's total defence commitments could be reduced? 

Lastly, an additional focus of Dunlap's speech may be noted, one in which the 

Air Marshal raised doubts about the future role of the Air Division in Europe, which at 

the time was in the process of acquiring the nuclear weapons with which it could perform 

the strike-reconnaissance mission. 



Dunlap had serious reservations about the role. He ernphasized that the Soviets 

appeared to be stressing a non-nuclear attack position, and if this trend was to continue. 

it "might well influence the attitude of our government. " He noted that "the governrnent 

is sensitive about nuclear weapons generally and particularly sensitive about Our strike 

role.. . If even a tenuous case can be made for a conventional role for the Air Division, 

then it is quite possible that our assignrnent might be chnnged when the rime arrives to 

replace the CF-104s." (emphasis added) It is thus apparent that Dunlap appreciated the 

political damage caused by the nuclear controversy, and indicated that the military was 

prepared to give up the role. 

Readers will undoubtedly pause at these comments. Coming at the very tirne that 

the nuclear weapons controversy was being resolved, it is perhaps puzzling that the Air 

Force's top-ranking official would speak out on the possibility of changing the role of the 

Air Division. And yet, this speech came only two weeks afier an interna1 departmental 

report was written by R. J. Sutherland on the CF-104, a report that raised several critical 

concems . 35 

This paper exarnined the specific issue of future procurement of additional CF-104 

aircraft. The study's prirnary focus was whether Canada intended to retain eight 

operational squadrons of aircraft in Europe into the 1970s. If this was, in fact, the 

govemrnent's intention, then Sutherland believed that a decision on future procurement 

would be required before 1964, a consequence of "normal" operational att.ritiod6 and 

the lengthy production schedule of the aircraft. W l e  no specific recommendation was 

offered on this question (four options were rather given), Sutherland did address many 
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other issues in the study . 

A careful reading of the report indicates that Sutherland had significant 

reservations about the strike mission. Two specific difficulties were discussed: (1) the 

CF-104s were in a vulnerable siniation, and in any crisis they would be a tempting 

military target for Soviet attack; and (2) the on-going difficulties that the French refusal 

to cooperate in NATO nuclear planning was having on Canadian forces." Together. 

the two problems raised questions about the desirability of the role. 

While Sutherland's report was careful not to make specific recommendations on 

the future role of the CF-104s, other deparimental studies were more explicit. Included 

among such accounts was the 1962 Carpenter Report, which was noted earlier for its 

emphasis on the need for the Canadian military to maintain " flexibility " in how Canada 

would react to future military crises. In a letter attached to the report (addressed to the 

Chief of the Air Staff).)' Air Commodore Carpenter suggested that the 

strike/recomaissance mission was a dubious one, as the "airfields [where Canadian 

aircraft were based] would likely be attacked by USSR missiles in the initial attack of a 

war. " In light of two additional factors -- Canada's nuclear "reluctance" and the French 

difficulties with the mission -- Carpenter concluded that the strike role was "neither 

militarily nor politically sound. Therefore, 1 consider it urgent that this programme be 

re-examined." In the letters' fml paragraph, Carpenter stated that he "strongly 

recornmended" altering the role of the Air Division to a "tactical mobile reserve force." 

Indeed. as far back as March 1960, the Department had recognized that the 

Canadian Air Division was vulnerable to Soviet attack, and could not be considered pan 
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of the "secure" NATO retaliatory suike force. This was the principal finding of a 

JBMDS report titled "The vulnerability of ACE air strike forces to ballistic missile 

attack. "39 This report examined a number of conflict scenarios. and concluded that the 

European Air Division presented a tempting target to Soviet military forces. noting that 

"USSR plamers are likely to consider air strike forces as high priority targets. " While 

the report identified some defensive measures that could reduce the vulnerability of the 

airf3elds, most of these steps (ie., aircraft alerts, hardening, etc.) were unlikely to have 

much of an effect in a conflict situation. 

This discussion indicares that the vulnerability of the RCAF's European Air 

Division was recognized as early as 1960, and that a debate on a more acceptable role 

for rhe Division originated wirhin DNû long before political officiais in the late-1960s 

raised doubts about the role." While these concerns were not immediately translated 

into specific mission alternatives for the RCAF, it is important to emphasize that the 

military recognized problems with the assignment, a point that has gone unrecognized in 

the existing literature of the field.41 

Lastly, a third and final source of defence policy to be considered in this chapter 

are the minutes of the Cabinet Defence Cornmittee. These minutes can offer the most 

direct indication of the influence of strategic thought, as the Comrnittee frequently 

listened to presentations by defence oficials immediately before making recornmendation 

of defence policy (which then went on to hi11 Cabinet). 

A Cornmittee meeting in November, 1953, provides one early example of how 

strategic thinking as articulated in a departmental report affected a critical defence 



515 

decision. Chapter Seven noted an October 1953 memo prepared by the Chairman of the 

Chiefs of Staff Cornittee, General Charles Foulkes, which was the first occasion in 

which a Canadian defence official recognized the possible danger of the US Strategic Air 

Command being destroyed on the ground as a result of a Soviet firsr strike." The 

prospect raised several critical political and military questions. as US defence strategy 

was based on the US getting in the first blow in any conflict with the USSR. Indeed, as 

discussed earlier, the recognition of this possibility touched off a vimial panic among 

rnernbers of the Arnerican civilian defence comrnunity . 

The 96th meeting of the CDC, held just one month after Foulkes* memo, 

examined this issue." At the meeting, Fouikes reiterated the prospect of a Soviet strike 

directed against the strategic forces of the US. He noted that recent Soviet advances in 

weapons technology gave the USSR an ability to strike North America with devastating 

force, and SAC was an "attractive" target. This account Ied to a Cornmittee decision to 

recornmend approval of a request to begin work on a new radar "fence" proposed for the 

55th parallel (which would ultimately be called the Mid-Canada Line).' The decision 

to recornmend approval at this meeting was unexpected, as the radar had been discussed 

between the two countries' militaries for several months and little progress had been 

made. At this time, though, political and military objections were overlooked. and the 

need for a new radar system, one that wouid help protect US nuclear forces, took 

precedence. The realization that US strategic forces were wlnerable to Soviet attack 

appeared to outweigh any objections, and rapid authorization for the Mid-Canada Line 

was given. 
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The importance of SAC and the nature of deterrence was the focus of the 103rd 

meeting of the CDC. held on Ianuary 24. 1955. At this meeting. the subject of the US 

air base at Goose Bay was discussed. Readers should recall that at this tirne, the US was 

negotiating a final arrangement for the base, one which many US defence observers 

believed was the most important air base outside the continental US. 

At the meeting, the question of increased personnel k ing  stationed at Goose Bay 

was raised. The minutes of the meeting note that the following point was made: 

SAC was a vital element in the defence of the free world, 
and to refuse a request such as this, which had k e n  made 
in accordance with the original agreement for leasing 
Goose Bay, would be embarrassing and diffïcult. As part 
of the Canada-US region, we had an obligation to Our 
NATO pamers to support SAC operations which were of 
the main missions of the United States in the ôIliance. 

The meeting went on to note that Canada. as a suong supporter of the alliance. was not 

in a position to reject the American request. Canada had indicated its support for the 

policy of deterrence on several prior occasions, and the request at Goose Bay was 

intended to "strengthen that policy " . 

Readers will recall that several DND studies had recognized that the basis of the 

Western deterrent was the American Strategic Air Cornmand, and that Canada would be 

placed in a diffcult position whenever the US made requests regarding SAC facilities. 

While DND had not concluded that every such American proposa1 would have to be 

accepted, there was a recognition that, as the leader of the Western alliance, the US 

required some latitude in how it wished to structure its strategic nuclear forces. In 

reality, this meant that American proposals aimed at strengthening deterrence could only 
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be rejected in light of the most serious political doubts. At this meeting. in the absence 

of such doubts. the motion was accepted and the US was granted permission to increase 

the personnel stationed at the base. The appreciation of the importance of an 

invulnerable retaliatory force took precedence over any possible objections. 

Further comments on SAC were made at a meeting of the Defence Comrninee on 

June 13, 1956. At this t h e ,  US requests to station tanker aircraft in the Canadian nordi 

were considered. Essentially , the requests would have allowed the US to establish more 

air bases in the north, where tanker aircraft would be stationed that could refuel SAC 

bombers as they overflew northem Canada. By providing these bases, the effective 

range of the bombers would be increased, which would better enable them to complete 

their passage to target and re t~rn . '~  

During this discussion, a series of arguments were made on the importance of the 

request and its comection with deterrence. It was noted that while SAC had not been 

"assigned" to NATO, its "deterrent effect was the most important single element in the 

defence of the organization. " It was also noted that it had been "clearly irnplied in the 

past" that one of Canada's roles in NATO was to "support the strategic bombing effort 

of the US.. .The need for such bases was difficult to dispute." 

Following these remarks, there is a passage that recalls some of the departmental 

reports that examined deterrence and the marner in which it works. The minutes of the 

meeting read: 

In large rneasure. war had been avoided because the 
Russians now thought that if they attacked there would be 
prompt retaliation by US bornbing forces. US authorities 



were concerned with the possibility of interference with the 
maximum effectiveness of the deterrent. If SAC were 
forced to withdraw from some of the existing bases closer 
to the USSR, the US authorities would want it known 
publicly that compensating arrangements were being made 
to maintain the effectiveness of the deterrent.. . There would 
be serious consequences if Canada contributed to a 
lessening of the free world's strength. 

Readers will recall that the credibility of the deterrent was a central feature of several 

DND (and DEA) reports. Indeed, particular attention is directed to those studies that 

recognized that the strengthening of the deterrent was a Canadian interest, not one forced 

on this country by its more powerfùl neighbour. In this regard, stationing tanker aircraft 

would enhance the deterrent, and therefore the Cornmittee recommended that Canada 

should approve the request. While there was concern voiced at the meeting over the 

prospect of more American troops on Canadian soil, this issue was of secondary 

importance. Ultirnately, the Cornmittee decided that "Canada would be prepared to 

investigate, in cooperation with the appropriate USAF officers, what existing aifields 

might be made suitable for this purpose." Within one year of the request, a final 

agreement with the US had been negotiated on the stationing of tanker aircraft in 

northern Canada? 

A fourth and f d  example in which suategic thinking may have played a part in 

infiuencing a deliberation of the Cabinet Defence Cornmittee was the debate over the CF- 

105 Arrow . The CDC was the source of much discussion on the aircraft, and several 

of its meetings over the period 1957-59 considered the plane and its troubled past. 



519 

At the 122nd meeting of the CDC on February 5 .  1959, the history of the Arrow 

program was reviewed for the last tirne before the official cancellation decision was 

announced two weeks later. Readers should recall that, at this time, defence officiais had 

made their recornrnendation on the aircraft, as the Chiefs of Staff had concluded that the 

plane could not be supponed on either financial or strategic grounds. In a wide-ranging 

discussion. the CDC noted that predicting future strategic developments was a difficult 

task, as a range of uncertainties inciuding force deployments, weapons advances, and 

political intentions al1 came into the equation. And yet, makhg such predictions was a 

necessity in defence planning, as procurernent decisions demanded that members of the 

Committee not only understand the current strategic threat, but appreciate the ways in 

which it was iikely to change in the funire. 

The discussion noted that Canada could not be expected to maintain every type 

of defence against the Soviet bomber threat. It was observed that the defence of North 

America was a joint responsibility , and the US needed to better appreciate the financial 

difficulties that a small country like Canada faced in the contemporary defence 

environrnent. Thus, the active air defence mission was one that Canada would have to 

take a "calculated risk" in. W e  the Soviet Union still had bombers, the number was 

expected to decline over the next few years, and in the longer term the threat from 

missiles was expected to increase. While in an "ideal" world Canada would make 

contributions to both missile and air defence, political and financial realities precluded 

this. Thus, the Cornmittee agreed to recornrnend to Cabinet that further development of 

the Arrow be discontinued, and that the Chiefs of Staff present alternative air defence 
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plans at an early time. The " risk" was that it was difficult to know precisely when the 

threat frorn bomber aircraft would be eliminated, and there was a possibility that Canada 

could be faced with an air defence "gap" if Soviet deployments proved unpredictable. 

As an additional factor, the cost of the aircraft was addressed, as it was noted that the 

Arro w remained substantially over-budget ." This recommendation led to the final 

decision by Cabinet on February 17 to cancel the aircraft. 

In tems of the major arguments that were made, the deliberations of the Cabinet 

Defence Comminee added little to those of the Chiefs of Staff. Both cornmittees 

exarnined the risks and rewards of cancelling the aircraft, focushg on the financial 

savings that would be realized as well as on the job losses that would result (particularly 

in vote-rich Southem Ontario). Similarly, both emphasized the difficuities that small 

countries face in defence preparations and the challenges that must be overcome to 

produce a reasonably comprehensive defence policy. In terms of the issues that were 

considered and the conclusions that were reached, the CDC largely accepted the 

recommendations and conclusions of military officiais, and added linle to the broad air 

defence discussion. 

Perhaps most importantly, though, the CDC was not informed of the critical 

intelligence difference between the Canadian and American comrnunities on future Soviet 

bomber deployments. As discussed in Chapter Six, Canadian intelligence, in contrast to 

that of the US, emphasized the emerging threat from Soviet missiles, and concluded that 

the Soviets were rapidly shifting production away from bombers. The discussions at the 

120th (August 14, 1958), 121st (August 21, 1958) and 122nd meetings of the Defence 



Cornittee noted and accepted this finding. While it is unclear what the Committee 

might have decided had there been a full discussion of the intelligence difference, Prime 

Minister Diefenbaker emphasized the Arrow's "obsolescence" in his speech of February 

20, 1959, and referred to the changing nature of the strategic threat as evidence that the 

cancellation decision was the correct one? This was a common theme of the Prime 

Minister, and in the months both leading up to the Arrow decision and in its immediate 

aftemath, several stories were "leaked" to the media that made this very point.49 This 

intelligence finding was thus an important consideration in the cancellation decision, and 

once again points to the influence of military officiais on decisions of defence policy. 

S u m ~  

The intent of this discussion has been to demonstrate that one can draw a 

comection between the departmental studies and reports that were exarnined in the 

archiva1 chapters with defence policy decisions that were made over the period 1950- 

1963. The importance of this observation is clear, as it reveals that Canadian strategic 

thought was not simply an intellectual exercise conducted by members of an isolated 

defence community, but that such thinking had implications for policy decisions as stated 

in annual departmental statements, speeches, and cabinet deliberations. 

And yet, in spite of this linkage, readers are cautioned that the overall importance 

of Canadian strategic thinking is not detennined by the degree of association that can be 

drawn with decisions of defence policy . Indeed, in this regard, readers should note that 

there are questions in many countries regarding the importance of strategic thinking vis-a- 
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vis the formulation of defence policy. The most obvious example of this is in the US. 

where most of the cntical advances in post-war strategic thought were conceived. While 

there is no denying the importance of the work of strategists like Brodie, Wohlstetter, 

and Kahn, there certainly are doubts regarding the influence that their work had on 

Arnerican defence p o l i ~ y . ~ ~  While this is not to suggest that these observers had no 

influence in official Washington, such influence was frequently muted. and was often 

overlooked until the supponing evidence and documentation was irrefutable.51 In this 

regard. Kaplan's account of the Arnerican defence scientific community. The Wizards 

of Armaeeddon. demonstrates that this influence was partial at best. and tended to be 

concentrated among a few individuals rather than in the community as a wh01e.~~ Thus, 

policy considerations, while important, do not determine the significance of strategic 

analysis. and the thinking that was examined in earlier chapters can stand on its own 

merit as a unique contribution in the study of post-war Canadian security. 

There are many reasons for this cautious approach. While it is true that 

strategists are often ignorant of the policy-rnaker's " real world," that " world" includes 

the realities of the budget cycle, legislative interests and pressures, and the domestic and 

foreign political problerns of governments, and thus it is hardly surprising that strategists 

are not especially sensitive to its nuances. However, what policy-makers tend to 

disregard, or to be unaware of, is that they nomally conceive of policies in ignorance 

of a "real worid" compnsing that of the strategist, one that revolves around political 

threats, military deployments, and technological trends. Properly used, the strategist can 

offer a depth and breadth of information and understanding that the policy-maker cannot 
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provide for h i~nsel f .~~ 

Colin Gray has noted (with regards to the American case) that "policy advice 

from civilian strategists is hardly ever accepted as a package. " The same observation 

holds uue for defence officials in Canada. Even in those comparatively rare instances 

where advice is accepted and irnplemented in a decision. only parts of the strategists' 

original scherne are embraced officially. Hence, correiation benveen policy and the 

recommendations of panicular strategists is nearly always impevect. The intentions of 

politicians and decision-makers are amended in the course of the policy process. so it is 

highly unlikely that the total vision of a strategist upon an issue area could survive 

officiai scrutiny and bureaucratic negotiation in unaltered form." 

Individual strategists rnay influence governments in tems cf specific advice. This 

influence rnay be achieved directly by the author(s) of proposals by means of face-to-face 

communication or by means of papers that are considered by policy-makers, or indirectly 

through other strategists or intervening officials who bring the proposa1 to the attention 

of decision-makers . Altematively , strateg ists rnay influence govermnent indirectly via 

"educational" , as opposed to policy-recornrnending , studies. Policy scientific work rnay 

not tell officials what they should do, but it rnay offer diagnosis of a problem that should 

facilitate the search for solutions. The influence of authon rnay be wielded personally 

or via the disseminating, and possibly translating, efforts of others. Lastly, it should also 

be recognized that a strategist rnay become influentid for no better reason than that 

he/she tells policy-makers what they want to hear." 
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In a final analysis, then, it would be misleading to seek to identify influence 

through some form of numencal count of concepts adopted and panicular proposals 

irnplemented. However attractive the proposal cf a strategist may be. the practise of 

policy takes a very diflerent form than that of strategic thought. Politicians and senior 

officiais make professional political judgements and manipulate the different interests that 

comprise the policy-making process. In addition, policy-makers have access to a qualiry 

and quantity of up-to-date information and to the military details of feasibility that are 

generally denied to suategists (at least civilian ones). Thus, any effort at measuing the 

total importance of suategic thought according to some mathematical/quantitative formula 

of influence over the policy process is bound to result in disappointment. A more 

productive approach is to recognize an on-going dialogue between suategists and policy- 

makers, one that can work to the benefit of both. 

In sum. while the linkages that have been drawn in this chapter lack definitive 

proof in several cases, one can conclude on the basis of the evidence that has been 

presented that Canadian Cold War defence policy evolved in a rnanner that was generally 

consistent with Canadian strategic thought. However. it is important to emphasize that 

the influences on Canadian defence policy are wide-ranging . Further, while this chapter 

has stressed developments in the domes tic environment, other environments played a role 

in influencing Canadian defence policy as well, including the govenimenral and extemal 

ones. Attention now turns to a detailed examination of one of the study's non-US based 

factors -- the Canadian defence policy community -- after which sorne final observations 

and comments will be offered. 
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Chapter 1 1 -- Canadian Strateeic Thinkine and 
the Defence Policy Cornmunity 

Chapter Ten examined whether Canadian strategic thinking had an effect on Cold 

War defence policy, and demonstrated that such a linkage may, in fact, be drawn. A 

related question is whether the thinking that was articulated by defence officials was 

influenced by the defence policy cornmunity. a group that consisted of both public and 

private actors , including former de fence officials , scholars , reporters, and interested 

observers. As noted in Chapter One, this community is one of the non-US based factors 

identified for this study. Unlike the other factors, however, discussion of its possible 

influence has been left largely to this chapter, with the intent to give readers a more 

detailed description of the community 's existence and/or authority . This is because of 

the broad implications of this factor, which cut to the very core of democratic theory 

(normative and empirical). Indeed, the question of the influence of the defence policy 

community is related to the broader concern of the impact of societal considerations in 

the policy process, one of the most critical questions in politicai science. Because of its 

broader significance, a separate discussion on this factor is appropriate. In addition, the 

discussion of the archival chapters raises a further question that deserves comment -- 

were Canadian defence officials part of the larger nuclear strateg ylarms control ep istemic 

community that ernerged at this time, one that was dominated by American observers? 

While reference was made to this community in several earlier chapters, the description 
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of it was admittedly brief. The two types of communities addressed in rhis chapter. 

pol icy and epis temic, represent alternative ways of theorizing about the relationsh ip 

between publics and their governments, and indicate productive avenues for further 

research in the field. The observations that will be offered are instructive. and indicate 

that the Canadian case, in spite of its many unique characteristics. has considerable 

significance for other counuies. 

The Canadian Defence Policv Community 

Policy decisions and debates in Canada are seldom the product of general public 

discussions. The sarne holds me ,  however, for the issues that government officiais 

examine. There are simply too many for the public to deal with. General discussion 

entails conflict, which reverberates through the foundations of established policy.' 

Those with a vested interest in established policy prefer to maintain stability by 

organizing issues out of politics and by restricting discussion to a narrowly defined 

special public. For most groups, that public means the policy community. 

Policy communities, and the related notion of policy networks, constitute two of 

the recent theoretical innovations in political science literature to help explain the reality 

of the policy process in modern democratic States. Although the terms have different 

meanings in different ha&,* at their core they suggest a renewed atternpt to be both 

encompassing and discriminating in describing the policy process -- encompassing 

because they refer to actors and relationships in the policy process that take us beyond 

straightforward political-bureaucratie ones; discriminating because they suggest the 



presence of many communities and different types of networks.' 

As discussed briefly in both the Introduction and Chapter One, a policy 

community is that part of the political system that by virtue of its functional 

responsibilities, vested interests, and specialized knowledge acquires a dominant voice 

in shaping government decisions in a specific field of public act i~ity.~ The comrnunity 

consists of a sub-government and an attentive public. The former, which is composed 

of government agencies, Parliament, and various interest associations, determines policy 

in a given field. The latter includes private institutions, pressure groups, specific 

interests, and individuals -- including academics. consultants, and journaiists -- who are 

affected by, or who are interested in, the policies of specific agencies and who attempt 

to influence those policies, but do not participate in policy-making on a regular basis.' 

To achieve their goals, public officiais must generate support in the policy 

community , w inning the approval of other government agencies , pressure groups , 

corporations, and individuais with a vested interest or an explicit concern in a policy 

field. Government departments foster constant contact with their "clientele " . which is 

defmed by sounding out public opinion and acquiring new ideas. This is normally done 

by identifying and building on relations with organized groups or specific interests 

concerned with the work of a department. If interest groups or larger policy 

communities do not exist, departments often encourage their f~rmation.~ 

Some further comments might help better explain the distinction between the sub- 

government and the attentive public. The former has the resources and the incentives to 

meet the demands of sub-government work -- daiiy communications between agency 
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officials and representatives of companies or groups; invitations to comment on draft 

policies; participation on cornmittees or commissions charged with long-range pol icy 

review: and continual formal and informal access to government officials.' Because of 

the problem of limited resources, and because the policy process seldom allows rime for 

full, meaningfui consultations, sub-governments normally consist of small groups of 

people, usuaily the minister of a depanment. senior bureaucratie officials, their key 

provincial counterparts, and representatives of those select interest groups whose opinions 

and support are considered vital. Other actors may include members of Parliament 

(limited to those who have a special authority in a specific field) and officers of central 

agencies responsible for Cabinet 1 iaison and budget control. 

The attentive public, on the other hand. lacks the power of the sub-government 

but can still play a critical role in policy development, and more importantly, in 

establishing the broad parameters within which policy debates occur. Through 

newsletters, journals, magazines, and books, the members of the attentive public have 

plenty of opportunity to affect this debate. According to Paul Pross, "though most are 

heard sceptically, sometimes paûonizingly, they contribute to the graduai process through 

which policies aad programs are amended, extended, and generally adapted to the 

changing needs of the c~rnmunity."~ Members of this public frequently draw attention 

to particular issues and concerns, even though the sub-government may have an entirely 

different agenda. An additionai point to note is the rapid mobility of the attentive public, 

whose members are in near-constant motion, codescing around certain issues and then 

quickly dissolving and re-forming over some other issue. Organizations and individuals 
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are forever chang ing their interesü. responding to new situations, develop ing new 

capacities, and shedding old ones. l0 

The attentive public can have two critical effects on the larger policy community. 

First, there are occasions when circumstances outside the sub-government's control (ie.. 

rapid economic change. technological advances, etc.) overwhelm its system of formal 

communications and informal networks. At such times, the influence of the attentive 

public can becorne pronounced, where interventions can draw attention to inadequacies 

in policy, force the Pace of change. and introduce new ideas. When this occurs, policy 

outcornes can be changed dramatically. or perhaps even totally resmictured.li A second 

impact is through its influence on long-range policy and planning. Because members of 

the attentive public are not usually involved in the day-to-day decisions of policy, their 

impact on short-term policy tends to be slight. This encourages a focus on longer-term 

issues where daily contact is not required, and in which their influence is most clearly 

felt through the parameter setting function discussed above. 

For al1 of these reasons, the attentive public cannot be ignored, as it is the lively 

component of the policy cornmunity. It does not share the privilege of access and does 

not have a vested interest in keeping certain issues out of the public domain (as the sub- 

government often does). In fact, many of its mernbers are excludeci from power and 

influence and see public debate as one way of obtaining them. They are therefore 

prepared to challenge the status quo and are Iess inclined to accept the noms with which 

sub-government members are ~omfortable.'~ On those issues which attract public 

interest. the attentive public occupies the critical middle-ground between the sub- 
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government and the general public. Its capacity to generate informed support or 

opposition to policy makes it an dly worth courting and an opponent to be feared. It  can 

be considered a forum for exploring and testing new ideas and approaches without 

disrupting the stab ility that is so critical to the sub-government. 

Members of a policy community share an involvement in a particular policy field. 

This involvement can take the form of a vested interest, an intellectual attachment, or a 

cornmitment to a view of the public interest.13 This does not mean, however, that 

members share the same approach to ail issues of policy. On the contrary, they are often 

in conflict. According to Pross, the most appropriate way to think about the members 

of a policy community is to compare them with the residents of a smail town. They may 

not agree on al1 issues, but they know they have to live together and consequently work 

out rules that enable the community to function to the benefit of ail. 

Iust as Canadian defence policy was influenced by the strategic thinking that was 

articulated in departmental reports, the issues that defence officiais exarnined (and the 

conclusionslfuidings that were reached) may have been influenced by members of the 

defence policy community in Canada, and in particular the attentive public component 

of it. The existence of such a community -- and in particular, an attentive defence public 

-- is not widely accepted in the Canadian security literature. However, while this 

country lacked the high profile community that existed in the US, there was nonetheless 

a group that ensured that defence issues remained in the public eye (however 

sporadically). The key members of this community were scholars James Eayrs, Peyton 

Lyon, Robert Reford, and Richard Preston, journalists Blair Fraser, James Minifie, and 
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Peter Newman, and former DND officiais John Gellner, Charles Foulkes, W. H.S. 

Macklin, and Guy Simonds. In addition. severai public issue groups arose on the nuclear 

question (which together formed a separate policy network within the ~ornrnunity~~), 

including the Canadian Committee for the Control of Radiation Hazards (which 

ul timately became the Canadian Committee for Nuclear D isarmament) , the Comb ined 

Universities Campaign for Nuclear D isarmament (CUCND) , and the Voice of Women 

WOW* 

Demonstrating the direct influence of this public on strategic thinking will be 

difficult, as the work of its members was rarely identified in DND records (the most 

direct indication of influence). Given this challenge, this chapter will make use of a 

typology identified by Denis Stairs, who has suggested that there are four ways in which 

societal actors can affect the foreign policy process in Canada. The four are: ( 1) Agenda 

setting -- influencing the legitimacy and importance of particular issues; (2) Parameter 

setting -- establishing limitations on the range of acceptable options; (3) Policy setting - 

- narrowing the parameters of choice and thereb y effectively determining the acceptable 

options; and (4) Administration setting -- introducing constraints on the actual 

implementation of policy.16 As David Dewin and John Kirton have noted, these four 

types provide a crude scale of the degree of societal influence, with agenda setting and 

parameter setting reflecting the nominal aspects of liberallpluralist theory, while policy 

and administration setting suggest a stronger societal impact on the decision-making 

process. l7 
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Readers will note that of the four, the first two -- agenda setting and parameter 

setting -- concentrate more on indirect forms of influence. that is. the process of 

influencing the options and choices that are considered by public officiais, without 

actually determining them. As Stairs has noted, agenda-setting can draw attention to 

certain issues and affect priorities, while parameter-setting can establish "certain lirnits 

on what policy makers are actually able to do. "la These two criteria form a useful 

measure by which the influence of the attentive public can be measured. Readers should 

further note that neither are specifically related to policy decisions or outcornes, a critical 

consideration given that the focus of this study is on the strategic thinking that underlay 

those dec is ions. 

Accepting that Stairs' typology is equally applicable to defence policy, a focus of 

the following discussion is to determine whether the attentive defence public helped 

establish either the agenda or the parameter setting environment of defence officials. 

Thus, attention will centre on examining how certain issues were raised by officials, and 

the possible influence that members of the attentive public may have had in shaping the 

range of acceptable choi~es.'~ While direct indications of influence will be sought, the 

absence of such evidence may reveal a departmental sensitivity in acknowledging the 

important role played by the attentive public in affecting the defence debate. Thus. the 

absence of direct indicutions of inmence wili not be hterpreted as demonstroting the 

inrignijïcance undor unimportance of the attentive public. 

The following discussion will briefly examine some of the major works published 

by members of the attentive defence public during this period, and point out possible 
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linkages with some of the departmental reports examined earlier. As in Chapter Ten, it 

will be up to readers to draw conclusions on the basis of the evidence presented. 

The Primarv Works of the Attentive Defence Public 

In an open democratic Society. mernbers of an  attentive public have several means 

in which to present their views -- books, magazines, newspapers, etc. As will be 

demonstrated, each of these forms was utilized by the defence cornmunity in Canada. 

Thus, for example, there were three popular books published during this period that 

helped spark a widespread re-examination of Canada's place in the world and its politicai 

affiliation(s) in the Cold War. The books were James Minifie's Pacemaker or Powder- 

Monkey (1960). James Eayrs' Northern A~proaches (1962), and Peyton Lyon's The 

Polic~ Ouestion ( 1963). 

Among the studies of the period, none had a more dramatic impact than James 

Minifie's Peacemaker or Powder-Monkev," which argued that Canada had become a 

military satellite of the US, and that it needed to declare its independence from the US 

to recapture its international integrity (the book was reviewed briefly in Chapter Two). 

The writer, the CBC's chief correspondent in Washington, argued that Canada had to 

rnake a critical decision about its future -- whether it would continue to be the "lackey " 

of the US, or whether it would take a principled stand on foreign policy and defence 

issues, one that involved declaring its neutrdity in international politics. 

Minifie believed that any such Canadian declaration would have a major global 

impact, as Canada could do more for the interests of peace by working closely with the 
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Afro-Asian bloc at the UN. Just as importantly. Minifie believed that the US would 

react with indifference, and perhaps even mild support for the Canadian move. As he 

noted, " many Americans would welcome an understanding, reputable, Western-thinking 

neutral country, speaking in a familiar accent, reminding them of the days of their youth. 

the days when their voice was heard loud in the ~ o r l d . " ~ l  While the author 

acknowledged that the US had international responsibilities that complicated its policy 

and decision malung processes, it had (perhaps unwittingly) become an inflexible and 

ideologically driven power that was thwarting the causes of international peace and 

justice. However, the search for peace had considerable support among Americans, and 

thus many would support a more independent Canada. The book created a sensation in 

Canada and quickly became a bestseller. 

Another member of the attentive defence public was scholar James Eayrs, who 

painted a very different picture of Canadian political and security interests. In his 1962 

book Northern Ap~roaches,~' (a collection of articles written over the previous few 

years), Eayrs argued that neutralisrn was not the panacea that Minifie had suggested. 

Rather, Canada's political amchment to the West was based on a range of interests that 

could not be easily changed. However, this question was only one of many that Eayrs 

addressed in the book. lncluded among the chapters was one titled "Defending the 

Realm," which consisteci of six articles on Canadian security. For the following 

discussion, attention wiil focus on two of them: "Nuclear dilemmas" and "Canada and 

the great deterrent." 
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In "Nuclear dilemmas," Eayrs argued that a Soviet nuclear attack was unlikely. 

and there was therefore little strategic need to rnodernize Canada's air defence system. 

However. the lack of immediate military danger did not mean that Canada could renege 

on its military commitments. Eayrs argued that Canada had made a cornmitment to 

acquire nuclear weapons, and the government's continued indecision on the issue was 

unacceptable. The author discussed Canada's nuclear history, noting that for close to 

two decades Canada had been a leading Western supplier of uranium. That involvement 

had closely tied Canada to the Western nuclear deterrent, and to suddenly adopt an anti- 

nuclear policy was not consistent with its past choices and politicai affiliation. 

Eayrs criticized those who bel ieved that the Canadian acquisition of nuclear 

weapons would add to the problem of nuclear proliferation. Rather, he argued that the 

most critical factor in encouraging proliferation was regional rivalries, and whatever 

choice Canada made on the issue was unlikely to have rnuch of an impact outside North 

America. Challenging the conventional thinking of the t h e ,  Eayrs believed that if there 

were an increase in the total number of nuclear-armed countries, strategic stability would 

be enhanced. As he observed, "the risks of accidentai war, terrifying as they are, may 

be better run than the risks of nuclear aggression in a world where calculated assaults are 

encouraged by the lack of nuclear deterrents. "Y Eayrs concluded the article by noting 

that if ouclear proliferation was unavoidable, it was preferable to have it occur gradually, 

rather than to have a sudden increase in nuclear-armed States. 

In a second article titled "Canada and the great deterrent," Eayrs made many of 

the points that R.J. Sutherland raised in his departmental studies. He noted, for exarnple, 



that as a result of its geography, Canada would always be protected by the US. even in 

the unlikely event of an attack aimed exclusively at this country. Eayrs also discussed 

the coroilary of this observation -- that Canada is "incapable of contracting out of major 

nuclear conflict. Canada's situation was thus unique among Western countries; while 

it was "conceivablen that Western Europe could choose to remain out of a conflict 

involving the US, the same option was not available to Canada. As he observed. 

"treaties may be broken, but there is no escape from geography." 

Because of this, Eayrs believed that it was in Canada's political and suategic 

interest to make sure that the "Great deterrentn was as effective as possible. There were 

four specific steps that Canada could take to strengthen nuclear deterrence: 

( 1 )  Open Canadian tern'tory and tertitorial waters to US 
missiles. Eayrs argued that locating American missiles on 
Canadian territory offered some critical strateg ic 
advantages. 1 t would add appreciably to the effectiveness 
of medium-range ballistic missiles and eliminate the 
possibility that a Soviet attack on missile sites in the US 
would result in the elimination of "valuable" strategic 
targets (ie. , nearby cities) ; 

( 2 )  Open Canadian territory to US anti-missile and ami- 
aircrafr dejèrzces. US interceptor aircraft and anti-miss ile 
bases should be located on Canadian soi1 if it would 
improve the chances of engaging and destroying Soviet 
aircraft. He argued that Canadian proposais to restrict 
Arnerican aircrafi to refuelling and rearming follow ing 
sorties launched from US bases was not in Canada's 
strategic interest. 

(3) Improve political c o r n i c a t i o n  with the Cornmnist 
world. Eayrs argued that both East and West were equally 
fiightened of surprise attack in the nuclear age. One 
suggestion that might reduce the mistrust was to make 
unilateral concessions to the USSR, including an offer to 
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defence establishments; and 

(4) Sumival and civility. While Canada had committed 
funding to civil defences since the early-1950s. Eayrs 
argued that the amounts were insufficient. Civil defence 
irnproved the credibility of the threat to use nuclear 
weapons, by demonstrating that one had taken preparations 
to survive a nuclear confiict. 

Lastly, the final chapter in the book focused on Eayrs' reflections on the 

neutrality debate. He reviewed Canada's attempts at playing the role of "interpreter" 

between the UK and the US, and how some observers had concluded that Canada was 

well placed to portray itself as a "bridge" between both East and West and the developed 

and developing worlds. On the contrary, Eayrs believed that the Canadian neutrality 

argument was based on several dubious assumptions, foremost arnong them the belief that 

Canada was uniquely qualified to play the part of global peacemaker. While recognizing 

that Canada's diplornatic successes had not gone entirely unnoticed in the international 

arena, Eayrs concluded that "our vaunted qualifications for peacemaking are largely 

illusory, " and that it was Canada's own history, and not its connections with London and 

Washington, that raised the most serious doubts. Canada was, in both temperament and 

history, a Western country, and that affiliation could not be easily altered. 

Peyton Lyon's The Policv O u e ~ t i o n , ~  was a third book that took a close look at 

Canada's international relations and defence cornmitrnents. Lyon's central argument was 

that Canada should be an active player in global politics, but that this country needed a 

more "realistic" appraisal of iu capacity for independent action. He believed that Canada 
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was an important power whose "greatest opportunity lies in the promotion of flexibility. " 

This did not mean that Canada should either tie itself closer to the Western orbit or join 

the ranks of the non-aligned; rather, it required a more consistent weighing of national 

interests . 

Lyon, like Eayn, was critical of those who argued in favour of neutrality. He 

noted that if Canada were to become neutral, "we might be cheered for a week, [but] we 

would then be quickly and quietly relegated to the rear ranks of the neutral chorus.n26 

Canada lacked some of the 'prime requirements" for neutrality, as it was a Western 

country with Western interests, and to assume that those interests could be quickly 

tramformed was "absurd". Lyon also argued that Canada played a useful role in the 

West, and that it should concentrate more on "exploiting' its relationship with 

Washington and NATO. He observeci that any decision to becorne independent would 

be resented in both Europe and the US, and that everything from Canadian diplomatic 

interests to living standards would be adversely affected as a result. 

Lyon vehemently denied that when Canada agrees with an American policy it does 

so out of weakness or a tendency to echo American interests. Rather, he maintained that 

in most areas of policy Canada and the US have similar interests, and that 'agreement 

on a particular issue should therefore never be taken as proof that Ottawa is subservient 

to Washington. "" This was not to Say that the two countries agreed on al1 issues. 

Canada had the luxury of not determinhg policy for others, and could therefore pose 

diffcult questions that it was under no obligation to answer. The US, on the other hand, 

helped shape Western foreign and defence policy, a responsibility which did not permit 
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it the scope for policy options given to lesser powers.'' While several American 

policies generated anger and resentmenr in Canada (dong with many other Western 

countries), they had not led to calls for an end to American alliance leadership. an 

impl icit recognition of the difficulties inherent in being a superpower . 

These three books helped stimulate a debate on Canada's politicai affiliation(s) in 

the Cold War. one that raged not oniy in the popular press, but reached to the very hem 

of the Canadian political (and bureaucratic) establishment. In addition to these books. 

however, there were a series of articles published over the period that also attracted 

considerable public -- and defence department -- attention. These articles examined an 

array of issues, including Canada's defence policies, secur ity commi tments , and capac ity 

for independent action. While it is not possible to review each of hem, attention can be 

directed to a few of the most controversial ones. 

In 1958, John Gellner, a recently-retired Wing Commander in the RCAF, wrote 

an article titled " Problems of Canadian defence. " 29 While this paper generally defended 

recent Canadian defence policy decis ions, Gellner made some controversial observations 

on nuclear deterrence and the possibilities of defence in the nuclear age. He believed 

that the horror of nuclear weapons made reliance on deterrence questionable, as it was 

uncertain whether any decision maker would ever authorize the use of such weapons 

regardless of circumstance. It was thus unclear whether such weapons were "usable" in 

any traditional military sense, and therefore the bais of Western defence policy needed 

to be reconsidered as a result. 
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Turning his attention to issues of Canadian security, Gellner made some similariy 

controversid remarks on the Canadian air defence mission. He observed that both active 

and passive air defences in Canada were in dire shape. As for the former, he compared 

the performance characteristics expected of the Arrow (which at the time of writing had 

been reduced but had not yet been cancelled) with that of the Bomarc surface-to-air 

missile. Gellner concluded that the Arrow had four "formidable" advantages over the 

missile: (1) it had a longer range; (2) it was more reliable; (3) it was more flexible: and 

(4) it was a more "economical" weapon. He thus argued that ^d l  manned aircraft, in 

which hurnan ingenuity can make good for mechanical failures, are more reliable than 

missiles. " At a time when the future of the Arrow programme was in jeopardy , the 

article's intent was clearly to increase public support for the project, and thus put 

pressure on the government to continue it. As for passive defences, Gellner argued that 

the Canadian effort had been unacceptable, and that more money was desperately 

required (a recommendation he shared with Eayrs). 

This was not the ody article that Gellner published during the period that 

attracted widespread public attention. A prolific writer, Gellner became the best-known 

cornmentator of defence issues in Canada during the early- l960s, and he wrote a regular 

defence column for the Toronto Globe and Mail that was re-printed in several other 

papers. In 1962, just weeks after the Cuban Missile Crisis, he wrote a three-part series 

that examined severai controversial issues in Canadian defence p~licy.~* 

The first article again examined the workings of nuclear deterrence, and the 

author expiored whether strategic stability could be maintained if the superpowers 
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reached an arms control agreement that would 1 imit the ir deploy ment of nuclear weapons. 

Gellner argued that stability was more robust than commonly believed, and that even in 

a world of reduced weapons holdings. stability would be assured because of the 

destructive power that would remain available to both sides. In the aftermath of the 

Cuban crisis, Gellner believed that arms control agreements could help build a foundation 

of trust between the US and USSR, and it thus represented a worthwhile goal that should 

be pursued. 

In the second article, Gellner examined the concept of limited nuclear war. 

Arguing that once nuclear weapons were used in any capacity a critical threshold would 

be passed, Gellner asserted that the very idea was "impossiblew, as any use of nuclear 

weapons would lead to massive retaliatory strikes by both sides. He contended that while 

the concept could perhaps be usefblly discussed at military staff colleges, there was no 

need to make it the object of serious political study (as had occurred in the US). He 

maintained that the uncertainties involved in any use of nuclear weapons, comb ined with 

the "fog of w u n ,  made it impossible "to draw a line between what should be allowed in 

a limited war and what should not. " To Gellner, the idea of limited war was indicative 

of defence analysis done by civilian observers who had little direct experience in military 

affairs . 

Gellner's third article examined the four weapons systems that Canada had 

committed to purchasing, and the nuclear roles that this country was expected to perform 

as a result. He noted that the two systems acquired for North American air defence, the 

CF- IO 1 aircraft and Bomarc missile, were intended to enhance the credibility of the 
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Western deterrent, and were therefore in Canada's larger strateg ic interest. However . 

he had doubts about the roles intended of the CF-104 aircraft and Honest John short- 

range rockets in Europe. As he noted, the only role that either weapons sys tern could 

perform was to maintain stabiiity as a result of their deployment. as their use would 

almost certain1 y spark a wider conflic t. Because of these uncertainties , Gellner argued 

that the question of nuclear weapons for Canadian forces was a cornplex one that defied 

easy answers (so much so that he effectively did not offer a recommendation). 

Another observer of Canadian defence policy was General Charles Foulkes, who 

became a vocal defence critic shortly after resignhg as Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff 

Committee in 1961. In a paper published in the popular series Behind the Headlines, 

Foulkes examined Canadian defence policy in the post-war periocL3' The paper began 

with a look at Canada's defence policy background, before moving on to Canada's role 

in the worfd wars, the establishment of NATO and NORAD, the nuclear revolution, and 

the changes in the international security environment in the 1950s. The purpose of these 

observations was to set the stage for the contemporary Canadian defence debate, in which 

Foukes identified the five principal "alternatives" of Canadian defence policy: (1) the 

question of neutrality; (2) Canada's statu in NATO and NORAD; (3) whether Canada 

should commit forces to the UN; (4) Canada's generai alliance nuclear policy; and (5) 

whether C m d a  s hould acquire nuclear weapons. 

While it is beyond the scope of this chapter to examine Foulkes' remarks on each, 

some brief comments can be made. On the question of neutrality, Foulkes' observations 

were similar to those made by Eayrs in Northern Approaches. He observed tbat while 
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"Canada can revoke its solemn treaties with its friends. it cannot negate geography." 

Canada and the US were joined like "Siamese twinsw. and it was inconceivable that the 

close political and military bonds between the two could ever be severed. Those ties 

were based on a common history and ideology, and had not been forced on Canada. Any 

attempt to diminish them would have grave consequences for both counuies, particularly 

Canada as the smaller of the two. 

On the issue of the desirability of bombers vs. missiles, Foulkes' comments 

contradicted those made when he was Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Cornmittee in the 

1950s. Foulkes observed that the former had numerous advantages over the latter, 

advantages that ensured that they would remain in service well into the fùnire. These 

remarks refute staternents made by the General at the time of the Arrow cancellation, 

when Foulkes had been critical of the future role of aircraft, noting that they were 

rapidly becoming obsolete. However, in light of the decision to purchase American- 

made CF- 101 aircraft for the continental air defence role, the Generai had apparentiy had 

a change of heart. 

Most irnportantly , Foulkes commented on several nuclear-related issues. F irst , 

he suggested, like Eayrs, that Canada should provide the US access to Canadian territory 

for both bombers and missiles. This would enhance the nuclear deterrent and improve 

strategic stability, which was a Canadian interest. He further argued that the Canadian 

government had made nuclear commitments to both the US and the larger alliance, and 

thus the "nuclear questionn had already been settled. On the issue of cornmanci and 

control arrangements, Fouikes argued that the "dual key" proposais that had been 
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Western countries would satisQ Canadian sovereignty concerns. 

Iegitimate obstacle blocking canadian acquisition. 

one year iater, Foukes came to some very different conclusions 

on many of the same questions. In a three part article published in The Vancouver Sun  j2 

(and printed by several other papers across the country), he argued that a "complete 

revision" of Canadian defence policy was called for because of the domestic political 

consensus against nuclear weapons (a misreading of the public mood. recall the 

discussion of the polling data in Chapter Nine). While Fouikes acknowledged that 

breaking a military cornmitment was a difficult decision to take, he did not believe that 

Canada had much choice in the matter. He argued that new defence roles needed to be 

identified and adopted, and suggested that one possibility would be to offer a Canadian 

airlift capacity in Europe. Evidendy. Foulkes had decided that the present security 

policies were no longer feasible, and rather than implement hem it was preferable to 

have a comprehensive debate and a new Canadian security framework. 

In terms of overall public concern and the discussion that was generated, 

however, no articles of the period compared with two that were published by Maclean's 

Magazine in 1959 and 1962. These articles touched off considerable public debate in 

Canada -- both among citizens and officiais within the Department of National Defence - 

- as they challenged aspects of Canadian defence policy. The respective articles were 

"What nuclear bombs would do to Canada," by Peter Whiteh~use,'~ and "We're arming 

against ourselves if we take atomic-arrns for the Bomarc, " by Paul Simon." 
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Whitehouse's article was a graphic descriptior: of the damage that would be 

caused in a nuclear exchange. The article cenued on the devastation that was done to 

the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, re-examining the physical 

destruction, the difficulties encountered with the relief effort, and the long-term effects 

of radiation sickness. Whitehouse's objective was to demonstrate to readers that any 

nuclear attack on a Canadian city would, due to the much larger yields of modern 

weapons, result in even greater destruction. Emphasizing the grave danger that he 

believed Canadians faced, the author also noted recent Soviet successes in space 

technology, a development which he believed had increased the likelihood of nuclear 

war. 

Whitehouse's conclusion was stark. Canadian and American citizens were totaily 

unprepared for the harsh reality and enormous destruction of nuclear conflict. They had 

been led to believe that nuclear warfare was survivable (indeed, perhaps even winnable) , 

while the truth was that in any conflict involving the use of nuclear weapons, there would 

be no victors, only victims. If the citizens of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, in a county that 

had undergone intensive bombing for three years, had proved incapable of dealing with 

two isolated nuclear attacks, the author wondered what the prospects were for countries 

which could expect multiple nuclear targets and far higher bomb yields." 

The article generated a fire Storm of protest within DND, which felt that it was 

unnecessariiy provocative and unfairly portrayed Canada as an eager participant in a 

nuclear war. In a report prepared by Lr. Col. K. Bond and A. Longair, both of the 

Joint Special Weapons Committee (JSWC), an array of supposed inaccuracies and 
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misperceptions were detailed." The basic finding of the DND response was that 

"Whitehouse has taken the worst possible interpretation of the figures (of possible 

destruction), and in a nurnber of instances has either accidentally or on purpose, made 

errors in interpreting the data." However, recognizing that much of the article was, in 

fact, accurate, the report's specific charges were muted. Rather than challenge the 

substance of the article, the report questioned specific facts and figures, and trumpeted 

the ones that had been misinterpreted. Thus. for example, DND took exception to the 

figures given by Whitehouse on the thermal energy that was released in Hiroshima and 

the radius of destruction that would result from a modern hydrogen bomb. Such minor 

inaccuracies, however, could do little to counter the more general impression that was 

created of the horror of nuclear warfare. 

A second critical paper published in Maclean's was a 1962 article by Paul Simon. 

This paper presented a strong anti-nuclear argument at a tirne when the government was 

plagued by indecision about whether to acquire nuclear weapons for Canadian forces. 

Simon argued that if Bomarc ground-to-air missiles were armed with nuclear weapons, 

any interception of Soviet bombers would be "suicidaln. This was because a nuclear- 

armed Bomarc, if it exploded in the vicinity of a Soviet bomber, would nigger the 

latter's hydrogen bomb. In essence, the Soviet bomb would be "cookedn , which would 

cause it to instantaneously detonate. Simon further believed that the location of the two 

Canadian Bomarc bases, at La Macaza, Quebec and North Bay, Ontario, effectively 

enrured that the resulting fireball and explosion would cause considerable damage to 

major Canadian population centres, including Montreal, Ottawa. and the Southern 
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Ontario region. 

Simon thus argued that the more effective alternative was to a m  Bomarcs with 

conventional ground-to-air missiles. In this capacity, the Bomarc would still offer a 

reasonable chance of successfully intercepting Soviet bombers, while at the sarne time 

not triggering the hydrogen bombs that were carried by them. To ensure safety, Simon 

argued that Bomarc bases needed to be moved farther nonh. doser to Hudson Bay. If 

this relocation was done, there would be linle chance of lethal radiation king released 

on Canadian population centres. Lastly , a further charge made by Simon was that if a 

nuclear armed CF-101 aircraft successfully intercepted a Soviet bomber, both planes 

would be incinerated. This was because the range of the air-to-air missile carried by the 

CF-101 (the MB-1) was so limited that, after engaging the bomber, the Canadian plane 

would s~ill  be in the vicinity of the resulting nuclear explosion. This last point was 

clearly intended to raise doubts among RCAF pilots on the desirability of Canada's 

nuclear strategy . 

Simon's larger point as a result of these arguments was obvious -- nuclear 

weapons for continental air defence were strategically unnecessary and militarily 

dangerous, and Canada would be better off with conventional warheads for its newly 

purchased weapons systems. Such weapons could do just as good a job at defending this 

country, and moreover did not threaten the Canadian public with massive destruction. 

As the author concluded in controversial fashion, "there's only one thing that A-armed 

Bomarcs can do that conventionally armed Bomarc can't do. Kill Canadians." 
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Like Whitehouse's article of three years earlier. Simon's sparked an immediate 

DND response. both at the departmental and ministerial levels. In the departmental 

critique. three major points were considered: (1) the possibiliiy of using a conve;iiiYnai 

warhead for the Bomarc "B" missile. The military outlined an argument that it was to 

make many times in the future -- that while the Bomarc "An had been designed for use 

with a conventional warhead, no similar provision had been made for the "B" version. 

Therefore, the missile was useless without an atomic warhead; (2) whether the detonarion 

of an atomic weapon near a bomber would result in the discharge of the latter T weapons 

ioad. On this question, the military offered a completely different interpretation. It 

argued that the design of a nuclear weapon is such that any change in "bomb integrityn 

would make it inoperable. A large explosion near a bomber would thus disable any 

bornb it was carrying; and (3) war a conventional warhead safer to use thon a nuclear 

warhead? On the contrary, the military argued that a damaged bomber still represented 

an enormous threat, as most nuclear bombs were designed to be detonated at pre-set 

altitudes. Hence, far from the safer alternative that Simon argued, the military believed 

that using conventional weapons to shoot down bombers was actually more dangerous. 

An additionai indication of how seriously the military took Simon's article was 

a response that was prepared by the Minister, Douglas Harkness, for Maclean's 

magazine3'. Harkness noted that he had "no quarrel with the subject matter," but he 

was "concernedn about its "serious factual inaccuracies." The Minister, repeating many 

of the points made in the interna1 departmental report, noted that DND emphatically 

denied the suggestion that destroying a bomber with a nuclear warhead would trigger its 
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bomb load. On the connary , military analys is had revealed the opposite. ie.. that the use 

of nuclear explosives reduced the risk. In addition, the Minister challenged an additional 

point made by Simon -- that because SAC planes had crashed in northern Canada without 

detonating their bombs, this indicated that bombers brought down with conventional 

warheads were safer. Rather, the Minister noted that bombs carried by SAC are always 

in the "safe" position, and thus cannot be detonated in a crash. The letter concluded with 

the Minister noting that " because of the needless alarm and genuine concern such articles 

provoke, I cannot escape the feeling that their publication is unfortunate and, indeed, 

harmhil." Simon's article had obviously touched a nerve within the military, and 

Harkness' response revealed a department very concerned about public attitudes. 

Lastly, some brief remarks might be made about the policy network that formed 

around the nuclear issue. The question of Canadian nuclear acquisition became the 

rallying point for several public interest groups that were organized in the Iate- 1950s (al1 

of which were based on the mode1 of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament in Britain). 

When initially formed, the CUCND circulated a petition opposing the placement of 

tactical, air-to-air nuclear missiles at Canadian military bases,38 while the CCRH called 

for the immediate cessation of nuclear testing and for efforts to examine and control the 

dangers of radiation." The two issues quickiy merged, and the CCRH began circulating 

a petition opposing the acquisition of nuclear weapons. By 1962, the CCRH had become 

the CCND, which organized a series of marches and demomtrations to focus public 

attention on the issue of nuclear weapons. 
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At the same time, the Voice of Wornen was formed, which approved a charter 

committing it to the promotion of international understanding, to work for the removal 

of the causes of war, and to provide the rneans for women to more fully exercise their 

public responsibilities. However, many mernbers were passionately opposed to nuclear 

weapons, and the VOW quickly became best known for its anti-nuclear message. Al1 of 

these groups gained considerable popularity across Canada and were vocal critics of 

Canadian defence policy. While together they formed a policy network on the nuclear 

issue, within a few years they began to express wider concerns about Canada's 

membership in both NATO and NORAD, issues which detracted from the singular focus 

diat these groups had in the early- l96Os, and may have contributed to their subsequent 

decline in both membership and broader influence. 

In sum, this discussion indicates that there was an attentive defence public that 

wrote about issues related to Canadian security and defence policy. However, the 

question posed at the outset of this chapter remains -- can a connection be drawn between 

the work of this community and the strategic thinkùig that was articulated at the 

Department of National Defence? In addition, a second question that arises relates to the 

broader significance of policy communities, and whether more general observations 

regarding them wi be made. 

Agenda setting was defined earlier as influencing the legitimacy and importance 

of particular issues. With this definition in mind, specific examples can be cited of 

popular studies that influenced the Canadian defence debate. James Minifie's 1960 book 

outlining a radically altered Canadian foreign and defence policy unquestionably played 
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broad discussion on this issue, not only in DND 

but in Canadian society more broadly. Prior to the 

release of this book, Canada's affiliation with the West had not been the focus of much 

debate w ithin (or outside) government. In the years after 1960, however, re-consider ing 

Canada's political affiliation became a common theme of DND reports, with several 

suggesting that Canada needed to strengthen its Western ties. As noted, Minifie was not 

the only observer to write on this topic. but the reaction that his work generated indicates 

that it played an important part in giving this debate its initiai stimulus. 

However, there were an array of other issues that were raised by memben of the 

attentive defence public -- strategic stability, Canada's nuclear commitments, the use of 

Canadian airspace to assist the US nuclear deterrent, the location of Bomarc bases, the 

desirability of deterrence, etc. On each of these, Canadian observers helped establish the 

parameters of the defence debate, as well as raised the public profile of them, which in 

turn encouraged defence officiais to examine them. 

For example, General Fouikes' 1961 article was critical in establishing the 

defence and nuclear options that were open to the Canadian government. As the former 

Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Cornmittee, Foukes' views had a credibility and an 

importance that those of the other members of the defence wmmunity were not afforded. 

Thus, when Foulkes wrote that bomben were likely to remain in active inventory for the 

foreseeable future (and there was thus a requirernent for active air defences), this 

represented a dramatic change of hart  for a man who &ad questioned the utility of 

bombers and had fully supported the decision to scrap the costly Arrow programme in 
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1959. when he had been the country's senior rnilitary official. Foulkes' writings on this 

issue may have increased pressure on the government to take action. Indeed, shortly 

after the publication of the article, a final decision was made to acquire the CF401 

aircraft for the air defence mission. 

More dramatically, the following year the General wrote that Canada's nuclear 

commitrnents needed to be re-considered, a recommendation chat gave this option a 

credibility it had not previously had. While the effect of this recornmendation is 

impossible to determine, it might be noted that this article's publication coincided with 

the more aggressive stance reveaied by DND in numerous department studies, which 

ultimately led to Dr. R.I. Sutherland's critical pro-nuclear argument in early-1963. 

Thus, the more open public debate regarding the country's nuclear commitments may 

have sparked DND to take a more assertive approach, and ultimately resulted in the 

department identiming a range of both political and rnilitary rationales defending the 

acquisition (see Chapter Eight). 

In addition, whiie the horrors of nuclear war were widely recognized in Canada, 

Peter Whitehouse's article was a stark reminder of them. an article of such concern that 

the department produced an internal response critical of both the author and the article. 

While Whitehouse's study may not have directly affected strategic thinking (as Canada 

had long been a proponent of nuclear deterreme, not nuclear use). it re-focused public 

attention on nuclear weapons, a development not in DND's interest at the very time it 

was attempting to resolve the acquisition question. Similarly, Simon's article on the 

Bomarc missile forced the deparunent to reconsider its position, and resulted in a 
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ministerial response that defended the mil itary 's basing strategy. Both of these articles 

effectively compelled the department into a defensive posture. and indicate that DlVD WU 

very much concemed with the m n e r  in which Canada's defence cornmitmenrs and 

policier were perceived by the public. 

Lastly, Gellner's series of articles examined a range of controversial issues, issues 

that were the focus of numerous departmental studies. His contention that arms control 

was a stabilizing development challenged basic DND thinking on the issue, while his 

writings on limited war focused attention on a strategic theory that had been the subject 

of considerable deparunentai study .* Indeed, many of Gellner 's observations on 

strategic stability and deterrence shared similarities with departmental reports prepared 

in the late 1950s and early '60s (particularly his belief on the stability of the US-Soviet 

nuclear balance). This then raises the possibility that Gellner was familiar with key 

departmental studies, and wished to raise some of the issues that they identifieci in a more 

public fashion. 

By raising, discussing, and criticizing some of the major defence issues of the 

day, the attentive defence public helped determine which issues would be considered by 

department officials and the parameters of the defence debate in Canada. As the 

members of the public disagreed arnong themselves over what actions Canada should take 

(as is frequentiy the case in policy communities), departmental officials had considerable 

freedom in the conclusions that they reached. And yet, the examples of direct 

departmental responses cited above indicate that DND took the views of the members of 

the defence policy cornmunity seriously, and the department was concerned about public 
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perceptions (particularly on sensitive issues like nuclear weapons). 

It is important to emphasize what this chapter has not argued -- that the members 

of the attentive defence public determined the issues that were considered by DND 

officials. Nor has it suggested that departmental snidies reached conclusions that were 

consistent with those advocated by members of the defence community because of any 

real or perceived societal pressure. Rather, the goal has been more limited; to indicare. 

contrary to the literature in the field, that there was a defence policy community in 

Canada, and that this comrnunity played a part in the agenda setting and parameter 

setting functions of defence officials. While this chapter has cited only a few specific 

cases where the work of the community was commented on directiy by defence officiais. 

the existence of a fav such repons indicares that many more were likely written. This 

indicates a departmental sensitivity to the work of the community, and a concern over 

the conclusions and recommendations that it reached. 

Examined from a broader perspective, this discussion has implications for policy 

communities in other areas of state concern. Public policy making in Canada occurs 

within policy communities in which state actors and representatives of organized interests 

interact to shape public policy in a given sector. Normaily, the centre of the sub- 

government are state actors, usually but not always the lead ministry responsible for the 

policy field.41 In sorne positions are spokespersons from the organizations which claim 

to represent the dominant societal interests in the sector. Further removed from the 

central locus of decision-making is the attentive public and other state and private actors. 
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If the attentive defence public had an impact on defence department officiais' 

diinking at a time before the power of the state was believed to be in a period of decline. 

and in an area where the autonomy of the state from societal pressures was believed to 

be high, questions are raised about the impact of other policy communities in other issue 

areas and at other times in Canada's history. In this regard. it might be noted that 

defence was an area in which the Canadian state did not encourage the formation of any 

type of larger community, and its spontaneous formation may hold important 

ramifications for policy fields where the authority of the state is either under challenge 

or not widely accepted. The ability of state octors to prmail in decision making (or, 

more broadiy, either agenda or parameter setting) may therofore be detemined to a 

conriderable ertent by the goah and organizationol development of societol interests. 

Indeed, establishing the influence of societal actors in the policy process is one 

of the most frequentiy debated subjects in political science Iiterature, and is an issue that 

strikes at the heart of empiricai democratic theory -- how best to analyze the relationship 

between the governors (the state) and the governed (the citizens). There are three broad 

theories that atternpt to explain the relationship between society and democratic 

government in this regard -- liberai/pluralist, Marxist views, and the statist model. This 

study has implications for the utility of each of these models in the context of the 

Canadian case, and thus some brief explanatory remarks on each should be made. 

The Liberal/pluralist view cornes the closest to the normative ideal. It holds that 

civil society comprises numerous centres of interest -- and of power. Al1 citizens, 

individually or in groups, have an opportunity to affect government decisions, and thus 
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each centre of power is considered an important explanatory variable for government 

policy ." The behaviour of the state is characterized as reflecting an aggregation of the 

diverse interests and preferences of civil society. In many ways, the political process is 

likened to that of a market-place, where different poiicy options are discussed by a 

variety of actors and those with the highest anticipated following are adopted. 

In contrast, Marxist approaches assume that the behaviour of the democratic state 

is tightly bound to the capitalist mode of production and to the inherent conflict between 

the dominant or hegemonic class and the other classes in society. The two main variants 

of Marxism employ somewhat different approaches, however. Instrumental Manr i s t~~~ 

see the state as the governing instrument of the bourgeoisie, always making decisions that 

serve the interests of the capitalist class. In contrast, structural MarxistsU4 see the state 

as being relatively autonomous from those who actually own and control capital. The 

state's dominant interest, in this view, is the long-term maintenance of the capitalist 

system itself." Despite the different focus, both structural and instrumental versions of 

Marxism stress the tendency of the state to act in the interests of the dominant class. 

Both Liberal and Marxist theories assert that the state's behaviour is 

understandable only by reference to the interests of society (albeit limited in the latter 

approach to those of a particular class). The statist approach maintains a rather different 

relationship between state behaviour and societal interests. Unlike the other two. 

statisrn's underlying assumption is that the democratic state seeks to be autonomous from 

civil society. It contends that state officials both serve the state and are its masters. 

Statism thus argues that the officials of the state do not simply implement the decisions 
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and preferences dictated to them by others. but rather that they have their own conception 

of the national interest, conceptions that include a calculus of their own personal 

interests, those of the institution. department or agency to which they are attached. and 

those of the government as a whole? 

Statism sees officials neither as agents of the interests of "the people" (as 

pluralists would assen), or of "the ruling class" (as instrumental Marxists would 

challenge). Rather, the state is seen as having interests separate and independent from 

the interests of the society that these officials govern. These interests may or may not 

be in harmony with the interests of civil society." Perhaps most critically. when the 

interests of the state conflict with those of civil society, statism contends that the state 

will try to ensure that its interests prevail. 

With regard to the Canadian case, analysts and observers have long disagreed 

over which approach best reflects the Canadian reality. The problem is that each offers 

analysts some characteristics that they agree with, but many which they challenge. To 

cite but one exarnple, many in Canada agree with the basic tenets of the Liberal/pluralist 

approach (generally the hegernonic paradigrn), but challenges aise over the assumed 

passivity of the state in this process. Indeed, the belief that the state listens equally to 

each of the interests that make presentations to it is hardly credible." 

Perceiving public policy-making and the parameters within which such debates 

occur in terrns of the relations between organized interests and state agencies differs from 

both societal-centreci and state-centred views of public policy . This study thus rejects the 

societal-centred argument that public policy is solely a function of the preferences and 
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influence of social forces or interest groups. and that state officials or institutions have 

little autonomy to shape public policy in their own vision. Equaily. this study does not 

accept that the characteristics of the state alone -- its institutionai structures andfor 

capacities and goals of political officials within it -- can explain policy debates and 

ou tcomes . Rather, explanatory import is enhanced by examining the interaction beiween 

state and societal actors. 

This chapter has revealed that while state officials have considerable autonomy 

to examine issues on their own. they are nevertheless infiuenced to a considerable degree 

by the concerns of societal actors. While such officiais are generaily reluctant to admit 

this influence, this discussion indicates that social actors play an important pan. in the 

agenda and parameter setting fumions. although this does not indicate that their concerns 

are necessarily adopted by state officials. Rather, only those that appear to reflect either 

broad-based public support or those that challenge the dominant view (and spark a public 

debate by doing so) demand immediate consideration. 

Lady, this discussion of policy communities shares much in common with the 

notion of the disaggregated nature of the modern state, and of the min concepts of state 

autonomy and state capacity. State autonomy refers to the degree of independence from 

societal groups possessed by state actors when they formulate policy  objective^.^' The 

goals of an autonomous state, including its anaiysis of societal problems and the 

formulation of policy alternatives, are internally generated and not simply reflective of 

societal interests. In contrast, state capacity refers to the willingness of the state to draw 

on institutional resources both to design policies that will realize its objectives and to 
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implement those policies. Like state autonomy, state capacity is affected by the skills 

of the bureaucratie officiais and the abiiity to coordinate or concentrate the actions of 

participants in the policy process. 

The Canadian polity conforms quite closely to the state capacity model. First, 

Canada has a weak state tradition with occasional instances of strong state direction in 

a few localized areas (for example, in economic policy)." Thus, the study of political 

institutions in Canada begins, not with the bureaucracy, but with the set of working 

assumptions that constitue the Westminster rnodel of parliamentary go~ernrnent.~~ 

According to this model, a strong and united cabinet (influenced by ardent party loyalty) 

governs the country by commanding a majority in the House of Commons. Parliament 

is a representative institution, in that its members are drawn fiom civil society and owe 

their loyalty to the party leadership and the constituency that elected them. Parliament 

tends to be partisan, party discipline is strict. and the srnall size of the legislature 

prevents the emergence of a body of MPs who can make use of parliarnentary 

investigative cornmittees in a non-partisan way. With few safe seab and high political 

turnover, members of Parliament tend to have short terms in office and remain political 

"amateurs", often failing to develop careers independent of their political party 

affiliati~ns.~~ In this environment, crafting 1 inkages w ith interest groups and other 

societai actors is a sensible way of maintaining ties with constituents while at the same 

time demonsuating a willingness to consult w ith the public. 

However, the federal Canadian constitution accentuates certain adversarial 

characteristics by generating zero-sum conflictual relationships rather than cwperative 
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political strategies. Given the combination of adversarial system. weak state tradition. 

and the near-constant concern of re-election for rnembers of Parliament, there is an 

opportunity for non-governmental agencies and institutions to play a considerable role in 

the policy process. This development has been described by Alan Cairns. who has  noted 

that the Canadian state is "embedded" in civil societyS3 In his view, the boundary 

between the Canadian state and society is dissolving, with the result that governrnents are 

increasingly required to listen to the demands of a wide range of social actors who wish 

to force their interests ont0 die national agenda. This fusion between the public and 

private sectors has been costly. though. as the Canadian state has gradually lost rnuch of 

its autonomy and with it the ability to articulate and pursue a distinct set of public policy 

goals. 

This discussion of the defence policy community in Canada har broad implications 

not only for the study of Canadian defence and security policy, but also for the larger 

question of societal influence in the policy and agenda setting environrnents. Regarding 

the former, it has revealed that, in spite of widespread public apathy and general 

disinterest in defence issues, a defence public can emerge that can have considerable 

ability to influence the domestic defence debate. As for the latter, the study rejects the 

societal-centred approach that argues that public policy is snictly a function of the 

preferences of interest groups, as well as the statist argument that institutional structures 

(and the individuais within them) shape outcornes. Rather, explanation is enhanced by 

examining the interaction between state and societal factorsqY even at the bureaucratie 

level prior to the formal articulation of policy. This observation has implications for the 
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contemporary defence debate. as there are several public interest groups that have 

recentl y released studies that challenge long-standing tenets of Canadian defence 

policy ." This developnient will be examined further in this chapter's concluding 

section. 

Canadian Defence Officiais and the Formation of an  Epistemic Cornmunitv 

An ep istemic community is a network of professionals with recognized expertise 

and competence in a particular domain and an authoritative daim to policy-relevant 

knowledge within that field. Although the members of the community may have 

different backgrounds, they al1 share a common set of normative principles and beliefs, 

similar notions of validity. and a common policy enterprise. While there are similarities 

between policy communities and epistemic communities, the latter constitute a 

professional audience with authoritative claims to policy relevant knowledge. In 

addition, the general conformity of the episternic community represents a further 

important point of distinction. 

Epistemic communities originate because of uncertainty in a pol ic y field, w hich 

gives rise to demands for particular kinds of information. The information required 

consists of depictions of social or physical processes. their inter-relation with other 

processes, and the likely consequences of actions that require application of scientific or 

technical expertise? Epistemic communities are one provider of this sort of 

information. As demands for such knowledge rise, various networks of speciaiists 

capable of producing it emerge (including, at one end, policy cornmunities). The 
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members of an episternic cornmunity become important actors at the national and 

transnational levels as decision makers solicit their knowledge and delegate responsibility 

to them. A comrnunity's advice is informed by its broader worldview, which has an 

impact on everything the group does. 

The epistemic community members' professional training, prestige, and reputation 

for expertise accord them access to the political system and legitimize their activities and 

views. Similarly, their daims to knowledge accord hem influence over policy debates 

and serve as their primary power resource. In addition, vaiidity tests set the community 

rnembers apart from other social actors or groups and not only serve as a barrier to enuy 

into the cornmunity but aiso limit the influence that other actors might have in the policy 

debate. In response to new information generated in their domain of expertise, the 

mernbers of an epistemic cornmunity engage in internal and often intense debates leading 

to a refinernent of their ideas and the generation of a new consensus about the knowledge 

base. 57 

The solidarity of epistemic community members derives not only from their 

shared interests, which are based on their beliefs of prornoting collective betterment, but 

also from their shared aversions, which are based on their reluctance to deal with policy 

agendas outside their common policy focus .58 The members' institutional ties, informai 

networks, and collective political practises dl contribute to the persistence and solidarity 

of the community in several ways. They also strengthen the commitments of individuals 

and inhibit them from subsequentiy disavowing the beliefs shared with and reinforced by 

their fellow community members. 
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Uncertainty encourages decision makers to consult epistemic communities. some 

of which are more politically rnotivated than other~.'~ Political motivation is determined 

by four factors: (1) communities can describe the cause and effect of relationships and 

provide advice about the likely resulü of various courses of action; (2) communities can 

shed Iight on the nature of the cornplex luikages benveen the events that might proceed 

either from failure to take action or from instituthg a public policy; (3) communities can 

help define the self-interests of a state or factions within it: and (4) communities cm help 

formulate policies. Decision makers wiil thus occasionally seek advice to gain 

information which will justify or legitimate a policy that they wish to pursue for political 

ends. An epistemic community's efforts might be limited to working out the details of 

a policy, helping decision rnakers anticipate possible conflict of interests, and building 

coalitions in support of it. If the policy recornmendation is implemented and problems 

nonetheless emue, decision makers also have the option of pointing to the information 

given to them by experts and thus spreading the blame. 

While national epistemic communities may emerge and direct their activities in 

a single country, they may in some cases become transnatiord over time as a result of 

the difision of community ideas through conferences, journals, research collaboration, 

and a variety of informal communications and con ta~ ts .~  Because of its larger diffusion 

network, a tramnationai epistemic community's influence is likely to be rnuch more 

sustained and intense than that of a purely national community. 

International relations scholars have identifed and pointed to the significance of 

transgovernmental and transnational channels through which political alliances are forged 
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and informat ion regard ing technical issues is transmi tted between governrnent off ic ials . 

nongovernrnental bodies, and nongovernmental actors, including cornmunities of pol itical 

scientists? The rnembers of these groups, when operating in tandem through tacit 

alliances, can concurrently promote their ideas and specific policy objectives within their 

own countries and governments. 

Indeed, that last point deserves emphasis. National epistemic communities may 

be able to affect international political processes and outcornes by binding present and 

future decision makers to a set of concepts and meanings that amount to a new 

interpretation of r e a i i t ~ . ~ ~  As international agendas are formulated on the b a i s  of these 

ideas, and as negotiations and diplornatic processes start to take place, decision makers 

act to advance not only a set of policies but also a set of ideas. 

To proscribe an effective course of action, a community requires a theory that 

reveals a relationship between conditions, a governing principle, and a result. For the 

most part, specialists arrive at their theories by inductive processes, as they look to the 

past for information, understanding, and inspiration. But when there is no prior 

experience or history, as in the case of nuclear strategy, then the generation of 

knowledge must depend on theories that seek to explain human behaviour on the bais 

of some generalizable propositions, such as rationality, and on the basis of abstract 

models, simulations, and games. In such an environment, there is an opportunity for 

specialists -- regardless of nationality -- to help conceptualize and articulate the 

phenornena being studied. 
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The American Nuclear StrateWArrns Control Eoistemic Communitv 

Despite some conflicting indications, my research reveals that officials in DND 

who wrote departmental snidies and reports on nuclear-related issues were generally not 

members of the nuclear strategylams control epistemic community that emerged in the 

US in the 1950s, although some may have been peripheral members. While the 

understandings and approaches identified by Canadian officials were important (indeed, 

as indicated, some were critical), they were not widely accepted in the US and thus had 

limited initial external significance . As will be demonstrated, however, Canadian 

observations and studies were widely distributed, and ultimately helped influence the 

larger strategic discourse (a point that will be developed in the concluding chapter). The 

key members of the epistemic comrnunity worked at the Rand Corporation and within 

American academia, although with the election of John Kennedy in 1960, many becarne 

employees of the Department of D e f e n ~ e . ~ ~  In addition, some British defence observers 

became members of this community, although such international inclusion was quite rare. 

Members of this community knew each other well, as they frequently encountered one 

another at conferences and made use of each other's written and oral pre~entations.~ 

The result was a group of people who had experiences in cornmon and were confident 

in their ability to deal with almost any rnilitary and defence-related problem. 

In spite of this cornmunity exclusion, it is important to emphasize that Canadian 

defence officials had access to this community, and that their writings and fmdings were 

transmitted to it in a varieq of ways. Thus, simply because Canadians did not join the 

coinmunity of specialists does not mean that Canadian works were not known, and that 

they did not influence the subsequent work of strategists in numerous ways. The 
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principal difficulty preventing inclusion was that much of the work of Canadian defence 

officials challenged and refuted what many in the US believed. The most essential 

fmding of Canadian strategists -- that deterrence was a munial concept that could only 

be understood in its relation between two or more actors -- challenged the fundamental 

American approach. The same "problem" was evident in much of the work of the 

Canadian defence cornmunity, and thus the insights offered were not immediately 

appreciated. In addition, outside of some of the amis control studies, Canadian strategic 

thinking was generally not quantitatively oriented, which irnmediately identified it as 

being of less "scientific" value than much of the work done in the US (where the 

behaviouralist social science revolution was in full swing). Thus, while some of the 

Canadian insights were later accepted, at the tirne that they were formulated they 

represented an isolated voice in an environment not particularly receptive to conceptual 

challenges. Lastly , a further difficulty preventing cornmunity inclusion was that 

Canadian defence officiais were govemment ernployees, and thus did not fit very well 

into a community where most of the members were c iv i l i an~ .~~  

The rationality assurnption, the realist presumption about the nature of man and 

the resolution of conflict, and the fear of communism and the resultant emphasis on 

American military superiority, were al1 transmitted from the academic world and think 

tanks to the American political structures that formulated nuclear strategy and arms 

control policies. While individual Canadian defence officials may have shared these 

beliefs, they were not nearly as entrenched as they were for American civilian strategists. 

Those defence analysts who worked in institutions other than Rand and were trained in 

more classical and less behaviouralist approaches also made contributions, although it 
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took t ime before one joined the nuciear suategy ep is temic community . 

The peak period of importance/influence for this community occurred from the 

early-1950s until the mid-1960s. during which time concepts including deterrence, arms 

conuol, lirnited war, and strategic stability were dl identified and explained. However, 

disillusionment over the war in Vietnam and increasing questions over the utility of the 

contributions of the strategists ultimately led to a period of reflection and reconsideration. 

As Marc Trachtenberg has noted. " it was not so much that the logic [of the suategists] 

had been revealed as defective. Rather. it was the relevance of this body of thought that 

now came to be questioned. There was a sense that it was sornehow out of touch with 

reaiity. n66 

The principal figure leading this re-evaluation was none other than Bernard 

Brodie, the strategist who. as a result of his perpetually critical views of accepted 

pactises, was not a member of the nuclear suategy epistemic community in any 

event." Brodie believed that the military problems that strategists had focused on were 

really of secondary importance. As a group. he believed that American strategists had 

vastly exaggerated the extent to which war could result from purely military factors, and 

had utterly failed to appreciate the political considerations that determine whether a 

conflict is resolved peacefully or through the use of force. In many ways, his work was 

an attempt at correcting this imbalance, although he was painfully aware that his isolated 

voice could do littie to change the focus and approach of the American strategic studies 

community. 
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Brodie's work led to a gradua1 re-evaluation of what the body of American 

strategic thinking constituted. Clearly . the nuclear strategists had developed a way of 

thinking about nuclear issues which was grounded in the quantitative and behaviouralist 

revolution of the day. At the same tirne, though, that approach meant that many of the 

more politically interesting questions could not be addressed. The particular answers that 

were offered were not especially important in themselves; what was important was the 

ofien counter-intuitive nature of the argument, the questions that were raised, and the 

depth of insight that was made possible? 

The unintended effect of many of the contributions of rnembers of the community 

was to transform strategy once again into tactics -- not necessarily military tactics, but 

bargaining tactics. The critical problem of international politics. that of war and peace. 

was reduced to the problem of behaviour during tirnes of crisis after the outbreak of 

hostilities. The purely military side of war causation became the focus of analysis. as 

though war itself were not in essence a political problern -- as though the basic insight 

of Clausewitz was rendered obsolete by the nuclear revolution. This was the lasting 

legacy of the nuclear strategists, a legacy that continues to affect strategic thinking to this 

day . 

In this body of work, the observations of Canadian defence officiais represented 

a conceptual challenge. Canadian studies were not as focused on purely military 

problems, and there was a consistent realization that the political environment played a 

critical role in mil itary/defence issues. While the influence of Canadian observations is 

open to debate, it is clear that Canadians certainly had ample opportunity to present their 
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findings to their American colleagues. Indeed, there were numerou lirzkages rhar 

ensured that Canadian views were trammined to the US, and that Canadian defence 

oficials had access to kpy American strmegists at both the govenintentai and civilian 

levels. 

While prior chapters have examined sorne of the formal and informai linkages 

between the two countries' militaries, perhaps a brief summation can be offered here. 

Among the former. the principal structures were the Canada-US Permanent Joint Board 

on Defence, the Canada-US Military Cooperation Committee, the Canadian Joint 

Planning Cornmittee, the Canadian Joint Staff Mission (Washington), the Canada-US 

Ministerial Committee on Joint Defence (also known as the Joint Committee on 

Defence) , the Canada-US Inter-Parliamentary Group, the Canada-US Comb ined Pol icy 

Committee, and the Canada-US Regional Planning G r o ~ p . ~ ~  Al1 of these committees 

offered vehicles whereby thinking on defence issues between the two countries' militaries 

could be shared. 

However, it was the informa1 linkages that may have been even more important. 

As prior chapters have noted, Canadians were frequent participants at conferences and 

research sessions in the US, where their views were carefully listened to and 

con~idered.'~ Perhaps a few specific examples can demonstrate the manner in which 

Canadian officiais participated in these defence debates. 

One example relates to the air defence debate in the early- 1950s. at which time 

the key question revolved around the shape of the continental air defence network that 

would be established. One of the American committees to examine this issue was the 
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Lincoln Surnmer Study Group, which had two Canadians as members. Dr. John Foster 

(a radar specialist) and Dr. George Lindsey (operational research). As noted in Chapter 

Six, Dr. Lindsey was concerned about the implication's of the Group's final rêpori on 

Canada. and he suggested ways in which the damage to Canadian territory couid be 

reduced in a nuclear exchange. More broadly. readers have also seen how Canadian 

defence officials interpreted the air defence mission differently than their American 

colleagues, an approach that focused on the deterrent aspect of the system. 

Documentation that has been de-classified for this study contain references and 

discussions of Canadian special ists who paid visits to key civil ian defence establishments 

in the US, where they participated in a wide array of conversations and exchanges. 

Among such groups was the Defence Systems Analysis Group (DSAG) of the Defence 

Research Board. In 1961. DSAG visited the Rand Corporation's main office in Santa 

Monica, California, to discuss an array of strategic iss~es. '~ The report that was 

produced was just one of many similar such ones in which Canadians visited critical 

American defence " think tanks" and shared views. In addition, Chapter Nine noted some 

of the discussions between Canadian and American officials on arms conuol. Documents 

indicate that Canadian specialists visited the arms control section of the Department of 

Defence, and upon its formation in 1961, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 

(ACDA) .72 

Perhaps the most authoritative discussion of the types of linkages that existed 

between the two countries' militaries was written by Colonel R. L. Raymont in a 1979 

DND r e p o d 3  The former Executive Staff Officer to both the Chiefs of Staff Cornmittee 
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and the Chief of the Defence Staff ( 19%- 1975) noted a multitude of linkages, particdari y 

including those sub-cornmittees of the Chiefs of Staff that frequently had American 

representation (for example. the Joint Intelligence Cornmittee, the Joint Special Weapons 

Pol icy Comrnittee, and the Sea/Air Warfare Cornmittee). In addition. Raymont discussed 

the annual Canada/US Basic Security planning report. noting it "represent(ed) sirnply the 

best view of the rnilitary advisers of the two governmenrs on the defence strategy of 

North America." Raymont's report is an invaluable research tool. both for the 

description of Canadian rnilitary history that it offers as well as its insight into the 

thinking of some of the major figures in post-war Canadian defence policy. 

In spite of the multitude of linkages at both the governmental and civilian levels, 

the broad differences in conclusions reached between Canadian and American observers 

precluded the former from becoming players in the epistemic community that emerged 

in the US. As noted, the rnernbers of such a community tend to share a cornmon set of 

normative beliefs as well as a common policy focus. Despite similariries in international 

outlook and approach, Canadian defence officiais and American c ivilian strateg ists came 

to fundamentally different conclusions about the nature of the nuclear stalemate and the 

prospects for suategic stability. Still, Canadian opinions and views were transmitted, and 

joined the ever-growing literature in the field. However, given these differences, a 

question worth pondering is whether political science literature offers any approach that 

can account for the conceptual distinction and the manner in which it occurred. 

The literature on learning may offer one possible explanation. This body of 

scholarship asserts that national interests transform as a result of cognitive change. In 
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this sense, to learn is to develop knowledge by study and/or experience." New 

information alters prior beliefs about the world. but its reception and interpretation are 

also affected by prior beliefs. The extent and accuracy of learning depends upon the 

suength of the prior beliefs and the quantity and quality of new information. Some 

beliefs may be so strong that new information is ignored and no learning, or only highly 

distorted learning , occurs . 

There are also different degrees of learning dong a continuum of the ends-means 

relationship, From very simple to highly complex. Simple learning uses new information 

merely CO adapt the rneans, without altering any deeper goals in the ends-means chain. 

Complex learning, by contrat, involves recognition of conflicts among means and goals 

in causally complicated situations, and leads to new priorities and trade-offs. Simple 

learning is relatively easy for an observer to assess, but complex learning is often more 

elusive when changes in deeper goals may have occurred.'' At the same time, complex 

lear ning is sometimes difficul t to ascertain, because perceptions and ideolog y play a 

larger role in assessing consequences when human affairs have long and complex causal 

chains. 

Given this distinction, one can argue that Canadian defence officiais made more 

effective use of new information and changes to the international strateg ic environment, 

which was revealed by their assessrnent of the nuclear relationship (ie., complex 

learning). Information about Soviet technological and scientific advances led to a 

realization in Canada that emerging victorious in a nuclear conflict was not a plausible 

goal, and thus a new approach was required, one which emphasized the mutual risks that 
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nuclear weapons (and nuclear conflict) posed to both sides. In contrasr, early Amer ican 

strategic thinking made greater use of the simple learning model. Thus, for example. 

the strategy of massive retaliation cm be explained as an atternpt to utilize American 

military dominance in reaction to a series of Soviet military advances. Unlike the 

thinking that emerged in Canada, then, Amencan strategic thought confmed erkting 

goah and objectives in the new security environment fie., emerging victorious in a- 

future conflict) . Over tirne, Arnerican thinking changed in response to shifting attitudes 

regarding the utility of nuclear weapons and the various criticisms of American nuclear 

strategy. Indeed, such shifts included accepting some of the Canadian conceptual 

unders tandings of the nuclear age. 

The initiai American failure to appreciate the reality of the altered strategic 

environment may be linked to traditional attitudes towards military conflict and victory. 

A nation that prided itself on never having "lostn a war, analysts in the US had a difficult 

time adapting to an environment where "victory" was no longer possible, and that any 

attempt to "winw a nuclear conflict would likely result in the mutual suicide of both 

participants. It is therefore possible that American attitudes regarding victory in warfare 

were so entrenched that they precluded American strategic analysts from accurately 

evaluating the nuclear environment, with the result that any learning that occurred was 

distoned and misleading. 

This is not to suggest, though, that Canadian strategic thought was necessarily 

more "sophisticated" than its Arnerican counterpart. On the contrary, rnuch of the work 

of the American defence community was uniquely original and represented an enorrnous 
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achievement in the field (this point will be expanded upon in the concluding chapter). 

However. in  spite of many contributions, policy makers were slow ro accept new 

interpretations, and thus US defence policy into the 1960s continued to stress the 

importance of American nuclear superiority over the Soviet Union, in spite of the many 

dangers that defence observers expressed. 

The concept of learning thus represents one possible approach in accounting for 

the national differences that evolved in strategic thought, although the observations 

O ffered here are preliminary and more research is required be fore de finit ive j udgemenü 

can be reached. More generdly, this discussion indicates that while Canadians made 

several important conceptual contributions to post-war strategic thought, the reluctance 

of key members of the American defence cornmunity to accept these insights created 

obstacles in their becoming members of the nuclear strategy/arms control epistemic 

community that emerged in the 1950s. In spite of this fading, however, there were an 

array of instinitional linkages that ensured that Canadian observations and findings were 

made available to American s trateg is ts . 

Sumrnq  

This chapter has examined two related questions that both focus on domestic 

aspects of Canadian strategic thinking. It has demonstrated that defence officials in 

Canada were influenceci by societal forces, and bat  the defence policy community played 

a role in determining the issues that were addressed by defence officials. In addition, 

it has revealed that Canadian defence officials were not part of the nuclear strategy/arms 
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conuol epistemic community that ernerged in the US. At its core, this chapter has 

attempted to answer a critical ;luestion of policy anaiysis, narnely who participates and 

who wields power in policy debates. The discussion has revealed that the concept of a 

policy community conveys the impression of order in the midst of ~haos. '~ The chapter 

has also exarnined a second related question -- how open are these communities and how 

does one join? 

Perhaps some concluding comments may reveal why defence officiais were 

influenced by the attentive defence public. Policy debates in dernocratic countries rnay 

be influenced by domestic publics for many reasons. At one level, there is the practical 

consideration that the public who is most directly concerned is in the best position to 

define what their interests are (and hence what the objectives of the government ought 

to be), and is also the custodian of specialized or technical information necessary ro the 

effective formulation of policy . If government policies are to be irnplemented srnoothl y ,  

positive public cooperation may be required, in which case the authorities may think it 

prudent not merely to listen to, but to solicit the views of pertinent domestic interests at 

an early stage." 

Notw ithstanding these considerations , however , there is evidence to sugges t that 

bureaucraties have long been distrustfui of constituent opinion as a foundation for the 

conduct of policy. The reasons are easily identified. Government officials function in 

a world of shades of grey. If progress on resolving a contentious issue is to be made. 

it cm normally only occur in small incremental steps. Thus, the policy environment is 

a world of nuance and subtlety. However, such traits are not the most evident 
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characteristics of constituent publics. or of their opinions. Public reactions to foreign 

policy and security issues are often one sided and, at worst, given to emotional excess. 

As Denis Stairs has noced, "it would be difficult to conceive of a collection of attributes 

more cornpletely at odds with the practise of diplomacy as the practitioner views it."'" 

Government officiais also have a number of critical advantages over members of 

a policy community: for exarnple. the apathy of the majority of the general population; 

a claim to privileged information and expertise: a longer attention span and superior 

staying power; and a significantly larger and more fertile store of communications and 

other resources. The impressive capab ilities of these assets are at least part1 y respons ib le 

for the general weakness of public opinion as a policy setter in the political-security field, 

and may help to account for the sornewhat sporadic character of iü policy-setting record 

in other, less ciramatic, fields." The fact that resources of this kind are deployed 

demonsuates that even where public opinion fails to influence the government's 

behaviour abroad, it can still determine the character of much of its political behaviour 

at home? 

This discussion has also demonstrated that even in the context of a single case, 

methodological factors make it effectively impossible to isolate the power of public actors 

from those of other forces. Despite this, their presence as a significant factor in the 

security field cannot be denied. Yet this significance does not corne without costs. 

Indeed, while the issues on the security agenda may have more visible implications for 

identifiable domestic interests, some of them also pose problems of enormous technical, 

political, and organizational complexity. Their ramifications are frequently uncertain and 
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affect the long term as well as the short. They can also have unpredictable side effects 

in unrelated fields, both at home and abroad. A decision maker who is severely pressed 

by his constituents may be drawn, unwittingly or otherwise, into the pursuit of security 

policies that will rebound ultimately, if not immediately. to their disadvantage -- to Say 

nothing of the impact they rnay have elsewhere in the international ~ommunity."~ 

Access to one's government, it deserves repeating, does not necessarily mean 

influence on government policy. Policy ernerges as a consensus of opinion and analysis 

from diverse sources, and interest group and policy community intervention is only one 

of a number of possible influences." Even when a policy is consistent with one group's 

position, it is rarely clear whether that group or some other factor -- a political or 

economic consideration, for instance -- made the difference in the government's decision 

(a point that was discussed at some length in Chapter Ten). Rather, al1 that is revealed 

is that the policy process is open to societal pressures, and that the preferences of 

bureaucratic and governrnent actors are potentially challengeable. 

This discussion is particularly signifiant at this time because of the contemporary 

defence debate in Canada. In the aftermath of the Cold War, a number of interest 

groups have corne forward with their visions of Canadian security interesu and policy 

recommendations for the new rnillenni~rn.~~ This has occurred against the backdrop of 

the 1993 defence policy review, one which Prime Minister Jean Chretien stated was 

intended to reflect the government's commitment to consultation with the public. In 

addition to the array of groups that appeared before the Special Joint Committee of the 

Senate and the House of Commons on Canadian Defence Policy, several other groups 
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prepared written statements and reports.& While it is difficult to determine what impact 

such representation may have had, the 1994 Defence White Pa~er specifically noted that 

many of its recommendations came about as a result of public consultation. The 

differences and similarities w ith the experience of the 1950s are thus clear: four decades 

ago the government made no effort to consult with the public nor did it encourage 

presentations to it? And yet, the net result remains largely the same -- governments are 

open to public consultation, and the messages of interested individuals and groups are 

cons idered. Desp ite such access , though, there remains no guarantee that public 

concerns will be respecteci in policy decisions and outcomes. 

The second part of this discussion focused on the epistemic community that 

emerged in the nuclear strategylarms control field, and determined that Canadians were 

only peripheral members of it. In spite of this ftnding, though, this should not be 

interpreted as a negative reflection on the important work that was done in Canada. 

Indeed, quite the contrary . The disagreements between Canadian and American defence 

observers reveal a domestic comrnunity that was intent on reaching its own findings at 

a time when the only strategic certainty was change. It was those disagreements that 

prevented Canadians from entering the epistemic comrnunity, members of which tend to 

share similar views and belief structures. In addition, as demonstrated in the archival 

chapters , many of the cr itical conceptual understandings reached by Canadian officiais 

were ultimately accepted in the US, albeit only after time had revealed their insight. 

While it is not possible to draw direct linkages of influence, it is important to emphasize 

that, as a result of both institutionai and informal linkages between Canadian and 
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American defence officiais and observers, the studies produced in Canada received 

widespread distribution within the US, and certainly became part of the larger body of 

l iterature in the field. 7 % ~ .  rather than being interpreted as challenging the importance 

of the Canadian observations, the erciusion from the larg er epistemic cornmuni~ 

highlights the nature of the disagreement (s) between observers in the two countries. and 

points to the distinctive nature of the Canadian findings. 

In sum, political scientists have discovered new analytic tools that allow them to 

enjoin debates on the design of public policy and of institutions based on a solid research 

method. This is a timely development, especially considering that this is a period of 

signifiant institutionai and social change in many Western (and non-Western) countries. 

However, both the policy and epistemic community approaches are still in the early 

stages of formulation, and more research will no doubt bring increased understanding to 

the concepts. More generally. this snidy has now accomplished what it set out to do -- 

demonstrate the existence of Canadian strategic thinking and examine possible influences 

and approaches that might explain it. This then sets the stage for the project's 

concluding chapter, which will review what the study has revealed, place it in its broader 

context, and point out avenues for further research. 
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Chapter 12 -- Summary and Conclusions 

The history of strategic thought in the post-war period has been widely viewed 

by scholars as the history of American contributions. Analysts have focused on the 

writings of Bernard Brodie, William Kaufmann, Herman Kahn, and Albert Wohls tetter 

not because of their nationality , however , but because of the sophistication and breadth 

of their observations, which have become the standard by which others in the field have 

been measured. In recent years, though, scholars have begun exarnining the strategic 

contributions made by observers outside the US.' This study has continued that effort, 

as it has focused on the strategic thinking of the closest ally to the US at a criticai period 

of the Cold War. It has revealed that Canadian defence officials did think strategicaily. 

and that they approached the defence and security issues of the day from a distinctly 

Canadian point of view . This finding represents a challenge to the conventional thinking 

in the field, which not only asserts that there was no strategic thought in Canada, but that 

defence officials were either incapable of and/or unwilling to identifj national strategic 

interests that questioned the defence policies and roles identifiai for this country by Our 

alliance partners. More generally, the study raises questions regarding the dominance 

of the external environment thesis in Canadian security, as it has demonsuated that 

foreign cornmitments and obligations were only one of many influences on Canadian 

defence officials. By challenging some long-held assumptiom in Canadian security, it 
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is the author's hope that the project has identified avenues for further research that c m  

hopefully lead to more definitive answers to several outstanding questions. 

The study's most critical finding is that Canadian defence officials made some 

important conceptual contributions to post-war strategic thought. While lacking the 

research establishment (and budget) of their colleagues in the US, Canadians helped 

transform the concept of deterrence from one that emphasized the damage that could be 

done to another actor if attacked to one that stressed the rnutuai threat that nuclear 

weapons posed. This was a crucial understanding, and one that was not widely accepted 

in the US until the early 1960s. Further, Canadiaos voiced eariy doubts about the 

benefits of arms control, objections that preceded those raised in the strategic studies 

community in the 1970s. Specifically. defence officials in Canada were not convinced 

that stability wouid be enhanced by measures that reduced the certainty of retaliation in 

the missile age. The study has also demonstrated that other strategic concepts -- 

including SAC base vulnerability and the dangers of nuclear superiority -- had a 

Canadian dimension that has gone previously unrecognized by scholars. 

One question that this project has not considered in detail is how and to what 

extent Canadian strategic thinking influenced thinking in the larger security/strategic 

smdies community . nie reason for this omission is that no clear a m e r  is possible. nor 

is one necessary. Indeed, it is virnially impossible to prove direct influence arnong 

American strategists, let alone non-Americans. The principal difficulty is that it is not 

possible to isolate a particular study and identiQ it as the specific one that sparked a shift 

in thinking. In an environment where major works were continually being written. 
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critiqued, and evaluated, strategic thought evolved rapidly as dated concepts were 

replaced with contemporary ones. 

Rather, a more useful exercise is to determine whether Canadian defence scientists 

had access to the papers and thinking of their American colieagues, and vice versa. If 

one can establish such a linkage, then direct influence becornes much more iikely, as the 

opinions and understandings of Canadians would have been discussed by members of the 

broader community. In this regard, Chapter Eleven noted that while Canadians were 

only peripheral players in the nuclear strategy/arrns control epistemic community that 

emerged at this tirne, their work nonetheiess received widespread distribution among 

members of that community. Through such contacts, Canadian concepts and 

understandings (like those identified by any other strategists) would have been examined 

and discussed, and ultimately adopted if enough observers agreed with their basic 

findings. 

The literature of the day was so prolific (in both classified and unclassified 

forms), and most strategists so vigilant in monitoring the works that were published, that 

it would be a meaningless task to seek to identify nuggets of thinking as being derived 

from particular individuals. Rather, as Colin Gray has observed, ail one can do is 

identifj the critical contributions in specific sub-fields, and accept the fact that ideas 

quickly generated m e r  discussion and debate. ' Accepting this criteria, this study has 

demonstrated that Canadians made sorne important observations w hich, 1 ike other 

contributions of the period, helped move the debate in new and unexpected directions. 



In addition, one might note a iürther difficulty in trying to draw direct indications 

of influence in the larger strategic studies community. As Chapter Ten noted, the 

absence of such influence does not, in any event, indicate that such thinking was of little 

importance. Indeed, the mos t signifiant strategist of the post-war period, Bernard 

Brodie, was a frequently ignored figure in strategic studies. his observations normally 

draw ing extens ive criticism and scorn from colleagues . Explaining this reaction is 

difficult. but Barry Steiner's exhaustive study of Broche3 noted two possible 

explanations: (1) much of his work challengeci the prevailing wisdom of the tirne, and 

thus it was relatively easy to criticize; and (2) because his thinking lacked consistency 

on some major  issue^,^ this may have leci some to disregard his observations. 

Summing up Brodie's contributions to post-war strategic thought, Ken Booth 

no ted that 

It is not surprising that Brodie's direct influence on the 
making of American strategy from the mid-1940s until the 
late- 1970s was limited. But does influence mattet? Who 
now worries whether Clausewitz had any influence on 
those around him? What wunts is the enduring worth of 
what he wrote.. .The influence Brodie wielded was indirect 
rather than direct and philosophical rather than technical. 
His writing and teaching helped to shape the sensibilities of 
numerous individual strateg ists . ' 

While 1 make no daim in this study that the observations of Canadians (even those of 

R.J. Sutherland) were as influential as Brodie's, I think the above passage can be applied 

to many of the works of Canadian defence oficials examined here. The tme importance 

of their work lies not NI som urbitrary numerical count of how many Amencan studies 

they influenced, but in the enduring legacy of their cont12~&ons. In this regard, the 
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Canadian understanding of deterrence and the critique of arms convol have certain1 y 

stood the test of time. 

This concluding chapter will be divided into three sections. It will first review 

the study's propositions and non-US based factors. The second part will examine the 

enduring legacy of strategic thought fiom this period, while the third will identify 

avenues for further research. Lastly. some final comments and observations will be 

offered. 

Part 1 -- A Re-examination of the Studv's Pro~ositions 

The archivai chapters confirmed both of the propositions identified in Chapter One 

-- Canadian strategic thought was original in scope and served distinctly national 

interests, and there were a number of non-US based factors that influenced the manner 

in which such thinking was articulated. Regarding the former, the study has 

demonstrated that while Canadian strategic thinking was frequently original, it is 

unreasonable to expect that such thought should have been uniquely original in every 

instance. Canadian defence officiais operated in the same environment as their 

colleagues in other countries, and thus they ocwionally exarnined similar issues -- and 

reached comparable conclusions. Such similarities do not reflect an inability to identib 

distinctly Canadian interests (no more so than, for example, a similar tendency on the 

part of British or German defence offkiais). Rather, they reveal the limitations and 

constraints imposed by the external environment. and the impact that foreign 

commitments may have on States. 
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Having made that caveat, though, the archival chapters clearly demonstrate that 

defence officiais did articulate a range of Canadian strategic interests. and that they 

approached the issues of the day from a Canadian point of view. Canadian strategic 

thought can be divided into two broad types: ( 1) concepnial contributions to the larger 

field of post-war strategy: and (2) issues where the observations and findings were driven 

b y dis tinctly Canadian concerns. 

Both of these contributions challenge the exis ting literature. C hap ter Two 

reviewed the studies by authors Adrian Preston, John Gellner, and Colin Gray, each of 

which argued that Canada had been a strategic void throughout the post-war period, a 

country that had failed to develop an independent capacity to analyze strategic 

developrnents and trends. These authors further asserted that this failure had led to the 

inability to identify a distinctly Canadian post-war defence and security policy. This 

inability was believed to be symptomatic of a much larger national fading. and there was 

a sense that strategic thinking was unlikely to develop until this country asserted its 

independence in a wide range of policy fields. 

The archival chapters demonstrated that the principal conclusion of these authors 

was misleadhg and inaccurate. However, it is important to note that these authors wrote 

their studies prior to the de-classification of origioal documentation, and thus it is not 

surprising that they based them on some common assumptions of the time. However, 

what is surprising is the continuai willingness of many conternporary Canadian security 

scholars to accept their conclusions in the absence of supporting documentation. While 

Chapter Two identified some recent works that have questioned the prevailing wi~dorn,~ 
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old assumptions -- many totally unsubstantiated -- continue to dominate the field. 

Whereas government secrecy has traditionally explained this acceptance, the recent 

release of documentation calls for a reconsideration of several aspects of Canadian Cold 

War history. 

Chapter Two also examined some of the specific assumptions about Canada that 

these authors shared. Many of these were broadly llnked to peripheral dependence, 

which was viewed as a possible explanation for this country's (assurned) reluctance to 

identify nationai interests in both defence and non-defence areas. According to this 

" image". Canada's limited international role and inability to challenge American interests 

is the result of incornplete domestic deveiopment and external domination. Thus, 

Canada's fundamental lack of autonomy prevents this country from charting an 

independent course in several areas of policy, of which defence is only one. 

While a useful approach in explaining some aspects of Canada's distorted 

development, peripheral dependence makes too many assumptions and overlooks some 

critical consideratiom. For example, it fails to realize that ail countries (even the most 

powerful ones) conceive their defence and security policies in the context of an anarchic 

international system. Canada is therefore hardly the only country that must formulate 

its policy in a harsh and uncertain environment. In addition, rather than the innocent 

bystander caught in the game of international politics that peripheral dependence asserts, 

Canada chose to become allied to the West. M i l e  there were several countries that had 

little direct Say in their defence policies during this period, Canada was not one of them. 

Lastiy , in contrast to what peripheral dependence predicts, Canada played an important 
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role in Western defence in the 1950s and '60s. and the military decisioos chat this 

country made were carefully considered by other srates. Thus, when used in a 

strategic/military context, peripheral dependence is of questionable usefulness ( i t  will be 

exarnined in greater detail later in the chapter). 

In the post-war period. the principal Canadian interest (both political and military) 

was international stability and order. This goal was articulated in both policy papers and 

speeches. Canada could focus on the international environment because, unlike most 

States, its security was not directiy threatened by hostile neighbours or unlawful dornes tic 

organizations, but rather by the prospect of a large-sale conflict involving the 

superpowers. There was thus no inherent contradiction between Canada's al1 iance 

interests and its domestic security concerns. Rather the two could -- and did -- advance 

Canada's principal interest. 

In aligning with the US and in comrnitting itself to two American-domimted 

military organizations, Canada adopted the military strategy of the West as the basis of 

its own defence policy.' This is not to Say that Canada had no voice in the formulation 

of that policy, or ability to take independent action. For example. successive Canadian 

governmenu prioritized peacekeeping , and this was one role that Ottawa undertook 

largely on its own initiative. In addition, as  Chapter Eight discussed, disarmament and 

arms control became an important focus of Canadian security policy in the early 1960s. 

B y identify ing distinctive roles and initiatives, Canada asserted its independence and 

autonomy . 
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Despite this abilitv. there is no question that alliance constraints and rasks 

imposed certain limitations on Canadian defence officials. However, it must be 

emphasized that Canada was hardly unique in this regard. Indeed. as noted above, 

British, French, and German defence planners and strategists al1 had to deal with the 

same challenge -- ie., identifjhg independent strategic interests in a multilateral alliance 

dominated by the US. Each had to snike a balance between national security interests 

and larger alliance commitments (a balance the French could not reach, which led to 

their withdrawal from NATO's military command in the mid-1960s). Clearly, NATO 

detexmined the basic parameters of defence policy for each member, fiom the least 

powemil to the most. But the evidence indicates that Canadian defence offlcials were 

generally successful at identifj4ng distinctly national interests. and in offering their own 

interpretations of important strategic developments. Alliance membership thus did not 

preclude officiais fiom examining issues in a critical fashion. In any event, al1 memben 

of the alliance had to deal with the constraints associated with membership. a price that 

every member -- including Canada -- obviously felt was worth paying. 

With regards to the second proposition. the study identified five non-US based 

factors that influenced the manner in which Canadian strategic interests were conceived 

and articulated by defence offcials. As discussed. Caoadian security literature has 

generally emphasized the dominant role that the US played in detemiining Canadian 

defence policy during this period. and has overlooked other factors like political 

considerations and technological change. Examined from a broad perspective, then, this 

study presents Canada as a fully independent and sovereign actor, one in which domestic 
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events and considerations can weigh just as heavily as external ones for the purposes of 

security policy (for more on the factors, see below). 

Having briefly reviewed the study's propositions, perhaps some final comments 

can be offered on the findings of the archival chapters. Chapter Six, which examined 

Canada's air defence debate, revealed that defence officiais believed that enhanced air 

defence cooperation with the US would serve Canadian strategic interests, most cntically 

the strengthening of the nuclear deterrent. It was widely believed that an effective 

continental air defence system would not only protect Canadian and other North 

Arnerican targets in the event of a Soviet attack, but would also enhance strategic 

stability, as the better the defence the lesser the probability of Arnerican nuclear forces 

being destroyed on the ground in a surprise Soviet strike. This was as much of a 

Canadian interest as it was an American one, and defence off~cials were not as concerned 

about the politics of military cooperation as were officiais in the Department of Exteml 

Affairs. In addition, the Chapter indicated that the CF405 Arrow was cancelled for a 

variety of reasons, most of which focused on the müitary roles that Canada could 

realistically play in the Cold War. Documents reveal that the aircraft was the source of 

a bitter intra-service defence debate, and that both the Army and Navy identified 

numerous reasons justifiing cancellation. The long held myth of American pressure 

forcing the Diefenbaker govermnent to cancel the plane deserves to be buried once and 

for a l 8  

Chapter Seven offered the study's most important fmdings. It revealed that 

Canadian defence officiais, led by Dr. R. J. Sutherland and his colleagues in the Joint 
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Ballistic Missile Defence Staff, helped identiQ and articulate some of the critical strategic 

concepts of the nuclear age, most notably munial deterrence theory and strategic stability. 

The chapter demonstrated that Canadians approached nuclear deterrence quite differently 

than their American colleagues, and began to emphasize its mutual nature around 1950. 

This approach was not initially accepted in the US, where observers largely stressed the 

political/strategic advantages that would result from nuclear superiority and the possible 

dangers that would result from a balance of power between the superpowers. The 

chapter also revealed that Canadians identified an array of other key strategic issues -- 

including fmt and second strike weapons and the concept of assured desmiction -- at 

roughly the same time or slightly before obsenten in the US. CalZCILiiam thuî 

contribured to the idemifca~ion of several strategic concepts of the nuclear age. 

Chapter Eight examined the domestic nuclear weapons debate of the 1950s and 

early '60s, and found that, contrary to the existing literature, DND officiais identified 

a range of reasons favouring nuclear acquisition. Such reasons included both political 

and military ones -- politically, acquisition would move Canada back into the Western 

camp, an allegiance that many in the department believed the country was moving away 

from, while militarily, acquisition would ensure that Canadian forces would not be at a 

disadvantage in possible future engagements in both Europe and North America. More 

broadly , it was believed that Canadian nuclear weapons would enhance the credibility of 

the Western deterrent. Rather than simply advise acceptance on the basis of an alliance 

decision that had already been made, DND offlcials made their recommendation on their 

analysis of Canadian interests. 
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Lastly . Chapter Nine revealed that defence officials identified conceptual problems 

wirh arms control, and that while not entirely opposed to the concept, Canadians were 

far more cautious in their evaluation of it than their American colleagues. The chapter 

exarnined several studies prepared by Mr. G.D. Kaye of the DRB that utilized game 

theory , an emerging tool of quantitative analysis at the tirne. Essentidly , Kaye and other 

DND officials believed that reduced holdings of nuclear weapons would not necessarily 

result in greater strategic stability, as large and redundant nuclear forces ensured 

effective retaliation regardless of which side stxuck fist and the degree of strategic 

surprise achieved. While defence officials did appreciate some of the benefits that arms 

control could offer. they tended to emphasize that negotiations needed to be carefully 

evaluated and agreements closely monitored. Whereas this critique was not widely 

accepted at the t h e ,  years later Arnerican opponents of arms control made similar 

arguments, and thus the Canadian challenge may have had considerable long- terrn 

influence. 

A Final Look at the non-US Based Factors 

One aspect of this study that penneated much of the discussion was the distinction 

between the domestic and extemal environments . The two , while analytically distinct, 

are hardly sealed from one another. They intermix, but most of the pull is one way -- 

the international environment exerts a powerfid influence on the Canadian domestic 

scene. Public interest groups (and the general public) react to major international events, 

and this, in mm, affects the demands made upon govemment offkials. The total web 
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of relationships among al1 international actors is the global system, and it is the 

configuration of power within that system that determines the threat perception of 

Canadian decision rnaker~.~ Within the global system, it is the US that has the most 

sway over Canada, as it does over many countries. 

And yet, this paper's second proposition suggested that there were an array of 

non-US based factors that affected Canadian strategic thought. While this is not to 

understate the important influence of American defence analysis, the study has 

highlighted the fact that as a middle-sized international power, the Canadian state 

responds to a variety of stimuli and events. While there is no need in this concluding 

chapter to comprehensively review what has been learned of each of the factors, some 

brief fuial observations can be offered. 

The infernational environment set limits on the fiexibility of Canada's possible 

courses of action during the Cold War. The balance of power and the reality of the US- 

Soviet conflict broadly defmed the parameters of Canadian action. The Cold War was 

the dominant geo-strategic development of the period, and its shadow stretched well 

beyond the narrow confines of the military domain. Of course. Canada retained the 

absolute freedom to withdraw from NATO, declare its neutrality, and move closer to the 

USSR (as author James Minifie suggested), but such actions would have had prohibitive 

economic and politicai costs. Canada was (and remains) a Westem nation, and those 

actions that threatened Westem security or were likely to have repercussions in the US 

were not looked upon favourably by the majority of Canadians. And yet, within these 

general limits, Canadian defence officials had considerable discretion, with each change 
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in government resulting in a lengthy re-examination of defence and security interests. 

As a close ally of the US, Canada was an important player in the Cold War, 

although Canadians consistently preferred to think of their country as somewhat Iess 

involved in the confiict than Our firm allegiance indicated. That belief becarne more 

difficult to sustain with the rise to office of John Diefenbaker in 1957, when Canadian 

foreign and defence policy began the most volatile period in the nation's history , as the 

combination of a senes of international events along with drarnatic changes in weapons 

technology placed tremendous pressures on Canada. The international environment, 

then, was responsible for maintaining a high level of threat perception into the mid- 

196Os, and Canadian declaratory policy reflected that world view . 

Documents de-classified for this study indicate that the shifting patterns of world 

politics and the Cold War exerted a direct influence on the assumptions. outlooks, and 

the general framework of defence officiais, which were quickiy reflected in official 

policy . For example, in 1948, afier several developments raised doubts about the Soviet 

Union's cornmitment to peace, Brooke Claxton declared that the USSR was the only 

possible military threat facing Canada. Two years later, afier the shock of Korea, Lester 

Pearson concluded that Canada was in a twilight zone between war and peace, and that 

it needed to play a more active international role. In the mid-1950s, the St. Laurent 

government emphasized the need to contain Soviet aggression, and by the late '50s the 

Cold War had produced a set of operating assumptions and defence objectives centred 

around NATO, NORAD, and peacekeeping.1° Lastiy, in 1964, the White Paoer on 

Defence emphasized that the Communist world was expansionist, but it fmlly 
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acknowledged that the USSR would lilcely try to achieve its aims short of war. Each of 

these objectives was discussed at some length in depamnental reports. and can be linked 

to changes in the international environment. 

More specifically, in reports ranging h m  Canada's air defence objectives, to 

those that examiwd nuclear strategy, to those on Canada's larger defence interests. the 

Cold War and the influence it had was a dominant consideration. Canadian defence 

officials. realizing that Canada's security was intimately tied to that of the West, 

implicitly viewed Canadian interests through the pnsm of the Cold War and the assurned 

hostility between East and West. For example, during those periods when international 

tensions were particularly high, reports stressed the immediate steps that could be taken 

to improve Westem security (ie., air defence cooperation with the US, acceptance of 

nuclear weapons) . At other times, a less urgent approach was adopted, and issues were 

framed within the context of long-term Westem political and security interests. 

The Cold War thus formed the backdrop of departmental reports, as well as 

determined some of the specific fmdings and conclusions that were reached. It should 

be emphasized, however, that there is nothhg surprising or unusual about this -- small 

actors like Canada must always frame their defence policies in the context of the larger 

global environment. hdeed, even large powers are influenced by developments outside 

their borders, and have only a limited ability to alter the priorities and concems of other 

actors. Canadian defence officiais were thus keenly aware of developments in the 

international environment and of the role(s) Canada could play to ensure that its long- 

term defence and security interests were protected. 



609 

If the international environment is the predominant influence on assessments of 

the likelihood of conflict, technological devefopments largely determine military 

capabilities. Indeed. weapons technology is a critical element in the consideration of 

defence policy and thinking. The development and subsequent introduction of nuclear 

weapons and long-range delivery systems revolutionized military strategy in the 1950s. 

Power suddenly lost its relation to the size of rnilitary forces. Formerly concerned with 

seizing the initiative, carrying the fight to the enemy, and emerging victorious, strategisu 

became more concemeci with deterrence and the threat of force. Thus, conventional 

military assumptions and concepts, fmt  discussed and popularized (in the West) by 

Jomini and Clausewitz, were believed to have been nullified. relegated to the dust bin 

of strategy through a technological revolution that had, literally overnight, required new 

concepts on both the use and threat of force to be devised. 

Changes in weapons technology exert a powerful influence on perceptions of 

stability in the international system, but the most direct impact are on the roles and tasks 

of the military. In the fast quarter century of the post-war era. Canada's armed forces 

made both passive and active contributions to the protection of the Arnerican nuclear 

deterrent. With the installation of early waniing radars on Canadian temtory, Canada 

helped provide waming t h e  to the Strategic Air Command. And with bombers 

constituting the main Soviet threat, the RCAF made an active contribution to the 

protection of the deterrent by giving high prionty to intercepter forces. Advances in 

technology in the 1960s altered the need for such forces, and Canada began making 

contributions in airbome and spacebome surveillance and detection. 
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Throughout this period. though, Canada was hardly a hostage to technology. To 

keep up with modem weapons developments, a state needs a sophisticated technological 

infrastructure, a modem industrial base, and sufficient economic resources. Canada had 

al1 three and a proven abiliy in the high technology field. Canadian scientists helped 

develop the atomic bomb and went on to produce an advanced nuclear energy industry; 

Canadian engineers designed the sophisticated CF- 100 and CF- 105 aircraft ; and Canada 

had sufficient wealth to afford al1 but the most expensive weapons systems. However, 

maintainhg a comprehensive Canadian defence research and manufachiring capability 

was simply not a priority of the government. Thus, Canada rejected atomic weapons in 

1945, refused to pay the pice of the CF-105 in 1959, and began reducing defence 

spending in the late-1950s. There were other, nondefence related domestic priorities, 

and it was decided that the acquisition of some high technology weapons did not provide 

benefits comrnensurate with the costs. 

Perhaps a brief review of the air threat to Canada might bener reveal the ways 

in which changes in technology had a direct effect on Canadian strategic thinking. From 

1945 to 1947, any Soviet air threat against Canada was potential, not real. The Soviets 

did not possess aircraft capable of attacking the populated regions of North Arnerica. and 

they did not have nuclear weapons in any event. Because of these realities, the Canadian 

government resisted Amencan pressure to establish a northem radar network and air 

defence bases. In 1948, however, the Soviets unveiled their version of the Amencan B- 

29 bomber, the TU4,  and one year later they exploded their fnst nuclear weapon. In 

response, continental air defence began to gain priority status as Canada established an 
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Air Defence Command. joined with the US in 1951 in creating the Pineuee radar 

network, and ordered hundreds of CF-100 air defence interceptors. Despite these steps, 

there remained scepticism in Canada regarding the severity of the Soviet air threat and 

the need to take joint action with the US. 

Concem over air defence intensified in the mid-1950s, after the Soviets exploded 

a hydrogen bomb and unveiled several new models of jet powered bombas. In quick 

succession, the US built the northern DEW line, Canada constructed the Mid-Canada 

Line, and an integrated air defence comrnand was formed in 1957. During this period 

(and for some years after) Canadian temtory was critical to the defence of the US: DEW 

line radar stations would provide hours of warning of any bomber attack and Canadian 

territory allowed for the practise of defence-in-depth. As long as the bomber remained 

the principal military threat, active air defence was both possible and essential, and 

departmental reports focused on the technological threat and the ways to counter it. 

The Soviet test of an ICBM in 1957 forecast the decline of the bomber as the 

main strategic weapon. The Russians did not build upon their initial missile lead, and 

their bomber force remained the principal military threat until the early '60s. But the 

trend was clear. Both the Soviets and the Arnericans poured resources into missiles. 

against which there was no effective defence. Active defence of North America 

gradually gave way to reliance on deterrence. a development that Canadian defence 

officiais supported. NORAD's strength, in both the US and Canada, was reduced and 

the emphasis shifted to surveillance and the inkgration of civil and military airspace. 

Once essential to the whole deterrent system, the contribution of Canada's armed forces 
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towards the protection of the retaliatory power of the US becarne less central. 

The shifi from bombers to missiles was written about extensively by Canadian 

defence officials. Uniike their counterparts in the US, though, Canadians generally 

viewed the introduction of missiles as a stubilizing development, as they represented an 

additional delivery vehicle and helped ensure that neither side's nuclear force could be 

destroyed in a first suilce. Dr. R.J. Sutherland and his colleagues in the JBMDS believed 

that due to the greater survivability of missiles, the US and USSR "could afford to wait" 

in a cnsis, thereby offering statesmen valuable time in which to resolve disputes. In 

addition, Canadian defence officiais concluded that the introduction of missiles reduced 

the overall importance of Canadian geography for Western defence. This was because 

the range of missiles meant that it was no longer necessary (or strategically desirable) to 

have fonvard air bases in Canada, and thus the often-disputed concept of defence-in- 

depth became increasingly irrelevant. These observations had important implications for 

both Canadian defence policy and strategic thought. 

More generally, the archival chapters revealed that technology was a dominant 

concern of Canadian defence officials. Technological advances not only played a role 

in determining which issues were examined, but even affected the formation of defence 

staff groups designed to review particular technological innovations (the JBMDS being 

the best example). And whiie Canadian officiais never lost sight of the fact that strategy 

in the nuclear age had a critical politicai dimension, attention was directed to tracking 

technical innovations and ensuring that the latest advances in weaponry were well 

understood. In addition to the examples already discussed, other technological advances 
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that received considerable departmental attention were air defence systems, missile 

defences, and the advent of submarine launched ballistic missiles in the early 1960s. 

A third influence on Canadian strategic thinking during this period was the 

Atlanric alliance. NATO was a military organization with responsibility for conducting 

wu; as such the plans that it made, the military concepts that it followed, and the roles 

that it advocated al1 played a powerful part in determining the posture of Canada's m e d  

forces and the broad thinking that underlay Canadian defence policy. Through an 

exchange of information and opinion between the member states on the political problems 

facing the alliance, the drawing together of intelligence estimates of Wanaw Pact 

capabilities, and the direct diplomacy of member states and senior NATO figures, the 

alliance affected the perceptions of Canadian defence officiais and policy makers on an 

array of strategic questions. 

During the the  frame for this project, NATO's influence in Canada was at its 

peak. From 1949 until 1957, if GNP is accepted as the principal measure, Canada gave 

proportionately more rnoney and material to NATO than any other ally.ll Canada's 

European divisions were well equipped. the Mutual Aid Programme helped several 

countries, and the NATO Air Training Program spent hundreds of millions of dollars on 

the training of European pilots. Corresponding to the era of intense international tension, 

this was the pend in which NATO was the repository of hopes for a new North Atlantic 

partnership. l2 It is important, then, not to confuse the crucial role that NATO played in 

Canadian foreign and defence policy during this period with the growhg doubts that 

developed regardhg Canada's role in the alliance by the late 1960s. 
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The Canadian military enthusiastically supported NATO because through the 

integrated alliance force, they were making a real contribution to Western defence. 

While sorne national military contingents were uncornfortable at being under a supra- 

national commander and abiding by directives that might not have had unanimous 

domestic support, this was not the case for Canada, which had a history of its voops 

serving under foreign commands. In addition, the Canadian military and the NATO 

Strategic Cornmand had a common interest in the maintenance of strong Canadian m e d  

forces. Just as the Amencan military has traditionally had well-placed allies in the US 

Congress willing to put pressure on the executive to maintain strong defences, so too did 

the Canadian military have an ally in NAT0.13 In order to perform the missions that 

Canada had comrnitted itself to, regular purchases of sophisticated rnilitary equipment 

were required, and NATO commanders made sure that successive Canadian governments 

were aware of these commitments. 

As the archiva1 chapters revealed, the alliance influenced several important 

defence decisions that faced the Canadian government during this period. One example 

was Canada's adoption of the nuclear snike/reconnaissance role in 1959. While the role 

represented a signifiant military depamire for Canada (in that it was unambiguously 

offensive), the government quickly accepted it, and in the subsequent Parliarnentary 

debate it was stressed that NATO Commander General Lauris Norstad had penonally 

requested Canada to do so (see Chapter Eight). On the domestic nuclear weapons 

debate, it was an alliance directive that initially committed Canada to the acquisition of 

nuclear weapons, and Carada's European weapons were part of the larger alliance 
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nuclear force. Further, the decision to cancel the Arrow was at least panly the result of 

concern that the project would leave DND with less money to spend in other areas and 

other projects, including those targeted for alliance missions. 

Each of these decisions was the subject of departmental snidies that emphasized 

pior alliance resolutions and the possible consequences of not honouring them. Indeed, 

DND consistently stressed the political costs of failing to honour alliance commiûnents, 

a task that normally would have been performed by Exteml Affairs, but was not during 

the period 1 960-63 because of the department' s political orientation and gro w ing anti- 

Amencan sentiment. This was most clearly demonstrated in Chapter Eight. Far from 

simply using alliance directives as an excuse to reach a recommendation in favour of 

nuclear weapons, DND reports made a far more pro-active argument, stressing that 

acquisition was in Canada's long-term political interest. Reports thus stressed Canada's 

long-standing ties to the alliance and the interests that resulted in a common bond. The 

Department of External Affairs disagreed with this analysis, indicating the difficulties that 

many in the department had over the basic direction of Canadian security policy during 

this period. 

The influence of the domestic environment and domestic political considerations 

on Canadian strategic thinking was both more profound and less immediate than external 

consideratiom. From one perspective, the impact of Canada's underlying values, 

histoncal traditions, and political structure can hardly be over-estimated, for defence 

officiais are part of the society in which they work; their objectives, assumptions, and 

perceptions reflect societal characteristics as much as personal preferences. However, 
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drawing direct iinkages can be difficult, as the domestic environrnent does not normally 

lend itself to unarnbiguous demonstrations of influence. 

If the domestic characteristics of a society shape the background of policies, the 

specific influence of domestic political considerations like public opinion, the foreign 

policy community , special interests, and the political system on suategic thinking was 

difficult to determine in this snidy. Despite the central place of defence among the 

federal goveniment's responsibilities, the high stakes involved, and the vast s u s  that 

defence spending consumed between 1950 and 1963,14 defence was not featured 

prominently as either an area of public concem or partisan debate. Compared to policy 

fields like agriculture, finance, and labour, interests groups concerned with defence 

issues were generally few. Parliamentary interest was low, and electoral significance -- 

with the lone exception of 1963 -- was slight. 

Still, readers should note that the period from 1960 to 1963 stands out in recent 

Canadian history for the attention that defence issues attracted. Not only was the 

govenunent faced with several difficult and controvenial decisions, but the country's 

major political parties disagreed with one another on several key issues. In this 

environment, defence became a political issue much like health care or economic policy - 

- one where points were won and lost depending on the public's mood and the perception 

of key actors . Indeed, domestic political considerations large ly explain the three year 

delay in the acquisition of nuclear weapons. Both Prime Minister Diefenbaker and 

Secretary of State for External Affairs Green believed that nuclear weapons were 

politically unpopular and could cost the Tory government re-election in the next federal 
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carnpaigdS As discussed. several documents indicate that this was a major factor in 

DEA's decision to recommend nuclear delay . 

The formation of an air defence command with the US represents an additional 

example of how domestic political considerations influenced strategic thought during this 

period. As noted in Chapter Six. DND and DEA came to strikingly different conclusions 

on the need for the command. While DND recornmended its establishment strictly on 

the basis of military eficiency, DEA's decision to oppose the command had more to do 

with public perception and the general concem over Amencan influence at the tirne. The 

two positions -- military efficiency vs. public perception -- were replayed in the 

Parliamentary debate, one that featured the Tory goverment emphasize the former, 

while the Liberal opposition stressed the latter. DEA's position in the debate seemed to 

be determined more by its political interest in protecting Canadian sovereignty than by 

any interest it may have had in ensuring that the most effective air defence system was 

in operation, a system that would protect the continent against air attack. 

Lastly, Chapter Eleven exarnined the influence of the Canadian defence policy 

communily, and concluded that the attentive defence public played an important 

parameter-setting function in deterrnining which issues were considered by defence 

officiais. While this community was not large, the attentive public was composed of 

several high profile observers, thus ensuring that many of the questions that they 

commented on attracted national attention. Chapter Eleven noted that, on several 

occasions, DM> directly responded to reports published in the mass media, thereby 

reveaiing a sensitivity and awareness of the public interest. While department reports 
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did not necessanly share the views of the members of the defence cornmunity, the latter 

helped determine which issues were exarnined. 

In sum. the non-US based factors constitute research tools that can be used to help 

explain Cold War Canadian strategic thought. While the influence of the factors varied 

from issue to issue, they each demonstrated their larger significance to the articulation 

of Canadian suategy. Lest there be any confusion, though, it is important to stress that 

the US was die most important influence on Canadian defence officials, as it was for 

most Western States during the Cold War. The vast array of Canada-US defence 

cornmittees, in combinat ion w ith additional informal linkages , ensured that American 

views were quickly transmitted to Canadian officials. While these views were not always 

accepted, they inevitably had a considerable impact on subsequent Canadian studies. 

This paper has not challenged that fact, and any attempt to do so would constitute a 

misreading of the defence environment of the period. 

Part 2 -- Cold War Nuclear Stratem and its Lenac~ 

While this project has focused on Canadian strategic thought of the early Cold 

War period, readers should recognize the long-term importance of the contributions and 

understandings reached in the larger body of post-war strategy. Thus, in the discussion 

that follows, the intent will be to place Canadian observations and fmdings in their 

broader context, and also to indicate what the impact of these larger observations was. 

If one point deserves emphasis, it is that while the issues and acron have changed from 

the 1950s and early 60s, many of the basic understandings have not. Indeed, even in an 

environment of limited nuclear pr~liferation,'~ the dynamics of nuclear weapons remain 



almost exactly the same. 

There is no need in this concluding chapter to (again) review the major 

developrnents in post-war suategy. The policies of massive retaliation. limited war. 

strategic stability, anns control, and mutual assured destruction have already been 

examined and critiqued. Sufîice to note that over the period of this study, strategic 

thought was revolutionized, and a new understanding of the use -- and threatened use -- 

of force for politicai goals was realized. However, one aspect of this brief review that 

may saike observers as noteworthy is the set of assurnptions which the nuclear strategists 

shared and which underlined much of their work. Though they differed in many ways 

and frequently disagreed with each other, strategists were, in a very tangible sense, al1 

tuned to the same intellectual wavelength. To a large extent, the makers of nuclear 

strategy -- including Canadians -- shared assumptions about the nature of international 

politics and the kind of reasoning that is appropriate for handling political/strategic 

problems. l7 

In particular, either consciously or unconsciously, they ail shared the realist 

approach to international politics. Realism provided a sophisticated intellectual 

perspective on the world and was well-suited to the harsh mood and temper of the Cold 

War. In general, realists tend to be conservative in their views and pessirnistic about 

what can be done to better the human condition. They accept a world divided into 

independent sovereign States as being the normal, if not the permanent condition of 

international society, and they regard "power politics" as the dominant cùiving force in 

state behaviour. At the heart of the paradigm is a largely negative view of human nature 
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which emphasizes man's egotism, selfishness and aggressive impulses, and an 

interpretation of politics which allocates a central role to the pursuit of power and the 

promotion of the national interest. In accepting this framework. nuclear straregists did 

not predict that fufure inter-state relations would necessaniy be dorninoted by conflict; 

but rather that outcornes be consistent with the enduring structures of world p~lit ics.'~ 

Canadian defence officiais shared this world view, as they were generally quite negative 

on the possibilities of accommodation with the USSR and the structure of inter-state 

conflict. 

The difficulty , of course, in accepting the realist framework in the nuclear age 

was that realists believe that force is a necessary aspect of global politics, the f d  arbiter 

of disputes that otherwise appear to be intractable. And yet, as virtually al1 agreed, the 

use of force between nuclear-armed States was unacceptably risky, as one's opponent 

could quickiy retaliate for any attack it might suffer. There was thus no rationality in 

the initiation of a chain of events that could end in the total devastation of one's own 

society, and no means of controlling events to be sure of avoiding the worst outcorne. 

This effectively meant that force was elirninated as a factor in resolving disputes 

between the US and USSR, at least from a strictiy rational point of view. Any strategy 

that threatened the fmt  use of nuclear weapons thus suffered from a fundamental lack 

of credibility . Indeed, by their very nature, nuclear threats impressed those who made 

them more than those who received them. This explains why much of NATO nuclear 

policy of the period appeared to be more concerned with mutuai reassurance than with 

strictly waming the Soviet Union.2o With a basic contradiction between the paradigm 
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and the reality of the nuclear age. strategists struggled to identiQ and explain new 

approaches that continued to employ force in a meaningful way (ie., insurgency, 

escalation dominance, etc. ) . 

It was this very lack of credibility that explains why the Canadian recognition of 

deterrence as a munial concept was so critical. Once both sides deployed invulnerable 

forces, the possibility of emerging victorious in a nuclear exchange was eliminated, as 

was the possibility of a disarming first strike. h d  yet. it was this recognition -- ie., that 

no matter which side stmck first. both would be destroyed as functioning societies in a 

nuclear exchange -- that made the nuclear threat more credible. In an environment where 

strategic supenority was not only unachievable. but essentially irrelevant, mutual 

deterrence became the de facto policy of both the US and USSR and the respective 

alliances that they led. In combination with writings on irrationality and nuclear 

doctrine, this appreciation permitted strategists to employ deterrence as the principal 

strategy of conflict avoidance in the Cold War. 

At the same tirne, though, the threat of force was used nurnerous times by the US 

and USSR throughout the Cold War. If nuclear weapons were essentially unusable, it 

becarne vitally important that the superpowers develop alternative ways of demonstrating 

resolve (aimed both at each other and the respective alliances that they led). In his book 

Nuclear Blaclanail and Nuclear  ala an ce,^' author Richard Betts reviews a range of crises 

in which either the US or the USSR threatened to use force. Crises included Berlin, 

Suez, the Middle East, Lebanon, Quemoy, and Cuba (ultirnately nuclear threats were 

made in each case, but the crises frequently began with threats of conventional attack). 
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Betts demonstrates that through the 1950s and '60s. both superpowers used the threat of 

military force as a means to achieve political objectives, although there were carefully- 

defined boundaries regarding how far either country would actually use those threats. 

While the evidence regarding the utility of threats in h e  nuclear age is open to 

question,= both superpowers certainly beiieved them to be important. Three factors that 

appear to have had an impact on the severity of US-Soviet threats during the Cold War 

were: (1) the perceived vulnerabiliv of an ally; (2) the relative miliiary balance in the 

region in question; and (3) the perceived importance of the issue at stake? 

Viewed from a broader perspective, the strategists of the "Golden age" largely 

established the agenda for the contemporary strategic debate. They introduced a jargon 

and a set of analytical concepts that gave them a novel identity. They formed the first 

military-intellecnia1 complex of any importance, a veritable cornmunity of defence- 

minded individuals. Their prescriptions were such that they had an impact that 

encouraged policy-makers to look to civilians rather than military officiais for strategic 

ad~ice .~ '  The volume of strategic literature published in the 1950s and early '60s was 

unprecedented, and the variety of studies attracted still more people to the burgeoning 

field. The literature of the new subject changed rapidly as new issues arose, which 

occurred whenever technological innovation spurred the need for changes in strategy and 

tactics. 

Perhaps the most signifiant conclusion to be drawn from the survey of strategic 

thought in the nuclear age is the extent to which the quality of such thinking was related 

to an understanding of international relations on the one hand, and of weapons technology 
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thorough understanding of "the state of the art'' in weapons iechnology. Any thinking 

about lirnited war, revolutionary w u ,  or indirect strategy had to take as its s w i n g  point 

an understanding of the military context, which had an enormous effect on the larger 

strategic environment. Inevitably. the interaction worked both ways. Strategic factors 

themselves constituted an important element in international relations. Similarly. 

strategic requirements inspired scientists and engineers to technical achievements that 

they rnight otherwise have considered impossible. That is why the modem field of 

strategic studies owes as much to the work of political scientists at one end of the 

spectnim, and of physical scientists, systems analysts and economists at the other, as it 

does the classical strategists. 26 

Tied to changes in technology were larger ones in the field of strategy, which 

again witnessed military concem rise to prominence. In 197 1, Bernard Brodie wrote 

that, in contrast to its predecessor, post-war strategy came to be a "how to do it study, 

a guide for accomplishing something and doing it efficiently. "*' The sentence captures 

the essence of Golden Age strategy, for it became principally concemed with identiQing 

military solutions to hypothetical security problems. For example, the dominant question 

of the period for the West was "if war was to break out at point "x", what should we 

do? " This question was translated in the US into "if the Soviets attack Western Europe, 

how should we respond, and how long should we wait before we use nuclear weapons"? 

The debate evolved into developing the most effective military policy for the US in its 

on-going political conflict with the USSR. Security policy was analyzed not in terms of 
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the manipulation of the bargaining or political process, but strictly in terms of 

alternatives to place the US in an advantageous military position. The focus was less on 

the political steps that might avoid conflict, and more on the costs and consequences of 

military options. As such, strategisü becarne increasingly unidimensional. incapable of 

offering insight on a range of issues and problems that did not fit neatly into the Cold 

War confIict model. 

As this snidy has demonstrated, Canadian strategic thought during this penod did 

not fa11 into the same quantitative/unidimensional trap. The thinking that was aniculated 

in Canada never lost sight of the fact that even though the weapons of war had changed 

dramatically, the use of force was still a political decision, and it was political concerns 

that would detemine the use and threatened use of force in inter-state conflicts. And 

yet, readers should not conclude that Canadian thought was totally novel in this regard. 

Political factors were not a prominent feature of many Canadian studies, and in several 

their discussion was cursory and uninformative. Thus, this was a difference of degree 

rather than a difference in kind. 

The contribution of the fust generation of nuclear strategists ultimately produced 

a mixed reaction. Some of their supporters characterized their work as "timeless". 

Others, slightly more restrained in their praise, believe that Golden Age strategists made 

an important contribution to the study and practise of a vitaily important area of human 

affairs. They argue that the concepnial framework that was developed has stood the test 

of t h e ,  and that our understanding of the strategic world has been greatly enriched by 

their efforts. 28 
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Other appreciations have been less complimentary. Sorne critics rejected the 

academic strategists as " new c ivilian militarists , " and dismissed their framework as 

inadequate. Some of the more radical opponents produced sophisticated and far reaching 

critiques. Strategists were criticized for their methodology. especially on the grounds 

that they employed pseudo-scientific methods and/or did not undentand the " real " world 

of politics. They were also attacked on moral grounds, with the argument that they were 

excessively conflict-oriented, left ethical questions out of their account, and that their 

"realism" was a mixture of dehumanized cynicism and n a i ~ e t y . ~ ~  In addition, the 

American defence establishment was never cornfortable with the idea of civilians offering 

analy sis on military /security issues, and approached their work w ith both scepticisrn and 

faintly disguised jealously. 

The nuclear strategists were thus criticized from opposing flanks : from traditional 

military professionals on the grounds of inadequate practical expenence and from the 

academic community on grounds of methodology and scholarly conduct. The criticisms 

revealed, however, that it is easier to attack the prescriptions of strategists than replace 

them with legitimate alternatives. Indeed, critical authors often appeared to suspend 

political reality, and offered "solutions" that had linle possibility of being adopted? 

It was inevitable that a strategic Golden Age would be followed by a period of 

anti-climax. After a decade of innovation in the strategic snidies literature, there was a 

noticeable decline in creativity, a complacency about the contributions that had been 

made, and a resulting tendency toward inertia. In the views of some, the nuclear 

strategists had done their job so well that there was little original left to say. In addition, 



626 

as a result of the criticisms that had been levelled against them (and the embarrassrnent 

caused by the inability of theory to result in more effective Arnerican secunty policy in 

the 1960~)~ there was an unwillingness on the part of some strategists to develop new 

approaches . 

Evennially, however, a "third wave" of nuclear strategy emerged. one that shared 

similarities, but also had some important difierences, with the works of the Golden Age. 

Strategic nuclear deterrence had been the dominant concept in post-war strategy for 

decades. Supporters of the theory believed that with rationality (and some measure of 

good luck), an approach had been devised that could indefinitely maintain the nuclear 

peace. But satisfaction with deterrence waned in the 1970s as a result of technological 

innovation, altered strategic appraisals, and a realization that Soviet and American 

defence plamers did not share a common theory of deterrence or understanding of 

strategic stability ." Further discontent was evident with the theories of arms control and 

limited war, the foundations of strategic thought in the 1950s and '60s. This led to a 

desire for new approaches that better reflected contemporary strategic and political 

realities, and which were not grounded in outdated global views. 

In the new studies, while the avoidance of nuclear war remained the primaxy 

objective, an important emphasis was the resurgence of the histoncal approach in 

thinking about strategy. The leading exponents of this approach were the British 

strategist Michael Howard and Bernard Brodie, whose work into the 1970s ensured that 

his was the most lasting legacy of the American nuclear strategistd2 
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Partly out of a desire to emphasize the bond between strategy and politics, new 

writers delved into the history of strategic doctrine in order to explore the interplay of 

ideas and technology. There was also a parallel appreciation of the value of trying to 

comprehend, in a historical fashion, the development of strategic thought in the still- 

young nuclear age. One effect of the use of the histoncal approach was the desire to test 

strategic theory with the empirical evidence." Of particular concern in this regard were 

questions related to the utility of force in the nuclear age. Consequently, a senes of 

works were published that examined the ways in which the superpowers had attempted 

to use military superiority to their political advamage." This included a revival of the 

snidy of naval strategy and studies on the uses of military power short of wu." 

The result of the systematic investigation of the peacetime use of the military 

instrument was to show that the four-decade long nuclear "peace" had, in fact, been 

largely synonymous with military activity, and that both the US and USSR had 

consistently used the developing world in particular as a testhg ground for new weapons 

systerns and strategies? In addition, a body of work emerged that posed difficult 

conceptual questions about deterrence, in particular how well it actually deterred confiict 

even when conditions were favourable for it to do ~ 0 . ' ~  Many scholars concluded that 

deterrence was not nearly as effective as its supporters clairned." Such observers noted 

that while deterrence rnay have prevented large-scale nuclear conflict between the 

superpowers, it certainly had not prevented conventional wars between lesser powers 

where the stakes, while less critical, had important regional implications. 39 
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The reassertion of the historical approach was assisted by the growth of a more 

positive relationship between strategic studies and area studies . Strategists were 

reminded that they belonged to a culture-bound profession, and that ethnocentric 

distortion had a negative effect on both the theory and practise of the subject." Some 

strategists took such counsel seriously, and their work benefitted as a result. Others 

proceeded, largely unconcerned by the fact that strategic thinking exists in a multicultural 

world and that many "rules" of strategy were devised to reflect the reality of the Western 

world. Still, several books published in the 1970s and '80s served policy-makes well 

when it came to understanding regional security issues and the military policies of the 

major powers. Of particular note in this regard was the development of literature on 

Soviet mil itary po wer and strategy , and s tudies that examined third world reg ional 

conflict ." 

This brief review of the contribution and legacy of Golden Age nuclear strategists 

reveals that some cntical understandings were reached. Indeed, the observations that 

were offered helped set the strategic agenda for the remahhg decades of the Cold War. 

While the studies that were produced were codict-oriented and frequently overlooked 

political interests, it is important to emphasize that early strategists worked at a t h e  of 

immense change, when new judgements on the utility of force were required. In a 

radically altered politicai and military environment, nuclear strategists offered 

recommendations that met the policy objectives of the day, which centred around US 

military policy in dealing with an expansionist and untmstworthy USSR. In Canada. 

defence observers were more willing to accept the USSR as the military equal of the US, 
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the border. Whether the objectives of early post-war strategists were appropriate or 

desirable is a difficult question to pose. as any answer offered today benefits from five 

decades of Cold War history. Al1 that can be said was that the analyses that were 

offered represented an initial attempt at making sense of a world in which the rules -- 

military , political, and strategic -- had been dramatically changed. 

In the environment of the post-Cold War, many of the early understandings of the 

nuclear age appear to lack contemporary relevance. And yet, assurning that the works 

of the 1950s and '60s have linle to offer the modem field of strategic studies would be 

a mistake. While rnany of the issues have changed. the ihreat and use of force remains 

an intrinsic part of the fabric of intemational politics. If the thinking of the nuclear age 

tells us anything, it is that the capacity of nations to use violence cannot be abolished; 

one can only try to control the willingness to use this instrument through a mixture of 

incentives and punishments, and try to shape aims through the processes of diplomacy. 

The danger, both during the Golden Age of nuclear strategy and the current post-Cold 

War era, is that precise calculations on weapons characteristics and conflict dynamics 

overshadow larger concerm regarding the desirability of using force to resolve political 

disputes, and the prospects for acbeving goals in a non-violent marner. 



Pan 3 -- Avenues for Further Research 

Having reviewed this study's fmdings and examined the general importance of 

post-war strategic thought, a few final observations will be offered on the challenges 

facing defence researchers in Canada. and suggestions of possible avenues for further 

research in the field. 

Conducting a historically-based defence study is difficult in Canada because of the 

pervasive government secrecy that prevents the w idespread release of documents. While 

a large number of records were reviewed and de-classified for this project, the number 

pales in cornparison to the total amount that rernain closed and kept in storage at 

govemment warehouses in and around the Ottawa area. This researcher encountered 

genuine uncertainty among access officers at the National Archives over what could and 

could not be released, much of it linked to a lack of familiarity with recently de-classified 

record collections in other countries. While the situation has marginally irnproved over 

the past couple of years (as some key record collections now fa11 outside the 30 year 

limit), what is most required is an aninidinal shift, to a mode1 that prioritizes the 

transparency and openness of historical documentation. Given a political culture in 

Canada that has traditionally focused on goverment rights and privileges, however, and 

one that has permitted secrecy for over a century, a paradigm shifi like the one suggested 

here seems most unlikely." 

If the fmdings of this study are to be challenged ancilor expanded upon, 

researchen will require the release of more documents at both the National Archives and 

DND's Directorate of History. However, on-going budgetary problems which have 
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affected staffing levels at both institutions make this unlikely, at least in the near-tem. 

In this regard, it rnight be noted that this author waited up to 18 months to view 

documents that had been "informally " requested, and was disappointed with the resulü 

of " formal" Access to Information (ATI) requests ." 

One source of documentation that remains largely untapped are foreign 

collections. particularly those in the US. The intimacy of the Canada-US security 

relationship, and the fact that there were so many defence cornmittees with representation 

from both countries, ensures that a secondary research option is available to Canadians. 

While there are not many documents written by Canadian govemment officials per se in 

the Amencan collection, there are a large number of documents of broad relevance to 

Canadian strategic thought , including the records of the Canada-US intelligence boards, 

those of the Jouit Chiefs of Staff, and the persona1 papers of a wide range of military and 

civilian officials. Furthemore, each of the American military services maintains its own 

record collections, and these are likely of interest as well in uncovering the Canadian 

approach to key issues. 

In addition, the vast collection at the Directorate of History in Ottawa remains to 

be properly reviewed and catalogued. The main difficulty is the lack of staff and the 

haphazard manner in which many of the personal collections have been stored. For 

example, this author had conducted research for close to one year when 1 was informed, 

quite by accident, that there "might" be some papers by Dr. R.J. Sutherland that had 

never been properly filed, and were therefore not indexed in the main collection. M i l e  

1 am thankful to the Directorate for reviewing and opening some of these papers," there 
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are dozens of similar such collections awaiting proper cataloguing. Until this preliminary 

step is taken, it is impossible for researchers to even know what collections the 

Directorate has in its possession. 

Besides the need for more historical research, there is an additional requirement 

for more published works in the general field of Canadian security. As noted in the 

Introduction, outside of a few recent studies, scholars have not shown rnuch interest in 

Canadian secunty for the past several decades. Given the large number of controversial 

defence decisions made by the Canadian govemment since 1945 alone, this avoidance is 

difficult to explain. Apart from resulting in few works in the field, the lack of interest 

has other costs associated with it. Without a base of studies to examine and question, 

observers and researchers are not exposed to the issues and fmdings that others have 

reached, and thus do not identify areas that might push the field in new and untested 

directions. As far as this author is concerned, promoting interest in Canadian security 

is the greatest challenge facing students of Canadian defence. 

This project has attempted to encourage interest in Canadian security by 

challenging one of the most widely held assumptions in the field. By demonstrating that 

much of the traditional thinking regardhg the lack of Canadian strategic thought is in 

need of revision, it is the author's hope that readers will ask a number of related 

questions. W e  1 have supported my argument through onginal documentation, I 

acknowledge that the evidence in some sections is not as persuasive as it could be, and 

on occasion 1 have relied on secondary works (as original documentation was lacking). 

There is thus a need for other researchers to build on and challenge these findings, and 
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offer answers to questions that were not fully addressed. Arnong such questions are the 

following : 

1. How did the principal figures in the American defence community react to the works 

produced in Canada? Is there conclusive evidence that Amencm copied, borrowed, or 

expanded upon the Canadian studies? 

2. How and in what ways did the dispute between the Departments of National Defence 

and External Affairs affect Canadian strategic M g ?  Given the latter's neutralist 

leanings in the period 1960-63, how did it respond to the a m y  of pro US/NATO studies 

that DND produced? 

3. To what extent did British defence analysis and reports affect Canadian defence 

officials? Were there other Western countries that played an influential role? 

4. Why did the Canadian military accept intelligence reports that bombers were being 

phased out of service in the late-1950s when the evidence was inconclusive? Are there 

other cases where Canadian intelligence challenged the conclusions reached by 

Americans? 

5. In addition to thinkuig on deterrence and a.rms conaol, were there other conceptual 

strategic contributions made by Canadians? 

There are, of course, no shortage of other questions that can be posed. 

Lastly, an additional area where more research is required can be highlighted -- 

economic concerns, and their near invisibiliy on Canadian strategic thought. The 

documentation reviewed for this study contained very few references to economic 

concerns, and thus there does not appear to be any direct relationship between such 

concerns and strategic thinkiog as articulated by officials at the Department of National 

Defence. In general, what few economic references there were frequently revolved 

around the budgetary implications of various defence options (see below). At a time of 

both fiscal restraint in government, and dramatically rising costs in defence procurement, 
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the absence of such considerations in the documentation is revealing. On the one hand. 

the oversight is not that surprising, as officials were more concerned with conceptualking 

and analyzing the various strategic issues of the day (many of which were poorly 

understood), and economic concems did not appear, at l e m  on a general level. relevant 

to those discussions. On the other hand, though, given DND's declining financial 

standing among government depaments through this period," it is somewhat surprising 

that such concerns were not expressed more explicitiy. 

That is not to Say, however, that such factors were entirely overlooked andlor 

ignored by defence officials. For example, in both the air defence debate and the debate 

over the domestic acquisition of nuclear weapons, economic concerns were raised, albeit 

in a fairly low-key manner. In the former, one of the principal assumptions was that a 

cooperative air defence arrangement with the US would Save Canada the expenditure of 

purchasing and deploying large numbers of intercepton (as the US would supply much 

of the hardware). In addition, the debate on the Arrow featured considerable economic 

analysis, and such concerns clearly played a role in the ultimate decision on cancellation. 

Further, with regards to the nuclear weapons debate, there was some discussion of the 

financial savings that would result from acquisition. Thus, in both cases, economic 

concems in the form of budgetary implications were raised. However, what seems clear 

was the general reluctance with which defence officials discussed such concem, as if 

there was an implicit understanding that the strategic issues of the day were too important 

to be decided on economic grounds. This point was discussed in the chapter on air 

defence, and points to the sensitivity with which officials approached such issues. 
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Simply put, in a country which was increasingly trying to play a more active global role. 

defence officials clearly felt that economic concems should not dictate Canadian defence 

options. 

Whether greater sensitivity to economic concems would have positively afTected 

strategic thought is a question that cannot be answered here. Certainly, such awareness 

might have struck a chord with politicians, who had to continuaily deal with the realicy 

of fuiancial constraints . Furthemore, greater economic awareness might have broadened 

the appeal of DND reports and studies, which were Iargely limited to a militaryldefence 

audience. In any event, the fact that such concems were generally peripheral to such 

discussions reveais a discontinuity behveen the defence reaiity of the day and the issues 

exarnined b y department O fficials . 

Final Cornrnents and Observations 

In his critical 1971 study, author Colin Gray observed that " without the protection 

of a living and fairly independent strategic debate, Canadian governments have k e n  at 

the mercy both of foreign govemments, strategic theory better versed in the subject, and 

of individual services pursuing military technological modernkation. "" While Gray's 

study is the best known of the works Iamenting the lack of Canadian strategic thought, 

it is certainly not the only one. Challenging these studies, this project has revealed that 

Canadian defence officials did recognize and articulate strategic interests during the 1950s 

and early '60s, and has therefore identified a piece of Canadian security history that has 

gone unrecognized. The snidy has also: (1) examined Canadian conceptual contributions 

to nuclear strategy; (2) identified five non-US based factors that influenced the manner 
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in which Canadian strategic interests were expressed; (3) demonstrated that Canadian 

strategic thought was not developed in a policy vacuum. but that it had some influence 

on the major defence decisions of the day; and (4) identified the key members of the 

Canadian defence policy comrnunity, and showed how they influenced Canadian strategic 

thought. 

Most critically, the snidy reveals that the importance ascnbed to the extemal 

environment in Canadian security is in need of revision. Defence policy making is a 

complex phenornenon and represents the culmination of a wide array of pressures and 

constraints. Despite this complexity, there is an assumption in Canada that the external 

environment largely determines Canadian defence and security policy. This is 

undoubtedly related to the fact that Canadian security in the post-war period has often 

been viewed as being largely synonymous with that of the West. By demonstrating that 

Canadian strategic thinking was influenced by several factors -- two of which were 

domestically-driven -- this study indicates that a reconsideration of the relative 

importance ascribed to the domestic, governmental, and external environments in 

Canadian security is called for. 

Conventional wisdom further maintains that Canadian defence decisions are made 

by the political executive and the bureaucracy, with little or no parliamentary, interest 

group, or public involvement. This belief is linked to the lack of interest that the 

Canadian public traditionally displays towards defence issues. However, this portrayal 

is not always accurate. As revealed in Chapter Eleven, by raising, discussing, and 

critiquing some of the major defence issues of the day, the attentive defence public 
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helped determine which issues were considered by defence department officiais and the 

general parameters of the defence debate in Canada during the Cold War. Documents 

indicate that govemment officials took the views of the public seriously, and DND was 

very much concerned with examining issues and reaching conclusions that were 

supported in the larger court of public opinion. 

This observation has broad implications for the study of public policy making in 

Canada. While govemment offïcials have considerable autonomy to examine issues on 

their own, they are nevertheless influenced by a considerable degree by the concerns of 

societal actors. The snidy indicates that such actors play an important part in the agenda 

and parameter sening functions of govemment ofiicials, although this does not 

necessarily indicate that their concerns are always adopted. Exarnined from a broader 

perspective, the project indicates that more study need be devoted to the policy making 

process in Canada, and in particula. to the relationship between the public and 

govemment O fficials . As C hapter Eleven concluded, explanatory input is enhanced by 

examining the interaction between state and societal actors, even at the bureaucratic level 

prior to the formal articulation of policy. 

Perhaps most critically , by identiSing a body of Canadian strategic thought that 

was distinct fiom the thinking that emerged elsewhere, this shidy calls for a re- 

consideration of the utility of peripheral dependence in Canadian defence and security 

policy . Inàeed, considering thur securiry is one of the areas in which the applicability 

of penpheral dependence is argued tu be the strongest, this challenge is fundamental. 

A nation's defence policy is perhaps the most concrete expression of its sovereignty, the 
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area in which national differences are perhaps easiest to see. By identiming and 

articulating strategic interests that were not synonymous with the US -- indeed, they 

frequently challenged Amencan interests -- this study asserts that a re-conceptualization 

of Canada's freedom of movement in the Cold War is called for. This conclusion is 

hirther underlined upon realization that . w ith some notable exceptions. penpheral 

dependence remains the hegemonic paradigm of Canadian security scholars. While 

recent works like Joseph Jockel's 1987 study No Boundaries U~stairs have partially 

chipped away at this framework, the broad field of Canadian security continues to largely 

d e 0  conceptual challenge. While this snidy, in isolation, represents only a partial test, 

it points to the need for further research in the field so that a reconsideration of the 

approach can be undertaken. 

In its broadest sense, this project represents an attempt at presenting Canada as 

a fully sovereign, independent country, one where the extemal commitments that it made 

were no more important on its defence and security choices than comparable 

commitments were for other countries. Chapter One noted that al1 countries formulate 

their security policies in the shadow of the larger international environment, an 

observation no more (or less) hue of Canada than it is for other countries. And yet, 

there has been an assumption that, because Canadian security policy has k e n  defined 

largely in terms of Our alliance obligations, Canadian choices in defence have been more 

constrained than those of most other countries. Such studies constitute a disservice to 

students of the field. as they p o m y  this country as essentially incapable of articulating 

national interests. 



639 

The simple fact chat successive Canadian govenunenu believed chat Canada's 

principal security interests were consistent with those of the West does not in any way 

indicate that Canada was incapable or subservient to any other actor. Indeed, this author 

would draw a linkage between this argument and the larger one that suggests that most 

decisions the Canadian govemment makes are attempts at satisfjhg other countries, so 

great are the pressures that it must deal with. In this project, we have seen how 

observers have used this argument to explain the "real" reason behind the failure of the 

Arrow (ie . , American pressure and some ill-defmed larger conspiracy) . The continued 

popularity of this thesis is testament to its deep seated appeal. and to the perception that 

as a small country bordering a global superpower, Canada operates under extraordinanly 

harsh restrictions. Not only is this premise simplistic and self-sewing (in that Canadian 

failures can always be explahed by larger "global" pressures). but its reassertion in an 

array of coniexts conceals the very real ability of this country to make its own decisions. 

One question that remains is to identiQ an explanation for what accounted for the 

Canadian ability to articulate independent strategic interests . Essentially , the answer 

cornes down to two separate factors, neither of which were, in any way, unique to 

Canada: (1) an ability to identiw and recognize indepemient and distinct national 

interests; and (2) a belief that defence observers in the US were mistaken on sorne 

critical issues of nuclear strategy, and there was thus an oppominity to introduce different 

explanations that were equally plausible in accounting for recent developments. The 

explanations further divide according to the larger phenomena that they were king used 

to explain, ie., either thinking on issues of particular relevance to Canada (air defence, 
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the domestic nuclear weapons debate). or larger conceptual strategic contributions. 

Canadian defence officiais concluded. on al1 the issues examined in this study, diat there 

were interests unique to Canada that needed to be recognized. Despite the lack of a 

departmental or bureaucratic body specifically designed to examine such issues (until the 

formation of the Joint Ballistic Missile Defence Staff in 1959). oficials still managed to 

articulate uniquely Canadian interests. This ability increased markedly in the early 

1960s, when Canadian analysis was bolstered by the large-scale criticism of offcial 

American strategic thought . 

The understandings reached by Canadian defence officiais on nuclear strategy and 

arms control came about through a different interpretation of the international security 

environment. Convinced that order and stability were the most important goals in the 

1950s and early '60s. Canadians went about articulating strategies that were most likely 

to protect and further them. While American defence observers agreed on the general 

importance of the two goals, the rneans of achieving thern were markedly different. 

Amencan strategic doctrine stated that order was worthwhile only if it furthered an 

American conception of global interests and power. Thus, the intent was stability, but 

stability on Amencan t e m .  Canadians, on the other hand, enjoying the luxury of not 

being on the front-line of the Cold War, were ab!e to take a slightly more restrained, 

more nuanced, view. Thus, the Canadian conception of deterrence did not pnoritize 

American weapons, nor did it favour the unilateral ability of the US to deter the USSR. 

Because the central understanding was different, the analysis that resulted was also 

different . 
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Narrowing the focus of this discussion somewhat, a final comment can be offered 

on the concepnial strategic contributions made by Canadian defence officials. The 

archival chapters revealed officials who appreciated the truly enormous political, military, 

and strategic impact of the introduction of nuclear weapons. The 195 1 DRB report that 

first discussed the importance of balanced nuclear forces, and the subsequent 

depamnental studies that repeated and expanded upon this concept, are testimony to a 

critical understanding that was reached and accepted in Canada before it was in the US. 

This understanding was the recognition thut nuclear war was a misnomer; and thut any 

confict invofving the use of such weapoas would qukkly degenerate into a hofocausr. 

Indeed, both the 1954 DND study and the 1955 DEA report explicitly made this point. 

When nuclear war threatened to hurt the anacking country as much as the defending one, 

a fundamental reconsideration of the use of military force was required. 

In essence, this project reveals that Canadian defence officials grasped the 

enorrnous consequences of the atom pnor to many of their American colleagues (with the 

important exception of Bernard Brodie, whose wntings had a major infiuence on 

Canadian defence officiais). Canadians did not emphasize the importance of Arnerican 

nuclear supenority because they understood that the concept was fundamentally outdated 

in the nuclear age. Once hydrogen and tactical weapons entered operational inventories 

in the mid-1950s. to even tak about nuclear war as one would a conventional one 

revealed a failure to recognize and appreciate the differences between the two. On the 

other hand, the policy of massive retaliation, which formed the official Arnencan nuclear 

strategy for most of the 1950s, was based on a totally different conception of military 
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power. one in which numerical advantage could be quickiy translated into rnilitary and 

political benefits. 

Lastly, perhaps a bt-ief comment c m  be offered on how strategic thinking as 

articulated by department officials may have influenced the 1964 White Pa~er  on 

Defence, a document that introduced enormous changes for the Canadian military." 

While this study has identified numerous individuals and cornmittees that formulated 

Canadian strategic thought. by 1963-64 there was growing pressure for greater 

consistency in defence planning. Thus. in the White Paper, the government 

recomrnended the integration and unification of the Canadian Forces. It was the 

combination of a perceived lack of a coherent national defence smtegy, dong with the 

complexity in carrying out defence tasks and decisions (the result of poor coordination 

arnong the three services), that persuaded Defence Minister Paul Hellyer to uni@ the 

rnilitary staff under one oficer, the chief of the defence staff (CDS), who becarne solely 

responsible for al1 aspects of the control and administration of the armed forces.48 It 

was believed that a CDS was required not only to make (and irnplement) rapid decisions 

concerning Canadian defence policy, but that he would be able to do so from a 

centristfnational point of view, freed from alliance concerns and debilitating service 

cornpetitions (the same desire had led to the 1951 creation of the position of Chairman, 

Chiefs of Staff Com~nittee).~~ The changes were also intended to ensure that there 

would be no repeat of the crisis in civil-rnilitary relations that occurred in October 1962, 

when control of the armed forces passed bnefly out of government hands. 
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Ironically , however. this study has revealed that while Canadian strategic thought 

was articulated during the Cold War, political officiais did not always appreciate it. In 

fact, while more documents from the post-1963 period need be released before d e f ~ t i v e  

observations can be offered. it seems apparent that rather than leading to higher quality 

suategic thought, the changes brought about by the 1964 White Paper have had the 

opposite effect. As Doug Bland has noted, CDS's have had "almost nothing to do with 

the.. .deveiopment of a unified national strategy. "" While this is not to suggest that 

there has been no strategic thinking in the department over the last three decades, it does 

indicate that such thought has not corne from the office of the CDS. which in addition 

to administrative duties has generally been concemed with defending the responsibilities 

and authorities of the offce from bureaucrats and other military ~fficers.~'  Thus, in 

addition to the array of diffkulties caused by the unification of the services and the 

formation of the office of the CDS, the effort has not succeeded in meeting one of its 

principal objectives. 52 

As if to highlight the type of strategic work that was done at DND during the 

period under consideration, in the year prior to the 1964 defence re-organization one of 

the most unambiguous examples of the articulation of Canadian strategic thought was 

completed, the Report of the Ad Hoc Cornmittee on Defence P01icy.'~ This 1963 report 

examined Canada's political and military interests in a rapidly changing global 

environment." Indeed, the strategic nature of the exercise was highlighted in the 

opening sentence of the report, which noted 



The purpose of this paper is to discuss the major 
alternatives available to Canada in the field of defence 
policy and to analyze the factors bearing upon the choice 
between alternatives. The paper is therefore concerned 
with two problems; the nature of the available alternatives 
and the criteria by which these alternatives should be 
judged. 

The report observed that the external environment limited the "freedom of choices" 

available to Canada, and that Canada therefore had to respect certain "political realities. " 

However, at the same tirne, it noted that "an even more impo~ant set of limitations [than 

the external environment] is irnposed by Canadian national policy and by Canadian 

national interests . " (emphasis added) 

nie study found that Canadian defence policy needed to satisfy three "basic 

cntena' before king adopted. These were: (1) economic feasibility in terms of available 

resources; (2) technical and logistic feasibility; and (3) strategic relevance in terms of the 

policy objectives of the Canadian Govemment. In the post-war period. Canada had 

chosen to prioritize alliance diplomacy, and this decision had k e n  a central influence 

in the subsequent detennination of Canadian secunty policy . As a result of this decision, 

Canada's alliance commimients needed to be at the forefront of analysis, as they 

represented the principal security objective of the Canadian govement. 

However, besides the influence of NATO, there were four areas in which Canada 

possessed a "certain liberty of choice". These were: (1) questions of national policy; (2) 

the basis of Canada's participation in NATO; (3) major organization and management 

of DND; and (4) roles and missions of the Canadian m e d  forces. The report discussed 

each of these in turn, but its central focus was on Canada's fundamental security interest. 
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Mirroring Sutherland's report of the same year (see Chapter Seven), the study noted that 

"Canada is one of the few nations of any consequence in the world which is in a position 

to pursue an isolationkt p o l i ~ y . " ~ ~  But the price of any such choice would be high -- 

too high in the opinion of the authors of the report. Canada would lose considerable 

"stature and influence", most notably in Washington. while the gains would be 

negligible. This was an unacceptable pnce, especially given Canada's history. interests, 

and larger political goals. While the shidy recognized that Canada was not a central 

player in Western defence, it had a role cornmensurate with its size and abilities. The 

key consideration in future Canadian securis, policy was not how our allies would view 

Our choices, "but the effect upon Canada's international position and upon Canadian 

national interests. " As a report written at the end of the period under consideration, this 

author can think of no more fiaing way to conclude a study on the existence and 

articulation of Canadian strategic thought . 

In many ways, the 1963 report accurately describes the contemporary Canadian 

security environment. This country continues to have the luxury of having no 

identifiable enemy, and while this pemits us considerable freedom, it also poses some 

challenges. Our bilateral relationship with the US remains the focus of Canadian extemal 

relations, but as in the 1950s, it continues to be the centre of much anxiety and 

apprehension, perhaps magnifieci by the unquestioned American political, economic, and 

military hegemony. While the end of the Cold War has resulted in greater freedom of 

choice, this country's security continues to be dominated by its relations with the West 

and by Our desire to remain an international actor capable of mobilizing resources 
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whenever we perceive our security interests at risk (as in the 1990 Gulf War). Lastly, 

this country still has diff~culty identifiing "national interests", particularly when they 

appear to challenge those of our fnends and allies. 

It bears emphasizing that this study has not been intended to be of purely 

historical interest. Besides the fmdings on policy communities and public policy making, 

an additional goal has k e n  to determine what Cold War strategic thought can tell us 

about the contemporary defence and security debate. While the issues are obviously 

different -- as are many of the key players -- rnany of the influences and coostraints are 

the same. Even in the late 199ûs, Canada is still closely allied with the US and NATO, 

and it continues to derive its security policy through its ties to both. F~ihermore, as in 

the 1950s, the external environment today is highly uncertain. and while the monolithic 

power blocs of the Cold War have long since disappeared, States are still faced with 

dificult security choices. How they make those choices still carries enormous political 

importance. Thus, better understanding how and why Canada chose the defence options 

that it did during the Cold War might alen us to similar debates at present, and if 

possible, help prevent Canada from making similar mistakes. Indeed, at a tirne when 

some observers are calling for a total reconsideration of Canada's defence and security 

policy (recall the discussion in the 1s t  chapter), the importance of having an accurate 

picture of previous defence debates is underlined. 

That last point deserves emphasis. It is the author's opinion that Canada cannot 

identify a security policy for the new cenairy unless it fully understands the policy 

choices made in the current one. Rather than continue to accept assumptions about 
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Canadian security that have gone untested. the current challenge facing students and 

observers of Canadian defence is to re-examine old "truths" and reach new ones. A 

country cannot move fonvard in any area of endeavour unless there is a full and complete 

understanding of past choices and preferences. By shedding new light on some "old" 

issues, 1 believe this study has underlined the importance of questioning the prevailing 

thinking and the conclusions that flow from it. 

In sum, this examination of Canadian strategic thought during the Cold War 

reveals a country that was trying to determine how it could best contribute to Western 

security and defence. Canadians were capable of identiSing independent strategic 

interests, although they were also conscious of Amencan approaches and understandings. 

The Canadian experience in dealing with the influence of the US was doubtlessly 

repeated elsewhere, as many countries were faced with the hegemonic strategic views of 

the US. While those views were not applicable in al1 situations, they dominated the 

debate and largely detemined the general parameters of the strategic dialogue. If the 

experience of the 1950s and early '60s tells Canadians anything, it is that this country 

has secuîty interests of its own, but that it still faces the challenge of convincing a 

frequently disinteresteci populace that issues of security demand continuing attention and 

occasionai action. 
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