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ABSTRACT

The central purpose of the thesis is to exélain that in
Canada military procurement really maketh defence policy. The
procurement of the CP-140 Aurora Long Range Patrol.Aircraft and
-.the Leopard I Main Battle Tank--employed in the thesis as a
.case study of two particular procurement decisions--signalled
the re-emergence of NATO as Canada's first defence priority.

. The paper suggests that Pierre Trudeau was committed

to a rationalist approach to governmental decision-making in
which government goals (policies) would be clearly defined and
programs would be created to ensure that policies would be
implemented. This led to an examination of the three-way
relationship between policy, program, and procurement. The
thesis contends that only policy, Defence in the 70s, was
designed in a constraint free setting while both program and
procurement--the second and third stages of the relationship--
were largely determined by the setting within which Canadian
defence policymakers must operate. The Canadian setting in-
cludes: the omnipresent position of the United States vis-a-vis
Canada; alliance commitments (particularly NATO) and; economic
constraints.

The case study shows that these three factors which are
beyond specific Canadian military requirements determined the

procurement choices of the Trudeau government. As a result
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it is maintained that the pfocurement of the Aurora and Leopard
had the effect of ultimately changing the face of Canadian
defence policy. This, it is concluded in the thesis, is not

a situation particular £o the Trudeau government but a situa-

tion which would happen to any Canadian government.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

"A basic truth that must never be forgotten
is that military equipment really maketh
defence policy."

- Colin S. Gray

The need to replace aging military equipment creates
pfbblems-for all nation—states which maintain armed forces. One
such problem arises because continual technological changes are
making weapon systems increasingly more sophisticated and, thus
ultimately, more expenéive. Also, these rapid technological
advancements in military equipment causes newly purchased equip-
ment to become obsolete well before the end of their expected
life span. For Canada, the high costs of these weapon systems
and the fact they become obsolete so guickly ensures that
because of economic limitations Canada cannot compete in this
league. Hence, when any Canadian government decides to procure
a major piece of military equipment it should be satisfied that
the roles designed for the equipment to fulfill are viable and
enduring roles.

| The ideal scenario appropriate to major military equip-
ment acquisitions is that policymakers should initially determine
their nation-state's defence policy taking into account both

the domestic and international environments and their perceptions



of fhe state's security requirements. After this is completed
then the role of the state's armed forces should be clearly
defined in order that the military is aware of the tasks it is
expected to fulfill so that objectives prescribed by the defence
policy can be satisfied. As a result any defence program that
is formulated by the government--detailing the necessary mili-
tary equipment--should be designed in such a way as to satisfy
the defence policy priorities. This suggests a three-way
relationship between policy, program, and procurement. A
policy is de&eloped which outlines the principal objectives of
a state's defence policy. In order to fulfill these objectives
a government will creafe a program taking into account the
equipment required to do this. Laurent Dobuzinskis contends
that Pierre Trudeau was committed to this kind of rationalist
approach to governmental decision-making and, as such, Trudeau
considered it necessary "to clarify goals before deciding upon
alternative courses of action."1
It was the prime minister's desire "to define policy
objectives, to determine priorities among them, and to ensure
correspondence between government programmes and policy

objectives."2

There were two principal reasons why Trudeau
was motivated to utilize a rational decision-making approach:
first, Trudeau's own observations of how a federal policy was
created under the previous administration of Lester B. Pearson.
Problems were confronted on an ad hoc basis during the Pearson

government with the result that policy was formulated after



the fact. Trudeau was determined that his government would not
fall into a similar "trap";3 second, the burgeoning of demands
from the Canadian populace for government action resulted in
the need for increased government spending. This suggested to
Trudeau the need for more effective and coherent government
planning.4 As the prime minister stated: "[the government]
must avoid becoming Coney Island cowboys, just shooting at
targets as they appear and doing a little bit here and a little
bit there to solve the problems as they arise.“5 »

In order to avoid this situation, the prime minister
made great use of the Priorities and Planning Committee in an
effort to create government policies not in an incremental
fashion but, rather, determining what the government wanted
brought in or accomplished before problems arose. Under
Trudeau, both "policy" and "program" had fairly tight defini-
tions. The Trudeau government defined policy as:

a statement by the government of a principle

or set of principles it wishes to see followed,

in pursuit of particular objectives, which may

be stated in such a way as to suggest possible

courses of action (Program).®
If defined a program as:

a course of action or instrument to implement

a policy (or policies), sometimes involving

legislative mandates and usually, public

expenditures. A program also has objectives,

which will in general be more operational

than those of a policy.’

Yet in order to understand the defence decisions of

the Trudeau government one must take into account three factors

which both constrained and impelled Canadian policymakers.



These three facﬁors comprise the setting within which Canadian
policymakers must operate. Setting can be defined as the
boundaries in which policymakers must make their choices. The
setting determines the freedom of action, or lack of it, for
government policymakers.8 Of the three components--policy,
program, and procurement--only one, policy, was fofmulated by

" Canadian policymakers in what may be labelled a constraint

free setting. The following section will identify the three

factors that comprise the setting. These factors are rooted

both in the domestic and international environments.

The United States

The U.S. government is capable of effectively inducing
Canadian actions on defence issues largely as a result of the
community of interests that exist between the two countries.
Included within this community of interests are defence and
economic issues. In terms of defence issues geography plays
a significant role: Canada and the Unitgd States share the
North American continent which creates immense strategic
repercussions for Canada.

Lieutenant C.S. Watts acknowledges the overwhelming
consequences of Canada's close geographical location to the
United States. He suggests that Canada is secure from "every-
thing but long-range missiles, bombers, and the loss of
United States' friendship."9 The fact that Canada shares the

continent with the United States leads one to the conclusion



that the defence of Canada will be an unconscious by-product
of self-defence for the United States. Nevertheless, Washington
will not permit Canada to have a "free ride"; Canada must pay

its fair share. This is especially true since Canada is located

between the U.S. and its principal adversary, the U.S.S.R.10

Furthermore, Canada must accept, at least to a certain degree,
the role the United States designs for the Canadian Armed
Forces (CAF) to play.}l A gréup of members of the Canadian

~ Institute of International Affairs argue that this is ulti-
mately in Caﬁada's best interest:

While self-respect demands that Canadians
conduct their own defence as much as possible,
the United States will, in order to protect
herself, insist on intervening at once if
Canada is attacked or threatened, particularly
if she is not sure of Canada's strategy and
strength. Therefore, Canada's best chances

of maintaining her national existence is the
frank admission from the beginning that her
defence must be worked out in cooperation with
the United States, on the basis of a single
continental defence policy. The emphasis must
therefore be on continental effort rather than
on national effort.l2

Another important aspect of this . defence relationship
is that the two countries are members of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) and, most importantly, it would be
safe to assume that since 1949 the strategy of NATO has
consistently been American strategy:

imposed on the allies by the United States,

modified at will by the United States with

barely a modicum of consultation and accepted

by the allies, at first gratefully and lately

philosophically, as the price go be paid for

7
America's commitment to NATO
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As John Warnock stated:

I examined sixteen major decisions concerning

NATO over the years. In all cases the policy

changes were initiated by the United States

and then approved by the organization. The

other NATO allies chose to follow the leader-

ship of the United States in these issues

often when they did not approve. This is normal

in higher politics.

Because of the influence and pressure exerted by the
United States, Canadian governments are compelled to accept
American strategic doctrines with all of their consequences;
that is, military equipment and defence commitments. To
illustrate, when the Royal Canadian Air Force accepted the
task of a strike-reconnaissance role in Europe the CF-104
Starfighter had to be re-equipped to carry a payload of
nuclear weapons. This role lasted for ten years, from 1962
to 1972, at which time the Trudeau government decided to
abandon this nuclear role--the cost for Canadian taxpayers of
the decade-long task was estimated to be approximately $2 bil-
lion. Once this task was abolished the Starfighters were
adapted to fulfill a new task of providihg ground support; a
role the CF-104 was not designed to perform capably. The
decision to procure the nuclear weapons was not based solely
on the strategic thinking of National Defence officials in
Ottawa but was substantially influenced by the military
establishment in Washington.15 This appears to be the price
Canadian governments must pay in order to protect themselves

from retaliation: "There have been a sufficient number of

times when we so feared its [retaliation] possibility that



‘the threat of retaliation has conditioned government attitudes
into general timidity."16

The close relationship between the United States and
Canada is not simply a result of common defence interests but
also a result of the extensive economic partnership that. has
developed. The relationship between -the two countries has,
- furthermore, been greatly reinforced by the fact that they
share certain societal and cultural traits.17 The most sig-
nificant aspect of this close relationship is the possible
economic retaliation that the United States could impose on
Canada if any Canadian government did something in defence
issues which was completely "out of tune" with American
interests. As David Lewis commented at the 1969 New Democratic
Party convention in Winnipeg:

The facts of foreign control in Canada are stark

and threatening. The rising rate of takeovers,

the growth of foreign ownership in many of our

major industries, the imposition of foreign

laws on Canadian subsidiaries, and Canada's

increasing dependence on American markets and

practices have placed unacceptable limits on

our freedom to pursue independent policies

for the welfare of the Canadian people.l8

A second aspect of the economic relationship between
the two countries that is concerned directly with defence
questions developed with the demise of the Arrow project.
The cancellation of the Arrow led to an increasing closeness
of United States-Canada defence arrangements thus maturing a

process started years earlier. The maturation of this process

was reached in 1963 with the signing of the U.S.-Canada Defence



Prodﬁction Sharing Arranéement. The Sharing Arrangement played
a significant role in Canada's decision to purchase the Aurora
from the Lockheed Corporation of California.

Due to the close relafionship between Canada and the
United States Canadian governments have operated on the basic
premise that friendly relations with Washington must be main-
tained "because the United States could injure Canada, even
unintentionally, more easily énd extensively than any country."19
'~ The fact that relations with Washington is of prime importance
to Canadian governments is best exemplified by showing how
Pierre Trude%u handled this issue. Though Trudeau had little
personal interest in foreign affairs he insisted that relations
with the United States be classified as a "first category"
interest and he further insisted that negotiations on any
particular issue dealing with the American-Canadian relationship

20 In lieu

be handled personally by him or through his office.
of the above-discussion, it can be deduced that a fact of life
for Canadian policymakers is the overwhelming presence of the

United States.

Alliance Commitments

When NATO was formed on 4 April, 1949, it was regarded
‘as "a confession and a response"--it was "a confession of the
constitutional inability of the United Nations to achieve its
avowed main purpose of maintaining world order ...[and] a

response to the insiduous attempts of the Soviet Union to gain



the fruits of aﬁother major war by all measures short of open
war with the western Powers.“21 Soviet activities in the
United Nations' Security Council (where, from a western per—
spective, the Soviets openly abused their veto privileges)
greatly influenced western leaders to believe that the United
Nations would not be able to maintain stability in the inter-
fnational community. This assumption was reinforced in February
1948 by the communist coup d'etat in Czechoslovakia. Further-
more, by 1948, the Soviet Union controlled Eastern Europe; it
was threétening to takeover Finland and the Soviets were,
also, eyeing Greece and Italy. Thus the fear of an aggressive
and expansionist-minded U.S.S.R. was-very real.in the minds of

western policymakers.22

This fear of communist expansionism
also engulfed Ottawa. As Louis St. Laurent said "totalitarian
Communist aggression coﬁstitutes a direct and immediate threat
to every democratic country, including Canada."23 However,
Canadian membership in NATO served another useful purpose. It
involved Canada in a multilateral alliance rather than simply
a bilateral arrangement with the United States in which Canada
would be totally dominated.24 As one Canadian official stated
"with fifteen people in the bed you are less likely to be

25

raped." In addition, the North Atlantic alliance would bring

together the two centres of Canada's past external interests,

the United States and Britain.26

Yet, membership in NATO
creates constraints on any Canadian government's freedom of

action in defence matters:



10

For Canada, therefore, principles of strategic

doctrine, main roles for armed forces, and

general weapons requirements are set within.

the ... alliance context by consultation and

negotiation. Canadian perspectives, interests,

priorities, and capabilities are filtered

through the prisms of other alliance members

perspectives, interests, priorities, and

capabilities.27

The pressures on Canadian policymakers that emanate

“from alliance membership comes from the fact that a small power

joins an alliance largely as a result of fear from an external
threat. Alliances are created when an external threat has
been identified by a number of states. It is an external
threat that causes nation-states to join forces rather than
their national strength or weakness.28 Therefore, a secondary
power is likely to align with a group of states for security
reasons yet it must pay a high cost "where the quest for pro-
tection and insurance is successful a price must normally be
paid in terms of sacrifice of autonomy in the control of
natural resources and loss of freedom of political manoeuvre

and choice."29

Hence political initiatives of a small
alliance member must be forfeited in favour of group goals.
These group goals are determined primarily by the dominant
nations because of their ability to ensure the security of
the others.

As a result of accepting group goals, a junior partner
forsakes much of its ability to determine its own defence

questions according to its own particular security needs.

Beyond the dominance acquired through the control of security,
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the dominant members of the alliance can quite often ensure
that their allies will conform to their desires through

30 The dominant

coercion (rarely, if ever, physical coercion).
members are able to induce subtly the junior members to "go
along." Economic coercion is a likely method since, beyond
the threa£ of an external force, the most sensible justifica-
tion for a small state to join a military alliance is the
potential for economic benefits that will accrue from member-
ship. ©Small states are especially vulnerable to economic
coercion because of their "high degree of reliance on foreign
markets and on foreign sources of supply" thus making it

31 There is

"particularly vulnerable to economic pressures."
another fact of life for the junior members of an alliance.
These members quite often only want to or are only capable

of providing a marginal amount of their nation-state's re-
sources for national defence which quite naturally causes a
decline in the capabilities of their armed forces and "a
growing obsolescence of equipment." Yet they must accept the
fact that the dominant members in the alliance will only be
obliging to them in terms of the economic benefits of alliance
membership if the junior member provides the alliance with
substantial military resources.32 As a result of the above

discussion defence decisions arrived at by Canadian policy-

makers must be influenced by Canada's membership in NATO.
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‘"The Economic Factor

It is extremely difficult and costly--in fdct, it is
nearly impossible--for a small state to provide through its
own efforts an able and modern military establishment via a
domestic defence industry. The day of reckoning for the.
Canadian government occurred over thé production in Canada of
‘ihe CF-105 Arrow jet aircraft, the proposed successor to the
obsolete CF-100. The story of the Arrow provides an excellent
illustration of the difficulties of Canadian defence produc-
tion for Canadian defence requirements.

The Canadian government initially provided money in
May 1953 to finance design studies for the replacement; in
December of the same Year the Canadian government authorized
the allocation of funds for the research and development of
two prototype airframes.33 It was the government's hope that
the Arrow would be ready by 1958 for use by the CAF at an
expected cost per aircraft of betweeh $1.5 million and $2 mil-
lion. It was the government's original plan that of the four
elements that go into aircraft production: airframe, engine,
fire control system, and weapon, that only the airframe would
be solely developed in Canada. However, by 1957 three of the
four components were being designed and developed in Canada
ana the fourth--the fire control system--was being designed
in the United States yet it was being financed by Canadian

34

funds. It was at this time that oppésition parties and even

some government members began to question the viability of
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the'Arrow program becausé of its increasing cost and the
assumption that at the Arrow's completion it would be inef-
fective in the rapidly changing strategic situation in the
international arena.

When the Progressive Conservative government of John
Diefenbaker came to power in June 1957 it was faced with a
major decision: "to produce or discontinue the development

of the CF-105 Arrow jet aircraft."35

In an attempt to keep the
. project alive the Diefenbaker government made an effort to
‘secure contracts for the procurement of the Arrow from both
Great Britaiﬁ and the United States. However, both of these
countries showed little or no interest in such a purchase.
Therefore, due to rising costs, fear of obsolescence, and the
failure of securing contracts the prime minister in February
1958 announced to the House of Commons that his government was
concluding all contracts pertaining to the development and
production of the Arrow. Canada "could no longer pay the price
which advancing technology exacted to remain a producer of

36

the more sophisticated military equipment."

David Vital in The Inequality of States identifies

four components of defence production which clarify how
difficult it is for a state--other than a superpower--to
maintain a viable domestic defence industry:

(i) the rising prime cost and technical com~-
plexity of high-grade weapons systems;

(ii) the rising absolute and proportionate
cost of research and development;
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(iii) the rising optimum scale of production
of modern weapons; and

(iv) the high element of risk and uncertainty
that attaches to the process of design,
production, and employment as a whole.37

Thus, for a minor state "a wholly or even predominantly autono-
mous supply of weapons ... [is] out of the question."38

"Canada, like most states in the international arena,
does not have unlimited funds for the satisfaction of defence
requirements and the procurement of military equipment. There
are pressures emanating from various sectors in society for
~government spending; most of these are represented at the bur-
eaucratic level in the federal government by departments
(i.e., on behalf of domestic constituencies). Hence, the
Department of National Defence (DND) must compete with other
departments for the allocation of monies. Yet DND will find
itself in a difficult position in times of peace. As a
result Canadian defence needs must be tempered by economic
boundaries.

Hugh Macdonald characterizes this as the government's
budgetary requirements. Macdonald explains:

For any particular procurement programme, such

a requirement will specify ... a monetary upper

limit, a set of cash flow restraints, and a set

of demands relating to numbers, ancillary

equipment, training, munitions3 infra-structure

costs, and taxes and premiums.
In addition, the Trudeau government hoped to lessen the costs

of these purchases by insisting that contract holders provide

Canada with industrial benefits. Industrial benefits are
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‘different than budgetary requirements:

benefit requirements are predicated upon the
offshore flows of procurement funds, rather
than their magnitude; and benefit objectives
are being consciously ... related to such
other policies as stimulating research and
development, seeking advanced technology
transfers, developing a broad based industrial
strategy, and using government capital pro-
curement as an instrument of macro-economic
management in export development, regional
development, location of industry, and other
policies.40

The importance of the economic factor in procurement
decisions pertains to: the monies available-for equipment;
i%s influence as a shaper of the type of equipment acquired;
and, as a partial determinant of where the equipment will be

purchased.

Policy, Program, and Procurement - The Canadian Situation

When Pierre Trudeau became prime minister in 1968 he
wished to see a re-adjustment in the focus of Canadian defence
policy. Consequently, he initiated é defence policy debate
that lasted two years. The culmination of the debate occurred
with the government's publication of its defence White Paper.

Defence in the 70s served as the declared defence policy of

the Trudeau government throughout its years in power. The
document relfected the "from the inside out" analysis of
defence issues by government policymakers which provided the

White Paper with a very nationalistic tone.4l Defence in the

70s changed the focus of concern of the CAF from primarily

military roles to a new concentration on quasi-military and
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non4ﬁilitary tasks. This change was principally the result

of Trudeau's negative attitude regarding the value of the

military establishment in general and of NATO in particular.42

In April 1969 the prime minister stated:

We feel that Europe, 20 years after the establish-
ment of NATO, can defend itself better, and we
hope that NATO's European member countries, with
the support of the United States and Canada can
reach some agreement with the Warsaw Pact countries
to de-escalate the present tension. For our part,
we are not advocating a reduction of NATO's
military strength, although we hope that this

may become possible, but a readiustment of
commitments among NATO members. 3

Compére this with the intent of earlier Canadian policy-
makers to embody Canadian defence policy in collective defence
measures. The 1964 defence White Paper mirrored this desire:

(i) Collective Measures for maintenance of peace

and security as embodied in the Charter of
the United Nations, including the search for

balanced and controlled disarmament;

(ii) Collective Defence as embodied in the North
Atlantic Treaty;

(iii) Partnership with the United States in the
defence of North America;

(iv) National Measures to discharge responsi-
bility for the security and protection of
Canada .44
A second factor that caused the realignment of Canadian
defence policy was the increasing economic pressure on the
government dictated by the Canadian public's desire for improved
social policies. Other government departments were deemed of

more importance than National Defence by the Trudeau govern-

ment and, therefore, received a greater share of the total
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budget.45

These two internal factors--Trudeau's anti-
military predilections and National Defence's losing battle
in the competition over the allocation of resources--deter-

mined, to a great extent, the shape of Defence in the 70s.

Any future government defence program and procurement choices
should ha?e emphasized the government's first defence priority:
the surveillance of our own territory and coastline, i.e., the
protection of our sovereignty.

In the four ensuing years DND was viewed with declin-
ing interest by the Trudeau government. In fact one observer
maintained that a substantial amount of tokenism came to rule

Canada's defence policy in this period.46

An atmosphere of
financial crisis hung heavily over DND and CAF. As a result
the CAF found it increasingly difficult to competently under-
take the tasks designated for it to fulfill. 7
Nevertheless, a day of reckoning occurred for the
Trudeau government. Canada's two major allies--the United
States and the European members of NATO--began to persuade
Canada to upgrade its contribution to NA&O as a measure of
response to the Soviet Union's military build-up in Eastern
Europe. The Canadian government succombed to this pressure.
In late 1975 the Canadian government announced a
$8.5 billion modernization program to re-equip the CAF. This
decision followed closely on the heels of the 1974 Defence
Structure Review. This review was established to determine

a basis on which future defence procurement plans could be

ks o o - P TrE



18

‘created. It did not question the basic priorities established
in the 1971 White Paper. However, unlike policy the program
had not been developed in a constraint free setting. |
While the decision to procure a replacement for the
Argﬁs fleet came from a policy determination, the aircraft
chosen as the replacement--the CP-140 Aurora--was hot.primarily
“equipped to fulfill the 1971 defence priorities. R.B. Byers
contends that: "While the role of the Aurora will be multi-
varied, its primary tasks seem to be that of ASW anti-submarine
warfare within the NATO c0ntext."47 The reason for this
situation was the pressure exerted on the Canadian government
by the U.S. government. The U.S. wahted Canada to maintain
a viable ASW capability and, furthermore, Washington wanted
to redress the imbalance that existed in the U.S.-Canada
Defence Production Sharing Arrangement. The procurement of
the Aurora from the Lockheed Corporation by the Canadian
government satisfied these two U.S. objectives. The other
factor that shaped the Trudeau government's decision was
its desire to achieve substantial industrial benefits from
the purchase of the Argus replacement.
The procurement of a main battle tank in 1976 by the
Trudeau government did not emanate from a policy decision.

Defence in the 70s questionned Canada's participation in the

armour role within the NATO formation and, in fact, the White
Paper called for a reconfiguration of Canada's land forces.

The decision to procure a main battle tank came from a
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program determination. Though the 1975 defence program
~-placated Canada's NATO allies regarding Ottawa's commitment
to the alliance, Canada had to provide concrete evidence of
this recommitment if the government expected to formalize

an economic relationship With the European Economic Community.
This evidence was provided by the procurement of 128 Leopard
I main battle tanks from Krauss-Maffei of West Germany. In-
dustrial benefits only played a minor role in determining the
~Canadian policymakers} decision. Like the Aurora, the Leopard
QI will be deployed within the context of the North Atlantic
alliance: "fhe Leopard will replace the Centurion and will
enable Canada to make some contribution to the NATO land

contingent in Europe."48

Purpose and Argument

Thus the central purpose of this thesis is to show
that the Trudeau government's decisions to procure the CP-140
and the Leopard I ultimately, by the end of the 1970s, changed
the face of Canadian defence policy. Huéh Macdonald states
that equipment defines policy because "equipment procurement...
leads to a specific defence structure which more or less

49

determines military options and policy options." In addi-

tion, defence policy is the result of three components:

>0 Declarations will

declarations, capabilities, and actions.
be of little relevance if a nation-state's armed forces has

capabilities and actions (determined by the equipment on
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hand) diametrically opposed to the declared policy. This
appears to be the case on an examination of both the Aurora

and Leopard I. The procurement of the Aurora and the Leopard
suggest a recommitment to NATO by the Trudeau government and

é decline in the importance of the sovereignty role for the CAF.
For example, the decision to procure the Aurora as a replace-
ment for the Argus maritime patrol aircraft was sensible and
appropriate if the government seriously hoped to adeqﬁately
fulfill the sovereignty role. However, the Aurora will be
equipped to suit the role outlined by NATO for Canada to

carry out: ASW. This situation evolved because while policy
was designed in a constraint free setting both program and
procurement--the second and third stages of the three way
relationship--were largely shaped by the setting. This changed
the face of Canadian defence policy by the end of the decéde.
As Colin Gray states "to misquote Napoleon, pclitics (and

economics) is to military matters as three to one."51

Method and Data

The author will employ an analytical case study
approach to substantiate the argument that, by the end of
the 1970s, procurement decisions of the Trudeau government
changed the face of Canadian defence policy. The two pro-
curement decisions employed in this study will be the CP-140
Aurora long-range patrol aircraft and the Leopard I main
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Three ﬁain sources were used in this study: primary,
secondary, and interviews. Primary sources, including news-
papers, relevant White Papers, House of Commons Debates,
Standing Committee on External Affairs and National Defence
proceedings, and Statements and Speeches, were useful in that
they outlined the official government position and.helped to
“identify the factors that influenced the procurement decisions.

Anyone writing on any aspect of Canadian defence
policy must be grateful to Colin S. Gray and Roddick B. Byers
who are not only prolific but perceptive authors writing on
Canadian defence issues. These two writers, along with others,
provided much-needed background infofmation.

Interviews were valuable bedause they helped to sub-
stantiate much of the information gathered from newspaper
articles. The interviews included a joint interview with
two desk level officiels in the Department of External
Affairs, and interviews with officials from the Department
of National Defence and Supply and Services in both the
Aurora and Leopard Project Offices. The.interviews were
unstructured in that questions were asked of the officials
but they were free to discuss any issues they believed were

important.
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CHAPTER II

THE DECLINE OF THE CAF

This chapter has a two-fold purpose. First, it explains

the official defence policy of the Trudeau government, as

espoused in Defence in the 70s--the administration's White

Paper on defence. Second, the chapter provides a discussion
of how Pierre Trudeau and a number of his cabinet ministers
viewed Nationél Defence as a secondary ministfy which was
reflected by the budgetary restraints placed on National
Defence. This ultimately had the effect of weakening the
operational capabilities of the Canadian Forces. This survey
of the decline in importance of National Defence between 1968
and 1974 sets the stage for the discussion--provided in subse-
quent chapters--of the change in status of DND that took place

in 1975 and why it occurred.

The Official Government Position

In 1971, the Trudeau government published Defence in

the 70s. A White Paper has a number of functions which can
raﬂge from clearly establishing what government policy is to
serving a public relations or educational role.l A defence
White Paper can "serve as an official government statement of
defence objectives" thus providing the armed forces with a

setting in which it can fulfill it prescribed duties, it

25
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provides an analysis of a government's perception of the state
of both the international arena and the home front; it estab-

lishes the equipment requirements of the military if it is to

carry out its roles and; it, too, can serve a public relations
énd educational function.2

Tﬁis section will contain a discussion of the official
position of the Trudeau government with regards to defence
policy as explicated through the use of government doéuments,
such as White Papers, and statements of pertinent government
policymakers. This examination, in addition to exposing the
~government's official position, provides background for the
forthcoming discussion on the decline of the CAF. Perhaps,
more importantly, it sets the stage for an analysis, in later
chapters, about the implications and consequences of Canada's
procurement of the Aurora and Leopard I.

Pierre Trudeau in 1969 laid out what wnuld be entailed
in his government's White Paper despite the fact that the
document's publication was two years away. In a statement to
the press in April, 1969, the prime minigter "rejected any
suggestion that Canada assume a non-aligned or neutral role
in world affairs."3 Nevertheless, one week later he dis-
cussed the changing requirements of Canadian defence policy
as the world journeyed into the 1970s. He stated: We're
beginning to realize that we're not a one-ocean country, not

an Atlantic country, not even a two-ocean country, an

+

. e .
tlantic and a Pacific. We're a —-pCcean coun ry

nrxee—oCean CouUnctry.
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irudeéu continued, "we're beginning to realize that in

the Arctic Canadian interests are very great and that there

are not only ice and barren lands up there but that there is

0oil and there are minerals and there is untold wealth."5
Finally, he maintained that NATO must not continue to be our
central defence priority and that Canadian defence.policy

"should have as its first priority "the protection of Canada's
sovereignty."6

Trudeau appeared to be more concerned about the threats

to Canadian independence and sovereignty from below the 49th |
parallel than from the Eastérn bloc.7 He expressed his con-
cern to a gathering of Queen's Univefsity students when he
talked to them of the civil disorder that could spread into
Canada.8 Trudeau said he was "less worried about what will
happen over the Berlin Wall than about what might happen in
Chicago or in some of cur own great cities."9 However, he did
not feel that Canada had no place in collective organizations.
As he said to an audience of University of Manitoba students:
"I think most of the informed Canadians i have discussed with,

nl0

move in some form of collective security. Yet he claimed

he was committed to withdrawing "a lot of our forces" from

Europe.ll

When the White Paper was eventually published in 1971,
it incorporated the views expounded by Trudeau in the previous

two years. The priorities laid down were:
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(1ii) +the defence of North America in co-
operation with U.S. forces;

(iii) the fulfillment of such NATO commitments
as may be agreed upon; and

(iv) the performance of such international

peacekeeping roles as we may from time

to time assume.l2
This new statement represented a major change from the priori-
ties that Canadian governments had followed in the 1950s and
1960s which stressed Canada's hembership in collective arrange-
‘ments. The 1964 defence White Paper made this clear: "the
bbjectives .;Z are to preserve the peace by supporting collec-
tive defence measures to deter military aggression; to support
Canadian foreign policy, including that arising out of our
Wl

participation in the international organizations...

Defence in the 70s continued throughout Trudeau's

years in power to be his government's authoritative document on
defence policy.14 Canadian defence minister James Richardson,
speaking in January, 1975 at the 38th Annual Conference of
Defence Associations said that the roles of the Canadian
military were the same as those "first sét out in the White
Paper._"15 Eleven months later in a speech in the House of
Commons Richardson stated that:

The Government has confirmed the four priority
roles of the Department of National Defence,

which are: first of all, a commitment to the
defence, security and sovereignty of Canada:;
secondly, a commitment to the defence of North
America; thirdly, a commitment to collective
security within the NATO alliance; and, fourthly,
a commitment to our country's unique and imggrtant

3 T AN LR AP S U S N S
centribution to international peacekeeping.
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These priorities reflect the perceptions of Canadian
policymakers about the state of the international system.
Their belief was that in the world no immediate threat existed
for Canada except for the possibility of "a catastrophic war

between the superpowers.“l7

In fact, the government basically
assumed that the world was a relatively benign and stable
system. Furthermore, the White Paper acknowledged that Canada
had very few worldwide interests.18 The new White Paéer was
an attempt to look at Canadian defence policy "from the inside

out"19 and to make defence policy "the servant of foreign

policy.“20
The White Paper gave the Canadian Armed Forces three
roles: military, quasi—miiitary, and non—military.21 For
the armed forces a military role entails the principle that
the use of force, in either NATO or NORAD, "constitutes the
primary purpose of the force." To fulfill a gquasi-military
task the military may be expected to use the application of
force. Yet this is not usually the case.(for example, such
tasks would include "surveillance and control, internal
security, and peace observation"). Finally, in non-military
roles the application of force is unnecessary and, in fact,
such tasks can be accomplished just as competently by non-

military organizations or agencies.

The four priorities listed in Defence in the 70s con-

firmed that the new focus of Canada's defence policy would be

domestic and, as a result, the Trudeau government was more
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concerned to see the CAF fulfill quasi-military and non-

military tasks.23

Thus, the CAF would have the job .of pro-
tecting Canada's sovereignty by intensifying efforts to detect
and investigate foreign intrusions in Canadian waters, airspace,
and land space.24 In addition, the forces would be asked to
assist "development in the civil sector, particulafly-in remote

fregions"zs because the forces have the skills and resources
which "provide Canada with a resource which may be used to
carry out essentially non-military projects of high priority

and importance to national development."26

Furthermore, the
White Paper contended that Canada's military must be "able to
cope effectively with any future resoft to disruption, intimi-
dation and violence as weapons of poiitical action" (the
Quebec crisis of October 1970, for example).27 This situation
led J.L. Granatstein to suggest that the CAF would become
little more than a "glnrified gendarmerie nationale.“28 As a
result of the roles designed for the CAF to carry out the
equipment needed to fulfill these tasks required the "main-
tenance of a relatively balanced, generai—purpose force,"
whereas, if NATO had remained as the first priority there
would be the need for more-specialized equipment.29
Before the White Paper was published, defence minister
Donald Macdonald, discussed the equipment requirements of the
CAF: "... we're currently on a plateau insofar as military

equipment acquisition is concerned, but within a year or so

we're going to have to either wind up some of the major
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obligations, or acquire fresh equipment." He added,

"... if we decide that we are going to build up this sur-

veillance capability, over land and over sea, then we're
-talking about the acquisition of some expensive equipment."3l'

Defence in the 70s made a number of comments regarding the type

of equipment the CAF required.

The White Paper was concerned with both the shape of
the armed forces and, more specifically, the future of the
Centurion tank:

The Government has decided that the land force
should be reconfigured to give it the high
degree of mobility needed for tactical re-
connaissance missions in a Central Region
reserve role. The Centurion medium tank will
be retired, since this vehicle is not com-
patible with Canada-based forces and does not
possess adequate mobility. In its place a
light, tracked, direct-fire support vehicle
will be acquired as one of the main items

of equipment. This vehicle which is air
portable, will be introduced later into combat
~groups in Canada. The result will be enhanced
compatibility of Canadian and European based
forces, and a lighter more mobile land force
capable of a wide range of missions.

In addition, the White Paper downplayed the most important role
Canada carried out in the NATO formation:

Although an anti-submarine warfare (ASW)
capability will be maintained as part of the
general purpose forces, the present degree
of emphasis on anti-submarine warfare
directed against submarine-launched ball-
istic missiles (SLBMs) will be reduced in
favour of other maritime roles. It is
therefore sensible to design a general
purpose capability for Canada's maritime
forces. This policy will take a long time
to implement fully because of the life of
current equipment, but it will govern both
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the acquisition of new equipment for the
maritime forces, and where applicableé
modifications to existing equipment.3

Defence in the 70s was designed by Canadian government

policymakers to provide a framework in which specific Canadian
interests could be satisfied. The White Paper was highly
nationalis£ in tone: the emphasis on the North, national develop-
ment, and the protection of éanada all underscore this. Yet

it should be acknowledged that Canada's decision to maintain
forces in Europe, though at a greatly reduced rate, helped to
alleviate the concern of Canada's allies. Nevertheless, Defence

in the 70s can be characterized as a document that put Canadian

concerns above those of Canada-in-alliance.

One must wonder then why the Aurora and Leopard were
purchased at a time when government officials were reaffirming
the 1971 defence priorities. Both of these pieces of equipment
were designed to fulfill certain military tasks--tasks deemed
important by external factors--that were given little considera-
tion in the White Paper. This inability to operationalize
stated government priorities signifies Cénada‘s lack of

freedom of action in defence matters due to external contraints.

The "Voice" of Government

The reduction in the military tasks of the Canadian
forces substantially reflected the personal beliefs of Prime

Minister Trudeau who felt that the Western world had little to
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roles of the CAF should be more closely oriented to the domestic
environment. 1In addition, increasing levels of foreign aid were
perceived as a more productive method of solidifying worid
stability rather than extensive support of a military organiza-
tion kNATO) constructed to combat a military threat that Trudeau
no longer felt existed. These anti-military feelings of Trudeau's
~Wwere echoed by several of his cabinet ministers. Thié dis-
interest in "things military" was reflected by the rapid turn-
over of defence ministers during the Trudeau administration.
Fipally, the decline of the armed forces Was a result of the
competition among government departments for the alloca-
tion of resources. In a period of budgetary réstraint, social
policies were deemed of more relevance than maintaining a
viable Canadian military establishment: between 1968 and 1975

DND became a second-level ministry.

Pierre Trudeau

Pierre Trudeau was born into a generation quite dif-
ferent from any that had provided Canada with its previous

3 With his rejection of service in the armed

leaders.
forces during World War II--like many of his francophone
brothers--Trudeau developed no personal experience with the

military.35

This, it could be argued, negatively tinted his
future vision of the importance of the military. Allan
McKinnon, Progressive Conservative member of Parliament for

Victoria, quoted Trudeau in the House of Commons: "I would
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liké to have generals looking at our whole military machine
and saying You know this is not really important today.“36
To the prime minister the major tasks that faced his new
administration in 1968 were the problems that existed within
Canada. As Harold Von Riekhoff suggests, Trudeau, despite
his world travels as a young man, never seemed to develop a
strong appetite for international affairs; "his interests
were more cultural and anthi:opological.“37

The first evidence of Trudeau's questionning of Canada's
participation in military organizations appeared during the
1968 election campaign. Trudeau stated during a session with
the media on 29 July 1968: "We weren't contemplating pulling
out of NATO politically or economically or socially; but our
military involvement in it was still under consideration.“38
Approximately a year later, Trudeau was continuing his analysis
of Canada's membership in NATO. This time he commented on
the damaging repercussions of Canada's alignment in the North
Atlantic alliance. During a speech in Calgary on 12 April 1969,
the prime minister stated that he felt Canadian foreign policy
was being solely determined by our defence policy:

NATO had in reality determined all of our de-

fence policy. We had no defence policy, so to

speak, except that of NATO. And our defence

policy had determined all of our foreign policy.

And we have no foreign policy of any importance

except that which flowed from NATO. And this is

a false perspective for any country. It is a

false perspective to have a military alliance

determine your foreign policy. It should be

your foreign policy which determines your
military.3
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In addition, Canada's membership in the North Atlantic
alliance was further called into question by Trudeau because
of his lack of belief in the utility of maintaining two opposing
military blocs: NATO and the Warsaw Pact. He based his views
on the notion that "There has been a perceptible detente in
East-West relations."40 For the prime minister if there was
a need for NATO the situation in the late 1960s was far dif-
ferent than that which existed at the time of NATO's creation;
i.e., the Europeans no longer required the assistance of Canada's
defence contributions.41 Trudeau said:

Perhaps the major development affecting NATO in

Europe since the Organization was founded is the

magnificent recovery of the economic strength of

Western Europe. There has been a very great

change in the ability of European countries them-

selves to provide necessary conventional defence

forces and43rmaments to be deployed by the alliance

in Europe.

The prime minister believed that Canada's efforts in
assisting the maintenance of world stability could be accomp-
lished through a substantial reduction in Canadian defence
expenditures with the savings from this being transferred to
foreign aid thus increasing our contribution in this area.

In terms of military equipment for the CAF it was the belief
of one commentator that the "no tanks" edicts of the Trudeau
~government in 1973 and 1974 came directly from the Prime
Minister's office. It was his contention that part of the

reason for these edicts was that Trudeau considered tanks

offensive weapons and therefore they should not be part of



36

.the éanadian arsenal.43 Further evidence that Pierre Trudeau
negatively viewed the usefulness, particularly of the military .
establishment in Canada and of anythings military, in general,
is provided by his government's reaction to the Czechoslovakia

¢risis. This will be discussed below.

The Trudeau Cabinet

Three factors are important in assessing the opinions
of the Trudeau cabinet towards the relevance of the CAF to the
maintenance of peace. First, Colin Gray argues that cabinet
ministers tend to believe that the majority of Canadians are
not interested in defence policy.44 ‘Second, it is extremely
difficult for the cabinet ministers to believe that Canada is
in danger from an external military threat which Canada could
defend against on its own. Finally, any military alliance
that Canada belongs tc is in no greater danger if Canada with-
draws its military contribution.45

Cabinet ministers' feelings about DND can be best seen
from statements made, during the defence‘review debate which

preceded the publication of Defence in the 70s. The most

outspoken ministers were Eric Kierans, Leo Cadieux, Mitchell
Sharp and Donald Macdonald.

The most critical opponent of National Defence was
Postmaster General Eric Kierans. Some of Kieran's comments
mirrored the opinions of his leader. In January, 1969, at

a meeting of th

n the Nan
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Kierans prefaced his comments on NATO with these remarks:

Of all the nations in the world, Canada possesses
the most freedom to make new choices and enter
upon new directions...We have no enemies and we
are not as determined by the choices, ideologies
and past as others.46

He continued by saying that:

We are living in a different world. Nuclear
capability and Apollo 8 have both shown how
small this earth really is.... Our political
attitudes and institutions have to be examined
and criticized in the glare of naked nuclear
power. NATO is one such institution.47

-He had this comment on NATO:

NATO may or may not have been the appropriate
answer to a particular threat in 1948. As a
continuing institution, it is something

else again. Instead of a genuine deterrent
against a genuine threat, it has become [a]
self-justifying deterrent against a non-existent
military threat. NATO's existence guarantees
that of the Warsaw Pact, each needs the exist-
ence of the other to justify its own existence. 48

Kierans had other visions for Canada: "I'd like to think that
the future image of our country will be based more on foreign

49

aid, less on defence." Thus it was imperative that Canada

make a shift "from tanks and planes to school buses'and scholar-

ship."50

Furthermore, during the defence review debate Kierans,
along with Donald Macdonald and James Richardson, with the
assistance of John Holmes, Director of the Canadian Institute
of International Affairs, arranged a conference in Toronto

in May of 1969. The goal of the conference was to "bolster

the case for cabinet advocates of [Canada's] withdrawal from

"NATO or of a reduced rate."51
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Defence ministér Leo Cadieux and Secretary of State
for External Affairs Mitchell Sharp Were the two strongest
advocates in the federal cabinet for Canada retaining its
membership in NATO. In December, 1968, Cadieux emphasized
the significance of NATO to Canada:

The major threat to the security of Canada and
the Canadian people comes from the prospect
of an intercontinental nuclear exchange arising
out of a conflict of interest or of ideology
between the super-powers. The forum where
super-power interests most closely impinge on
each other is Europe, hence Europe is the

a geographical region where Canada's security
is most in jeopardy. Thus, Canada's security
is very closely interlocked with the security
of Europe.>2

In addition, because Canada was geographically vulnerable,
Cadieux felt it was necessary that Canada maintain a high
military posture. To him Canada's first defence priority was

"to contribute directly to the security of Canada."53

Even
before the»Soviet Union invaded Czechoslovakia, Cadieux was
stressing the necessity of retainingba collective security
approach because "in spite of the current feeling that there
. is a detente, a lessening of the danger of a confrontation
with the Eastern countries, the threat is very real."54

For his part, Sharp contended that he had never heard
a reasonable argument for Canada's withdrawal from the military
organization; secondly, NATO provided a forum in which Canada
could endeavour to influence American policy; and finally,
Europe remained as the area with the gfeatest potential to
55

burst out into a major armed conflict. As a result, "in
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.termé of priority, Europe and developments there must continue
to have a major claim on our energy and attention for some
time to come."56

It was clear with the decision to reduce Canadian
forces in Europe by half instead of the complete withdrawal
that some had advocated that Cadieux had partial éuccess in
" the battle he waged. Though it is difficult to substantiate
it has been contended by one observer that the price Cadieux
had to pay for this compromise was the freezing of DND's
budget until the Fiscal Year 1972-73 despite the increase in
costs that the department might experience.57 Nevertheless,
the reduction in Canada's NATO forceé provides evidence of
the decline of the military roles désigned for the CAF. The
declining stature of National Defence continued into the
1970s.

National Deferce was a lower priority government
department during the Trudeau years as indicated by the rapid
turnover of defence ministers and by the type of men who held
the position. When James Richardson was.appointed as defence
minister he was the seventh man (including three acting
ministers) to hold this office during the Trudeau administra-
tion. The others included Leo Cadieux, Charles Drury, Donald
Macdonald, Edgar Benson, Jean-Eudes Dube, and Drury again.58
Of these men Cadieux was the staunchest defender of DND; if
one was to create a hierarchy ranking these defence ministers
according to their support for DND, Richardson would be second

from the top.
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Donald Macdonald.was characterized by the media as a
"dove" in the first Trudeau cabinet~--where he was Minister
without portfolio--because of his efforts to convince his
colleagues of the need to(withdraw, or at least reduce, the-
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number of Canadian troops assigned to NATO. In fact,

Macdonald had little, or no desire, to become Minister of
National Defence.60 When he did become Minister he wanted

the CAF to allocate most of its time and resources to community
.work projects and assisting civilian agencies in times of
‘emergency orl'crisis.6l For Edgar Benson, who became defence
minister in danuary, 1972, the portfolio was merely a "rest
station" during his journey leading to the acquisition of a
"non-political plum" as his reward for sacrifices and services
while in the duty of the Liberal Party. The "plum" Benson
received was the chairmanship of the Canadian Transport
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Commission in September, 1972. Treasury Board President

Drury filled in for the rest of the year in DND. Thus, for
the year 1972, DND, in all practical terms, lacked effective
ministerial leadership.63
James Richardson came to the department from the
Department of Supply and Services with the belief that "military
personnel should be used for civilian purposes."64 Never-
theless, Richardson made the best of his fate and struggled
diligently to convince his fellow cabinet ministers of the

relevance of his department. However, as one cabinet insider

commented, Richardson was fighting a los

g battle: "It isn't
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easy'for him. No one will help him in Cabinet. They have no
time for the armed forces and only Trudeau can help. But
will he?"65
The men who were defence ministers were largely

uninitiated in military procedures and largely ignorant of
defence issues. Only when Barney Danson was appointed to the
portfolio was a man in the éosition because he wanted to be.
As General J.A. Dextraze confided, "I don't have to draw him

66

[Danson] pictures on the wall" which suggests he had to

for the others. The overall mood of the Trudeau cabinets
regarding both the issue of the Canadian forces and the DND
was perhaps best summed up by the Progressive Conservative
defence critic, Argus Maclean:

It is obvious that the problem ... of the

Minister in the matter of defence is that

Canadians are ruled, and presumably the

Minister is overruled, by a government

dominated by men whose understanding of

the heavy responsibility in this matter is as
shallow as the cliche "make love not war."67

The Czech Crisis of 1968

The Soviet Union, along with other Warsaw Pact members,
invaded the Dubcek-led regime in Czechoslovakia in 1968 in an
effort to arrest both the liberal reforms introduced by
Dubcek and the loosening of the Communist Party's grip on
power. As a result of this event the United States' Secretary
of State Dean Rusk sent a note to Canadian Secretary of State

for External Affairs, Mitchell Sharp suggesting that Canada
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agree to "a firm response from the NATO allies to the invasion

of Czechoslovakia."68

On 16 November 1968, the North Atlantic
Council issued a communique which emphasized "the violability
of the principle ... that all nations are independent and

that consequently any intervention by one state in the affairs

w69 qpe communique also included the

of another is unlawful.
‘message that the Soviet Union's actions in Czechoslovakia had
drastically set back the progresé of detente. Despite this
strongly-worded rebuke and the earlier suggestion of Dean
Rusk Pierre Trudeau had Mitchell Sharp deliver a message to
the other NATO ministers expfessing his belief‘that it was
imperative that the allies not "over—feact to Soviet actions

n70 Furthermore, before the Council issued

in Czechoslovakia.
the communique Canada joined with Denmark, Belgium, and France
in their opposition to the communique. This led to these
countries being characterized as the alliance "doves."71
Two days after the NATO commﬁnique was made public
Trudeau gave his view on his government's perception of the
rationale behind the Soviet action. The érime minister viewed
the invasion as a Soviet method of keeping their own house
in order and not as an aggressive action directed at the West.
He told the House of Commons that "it was essential that NATO
should seek, and should be seen seeking, all reasonable

opportunities to resume the dialogue with the Soviet Union

and thus to promote in due course progress toward the peace-
!!72

< 3 U o DA m1 _ -
f the issues facing Europe. The only
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dissenting voice in the Canadian cabinet was Cadieux who said:
"The Czechoslovakia affair has demonstrated to all of us the
importance of a collective approach to defence problems."73
The Canadian reaction to the Czechoslovakian crisis, it could
be argued, was indicative.of the Trudeau government's benign--
some might term it rose-coloured--view of the Soviet Union's
intentions. Such a view, it could be further argued, con-

tributed to the decline in importance of the CAF during this

~period.7

The Federal Cabinet's Budgetary Priorities

In his book, Components of Defense Policy, Davis Bobrow

-notes that: "Men act on the basis of the reality which they

15

themselves perceive, not on that perceived by others." The

fact that the DND "fell from grace" between 1968 and 1975 was
largely a result of Pierre Trudeau's ownrfeelings about the
relevance of the CAF and his opinion of the Canadian public's
view of the military. Trudeau made his views clearly known
during a speech in April, 1969:

Our foreign policy, the one we are defining for
Canada, is also very important for another reason.
Our defence hudget as you know is one-sixth of
the total budget. That's a lot of money-$1,800
million for defence. And it's a lot of money
especially when you realize that it's accom-
panied by a great deal of uncertainty on the
part of Canadians. There is a tendency in the
past few years, when more money is needed for
housing or more money is needed for social wel-
fare legislation, for every form of expenditure
in Canada (a project here, a research grant
there), on the part of individuals, on the part
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of institutions and on the part of provincial
governments, to say to the Federal Govern-
ment "Spend less on defence, you'll have

more for this other worthwhile project"-
whether it be education or health or housing
or urban growth. There is a tendency on the
part of all Canadians to say "Take it away
from defence, you will have more money for

the worthwhile things"-implying, I suppose
(and this comes, as I say, from many insti-
tutions, and even from provincial governments),
that the money we spend on defence is not well
spent.... Its important that we realize that
the sixth of our national budget which is
spent on defence is not an expenditure which
is accepted by a significant proportion of

the Canadian people.

For Trudeau and the majority of his cabinet colleagues
the social and economic problems that faced Canada in the late
1960s and 1970s were far more relevant problems to tackle than

77 The difficulties that

maintaining the viability of the CAF.
existed between the provincial and federal governments placed
substantial pressure on the federal cabinet to alleviate tﬁe
differences by increasing federal spending.78 This, therefore,
created the necessity for financial restraint in the traditional
high-priority (thus high-spending) fields. The high-level
priorities of this new Liberal administra£ion were programs
in the areas of bilingualism and regional economic development.79
The desire to lessen the differences in average income
levels between the "have and have not" provinces was, for
example, a major goal of the Trudeau government. It was the
Trudeau government that created the Department of Regional

Economic Expansion in 1969. The department's first minister

Jean Marchand--a personal confidant of Trudeau--was one of the
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mbst éowerful members of the government.80 The government

believed that a decrease in regional economi.c disparities might

help to alleviate the national unity crisis because Quebec was

the most-populated of the poor provinces. The importance of

this concept to Trudeau and his closest advisers is.shown'by

the fact that despite the desire to cohtrol federal spending——

';s part of the effort to combat inflation--the cabinet "decided

to increase spending on regional economic development-from a

forecast of $263.2 million in 1970-71 to a proposed $333.3 mil-

lion in 1971-72.81
In addition, some of-the policies initiated during the

" administration of Lester B. Pearson created immense problems

for the Trudeau governmént. The Pearson government had imple-

mented a number of shared-cost and other social-security programs

which strained the government's ability to meet the financial

demands of these prograws because government revenues were not

keeping pace with expenses and inflatibn.82 Due to rising

inflation and the Canadian public's demand for social-welfare

programs the Trudeau administration was forced to become very

selective in defining its government priorities. Defence was

not considered to be a priority and, in fact, was considered

to be one area from where funds could be transferred into more

impoftant government departments.83 Part of the attractive-

ness of halving Canadian troop levels in Europe was the finan-

84

cial savings derived from this act.

As a result National Defence, according to government
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statiStics, became one of the Trudeau administration's minor
or third-level priorities. In 1965, the DND received the
largest percentage of the federal budget but by 1975 it had
fallen to the ranking of fourth; behind Health and Welfare,

economic support and development, and servicing the public

85

debt. The declining amount of revenues allocated to DND

during the first seven years of Trudeau's government is shown

in Figure I.

Leo Cadieux in 1968 warned quite perceptively of the
possibility of financial constraints that would weaken the DND:

I must sound a warning note. We live in an age
of rising costs, inflationary trends and re-
stricted budgets. To improve the situation

the government is implementing necessary fiscal
measures. But the fact remains that unless

nmy department is afforded considerable financial
relief our defence commitments will be soon in
jeopardy.86

The fear of the Trudeau cabinet was that'any budgetary increase
allotted to the DND would set a dangerous precedent for other

departments. An editorial in the Winnipeg Free Press suggests

the repercussions of this on DND. In 1974, James Richardson
commented on the talks he had held with Egyptian soldiers about
their success using a shoulder-fired missile agaihst Israeli
tanks in the 1973 Middle East war. The editorial in the

Winnipeg Free Press contended that:

Pressure is being put on Mr. Richardson to find
an excuse to do away with the tanks, because
their replacement, or even their renovation,
represents an expenditure which has a cabinet
priority far below the payment of welfare
benefits or unemployment cheques.
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FIGURE I

Canadian Defence Expenditures as a Percentage of Total

Government Expenditures
1968-1974

(in billions of dollars)

FEDERAL DEFENCE AS
EXPENDITURES DEFENCE PERCENTAGE OF
YEAR (TOTAL) EXPENDITURE FEDERAL EXPENDITURE
1968 $9.87 . 81.75 17.7%
1969 $10.77 $1.76 16.3%
1970 $11.93 $1.79 15.0%
1971 $13.18 $1.82 'A 13.8%
1972 $14.84 $1.90 12.8%
1973 516.12 $1.98 12.3%
1974 $20.03 $2.23 . 11.1%
Source: "Canada's Diminishing Armed Forces", U.S. Naval Institute

Proceedings, (September, 1975), p. 41.
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The financial chains on DND placed it in an extremely
difficult position. While the budgetary allocations to Nationadl
Defence had drastically diminished, the government continued
to demand that the CAF fulfill more and more tasks. General
Dextraze, Chief of the Defence Staff, spoke of the dangefs of
such a situation: .

But I know that there is no fat left; indeed,

we may have to cut too near the bone in some

areas. And so, my position is that unless we

eliminate a major commitment, we cannot pos-
sibily do our job with few people.88

:

The Decline of the CAF-Manpower And Budget

According to the White Paper the defence budget would
be frozen until Fiscal Year 1972-73 and manpower levels of the

89 This

CAF would be set at a total personnel level of 83,000.
left defence minister Leo Cadieux, in a very awkward position.
Unfortunately for the minister, economic considerations domin-
ated more relevant factors in determining the configuration of
the CAF. One appropriate example may be- the 1969 NATO troop
reduction. In the Canadian case, therefore, the structure of
the armed forces was a result not of clear military and stra-
tegic considerations but, in fact, a compromise in the alloca-
tion of funds to National Defence.

Not only was DND's budget slashed, but the buying
power of each dollar it received was reduced by inflation.

In Fiscal Year 1961-62 the department's budget totalled $1.6

billion; by 1975 it had reached $2.5 billion. However, the
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purchasing power of the 19Gi dollar was far greater than the
purchasing power of the 1975 dollar. The 1975 dollar was
estimated to be worth only 57¢ of the 1961 dollar; thus, in
1961 terms the defence budget of 1975 was only $1.45 billion.90
To illustrate the effects inflation had on DND, in
October, 1973 then Defence Minister James Richardson announced
the government's "Modernization and Renewal Program" for the
CAF. According to this program,'defence'sbbudget would be
_assisted in its fighg'against inflation through increasing the
”department's:budget by seven per cent per year. This program
would continﬁe for a five year period and would commence with
the budget set at $2,143 million as of Fiscal Year 1972-73.
Nevertheless, by the summer of 1974, inflation, having reached
double-digit figures, was not simply negating the yearly
increase set out by the Trudeau administration to combat infla-
tion but, in real terms, DND's budget was steadily decreasing.
The government's decision in October of the same year to take
away $100 million from the coffers of DND as part of the
administration's battle against inflatioﬁ exacerbated the
situation further. In sharp contraSt, other government depart-
ments at this time were given larger budgets at fhe expense of
National Defence's budget.91
Furthermore, the majority of money allocated to DND
was employed to cover operating expenses not capital expendi-

tures. In this period, just maintaining the armed forces was

consuming from eighty to ninety per cent of the military



A Breakdown of National Defence's Budget in Millions of Dollars, 1968-1974

FIGURE II

BUDGET YEAR 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 1973-74
TOTAL DEFENCE
BUDGET 1,761 1,790 1,818 1,891 1,890 2,212
PERSONNEL, OPERATIONS, dgdod L9295 1,298 1,353 1,457 1,631
IR AL 71.3% 72.4% 71.4% 71.6% 77.1% 73.7%
279 257 220 245, 148 229

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES ‘

15.8% 14.3% 12.1% 12.9% 7.8% 10.3%
—— 228 238 300 293 285 352
(SERVICE PENSIONS, ETC) 12.3% 13.3% 16.5% 15.4% 15.1% 15.9%
DEFENCE BUDGET AS 3% . . . . . 5
or s 2.4% 2.25% 2.1% 2.0% 1.8 )

Source:

J. Gellner,

Globe and Mail, October 15,

1974.

"Cutting Budget or undercutting defence?,

0s
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Budgef.92 For e#ample,'the military's budget grew between
Fiscal Years 1972-73 and 1973-74 by approximately $250 million. -
However, approximately sixty-five per cent of it was designated
to cover increasing costs--a necessity when the inflation rate
is in the ten per cent range--therefore leaving very little to
deposit in the capital account, as Figure II shows.93',To spend
‘only one out of every five dollars on capital expenditures can
only lead to equipment obsolescence. Many defence analysts
and experts believe that, at the very minimum, if a country is
to maintain a modern, well-equipped military establishment it
must spend approximately thifty per cent of all_defence costs
- on capital expenditures.94 |
The budgetary woes of the Canédian forces led to a pro-
liferation of National Defence jokes in Ottawa: One such joke
spoke of green-uniformed men going from house-to-house in
Ottawa trying to sell National Defence cookies.95
During the budget debate in 1974, Richardson acknowledged
to the gathered Members of Parliament that the rate of inflation
was rising so rapidly in Canada that the éAF's budget would be
severely affected. Not only would this limit capital expendi-
tures but it would force the government to make drastic cuts
in the size of the Canadian military establishment as shown in
Figure III. As a result, Richardson advocated a new kind of
armed forces for Canada which would be "a streamlined elite,"
small in number but still maintaining its high-level of effic-

96

iency. The defence minister suggested that the forces' manpower
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FIGURE IIT

Canadian Military Manpower
1968-1975

‘(in thousands)

YEAR ) TOTAL
1968 101,676
1969 98,340
1970 93,353
1971 89,563
1972 84,933
1973 82,402
1974 80,199
1975 78,000

Source: From "Canada's Diminishing Armed Forces", U.S. Naval

Institute Proceedings, (September, 1975), p. 42.
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would save enough money so that the government would be able
to increase the resources available for the procurement of new
equipment.97 However, while the forces' manpower continually
decreased, the resources for capital expenditures did not in-
crease.

Thé strength of the CAF during the Trudeau government
sunk to a level of 78,000; tﬁis understaffed the armed forces
by 5,000, according to the manpower levels fixed by the govern-
ment's White Paper. The armed forces had beencut back by

46,000 men from the 1961 total of 126,000.2°

The government
accomplished the force reductions by simply not hiring any
replacements for the 8,000 to 9,000 people who depart the
services each year.99 What further aggravated the problem of
dim.nishing manpower levels for the CAF was that reductions
were leaving the structure of the armed forces top-heavy;
i.e., too many of the personnel were officers and there was
not enough at the working level. As a result by Fiscal Year
1976-77, there were 12,330 officers to 63,023 from the lower
ranks, a ratio of one officer for every five non-commissioned
officers and privates.lo0 Richardson contended that it was
only natural that once the size of the armed forces was re-
duced, the government would delineate some of the tasks the
military were being asked to perform. The cutbacks not only
affected the regular forces but it also had an impact on the
military's reserve or_militia strength. In the early 1960s,

he militia totalled approximately 90
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the mid-1970s it was only 18,500.101 Not only were the militia

members reduced but, in addition, a great number of local

armouries throughout Canada were closed.102

Tasks and Equipment

The CAF has widespread duties to fulfill, especially

-~

“when it is remembered that Canada is second only to the Soviet
Union in size.103 This makes the job of the armed forces even
more difficult. Canada has jurisdiction over 4 million square
miles of the Arctic and Atlantic Oceans and a further 785,000
square miles in the Pacific; Furthermore, Canada has responsi-
bilities under NATO and NORAD for the surveillance of an
additional 1.8 million square miles 6f ocean.104 However, with
a declining budget combined with a lack of capital expendutires

-for new equipment the Canadian military found it extremely

difficult to carry out its functions.105 It was nearly impos-

sible to render services to tasks assigned to it by the White

Paper if the government did not provide the necessary equipment.

Canada's 1969 NATO decision not énly affected the size
of Canada's contribution to the military alliance but it also
had an impact on the roles the forces were expected to play.

The Trudeau government decided to make the land Brigade group

and the air division into a "co-located land combat group"

comprised of 2,000 men aided by an air-element formed from
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three squadrons of CF-104s. The combined total of troops

of these two groups is 5,000. The Honest John nuclear role of
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thelland force was to be withdrawn by 1970 and the Bomarc anti-
aircraft missiles for the air element were to be dismantled by
1972.107 The new combat formation was designed to be a "light
air-mobile force" and the . air element was to provide a tactical
air-support and reconnaissance function.108 CF-104s were
constructed and equipped originally to carry a nuclear "pay-
load' and hence were built to be relatively-fast and only
capable of carrying a:minimal amount of nuclear weapons. On
the other hand, a tactical air-support role requires that the
airecralt empioyed in this task be comparatively slow, be able
to have a high degree of "loiter-time" for the protection of
~ground forces and be capable of carrying a far greater pay-
load than the CF-104s were built to carry.109
As a result of the 1969 decisions, the Brigade group
was moved from Soest, in Northwest Germany--they were stationed
on part of the strategic central front defensive lines--to
Lahr in Bavaria. Thus the Brigade gfoup is now part of a
reserve line on a secondary front whose task is to confront
Warsaw Pact forces which have broken through NATO's main
defense.110 Though the Brigade is well-organized and highly
disciplined there are some inherent problems in its composi-
tion. As Brigadier-General Belzile commented, "it is fair to
say that we would have more durability if we had a little more

depth in people, but I am confident we can do our tasks right

now. A full Brigade usually consists of 5,000 men; the
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e in Europe has only 2,800 men.
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To fulfill commitments to North American air defence,
the Trudeau government decided to increase the tasks of the
CAF. The administration wanted the armed forces, without U.S.
assistance, to control all Canadian air space. This was a
rédical departure from the previous arrangement where Canada
was responéible for the eastern half of the country under the
direction of "22nd Region at'North Bay". This increase in
responsibilities suggests the need for increasing both person-
nel and equipment levels. There was a special need to retire
the obsolete CF-10ls and procure a modern interceptor—fighter.112

As part of the "sovereignty and protection" role the
~government expected the CAF to stress defence operations in
the North, i.e., North of 60 degrees of Latitude. The CAF was
expected to make northern sovereignty flights in an effort to
-signal to any potential intruder Canada's claim to this tei—
ritory. Beyond this, there were four specific objectives
expected of the forces. They were "contributing to the mainten-
ance of Canadian sovereignty, including surveillance and
reconnaissance; maintaining operationallf ready forces capable
of dealing with the situations encountered; providing effective
search and rescue in Canadian territory and making co-operative
contributions in adjacent international areas; and, contribut-
ing to northern development projects."113 However, as the

Commander of Canadian Forces Northern Region Headquarters,

Brigadier General R.M. Withers stated:
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When evéluating future courses of action, it
must be remembered that practically all our
northern activities are being carried out with
resources which were designed and acquired
for other roles.1l1l4
Responsibility to fulfill the sovereignty role was placed
in the hands of the CAF's Maritime Command. The new defence
priorities of the Trudeau administration reflected.Canada's
“'position as a three-oceans country: the Atlantic, the Pacific
and the Arctic. Maritime Command was given more tasks to
fulfill when the government decided to expand the offshore
limit from three miles to twelve miles and, in addition, with
Canada's membership in 1974 into the International Commission
For The Northwest Fisheries (ICNAF) it requirea more effort to
control fishing practices by»outsiders. The proper equipment
was not purchased to fulfill this task thus Maritime Command
-had to employ warships in the surveillance of fishing vessels.115
The decline of Maritime Command provides an excellent
illustration of the negative consequences of the Trudeau
government's disinterest in the well-being of the CAF. In
1969, Maritime Command had a total persoﬁnel level of 17,000
which had at its call for operations seventy-one fixed-wing
aircraft and a fleet of twenty-eight warships. By 1973,
personnel was only 14,000 and was still declining at a rate of
1,000 per year. During July and August, 1974, Maritime Command
received four brand new "ultra-sophisticated Tribal-class

destroyers" yet it was forced to scrap four other vessels

that were still sound. Thus Maritime Command did not make
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any gains. Furthermore, in 1974, the complement of thirty-
three Tracker aircraft was reduced by seventeen.116 Also on
31 December 1969, the armed forces were directed to scrap the
HMCS Bonaventure--Canada's only aircraft carrier--shortly after
the government had spent $13 million on refitting this vessel.117
Another example of the government's attempts to cut costs but,
in the process hindering the capabilities of the CAF was the
decision in October, 1974 to lay up the submarine Rainbow in
VQEsquimalt, British Columbia, two months ahead of schedule.118
Mariﬁime Commander Vice-Admiral Douglas S. Boyle was
extremely vocal in criticizing the Liberal government for its
neglect of the CAF. During a visit of twenty members of the
Progressive Conservative party to Halifax Boyle told them
that: "Every time I go down to the States I hang my head in
shame.“119 He stated that his command did not have the
financial resources to satisfy all the tasks Maritime Command
was expected to fulfill. Boyle told the Conservative MPs that
his budget was $8.6 million below what the Navy required.120
As a result, he had to cut back on ships' days at sea by
twenty per year--one hundred and ten to ninety. Furthermore,
the flying time of the air element of Maritime Command was
reduced from 437 hours per month to 365 hours per month.121
Regarding Canada's membership in NATO, Boyle felt that, "If

we can't put up, then we should shut up."122

Boyle acknowledged
that it was his duty to serve his political masters yet he

felt the need to speak out simply because it was "someone's
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job to inform the Canadian public of what the threat is."123

Perhaps the lowest point reached by the CAF was in
1974 when, as a result of financial cutbacks and inflation,
military operations of the CAF, were severely curtailed.
ﬁach year Canadian forces carry out fleet operations in the
Carribean to acquire necessary practical experience in mili-
tary manoeuvres. The armed services were directed by National
Defence to cancei the event in order to save money. The
cancellation saved the fleet a combined three hundred and
fifty-two days at sea, but the Navy League of Canada estimated
that this action only conserved approximately $12 million.124
Furthermore, on 22 September 1974, James Richardson suspended
Canadian long—range—patroi and surveillance flights over the
Arctic. Prior to the cutbacks four sovereignty flights a month
were being carried out by the CAF. At the time of the anﬁounce—
ment, Richardson pledged that the flights wouid be resumed
either in December or January. But he failed to promise any-
thing beyond that. The defence minister's announcement caused
an uproar in Parliament and, as a resulé, Richardson was
persuaded to guarantee a one per month surveillance flight
over this vast territory until the end of the fiscal year.
Also in 1974, Richardson decided that helicopter patrol
over the Atlantic Ocean would be limited to four hours of
flight-time a month. Maritime Command's destroyers were

125

restricted to no more than six days at sea per month.

With the new fiscal year starting on 1 April 1975 the government
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‘decided to resume the sovereignty flights, setting three a
month as an acceptable presence. The armed forces were still
not being permitted to function at maximum outputrbecausé of
budgetary difficulties. Brigadier General MacKenzie, Chief

of Staff (Operations) for Maritime Command stated that the
Command could only operate at eighty per cent of its potential.
- He said that not enough money was available, for examble; to
provide the servicing necessary for the Argus to reach its

maximum output.126

The potential consequences of decreased
levels of surveillance was shown when, ih September, 1975 a
Polish échooner, the Gedenia entered the Northwest Passage
from Baffin Bay undetected.127
Another perhaps intangible consequence of the decline
of the Canadian military was the impact it had on the morale
of the forces. There is some evidence Qf the declining morale
of the military elite. For example, Canadian Major General
Bruce Macdonald referred to the CAF as nothing better than
"a savage rabbit".128 Other top-ranking officers continually
berated the government for piling task ﬁpon task on the CAF
yet, on the other hand, refusing tb give the forces the needed
resources to satisfy the defence objectives. For the person-
nel below officer rank, it must have been difficult to main-
tain one's sense of pride for an occupation when one was not

provided with the equipment to operate. This must have been

especially true in situations when the forces were working in
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werelgiven modern equipment to use which enabled them to
complete the task competently. Military men in Canada must
have wondered what had happened to the days of the CAF when
Canada's high level of military prestige led the then General
6f the United States Army, Dwight Eisenhower, to tell a
meeting of the Canadian club in Ottawa in 1946:

It is beyond the powér of any man to add to

the lustre of the military reputation estab-

lished by the brave men and women of Canada
who served with me in Europe.l29

Summary

This chapter has attempted to clarify the official
defence policy of the Trudeau government. With the publica-

tion of Defence in the 70s, the protection of Canadian sover-

eignty was deemed the first priority of Canadian defence
policy. Canada's participation in NATO-was regarded as a
third-level priority. The content of the 1971 White Paper,

as it can be concluded from the discussion in this chapter,
was determined primarily by two factors:. Trudeau's negative
perception of the utility of the Canadian military establish-
ment and the higher priority on social-welfare, bilingualism,
and regional development policies by the Trudeau government.
These same two factors also affected why the CAF declined in
capabilities and resources between 1968 and 1975. As a result
of the above discussion, one must examine what caused the
change within this government to make National Defence a high-

spending priority after 1975.
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CHAPTER III

REBUILDING THE CAF: A RESPONSE TO

EXTERNAL PRESSURES

There were many drasﬁic changes in the international
arena between Pierre Trudeau's election as prime minister in
1968 and the mid-1970s when the Canadian government initiated
a major weapons procurement program to re-equip the CAF.
During the late 1960s there was a hope that some of the major
tensions that existed between the world's two power blocs
were gradually receding. This brought with it a belief that
compromise would replace the fearful spectre of conflict.l
However, the Canadian government believed that with the Yom
Kippur War in 1973, the subsequent Arab oil embargo, and the
struggle for influence between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. in
Africa, the international community was once again engulfed
by a high state of tension.2 It was the increasing uncertainty
of the world situation that Canadian policymakers used to
explain the reasons why the federal cabinet decided to initiate
a re-equipment program for the CAF. While it was true that
increasing world tension (one aspect of the external environ-
ment) influenced the Canadian government to re-equip the
CAF, the main influence was ally pressure (another aspect of

the external environment).
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This chépter will focus on an examination of an aspect
of the bilateral relationship with the United States, and its
influence on Canadian military posture. Historically, the
U.S. has recommended that Canada purchase highly sophisticated
equipment for various tasks within NORAD. However in recent
years U.S. government officials have suggested Canada contribute

“°to a greater extent to NATO. This turnabout by the U.S. govern-
ment was largely a result of the Soviet Union's military build-
up and the revival of world tension caused by the events men-
tioned aﬁove. In addition, the NATO cutbacks introduced by
Canada in 1969 made many West Europeans think that Canada had
no real interest in Europe. It would'take the Trudeau govern-—
ment some time before it realized that Canada's need to reassure
its West European allies of its NATO commitment and its chances

- of obtaining an economic agreement with ﬁhe EC went hand in
hand in the minds of most Europeans. It was only when Trudeau
convinced European leaders of Canada's commitment to NATO did
the march toward the Framework Agreement.start to speed up.
Before examining these factors, it is necessary to provide
evidence that National Defence was, in fact, assuming a higher

posture as a government priority.

The Change

The rationale behind conducting a Defence Structure

Review, according to an internal government memo, was,
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to provide an agreed framework for the future
structuring of the Canadian Forces and the
Department of National Defence, in order to
achieve the objectives of the government's
defence policy and at the same time provide
financial stability for the planning and oper-
ation of the defence program over the next
five years.3

The DSR was created in November, 1974 on the direction of the
federal cabinet. It was an interdepartmental committee under
the leadership of the Clerk of the Privy Council. Representa-
~tives on the review é;mmittee included officials from External
»Affairs, Treasury Board, National Defence, and the office of

the Privy Codncil.4 The functions of the committee were to

review the roles assigned to the CAF by Defence in the 70s;

examine the range of force postures; and the need for new
equipment for the military. At the conclusion of Phase I of
the review the tasks of the CAF, as designated by the govern-
ment's White Paper, were reaffirmed. Thé four defence priori-
ties remained.5

According to C.J. Marshall there were two major
questions that had to be considered during the study. Initially,
it was imperative that thought be given to Canada's attempts
to conclude a formal relationship with the EC; ahd, secondly,
the possibile repercussions of decisions made by the Canadian
government in the defence field on the whole sphere of
Canadian-American relations.6

The major decisions taken by the federal cabinet, as

a result of the review, as spelt out by James Richardson in
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Noventber, 1975 included:

(i) maintenance of the strength of the Canadian
Forces at a level of 78,000 Regular and
22,000 Reserve Force personnel, including
a total of 2,000 men earmarked to meet cur-
rent and forseeable United Nations peace-
keeping requirements;

(ii) the continued maintenance in Europe of mixed
" army and air forces, with adequate equipment,
including a modern battle tank, to contribute
to NATO's collective defence of the central
region;

(iii) purchase of 18 Lockheed P-3 LRPA, to replace
the Argus aircraft in service since 1957;
and
(iv) studies for the eventual acquisition of new
fighter aircraft to replace the CF-104,
CF-101, and CF-5 aircraft on inventory, and
for a ship replacement program, to be con-
sidered by Cabinet early in 1976.7
These decisions marked a change that terminated "the downward
drift of capital spending for defence in Canada."8 Further-
more, Richardson stated that beginning in the next fiscal year,
the capital budget of National Defence would be protected from
the damaging effects of the spiralliﬁg inflation prevalent
within the country. As a result, the budget would be in-
creased, in real terms, by twelve per cent per year for a five
year period with "the calculations for increases based on the
figure $470 million for 1976-77."9 The capital budget includes

monies available for such projects as: "significant construc-

tion, research and development, and equipment procurement
10

programs, " as shown in Figure IV.
One must wonder what caused this "change of heart"

within the Trudeau cabinet to provide more resources for
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- FIGURE IV

Capital Spending As A Percentage Of Defence Spending

16.4%

5.6%

15.4%
6.9%
14.2%
‘ 7.3%
12.2%
6.9%
10.7% i o
6.0% 10.8%
8.5%
6.9%
5.3%
4.7%
74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 - 78-=79
Source:

Construction-
Ammo, etc.

Major
Equipment

Canada, Department of National Defence,
Defence 75 (Ottawa,

1975) + 12,



75

National Defence especially since the government was still
inclined to restrain government spending. Richardson com-
mented on this during an interview with Peter Desbarats on
the Global Television Network:

It is true that we've hit the worst possible

time in the sense that we are now talking about

restraint and trying to reduce expenditures and

it's naturally doubly difficult to talk about

increasing the Defence budget when the whole

thrust of the government is to hold the line.

But despite that, I think that I'm making very

real progress in these two main areas of the

long range patrol aircraft and strengthening

our force in Europe.ll

With the budgetary increases proposed by the Defence
Structure Review a re-equipment program was instigated. It is
a fifteen year program designed to allow National Defence to
properly plan the re-equipment or modernization of the CAF.
The program included the proposed purchases of: long range
patrol aircraft, main battle tank, new fighter aircraft, a
~general-purpose armoured vehicle, strategic automatic message
switching operational network, and terminal aid replacement
program. Figure V graphically shows the capital acquisition
program. It details the increases in the capital budget of
National Defence over a fifteen year period. In addition, it
determines how much is to be spent on a particular piece of
military hardware on a yearly basis. Ths rationalization
given by the government to support the decision to initiate
a major procurement program was the growing instability of the

international environment. An examination of this is, there-

fore in order,
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FIGURE V

The Capital Acquisition Program
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A Troubled World

At a session of the Standing Committee on External
Affairs and National Defence in early 1976, defence minister
James Richardson provided the reasons for the government's
decision to purchase tanks and LRPAs by stating that one of
:Canada's duties was to assist in maintaining a strategic
balance between the East and West. In order to accomplish this

it was mandatory that an approximate balance of military forces

must exist between the two blocs.12 What caused apprehension

within the Canadian government was the awesome military build-
up that was being pursued by the U.S.S.R. and its Warsaw Pact
allies.l3 Richardson explained, "that the figures I see of

the buildup of the military capability of the Soviet Union and
the Warsaw Pact are alarming."14 The defence minister continued
by saying that the purchase of the Auroré and Leopard I would

help "create a balance of military forces. That is what we

are trying to do in these decisions.“15 In March, 1976,

Richardson returned to this subject:

I start with what I think is a central objective,
which is for Canada to play its part with our
NATO partners in achieving international
stability. I think that is what we are ‘really
trying to do, and there is only one way that I
know of in today's world that we can help to
achieve international stability and this is

by a balance of military force. We are all
familiar with the growth of the military capa-
bility of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact
countries, a military capability far beyond
their defence requirement. We believe, with
our NATO partners, that our main job is to
deter attack; to have a defensive capability,
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a fighting capability that is strong enough to
prevent the start of war. That is our central
purpose and to do that we have to have the -
equipment that will enable the Canadian Armed
Forces to have a fighting capability.l6

Richardson's comments concerning the Warsaw Pact's
military build-up were reiterated, though in far more detail,

in Defence 77. This National Defence publication spent con-

~ siderable time discussing the negative consequences of the
shifting of strength from NATO to the Warsaw Pact, as shown
in Figure VI. This was a result of the fact that despite all

the monies available in the West a decreasing percentage was

being allocated for military expenditures. Defence 77 states
that from 1970 onward defence expenditures by NATO members had
declined "at an annual rate of 0.6 pér cent, whereas the
Warsaw Pact's expenditure has grown significantly at an annual

rate of 4.5 per cent.“17

What aggravated the problem even
more was the slowly disintegrating negotiations being carried
on in Vienna with regards to the Mutual and Balance Force
Reducations (MBFR). In addition, stumbling blocks were slow-
ing down the implementation of decisions.reached by the
Helsinki Final Act which developed from the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE).18
It should be mentioned that for a number of years
several Canadian military men had publicly been warning of

the perils of the superior strength of the Warsaw Pact in

comparison to NATO.* For example, at a meeting of the Men's

* There were a number of forces in the domestic (continued next
page)
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environment advocating the need for a resurgence of interest
by the government for defence matters. The Conference of
Defence Associations (CDA) was created in 1932 with its
raison d'etre to endeavour to influence Canadian defence
policy. For example, the CDA approved a paper presented at
one Conference by the Royal Artillery Association that called
for the build-up of Canada's land combat capability in Europe.
Another interest group was the Naval Officers Association of
Canada which in a brief to the federal government urged man-—
power increases and a more visible Canadian effort in Arctic
surveillance. During the 1970s there were three major Canadian
newspapers that advocated a resurgence of interest in the
Canadian Armed Forces by the Trudeau government. These papers
were the Ottawa Citizen, Halifax Chronicle Herald and Winnipeg
Free Press. Many of ‘the statements expressed by these news-

- papers reiterated the ideas stressed by Canadian military men
“and interst groups. Yet a number of articles went one step
-further; they employed scare tactics to capture the attention
of the Canadian public. Hattie Densmore, for instance, in a
column in the Halifax Chronicle Herald wrote about the thirty
two missiles at sea "in Soviet submarines in the Atlantic
within range of Chicago. There were twenty four within range
of the whole of North America." Densmore continued by saying
that the Soviet Navy had increased dramatically in size since
1962 when the Soviet Navy left Cuba with its "tail dragging
between its legs." What impact such columns had on the
Canadian public is impossible to determine. Yet it may be
fair to assume that questions concerning Canada's military
stature have little or no impact on Canadian electoral cam-
paigns. Nevertheless, the above-discussion provides some
evidence of the domestic pressures placed on the federal
cabinet. (For a more in-depth discussion see, for example,
R.B. Byers, "40th Annual Conference of Canadian Defence
Association" Canadian Defence Quarterly (Spring, 1977);

R. Lowman, "Soviet seapower growing fast off Canadian coasts,"
Toronto Daily Star, June 6, 1976; International Canada (Nov-
ember, 1974), p. 219; P. Meerburg, "Defence spending must be
increased, " Halifax Chronicle Herald, December 9, 1976;

H. Densmore, "Politicians begin to see danger signs," Halifax
Chronicle Herald, February 13, 1976; C. Lynch, 'Damn the
financing...,” Ottawa Citizen, March 30, 1976; C. Lynch,
"Forces really thin," Ottawa Citizen, January 17, 1976;
"Advice on Defence," Winnipeg Free Press, September 19, 1975;
and V. Mackie, "Armed Forces Undermanned," Winnipeg Free
Press, November 26, 1974.)
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FIGURE VI

A Comparison of the Military Strength of NATO

and the Warsaw Pact

A) Defence Expenditures-In Billions of Constant 1976 Dollars

1970 1976

W.P. 105(10-12%) | 136(10-12%) *Percent of
GNP 1in

N.A.T.O. 166(6.0%) 160(4.88%) brackets

B) Total Number of Armed Forces (In Millions)

1970 1977
W.P. | 4.3 4.8
N.A.T.O. 6.2 4.8

C) Land and Sea-Based Strategic Ballistic Missiles

1970 1977

U.S.S.R. 1720 2521

U.S.A. 2215 2083
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D) Combat Aircraft-All Types (In Thousands)

1971 - 1977 -
W.P. : 10.8 10.5
N.AOT.O. 11-5 906

E) Submarines

1970 1976
W.P. 400 400
N.A.T.O. 290 270

Central And Northern European Front Balance

a) Combat and Direct Support Troops (In Thousands)

1970 1977

W.P. 900 930

N.A.T.O. 580 630
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B) Battle Tanks

1970 1977
W.P. 14,000 20,500
N.A.T.O. 5,500 7,000

C) Tactical Aircraft

1971 1977
W.P. 3,900 4,100
N.A.T.O. 2,200 ' 2,350

Source: Canada, Department of National
Defence, Defence 77 (Ottawa,
1977): 2-3
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Canadian Club of Ottawa General Jacques Dextraze, Canada's
highest ranking military officer, acknowledged that to increase
the size of NATO's conventional forces would be expensive and
thus would take money away from high-priority social programs.19
However, he contended "that no other aims of our society are
achievable if we fail to maintain the security of the territory
and the resources of ourselves and our friends."20

A question must arise at this point: even if the threat
posed by the Soviet Union had increased by the mid-1970s does
it follow, ipso facto, that Canada should be doing anything

about it?Zl It would seem to this writer that it is not rat-

ional to assume that every Soviet military increase would call
for a Canadian response in kind. A much more practical explana-
tior for the decision to provide National Defence with increas-
ing resources will come from an analysis of the Trudeau govern-
ment's desire to co-operate with the European members of NATO
and the United States. It should be stated, however, that

the apparent shift in the military balance in favour of the
Warsaw Pact was of considerable concern to Canada's allies and
they were quite forceful in expressing their concern to the
Canadian government. Therefore, the build-up of military
forces in the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact was of concern
to Canada. At this time the governments in Washington and Bonn

were judging their allies by their military contribution.22



84

The European Connection

On November 11, 1975, Joseph Luns, Secretafy—General
of NATO, made a number of comments to a group of Canadian
journalists on the subject of Canadian troops that were stationed
in Europe as part of the NATO forces. He regarded them as

23 Luns believed that

gnbeing "splendid but not well-equipped."
there were "deficiencies in every field" of the Canadian con-
tribution and, as a result, it was imperative that Canada make
every effort to replace the worn CAF equipment.24 In less than
a.year——July 6, 1976--an agreement between the EC and Canada

was signed. This agreement represented five years (1971 to
1976) of intense effort on the part of Canadian policy-

makers to romance the West Europeans into a formalized econ-
omic relationship. Though it is impossible to discover a

formal connection between Canada's deciéion to initiate a
defence program and the realization of a Contractual Link
between the EC and Canada, it is difficult to deny the political
realities that underlie these two seeminély discrete events.

The following commentary will attest to the validity of this

observation.

The Road Towards a Contractual Link

During the late 1950s and early 1960s Canadians in
general and Canadian government leaders in particular were

mainly indifferent to what was happening in Europe, though at
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différent times this indifference changed to suspicion and
hostility.25 One example of the existence of suspicion and
hostility was when Britain made its first application for
membership in the Community: this event caused a major uproar
within the Conservative government of John Diefenbaker.26 At
this time the Canadian government did not assign a high priority
to the development of links with the EC. Indicative of this
was the fact that the Canadiaﬁ government did not believe the
“nEC warranted the appointment of a separate ambassadorship.
Canada's ambéssador to Belgium was also respdnsible‘to the
EC.27 Also indicative of Canadian governments® attitude was
the fact that not one Canadian cabinet minister visited the
EC headquarters in an official capacity between 1958 and
1969.28

During the administrations of Lester B. Pearson the
EC in general and the possible admission of Britain to the
EC in particular was regarded in a more favourable light.29
A feasible explanation for this was that Britain was becoming
less important as a market for Canadianlgoods while the EC
was becoming a more formidable force in the world economic
structure.3o Unfortunately, there was little concrete action
taken on the part of Canada to cement its relationship with
the EC in this period. However with the accession to power
of the Trudeauv government this began to change.

The fear among a number of senior government advisers
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'give'a lower priority to relations with Europe (this fear was
substantiated, in their view, by discussions at the time
concerning a full or partial withdrawal of Canadian military

forces from Europe).31

This led to the appointment by the
Department of External Affairs of a Special Task Force on
Relations with Europe (STAFFEUR). STAFFEUR recommended that
the Canadian government endéavour to strengthen economic,
political, and cultural relations with Western Europé.32
At approximately the same time, the Trudeau government

initiated a foreign policy review that resulted in the publica-

tion of Foreign Policy for Canadians, the government's White

Paper on foreign policy. Foreign Policy for Canadians stated

that it was imperative for Canada to diversify its contacts

"if this country [Canada] is to thrive as an independent state"
and remain economically prosperous.33 As a result, it was
necessary to create closer relations with the countries of
Europe (on an individual basis) and to expand Canadian

n34

"activities in the Pacific basin and Latin America. The

prime minister explained this policy: i
The objective of our policy, simply stated, is
that we are trying to create counterweights ...
It's a very simple strategy of creating other
channels of interest than the automatic, easy,
north-south, Canada-U.S. ones in which we
are always the smaller and minor partner.
The government attempted to operationalise this policy through
visits by Trudeau and members of his cabinet to such countries

as the Soviet Union, People's Republic of China, Japan, Pakistan,
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Latin America, Malaysié, India, New Zealand, and Australia.36
Yet, over the next two Yearsvthe desire of the Trudeau
government to find counterweights to the U.S. was refined as
a policy into the Third Option.37 Unlike the earlier notion of
Searching for counterweight candidates from a variety of
nation-states the Third Option focusea attention on Canada's
:”principal trading partners: the United States, Japan, and
Europe. Secretary of State Mitchell Sharp first gave official
expression to this refihement in policy when he delivered a
péper entitled,b"Canada—U.S. Relations: Options for the Fut-
ure." Sharp identified three possible options open to Canadian
policymakers:
(i) we [Canada] can seek to maintain more or
less our present relationship with the
United States with a minimum of policy

adjustments;

(ii) we can move deliberately toward closer
integration with the United States; and

(iii) we can pursue a comprehensive, long-term

strategy to develop and strengthen the

Canadian economy and other aspects of our

national life and in the process to geduce

the present Canadian vulnerability.3

As Garth Stevenson explained the Third Option resulted

"from a revised perception of the external environment, and
particularly of the United States" by Canadian policymakers.39
The change in perception of the U.S. by Canadian policymakers
occurred because of two actions taken by the U.S. government.

First, Canada was basically ignored in President Richard

Nixon's two major reports of February 1970 and February 1971
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entitled, U.S. Foreign Policy for the 19705?40 Second, the

Canadian economy was severely affected by Nixon's August 15,
1971 decision to lower the United States' foreign exchange
deficit by applying a ten pef cent surcharge on goods enter-

41

ing the U.S. Both of these events created a sense of

apprehension within Canadian policymakers about the danger
of increasing Canadian dependence on the U.S.42
In addition,\Canadian'poiicymakers were looking at the
- EC in a much differeﬁt way with the admission of Britain into
:the EC. Britain's membership in the Community made the EC a
more importént trading partner for Canada and it, also,
significantly deprived Canada of a market for its exports.43
The desire of the Canadian government for counter-
weights to the U.S. evolved, as a policy, between 1968 and
1972. By 1972 the EC was recognized as a viable counterweight

to the U.S.44

The"Wooing" of Europe

From 1971 to 1976, Canadian officials expeﬁded a great
deal of energy to court the EC. Ohe of the first signs of
thislnew interest was the visit by two Canadian cabinet
ministers--Mitchell Sharp and Jean-Luc Pepin--in late 1970
to the EC headquarters in Brussels. They were the first
Canadian ministers who made this journey in an official
capacity.45 This new found interest was further symbolized

"by the creation in 1972 of a separate ambassadorship by Canada
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to the EC.46

Furthermore, in June 1972, a Canadian delega-
tion--headed by Assistant Under-Secretary of state for the
Department of External Affairs Michel Dupry--travelled to
Brussels to commence negotiations between the two sides.

The delegation's goal was to search out prospects so that
Canada and the EC could reach some agreement. The Canadians
proposed the establishment of a joint ministerial leyel com-
mission but, this proposal was rejected because the Commission
did not have the authority to nominate one person to represent
all nine Community members. However, talks continued between

47 puring 1973,

the two sides though little progress was made.
Canada continued its lobbying of the EC and this resulted in

some minor successes. Fof example, there was interaction

between the European Parliament and the Canadian House of Com-
mons for the first time. Also, in the same year, Christopher
Soames, Vice-president of the EC's Commission, travelled to
Ottawa for further discussions on the subject of a proposed
agreement.48 The significance of these events is that they
helped to sustain the lines of communication between Canada

and the EC at a time when it appeared as if the budding relation-
ship was faltering and, perhaps indeed, on the brink of col-
lapse. However, the only concrete development that resulted

from Canada's efforts between 1971 and 1974 was a decision

taken in October 1974 by the Communities' Council of Minsiters
which told the Commission that it could continue to talk with

Q
s

Canadian officials.4
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These three years of intensive effort by Canadian
cabinet ministers, diplomats, etc., had achieved very little
beyond creating an initial connection between themselves and
the members of the EC. The road had been slow for Canada and

there did not appear to be "a light at the end of the tunnel."

:ﬁPlaying The NATO Card

Many West European leaders were upset when, in 1969
Canada reduced the number of troops it had stationed in
Europe.so When the then Minister of National Defence, Leo
Cadieuz, announced CanadianAcutbacks at a NATO meeting it
was reported the the other NATO members strongly berated him

and the government he'represented.51

The Europeans were con-
cerned about what impact the lowering by Canada of its military
-commitment to NATO would have on the other small members of

the alliance. The major European powers feared that these
other members would use the Canadiah example to lower their

own commitment (financial in particular) .to the alliance--
while at the same time reaping the benefits of being protected
by the NATO umbrella. Senator Paul Martin expressed this same
point of view before the Senate Foreign Affairs Committee when
he stated that any Canadian abdication of its membership

"could start a chain reaction by exerting pressure for similar
action on the governments of other members of the alliance."52
This has led to the observation that the Canadian forces in

Western Europe are there to serve a diplomatic objective "to

deter not enemies but allies ... to serve as a good example
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to bther NATO members, who, in its absence, might grow restive

and wary on their watch."53

Until 1974, Pierre Trudeau did not make an excursion
to Western Europe to employ high-level diplomacy to gain an
agreement with the EC. 1Ivan Head, Trudeau's principal foreign
policy adviser, sheds some light on why Trudeau failed to get
involved earlier. Head explained, "It [foreign policy] was
something he was quite willing to delegate to others from the

= very beginning and have nothing to do with."54

Hence, it
could be argﬁed,that until Trudeau travelled to Western Europe
and heard the concerns of Canada's NATO allies regarding
Canada's allegiance to the alliance was there a re-emphasis
towards NATO by Canada. This re-emphasis resulted in the
finalization of an economic agreement between Canada and the
EC.>°
The prime minister made his first visit to Europe in
‘October, 1974 with the goal in mind of trying to secure a
formal link with the EC. The trip was not very successful.
Nevertheless, on his return from Europe; he told the House
of Commons that for Canada, Europe was "une bone chance, une
~grande chance, une change importante."56
On his second visit to Europe in late February and
early March 1975 Trudeau's stops included the Netherlands,

57

West Germany, Italy, Britain, and Ireland. The most sig-

nificant and important stop in Trudeau's European travels was

2 ”»

the one he made to West Germany on March 4th. Trudeau had



92

the opportunity to personally express Canada's wishes to
Chancellor Helmut Schmidt. Schmidt, for his part, had his
mind set on another topic of conversation. He was determined
to stress to the Canadian leader that he hoped that Canada
"continued to understand the importance of the Alliance.“58
Many Canadian newspaper accounts suggested that Schmidt was,
in reality, much more direct. The journalists suggest that
Schmidt bluntly ﬁold Trudeau that if Canada wanted aﬂ economic
deal with the EC it would have to increase its commitment
to NATO. =
Significantly, in June 1975 while on a visit to Ottawa
West German defence minister Leber, shortly after holding
discussions with Trudeau, the Secretary of State for External
Affairs and the Canadian defence minister, told reporters
that he had emphasized to the Canadians the importance of

60 This was

Canada, a North American power being in Europe.
the situation Trudeau faced before he made his third trek
across the Atlantic.

The most important meeting that.the prime minister
attended during his third visit to Europe was the NATO summit
meeting that was sandwiched between his stops in Denmark and
Luxembourg.61 At the summit meeting in Brussels, Trudeau
said he came "to state clearly and unequivocally"62 Canada's
belief in the concept of collective security and he pledged
"to maintain a NATO force level which is accepted by our

. ; : ; . . ‘ 263
allies as being adequate in size and effective in character.”
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The other NATO members were pleased by Trudeau's reassurances:
at thg NATO summit meeting in December 1975, they commended
Canada for its new defence posture.

As early as 1973, the Secretary of State for External
Affairs, Mitchell Sharp, explicitly stated the obvious connection
between NATO and the EC:

- Participation in NATO provides a means of streng-

& thening our relations with the countries of
Western Europe. To the extent that most, if
not all, of the European members of NATO attach
considerable importance to the alliance as a
guarantee of their security, Canadian support
for and active participation in the political
and military activities of the alliance can help
create a favourable attitude towards Canada on the
part of the individual European governmentsS....
A good example of this interaction was the West
German Government's initiative in making a
direct reference to Canada's economic interests
in the communique issued by EEC heads of govern-
ment last year. This step was prompted, we have
good reason to believe, by the importance the
Germans continue to attach to maintaining a
Canadian presence in Europe ... To the extent
that we continue to play a positive and con-
structive role in NATO, I am convinced that our
participation in the alliance cannot but assist
us in establishing a good working relationship
with the EEC.54

American Interests Expounded

The first sign of concern exhibited by the United
States regarding Canada's weakening defence posture occurred
in 1973. After a meeting between James Richardson and James
Schlesinger in Brussels during a NATO conference Richardson
announced at a press gathering that he believed that Canada's

1969 troop reductions had not weakened Canada's military
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contribution to the Atlantic alliance. Richardson's action
of publicly expressing this be<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>