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Abstract

Since 1558, Canada and the United States have
cooperated in the air/aerospace defence of the North
American continent under the terms of the North American
Aersspace Defence Agreement (NORAD). This thesis examines
Canadian defence policy as it pertairs to NORAD and NORAD-
related defence vrograms, and uses the findings to test the
assumptions of two international relations theoretical
perspectives, the realist paradigm and Immanuel
Wallerstein’s capitalist world~economy model. On the basis
of the case study, the thesis argues that the Cznadian
military, in its professional cooperative association with
the U.S. military, develops a defence agenda which reflects
the U.S. military’s defence policy preferences for Canada,
an agenda that often runs counter to the Canadian
government’s defence policy positions and/or its expressed
policy preferences. In addition, the Canadian defence
production industry, organized, like the military, both
within Canada and across the Canadian/U.S. border, has
econonic interests in the defence policy positions taken by
Canada. Both actors have the means to exercise
significantly their influence on the policy formulation
process. In mediating the interests of these two actors,
as well as its own political, strategic and economic
interests, the Canadian government often Zinds its
political/strategic interests compromised, and hence the
making of "strategic miscalculations" in defence policy as
it relates to NORAD. In applying the assumptions of the
two theoretical perspectives to these findings, the thesis
arqgues that the major assumptions of the realist paradigm
have to be relaxed in order to explain Canada‘’s defence
policy positions in the international realm as they pertain
to NORAD, while the assumptions of Wallerstein’s model
require two correctives in order to perform well as a
theoretical guide to explaining Canada’s position within
the NORAD defence alliance.

iii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Conducting the research to support this thesis was,
in fact, a pleasant experience, and this was largely due to
the genuine helpfulness of the various resource people with
whom I came in contact. Isabel Campbell, the Chief
Cataloguer at the Department of National Defence
Directorate of History, was generous with her time and
advice in steering me through the Directorate’s files, and
rushing her own work with the Raymornt Collection in order
to make it available to me. Xen Epp of Project
Ploughshares was similarly helpful in producing requested
print-outs from the Canadian Military Industry Database and
in making the Project Ploughshares defence industry files
availaonle, while the advice of the Director of Project
Ploughshares, Ernie Regehr, was creatly appreciated on more
than one occasion. Without 2xception, the people
interviewed, all mentioned in the Appendix, gave freely of
their time and knowledge. In particular, Ken Lewis,
President of the Aerospace Industries Association of
Canada, agreed to several interviews and made the
Assoclation’s library available at all times.

In terms of writing the thesis, the members of my
thesis committee were indispensible. Dr. Geoffrey
Underhill wheo was on the committee during the formative
stages of the thesis before moving to England, was most
heipful with the theoretical arguments. Dr. William
Coleman reviewed the defence production aspects of the
thesis with an eagle eye, and Dr. Julia O’Connor, in spite
of not working specifically in the thesis area, provided
support and editorial assistance. Ritta Ruffo was also
most helpful in organizing the Tables for the project.

My particular gratitude is reserved for my thesis
supervisor, Dr. Jack Richardson, who reviewed many drafts
of the thesis, each time making suggestions for improvement
in the arguments, and in the organization and presentation
of the material. His interest and support have been most
appreciated.

iv



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Abbreviations

Chapters:

1) Introduction

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

International Relations Theory

Chapter Notes

The Political History of NORAD

Chapter Notes

The Econonic History of NORAD

Chapter Notes

The Military and NORAD Decision-Making

Chapter Notes

The Defence Production Industry and NORAD
Decision-Making
Chapter Notes

Conclusions

Appendix: Resources and Methodology

Bibliography

vii

22

75

&3

174

189

250

255

374

394

477

488

523

531



LIST OF TABLES
Table I: Estimated Defence Industry Impact

Table II: Aerospace, Space and Electronics
Defence Production

Table III: Defence Contracting Profile of Top 30
Canadian Based Aerospace and
Electronics Defence Production Firms

Table IV: Top 30 Canadian Aerospace and Electronics
Defence Contracting Firms

Table V: Profile of aerospace Industries Association
of Canada Board Members

vi

402

402

405

405

405



ABM
ADC
ADCOM
ADI
ADM
ADMP
AIA

AIAC
ALCM
ASATS
AWACS
BCNI
BMD
BMEWS
C3I

CAS
cCos
CDSs
CINCNORAD
CONAD
cos
D-CINC
DDIR
DDSA
DEA
DEAIT

DEW
DIPAC

DIPP
DIR
DND
DOBS
DOD
DPSA
DRB
DRIE
DSs
FOLS
GATT

11 - .

Anti-Ballistic Missile

2ir Defence Command (Canada)

Air Defence Command (U.S.)

Air Defence Initiative

Assistant Deputy Minister

Alr Defense Master Plan (U.S.)

derospace Industries Association of America
Inc.

Aerospace Industries Association of Canada
Air Launched Cruise Missile

Anti-satellite Systems

Airborne Warning and Control Systems
Business Council on National Issues
Ballistic Missile Defence

Ballistic Missile Early Warning System
commang, Control, Communication and
Intelligence

Chief of the Air Staff (Canada)

Canadian Chiefs of Staff

Chief of Defence Staff (Canadian)
Commander-in-Chief of NORAD

Continental Air Defence (U.S.)

Chiefs of Staff (Canadian)

Deputy Commander-in-Chief

Directorate of Defence Industrial Resources
Defence Developnent Sharing Agreement
Department of External Affairs
Department of External
International Trade

Distant Early Warning

Defence Industrial Preparedness Advisory
Committee

Defence Industry Productivity Program
Defence Industrial Research Program
Department of National Defence (Canada)
Dispersed Operating Bases

Department of Defense (U.S.)

Defence Production Sharing Agreement
Defence Research Board (Canada)

Department of Regional Industrial Expansion
Department of Supply and Services

Forward Operating Locations

General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs

Affairs and

vii



GCI
GDP
GNP
ICEM
IMF
IMI
IsTC
JBMDS

JCS
JUSCADS
MAD
MCC
MND
MOU
MSG
NADIB
NADO
NADOP
NATO
NORAD
NWS
OAS
OTH-B
PAI
PJBD
R&D
RCAF
ROCCS
SAC
SAGE
SALT
SAM-D
SCEAND

SDA 2000
SDI1
SLBM
SLCM
SsC
START
TAC

U.N.
USAF
usc

USSPACECOM

Government Consultants International

Gross Domestic Product

Gross national Product

Intercontinental Ballistic Missile
International Monetary Fund

Improved Manual Interceptor

Industry, Science and Technology Canada
Joint Ballistic Missile Defence  Staff
(Canaga)

Joint Chiefs of staff (U.s.)

Joint United States-Canada Air Defence Study
Mutual Assured Destruction

Military Cooperative Committee

Minister of National Defence

Memorandum of Understanding

Military Study Group

North American Defence Industrial Base
North American Air Defence Objectives

North American Air Defence Objectives Plan
North Atlantic Treaty Organization

North American Aerospace Defence

North Warning Systen

Organization of American States

Over The Horizon Backscatter (radar)

Public aAffairs International

Permanent Joint Board on Defence

Research and Development

Royal Canadian Air Force

Regional Operations Control Centres
Strategic Air Command

Semji~Automatic Ground Znvironment

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

Surface to Air Missile

Standing Committee on External Affairs and
National Defence

Strategic Defence Architecture 2000
Strategic Defence Initiative

Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile
Submarine Launched Cruise Missile

Supply and Services Canada

Strategic Arms Reduction Talks

Tactical Air Command

United Nations

United States Air Force

United Space Command (of U.S. Air Force).
Also stands for Unified Space Commang,
another acronym for USSPACECOM.

U.S. Space Command

viii



_Introduction*

The North American Air Defence Agreement, signed on
May 12, 1958, established NORAD as a joint Canada/U.S.
Command designed to defend the North American continent
from the bombers of the Soviet Union. More specifically,
it was designed to defend the U.S. strategic force, to warn
of a real or impending attack in order to allow the U.S.
Strategic Command to get its weapons airborne before they
could be destroyed on the ground. Since Soviet bombers
would have tc pass through Canadian airspace on their way
to U.S. tarjets, and since Canada could not afford to
monitor its own airspace to U.S. standards, establishing a
joint air defence system provided the U.S. with the quality
of defence it required, and Canada with the quantity it
could not affcrd.

In fact, largely due to the cooperative activities

of the Canadian and U.S. air forces, a joint air defence

1, The information contained in this introductory chapter will
not be referenced as it is substantiated in the body of the thesis.
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system for the continent was already in place at the time
of the signing of the NORAD Agreement. The Agreement
formalized the defence systems in place, and established a
joint Command which essentially united Canadian and U.S.
air defence policy, placing Canadian resources, military
personnel, airspace and territory under the operational
comnmand of a U.S. Air Force General. Prime Minister John
G. Diefenbaker, acting solely on the advice of his Minister
of Defence, without Cabinet or Parliamentary consultation,
accepted the conditions of the NORAD Command on August 1,
1957.

Acceptance of the Command, however, raised serious
questions amongst political decision-makers in Canada. The
Department of External Affairs gquestioned how defence
policy, in terms of agreeing to the conditions of the
Command, could have been made without the Department’s
studied input, while the House of Commons and the Cabinet
questioned how Canadian defence policy could have been made
without their input at all. Other questions were also
asked. Would Canada, and Canadians, be automatically
involved in U.S. strategic planning and war-fighting? The
subsequent answer was ‘yes.’ The Canadian government was
essentially not warned of U.S. intentions during the 1962

Cuban Missile Crisis, and Canadians in the NORAD Command



3
were automatically put on the same alert, at the same time,
as their U.S. counterparts. Would the NORAD Command
require that U.S. nuclear weapons be stored on Canadian
territory? The subsequent answer again was ‘yes.’ One of
the explicit assumptions of the Command was a nuclear role
for Canada. Neither of these answers were the preferred
choices of the Canadian government.

A question that can be asked in retrospect is: has
the NORAD Command continued to compromise Canadian defence
policy preferences? The long answer is the subject of this
thesis, but the short answer is yes, although not
consistently so.

With the advent, during the 1960s, of the
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) as the weapon of
choice for both the U.S. and the Soviet Union, Canadian
territory and airspace became more or less irrelevant to
the air defence of the continent. The bomber was no longer
credible as the primary threat, and there was no defence
against the ICBM. The 1964 White Paper on Defence
recognized the change in the strategic environment and in
response indicated that Canadian defence policy would focus
less on alliance commitments and more on peacekeeping and
disarmament roles in the U.N. The Trudeau Government’s

1971 White Paper on Defence alsc put priorities on
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national, as opposed to international, defence commitments.
Further, although research was on-going in the U.S. on
Ballistic Missile Defence systems (BMD), and although NORAD
was responsible for the Ballistic Missile Early Warning
Systems, Canada had a clause inserted into the 1968 NORAD
Renewal Agreement which stated that Canada would not
participate in an active BMD system. When Canadian
airspace and/or territory was not reguired by NORAD,
Canadian policy preferences were not compromised.

By the mid-1970s, however, new defence technologies
were complicating the strategic environment. The air-
breathing cruise missile was proving itself cost effective
and strategically important because of its invulnerability,
its maneuverability, and its long-range capacity.

Moreover, new defence systems had been developed to detect,
track and destroy the air-breathing threat, both the cruise
rissiles and their bomber carriers. The NORAD Command was
responsible for the communications, control, command and
intelligence systems (C’1) associated with these weapons,
and plans were being developed to modernize NORAD
accordingly.

More to the point, space surveillance systems, and
space programs for both offensive and defensive weapons

were eroding the distinction that could be made between air



and space in terms of both weapons and surveillance. A
modern BMD system such as the Strategic Defense Initiative
(SD1) would be space-based, the air-breathing threat could
be tracked from space, and anti-satellite weapons were
airborne. Moreover, if ballistic missiles could be
defended against, then cruise missiles and bombers would
become the offensive weapons of choice. These are air-
breathing threats and since NORAD was an air defence
command, the distinction between NORAD’s defensive and
offensive role was also being eroded.

Canada renewed the NORAD Agreement in 1975 with
full knowledge of the weapons and defence systems that were
coming on stream. Canada again renewed the Agreement in
1981, removing the clause that prevented Canadian
participation in a U.S. BMD system, and agreeing to a
change in the terms of the agreement to include aerospace
defence. 1In 1981, President Reagan incorporated the U.S.
Department of Defense program, the Air Defense Master Plan
(ADMP), into his strategic modernization plan, and Canada
accepted Phase 1 of the plan in 1982. Phase 1,
subsequently known as the Air Defense Initiative (ADI),
dealt with the air-breathing threat and was essentially a
NORAD program. Canada signed an agreement, in 1983, to

test the air launched cruise missile over Canadian
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territory. In 1985, Canada signed the NORAD Modernization
Agreement, an agreement which would allow the
implementation of ADI. Although Canada refused the 1985
invitation to participate in SDI on a government-to-
government basis, it did allow Canadian industry to
contract in the program, and it implied acceptance of the
program in principle in the 1987 White Faper on Defence, in
terms of cooperating with the U.S. on space-related defence
programs.

Until the mid-1980s, each of these decisions taken
was a compromise, if not an outright refutation, of the
Canadian government’s defence policy positions and/or
expressed policy preferences. The question which this
thesis asks is, how did this process of compromise occur?

The question is approached first from a theoretical
perspective, and this approach gives rise to a second
question. Can the assumptions of the dominant theoretical
paradigm in international relations theory, realism, and
its adaptations, explain Canada‘s role in NORAD? Such an
explanation should be possible. NORAD is an international
security alliance, its premises reflecting a bi-polar
international balance-of-power system of states. Realism’s
assumptions predict that state decision-making in the

international realm is based on a rational cost/benefiz:



analysis vis-a-vis state security, and national interest
concerns in an anarchical balance-of-power state system.
Moreover, the paradigm assumes that because security
concerns are born of the international environment,
theorizing state security decision-making is discontinuous
from theorizing state decision-making at the domestic
level-of=-analysis. Hence, in the international
environment, the state is the dominant actor and speaks in
a unitary voice for its country. Aalso, because security
concerns are perceived to be the dominant concerns of
states in the international realm, and to be isolated from
other economic, political and cultural interests, state
security decision-making can be studied in isolation from
other political, economic and cultural variables.

There are theoretical variations on the realist
theme. Neo-realism accepts the realist assumptions and
suggests further that the dominant state, or states, set
the parameters in an international state system, while the
international system itself socializes all states to its
exigencies. Hegemonic stability theory is an economic
version of realism, suggesting that the dominant state in
an international alliance also assumes the responsibility
for assuring the economic stability of the intermational

system. Regime analysis focuses on studying how stability



is fostered in the international realm through the norms,
rules and behaviours that arise around, and within,
specific issue areas. As its name implies, regime analysis
is more of a methodology than a theory, as is complex
interdependence which, in assuming that all issue areas are
interlinked, focuses on studying the linkages. Each of
realism’s adaptations, with the exception of complex
interdependence, assumes that security concerns remain the
dominant concerns in the international realm, that these
concerns are unto themselves, and that the state remains
the dominant actor in the international arena, speaking
with one voice for its country. The realist paradigm is
explored and critiqued in Chapter Two of the thesis,
"International Relations Theory."

Chapter Two also contains an analysis and critique
of Wallerstein’s capitalist world-economy model of
international relations. The assumptions of Wallerstein’s
model are applied to the history of RORAD as an alternative
to the assumptions of the realist paradigm, in an attempt
to introduce a greater variety of actors and interests to
the analysis of Canadian defence policy decision-making
within NORAD.

In direct contradiction to the assumptions of

realism, Wallerstein’s model assumes that decision-making



in the international realm is economically determined.
Hence, the state acts in the interests of its eccnomic
actors, employing the military in the pursuit of those
interests. Moreover, the model assumes that because there
is a continuum between domestic and international economic
activity, there is also a continuum between the domestic
and the international levels-of-analysis. The capitalist
world-economy model also argues that semi-peripheral
states, such as Canada, are constrained or facilitated in
their decision-making according to whether conditions of
econonic expansion or contraction pertain, and that
industry in the semi-periphery is dependent upon the
principles of production that emanate from the co.e states,
such as the U.S..

Chapter Three, "The Political History of NORAD,"™
tests the assumptions of realism by examining NORAD from
within the paradigm’s parameters. The chapter focuses on
the political history of NORAD, examining Canadian defence
policy decision-making on the basis of the government’s
rational analysis of the costs and benefits accruing to the
country from its on-going participation in a security
alliance within a changing international balance-of-power
state system. The chapter concludes that the assumptions

0of realism have considerable explanatory power in terms of
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situating Canada firmly withir the Western alliance, and
predicting the constraints placed upon Canadian defence
policy through a bilateral defence agreement with the most
powerful state in that alliance. However, by assuming that
international variables alone determine the Canadian
decision-making process, the chapter argues that the
assumptions of realism mis-specify the dynamics of the
decision-making process.

Further, Chapter Three argues that there are two
actors and/or interests, largely unidentified by a realist
analysis, which play a determining role in Canadian defence
policy decision-making within NORAD. First, in its
cooperative professional relationship with the U.S.
military, the Canadian military has a considerable
influence upon the Canadian defence policy decision-making
process. Second, economic interests of both the Canadian
government itself, and of the Canadian defence production
industry, appear also to be strong determinants of Canadian
defence policy decision-making. Chapter Three concludes
that without a domestic-level-of-analysis these interests
cannot be identified, and without their identification it
is not possible to understand fully the policy compromises
that Canada has made within NORAD and hence the dynamics of

the alliance agreement. Further, it is argued that once
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these interests are identified, it becomes clear that
econonic considerations weigh heavily in Canadian defence
policy decision~making. Moreover, although the Canadian
state may appear to be an autonomous actor and speak in a
unitary voice as far as Canadian policy within NORAD is
concerned, the state’s unitary voice represents definite
interests, and state autonomy is compromised by the
necessity of mediating the interests that reside within the
economic, the political, and the strategic environments
respectively, each of these environments having a domestic
and an international context. Hence, in order to
comprehensively identify the Canadian defence policy
decision-making process within NORAD, and therefore, the
reasons for Canada’s defence policy positions, all of the
assumptions of realism have to be relaxed.

Chapter Four, "The Economic History of NORAD,"
argues that the economic history of the alliance agreement
is the history of Canadian/U.S. defence production,
Jdeveloprment, and sharing. Since the defence technology
that supports NORAD is high technology in terms of
aircraft, surveillance and communications systems, the real
and potential economic benefits to be gained from defence
production sharing has served the economic interests of the

Canadian government in two ways. First, defence trade has
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contributed to the alleviation of balance-of-payments and
GNP concerns. Second, because the defence production
industryv is largely a captured industry in that the
government is a major buyer of the industry’s products, as
well as the agent for its sales to foreign governments, the
Canadian government has used its position vis-a-vis the
industry to further its national industrial policy
interests. Hence, the industry has been viewed as a means
to alleviate regional disparities, to increase employment,
and to create a high technology industrial base of
international competitiveness.

The terms of the defence production and development
sharing agreements with the U.S., however, established that
the Canadian industry would produce not entire defence
systems, but components and subsystems, built to U.S.
defence systems requirements. Hence, the Canadian industry
became dependent upon both the U.S. defence production
market and upon U.S. Department of Defense contracts.
Moreover, the terms of the defence production and
development agreements, and of Canada’s econcomic support
for its industry, made it attractive for the U.S. defence
production industry to establish subsidiaries in Canada.

Hence, both the govermment’s own focus on the

economic benefits to be gained from defence production and
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development sharing, plus the industry’s dependent nature
on U.S. procurement and technology, served to establish a
Canadian government interest, and a private industrial
interest, in aligning Canadian defence policy with U.S.
defence policy. In short, by producing for the U.S.
perception of the threat, Canada acquired by degree, and by
default, a similar perception of the threat. Increasingly,
Canadian defence policy decision-making has come to reflect
U.S. priorities.

The chapter argues that the assumptions of
Wallerstein’s capitalist world-economy model serve to
identify the economic actors and interests with distinct
Canadian defence policy preferences, the reasons for their
preferences, and hence, the economic dynamics of Canada‘s
decision-making process as it pertains to NORAD. The model
allows for a domestic level of analysis and a focus on the
economic interests involved in defence policy decision-
making, both being required to identify the role of defence
production and development sharing in the shaping of
Canadian defence policy. With its assumption that the
domestic and the international environments constitute a
continuum, the model allows for an investigation of the
national and transnational organization of economic

interests. In addition, the model’s assumptions concerning



14

the exigencies of internationalized production allows for
an explanation of the dependent nature of the Canadian
defence production industry.

However, Chapter Four makes two correctives to
Wallerstein’s model, correctives which increase its
explanatory power. First it suggests that because the
military has professional interests of its own based on its
strategic/security agenda, and its professional
relationships within alliances, the military has to be
viewed as more than cimply a state apparatus. It is the
military’s vested interest in maintaining and pursuing
military professionalism that accounts for its developing
an independent interest in defence policy-making. BHence,
the nilitary can have both a state-determined defence
policy interest and an indigenous professional defence
policy interest. On the basis of its independent agenda,
the military is situated as an actor of consequence within
the state decision-making process.

Second, the chapter argues that, although a
continuum exists between the domestic and the international
environment, the state is necessarily situated at the
intersection of the two environments. In this position,
the state is constrained to mediate its own economic,

political and strategic interests, and the interests of the
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actors in each of these areas, including the military.
Hence, rather than being economically determined, the state
acquires a degree of situation-dependent autonomy through
the process of mediation.

Having identified the two major actors with
distinct defence policy preferences vis-a-vis Canadian
defence policy-making, the military and the defence
production industry, Chapters Five and Six, respectively,
examine the organization of these actors, both within
Canada and across the Canada/U.S. border; the effects of
this organization upon their defence policy preferences:
and the influence which they exert on the Canadian defence
policy decision-making process.

Chapter Five, "The Military and NORAD Decision-
Making," argues that although the Canadian government does,
in fact, set broad defence policy parameters, it is the
Canadian military that largely controls the flow of
information to, and sets the agenda for, the political
decision~makers. The chapter argues that the Canadian
military is responsible for designing the defence programs
to fulfil Canadian defence policy priorities, and that
within NORAD, the flexibility of the command is such as to
allow for a great deal of Canadian/U.S. cooperative

activity in designing defence programs to reflect NORAD’s
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randate of air/aerospace defence of the continent.
Moreover, the intimate relationship between the NORAD
command in the U.S., and other U.S. commands dealing with
both defensive and offensive programs, allows for a
considerable degree of Canadian military involvement in on-
going extra-NORAD U.S. defence planning and activities,
including involvement in U.S. BMD and space defence
programs. Because most of this cooperative defence program
planning and activity takes place outside of the sphere of
Canadian political surveillance or control, two
conseguences for Canadian defence policy decision-making
evolve.

First, it is largely the military that controls the
flow of information to. and sets the agenda for, the
Canadian defence policy decision-makers vis-a-vis NORAD
defence program planning. Since cooperation within the two
nilitaries is enhanced by Canadian acceptance of U.S.
defence programs, the Canadian military has a professional
interest in having Canadian defence policy reflect U.S.
preferences. Hence, the information upon which the
Canadian government bases its decision-making has a vested-
interest bias.

Second, since cooperative NORAD defence program

planning takes place in the U.S., is designed for U.S.
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defence policy priorities, and is closely monitored by the
U.S. political system, by the time NORAD defence programs
reach the Canadian political system for consideration, they
have generally already been approved by the U.S. political
decision-makers. Given that the Canadian military controls
the flow of information to the Canadian political systen,
through the military personnel of the Department of
National Defence (DND), these programs have generally been
thoroughly reviewed and accepted by the Canadian military
at the Chief of Staff level. Hence, not only are Canadian
political decision~-makers making their decisions on the
basis of vested-interest information, but also they are
generally considering programs that are a virtual fait
accompli in the U.S. and in the DND. At this point it is
difficult for the Canadian political system to introduce
alternatives for serious consideration.

Once defence prograns are accepted, they have a way
of influencing defence policy. Each of the NORAD renewals
since 1973 reflects acceptance of prior defence progranms,
and each renewal has progressively drawn Canada into
offensive as well as defensive defence planning, and into
space-based defence systems as well as atmosphere-based
systems. Until the mid~-1980s, increased involvement in

these defence systems had been a compromise of the
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expressed defence policy preferences of the Canadian
political decision-makers. By the mid-1980s, however, the
process of assimilation was complete, and without
disclaimers, Canadian defence policy came to reflect U.S.
defence priorities and perceptions of the threat. The
chapter argues that this process of compromise in Canadian
defence policy decision-making can be traced directly to
Canadian/U.S. military cooperation in joint air/aerospace
defence program planning for the continent.

However, the military is not the only major
influence on Canadian defence policy decision-making within
NORAD. The econonic interests of the government and of the
defence production industry also play a determining role.
Building on the argument of Chapter Three, that the
Canadian defence production industry has a vested interest
in having Canadian defence policy reflect U.S. defence
policy preferences, Chapter Six, "The Defence Production
Industry and NORAD Decision-Making," expands the argument,
and examines the process whereby the defence policy
preferences of private industry are brought to bear on the
political decision-making milieu and reflected in Canadian
defence policy.

The chapter argues that there are several reasons

why the Canadian defence production industry has an
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interest in having Canadian defence policy comply with U.S.
defence policy. Because the Canadian defence production
industry is heavily dependent upon the U.S. procurement and
defence contracting market, access to this market is
facilitated by the Canadian government’s acceptance of the
U.S. defence programs which U.S. procurement supports.
Further, the Canadian industry’s integration into the North
American defence industrial base establishes a U.S. defence
industry voice in the formulation of Canadian industry
defence policy preferences. In addition, the industry
argues that, to a considerable degree, civilian high
technology industrial production is dependent upon high
technology defence production, research and development.

Having reasons to influence the Canadian defence
policy-making process, the industry exerts its influence
through variocus formal and informal channels. One of its
key resources for formulating policy preferences and
exerting influence is the presence of retired military
personnel within the corporate structure of individual
defence production firms, in industry associations, and in
lobby and consultant groups. These retired Canadian
military personnel maintain, for the most part, the
professional relationships that they developed with their

U.S. counterparts while in active duty, and through them
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remain current on U.S. defence programming within NORAD.
Hence, they have Knowledge of long-range U.S. defence
program planning, the technology required to support the
programs, and the procurement process in both Canada and
the U.S.

With this knowledge, the industry is often able to
lead the defence policy decision-making process. By
contracting in U.S. defence programs not yet agreed to by
the Canadian government, the industry establishes a
fledgling expertise in the area. When the defence program
then comes up for consideration by the government, the
industry can argue that it has the expertise to contract in
the program, and government acceptance of the program would
allow that expertise to fully mature. Given the
government’s own interest in the industry for trade, GNP
and national industrial policy purposes, the argument is
hard to resist. Hence, over time, Canadian defence policy-
making within NORAD tends to reflect the defence policy
preferences of the Canadian defence production industry.

Chapter Seven, "Conclusions," brings the arguments
of the previous chapters together, and suggests where
further research is reguired to both expand the study and
test the conclusions formulated on the basis of research to

date.



21
Included at the end of the thesis is an Appendix
which describes the methodology of the case study in terms

of the resources upon which the thesis is based.
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In 1651, three years after the Treaty of Westphalia
signalled the end of the Thirty Years’ War and introduced
what was to become the modern world system of sovereign
states, Thomas Hobbes published Leviathan: Or The Matter.
F And. P Of A C wealth Ecclesiasticall ;
Civil. In this book, Hobbes claimed that the greatest need
was for peace and security and that in the anarchical state
of nature, one could only ensure one’s own peace and
security through the pursuit of power relative to others.
It’s not, as Hobbes writes, "...that a man hopes for a more
intensive delight, than he has already attained to; or that
he cannot be content with a moderate power: but because he
cannot assure the power and means to live well, which he
hath present, without the acquisition of more."

Within civil society, however, as opposed to the

state of nature, Hobbes maintained that the state assumes
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the responsibility for providing peace and security for its
citizens by "...assuring it at home by laws, or abroad by
wars."? Hence, anarchy is removed from the domestic
environment by the rule of law but prevails in the
international environment of sovereign states where each
state becomes the individual writ large, engaged in the
pursuit of power to ensure its own peace and security,
brute force being the ultimate expression of that power.
Hence, the international environment is characterized as a
war of each against all.

In 1548, three years after the end of the Second
World war, Hans Morgenthau published Politics Among
Nations: The Struggle For Power And Peace. This book,
revised in 1973 and 1985, is firmly grounded in Hobbesian
assumptions, and as a primary text in the study of
international relations, has informed the assumptions of
the realist theory of international relations.?

Like Hobbes, Morgenthau reifies the state as the
individual writ large, attributing to the state in its
international role what he believes to be the primary
characteristic of human nature, the need to dominate.
Hence, the international realm, in the absence of an over-
riding authority, is characterized by insecurity, making it

necessary for each state to engage in the pursuit of power
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in order to secure its territory, its sovereignty, and its
national interests both at home and abroad. Wwhile each
state’s power resources, its population, its natural and
industrial wealth, are brought to bear on this concern,
military might, its use and the threat of its use, is the
ultimate and most important power resource. Through the
exercise of prudence, diplomacy, and the forming of
alliances, the international realm realizes a precarious
stability in a balance-of-power system that tends to
equilibrium with the most stable system, according to
Morgenthau, being one of multi-polarity.

Morgenthau’s view of international relations, then,
maintains that state actions in the international realm can
be understood in terms of the powar resources brought to
bear on security interests within an anarchical balance-of-
power system. Defining the area of study in this way has
two important consequences fcr his theorizing. First, a
distinction is made between a state’s security concerns and
activities in the international realm, and a state’s
involvement in all other intermational activities including
both cultural and economic processes. The former are
considered to be a state’s dominant concerns and therefore
areas of high priority politics, while the latter are

relegated to the status of low priority politics. Second,
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because the primary concerns of states in the internaticnal
realm are power and security, concerns that are deemed to
differ qualitatively from the domestic concerns of states,
theorizing at the international level of analysis is
understood to be discontinuous from theorizing at the
domestic level.

In the light of the foregoing, there are five major
assumptions which inform Morgenthau’s realist perspective.
First, because there is no over-riding international
authority to ensure law and order amongst states, the
international environment is anarchical. Second, because
the primary concern of states is security in an
international envircnment characterized by insecurity, the
primary focus of study is the power, and the power
relations, of states. Hence, the conditions of war and
peace are a major consideration, with peace being defined
as the absence of war. Third, the state is understood to
be the dominant actor in the international realm, setting
the parameters for the activities of all other actors.
Fourth, the state is viewed as a unitary actor, meaning, in
Peter Gourevitch’s words, that "...the state, emanating
from the public or some other sovereign, formulates policy
which is an articulation of collective interests. The

state speaks on behalf of goals broader than those of any



particular group. Its unitary structure allows it to
impose that policy over the objections of particularistic
interests."* Taken together, these four assumptions

situate the state as an autonomous actor in the
international realm. Fifth, the state is seen to be a
rational actor in the international sphere, calculating its
power resources and making its policy decisions on a
cost/benefit basis with respect to its security/power
interests.

With respect to alliances between states,
Morgenthau maintains that they represent a status-quo
arrangement, a commonality of interests as opposed to
relations of political imperialism in which one state seeks
to increase its power to the detriment of the other within
the alliance. At the same time, however, it is deemed to
be in a state’s national security interest to seek control
of power resources that do not reside within its borders.
Hence, the unequal power positions of states within
alliances are reflected in the unequal distribution of
alliance benefits. In addition, attempts by a weaker state
to change the power relationship within an alliance are
viewed as a threat by the stronger state.

As stated earlier, many of Morgenthau’s assumptions

inform more contemporary versions of realism which will be
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examined in more detail later in this chapter. However, to
the extent that these later versions adopt Morgenthauvian
assumptions, they are subject to the same general
criticism. Accordingly, the major criticism of
Morgenthau’s interpretation of alliance formations is the
major criticism that can be made of the realist perspective
in general. If the independence of a weaker state is
constrained by its alliance with a stronger state, and if
the benefits of the alliance are unequally distributed,
then despite the commonality of interests that may exist
with respect to the international balance-of-power system,
tensions may be produced within the weaker state at the
domestic level of political and economic activity. These
tensions are not static and may themselves become forces
for change within the international balance-of-power system
irrespective of balance-of-power considerations, the
dissolution of the Warsaw Treaty alliance being a case in
point. In this instance, the assumption of the commonality
of interests amongst alliance partners obscures the study
of the dynamics of alliances established by coercion. More
generally, however, the focus on security concerns within
an international balance-of-power system, and the
discontinuity in theorizing between the domestic and the

international level of analyses, forecloses a comprehensive



analysis of the dynanmics of change. 1In particular, an
examination of the domestic sources of change is missing
from the analysic.

In fact, without a domestic level of analysis, the
realist perspective cannot always explain even the status-
quo organization of states in the international realm. For
example, although a realist analysis can situate China,
after the fact, in the global balance-of-power system, it
cannot explain how it got there. Without a domestic level
of analysis, realism can explain neither China’s appearance
in the world order as a communist state in 1949, nor its
subsequent breaking of ties with the Soviet Union during
the 1960s and ‘70s.®

The analytical problems inherent in prioritizing
high and low political objectives and qualitatively
differentiating between the domestic and international
levels of analyses, are aggravated by each of realism’s
five assumptions. While it is true that there is no
comprehensive world authority to ensure global law and
order by imposing penalties for disorderly conduct, the
assumption of anarchy ignores the effects of the plethora
of cultural and economic international and transnational
organizations and institutions which both constrain and

facilitate the realization of state objectives.® What the
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assumption of anarchy allows, to its credit, is the
recognition of the ‘might is right’ phenomenon in the
international environment. What it does not allow,
however, is a comprehensive analysis of what constitutes
‘might’ and how it is made ‘right’ without recourse to
armed conflict. However, the assumption of anarchy,
together with the assumptions that various power resources
can be added up to equal one entity called ‘power,’ and
that state interests are then pursued in terms of this
aggregated phenomenon,’ obscures the analysis of how
various power resources apply to various issues and how
structural power operates within these issue areas.*

The assumption that all state interests are pursued
in terms of power, and that therefore power, and the power
relations of states, are the explanatory variables for
international relations theory, allows only a descriptive
analysis of the global state security system at any one
point in time. It cannot capture the origins of a
particular configquration of states, nor can it predict
future configurations from the present. International
power relations alone, for example, cannot explain why the
Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan to replace a recognized
communist regime with its own communist alternative,® why

the State of Israel was created for a people with no state,
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or why the British Commonwealth of Nations was
established.*® Domestic forces, moral values, and the
pursuit of wealth were major forces, respectively, in each
of these international events.

The assumption that the state is a unitary and
autonomous actor in the international environment has,
again, descriptive powers as far as appearances are
concerned. Once foreign policies are formulated, the state
appears to be speaking in a unitary and autonomous voice.
Without a domestic analysis, however, there is no way of
identifying the contending interests involved in a
particular foreign policy decision, the type of compromise
that might have been reached by state and non-state actors,
and the potential for policy change based on the continued
dynanics of the compromise.

To suggest, for example, that the U.S. withdrawal
from the Vietnam War represented a unitary, autonomous
state decision, is to reflect a very limited analysis of
the event, and an incorrect one at that. The withdrawal
was due, in part, to domestic opposition to the War,
suggesting that the state’s unitary voice in pursuit of the
war was not reflecting well the collective interests of its
people.** Further, the U.S. bombing of Cambodia after the

War was ostensibly ended suggests that the U.S. objectives
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in the area had not been met upon withdrawal, and that the
withdrawal itself represented a considerable compromise of
state autonomy. In addition, the withdrawal was also due,
in part, to the cost of the war at a time when the
financial position of the U.S. was already jeopardized by a
growing trade deficit and an outflow of dollars to the
Eurocurrency markets, markets which were controlled by
private financial institutions.'® Hence, the U.S.
withdrawal from Vietnam was due, in part, to global
econonic processes and the activities of non-state economic
actors, both compromising the autonomy of the U.S. state.

Positing the state as the dominant actor in the
international realm and reducing such powerful entities as
transnational industrial and financial corporations to the
status of second string players is also a questionable
assumption. The Vietnam example demonstrates that it is not
always reliably accurate even when security/power concerns,
the foci of realism, are the issue. In other instances
too, however, the relative strengths of the states in the
international environment, and the economic actors involved
in a particular issue area, have some bearing upon whether
the state is indeed the dominant actor. For example, when
the Chilean government under Salvador Allernde finalized the

nationalization of copper mining and refining, the U.S.
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government was instrumental in bringing both economic and
political pressure to bear adversely on the domestic
stability of the country. The military coup which resulted
in the overthrow of Allende’s government and the death of
Allende, worked very much in favour of U.S. political and
private economic¢ interests, and it was aided and abetted by
the U.S. government and ITT.**> 1In this instance it is
very difficult to conclude that the Chilean state was uble
to dominate the activities of private economic actors.

The assumption that the state is the dominant actor
in the international realm, together with the distinction
between hich and low political objectives, introduces the
main problem with realist interpretations of international
relations, the relationship between the world political and
economic systems. The debate continues as to whether states
have the ultimate control over the world production,
distribution and marketing systems, the realist
perspective,* or whether the global economy is shaped by
the dialectically interactive relationship of both state
and non-state actors, in which no one actor has ultimate
control.*® Moreover, because the pursuit of national
security includes the securing of national interests that
do not necessarily reside within national borders, and

because those national interests that lie beyond national



33
borders are often economic interests, it is most difficult
to make the realist distinction between economic and
security concerns, or between high and low political
objectives.*®

Finally, the assumption of the state as a rational
actor making its decisions on a cost/benefit basis with
respect to its security/power interests, if rigorously
applied in analysis, effectively destroys the realist
distinction between domestic and international decision-
making, and between economic and political decision-making.
A cost/benefit analysis calculates the costs and benefits
to the domestic environment in relation to the costs and
benefits incurred by state actions in the international
environment. A continuum exists. Similarly, estimating
security and power interests involves considerations of
both economic and political factors. The two are
interrelated as the U.S. response to Irag’s invasion of
Kuwait in 1990 demonstrates. Sending U.S. security forces
to the Middle East was not only in defence of the principle
of territorial sovereignty, it was also in defence of U.S.
economic interests in the oil productiqn of Kuwait and
throughout the Middle East.

In total, realism is a power politics model of

international relations in the grand theory fashion. It
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assumes that parsimony is a strength of theorizing and,
accordingly, limits the study of international relations to
states and their power relationships, c¢reating a theory
that operates at a very high level of abstraction.
Realism’s strength is in its insistence on considering the
role that power plays in determining outcomes in an
anarchical enviro.ment, but its weaknesses are inherent in
its parsimoniousness and high level of abstraction. By
removing the domestic state environment from the analysis,
by relegating non-state actors to positions of, at best,
secondary influence in the international realm, and by
bracketing the constraining and facilitating effects of
international and transnational institutions and
organizations on the relationships amongst states, and
between state and non-state actors, realism can
comprehensively analyze neither the dynamics of
international relations nor the dynamics of change.
Consequently, Morgenthau’s realism is a static
theory of the status-quo. It is capable of explaining
specific configurations of states at specific times. Its
predictive value is limited, largely because it can only
define a national interest by its pursuit, after the fact
of its establishment. It can really only predict, then,
that states will act to protect their territory and their
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sovereignty and beyond that, that power will prevail. As
Robert Keohane suggests, realism may be useful as a
framework for establishing initial questions and
hypotheses, but it does not provide a set of plausible, and
testable, hypotheses about state behaviour under specific
conditions.?®’

The main challenge to Morgenthau’s realist
assunptions has come from world events. In the post World
War II years when the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and
strategic issues, were central concerns of states, realism
reflected these concerns.}®* Most foreign policies could
be explained under the rubric of national cold-war security
interests.* The NATO, NORAD, and Warsaw Treaty
alliances, U.S. foreign aid to Third World countries, to
Japan and to Europe in the form of the Marshall Plan,
participation in the U.N., and military involvement in
Korea and Vietnam were all explained as pursuits of
national security interests. At the same time, however,
economic cocperation between states was becoming a
prominent feature of international relations. Bretton Woods
established the IMF, the World Bank and the basis for the
convertibility of national currencies in international
transactions, while GATT laboured towards more open, free-

market trade relations.
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Morgenthau‘’s realism as a state-centric, power-
oriented paradigm was ill-equipped to explain the nature
and the dynamics of growing economic interdependence.

The degree of openness and stability that existed amongst
the industrialized states ran counter to realism’s
assumptions about the antagonistic nature of state
relations within an anarchical international environment.
Given too that economic considerations were deemed to be of
secondary significance, realism had difficulty explaining
the moderating effects that international markets and
econonic processes had upon inter-state relations, the part
that economics played in prosperity and peace. Nor could
realism adequately explain the effects of the increasing
activity of private transnational industrialists and
financiers on international economic and political
processes. For example, realism was hard pressed to
explain how the policies of the IMF and the World Bank,
together with the U.S. foreign aid policy teo the Third
World, all designed to bring the Third World countries into
the free-market system of the industrialized states, worked
to strengthen and emphasize private enterprise financing of
Third World development, and contributed to the Third
World‘’s pursuit of a New Economic Order in 1974 rather than

allegiance to the established one.*® It was not within
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the Morgenthauvian frame of reference to deal with the part
that economic actors played in the structuring of
international relations.

The criticisms of realism were countered by
revising the theory. In 1979, with the publication of
Theory Of International Politics, Kenneth Waltz attempted
to systenatize the perspectives assumptions.®® Waltz’s
structural realism, or neo-realism, holds to the realist
power-politics assumptions of states as autonomous, unitary
actors pursuing power within an anarchical balance-of-power
international system. Waltz also suggested that because
all states have similar interests within the international
system of states, that is, the pursuit and/or the
maintenance of power, they can be viewed as like units.
Hence, their domestic environments are irrelevant to
international relations theorizing. The uniqueness of
Waltz’s theory resides in its focus on the determining
nature of the international political system itself, and
its primary revisions to realism are two-fold. First, neo-
realism claims that the international balance-of-power
state system is structured, or defined, by the dominant
state, or states, in the system, and second, that the
systenm socializes states to the rigours of balance-of-power

considerations, constraining self-interest and limiting
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cooperation.

In his book, War and Change iy World Politics,
published in 1981, Robert Gilpin expands wWaltz’s analysis
by arguing that state interests in the international realm
are a product of a process of mediation. The state,
defined as "...those particular individuals who hold
authority...," has interests of its own in the
international environment, as do individuals and groups
that reside within the state. Through a process of liberal
pluralist bargaining, the state’s own interests may be
compromised, or changed, by the more powerful of the
private actors. If so, the new state agenda brought to the
international realm may be a fcrce for change within that
realm, particularly if the state occupies a powerful
position within the international system. Althouah state
interests may be compromised at the domestic level of
bargaining, the state remains sovereign in the
international realm as it need answer to no higher
authority.*

The problem with this argument is that in assuming
a liberal pluralist bargaining process in the domestic
environment, Gilpin risks missing the structure of power
that may exist within the domestic economic and political

milieu, and consequently, the extent to which state
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interests might necessarily reflect the interests of
powerful private entities. The extent to which state
interests do reflect the interests of powerful private
entities, is the extent to which the international realm
facilitates those interests, contributing, overtime, to the
formation of an international political and economic
environment that is shaped by both the interests of
powerful private enterprises and the interests of states.
When, and if, this happens, the state in the international
realm may not have to answer to a higher authority, but it
may have to answer to a higher power, that of the private
interests who have been successful in shaping the
international system to their liking. By missing this
aspect of what he refers to as the "Hegelian-Marxist
perspective,™® Gilpin, like Waltz, and like the complex-
interdependence theorists, misses an important determinant
of the shape of international relations.

In general, however, where the neo-realist
assunptions coincide with those of Morgenthau’s realism,
the former theoretical perspective is subject to the
criticisms that have been levied upon the latter. However,
neo-realism’s revisions of realism mirrored, and to some
extent were catalysts for, the emergence cof two new

realist-rooted theoretical perspectives; the hegemonic
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stability theory and regime analysis.

Based on an analysis of two eras of relative global
peace and security, the Pax Britannica in the late
nineteenth century and the Pax Americana in the 25 years
following World War II, realism was adapted to include the
hegemonic stability theory.?® The theory maintains that
it is in the self-interest of the most powerful state in
the balance-of-power system to take on the role of
hegemonic leadership in order to ensure stability in the
system. In areas of ‘low’ political concerns,
international trade, finance, communications, etc., the
hegenmon demonstrates its leadership by assuming a
predominant role in the management of international
institutions and decision-making. As far as ‘high’
political issues are concerned, the hegemon’s
responsibility is to maintain the military power to ensure
stability in the international political economy. Most
realists agreed on these initial precepts of the hegemonic
stability theory but there was a division in thinking on
how the hegemon used its power.

Traditional realists, those who retain their
primary focus on the state pursuit of power within an
anarchical international realm, maintain that

interdependence is a relationship amongst equals and since
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state capabilities vary within the international rezlm, the
realm as a whole is characterized by independence while
relations between states on a case by case basis are
characterized by independence and dependence.® Within
this perspective, no distinction is made between the
hegemon’s benign and malign use of power. In pursuing
self-interest, the hegemon simply adopts the most expedient
policies. The policies are generally cooperative during
periods of hegemonic growth and non-cooperative during
periods of contraction, and it is the power of the hegemon
that allows it to make its choices. Hence, the U.S., as
hegemon, exercised a benign form of power during the early
Pax Americana period, taking a leadership role in the post-
war reconstruction of Europe and Japan, and in the Bretton
Woods and GATT negotiations. In the early 1970s, however,
burdened by a trade deficit, the expense of maintaining
convertibility standards for its foreign—-owned currency,
and the cost and controversy of the Vietnam War, the U.S.
exercised its power by unilaterally removing itself from
the gold exchange standard and imposing a 10% inmport
surcharge. As Susan Strange suggests, the 1970s did not
witness the decline of U.S. hegemony as much as it
witnessed the change in U.S. foreign policy decisions from

the use of power to the abuse of power.*
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By contrast, theorists whose primary focus is on
the international political economy, tend to understand the
hegemonic stability theory from a liberal free-market
system perspective. This ‘liberal’ version of the
hegemonic stability theory maintains that interdependence
in the international environment exists as mutual
vulnerability amongst states and between state and non-
state actors. The management of interdependence,
accordingly, involves cooperation and the hegemon’s role is
to be willing and able to promote international stability
by assuming the management position internationally while
making self-sacrificing foreign policy decisions at home.
When the hegemon is no longer able or willing to continue
its role, disarray results in the international realm. The
'proof of the pudding’ is the instability which led to the
First World War following the demise of British hegemony,
and the disarray in the post World War One years when no
state assumed the position of hegemon.

During the post World War II years, the U.S.,
according to the liberal version of the theory, assumed the
role of hegemon, contributing to stability and openness
within the international realm by pursuing liberal free-
market policies in the international economy, backed with

the military power to deter non-compliance. By the 1970s,
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largely due to ‘free-riders,’™ states taking advantage of
the U.S. military and economic largesse, the U.S. abandoned
its role by reneging on the principles of Bretton Woods and
GATT. With the decline of the hegenon, the theory
predicted chaos in the international peolitical economy.

However, chaos did not ensue. As Krasner points
out, East-West tensions did not increase, the international
monetary system continued to function, and the liberal
free-market system of the industrialized North survived the
OPEC oil price increases and the attacks of the South’s New
Economic Order.?>® The call for a New Economic Order and
the organization of the OPEC oil cartel, however, both
potentially threatening to the liberal free-market system,
indicated that the North and the South did not have the
same definition as to what constitutes ’stability.’ That
difference in definition is one of the two main problems
with the liberal version of the hegemonic stability theory.
Rather than being a theory of international relations, it
is a theory of the relations between the industrialized
capitalist states. It does not consider the extent to
which the policies of the IMF and the World Bank were a
closing of ranks at the expense of the Eastern Bloc
countries,> nor does it take into account the instability

produced in the South by the purportedly ‘stabilizing’
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policies of the industrialized states of the North.' For
some liberal theorists, the latter phenomenon was not
viewed as an analytical problem. In their eyes,
destabilization in ‘developing’ states is due to internal
domestic state problems, a result of development itself and
not of world market or political forces.>

The second problem with the liberal version of the
hegemonic stability theory was how to account for the
degree of stability that remained in the global political
economy after the decline of U.S. hegemony in the early
1970s. For some analysts, the answer resided in the
residues of order that remained in the international
institutions and organizations established by the hegemon
during its years of post-W.W.II power ascendency.”

Meanwhile, other realist theorists had been re-
exanining the attributes of interdependence. Two years
before the emergence of Waltz’s neo-realism, Xeohane and
Nye had translated the concept of interdependence into a
theory of complex interdependence in which they maintained
that the international environment is populated by both
state and non-state actors, and that both are directly
involved in world politics in which there is no clear
hierarchy of issues. The theory’s realist roots are

revealed in its claim that force remains an effective
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instrument of state policy and that power resources are
still used to exert control over others. However, because
non-state actors, econonic actors in particular, have
control over considerable power resources, the exercise of
power is no longer only a state prerogative.®

The recognition of complex interdependence led
theorists in one of two directions. Those who maintained
that the state remained an autonomous and dominant actor in
the international realm, and that the international
political environment remained the primary determinant of
international relations, focused their attention on regime
analysis, the study of interdependence within intermational
institutions and organizations.>® Others who took more
seriously the claim that non-state actors, and domestic
political and economic processes, were intimately involved
in the shaping of international relations began the process
of dismantling the barriers between domestic and
international theorizing in order to examine the domestic
and international organization of both state and non-state
actors and their interactive effects on the political and
econonic environments.?

Analysts have defined regimes in various ways,>
but a collective definition established at a conference on

the subject defines them as "...sets of implicit or
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explicit principles, norms, rules and decision-making
procedures around which actors’ expectations converge in a
given area of international relaticns." Hence, regimes
do not refer to international organizations themselves, but
to the forms of cooperation that exist within and around
them. Because this cooperation reguires compromise and
negotiation, liberal regime analysis claims that regimes
change the context of international decision-making, that
they act as intervening variables between the policies
individual states pursue and those that emerge from
negotiation with other states in a particular issue
area.*® The perspective also maintains that the degree of
stability that existed in the global political economy
post-1970 is evidence that states have high priority
interests, such as the management of the international
econonmy, that cannot be reducible to processes of power
politics in the realist sense. These interests indicate
that states have values other than the pursuit of power,
such as the pursuit of cooperation, and that these values
can be pursued in the absence of a hegemon.*

More power-oriented realists insist that regimes,
rather than changing the context of interrational decision-
making, simply reflect the preferences of power interests.

In this view, regimes are established by egoistic, self-
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interested state actors as one of the channels through
which power is exercised. Others, such as Robert Kechane,
however, insist that regime analysis is both a critigue and
a modification of realism, that regimes put decisions based
on power and self-interest into a context that endures.**

There are strencths to both versions of regime
analysis. The realist insistence that power prevails in
spite of regimes was borne ocut by the unilateral decision
of the U.S. to renege on the principles of Bretton Woods
and GATT. It is also true that regimes institutionalize
power relationc, and put decisions based on power and self-
interest into an enduring context. The weighted voting in
favour of the U.S., established in the IMF in 1957 at the
height of U.S. political and economic power, is a case in
point. The U.S. veto power endures and whereas its
original 35% of the vote had dropped to 20% by 1983, the
change was made to accommodate the growing Europcan and
Japanese economies.*

As Susan Strange maintains, however, the poverty of
regime theory resicdes in its focus on states as the
dominant actors in the international realm. This focus
distorts analysis by obscuring the dynamics of policy-
making at the international level, the interaction of state

and non-state actors, primarily economic actors, in the
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formulation of state policy preferences for international
policy-making, and the rebound effect of international
policies on both state and non-state actors. Moreover, as
Strange also insists, regime analysis is the analysis of
the status—guo. It studies only the international regimes
which exist, and only what is on their agendas. By
ignoring the issue areas that do not have regimes and the
concerns that do not get on the agendas of existing
regimes, regime analysis again misses the dynamics of
change. It accepts and studies the existing dimensions of
structural power, the ability of powerful states to select,
set and control the international agenda, without studying
the ramifications of that power. Finally, because the most
powerful states in the international arena are the states
of the industrialized North, the terms of reference for the
regime theorists are both ethno-centric and value-laden.
Political stability is defined in terms of what is
stabilizing for the industrialized states, and the health
of the world economy is understood to be predicated upon
liberal free-market assumptions.*

Theoretical fallout from the various limitations of
realism and its adaptations, neo-realism, complex
interdependence, the hegemonic stability theory and regime

analysis produced another group of theorists who began to
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dismantle the barriers between the domestic and
international levels of theorizing. Rather than assuuning
the autonomy and dominant actor status of the state, these
theorists examined the dialectic nature of the interactions
among state and non-state actors as they pursued their
interests both nationally and internationally. The case
studies that emerged from these theorists reveal that there
is no parsimonious way to capture the dynamics of
international relations. In his 1978 article, "The Second
Irage Reversed: The International Sources of Domestic
Politics," Peter Gourevitch lists a number of these case
studies and concludes that foreign policy making can
depend, variously, on a number of considerations: the
bureaucratic character of the state, the pressure of the
masses on policy making, the strength and autonomy of the
state in its domestic environment, the interests of the
advanced capitalist states, the logic of industrial
development, the character of domestic coalitions, and the
relative weight of transnational actors vis—a-vis state
actors in the international environment.*®

The case studies undertaken since then continue to
challenge the assumptions of realism and its adaptatiomns.
For example, in a 1987 study of French and U.S. trade

policy, Helen Milner demonstrates that the policies adopted
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by each of the two countries during the 1970s depended more
upon the international activities, and the domestic
organization, of the industrial interests involved than
upon whether the state was, by definition, strong or
weak.** A study by Peter Gourevitch of the relationship
between the trade tariffs imposed by European states on
iron and wheat, and the domestic coalitions within each
state, demonstrates the same lack of correlation between
trade policy and state characteristics for the depression
of 1873-1896, with the organization of domestic coalitions
being the deternining factor in state trade policy
decision-making.*

Both studies reveal that trade policies, low
political priorities in the realist perspective, had
ramifications in the intermational political environment.
Milner suggests that it was the implementation of
industrial trade preferences which accounted for the degree
of openness and stability that characterized the
relationship between industrialized capitalist states
during the 1970s, while Gourevitch claims that it was the
outcome of the tariff controversy between Republican
France, Imperial Germany, Britain and the U.S. which served
to strengthen each regime type vis—-a-vis the other in the

international realm.
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Together the two studies demonstrate that in these
instances, contrary to realist assumptions, non-state
actors and domestic processes had considerable influence on
the shape of the international realm and on international
relations. Moreover, the coincidence of state interests
and industrial interests means that although the state
appears formally autonomous in finally declaring the
particular policy to be adopted, behind that declaration is
a history of political manoeuvring amongst state and non-
state actors which compromises the autonomy of the state.
The case study approach to the study of

international relations demonstrates that each of the
realist assumptions are compromised by, and within,
specific situations, that each is situation dependent.*®
The mix of results and observations achieved in these
studies suggest that there may not be, in fact, over-
arching ordering principles to international relations.
Hence, one is led to entertain the notion that the
international environment is, and always has been, involved
in an evolutionary process and as such is characterized by
neither disorder nor grand designs, but rather by the
waxing and waning of historically specific interacting
interests and actors. The evolution of realist theory

itself, adapting as it attempts to explain changing global
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relations, suggests the existence of Jjust such a process.

Further, if we are looking at process rather than
design in the international environment, then, as the case
studies reveal, it is important to include, as variables,
the effects of global economic processes on the
relationships, security and otherwise, amongst states, and
vice versa. Immanuel Wallerstein‘s capitalist world
economy model of international relations is just such a

theory of process.

W . . . W .-

Wallerstein’s model posits that the capitalist
world econcmy is the dominant force in international
relations and therefore is the appropriate unit of analysis
in international relations theory. Further, because the
world economy is a historical process, rather than a
finite, or bounded, structure, it is constantly changing
and therefore international relations are not governed by
universal or ahistorical laws, as is the case within
Morgenthau’s realist perspective.

According to Wallerstein, the capitalist world
economy is composed of three interacting elements. The
first element is the global market which operates on a

calculation of maximum profits and therefore determines the
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amount of productive activity, the degree of
specialization, the levels of payment for labour, goods and
services, and the use of technological invention. The
second element consists of a series of state structures,
the primary function of these structures being to distort
the market to the advantage of specific economic actors.
The over-riding concern of dominant, or core, states within
these structures is the pursuit of global economic
hegemony. The third element of the global economy is the
international division of labour which constitutes a
process of appropriation of surplus product via the
capital-labour relation. This process creates three tiers
to the exploitative process: the core, the periphery and
the semi-periphery.

Taken together, these three elements produce three
interrelated antinomies. First, the economy/polity
antinomy resides in the ability of economic actors to range
the globe in pursuit of profits, and the attendant need for
states to act in the interests of these economic actors by
instituting favourable domestic welfare programs and
international aid, trade and financial policies. It is the
dialectical nature of the relationship between the state
and econonic actors which accounts for the continuing

pressure towards state formation for, in seeking to channel
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the division of the world surplus, states have formed,
developed and militarized in relation to others. It is
also this process which accounts for the creation of an
international state system in that the world market forces
have accentuated state differences, institutionalized them,
and made them difficult to surmount.

Second, the supply/demand antinomy, the locus of
the evolution of the international division of labour,
resides in the anarchical nature of global economic
production, of supply, while demand requires state
management. Hence, states lock in demand parameters in
terms of welfare policies and wage levels, and as profits
subsequently decline in these areas, capital moves to areas
where lower cost parameters exist, and the process repeats
itself. The first two processes combine to create the
third, the capital/labour antinomy which resolves itself
into a three-tiered structure of exploitation, the core,
the periphery and the semi-periphery.

Core areas are defined by high profits, high
technology, high wages and diversified production, the
establishment of these characteristics being responsible
for strong state formation. Peripheral areas are the
reverse image and are locked into processes of

underdevelopment by differential state strengths in the
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state system. Hence there exists a domestic class struggle
between labour and capital which cannot be understood apart
from its international context, and an internaticnal
division of labour in which core labour interests work
against the interests of peripheral area labour.

In Wallerstein’s model, the semi~periphery is both
exploiter and exploited, acting in a ‘core’ capacity for
some periphery areas, and as the periphery for specific
core areas. Aas such, it performs a specific economic role
in the world system which is, in fact, more political than
economic in that it is the stabilizing element in a
polarized global environment. It is the continuum between
the two poles which the core seeks to maintain, in a
supportive role, while the periphery seeks its demise.

As well as joining in alliances with core areas to
counter mutual military threats, the semi-periphery
provides markets for core goods and investments, especially
when the core is squeezed by high wages and production
costs. However, because the semi-periphery occupies a
middle ground with respect to wages and profit levels,
making it more vulnerable to market fluctuations, its
ability to maximize profits is insecure and its primary
concern is to control market forces by adopting

mercantilistic trade policies.
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Wallerstein maintains that in times of economic
expansion, semi-peripheral states engage in mutual support
relations with the core states, aiding core expansion. 1In
times of economic contraction, the semi-periphery is in a
better position to bargain with the core states for a
realization of its own interests. However, in order to
maximize its advantage during times of economic
contraction, the semi-peripheral states need to act
collectively.

Further, Wallerstein suggests that within non-
socialist semi-peripheral countries, the indigenous
bourgeoisie is smaller and weaker than in core countries,
is more linked to foreign corporations, and, as with the
bourgeoisie in all areas, 1s nationalistic only when it is
in its own interests to be so.

Finally, the model maintains that the locus of
change within the global system resides in the semi-
periphery. Because of its mix of economic activities, its
vulnerability to market forces, and the importance of its
role as stabilizer in the global system, its state
activities are more consciously directed towards affecting
change, change being in the direction of socialist, or
social democratic, planning. Accordingly, the

transnational alignment of socialist forces which will seek
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to undermine the capitalist world economy has its roots in
the semi-peripheral states.

In a later work, Wallerstein suggests that there is
a fourth organizing principle within the world system, a
cultural force which he describes as "...a multiplicity of
interrelated (and here, often overlapping) cultural
communities - language communities, religious communities,
ethnic communities, races, status-groups, class
communities, scientific communities, and so forth."*

This is the extent of his definition and although he
suggests that this cultural entity is a force for change,
he admits that it is under-theorized in his perspective.
One gathers that this is Wallerstein’s nod to post-marxist
concerns and the roles that social movements and civil
society play in affecting change.

According to Wallerstein, there are contradictions
within the capitalist world economy which predict its
demise and create the space for reform. First, while in
the long run, the continued production of surplus requires
a mass demand which can only be created by redistribution,
in the short run, maximizing profits requires the
management of the demand/supply relationship. This short-~
term management process, including the periodic withdrawal

of surplus, gives rise to cyclical market fluctuations
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which weaken the system and make the game less profitable
for capitalistic activity. Second, the price of each co-
optation for compliance increases the price of subsequent
co-optations, making, again, the game increasingly less
profitable. Third, unequal distribution can only be
maintained through repression, the cost of which grows
increasingly, and fourth, expansion is finite.

Compared to the realist theory of international
relations, and its adaptations, Wallerstein’s perspective
is a model of processes rather than a theory of systems and
structures and as such it allows for an exploration of the
on-going dynamics of change. It recognizes the intimate
interaction of political and economic factors in the
international realm, and it recognizes the continuum that
exists between domestic and international political and
economic activities, demanding, therefore, the
incorporation of a domestic level of analysis in
international relations theory. It is also more able to
account for the types of states that are formed in the
peripheral areas than are traditional theories of
international relations.

The main weakness of Wallerstein’s model is in its
conception of the nature of the state. At times the state

appears to be a structuralist state in the Marxist sense™
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with the economy/polity antinomy predicting a degree of
relative autonomy for the state by situating it in the
contradictory position of having to secure both the
interests of capital and the interests of labour. When
Wallerstein suggests, however, that the primary function of
the state is to manipulate the market to the advantage of
its economic actors, the state appears to be simply an
instrument of capital, its autonomy wholly compromised by
the interests of economic actors. Wallerstein avoids the
inherent ambiquity in these two versions of the state by
assuming, one suspects, that because domestic welfare
policies serve the interests of capital, then from either
point of view, structurally or instrumentally, the state is
directed by economic actors. The state’s agenda, however,
even its economic agenda is not precisely identical to the
agenda of its economic actors and, as structural Marxists
point out, it is precisely because of its contradictory
position that it gains a degree of autonomy which is
situation dependent.*?

The problem of defining the state’s role is
complicated by Wallerstein‘’s insistence that the military
is used by the state to defend and pursue economic hegemony
within the global economic system. Although the realist

insistence that security concerns are the ultimate
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determinant of the international state system is highly
gquestionable, its assumption that states have security
concerns independent of economic concerns is valid. The
military, as an institution of the state, assumes the
security concerns of the state, and hence, reflects the
state’s security agenda. However, as C. Wright Mills has
argued, the military also has an independent security
agenda which is rooted in the maintenance and pursuit of
military ororessionalism: "...a vested interest - personal,
institutional, ideological - in the enlargement of all
things military.™® Hence, balancing the interests of
both its economic actors and its security actors is a
source of state autonomy which Wallerstein ignores.

The tendency to reduce the globe to a single
economic system, and to make no distinction between the
domestic and the international level of analysis,
exaggerates the problem of defining the state within
Wallerstein’s model. The contradictory position which the
state occupies in the domestic environment, with respect to
the interests of capital and labour, is magnified by the
same contradictions in the international environment, with
respect to the interests of the core and the periphery. As
Skocpol writes, "States necessarily stand at the

intersections between domestic sociopolitical orders and
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the transnational relations within which they must
manoeuvre for survival and advantage in relation to other
states."* Such a position provides yet another source of
situation dependent autonomy for the state.

By not identifying these three sources of relative
state autonomy, Wallerstein’s own empirical analysis of the
sixteenth century world-economy suffers.*® As Theda
Skocpol points out, by reducing socio-economic structure to
determination by world market opportunities and
technological production possibilities, and by reducing
state structures and policies to determination by dominant
class interests, Wallerstein misses identifying the effect
that the institutionalization of class relations has upon
state decision-making in the domestic realm, and the effect
that "...historically preexisting institutional patterns,
threats of rebellion from below, and geopolitical pressures
and constraints," have upon shaping the state that takes
its place in the international environment.®®

In addition, by not specifying the dialectic nature
of state and non-state actor interaction, Wallerstein
misses capturing the consequences, especially the
unintended ones, of this process. For example, the Third
World debt was an unintended conseguence of a process of

action and reaction amongst state actors, domestic and
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transnational economic actors, and international economic
institutions. The agenda of these three entities do not
always coincide. As Terence Hopkins and Wallerstein
suggest in a 1982 article, the pursuit of integrated
productivity on a global scale and the formation of strong
nation states are often contradictory processes and what
the state seeks to unify, the economy often seeks to tear
asunder.® For example, the United Motor Manufacturing
Company was created in the U.S. in 1983 by an alliance of
General Motors and Toyota in an effort to circumvent the
effects of the U.S. non-tariff barriers erected to protect
the U.S. auto industry.?® What the state was seeking to
protect, economic actors tore asunder. By not specifying
the dialectic nature of domestic and international policy
making and of state and non-state actor interaction,
Wallerstein cannot identify the unintended consequences of
the pursuit of wealth, consequences which may, in Robert
Cox’s view, lead to an increase in power for the
transnational economic actors and result in global
caesarism rather than the demise of the world capitalist
system as Wallerstein predicts.®

The problem of mis-identification of the dynamics
of processes and actor interactions, is compounded by

Wallerstein’s assumption of unity amongst core, periphery
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and semi-peripheral states, his insistence that these be
viewed as economic areas rather than as economic areas
comprised of states. As Gourevitch suggests, states are
more than precipitates of the global econcmy. They are
also formed by the dynamics and history of domestic
sociopolitical forces.*® Accordingly, Katzenstein argues
that although the U.XK., the U.S., Japan and Germany are all
core states, each has its own history, interests, policies,
and economic actors and it is the competition amongst,and
the coordination of, these factors that largely determine
the world economic structure rather than a generic pursuit
of econonic hegemony.<

Nor, given the vast differences, for example,
between the OPEC countries and the Central american states,
both occupying peripheral status within Wallerstein’s
model, is it possible to assume peripheral state
similarities. In addition, Wallerstein’s assumption that
peripheral states are weak states is highly suspect. as
Evans points out, the exploitation of labour and resources
in peripheral states is facilitated precisely because the
state is strong, centralized and repressive, and the
processes of international production, distribution and
finance contribute to the strengthening of these states.®

Similarly, it is difficult to posit unity or
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sameness amongst semi-peripheral states. Austria and
Switzerland, for example, are both semi-peripheral states
within Wallerstein’s model, yet Austria is a democratic
socialist state with strong labour interests while
Switzerland is a liberal capitalist state with strong
business interests. The difference between the two has
been attributed more to domestic factors during the
historical formation of each state than to global economic
forces.®® 1In addition, Peter Evans argues in his book,
State, And Local Capital In Brazil, that industrializing
countries such as Brazil have achieved the status of semi-
peripheral states.® This would suggest that Canada and
Brazil, two semi-peripheral countries, have similar
positions within the global econcmy, an argument which Leo
Panitch successfully refutes, primarily on the basis of the
differences in the institutionalization of class interests
in Canada and Third World states.®

Further, the assumption that semi-peripheral state
policy-making is directly related to contractions and
expansions of the world economy is a difficult assumption
to sustain. The European states, some of them of semi-
peripheral status, acted collectively to form the EEC in

the late 1950s as the worid economy was expanding, when
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according to Wallerstein, semi-peripheral states tend to
act collectively in their own interest during periods of
global economic contraction. Moreover, Canada, as a semi-
peripheral country, entered into a free-trade agreement
with the U.S. in 1987 during what was seen to be a period
of recovery from the recession of the early 1980s. The
recession of the 1990s, having developed into cne of
sizeable proportions, has its roots in the mid-1980s at
least, when according to Wallerstein’s model, Canada should
have been pursuing protectionist trade policies. Although
there was a slight recovery during the period when the
agreement was being negotiated, the point is that when
states themselves do not know whether they are enjoying
long-term or short-term periods of contraction or
expansion, it is difficult to theorize that they make their
decisions with such knowledge.

There are also problems with Wallerstein’s
assertion that the forces for change within the world
economy are located in the semi-periphery. The on-going
pursuit of political unity amongst the EEC states, in
concordance with their economic unity, suggests that these
states, some of which being of semi-peripheral status, may
form a core area with all the attributes of such, rather

than becoming a locus for socialist change. Similarly, it
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is difficult to argue that Canada is a locus for socialist
change, given its history of weak social democratic parties
at the federal level of politics.®*

Wallerstein’s assumptions about the nature of the
bourgeoisie in semi-peripheral states also fails as far as
generalizability is concerned. Given the fervour with
which the Canadian business class pursued the free trade
policy, it is possible to agree with Wallerstein that the
indigenous bourgeoisie is not nationalistically oriented at
heart, unless it is accepted that the free trade policy was
in Canada’s interest, in which case Wallerstein’s
assumption about semi-peripheral countries adopting
mercantilistic polices is wrong in this instance. However,
the hypothesis that the semi-peripheral indigenous
bourgeoisie is smaller and weaker than those in the core
areas is questionable in Canada’s case. In terms of
absolute numbers this may be so, but in terms of effects on
domestic economic and political activity, the assumption is
suspect. For example, Trudeau’s North/South initiative and
his attempts to increase Canadian trade with the EEC
countries and the Pacific Rim were good Wallerstein-model,
semi-peripheral moves. According to Thomas Axworthy,
however, the Canadian business class was powerful enough to

counter them, and hence, the implementation of the free
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trade legislation with the U.S. instead of the Trudeau
policies.?

As Evans points out, the assumption of the relative
weakness of the indigenous bourgeoisie is also most
difficult to sustain for countries such as Brazil. The
domestic bourgeoisie may not be as strong as the
transnational econonic actors within the international
networks of capital. Yet within the domestic context, to a
large extent, multinational coxporations depend upon the
strength of the domestic bourgecisie for the implementation
of policies that favour multinational resource extraction,
industrialization and finance.**

Finally, Wallerstein would be accused of heresy by
those Marxists who defend with emotional fervour the
privileging of the working classes as agents of change.®
In fact, on the global scale of analysis, Wallerstein digs
his hole even deeper by suggesting that change resides in
the middle class of world powers, the semi-periphery.
Wallerstein’s arguments, however, are in accordance with
post-ma:xist theorizing at the domestic level of analysis.
Post-Marxism retains the Marxist perception of the
determining effects of the economy on social organization
but understands that workina class consciousness is

fractured, variously, by gender and race conflicts, by the
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division of work within the class, by co-optation within
the political party system, and by having acquired at least
minimum levels of comfort and security through labour
legislation and domestic welfare programs. Because of this
fracturing, post-marxists suggest that change is located
within civil society in general, in social movements and
alliances of interests, including the interests of
labour.

Glcbally, Wallerstein maintains that the working
class is divided against itself with the interests of the
working classes in the core areas working against the
interests of the same classes in the periphery. The semi~-
periphery, as both expleoiter and exploited, contains the
alliances of interests that will bring about global change.
In his book, Production. Power, 3and World Qrder, which is
essentially a Gramscian reworking of Wallerstein’s model,
although there is no reference to Wallerstein within the
volume, Robert Cox appears to disagree with Wallerstein as
far as global class consciousness is concerned. Cox
suggests that classes identify globally, at least during
periods of hegemonic world order.’ However, although Cox
presents ample evidence of the capitalist classes
identifying common interests across state borders, thire is

no indication of similar identification of interests
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amongst labour classes. Hence, Cox appears to be
describing elite identification, rather than class
identification.

Cox’s analysis of the global economy does supply
two important correctives for Wallerstein’s model. First
he makes a distinction between the domestic and the
international environment, un.=rstanding them to be
interacting in a dialectical fashion. Secondly, Cox
situates the state between the domestic and the
international environment, and in so doing understands that
the state gains a degree of situation dependent autonomy
through its role as mediator between domestic and
international actor interests.

Accordingly, Cox argues that class is an agent of
change but that the dynamics of change is situation
dependent, subject to the type of state that labour
inhabits and the political party organization of production
interests within that state.”™ Class effects on glcobal
change, therefore, work through the state.

At this point, Cox’s analysis gets murky. He
maintains that class conflict, rooted in specific modes of
production, predicts specific state structures which are
themselves shaped by having to adjust their national

economics to the dynamics of the world economy.” States
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then form historically specific configurations of
international state systems based on the organization of
the world economy, the shape of the international state
system changing as priorities change in the world economy.
Because, according to Cox, the modern world economy is
dominated by processes of finance which have the ability to
shape production and its relations, finance is an
autonomous force for change in the global environment.”

But so is class, according to Cox, with class being
the social or political form of the conflict inherent in
production relations while finance is the economic form.™
However, Cox maintains that labour class ccnscicusness has
been prevented from developing in industrialized states due
to relative comfort in times of global economic expansion
and fear during times of recession.’® Moreover, it has
also been prevented from developing in distributive and
Third World states by various forms of oppression and
repression.” Further, he argues that subordinate
domestic groups are plagued by lack of cohesion as
evidenced by the incoherence of opposition politics, while
even the dominant domestic group interests are fractured by
classical liberal views of the national and world eccnomies
versus state-interventionist national capitalism.”™

Hence, the only class consciousness that seems to be
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operating is that of the transnational capitalist class.
Under the guise of class consciousness, then, Cox is in
fact describing elite consciousness on a global scale.
Hence, class and finance, as two autonomous forces for
change, appear to be the same force for change and it is
perhaps for this reason that he can suggest that the
present global environment is ripe for caesarism without a
caesar, a freezing of global contradictions by the
activities and demands of finance.’

In spite of his arguments to the contrary then, Cox
essentially agrees withh Wallerstein in terms of the limited
role which class conflict plays in global change. 1In
making the distinction between the domestic and the
international level of analysis, however, Cox is more
specific about the dynamics of Wallerstein’s supply/demand
antimony. By situating the state at the conjuncture of the
contractions inherent in both domestic and international
production relations, Cox specifies at least a potential
for the role of domestic class conflict in bringing about
change. Further, he posits a relatively autonomous,
situation dependent, sphere for the state, this sphere
being the second corrective to Wallerstein’s model.

The main difference between the two authors is that

while Wallerstein is concerned with creating a grand theory



of international relations that reflects global economic
processes, Cox is attempting to apply such a theory.
Consequently, Cox specifies what Wallerstein implies. 1In
doing so, Cox’s global case study demonstrates that
Wallerstein’s economically oriented model of international
relations, like the realist model, requires case studies
for the understanding of specifics. The guestion to be
asked within case studies of international relations then,
is which model provides the better explanatory assumptions
for the situation under investigation?

The two paradigms could hardly be more dissimilar.
Whereas realism assumes the existence of certain generic
ordering principles in the international environment,
Wallerstein’s model assumes process on an ad hoc basis.
Where realism assumes that the power relations of states
constitute the primary focus of study for international
relations, Wallerstein assumes that it is the world
economy. Within realism, the anarchical nature of the
international environment predicts state insecurity and the
pursuit of state power, while the world economy model
maintains that anarchy is the permissive factor for
production. While realism assumes an autonomous, unitary
and dominant state in the international realm,

Wallerstein’s model assumes that the international realm is
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populated by economic and state actors and that the state’s
autonomy is also the economic actor’s autonomy in that the
former supports the interests of the latter. The voice
with which the state speaks is that of its economic actors.
Both paradigms see the state as a raticnal actor but within
realism the state makes its cost/benefit analysis in terms
of security issues, while in Wallerstein’s model the
analysis is made in terms of economic interests. Finally,
whereas realism understands that the domestic and the
international levels of analysis are discontinuous, the
world economy model understands them to be one and the
same.

Since both perspectives theorize in the grand
theory tradition, both are designed to capture the large
overview of international relations, the big picture. Aas
such, each orients the student to an identification of what
are assumed to be the most pertinent, or most relevant,
determinants of international relations. The object of the
following chapters is to attempt to identify which
assumptions best reflect the determinants and the dynanmics
of Canada’s role within NORAD. The study includes an
examination of Canada’s defence policy decision-making
process as it applies to NORAD. This is an exercise in

micro—-analysis as it requires a domestic level of analysis
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in order to determine the actors and interests involved in
the decision-making process. Such an exercise is warranted
within the assumptions of Wallerstein’s capitalist world
economy model because the model assumes a continuum exists
between the domestic and the international levels of
analysis. However, the realist paradigm does not make that
assumption. Further, the paradigm is not designed for
micro-analysis. However, in order to test the viability of
the realist assumptions, one must necessarily go to the
domestic level of analysis in order to investigate if in
fact the state complies with realist assumptions. The
point, therefore, is not to apply realist assumptions to a
micro-level analysis, but rather to undertake a micro-level
of analysis to test the assumptions of realism. In terms
of both b rspectives, then, a domestic level of analysis is
being pursued in order to test the conclusions about the
state and its interests as they are represented by theories
at the international level of ana.-zis.

Accordingly, the next zuapter will examine the
history of NORAD from within the parameters set out by the
assumptions of the realist perspective, focusing on the
political and strategic factors that have shaped the

Canadian decision-making process.
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The preceding chapter argued, in theoretical terms,
that the assumptions of realism, and its adaptations, neo-
realism, the hegemonic stability theory, and regime
analysis, preclude a comprehensive analysis of
international political decision-making. The paradigm’s
primary problem is its assumption that the domestic and
international environments are analytically discrete. This
assumption obscures the fact that the state is situated at
the intersection of the two environments and that it is in
the domestic environment where power resources are located,
where national interests are defined, and where non-state
actors with interests in both these areas reside. Once the
national interests of a state are defined, through the
interaction of state and non-state actors with econonic,
political and cultural interests, they are put to play in
the international realm, at which time, a dialectic

relationship is established between domestic and

83



international actions and reactions, the actions and
reactions being those of both state and non-state actors.
By assuming that the international environment is discrete,
realism can only capture frozen moments of this on-going
process. Hence, the theory can often accurately describe
events in the international realm but it cannot always
accurately reflect either the determinants or the dynamics
of those events.

Other assumptions of the paradigm do little to
increase realism’s interpretive ability. Since the state
is the only body that can make policy in the international
political environment, it is a tautology to suggest that it
is the dominant actor in that realm, as it is a tautology
to suggest that it is an autonomous actor and speaks with a
unitary voice. Moreover, these assumptions, in and of
themselves, tell us very little about the process whereby
the state acquires its international agenda.

The ratinrnal actor assumption helps in
understanding how the state sets its international agenda
in that the state is understood to make its policy
decisions on a cost/benefit analysis with respect to its
security/power interests. This assumption alcne
effectively destroys the distinction made between the

domestic and international envircnments because a
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cost/benefit analysis is in terms of the costs and benefits
accruing to the domestic environment of activities pursued
in the international environment. A continuum exists.
However, the assumption defines neither the limits of state
national security interests nor the parameters of
‘rationality.’ Consequently, the theory works best in
retrospect when it can identify national interests by their
pursuit, and ‘rational’ state behaviour by its having taken
place. Realism’s explanatory and predictive powers,
therefore, are limited.

The purpose of this chapter is to test the previous
chapter’s theoretical critique of the realist perspective
by applying the assumptions of realism to the political
history of NORAD. Since NORAD is a classical defence
alliance within a bipolar internaticnal state systen
structure, and since the thesis concern is with identifying
the determinants of Canadian defence policy-making within
this alliance, ideally, the assumptions of the realist
perspective should be able to guide the search. As per the
realist perspective, the Canadian/U.S. alliance should
represent a common defence interest. The bipolar nature of
the international balance-of-power system should be the
primary determinant of the Canadian decision-making

process. The rational actor assumption should be able to
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explain why certain decisions were taken over viable
alternatives, while the assumptions of the unitary and
autonomous nature of the state should be able to explain
how those decisions became policy. Moreover, since NORAD
is purely a defence alliance, it should be possible to
disregard economic factors and actors, or at least relegate
them to positions of secondary importance.

In examining the political history of NORAD,
however, the chapter will argue that two related gquestions
arise which the realist perspective cannot satisfactorily
answer. First, throughout the history of NORAD, the
Canadian government, until the mid-1980s, has consistently
made defence policy decisions pertaining to NORAD that do
not reflect the government’s own policy preferences. In
other words, policy decisions often do not reflect policy
preferences expressed by the government prior to the
decision taken. These are known as "miscalculations" in
strategic policy-making and have been in evidence from the
inception of the NORAD Agreement. Signing the Agreement
without a full understanding of what it entailed was the
first ‘miscalculation.’ Not fully comprehending that the
NORAD Agreement committed Canada to accepting nuclear
weapons on its territory was the second. Renawing NORAD in

the mid-1970s withont an adequate knowledge of the
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implications of the new weapons systems that were being
designed for use in the NORAD Command was a third.
Changing the terms of the Agreement in the 1981 renewal
without understanding the implications for Canadian
potential involvement in U.S. ballistic missile defence,
and space defence programs was the fourth. The fifth was
agreeing to test the U.S. cruise missile with less than a
full understanding of how the cruise fit into U.S. war-
fighting plans in terms of the defence of the continent,
and how the cruise missile, as an air-breathing threat
which was to be tracked from space, eroded the distinction
between air and space defence prograns.

The second question which the assumptions of
realism cannot adequately answer is, given the differing
positions of Canada and the United States in the
international balance-of-power system, and given the
differing policy preferences of the two countries based on
their different positions within the international system,
how can one fully account for the growing coincidence of
the countries’ perception of the threat, and of the
appropriate response to that threat? This question is of
particular relevance to the post mid-1980s period of
NORAD’s history when Canadian defence policy decision-

making within NORAD reflected, either explicitly or
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implicitly, U.S. policy preferences.

The political history of NORAD suggests two
possible answers to these guestions. First, the nature of
the Canadian/U.S. professional military relationship within
NORAD is such as to be able to develop U.S. defence
pregrams, under broad Canadian defence policy directives,
to such an extent that by the time these programs are
presented to Canadian decision-makers for their
consideration, they are already a virtual fait accompli.
Secondly, the chapter will argue, on very limited evidence
at this point, that the interests of both the Canadian
government and the Canadian defence production industry in
the economic benefits to be gained from joint Canadian/U.S.
defence production programs have skewed the Canadian
political focus from strategic concerns in its defence
policy decision-making within NORAD.

Hence, the chapter will argue that there are three
environments within which Canadian defence policy decision-
making takes place, a strategic, an economic and a
political environment. Further it is argued that each of
these environments has a domestic and an international
context. Consequently, realism with its focus on
international balance-of-power variables, its assumption of

state autonomy, and its dismissal of economic actor
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interests as a viable influence on defence policy-making,
cannot adequately identify the determinants of Canadian

defence policy-making within NORAD.

The Political Hi : AL

The North American Air Defence Agreement, or NORAD,
came into being, de facto on August 1, 1957 and de jure on
May 12, 1958, as "...a system of integrated operational
control for the air defenses in the continental U.S.,
Canada and Alaska," Its purpose was "...to have in
existence in peacetime an organization, including the
weapons, facilities and command structure, which could
operate at the outset of hostilities in accordance with a
single air-defence plan." Since at the time, and within
the context of air-defence, the perceived threat was of a
Soviet bomber raid from the north, the Canadian NORAD
facilities consisted of the radar surveillance
installations of the U.S. Pinetree Line which was extended
into Canada along the 50th parallel in 1954 and had warning
and control of interceptor aircraft capabilities; the DEW
Line at the 70th parallel which had only warning
capabilities; and the Mid-Canada line at the 55th parallel
which was an electronic screen for detecting but nct

tracking aircraft.? Of the 480 continental radar
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installations, 173 were in Canada.’

To supplement the early warning installations, and
to fulfil NORAD’s mandate of engaging enemy forces,*

Canada contributed 162 of the approximately 2,000 regular
force interceptor aircraft and 101 of the 3,900
augmentation aircraft for continental defence. The U.S.
also maintained approximately 575 Nike and Bomarc missiles
on U.S. territory.> The U.S. missiles and interceptor
aircraft were fitted with nuclear warheads, while Canada
was expected to acquire a nuclear-capable Bomarc missile
system, and to outfit its CF-100 interceptors and the Avro
Arrow, which was in its pre-production stage, with nuclear
warheads.”

The central command and control facilities of NORAD
were located at Colorado Springs in the U.S., with the
Ccomnander-in-Chief of NORAD (CINCNORAD) being
w,..responsible to the Chiefs of Staff Committee of Canada
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the United States, who in
turn are responsible to their respective Governments."’

In addition, although the Agreement only stipulates that
the Commander and the Deputy commander will not be from the
same country, convention has established that the Commander

be an American citizen and the Deputy, Canadian.®
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Pre—NORAD Canada/U.S. Defence Cooperation

The NORAD Agreement was the culmination of a long
history of Canadian/U.S. air-defence collaboration. The
Ogdensburg Agreement of August 17, 1940, an agreement for
+the mutual defence of the continent signed by Prime
Minister King and President Roosevelt, established the
Canadian/U.S. Permanent Joint Board on Defence (PJBD), a
Board dominated by members from the two militaries.® The
Board was not structured into the U.S. military hierarchy
but rather was used by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff to
communicate to the Canadian military plans involving Canada
that were relevant to U.S. security considerations. In
other words, as Joseph Jockel argues in his pre-NORAD
history of Canadian/U.S. military cooperation, the PJBD was
used to bring Canada ‘on-line’ with U.S. strategic thinking
before that ‘thinking’ actually became policy.’®

canadian/U.S. military cooperative planning was
augmented in May, 1946 by the establishment of the
Canada/U.S. Military Cooperative Committee (MCC) which was
formed for the exchange of military information and was
responsible to the Chiefs-of-Staff of the two countries.
The MCC is the "...binational military agency concerned
with recommendations relative to military policy and

planning for the defence of North America and such other
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mutual defence matters as may be referred to it."** At
its first meeting, which d@id not include U.S. civilian
representation, the MCC signed two documents, an
Appreciation of the Reguirements for Canadian-U.S.
Security, and a Joint Canadian-United States Basic Security
Plan. The latter included recommendations for: "1) a
comprehensive air warning, meterological and communications
system; 2) a network of air bases with facilities and
supplies for the accommodation of adequate numbers of
interceptor aircraft and so located to cover all areas of
approach at the maximum practicable distance from vital
strategic areas; 3) adequate anti-aircraft defenses in
locations of strategic importance.® At the time, the MCC
warned that by 1955 the Soviet Union would possess
w__.aircraft of supersonic speeds, atomic bombs in greater
quantities, and long-range rockets and guided missiles,"
thus necessitating new northern interceptor bases and a
combined Air Defence Headquarters with operational control
over all continental air defence forces, Canadian and
American.'®

In February 1947, Canada and the U.S. also issued a
Joint Statement on Defence Collaboration which indicated
agreement on five principles of bilateral cooperation,

including the interchange of military personnel between the
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two countries; cooperation for military exercises, weapons
tests and development; standardization of arms, equipment
organization and methods of training; "...mutual and
reciprocal availability of military and naval and air
facilities in each country:™ and the sovereign control of
each country over activities within its boundaries.™
Like the other agreements, this document was vague and
informal, with no treaties or executive agreements making
it legally binding. Like the other agreements too, it was
a part of the process whereby Canadian/U.S. military
cooperation resulted in the emergence of plans which
largely dictated the parameters of future air defence
policies for both countries, plans that were also used by
both militaries to pressure their respective governments
for funds.

Since the U.S. Congress did not provide permanent
funding for an air defence system until 1949, and since
canada did not possess a regular air sguadron until
1948,*¢ planning for the air defence of the continent was
necessarily at the level of bilateral cooperation between
the two air forces. However, as General Charles Foulkes,
the Chairman of the Canadian Chiefs-of-Staff at the time of
the signing of the NORAD Agreement, notes, plans for the

joint defence of the continent were established in 1946 and
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not in 1958 at the time of the signing of the NORAD
Agreement.*®

The Berlin Blockade of 1948, the Czechoslovakia
Coup of the same year, the Soviet repression of the
Hungarian Revolution in 1956, and the Soviet detonation of
an atomic device five to ten years before it was
expected,** served to focus defence attention on the
security of the North American continent. Work began on
extending the U.S. Pinetree line of radars into Canada, the
extension being two thirds financed by the U.S. and
originally manned by U.S. personnel. The Mid-Canada Line
was built, financed and operated entirely by Canadians
while the DEW Line was built, operated and manned by the
U.S.” cCompleted in 1957, the DEW Line provided high to
medium altitude coverage and from four to six hours warning
time.*® Further, it was acknowledged in the House of
Commons on June 20, 1956 that the purpose of these
surveillance facilities was to defend the U.S. deterrent,
to give the U.S. Strategic Air Command (SAC) warning of an
impending attack so that it could get its SAC bombers into
the air for both preservation of the deterrent and
retaliatory purposes.’®

With respect to active defenses, by the mid-fifties

Canada had acquired nine sguadrons of CF-100s, capable of
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carrving nuclear warheads but not vet so armed.” By the
early 1950s, however, nuclear armed U.S. Strategic Air
Command (SAC) interceptors had permission to intercept
foreign aircraft in Canadian airspace.® Moreover,
although SAC bombers were based in Newfoundland, the U.S.
had requested, in 1949, other Canadian bases for U.S.
strategic bombers and permission to test and store nuclear
warheads in Canada. In May of 1951, Canada rejected the
U.S. request for carte blanche use of its bases but acceded
to use on a consultative basis.®® 1In 1958, SAC
overflights of Canadian airspace were also limited to a
prior consultation basis.®

In August 1953, the Soviets exploded a hydrogen
device more advanced than that exploded by the U.S. in
November 1952. Together with the Soviet activity in
missile production, the detonation of the Soviet hydrogen
bomb made it clear to strategic planners that the Soviet
Union had the potential ability to attack Ncorth American
warning facilities with missiles, giving their bombers a
’free-ride’ to the North Awmerican Continent.?
Conseguently, the Air Defence Command was given priority in
the Eisenhower 1955-57 budget,?® and negotiations
proceeded apace for the establishment of a joint

canada/U.S. Air Defence Ccmmand. The PJBD and the MCC were
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more or less irrelevant to these negotiations which were
conducted largely between the two militaries, and more
specifically, between the two air forces.® By June,

1955, the Canadian Chiefs of Staff, without informing the
Cabinet Defence Committee, had agreed on the essential
aspects of the NORAD Agreement, and by February of 1957,
still without Cabinet knowledge, the NORAD Agreement was
accepted by both the Canadian and the U.S. militaries, and
the U.S. Secretary of Defense.™

Hence the NORAD Agreement was presented to P.M.
Diefenbaker as a fait accompli in June of 1957.
Diefenbaker, on the advice of his Minister of National
Defence, George Pearkes, accepted the Agreement without
further consultation and announced its existence in the
House of Commons on August 1lst, the de facto date of the
Agreement.

The debate in the House, which followed the Aug 1lst
announcement of the NORAD Agreement, postponing the de jure
date of the NORAD Agreement, was concerned not with whether
the North American continent needed defending, but with the
policy-making process and its ramifications. The concerns
were three~fold. First, concern was expressed that
Canadian defence policy had been made without either

Cabinet or Cabinet Defence Committee consultation, and
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witnout Parliamentary debate. Second, the Department of
External Affairs was particularly concerned about not being
involved in the formulation of an international agreement,
and more specifically, that the military appeared to be
responsible for the making of Canadian defence policy.*
Third, although Canadian support for the U.S. policy of
deterrence was already well established, and participation
in the passive and active air defence surveillance systenms
had also established protecting the U.S. deterrent as
Canadian policy, NORAD, as a joint air-defence command,
raised the spectre of Canada‘’s automatic inclusion in U.S.
strategic planning and war-fighting.*® The fear was that
Canadian defence policy would be made by the U.S. and that
Canadian troops would be subject to U.S. control.
Discussion in the House, however, emphasized that NORAD was
responsible to both governments and that Canada would take
every precaution "...to ensure that the Canadian government
is consulted concerning circumstances which could
conceivably lead to this country being committed to
war...."® The NORAD Agreement was then formalized on May
12th, 1958.

The role of the Canadian and U.S. militaries in the
establishment of NORAD introduces a variable into the

analysis to which realism does not pay adequate heed. By



98
assunring the state to be a unitary, autonomous entity, the
paradigm does not make a distinction between the political
decision makers and the military and in not doing so, it
misses capturing the vested interest influence of the
military on the decision-making process. The guestion that
has to be asked of realism is whether the military is to be
understood as a part of the state apparatus to be wielded
as the state sees fit, or whether the military is in fact a
state apparatus with interests and agendas of its own which
are sufficiently well developed toc be able to direct
political decision-making according to its own interests.

If the military is a state apparatus over which the
political decision-makers have full contrel, then in the
context of NORAD, it is not possible to explain how the
Canadian military, in its association with the U.S.
military, was able to present the NORAD Agreement to the
Canadian government as a fait accompli, with all the
problems which that entailed. If the military, on the
other hand, does have its own vested interests in defence
policy-making, then it has to be analyzed as a source of
considerable influence in the political decision-making
process. In the case of NORAD again, the Canadian
military, in its association with the U.S. military, had

developed a history of Canadian/U.S. military cooperation
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and professionalism which operated largely outside of
channels of Canadian political control. On this basis, the
Canadian military was able to influence, and to a large
extent, define the parameters of Canadian defence policy in
relation to Canada’s role in the air defence of the
continent. Consequently, although the Canadian political
decision-makers perceived a need, based on the
international balance-of-power system, to defend Canada’s
airspace and territory, they had very little control over
the shape that the defence system should take. As John
Warnock has argued, the decision should have been on
n_..whether a defence in the traditional sense was possible
in the nuclear era."*® Strategic retaliation, he
suggests, required intercontinental bombers and nuclear
weapons but it did not require a continental defence system
since a country could not be defended in the nuclear
age.>® Such a debate did not take place amongst the
political decision-makers, and since the shape of a defence
system has ramifications for future defence policy
decisions, the dynamics of future defence policy decision-
making were set in motion at the time of the signing of the
NORAD Agreenent.

The shape of the NORAD defence system, then, did

not reflect the studied interests of the Canadian political



decision-makers as much as it reflected the on-going
activities of the Canadian and U.S. militaries working in
close cooperation. Hence, realism, by not making a clear
distinction between the interests of the political
decision-makers and the interests of the military, misses
an important determinant and dynamic of the decision-making

process.

958-1971: iV

There was a fourth issue which arose directly out
of the signing of the NORAD Agreement and that was the
nuclear warheads issue.> R.B. Byers has suggested that
there is a Canadian tradition of making defence policy
without a strategic analysis.?* That tradition was
evident in the signing of NORAD, for as Basil Robinson and
others have noted, Diefenbaker did not fully comprehend
that the signing of the NORAD Agreement committed Canada to
accepting nuclear weapons.>® Continuing the practice of
predeternining policy by laying the defence system
infrastructure, however, the Canadian and U.S$. militaries
had cooperatively planned a continental air defence that
depended upon Canada‘’s acquisition of nuclear warheads. A
Joint Chiefs of Staff Document, dated December 12th, 1958

states that although there had been no diplomatic requests
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for the weapons, Canadian and U.S. military cofficials had
agreed that maximum protection of the U.S. deterrent
depended upon the arming of Canada‘s interceptor aircraft
with nuclear warheads and the placing of similarly armed
Bomarc air to air missiles on Canadian territory.™ In
the fall of that year, the Canadian decision to accept the
Bomarc missile was announced, and Cabinet authorized
negotiations with the U.S. for the acquisition and storage
of nuclear warheads.>’ In the fall of 1959, at the Canada-
United States Joint Ministerial Committee on Defense,
general agreement was reached for Canada’s acquisition of
the warheads.>®

However, in spite of these decisions, P.M.
Diefenbaker announced in the U.S., in 1959, that Canada
would not acquire nuclear weapons,® and, in fact,
Diefenbaker vacillated on the issue until his party met
political defeat in 1963. The Prime Minister’s stalling on
the issue was due, variocusly, to personal antipathy between
him and President John F. Kennedy, an on—going
U.S./Canadian debate as to what constituted Canadian
control of the warheads, a strong minority anti-nuclear
voice in Canada which spoke independently and through the
New Democratic Party (NDP) when it was established in 1961,

the Social Credit Party in Quebec, and through Lester
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Pearson as leader of the opposition. In addition, the
Department of External Affairs under Howard Green feared
that a nuclear role for Canada would undermine the
Department’s disarmament and peacekeeping stance at the
U.N.,* while Green himself guestioned if the issues which
divided the East and West were of a significant magnitude
to justify recourse to global nuclear war.*

Although there was a great deal of private
animosity expressed between President Kennedy and Prime
Minister Diefenbaker over the nuclear warheads issue, until
1962 there was very little overt U.S. political pressure
for Canada to accept the warheads. President Kennedy had
written a letter to P.M. Diefenbaker on August 3, 1961,
during the Berlin Crisis, urging Canada to accept the
warheads.** This was not considered by Diefenbaker to be
an intrusion on Canadian defence policy making until the
letter was leaked by the U.S. to the press. The leakage
compromised the request as far as Diefenbaker was
concerned.** Prior to that, on May 16, 1961, the U.S.
government suggested that it was willing to transfer 66
interceptors to Canada, place a 200 million dollar order
for F-104Gs in Canada and would allow the RCAF to assume
maintenance of 16 Pinetree Line radar installations, on the

condition that Canada accept nuclear warheads. However,
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such attempts at persuasion could not be seen as coercive
for within a week arrangements were made to transfer the
interceptors to Canada and an agreement to purchase the F-
104Gs had been arranged without Diefenbaker agreeing to
accept nuclear warheads.*

By 1961 and 1962, respectively, both the Liberals
and the Department of External Affairs had modified their
anti-nuclear position to agreeing to accept the warheads in
the event of an emergency, the Liberals accepting the
position on the condition that the warheads remain under
U.S. control.*

In 1962, the emergency, in the form of the Cuban
Missile Crisis, occurred, and Canada’s role within NORAD
became clear. Although the Agreement stipulated the
v, ..fullest possible consultation between the two
Governments on all matters affecting the joint defence of
North America,"*¢ the Canadian government’s official prior
knowledge of U.S. planning with respect to the Crisis
consisted of a briefing by Livingston Merchant, a former
U.S. Ambassador to Canada, a few hours before Kennedy
announced his plans to the American public in a televised
speech on October 22.¢° 1In spite of the briefing,
Diefenbaker delayed putting Canadian forces on alert for

three days, although his Minister of National Defence,
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Douglas Harkness had put the forces on alert on October the
23rd. In fact, under the NORAD Command, the Canadian
forces went on alert at the same time as the 7.S.
forces.*"

The Parliamentary concerns of 1957/58, that by
signing the NORAD Agreement the Canadian government would
automatically be involved in U.S. war-fighting, were
realized. Canada‘s ability to make an independent
assessment of the international environment during a time
of crisis before being involved in the crisis had been
compromised.

During the Cuban Missile Crisis, the U.S. requested
permission to disperse its nuclear armed interceptors to
Canadian airfields and to allow landing rights and SAC
overflights of Canadian territory. These requests were
denied except for eight overflights, and this, together
with Diefenbaker’s hesitation to announce the ‘alert’
status of the Canadian forces, brought charges of Canadian
non-cooperation from the U.S.*

waffling on the nuclear warheads issue continued
after the Crisis, with the Canadian government’s position
being, as stated by Howard Green in December 1962, "...to
decline nuclear weapons until there is a deteriorating

world situation or war."*® The U.S. reaction to the four
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vears of Canada’s indecisiveness, and its non-cooperation
during the Cuban Missile Crisis, was to issue a press
release in both Canada and the United States in January,
1963, denouncing Canada for its waffling on the nuclear
issue and for "...not contributing effectively to North
American defence."* In the wake of the U.S. press
release, Douglas Harkness resigned as Minister of National
Defence, essentially because he agreed with the U.S.
position. Subsequently, the Diefenbaker government was
defeated in the House on a motion of no confidence on
February 5th,> the government’s indecisiveness with
regard to the nuclear weapons issue being at the root of
the motion.*® The Liberal government, upon taking power,
capitulated to U.S. demands by reversing its stand on
nuclear weapons, maintaining that since the country had
acquired nuclear warhead weapons systems, it was obligated
to accept the warheads, a position it had first stated on
January 1l4th, 1963.*

Four to five years of waffling on the subject does
not demonstrate political control of the process.
Moreover, as will be demonstrated in a later chapter of
this thesis, throughout this period, the Canadian and U.S.
air forces continued to actively make plans for the storage

of nuclear warheads on Canadian territory.
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By the time the nuclear warhead question had been
settled in Canada, NORAD had been made all but obsolete by
the advent of the U.S. and U.S.S.R. intercontinental
ballistic missiles (ICEM).**> Consequently, North American
defence attention was focused on ICBMs and by 1960 the U.S.
had constructed two Ballistic Missile Early Warning Systems
(BMEWS), one in Alaska and the other in Greenland, each
with a 3000 mile radar capacity for tracking ICBMs, and
each under NORAD’s jurisdiction.®** The U.S. was also
experimenting with anti-satellite ballistic missile
weapons, but Canada was not officially involved in the
program.*” In addition, during the 1960s, the Mid=-Canada
Line was dismantled, the DEW Line installations were
reduced from 78 to 31 stations, and 15 of the 39 of the
Canadian Pinetree lLine sites were closed. The bombers and
interceptors were also being phased out and by the early
1970’s, of the 659 interceptors available to NORAD, only 66
were Canadian.®*® although the decision was taken in 1964
to retain the two squadrons of Bomarc missiles as active
anti-bomber defenses,® they were declared ohsolete in the
1971 White Paper on Defence.*

By 1962 there was also a decrease in the number of
Soviet bombers and this decrease, together with the Soviet

ICBMs for which there was no defence, and the erection of
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the BMEWs for missile early warnings, put NORAD into an
*information mode,’ a purely passive defense role." 1In
keeping with this focus, Canada took part in the Autunn
1965 Special Committee of Defence Ministers chaired by
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara but only in the
discussions dealing with the exchange of information,
intelligence and communications during times of crisis.
Canada did not get involved in the discussions concerned
with the advantages and disadvantages of deploying a North
American anti-ballistic missile system (ABM), although
Canada was involved in aspects of ABM research.*

Recognizing the change in the strategic
environment, the 1964 White Paper on Defence indicated that
the Canadian defence policy focus was shifting from
alliance strategic demands to peacekeeping and disarmament
roles in the U.N. The Paper stressed Canadian independence
in policy making over alliance dependence, and stipulated
that minor versus major war was the conflict for which
Canadian forces were to be prepared.®

This independence in defence policy making was
further demonstrated in 1968 when Canada had a clause
inserted in the NORAD renewal agreement stating that NORAD
would "...not involve in any way a Canadian commitment to

participate in an active ballistic missile defence."
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The clause, known as the ABM clause, was inserted in the
NORAD Renewal Agreement at a time when there was
“_._enormous pressure building in the United States for an
anti-ballistic missile defence system that might well
require Canadian participation."®® Its insertion
reflected not only Canada’s independence in policy making,
but also the concern in Canada that ABM systems were
destabilizing in that the U.S. strategic policy of mutual
assured destruction, MAD, reguired a level of mutual
USSR/U.S. vulnerability which an ABM systenm threatened to
unbalance. In addition, in 1967, the NATO allies,
including Canada, had accepted the U.S. doctrine of
flexible response and first use, a doctrine which posited
n_..a flexible and balanced range of appropriate responses,
conventional and nuclear, to all levels of aggression."™
This doctrine signalled a shift in focus in U.S. strategic
thinking from deterrence based on mutual assured
destruction to deterrence that included a war fighting
option. In this context, a deployed ABM system would
contribute to international instability by promoting war

fighting capabilities under a ballistic missile shield.®

Although there was vigorous opposition to renewing

NORAD in 1968, and suggestions that Canada withdraw from
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both NATO and NORAD at the time,*" and although some
Canadian defence planners had concluded on the basis of the
U.S. treatment of Canada during the Cuban Crisis that
Canada was becoming irrelevant to the defence of North
America,® the NORAD Agreement was renewed. As Colin Gray
mentioned in the early 1970‘s, to withdraw would both
", ..reduce whatever influence Canada might be able to exert
in order to dissuade the United states from a course likely
to lead to a general war...(and signal) an unfriendly mood
in Ottawa that was not intended."® 1In addition, staying
within the NORAD alliance was considered to be important in
order to contribute to the maintenance of the strategic
balance of the superpowers and to ensure the continuing
flow of U.S. strategic intelligence to Canadian defence
planners.™

In the context of Canada‘s diminishing relevance
within NORAD, General Foulkes suggested that the renewal of
NORAD might be required more by Canada than the U.S., the
fear being that the U.S. commitment to the joint command
was weakening and that Canada therefore needed to remain
within the alliance agreement in order to maintain access
to U.S. defence planning for the continent.’® However,
NORAD was only renewed for five years instead of the

expected ten, and along with the ABM clause, a second
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clause was inserted stating that the agreement could be
terminated by either government on a one year notice,
following a requested review by either party.”

In the summer of 1968, Trudeau’s majority
government initiated a defence policy review which was
published in aApril of 1969. Feeling that Canada’s military
alliances had been unfavourably instrumental in determining
Canadian foreign policy,’ and with advisors such as
Donald MacDonald, the President of the Privy Council, who
were inclined to consider neutrality as an option,’ the
review, produced without DND consultation,’ established
new directions for Canadian defence policy. Canadian
defence policy was to reflect Canada’s national interests,
the two primary ones being independence and sovereignty,
and defence concerns were prioritized as being the
protection of Canadian sovereignty, the defence of North
America, NATO commitments and peacekeeping.

These priorities were reflected in the 1971 White
Paper on Defence, the understanding supporting both the
Review and the White Paper being that since strategic
nuclear deterrence was stable, Canada could alter its
defence focus.” The decline in Cold War tensions brought
about by detente, recognition of China, progress at the

SALT 1 negotiations and the European Security Conference,



111

were evidence of declining international political
tension,™ while the September, 1969 voyage of the U.S.
Manhattan through the North West Passage justified Canada’s
concerns with sovereignty and pollution issues in the
north.”™ The U.S. registered its disappointment with the
new focus of Canada’s defence policy,® appearing as it
did at about the same time that the U.S. announced its
Nixon Doctrine which called for an increase in alliance
commitments. However, because the U.S. was preoccupied
with the Vietnam War,* and because the U.S. had also
signalled the end to a special Canada/U.S. relationship in
its unwillingness to exclude Canada from its 1971
unilaterally imposed 10 per cent surcharge on imports, its
displeasure was neither forcefully voiced nor particularly
heeded.®

As far as NORAD was concerned, the White Paper
stated that "There is, unfortunately, not much that Canada
herself can do by way of effective direct defence that is
of relevance against massive nuclear attack." Hence, the
government was not prepared "...to devote substantial sums
to new equipment or facilities for use only for active
anti-bomber defences," and contributions to NORAD would be
updated "...only to the extent that this is required for

the general control of Canadian airspace."®> The White
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Paper announced the retirement of the two Bomarc missile
squadrons, the continuing nuclear capable role of Canada’s
CF-101 Voodoo aircraft, and that SAC bombers could continue
refuelling at Goose Bay and overflying Canada’s
territory.”™

If the signing of the original NORAD Agreement was
the first miscalculation made in Canadian strategic defence
policy-making within NORAD, the acceptance of nuclear
warheads in the early 1960s was the second. Opposition to
the decision was well established in all three political
parties, throughout the Department of External Affairs and
in a well-organized peace movement. Accepting the warheads
was seen to be, variously, an inappropriate Canadian policy
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, and an undermining of Canada‘’s
disarmament interests in the U.N., and hence, another
miscalculation in strategic defence policy making.*® In
essence the Liberal government agreed with these
assessments for its position was that it would take the
warheads and then negotiate a non-nuclear role for Canada
within both NORAD and NATO.**

As with the controversy surrounding Canada’s
signing of the 1958 NORAD Agreement, the source of the
nuclear weapons debate resided in the fact that the

Canadian and U.S. military authorities had agreed upon the
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weapons systems and the nuclear weapons pelicy for the
defence of the continent prior to Canada’s official
acceptance of either. It was this process of bilateral
military cooperation which led, not only to the defeat of a
government, but ultimately to the acceptance of a nuclear
policy within an alliance agreement that had already
demonstrated, during the Cuban Missile Crisis, the
irrelevance of its consultation clause. The fears expressed
during the 1957 NORAD Agreement debate were realized during
the Cuban Missile Crisis in that it was demonstrated that
Canada did not have full control over its own forces in a
U.S. emergency situation, while the concerns raised about
defence policy being made by the military also proved to be
pertinent.

Again, the ability of the Canadian military, in its
cooperative relationship with its U.S. counterparts, to
establish the parameters of Canadian defence policy
decision-making within NORAD challenges the assumptions of
the realist perspective. What can be viewed as strategic
miscalculations in Canadian defence policy making within
NORAD, that is, misunderstanding the ramifications of
Canadian defence policy-making within NORAD, can be traced
to the insurmountable defence structures put in place by

the cooperative activities of the Canadian and U.S.
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militaries. In other words, there are two agendas at work:
the agenda of the political decision-makers and the agenda
of the Canadian military working in close cooperation with
the U.S. military. Until the mid-1960s, the ability of the
political decision-makers to make independent policy
assessments and act upon them was compromised by the agenda
of the military. When such is the case, the state cannot
be understood in realist terms as a unitary, autonomous
body. Further, understanding the state to be otherwise
requires a domestic level of analysis which is also not
forthcoming from a realist perspective.

By the mid to late 1960s, however, the political
decision-makers seemed to be making headway in promoting
their own assessment of the international environment and
making defence policy decisions accordingly. The way, it
would seem, was being paved for Canadian defence policy
making that reflected a Canadian assessment of the
international political and strategic environments.
However, as John anderson notes, the plans for the
modernization of NORAD which were to come to fruition in
1985 were being developed in the U.S. in the late 1960s.
Senior officials of both the Department of External Affairs
and the DND were briefed on the developing concepts in 1969

after Prime Minister Trudeau had expressed his intention to
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continue to cooperate with the U.S. in the defence of the
continent.® These plans, and others, would lead to more
miscalculations in Canadian strategic defence policy

making.

70s: viv

The 1972 ABM Treaty, along with its 1974 amendment,
limited the USSR and the U.S. to one anti-ballistic missile
defence system each. Recognizing that it was impossible to
defend against ballistic missiles, the U.S. did not erect
its one allowable ABM system.®® However, with the
deterioration of the warning and interception facilities of
NORAD, and the expected advent of a modernized Soviet
bomber that could fly at low levels and hence escape
detection by the DEW Line surveillance installations,”
the defence community feared a surprise Soviet bomber
attack on the remaining air warning facilities, thus
negating the ability of NORAD to either warn the U.S.
deterrent or coordinate war-fighting plans.®® Colin Gray
arqued at the time that since a ‘rational’ Soviet first
strike would be a ballistic missile attack on the U.S.
deterrent, a bomber attack being a warning in and of
itself, the expressed fear appeared to be a smokescreen for

NORAD modernization plans that were under way and arguably
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driven as much, if not more, by technological developments
rather than by changes in the international political
environment.”* Wary of these plans, Canada agreed to
renew NORAD in 1973 but only for two years in order to
v . _examine the component elements of the concept for a
modernized air defence system (then) under development."®

In describing the NORAD modernization plans, Gray
notes that by the early 1970s the U.S. was involved in
research and development of a successor to the DEW Line in
the form of Airborne Warning and Control Systems (AWACS),
and Over The Horizon Backscatter radar systems (OTH-B).
The OTH-B systems, of which three were to be built, two in
the U.S. facing north-east and north-west respectively, and
one in Canada’s north, were designed to identify bombers
and orher air-breathing threats at any altitude, within a
2000 mile range. The AWACS were designed to survey
airspace and territory not covered by radar surveillance
and to identify the nature of intruders. Although the
planes carrying the AWACS could not perform an interceptor
role, they could communicate with NORAD command centre and
with interceptor aircraft allowing them to assume war
fighting command and control functions should the NORAD
control centres be demolished in an attack.®® The

interceptor, also in the research and development stage in
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the U.S., was to be an improved manned interceptor (IMI)
which would reguire new bases on Canadian territory,
referred to as Forward Operating Locations (FOLS). The
AWACS also required dispersed operating bases (DOBS) on
Canadian territory. The AWACS were to be operational by
1978, and at the time the U.S. planned to produce 42 of the
systems with 29 being made avallable for NORAD.

Gray does not discuss the fact that research and
development was also on-going at this time into cruise
nissile technology, with the development of the modern
cruise missile announced by the U.S. in June, 1972.°* By
the mid-70s, the cruise had demonstrated its advantages.
It was relatively cheap to produce, it was versatile and,
because air-breathing weapons were left unconstrained by
the SALT 1 negotiations, it was SALT-free.™ However,
even though NORAD had only been renewed for two years in
order to consider NORAD modernization plans, as well as to
take into "...account the evolving strategic situation,
including developments in the Strategic Arms Limitations
Talks (SALT),"*® the 1973 Report of the Standing Committee
on External Affairs and National Defence on the NORAD
renewal issues does not mention the advent of cruise
missiles and their possible relationship to NORAD.™

In fact, the cruise missile was linked to NORAD in
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two ways. First the modernization plans, if realized,
would allow NORAD to identify Soviet cruise missiles as
well as Soviet bombers. Second, if it was deemed possible
that the Soviets could launch either a first or a follow-on
strike against the North American continent from its Arctic
region, then North American forces could do exactly the
same thing against the Soviets. Moreover, the U.S. air
launched cruise missile (AL7M) was suited for
intercontinental strategic missions in that the Soviet
Union, being 2,000 miles deep from north to south, is
vulnerable to a cruise missile with a 1500 mile range which
was the range of the ALCMs of the 1970s.®** Moreover,
whereas the ground and sea launched cruise missiles were
designed to approach the Soviet Union from either the east
or the south, the ALCM was designed to approach it from the
north, thereby adding to the U.S. second strike retaliatory
force.*

The strategic significance of these new defence
systems was that they signalled the application of the U.S.
defence policy of flexible response to defence planning for
North America. Under this policy, and with the deployment
of NORAD’s new systems, Canada‘’s north would become a
potential theatre for a protracted conventional war, or

upon escalation, a limited nuclear war, both being options
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of the policy of flexible response. As Colin Gray argued
at the time, to renew NORAD under these conditions would be
a strategic miscalculation on Canada’s part.'®

NORAD was renewed, however, on May 12, 1975 for a
five year period and the framework of the Agreement was
recast to recognize "...significant changes in the
character of strategic weapons and in the nature of the
threat they pose to North America."™ NORAD’s aims were
changed to reflect "...the new strategic preoccupation with
nissiles rather than the bomber threat," the emphasis being
on both "...providing capabilities for warning of attack
and for defence against air attack."*®

In spite of the NORAD renewal and its change in
focus, Canada was not officially involved in the
modernization research and development programs or in the
land or space based missile surveillance systems. The
satellite early warning systems(SEWS), which gave notice,
within seconds, of ballistic missile activity, and of which
two were in place by 1977, were American owned and under
exclusive U.S. control. The anti-satellite ballistic
missile weapons were not under NORAD command. The BMEWS
were not on Canadian territory, and the AWACS, OTH-B, IMIs
and SAM-Ds, an all-altitude surface-to-air missile, were

all being developed by the U.S.*%* Further, in 1975,
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although Canada suggested to the U.S. that its NORAD radars
be modernized, the U.S. refused its cooperation as it had
erected the U.S. Joint Surveillance System, a civilian-
military system of radars around the perimeter of the
U.S. 9

It was clear that Canada was being marginalized as
far as defence planning for the North American continent
was concerned. Hence, for defence planners and analysts,
remaining within NORAD had taken on new meanings in terms
of a '‘need to know’ raticnale with respect to sovereignty
protection and defence policy making. As Gray suggests,
the U.S. required Canada’s continued commitment to the
alliance in order to demonstrate Western solidarity, but
because of the prominence of the ICBMs and the SLBMs in
both the USSR and the U.S., and because of the U.S.
ballistic missile surveillance systems, NORAD could be
viewed as an anachronism in terms of its need for Canadian
airspace and territory.’®* Hence, access to U.S.
intelligence and defence planning information, and
maintaining a forum for influencing the latter were the
rationales for continued Canadian participation within
NORAD. However, just as the long term implications for
Canada’s involvement in U.S. strategic planning with

respect to nuclear arms for Canada had not been seriously
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considered by Canadian policy makers when they signed the
1958 NORAD Agreement, so in the nid 1970s, some analysts
arqued that again Canadian defence policy was being made
without a strategic analysis. The political ‘need to know’
rationale took precedence over strategic policy
considerations.®

At the same time as the changes were taking place
within NORAD, the policies outlined in the 1971 White Paper
on Defence were being reversed. Trudeau’s Defence
Structure Review of 1975 announced a gearing up of support
for both NATC and NORAD, new weapons purchases, new capital
acquisitions and an increase in the defence budget.'®
Although Canada’s military equipment was in a state of
obsolescence, and although there were on-going changes in
the external environment in that the USSR was continuing to
expand its military power and detente was beginning to
erode,*’ it would be difficult to argue that the changes
in canada’s defence policy were due to increased political
tensions in the international environment alone. The U.S.
troops were withdrawn from Vietnam in 1973, the USSR and
the U.S. had signed and ratified the 1972 ABM Treaty and
the 1974 SALT I agreement, SALT II negotiations were
underway, and although detente was in decline, the

international environment was more stable than it had been
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during the cold war years. In fact the U.S. domestic scene
seemed to reflect the easing of international peolitical
tensions with George McGovern, an anti-Vietnam War
candidate running for Presidential office in 1972, and
President Jimmy Carter’s 1976 adoption of Nelson D.
Rockefeller’s Trilateral Commission which recommended that
U.S. foreign policy focus on the global management of
economic interdependence.®®

Political factors alone then, in terms of the
international balance-of-power system, cannot fully account
for Canada agreeing to renew NORAD in 1973 and again in
1975. Although the economic history of NORAD will be
discussed in a later chapter, the renewals of NORAD and the
changes in Canada‘’s defence policy focus would appear to be
due to economic as well as political considerations. By
the early 1970s, the U.S. was facing serious financial
problems in terms of the cost of the Vietnam War, its first
trade deficit since 1893, the eroding international
confidence in the U.S. dollar, and the OPEC oil price
increases. 1In 1971, the U.S. unilaterally ended the
Bretton Woods system by taking itself off the gold exchange
standard and imposing an across the board 10 per cent
surcharge on imports.**® The U.S. began increasing its

defence budget in 1976, in part as a way of solving its



enployment and faltering industrial base problems.'*® In
the mid-~70s, the U.S. also began to pressure Canada to
increase its defence spending in the U.S. in order to
correct the imbalance in defence production trade that had
occurred between the two countries during the Vietnam War.
In addition, with U.S. defence production procurement
curtailed in Canada because of the end of the Vietnam War,
there was pressure on the Canadian government to increase
both its domestic defence spending, and its defence
spending in the U.S. in order to maintain the Canadian
defence production industry and its access to the U.S.
procurement and defence contract market.'** Hence,
economic considerations in terms of pressure applied by
both the U.S. and domestic Canadian economic interests were
a key factor in Canada’s decision to renew NORAD in 1973
and 1975.

By the late 1970s, two contradictory processes were
in evidence, one which seemed to draw Canada more
meaningfully into the NORAD alliance and the other which
seemed to distance Canada’s involvement. A Joint
Canada/U.S. Air Defence study was undertaken which
revealed, upon its completion in 1979, that indeed there
were gaps in NORAD‘s bomber warning systems and plans were

made for modernizing Canada‘s early warning system. At
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about the same time, the USAF produced its Air Defense
Master Plan (ADMP). Phase 1 of this plan, in which Canada
participated, was a study of the continental bomber threat
and the growing threat of Soviet air launched cruise
missiles (ALCM) and submarine launched cruise missiles
(SLCM).*** Although discussions were initiated in 1978,
it was in 1979 that it was first formally suggested that
Canada test the U.S. ALCM. The rationale for testing the
cruise missile in Canada was that Canada’s northern terrain
and climate were similar to the Soviet Union’s which the
U.S. ALCMs would have to navigate en route to Soviet
targets. Testing the cruise in Canada also allowed for the
testing of NORAD command, control and communications
facilities.*®

At the same time (1979), the U.S. began to
reorganize its air force command system. The Aerospace
Defence Command was eliminated as a major air force command
and made a specified command under the command of
CINCNORAD, meaning that as a specified command it was
inaccessible to Canadian defence personnel. In addition,
the reorganization assigned the interceptors, AWACS,
defence radars and control centres previously managed by
the Aerospace Command to the Tactical Air Command, a purely

American command. The missile warning and space
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surveillance sensors were assigned to the U.S. Strategic
Air Command, and the communications systems were assigned
to the U.S. Air Force Communications Command .***

Although both CINCNORAD and his Canadian deputy
commander saw these moves as a degradation of air defence
capabilities, David Cox argues that they represented a
clear "...tendency in the United states to see air defence
increasingly in national terms."*® In fact, as Cox also
points out, Canada’s role was effectively confined to
aircraft warning systems, systems that had been deemed
inadequate for the job, and further, that "...in an actual
conflict situation,...Canada would be entirely dependent
upon national American systems for whatever protection and
response was available.n*'¢

It would appear then, that in spite of its
continued support of the NORAD alliance, Canada was being
put into a position of supreme defence dependence. Given
that the focus of NORAD had changed tc include "defence
against air attack," that is, war-fighting on the North
American continent, and given the change in U.S. defence
policy to include a limited conventional to nuclear war-
fighting capability, a change which the advent of the
cruise missile helped make possible and which was clearly

defined in Carter’s Presidential Directive 5% in July,
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1980,%” Canada’s continued involvement in NORAD in the
1980s was bound to be contentious.

The 1970s, however, made it clear that the Canadian
government was making its NORAD defence policy decisions
according to the exigencies of three interrelated
international environments:; the political, or international
balance-of-power system, the international economic system
and the international strategic system. Further, each of
these systems had domestic actor interests, either public
or private. Within the political environment, Canadian
decision-making was based upon considerations of an
international realm that was showing signs of stability in
detente and a domestic ’need-to-know’ rationale vis-a-vis
U.S. planning for the defence of the continent. Within the
economic environment, Canadian decision-making was being
influenced by U.S. pressure to increase defence spending
and by the interests of its domestic defence production
industry. Simultaneously, the momentum of the
international strategic environment was being fuelled by a
technologically driven arms race which was of interest to
both strategic planners, the military, and the defence
production industry. Hence, contrary to a realist
analysis, a comprehensive understanding of the Canadian

defence policy decision-making process within NORAD



requires that attention be focused on all three
environments in both their international and their domestic
contexts.

Without such an analysis, it is not possible to
fully comprehend why the decade of the 1970s which began
with a concerted attempt to nationalize Canadian defence
policy, as evidenced by the Liberal’s defence policy review
of 1969 and the 1971 White paper on Defence, led to an
increase in alliance commitments in Trudeau’s Defence
Structure Review of 1975 and two renewals of NORAD which
were seen by some analysts as miscalculations in strategic
policy-making. Nor is it possible to understand the

changing shape of NORAD in the 1980s.

NORAD in the 1980s: The L 3 £ 1i
Because there was an election in the offing and a
continuing debate in Canada about the merits of NORAD, the
NORAD Agreement was only renewed for one year in 1980.%'*
On March 11, 1981, however, NORAD was renewed for five
years with some considerable changes. At the request of
the United States, the name of the Agreement was changed to
the North American Aerospace Defence Command in order to
formally recognize space as a legitimate sphere for NORAD

activities. The Agreement noted that there had been an
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n__.increasing use of space for strategic and tactical
purposes," and that the two governments would seek to
increase cooperation "...in the surveillance of space and
in the exchange of information on space events." NORAD’s
agenda was also increased to include "aerospace
surveillance, warning and characterization of aerospace
attack and defence against air attack."?*® In addition,
the ABM clause which Canada had inserted in the 1968
renewal agreement, stating that it would not be involved in
anti-ballistic missile defence, was removed from the new
accord, and Parliament was not informed of this change in
the Agreement.**® The removal of the clause was justified
on the basis that the 1972 ABM Treaty made the NORAD ABM
clause redundant, especially since the U.S. had not
constructed the one ABM system allowable under the terms of
the Treaty. Joe Clark, Secretary of State for External
Affairs, stated during the 1985 NORAD renewal hearings,
that the clause was removed "...to avoid any suggestion
that either Canada or the United States might take actions
which would breach the ABM Treaty." At the same time,
however, others suggested that the clause was removed
because "...defence officials did not want to foreclose any
cptions. ™

In the light of subsequent events, not foreclosing



options would appear to be the operative explanation. 1Irn
1981, Reagan incorporated the ADMP into his strategic
modernization plan and in 1982, the U.S. DOD plan was also
accepted by Canada.’*® also in 1982, Phase II of the

plan, the Strategic Defense Architecture 2000 was initiated
under the auspices of the commander-in-chief of NORAD, its
objective being "to develop a concept for integrated
defense against bombers, cruise and ballistic missiles
through the year 2000.™* Canaua was not officially
involved in the Phase II study, but the Canadian Air
Command and senior civilians at the DND were aware of U.S.
concerns over Soviet BMD research, and hence the perceived
need for similar research in the U.S.'** Moreover, Canada
had participated in Phase I of the study which formed the
basis of both the 1985 NORAD Modernization Agreement and
the Air Defense Initiative (ADI), the latter involving
research into "...new technologies, especially space-based
ones, for meeting the air-breathing threat."'* Meeting

the air-breathing threat entails developing
n,..technologies appropriate to surveillance, interception
and battle management in regard to hostile bombers and
cruise missiles.™ ¥ It was expected that these
technologies would be identified by the early 1990s and

decisions would then be made with respect to development,
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the primary prerequisite being that the systems ", ..remain
effective through all phases of nuclear conflict."¥

The point to be made here is that Canadian
participation in ADI and the Teal Ruby Project, an American
research program designed to replace NORAD’s long range
warning systems with space-based, infra-red surveillance
technology for the detection and tracking of aircraft and
cruise missiles,**® was formally announced in the 1987
White Paper on Defence.®®® However, knowledge of, and
participation in, these programs had been on-going since at
least 1979.

As mentioned earlier, discussions concerning
Canada’s testing of the U.S. ALCM were first broached in
1978. These discussions produced a five year agreement to
test the cruise missile, an agreement which was signed by
the Trudeau government in February 1983, although the
agreement’s existence was made known in Canada in March,
1982, through a Pentagon leak.* The cruise missiles
that were subsequently tested were long-range, land~attack
nissiles, capable of carrying nuclear warheads for a
distance of 2500 kilometres.*** The cruise missile is a
destabilizing weapon in that it is difficult to defend
against and frustrates disarmament talks. As Adam Bromke

and Kim Nossal suggest, "The government’s initial
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nonchalant position over cruise-missile testing stemmed
from not having thought through the strategic implications
of this new weapon."*** Hence, Canada‘’s agreement to test
the cruise nissile can be seen as yet another
niscalculation in strategic defence policy-making.

The decision to test the cruise was not popularly
received in Canada**® and was unsuccessfully challenged on
constitutional grounds under the 1982 Charter of Rights and
Freedoms. In fact, the decision was not consistent with
the government’s own position on nuclear arms issues.
Trudeau was on record in his opposition to high altitude
anti-satellite weapons, to test flights of nuclear capable
aircraft, and had called for the suffocation of the arms
race on two occasions in the U.N., in 1978 and 1982. 1In
October 1983, he had spoken publicly, in Guelph, in favour
of stabilizing both nuclear and conventional weapons at a
lower level, and in a speech delivered in the U.S. in May,
1982, Trudeau also expressed his concerns about the U.S.
strategy of limited nuclear war-fighting capabilities. 1In
addition, Trudeau was on the verge of embarking on his
peace initiative, in which he, as a representative of a
country which he portrayed as morally equidistant between
the two superpowers, would seek to ease the Cold War of

words between the Soviet Union and the U.S.*** Such a
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mission would not seem to be consistent with testing a
strategic weapons system designed to be launched against
the Soviet Union from Canadian airspace.

Trudeau justified his decision to test the cruise,
however, by suggesting, variously, that testing the cruise
was in fulfilment of NATO obligations®**®* and/or a way of
winning "...credit with Ronald Reagan that could have its
effect on other issues.™? Neither justification bears
scrutiny. As both James Schlesinger, Nixon’s Secretary of
Defense, and Allan Gotlieb, Canadian Ambassador to the U.S.
during Trudeau‘s term of office, have stated, neither
credit nor debit gained from defence decisions accrue to
other issue areas.®®” James Eayrs, writing in 1961, also
suggested that there was no such thing as diplomatic credit
among nations,*® while Annette Fox, writing in both 1973
and in 1983, reiterates the lack of linkage made between
issue areas in Canada/U.S. relations.*®*

If the ’‘other issues’ for which Trudeau was seeking
to accrue credit were defence issues, that is, if Trudeau
was hoping to influence U.S. defence policy making in other
areas by testing the cruise, then his thinking appears
faulty for in agreeing to test the cruise he in fact
demonstrated an ability to compromise his own principles.

In other words, he demonstrated a willingness toc be
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influenced rather than an ability to influence. Finally,
since the cruise missile was seen to be a destabilizing
strategic weapon, and since the weapon needed to be proved
on Canadian territory, then influence, it would seem, could
have been attained by refusing the testing.

As far as Trudeau’s argument about the linkage
between cruise testing and NATO commitments is concerned,
the ALCM is a strategic weapon designed for launch against
the Soviet Union from North America and is therefore
independent of NATO commitments. Moreover, the cruise
testing agreement was a bilateral Canada/U.S. agreement in
which NATO played no role.*

Hence, to understand the decision to test the
cruise missile as being a miscalculation in strategic
defence policy-making is to understand that the decision
did not reflect a governmental understanding of the
implications of the cruise missile for Canada’s expressed
defence policy preferences. In other words, it would
appear there were factors, or interests, which influenced
government policy sufficiently to have that policy reflect
other than government’s declared interests. Realisnm’s
assumption that defence policy reflects the exigencies of
the international balance-of-power system then, in this

case, is blatantly wrong. More to the point, however, the
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perspective, in eschewing a domestic level-of-analysis, in
not distinguishing between the interests of the political
decision-makers and the military, and in not identifying
economic variables as central to the analysis, does not
allow for the comprehensive identification of the
influences on Canadian defence policy-making. There is
simply no way of knowing from a realist analysis whether
the decision to test the cruise was influenced by a process
set in motion by Canadian/U.S. military cooperation or by
the interests of a defence production industry which was
intimately involved in producing subsystems and components
for the U.S. defence market.

In March, 1983, to the surprise of his Vice
President who was in Canada at the time,*** and largely to
the surprise of his own military,**® Ronald Reagan
announced his Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). This was
to be a research and development program on space-based
anti-ballistic missile systems, and as such did not
contravene the letter of the 1972 ABM Treaty. If deployed,
however, as a means for intercepting and destroying
ballistic missiles, SDI would be in viclation of the
Treaty.** More to the point, SDI signified a shift in
U.S. strategic policy for NORAD. Deterrence was no longer

to be based on retaliatory power but rather on the ability



to destroy in-coming weapons, a capability which both
supported, and enhanced, the U.S. war-fighting option.*¢
In addition, the link between SDI and ADI is intimate in
that SDI provides the protective roof, defence against
ICBMs and SLEMs, while ADI ‘shuts the windows’ by defending
against the air-breathing threat, bombers and the cruise
missiles.*®

The Canadian government was formally invited to
participate in the SDI program in September 1985. Although
Joe Clark, Secretary of State for External affairs,
announced in the House on January 21, 1985, that the
government would support the research and development phase
of the SDI,**¢ Mulroney declined the formal invitation
while stating that Canadian industry was free to seek SDI
research and development contracts. Given Canada’s 1982
acceptance of the U.S. ADMP and, hence, of ADI research,
the removal of the ABM clause from the NORAD agreement, and
the government’s sponsorship, in December 1984, of a tour
of Pentagon procurement officials seeking to inform
Canadian industrialists about SDI contracting
procedures,®’ Mulroney’s rejection of the invitation was
relatively enmpty.

In 1984, the NORAD Regions were reordered so that

no region straddled the Canada/U.S. border. Two Canadian
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Regional Operations Control Centres (ROCCS) were
established, both at North Bay. These were to perform air
surveillance, communication, identification and interceptor
control functions over Canadian airspace with Canada’s Anik
B satellite to be the communications link between the
northern radar system and the ROCCS.***

The 1985 NORAD Modernization Agreement, signed in
March of 1985, was designed to meet the proposals of the
U.S. ADMP. The North Warning System (NWS) was to replace
the DEW Line installations, with the new system to be
comprised of thirteen minimally-attended long-range radar
sites, 11 of those in the Canadian north, and 39 unattended
short-range radar sites with 36 of them to be in Canada.
The Canadian facilities will be owned and operated by
canada. Four OTH-B installations were to cover the rest of
the perimeter of the continent although none were to be
sited in the Canadian north as the aurora borealis
interferes with their functioning. Canada was to continue
operating conventionally armed interceptors, of which it
had one squadron of U.S. CF-18s acquired in 1984 with a
second squadron due to be operational by 1987. Eight U.S.
AWACS, which Canada would help man, were designated for
possible use by NORAD. Northern airfields in Canada were

to be upgraded as forward operating locations (FOLs) for
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interceptors, and dispersed operating bases (DOBs) for
AWACS. The total cost of the modernization program was
estimated to be $ 7 billion with Canada responsible for 12
per cent of the total, although Canada‘’s share of the costs
of the FOLs and DOBs had not yet been established.*** The
continental defence plans that were well underway by 1972
had finally come to fruition and all of the weapons systems
and support facilities were expected to be in place by
199z2.

In spite of the Canada/U.S. decision, taken at the
same time as the agreement for NORAD modernization, to
reinvigorate the PJBD,**® the United States continued to
separate key aspects of its air defence programs from
Canadian involvement. In 1985, the U.S. unified many of
the space aspects of its threr services under the U.S.
Space Command, USSPACECOM. The CINCNORAD is also the
commander of the USSPACECOM but the latter, as a
*specified’ command, is not a NORAD command, and Canadian
access is denied.?** The USSPACECOM has control of
missile warning and space surveillance, and should SDI come
to fruition, it is expected that its BMD systems will fall
within the aegis of this command. The commander-in-chief
of NORAD was then in charge of NORAD, USSPACECOM, the U.S.

Aerospace Command, due to be phased out in 1986, and the
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U.S. air Force Space Command or USC for United Space
Command. The NORAD Agreement, however, only gives Canada
access to the NORAD Command.**

The international balance—of-power environment had
witnessed an erosion of East/West detente in the late 1970s
and early 1980s with Soviet activity in the Horn of Africa,
irterference in Polish politics, and invasion of
Afghanistan, and the U.S. involvement in the Iranian
Revolution, and intervention in both Central america and
Afghanistan. However, during the 1980s the Soviets and
americans were also engaged in three disarmament
negotiations, the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction
talks, the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks, and the
Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces negotiations. By the
nid-80s these negotiations were stalled, but they were not
cancelled. Further, although the ’‘New Cold War’ of the
early 1980s was a very real phenomenon, it was
qualitatively different than its predecessor. Whereas, as
Fred Halliday suggests, the Cold War was accompanied by
", ..intense suppression of opponents in east and
west...Cold War II reflected the desire of both blocs to
retain what they had acquired in the earlier periods of
reduced antagonism, together with their determination to

deploy the fear of the other as a composite ideological
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device for guaranteeing unity at home."*?

With respect to the international strategic
environment, while the Soviets had participated in the arms
race in the 1960s and ‘70s, their bomber threat had not
changed. As David Cox stated during the 1985 NORAD Renewal
Hearings, there had been no significant increase in the
number of Soviet bombers in many years, increases were
unlikely, and under certain interpretations of Soviet
positions within arms negotiations, decreases in the size
of the fleet could be expected.'® By 1984, the USSR
bombers, both air and naval forces, represented only 11.5
per cent of their strategic launchers and carried only 11
per cent of their deliverable weapons.'®* By 1987,
however, a new generation of Soviet bombers was expected to
be able to deliver a 3000km range ALCM,'™ much the same
type of advanced cruise missile (ACM) that Mulroney agreed
to test for the U.S. in 198%. In fact, the U.S. and the
USSR have reflected one another’s developments in cruise
technology and numbers,**” with both countries now
possessing supersonic, long-range, ‘stealth’ ALCMs that can
travel at close to supersonic speeds and, since they can
destroy hardened defence installations, have a first strike
capability.***

In spite of the potential for the cruise missile to
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become the preferred weapon as the ICBMs and SLBEMs become
subject to arms controls,*®® the Soviet ICBM and SLBM
continued to be the primary threat to the North American
continent. Hence, the modernization of NORAD’s weapons
systems and facilities was designed to support and
complement U.S. ballistic missile defence carried out
within the U.S. Space Command. The potential NORAD
involvement in U.S. BMD systems includes the siting of
land~-based BMD systems on Canadian territory, the use of
Canadian airspace by U.S. planes carrying anti-satellite
systems (ASAT) weaponry capable of attacking low-orbiting
satellites used by the Soviets in their ballistic mnissile
defenses,**® and various surveillance systems such as
Terminal Imaging Radar and airborne optical detection
systems.'** In fact, the Baker-Nunn space surveillance
canera at St. Margaret’s, New Brunswick, a NORAD facility
due to be phased out by 1988, was involved in ASAT testing
in 1984.%%

Hence the Canadian tendency to comply with U.S.
defence planning, in spite of its own expressed policy
preferences, continued apace in the early 1980s with the
changes in the terms of reference of the 1981 NORAD Renewal
Agreement, the removal of the ABM clause from the

Agreement, the testing of the cruise missile, and the
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implications for BMD in the ADI and NORAD Modernization
programs. These changes, together with SDI, the change in
U.S. strategic policy, and the changes in the U.S. defence
commands which reduced Canadian participation in common
defence planning, all contributed to the highly
controversial nature of the 1986 NORAD renewal.

The 1986 NORAD Renewal was preceded by two
parliamentary reviews. In the summer of 1985, the Special
Joint Committee of the Senate and the House of Commons on
Canada‘’s International Relations studied the issue of
Canada’s involvement in SDI and concluded that it had
insufficient information to make a recommendation.’*> The
review completed by the Standing Committee on External
Affairs and National Defence, SCEAND, in February 1986, was
much more comprehensive and specifically oriented to the
NORAD renewal questicon. The opinions expressed, during the
12 briefing sessions, by the 141 Hearing witnesses, and in
the 82 written submissions,*** covered all possible
alternatives from recommending withdrawal from NORAD to
suggesting renewal for an indefinite period of time.

Those who recommended withdrawal from NORAD or a
short term extension, did so on the belief that the U.S.
was changing its strategic policy from deterrence to a

limited nuclear war-fighting option. In this context, the
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NWS was seen to be destabilizing in that it prevented the
USSR from respending to a U.S5. first strike and therefore
guaranteed that in a crisis situation, the USSR would be
forced to make a decisive first strike. Further, it was
felt that Canadian territory and facilities would
inevitably be incorporated into the U.S. BMD program,
including an ASAT role since the most modern of the U.S.
interceptors, the F-15 which will be training at Canada‘s
FOLs, are also the U.S. ASAT launchers.**® In fact, of the
five squadrons of U.S. F-15s expected to be assigned to
NORAD in 1985, two are capable of launching ASAT.¢¢

Those who recommended renewal either indefinitely
or on the reqular five year plan, did so for one of three
reasons. First, they reascned, the defence of the
continent is indivisible and therefore NORAD is necessary
for strategic purposes. Second, NORAD renewal was
important for economic reasons, the rationale being that
the Canadian defence production industry and hence Canadian
jobs would suffer should Canada withdraw from the
alliance.** Third, concerns were expressed that a
withdrawal from NORAD would leave Canada in the position of
knowing "...little or nothing about probes of its airspace
by the Soviet Union and U.S. responses to counter

them."* Hence, it was necessary for Canada to remain
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within NORAD in order not to become irrelevant to its own
defence and to monitor and influence U.S. activities and
plans.

Concerns were also expressed about the social
impact of NORAD activities in the north, about the effects
on the caribou migration, and about the north becoming a
potential battleground as Soviet bombers and/or cruise
missiles would be engaged there in the event of an attack.
Further, some parliamentarians expressed their concerns
about the paucity of information available to them about
NORAD activities and plans.'®®

SCEAND recommended renewal for a five year period
with no substantial changes to the Agreement.'” The
Report stated that the Committee did not accept that the
U.S. strategic policy had changed and that even if it had,
the new weapons systems had not yet been procured and, in
any case, they might be subject to controls put in place by
the Geneva negotiations on strategic nuclear weapons.
Similarly with SDI, the Committee felt that concerns about
its porsible future effects, and links with NORAD, were
premature. As far as Canadian participation in Phase II of
SDA 2000, in which, the Hearings revealed, Canada had been
invited to participate, the Committee felt that it would be

better for Canada to be involved in the concept than on the
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sidelines, even though critics claimed that it was a
concrete step towards Canada’s involvement in a continental
BMD program.‘’* The modernization of NORAD, the Report
stated, was in the interests of Canadian sovereignty in
that the NWS would be under Canadian control, Canada would
have control over all activity in its airspace from its two
Regional Operational Control Centres at North Bay, and the
U.S. AWACS would benefit Canada to the extent that they
gathered information about events in Canadian airspace.
Further, the Report claims that the ASAT program was not a
NORAD program and hence ASAT missions could not be
undertaken from Canadian territory without permission.
Finally, the claim is made that to withdraw from NORAD
would seriously jeopardize the Canada/U.S. relationship and
that because protectionist pressures were strong in the
U.S. at the time, such jeopardization was not wise.'™

The SCEAND Report did, however, make several

recommendations. It recommended that the U.S. and Canadian
governments issue a joint statement reaffirming their
support for the ABM Treaty:; that the Canadian government
accept the invitation to participate in Phase II of the SDa
2000; that Canada examine options for performing its own
AWAC-type of surveillance; and that because Canada was not

involved in the U.S. space surveillance system, it launch



its own military space program.'”™ Ignoring the first
recommendation, the government renewed NORAD for five
vears. However, since the government had already signed
the NORAD Modernization Agreement in 1985, the renewal was
more or less a foregone conclusion in spite of the
Hearings.

The 1987 White Paper on Defence indicated the frame
of mind of the Canadian government when it renewed the
NORAD Agreement in 1986. The document, riddled with Cold
War rhetoric, suggests that "...the West is faced with an
ideological, political and economic adversary whose
explicit long-term aim is to mould the world in its own
image."7? Accordingly, it recognizes an increased
strategic relevance for Canada’s territory and airspace,
and affirms the agreement with the U.S. to permit unarmed
SAC overflights of Canada during peacetime, and nuclear
armed overflights during periods of crisis. 1In addition,
it acknowledges the presence on Canadian territory of U.S.
AWACS, and the upgrading of five northern airfields as FOLs
and another unspecified number for the AWACS.'™ The
Paper also reaffirms the testing of the cruise
missiles,?* and continuing Canadian participation in
nresearch on future air defence systems in conjunction with

the United States Air Defense Initiative" (ADI).'7”
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Following the 1986 recommendations of SCEAND, the Paper
also states that Canada will "...explore the use of space-
based systems for many of its surveillance requirements,"
and will continue its participation in the U.S. Teal Ruby
experiments on space-based, infra-red surveillance.” The
claim is also made that Canada has been involved in sharing
costs, experience, technology and responsibilities with the
U.S. in space-based or space-related systems for thirty
years within NO .3 since the Paper also suggests that
Canada will continue participation ™...in all forms of
early warning and surveillance relevant to North American
air defence, whether the means be ground, air or space
based,"* the implication is for official involvement in
SDI research, and in raising the issue of SDI, the Paper
does not rule out involvement. Further, the Paper claims
that participation in collective security arrangements of
the type just menticned is an affirmation of Canadian
sovereignty.?** Moreover, although many of the White
Paper programs were abandoned by the government’s
subsequent concerns with debt reduction, the programs
dealing with NORAD Modernization remained intact.**?

Specifically, then, the 1987 White Paper on Defence
officially involves Canada in ADI research and, by

implication, in SDI and Phase II of the ADK®, the U.S.
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Strategic Defense Architecture 2000 Plan which ocutlines the
integrated defense plans for bombers, cruise missiles and
ballistic missiles. Mulronev’s 1989 agreement to test a
new generation of U.S. cruise missiles strengthens the
implication. The fact that the USSR and the U.S. agreed,
in the May 1990 START Agreement, that ALCMs were to be
subject to the 50 per cent reduction of strategic nuclear
weapons stipulations does not potentially jeopardize the
on—-going BMD/ADI research and development programs. As
Joel Sokolsky points out, the reductions simply mean that
with fewer weapons the new defence systems will be able to
operate more efficiently.?*® 1In fact, as the Canadian
Commander of NORAD at North Bay, Commander J.D. O’Blenis,
suggested, it is highly possible that the 50 per cent
reduction will be overly applied to the ICBMs in order to
increase the number of cruise missiles available.'**

R.B. Byers has suggested that Mulroney’s implicit
acceptance of SDI was a miscalculation in strategic
thinking,*** the rationale being that Canada’s
participation in a potentially destabilizing defence
progranm does not reflect Canada’s off-stated position as
preferring to contribute to stability within the
international balance-of-power system. Given the rhetoric

of the 1987 White paper on Defence, however, it is quite
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possible that R.B. Byers was basing his opinion on the
preferred defence policy of the preceding Liberal
government. It is the policy preferences of Trudeau’s
peace initiative that are not reflected in Canada’s
continuing slide to acceptance of the U.S. SDI and BMD
programs. The Cold War rhetoric of the 1987 White Paper
suggests that the programs outlined in that paper do very
much reflect the Mulroney government’s perception of
Canada’s place in the intermnational balance-of-power
system. The forces that have worked this change in
perception, however, remain unidentifiable from the
assumptions of the realist perspective.

With respect to the 1991 renewal of the NORAD
Agreement, the terms of reference for the Hearings held by
the Standing Committee on External Affairs and
International Trade remained much the same as those that
pertained during the 1986 Hearings. The questions remained
as to the links between SDI and ADI, the threat assessment
of the Soviet cruise missile program and therefore the
relevance of ADI participation, the possibility of being
drawn into the U.S. BMD and ASAT programs through NORAD,
and the extent to which Canada’s sovereignty is eroded by
becoming irrelevant to its own defence if it does not

participate in NORAD.*
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The background material provided for the Hearings
lists a number of changes in the NORAD strategic
environment since the 1986 Hearings. The material states
that BMD deployuents were "well under way" in the U.S. and
that upgraded U.S. F-16s and F-16As were being added to
NORAD’s CF-18s and F-15s,*®” the latter being the U.S.
ASAT planes.®®® These aircraft have the ’look-down/shoot-
down’ capability for AWAC support and they were to be armed
with medium-range air-to-air missiles. Ground-based
defence using surface-to-air missiles was also being
upgraded. Products of the SDA 2000 research program
appeared to be coming on-line in that NORAD‘s command,
control, communications and intelligence (C3I) networks
were being enhanced to ailow the integration of data on
ballistic missile, bomber and both ALCM and SLCM threats,
and the possible introduction of ‘artificial intelligence
to battle management systems.’**® With respect to the
NWS, the material suggests that the advent of the USSR
long-range cruise nissile had "severely degraded" the
effectiveness of the NWS and that phase two of the
nodernization program, the 36 short-range radars would
probably not be built. AWACS would provide supplementary
coverage and direction for fighter aircraft.™ In direct

contradiction to this information, however, Commander
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0’Blenis stated in Dec, 1990, that in fact 16 of the short-
range radar sites had been prepared for radar installations
and the radar contracts for all 36 sites had been let. 1In
addition, he revealed that the two Canadian squadrons of
CF-18s slated for NATO duty were now in the process of
being put under the NORAD Command, bringing the total of
Canadian CF-18s assigned to NORAD to four squadrons.'®

The Background Material document for the 1990 NORAD
renewal Hearings also states that NORAD had been given "a
primary role in the surveillance of aerial drug traffic
into North America," and that "Canadian personnel at NORAD
are beconming more extensively involved with anti-drug
activities in the U.S....It could be argued," reads the
document, "that Canada, by agreeing to participate in the
U.S. war against drugs, has been drawn into an American
national security issue which does not concern it."®
Instead of arguing the point, however, the document
expressed its acceptance of this new role for Canada within
NORAD. The deocument alsc reveals that to support NORAD’s
new role, better information links had been established
between NORAD, the F.B.I. and the RCMP. The document
justifies this new NORAD role by the fact that illegal drug
flights from South America do land in Canada, or carry

drugs that are eventually smuggled into Canada.**?
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Defining drug trafficking as a national security
issue as opposed to a problem with its roots in the
domestic social environment demonstrates the elasticity of
the concept of ‘national security.’ More to the point,
however, the NORAD renewal Hearings, conducted by a sub-
committee of the Standing Committee, lasted only two days
during which NORAD’s role in the U.S. war on drugs was
barely mentioned. A group of independent experts was also
asked to prepare a paper on the renewal issue and a number
of interested individuals and organizations were invited to
make written submissions. On December 19, 1990 the
Standing Committee presented its findings, a one and a half
page paper stating that neither the sub-committee nor the
standing committee "...was able to achieve a majority in
support of a report,m In place of a report, the
Standing Committee presented the report of the NORAD study
group together with the various submissions which the sub-
committee reviewed on November 22 and the Minutes of the
Proceedings and Evidence of the two days of NORAD Hearings,
October 16 and 18. The Committee suggested that because of
n_..the extraordinary changes in East-West relations and
the ending of the cold war, the Government should carry
out, in the first two years of any NORAD renewal period, a

comprehensive public review of Canada-United States defense
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cooperation and the future surveillance needs of Canada,
the United States and their northern neighbours. As part
of the review process,...Parliament should initiate an
exchange of views and information between Canadian and
smerican legislators, with the first of the meetings for
this purpose taking place before the termination of the
NORAD agreement on May 12, 1991.m%

NORAD was renewed for five years on May 12, 1991
without any such meetings taking place. In fact, the
Hearings were a non-sequitur for on August 17, 1990, one
month before the Standing Committee decided to hold a
review of the NORAD renewal issue, Prime Minister Mulroney
and President Bush had issued a joint statement reaffirming

their commitment to the joint defence of North America.**®

The vast majority of NORAD analyses approach the
subject of Canadian defence policy from a realist
perspective in that they focus on the international
political and strategic environments within which decisions
are taken, assuming, in the process, that the state is an
autonomous and unitary actor in this environment, that the
domestic and international levels-of-analysis are discrete,

and that economic and cultural interests are relatively
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uninfluential in the making of Canadian defence policy. As
Middlemiss and Sokolsky note, most of these writings on
Canadian defence policy fall into one of two categories,
the historical/descriptive, or the prescriptive, and
neither category serves well as a guide to an examination
of the defence policy decision-making process itself.'¥
However, when authors such as Middlemiss and Sokolsky, or
Kim Nossal turn their attention to an examination of the
domestic defence policy decision-making process they do so
from a statist perspective, tracing the decision-making
process through the various levels of government and its
bureaucracies.?**®

The assumption underlying these analyses is that
Canada’s decision-making process at the domestic level,
with respect to NORAD policy, is relatively isolated from
other policy areas, is relatively uninfluenced by interests
that reside outside the government, and is controlled by a
few key political decision-makers, primarily the Prime
Minister and his Cabinet. Thus, the statist approach
focuses on political and strategic variables, and on how
decisions based on international balance-of-power
considerations proceed through the domestic political
environment.

From these two perspectives, the realist in terms
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of international relations theory, and the statist in terms
of domestic political theory, the history of NORAD appears
relatively unproblematic. In the post World War II, pre-
NORAD years, the international environment was
characterized by East/West insecurity, made so by the
Korean War, the Soviet Union’s repression of the Hungarian
Revolution, and Khrushchev’s revelations at the Twentieth
Congress concerning Stalin’s years in power. During the
same period, the U.S. established its role as hegemon of
the Western world, practising its policy of containment
within Bretton Woods, the Marshall Plan, and the NATO
alliance.*® Given the rigid bipeclar structure of the
world, and given Canada’s geographical location, its
historical linkages and its domestic political and economic
structure, Canada’s alliance with the West, as opposed to
neutrality, appears to have been a foregone conclusion.**®

Because it was perceived a2t the time that the
primary military threat to the North American continent was
from nuclear armed Soviet bombers, the ‘rational actor’
assumption of the realist perspective would have
successfully predicted that the U.S. and Canada would co-
ordinate their defence of the continent. Given the U.S.
policy and weapons of deterrence which Canada fully

supported, Canada could not afford to monitor and defend
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its own territory and air space to U.S. standards. Hence,
the NORAD Agreement was a compromise whereby the U.S.
gained access to Canadian territory and air space for
defensive purposes, while Canada acquired affordable
defence and, according to most analysts and policy-makers
of the time, access to U.S. defence planning in order to
monitor and influence U.S. activities. Monitoring U.S.
activities was considered central to protecting Canadian
sovereignty in that it gave Canada access to U.S.
intelligence about USSR activities, and knowledge of U.S.
activities and plans with respect to Canadian territory and
air space. Such knowledge was deemed central to Canadian
independence within the alliance in that it allowed Canada
to make educated policy choices.

Within the realis* perspective, the fact that NORAD
has been consistently renewed, reflects the continuation of
the bipolar nature of the international system, while the
changes that have been made to the Agreement, with respect
to weapons systems and strategic policy, reflect the
changing nature of the perceived threat. 1In each of the
renewals, the Canadian state appeared to act as a unitary,
autonomous actor, making security decisions on a
cost/benefit analysis, often over the vociferous objections

of particularistic domestic interests.



The only immediately obvious challenge to the
realist assumptions is that in making its decision to
accept the NORAD Agreement, and subsequently, nuclear
warheads, the ‘unitary’ voice of the Canadian state was
very much the voice of Canadian/U.S. military cooperation.
However, the political history of NORAD raises one point
for discussion and two questions which, taken together,
challenge the realist interpretation.

The point for discussion concerns the reasons given
by succeeding Canadian governments for remaining within
NORAD. From the time of NORAD’s inception to the present,
Canadian governments have argued that Canada needs to
remain within the alliance in order to address common
Canadian/U.S. security concerns, to defend Canadian
sovereignty against the U.S. unilateral use of Canadian
territory and air space, to gain access to U.S.
intelligence and deferce plans, to maintain a forum for
influencing U.S. defence planning, and because to withdraw
would be interpreted by the U.S. as an unfriendly act on
Canada‘s part, and respcnded to in kind. The point to be
made is that, for the most part, although these reasons for
remaining within NORAD are necessary explanations, they are
not sufficient explanations. Aas will be argued,

alternative methods of reaching the desired ends were



157
available, and in terms of general Canadian/U.S. relations,
have often been practised.

With respect to the sovereignty issue vis a vis the
U.S., the voyages of the USS Manhattan through Canada’s
Arctic waters in 1969, of the USS Polar sea in 1985, and
U.S. nuclear submarines in 1986, were clear challenges to
Canadian sovereignty in the waters of the north. Canada
reacted to these challenges by establishing the Arctic
Waters Pollution Prevention Act of 1970, in spite of both
international law and U.S. security interests, and in
acting to enclose the channels of the Arctic Archipelago in
the mid-1980s, thereby gaining a U.S. concession to szek
éermission for further voyages.®** In both instances,
Canada demonstrated that it could act unilaterally to
protect its sovereignty.*®®

With respect to NORAD defence issues, the
supposition that the U.S. would have unilaterally used
Canadian airspace and territory without Canadian consent,
had NORAD not existed,®*® or had Canada decided at any
time to withdraw, is not necessarily a valid supposition.
Being within NORAD has not prevented the U.S. from acting
unilaterally with respect to defence planning for the North
American continent. More to the point, Canada, no doubt,

could have responded to a unilateral U.S. encroachment of



its territory and/or airspace in much the same way it
responded to the invasion of its Arctic waters. Moreover,
in reacting to such a unilateral encroachment, and in the
resolution of the problem, Canada could have taken steps to
ensure its access to information about U.S. planning, and
influence with respect to those plans. Further, from a
realist perspective, it would not be a ‘rational’ act on
the part of the U.S. to use unilaterally Canadian territory
and air space without Canada’s permission. It would be a
bad signal to send to its NATO allies. Nor could the U.S.
‘rationally’ act aggressively if Canada decided to withdraw
from NORAD, or to refuse to be involved in particular NORAD
plans, as it did formally, if weakly, in refusing SDI
cooperation in 1985. As Douglas Ross writes, “Bludgeoning
recalcitrant little guys in the NATO gang is hardly the way
to sustain one’s international image as an enlightened and
far-seeing alliance leader."*** Therefore, with respect

to sovereignty issues, the question remains as to why
Canada has chosen consistently to remain within NORAD?

With respect to access to U.S. intelligence and
defence planning, the history of NORAD demonstrates that
being within the alliance does not necessarily mean that
Canada has access to these U.S. resources. The unilateral

move to create the U.S. Space Command, and the overlapping
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of commands for CINCNORAD but not for his Canadian deputy-
in-comnmand, suggests that Canada has access only to the
information which the U.S. wishes to share. Supposedly,
such information would also be made available from out:ide
an alliance arrangement if the U.S. were then in the
position of having to reguest the use of Canadian territory
and air space. In fact, this is the process that has gone
on within NORAD anyway. The U.S. was involved in
unilaterally developing NORAD modernization plans,
equipment and weapons at least 15 years before Canada was
officially included in the NORAD Modernization Agreement of
1985,%* and Canada was only officially included in the
planning stages in 1979 when the U.S. had reached the
deployment stage for its surveillance and defence
equipment.

As far as remaining within NORAD in order to
exercise influence on U.S. defence planning is concerned,
Canada has demonstrated that in other areas of foreign
policy, it has preferred to remain outside of an alliance
association in order to exercise influence. For instance,
in spite of the expressed wishes of the U.S., Canada
remained outside the Organization of American States until
recently, precisely so that it could exercise influence,

the belief being that it could be more influential from
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outside than from inside.®* Also, in 1934, the Canadian
government rejected a U.S. request for a blanket use of
Ccanadian air space and territory, proposing instead U.S.
use on a case-by-case consultative basis, except in the
case of an outright Soviet attack on North America. The
reason given for the rejection of the proposal was that
Canada could retain more influence on U.S. planning by
remaining on a consultative basis.**

With respect to NORAD, given the minimal amount of
influence that Canada had upon the U.S. during the Cuban
Missile Crisis, one might suppose that a ‘rational’ actor
would have begun to question the viability of the
*influence’ assumption at the time. The question should
then have appeared again during the Middle East Crisis of
1973 when Canadian personnel at NORAD were placed on the
same ‘alert’ status as the U.S. forces without Canadian
consultation.®™® Similarly, Canada was not consulted when
the U.S. invaded Grenada in Octcober 1983.** In fact, a
‘rational’ actor calculating its own security interests in
terms of a cost/benefit analysis with respect to influence,
might soon realize that in an alliance between a strong
state and a weaker one, it is the weaker one that is going
to be influenced more than vice versa.

The final reason given for Canada‘s repeated
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willingness to renew NORAD and comply with its changes is
that, to not renew NORAD would have been viewed by the U.S.
as a threat, primarily an indication that Canada was
choosing to be neutral in a bipolar world.®* This too is
an arguable point. Neutrality is not necessarily the only
alternative to a NORAD alliance. The NDP’s April, 1988
Report, "Canada‘’s Stake In Common Security," demonstrates
that there are alternatives to NORAD for the defence of the
continent which do not include neutrality.®*** The NDP
paper suggests that Canada could withdraw from NORAD and
still recognize its defence obligations to the U.S. through
the establishment of common security defence programs with
its northern neighbour states.®*? Moreover, continued
participation in the NATO alliance would adequately
demonstrate non-neutrality, as does Canada’s economic and
political system.

Further, even if the U.S. did view a Canadian
withdrawal from NORAD with displeasure, there would be very
little it could do about it except make things
diplomatically uncomfortable as it did during Canada’s
nuclear policy debate. Bludgeoning is out of the question,
as mentioned earlier. The U.S. could visit economic
hardship upon Canada but it did this anyway in 1971 when

Canada was militarily compliant. In addition, given the
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U.S. desire for the Free Trade Agreenent, and its margin of
dependence on Canada’s market and resources,™ it would
not be in its own economic interests to give Canada no
recourse but to attempt to establish closer trade ties with
other trading partners. Finally, given the U.S. need for
access to Canada’s territory and airspace, it would have
had to come to some mutually acceptable defence agreement.

Moreover, Canada has adequately demonstrated its
willingness to risk the ire of the U.S. in other areas of
foreign and defence policy. Examples include, Canada’s
1971 nationally oriented defence policy, its trade
relations with Cuba, its protection of the Northwest
Passage, its recognition of China, its refusal, until
recently, to join the OAS, its National Energy Program of
the early 1980s, its stand on acid rain and the Atlantic
fisheries, its verbal non-compliance with the Vietnam War,
the invasion of Grenada and U.S. involvement in Nicaragua,
its non-compliance in the Cuban Crisis in terms of SAC
overflights and permission to use Canadian air bases, and
its rhetorical disagceement with the U.S. interpretation of
the ABM Treaty, the U.S. plans for the militarization of
outer space and, until the mid-1980s, with SDI.®* Given
these displays of independence in pelicy-making, one has to

suspect that fearing U.S. displeasure for not complying
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with U.S. NORAD planning is a smokescreen. In other words,
in the case of NORAD, the notion must be entertained that
Canada wants to comply, that it is an independent policy
choice to comply and that there are strong determinants for
this compliance which cannot be identified under realist
assumptions.

Taken together then, the reasons given by both the
canadian governments and the politically-focused defence
analysts for Canada’s involvement in NORAD are all relevant
in that they are necessary to a comprehensive
understanding of Canadian defence policy decision-making
within NORAD. However, they are not sufficient to that
understanding because of anomalies which cannot be
explained. Besides being insufficient within themselves in
that there were viable alternatives, the reasons given for
canada’s history of continuing participation within NORAD
do not explain how it came about that Canadian/U.S.
military cooperation resulted in NORAD being presented to
the Canadian government as a fait accompli; how it happened
that the political debate about Canada’s nuclear weapons
policy followed the decision to acquire nuclear weapons
systems rather than preceded it; nor do they adequately
explain why Canada decided not only to accept, but also to

pursue a more aggressive defence posture within NORAD
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beginning in the mid-1970‘s. This leads one to suspect
that there may be other state interests and, perhaps, non-
state actor interests, influencing Canadian defence
decision-making within NORAD, interests which a realist
focus on political and security issues cannot identify.

As mentioned earlier, there are two guestions that
can be asked of the political history of NORAD which a
realist perspective cannot answer. The first is; given
that alternative perceptions of the Soviet threat and of
the appropriate response to the threat were available and
well articulated in Canada throughout NORAD’s history, both
within and without government, and given that apart fronm
during the nuclear warhead debate, there has been little or
no U.S. political pressure for Canadian compliance with
U.S. defence policy and planning for NORAD, how can one
account fully for the coincidence of the Canadian and the
U.S. perceptions of both the Soviet threat and the
appropriateness of the response to the threat? 1In other
words, given the divergence of Canadian and U.S. views over
much of NORAD’s history, what accounts for Canadian
compliance with U.S. policies? This question becomes
particularly pertinent for the period from the mid-1970s
through to the present, when the U.S. defence policy of

flexible response made Canada’s north a potential theatre
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of war in a U.S./Soviet crisis situation.

Canada has never been able to threaten the Soviet
Union with its own weapons systems, it has never wanted to,
it could not afford to and it would not be in the U.S.
interests for Canada to have an independent nuclear weapons
program. Consequently, at the highly abstract theoretical
level of analysis, Canadian/U.S. defence interests need not
have coincided.**®* 1In fact, Canadian/U.S. vulnerability
to attack and, more importantly, to the effects of attack
have not always coincided. During the era of mutual
assured destruction, MAD, both the U.S5. and Canada were
equally vulnerable to the effects of an intercontinental
exchange of ballistic missiles. However, the U.S. adoption
of a policy of limited nuclear war-fighting capabilities
arguably made Canada far more vulnerable to the effects of
an attack than the U.S. in that, in the event of an attack,
U.S. and Canadian interceptors would destroy Soviet bombers
and air launched cruise missiles over Canadian territory.
Hence, since the mid 1970s, Canadian and U.S. security
concerns no longer coincided. Again, the question begs to
be asked: what interests account for Canadian compliance
with U.S. policy.

In addition, wviable alternatives to NORAD

membership have always existed, and been well articulated,
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in Canada. Howard Green, the Minister for External
Affairs, argued persistently during Diefenbaker’s term in
office, for a non-nuclear role for Canada, suggesting that
Canadian energies be concentrated upon diplomacy and
disarmament issues within the U.N. Dalton Camp argued for
withdrawal from NORAD in 1968. Donald MacDonald, as the
President of the Privy Council, argued for adopting a
neutralist position in Trudeau’s defence policy review of
the late 1960s, as did Eric Kierans, the postmaster
general, when he argued that Canada should renounce its
obligations to NATO.*** The NDP has, over the years,
recommended withdrawing from NORAD and has recently
developed a policy of common security for Canada as an
alternative.®*” 1In fact, the option of withdrawi-~ from
NORAD has been entertained as an alternative at each NORAD
renewal hearing.

The point is that perceptions of threats are
interpretations of events in the world and when several
viable but contradictory interpretations exist, including
the government’s own, the decision makers must choose
amongst them. Constrained by its assumptions, realism is
not able to deal comprehensively with the reasons why one
interpretation is chosen over another. Hence the

perspective makes it appear that the state is speaking in a



unitary voice which is under no undue influence. By
assuming that only international balance-of-power
considerations are at work in the making of defence policy,
and by foregoing a domestic level of analysis, the realist
perspective cannot identify the dynamics of the decision
making process, and therefore, cannot identify which, if
any, societal interests are reflected in the choice made
amongst alternatives. Therefore, a definitive answer as to
the reasons for the coincidence of the Canadian and U.S.
perceptions of, and response to, the Soviet threat cannot
be found within the realist perspective.

The second question which needs to be asked of the
political history of NORAD is how can one account for what
R.B. Byers has suggested is the Canadian tradition of
making defence policy without a strategic analysis. Basil
Robinson argues that Diefenbaker did not fully comprehend
that the signing of the original NORAD Agreement committed
Canada to accepting nuclear warheads. Accepting the
warheads was seen to be, variously, an inappropriate
Carniadian policy response vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, and/or
an undermining of Canada’s disarmament interests in the
U.N., and hence, another miscalculation in strategic
defence policy making. Further, Colin Gray argues that the

strategic implications of NORAD’s new weapons and
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surveillance systems were not considered in the 1973 NORAD
renewal. Bromke and Nossal argue that Trudeau did not
understand the strategic implications of agreeing to test
the cruise missile in 1983, and R.B. Byers argues that the
Mulroney government did not understand the strategic
implications of the U.S. strategic defense initiative
(SDI).=*

The point is that these decisions are referred to
as miscalculations in strategic defence policy-making
precisely because no other explanations are available
within the terms of reference of the realist perspective.
The perspective does not allow analysts to ask if these
decisions are, in fact, strategic miscalculations, or are
they reflections of prassures brought to bear on Canadian
defence policy-making by interests not adequately
identified by the statist perspective or by realism.

In reference to this point, Joseph Jockel’s book,
No Boundaries Upstairs, clearly demonstrates that the
Canadian government was highly influenced by the interests
and the activities of the military when it accepted the
original NORAD Agreement, while Middlemiss and Sokolsky
argue that by the mid-70s the industrial spin-offs from
defence policy making were a major consideration in policy

making, and that the defence production industry had, and



169
has, an effective industrial lobby. Given that the
nilitary and the defence production industry both have
vested interests in defence policy-making, and given that
they are bcth organized, respectively, within and across
national borders, it is highly possible that they are
powerful determinants of Canadian defence policy-making.

The influence of each of these interests, the
military and the defence production industry, on Canadian
defence policy-making is the subject of later chapters.
Briefly, however, with respect to the military, in
describing how the Canadian and U.S. militaries, largely
without civilian governmental direction, cooperated to
establish the NORAD infrastructure in terms of its
policies, command structure, facilities and weapons
systems, Jockel demonstrates that in accepting the original
NORAD Agreement the Canadian state acted neither
autonomously nor with a unitary voice. Instead, it was
speaking largely in the voice of the military, while the
nuclear warhead debate which followed the acceptance of
NORAD was a case of the political voice plaving catch-up to
the military voice. Further, although the bipolar nature of
the international political environment has continued
throughout NORAD’s history, that environment was much more

stable by the mid-1970s than it had been when NORAD came
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into being. Given the technological developrents in
weapons and defence systems together with the force
structures and postures of the arms race, the fthreat’ to
the North American continent was calculated not in terms of
whether the Soviet Union would invade but in terms of the
weapons it could use if it did invade.®” In other words,
security was defined primarily in strategic/military terms
rather than political terms. Given the continuing
association of the Canadian and U.S. militaries within the
joint command of NORAD, it remains to be seen, in a further
chapter of this thesis, the extent to which the Canadian
government has continued to play catch-up to joint
Canadian/U.S. military defence planning, the extent to
which the ‘unitary,’ and ‘autonomous’ voice of the state
was in fact a military voice.

In addition, because the erosion of detente in the
late 1970s, a reason given for the build-up of arms,
coincided with the continuing erosion of U.S. economic
hegemony, within an East/West environment that was arguably
far more politically stable in terms of actual threat of
East/West invasions and on-going arms control agreements
than in the 1940s, ’50s and ‘60s, Wallerstein’s assumption
that the military is used by the state in its pursuit of

economic Legemony bears investigation. Given that the U.S.
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undoubtedly used defence spending as a means of shoring up
its econony,”® whether the U.S. purposefully also set
about to underwrite its hegemonic position with military
power is a moot argument. The effect was there, whether it
was intended or not.

The real point, however, is that U.S. and Soviet
domestic defence research, development and production
played a considerable role in the tenor of the
international political environment by the mid-1570s. The
weapons, to an extent, were predicting policy, and within
these parameters, the defence production industry in the
economic environment, like the military in the political
environment, had its own vested interests in defence policy
making. Moreover, like the military, the industry is
organized within Canada and across the Canada/U.S. border.
The Defence Production Sharing Agreements, defence
production contracting between the two governments, and the
relationship lbetween U.S. parent companies and their
subsidiaries in Canada essentially establish the defence
production industry as a continental industrial phenomencn
under U.S. domination.***

In conclusion, it is apparent that a comprehensive
understanding of the Canadian Gefence policy decision-

making process within NORAD caznnot be gleaned from a
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realist perspective, that is, on the basis of the external
political environment alone. A domestic level of analysis
is required, and once that level of analysis is added, it
becomes apparent why the realist perspective cannot answer
these questions. The assumption of the state as a unitary,
autonomous actor, disquises the extra-governmental voices
that may be speaking through the state, while the state-as-
a-rational-actor assumption obscures the extra-governmental
interests involved in the cost/ benefit analysis of state
security calculations. In fact, the Chairman of the 1986
NORAD Rerewal SCEAND Hearings seemed to identify the key
issues involved in Canada’s continuing support of NORAD
when he asked, "...wouléd a missile defence enable the
United States to dispense not only with Canadian gzography,
but with Canada’s goodwill and counsel as well? And what
would that do to Canada‘’s military, industrial and
technological links with the United States?"*** The
remaining chapters will examine the organization of these
three ‘links’ in an attempt to identify their role as
determinants of Canadian defence policy making within
NORAD. The following chapter will begin the examination by
analysing the economic history of NORAD to establish the
role of eronomic interests and actors in the decision-

making process, testing the assumptions of Wallerstein’s
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capitalist world economy model in the process, and further

testing the assumptions of the realist paradigm.
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Chapterxr Four

The Economic Historv of NORAD

The realist analysis of the political history of
NORAD raised two questions which the perspective could not
comprehensively answer. First, given the difference in the
power positions of Canada and the U.S. within the
international community, and the difference in their
respective vulnerabilities tc an attack on the North
American continent, how did it come about that the two
states’ perceptions of the Soviet threat, and the
appropriate response to that threat, coincided? In other
words, given the available Canadian alternatives to the
U.S. perception of the threat, what factors determined
Canada’s choice of perceptions?

Second, given the expressed reasons for Canada’s
participation in the NORAD alliance: -~ the acquisition of
affordable defence against the Soviet Union; the protecticn
of its sovereignty; the mairtenance of a degree of
independence in its defence policy decision-making; access

to knowledge of U.S. defence plans and intelligence with

189
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regard to the continent; and maintenance of the ability to
influence those plans, - how is it that in pursuit of those
goals, the Canadian government consistently made
'miscalculations’ in terms of its own strategic defence
policy-making within NORAD?

The two questions are, of course, related, for if
the decisions to accept nuclear warheads in the early
1960s, to renew NORAD in 1975 given the strategic
implications of the NORAD modernization plans, to test the
air-launched cruise missile and to accept the U.S. SDI, ADI
and ABM programs in the 1980s, were indeed
rmiscalculations’ in strategic policy, then the assumption
is that these decisions ran counter to Canadian defence
policy preferences. In other words, the assumption
suggests that it was not Canada’s preference to adopt
either the U.S. perception of the Soviet threat, or the
U.S. response to that perception. Since, however, Canada’s
perception of the threat, as far as defence policy is
concerned, and the appropriate response has coincided with
that of the U.S., the question remains: if the
rmiscalculations’ in defence policy decision-making do not
reflect state political interests, then whose interests do
they reflect? The alternative gquestion is, were these

smiscalculations,’ in fact, deliberate state choices, and
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if so, why?

The preceding chapter suggested that the nilitary
and the defence production industry, both organized within
Canada and across the Canada/U.S. border had interests in
assuring that the Canadian perception of the Soviet tﬁreat,
and the appropriate response to that threat coincided with
the U.S. position on both counts. The chapter also
suggested that realism failed to identify these sources of
influence for several reasons. Its focus on international
variables excludes the domestic level-of-analysis required
for identification. In assuming that the military is no
more than an institution of the state charged with bringing
to fruition the state’s security agenda, the paradigm
obscures the fact that the Canadian military in its
cooperative relationship with the U.S. military develops an
independent interest in Canadian defence policy-making
based on Canadian/U.S. military professionalism. At times,
this professional agenda can be independent of state
political interests. Finally, because the perspective
relegates econcmic actors to, at best, a secondary position
of influence with regards to state decision-making within
the international realm, it fails to pay adequate heed to
the influence exercised by the defence production industry

on the Canadian defence policy decision-making environment.
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The point of this chapter, then, is to examine the
history of NORAD from an eccnomic perspective in an attempt
to ascertain whether economic interests and actors have
been influential in determining the parameters of Canadian
decision-making within NORAD. If so, the theoretical
problem is to decide which theory of international
relations, realism or Wallerstein’s capitalist world
economy model, best reflects the history of NORAD. The
crux of the theoretical question resides in whether the
Canadian state remains the actor of consequence within the
decision-making process, as per the realist perspective, or
whether in making decisions on defence policy, the state
decision-making process is not so much determined by the
interests of its economic actors, as per the Wallerstein
model, but heavily influenced by the economic actors as per
the correctives made to Wallerstein’s model in Chapter Two
of the thesis.

This chapter will argue that in fact, economic
considerations are of primary importance within the
Canadian defence policy decision-making process, and
further, that it is possible to identify the existence of
Wallerstein’s three interacting elements of the capitalist
world economy in the economic and political histories of

NORAD. These systems are the global market, the
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international system of states and the system of
appropriation of surplus product through capital/labour
relations. In addition, Wallerstein’s analyses of the
antimonies of these systems, the econonmy/polity,
supply/demand and capital/labour provide some explanatory
capacity within the history of NORAD, while his analysis of
the characteristics of semi-peripheral states reflects

Canada’s position as a semi-peripheral state within NORAD.

In his introduction to the book, canada’s Defence
Industrial Base, the editor, David Haglund, suggests that
preparedness and procurement, the underpinnings of a
defence policy, are rooted in a state’s defence industrial
base. "At the level of preparedness,™ he writes, "the
defence-industrial base issue figures, with increasing
frequency, in discussions of broad strategic import,
ranging from considerations of war fighting to war
prevention, while at the level of procurement, the contest
for power and influence primarily is one between alliance
members, if indeed it is not largely between societal
forces within any particular coun S In these terms,
and because the costs of NORAD have traditionally been
shared on a basis which reflects the relative size of the

two countries’ populations and economies with Canada paying
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10 per cent of the costs, the ecconomic history of NORAD is
the history of Canadian/U.S. cooperation irn the areas of
preparedness and procurement with respect to the policies
and planning for the joint defence of the continent.

Hence,the chapter will examine the history of
Canadian/U.S. economic cooperation in terms of defence
production and development agreements, research and
development prograns, and offsets policies. The essence of
the argument will be that these programs have served to
focus the Canadian government’s attention on the industrial
economic benefits to be gained from the NORAD defence
alliance, manifesting itself in an on—going attempt to
manage the Canadian defence production industry for its
national industrial policy purposes. In addition, joint
Canadian/U.S. defence production sharing has created
private defence industrial interests in Canadian defence
policy-making within NORAD. Thus, both the government anc
industry have interests in maintaining a Canadian defence
production industry that is able to produce for, and
compete in, the U.S. defence procurement market. Since the
U.S. procurement market is designed to serve U.S. defence
policy requirements, Canadian production for that market,
particularly for products for the NORAD defence system,

creates a stimulus for Canadian defence policy to reflect
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U.S. policy preferences and perceptions.
Finally, the chapter will examine the implications
of these findings in terms of the assumptions of the
realist theory of international relations versus

Wallerstein’s capitalist world economy model.

In April, 1941, approximately one year after Canada
and the United States signed the Ogdensburg Agreement
establishing the basis for military cooperation between the
two countries, the Hyde Park Declaration was signed
establishing the basis for economic cooperation in times of
war. Accordingly, war economies would be meshed for
efficiency and productivity, with each country supplying
the other with the defence articles it was best able to
produce.

In 1947, Canada and the U.S. issued a joint
statement on defence cooperation, reaffirming the
Ogdensburg Agreement and recognizing their common defence
concerns with respect to the North American continent. As
Prime Minister, Louis St. Laurent also pressed for a
renewal of the Hyde Park Declaration, suggesting that

Canada needed to gain access to the U.S. defence production
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market because of the high costs of equipping the Canadian
forces for collective defence. Being highly protectionist
with its Buy American Acts, the U.S. Congress balked at
this request, but the Pentagon, recognizing the strategic
benefits of integrating defence planning with defence
production, acted on its own to improve Canada‘s access to
the U.S. market. For example, the U.S. air force exempted
Canada from the Buy American Act in its procurement plans.
The Permanent Joint Board on Defence (PJBD) made the same
link between defence planning and production, and in
October, 1949, it initiated a mutual procurement program
designed "...to augment U.S. sources of supply; to increase
the dispersal of industrial facilities; to foster
industrial standardization of equipment; and to help Canada
earn the foreign exchange to pay for her military purchases
in the U.s.™

The outbreak of the Korean War in 1950 reinforced
the tendency towards econonric cooperation in defence
planning and in October of that year a "Statement of
Principles for Economic Cooperation" was signed. This
statement endorsed the principles of the Hyde Park
Declaration and furthered cooperation by recommending that
canada and the U.S. "...develop a coordinated program of

requirements, production and procurement...(and remove)



197
barriers which impede the flow between Canada and the
United States of goods essential for the common defence
effort." In 1951, Canada established the Department of
Defence Production to coordinate the rearmament program
required by its involvement in the Korean War, NATO and
continental defence.

As far as the U.S. was concerned, these forms of
economic cooperation were of primary significance in terms
of U.S. defence policy planning. They allowed for the
dispeisal, and hence the protection, of defence production
facilities and they gave the U.S. increased access to
Canadian defence resources and alternative sources of
supplies. More importantly, economic cooperation
contributed to the viability of the Canadian defence
industry and, in the U.S. military mind, Canadian/U.S.
defence industrial integration was a means for acquiring
Canadian compliance with U.S.defence policy planning. A
1958 U.S. National Security Council document stated that
"Unless Canadian defence industries do remain healthy, the
United States probably will not receive the same excellent
cooperation in the joint defence effort that has prevailed
in the past.™®

As far as Canada was concerned, economic

cooperation meant that Canada could better afford to equip



its forces for common defence roles. The benefits,
however, extended beyond this into the defence production
industry. Production sharing applied to the construction,
labour and electronic equipment that went into the
establishing of the Canadian Pinetree Radar Line and the
DEW Line with $8.8 million of electronic subcontracts being
let in Canada for the DEW Line construction. In addition,
the Buy American Acts were relaxed during the Korean War
and U.S. procurement in Canada during the War contributed
to the post World War II reconstruction of the defence
industry. By the mid-1950s Canada had established a
defence production industry capable of producing most of
its own equipment for its own forces and able to compete on
a selective basis in the U.S. market. With respect to
continental defence, the Canadian aircraft industry had
designed and produced the CF-100, and had produced an
advanced version of the U.S.-designed F-86 Sabre and the
Argus maritime reconnaissance aircraft. In the field of
electronics, Canadian industry was developing a
communications system for continental defence, the Canadian
Ground Environmental System, or CAGE.

The differences in the U.S. and the Canadian
emphases on economic cooperation was to persist throughout

the years of joint defence planning, with the U.S.
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continuing to focus on strategic policy benefits while

canada’s concerns were to remain on economic benefits.

w ion Sh
Agreements®

The superiority of the Soviet built MIG-17s that
were used in the Korean War denmonstrated a need for a
supersonic jet-fighter to replace Canada‘’s CF-100.
Consequently, in May, 1953, funds were authorized for the
design of an airframe for the CF-105, the Avro Arrow. By
1957, the A.V. Roe Co., a subsidiary of a British aircraft
company, was alsc designing, developing and producing the
engine and the weapon for the new plane while the fire
control system was being developed in the U.S. by RCA with
Canadian funds. Over the years, the cost of the aircraft
fluctuated from an initial projected price of $1.5 to $2
million to a high of $6.1 million. When the project was
cancelled in February, 1959, the cost per unit was $4.5
million.

Cost overruns were only one of the reasons for the
Arrow’s cancellation. During the years of its development,
Canadian demand for the aircraft declined from an initial
order for 400 to a final order for 100, largely because of

the difficulty of training pilots for 400 planes. For
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econonies of scale, A.V. Roe needed to replace the Canadian
demand on the foreign market but Britain was not interested
in the plane and the U.S. had reasserted its Buy American
Acts after the Korean War in order to develop its own
version of the Arrow, the F-106. More significantly, the
U.S. was putting its development money into the ICBM
program.

The Avro Arrow project was cancelled approximately
nine months after the Canadian government signed the NORAD
Agreement, announcing that Canada would acquire the Bomarc
missile, the Semi-Automatic Ground Environment (SAGE)
communications system, and new gap-filler radars for the
joint command. All of these systems were developed and
produced in the U.S., and as Jon McLin notes, the joint
defence of the continent was prefaced on the use of U.S.
equipnent.

In the space of a year, it seemed, the economic
benefits of defence production sharing with the U.S. had
been lost. The aircraft industry was suddenly without any
major systems development projects, and A.V. Roe, the third
largest corporation in Canada in 1957° was forced to
release 14,000 employees. an equal number of employees of
supporting industries also lost their jobs. The

electronics industry was dealt a blow with the decision to
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use the U.S. SAGE communication system within NORAD instead
of Canada’s CAGE technology. Further, there was no sign of
improvement. U.S. protectionism and its focus on ICBM
development meant that there was a very limited U.S. market
for Canadian produced defence systems. Moreover, it was
felt that the Arrow had demonstrated that Canada could not
afford the research, development and production costs of
such systems and as the 1986 NORAD Renewal Report
indicates, this has remained the popular perception in
Canada.* Greig Stewart’s book on the history of the
Arrow, however, suggests that the Arrow’s failure was due
to bureaucratic mismanagement, the over-confidence of both
the management of A.V. Roe and the entrenched Liberal
government with which it had been dealing, and the
impossibility of developing four major systems for a new
aircraft cost-effectively.’

Given this situation, some form of Canada/U.S.
defence production sharing was necessary. The U.S.
military relied on a healthy Canadian defence production
industry, primarily as a means for gaining Canadian
compliance with its defence planning,’® and Canada needed
either to protect its industry or resign itself to a
permanent deficit in the defence trade balance with the

U.S. In fact, the rationale offered in the House of
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Commons for entering into a defence production sharing
agreement with the U.S. was the maintenance of a healthy
defence preduction industry in Canada.™

In 1959 the Defence Production Sharing Agreement
(DPSA) was established through an exchange of notes between
the U.S. Secretary of Defense and the Canadian Minister of
Defence Production. The terms of the Agreement reaffirmed
the 1950 Statement of Principles for Economiu Cooperation
stressing the increased integration of Canadian/U.S.
military production; the removal of obstacles to reciprocal
procurement; a greater standardization of military goods: a
greater dispersal of production facilities; an increasing
exchange of requirements and technological information; and
a determination of Canadian capabilities to meet U.S.
requirements. The essence of the Agreement, however, was
the removal of obstacles which prevented Canadian firms
from bidding on U.S. DOD defence contracts on an equal
basis with U.S. firms.

Nearly all of the economic concessions in this
Agreement were made by the U.S. The Buy American Acts were
waived for U.S. purchases of military goods in Canada.

U.S. import duties on most defence goods were dropped and
security restrictions were relaxed to allow more open

communications between Canadian defence contractors and the
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U.S. military and defence firms. Canada did not give
similar concessions, nor was it expected to. Canadian
tariffs remained intact until 1966 so that Canadian firms
would continue to subcontract in Canada, and Canada
continued its 10 per cent domestic price preference in
contracting for its own military products.®®

Because of the Canadian protectionist practices,
and because the U.S. maintained its duties and the Buy
American Acts against Canadian products that might compete
with U.S. products from small businesses, depressed
industries or from areas of high unemployment, the
Agreement was less than a full free trade agreement in
defence production.*® 1In addition, specified areas of
defence goods were exempt. Off-the-shelf purchases were
not subject to the terms of the DPSA, nor were strategic
raw materials and resources for highly processed categories
of military commodities, although the commodities
themselves were subject to the terms. Further, therefore,
the terms of the DPSA established the U.S. as the producer
of major defence systems and Canada as the producer of
subsystems and components for the U.S. market.**

Hence, although Canada entered into the DPS2 with
the U.S. explicitly to ensure a viable defence industry, in

fact, the terms of the Agreement served to establish the
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Canadian industry as dependent upon the U.S. market, upon
U.S. weapons designs and specifications, and ultimately
upon U.S. defence policy which predicted the weapons
systems and their specifications. Moreover, without a
major systems production capability, the dependent nature
of the Canadian defence industry was assured. Without the
products, Canada could not compete in other foreign
markets.

In spite of the terms of the DPSA, Canadian
industry soon realized that it was disadvantaged in
competing for U.S. defence contracts. Without either
Canadian governmental support for research and development
projects or without access to U.S. research and development
programs, Canadian industry could not enter the bidding
competition on the ground floor. Further, in terms of
subcontracting, U.S. firms lacked knowledge of Canadian
industrial capabilities. At the same time there were
Congressional sources of opposition to the terms of the
DPSA and Canada was buying heavily in the U.S. market,
having purchased its CF-10ls and 104s and the Bomarc
missiles from the U.S. between 1959 and 1961.*"

As a solution to these problems, Canada established
the Defence Industry Production Program (DIPP} in 1959, a

program designed to underwrite the partial costs of
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production and re-tooling for firms competing for U.S.
contracts. Specifically, it provided grants for research
and development, for establishing a company as a qualified
supplier of defence production goods, for modernizing
plants and acquiring advanced production equipment, and for
market feasibility studies. In addition, Canada increased
its Department of Defence Production liaison personnel in
Washington and established new offices in 11 U.S. cities
located in defence-industrial areas. In 1960, Canada also
asked the U.S. for a guaranteed percentage of U.S. defence
production and barring that, responsibility for specified
areas of continental defence spending.

The U.S. DOD responded by issuing a Directive,
"pDefense Economic Cooperation with Canada,™ which
essentially reaffirmed the terms of the DPSA and suggested
removal of all barriers to the implementation of the
Agreement.’®* U.S. procurement in Canada increased but
Canadian industry was not satisfied. 1In June, 1963, the
Minister of National Defence, Bud Drury, met with his
counterpart in the U.S., Robert McNamara, and a verbal
agreement was reached establishing a ‘rough balance’ in
Canadian/U.S. defence trade, with Canada keeping the
accounts. At the same time, it was reconfirmed that the

U.S. would retain responsibility for producing the major
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defence systems for Canada/U.S. trade while Canada would
produce subsytems and components.®”

In December of that year, a Memorandum of
Understanding, known as the Defence Development Sharing
Program (DDSP), was drawn up between the U.S. DOD and the
Canadian Department of Defence Production. This
established the terms for joint research and development
projects. Joint Canada/U.S. funding was to be established
for Canadian firms meeting the requirements of U.S. forces,
with the U.S. to fund 25 per cent of mutunally agreed upon
R&D projects. The program also offered Canadian firms the
same access to U.S. DOD research and development
information as U.S. firms on a selective project basis.®

Again, the U.S. had made the economic concessions,
and again they were made for political reasons, to secure
Canada’s compliance with U.S. defence policy planning.'®
For Canada, the ‘rough balance’ agreement and the DDSP
contributed to the stability of the defence production
industry as they also further entrenched its dependency
upon the U.S. market, defence production specifications,
and defence policy. Hence, the Canadian defence industry
had become entangled in U.S. defence priorities.

Significantly, the setting of the terms for the

DPSA and the DDSP was not a politicized process.



207

Discussions were restricted and conducted on a personal
basis at low levels of bureaucratic structures within ad-
hoc groups and, in fact, the U.S. negotiating teams were
almost exclusively made up of military personnel. The U.S.
Ccngress, the Canadian legislature and the defence
industries on both sides of the border knew very little
about the agreements until they were announced.® Hence,
although more research is reguired to make the point
definitively, based on the information available to this
thesis it is possible to argue that the conditions for
establishing Canadian/U.S. defence industrial cooperation,
and securing a Canadian industrial interest in U.S. defence
policy-making, were put in place without a concerted
political focus in Canada of the long-term implications for
Canadian defence policy-making.

Further, the terms of the DDSP, the DPSA, and the
DIP Program, made it increasingly attractive for U.S. firms
to establish subsidiaries in Canada.** Having
subsidiaries in Canada gave the parent companies access to
strategic resources not covered by the terms of the DPSA,
secured an alternative source of supply of components and
subsystems, and helped secure a Canadian demand for the
defence syvstems produced in the U.S. In addition, through

its subsidiaries, the U.S. defence industry could, and did,
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exercise influence upon the procurement policies of both
countries. In 1959, for example, the U.S. Boeing Co.
subcontracted $5.9 million worth of work on the Bomarc
missile to Canadian firms in order to have a Canadian lobby
in Washington pressing for Congressional acceptance of the
Bomarc versus the Nike missile.®*® U.S. industry
subcontracting in Canada and lobbying through affiliate
companies were also sources of influence in Canada’s
decision to purchase new long-range patrol aircraft in the
early 1970s and new fighter aircraft in the late 1970s and
early 1980s.*

U.S. firms also found it attractive to establish
subsidiaries in Canada in order to take advantage of the
government’s funding of research and development through
its DIP Program. In fact, by the 1980s when the U.S.
funded up to 50 per cent of the costs of joint research and
developnment projects undertaken in Canada, with the
Canadian government supplying the balance, U.S. firms were
encouraged, by the U.S. DOD, to take advantage of these
arrangements.3* Hence, besides ensuring a Canadian
industrial interest in U.S. and Canadian defence policy-
making, the Canadian/U.S. defence production sharing
arrangements contributed to the establishment of a resident

U.S. industrial interest in Canadian defence policy-making.
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Procurement, and Offsets

Between 1964 and 1966, due to U.S. procurement
during the Vietnam War, Canada’s defence production sales
to the U.S. doubled, giving Canada a positive defence
production trade balance with the U.S. From 1969 to 1974,
however, U.S. procurement in Canada was cut in half with
the aerospace industry bearing the brunt of the
reductions.?*® This was the same period in which the
Trudeau government cut Canadian defence spending,
especially in the area of capital expenditures.

By the mid-1970s, the Canadian defence production
industry was in dire straits and room for improvement
seemed non-existent. An increase in domestic procurement
would help solve the problem but the Canadian military
needed replacements for its long-range patrol aircraft and
its fighter-interceptors, and since the DPSA had stipulated
that the U.S. would produce the major defence systems for
the two countries, these replacements were to be U.S.
produced. In addition, the aerospace, electronics and
communication equipment which was to support the NORAD
modernization program was also U.S. produced.

At the same time, the U.S. was exerting pressure on
Canada to redress the defence trade imbalance of the

Vietnam War years. James Schlesinger, the Secretary of



Defense, addressed the Cabinet in Ottawa in 1975 on
precisely this point.®” However, the U.S. did not view
Canada‘’s prospective purchases of major de fence systems as
necessarily contributing to the satisfaction of the terms
of the ‘rough balance’ clause in the DPSA. With its own
larger balance of payments problems, and increased
protectionism as evidenced by the Nixon shocks of 1971, the
U.S. viewed the DPSA as part of a larger trade balance.
Moreover, whereas the DPSA had previously been managed by
the civilian and military personnel of the U.S. DOD, it now
also came under the influence of the U.S. Department of
Commerce and the Treasury. With these new Departments
involved, the process of military procurement became more
politicized.?®

The shift in U.S. defence policy from massive
retaliation to flexible response, which included planning
for fighting a protracted conventional war, escalation to
limited nuclear war-fighting capability and a first-use of
nuclear weapons option, meant that there was more to the
procurement process to politicize. The new strategic
policy required a viable defence industrial base to sustain
a protracted war and to produce the diversity of defence
material required for flexible response. The defence

industry therefore had to be prepared to supply the
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military with the required peacetime materials, to produce
for stockpiling for both a conventional and a nuclear war,
and to be prepared for rapid escalation to war-time
production.®

The U.S. policy of flexible response was a
potential solution to the declining productivity of the
Canadian defence production industry and Canada reacted by
also politicizing its procurement process. To justify the
re-equipping of its forces, Trudeau’s 1975 Defence
Structure Review expressed renewed interest in Canada‘’s
roles within NATO and NORAD.** More to the point,
however, Canada decided to place new emphasis on the
economic benefits of defence cooperation with the U.S. by
attempting to manage the defence production industry for
general industrial policy purposes. Through its support
for the defence production industry, the government planned
to stimulate industrial productivity, technological
development and employment. Further, by restructuring
certain segments of the industry, the government sought to
improve Canada‘’s balance of payments generally, and to
contribute to the alleviation of regional disparities.™

The restructuring of the defence industry took
place primarily within the aerospace industry in the form

of the government’s mid 1970s purchase of Canadair Ltd. and
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De Havilland Aircraft of Canada from their foreign parents
who were considering closing the branch plants.®® The
government sold both companies in 1986 but through its
funding of both military and civilian production, and its
preferential procurement practices, it had established the
aerospace industry as something akin to a protected
industry. In 1985, a Mem