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Introduction

Margaret MacMillan
Ryerson Polytechnical Institute

David S. Sorenson
Denison University, and The Lyman L. Lemnitzer Center for NATO Studies
Kent State University

The past several years have brought about some of the most important and
unexpected changes since World War II — changes that surely rank as among
the most important of this century. The “Cold War” arrangements in Europe
have suddenly become unhinged, and the East-West alignments that have typi-
fied much of how Europe was organized have been replaced with a whole new
set of arrangements, the shape of which remains largely unknown in 1990.

All of this change makes it difficult for both policy makers and policy
analysts to have much confidence in their analyses and predictions. (And if we
may strike a selfish note, it makes it difficult for editors of books on the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) even to choose 3 title that does not
suggest either an epitaph or absurd optimism.) The comfortable old shoe of
NATO - Warsaw Pact rivalry and danger in Europe, which sustained analysts
for forty years, is worn out, and things written about the defence of Europe as
little as a year ago are mostly obsolete. What the new political map of Europe
might look like in a few years is anyone’s guess, though some things appear
almost certain. The Warsaw Pact is, for example, probably a dead letter now,
and many of those Eastern European nations that once belonged to it (and still
do, if only in theory) are now asking Soviet troops to leave their nations, which
in turn are taking on the cast of sovereignty for the first time in more than forty
years. Second, German unification, which even in 1989 seemed impossible in
even the distant future, is now an emerging reality that no nation seems willing
or able to stop. NATO’s unacknowledged second role, that of guarding against
the re-emergence of a German threat, is now being discussed more openly.
Will it come to pass that this role will be what sustains what is left of NATO?

In Canada, on the other hand, the emerging reality may well be dismem-
berment of the Confederation or at the very least a loosening of its bonds. The
failure of the Meech Lake constitutional accord has brought into question the
very structure of the country. Will Quebec secede? Will it remain in a relation-



ship of “sovereignty-association” with the rest of Canada? What does
sovereignty-association mean? From the perspective of this book, what does it
mean for Canada’s treaty obligations? The Parti Québecois, so far the most
vociferous of the forces for independence, has stated that an independent
Quebec would remain in both NATO and NORAD (North American Air
Defence Command) — but policies formed in opposition have, as we all know,
a tendency to change in power.

The contributors and co-editors of this volume have hardly escaped the
dilemma that political change in Europe and in Canada has produced. We first
came together for a conference on “Canada, the United States and the Atlantic
Alliance,” held in Toronto in May of 1987, when both the Cold War and
Canada seemed more permanent than they have since proved. The conference
was the result of a recognition by both Canadian and foreign experts that
Canada’s role in the Atlantic Alliance had not been seriously studied for some
years. It brought together academics, diplomats and politicians to examine the
history of Canadian participation in the Alliance, the nature of the relationship
in the late 1980’s and its future directions. The conference sponsors indicate
the wide scope of the program: The Atlantic Council of Canada, the Canadian
Committee on the History of the Second World War, the Canadian Institute of
International Affairs, the Centre on Foreign Policy and Federalism at the
Universities of Waterloo and Wilfrid Laurier University, and the Lyman L.
Lemnitzer Center for NATO Studies at Kent State University.

At the time the assumption was that the past would explain both the
present and future. But all contributors found in the ensuing months following
the conference that their work, based on the politics of Europe 1987, was
increasingly inappropriate to the Europe of 1990. Thus all the papers given in
1987 were revised substantially. There were some casualties — a paper on the
Canadian commitment of a brigade to Norway in wartime (the “CAST”
brigade) was rendered partially obsolete even during the conference, when the
latest Canadian White Paper on defence came out in draft with a recommenda-
tion that the CAST brigade be eliminated. That this book has emerged at all is
a testimonial to the fact that many of the issues raised in 1987 were still
important in 1990 — and to the quality of the work originally done by our
contributors.

The first part of this volume deals with the history of Canada and NATO
since World War II. At a time when the future of the Alliance is unclear and
when its primary task of providing security against attacks from the east seems
strangely inappropriate, it is salutary to be reminded that there were debates,
disagreement even, over its purpose in the past. The possibility, being dis-
cussed in some quarters, that NATO might evolve into an organization that
concentrates on building economic and cultural as well as political ties among

its members on both sides of the Atlantic is one that arouses particular memo-

ries for Canadians. Article 2 of the original treaty — “the Canadian article” —

envisaged precisely that but the exigencies of the Cold War meant that NATO’s
military role remained paramount. If the events of the summer of 1990 in the
Middle East have demonstrated anything, it is surely that of the desirability of
international consultation and cooperation. The United Nations has played a
role that many of us thought it could no longer play — that is providing both a
forum and a centre for international action. It is not surely beyond the realm of
possibility that NATO might evolve into a forum for similar consultation and
action for democracies on both sides of the Atlantic.

In her chapter Mary Halloran looks at the origin of Canada’s commitment
to NATO in the war years. The talented and influential generation of Canadian
policy makers in the Department of External Affairs was also working in an
atmosphere of crisis, at a time when the prewar certainties seemed dead or at
least dying. She demonstrates clearly that Canadians were thinking in terms of
shaping a new world in which Europe — and that included a new Germany —
and North America shared democratic values. She concludes that Canadians —
and here she goes beyond the political elites — were prepared to contribute to
building the postwar world but on Canadian and not European terms.

David Bercuson comes to a similar conclusion in his study of an episode
in Canadian policy in the early 1950’s — and that is the debate among Canada’s
senior military and govermment officials over where to station Canadian troops
in Europe. He argues that the Canadian government accepted the need to con-
tribute to the defence of Western Europe. At issue was whether Canadian
troops would be stationed with British or American forces. As a case study of
the evolution of policy it is interesting in itself. Bercuson shows how practical
considerations, matters of high policy, and even personal ambitions intersected.
Moreover the debate brought in what were perennial congerns for Canada: how
to avoid dominance by either Britain or the United States; the possibility of
Canada’s acting as a balance between the United States and other members of
NATO; and even the government’s fear that the Canadian taxpayer might
suddenly revolt against expensive commitments to a far-off alliance.

The Canadians have often been accused of willful idealism in their sup-
port for Article 2. Joseph Sinasac argues convincingly that Canadian policy
makers were in fact well-aware of the unlikelihood of developing the Atlantic
Alliance into a political and economic one. Their motives, even in the late
1940’s, had been a mixture of altruistic and pragmatic. His chapter deals with
the Committee of Three — often known as the Three Wise Men Committee —
which was set up in 1956 to review Article 2. Because of changes in the inter-
national scene — notably a more reasonable Soviet stance after the death of
Stalin and growing European integration marked by the Treaty of Rome —
members of the Alliance were prepared to consider a revised role for it. While
the Canadians had long urged such a review by the mid-1950’s they had
become cynical about its usefulness. From the start, Lester Pearson, one of the
Three Wise Men, was prepared to recommend only limited changes in NATO’s
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structure. And as the Committee gathered opinion it became clear that there
were widely-differing views on what non-military cooperation could mean.
‘While the Suez and Hungarian crises of late 1956 underscored the need for
greater communication among the Allies, the report failed to bring about
sweeping changes.

By the 1960’s the fears of the 1950’s had been at least partially allayed by
Western Europe’s economic and political revival and by a stabilization in the
relationship between the superpowers. The decline in the military importance
of the Alliance was accompanied, however, by growing tensions between
Europe and the United States, in particular over nuclear weapons policy and
American involvement in Vietnam. As John English shows in his chapter,
Canadians shared some of the concerns of Europeans over the management of
the Alliance. In 1965 Prime Minister Lester Pearson openly questioned the
organization of NATO and suggested that the time had come for Canada to
reconsider the nature of its contribution. It was clear that the informed public
shared his doubts, especially in light of the fact that Canada had been relegated
to the sidelines in policy discussions between the Americans and the
Europeans. The 1966 decision by General De Gaulle to withdraw from the
military side of NATO was greeted thoughtfully in Canada with some com-
mentators suggesting that Canada might do well to emulate his independence.
Canadian criticism, as English demonstrates, was both a reflection of problems
in the Alliance and disappointment in Canada that the hopes embodied in
Article 2 had not been realized. The debate in Canada in the late 1960’s,
English concludes, helped to prepare the way for the thorough-going re-
evaluation of the early Trudeau years.

The second section of the book is necessarily more speculative, dealing as
it does with Canada and NATO in a changing world. Even before the events of
1989 Canada, like its allies, found itself re-evaluating its NATO policy. It has
not been alone in finding that the maintenance of a military presence in Europe
produces increasing strains on its budget. These strains, coming in a time when
the risk of war in Europe seems more distant than at any time since 1945, make
it more difficult to justify the commitment. In this context it is interesting to
note that there are more CF-18 combat aircraft in Europe than there are in
Canada. Canada faces another dilemma not shared by some NATO nations —
its other security requirements. With the world’s longest coastline and the
world’s second largest land mass, it must draw from a comparatively small
population base to defend this large area, in a time when defence commitments
seem particularly expensive. The changes in Europe are increasingly forcing
Canadians to make some difficult choices, and as the perception of threat
recedes, the need for a major readjustment in Canadian commitments to
Europe becomes even greater. The difficulty is, though, that Canadians are
finding what all others interested in Europe are also discovering — that the
landscape is confused and uncertain and that the frameworks of the past no
longer fit very well.

vii

One of Canada’s more pressing issues on defence is its relationship with
the United States. Canada and the U.S. are partners in several defence relation-
ships, including both NATO and NORAD. A persistent irritant for Canada in
this relationship has been the United States’ pressure on Canadians to spend
more on defence and to expand their defence activities. Joseph Jockel predicts
that the U.S. will seek the same kind of defence commitments from Canada as
it has in the past. Canada will face greater coercion, not less from the U.S. and
other members of NATO to maintain Canadian forces in the Federal Republic
of Germany even as the U.S. and probably some European NATO nations
reduce their own forces there.

For Canada, this will require some difficult choices — including the
purchase of some expensive new equipment, such as tanks. Jockel argues that
modernization is also necessary in NORAD which will result in further pres-
sure on the Canadian budget. In addition the United States is encouraging
Canada to maintain a navy of small vessels capable of escort and anti-subma-
rine warfare (ASW) duty. Canada, like the United States, faces a considerable
budget deficit problem. But Jockel indicates that the U.S. will “gently nag”
Canada to spend more on defence. As U.S. defence budgets themselves actu-
ally decline in purchasing power, Canada will most likely find such requests a
source of annoyance, to say the least.

Several contributors in this section remind us that we should not forget
NATO’s military significance. We must remember that change is not irre-
versible, that conditions of hostility can re-emerge, that Gorbachev is mortal
politically as well as physically, and that the world has seen too many wars for
complacency to set in just yet. Geoffrey Till’s chapter looks at Canada as a
seapower. It is not just a matter of guarding the coastline, he argues, but pro-
tecting overseas trade and maintaining Canada’s links to European defence.
Even in peacetime, Till notes, the Soviet navy poses potential problems for
Canada. Although it has not done so in recent years it is capable of patrolling
far into the North Atlantic. This of course poses a threat not just to Canada but
to the United States. In the event of war, it would be difficult to remove the
Soviet navy from waters of strategic importance to North America.

Till notes that the Soviet navy has some particular difficulties, including a

. lot of territory to defend, an aging fleet, and low status in comparison to the

other elements of the Soviet military. Nevertheless, he argues, the Soviet navy
needs to be accorded respect, not only because of its size and capability, but
also because NATO is, after all, a maritime alliance. Thus Canada, as a mar-
itime nation herself, has a real interest in helping to maintain NATO seapower.
It is in both its own and NATO’s interests for Canada to continue to and even
enhance its contribution to the Standing Naval Forces Atlantic, to develop
counter-mine measures, and to keep its role as a protector of trans-Atlantic
shipping.
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While Till concentrates on Canada’s maritime contribution to NATO,
David Sorenson examines Canadian ground and air roles in the Federal
Republic of Germany. At one point Canada had almost 8000 troops in
Germany, but that number was cut by almost half by the Trudeau Government
in 1969. The contribution of Canadian forces in Germany has provoked con-
troversy both in and outside of Canada. Some have argued that the force makes
little impact either to NATO’s military capability or to Canada’s influence
within NATO, and thus should be withdrawn. Others have argued that the force
should be enhanced, perhaps bringing it up to its pre-Trudeau size. Sorenson
contends, though, that while the Canadian contribution in Germany is signifi-
cant and should be continued, some consolidation and reassignment might be
in order. For example, he suggests that Canada might concentrate on air
defence, taking advantage of both the newness and quality of Canadian equip-
. ment and the skills of Canadian pilots. He also proposes a reconfiguration of
Canadian ground forces, to emphasize a more mobile role with smaller units.
While specialization in NATO is controversial, it is more affordable than the
other options of buying new tanks, APCs, and other equipment necessary if the
present Canadian roles are to be sustained.

The implications of both the Till and Sorenson chapters are that Canada
will have to spend more money to carry out the missions they propose. But are
the citizens of Canada prepared to make the necessary sacrifices for such
increases? Geoffrey Pearson looks at Canadian public opinion and finds,
among other things, that Canadians now view the nuclear arms race as more of
a threat to them than the USSR. And twice as many found the U.S. to be the
main threat to peace as compared to the USSR. While it is possible to ascribe
some of the reaction against the U.S. to anti-Reagan sentiment, given the dates
of the polls Pearson uses, it is difficult to imagine any increase in Canadian
fear of the USSR. The astonishing changes in the USSR and Eastern Europe
surely will have the effect on Canadians that they have had on others in NATO,

including Americans. The daily and very public collapse of the Soviet threat is .

probably already eroding Canadian support for defence in ‘general and the
Atlantic Alliance in particular. Even in the late 1980’s, a large majority of
Canadians believed that “military force is no longer an appropriate way for
countries to pursue their interests”; not surprisingly they were reluctant to see
the defence budget increased. On the other hand, they have so far continued to
support the stationing of Canadian forces in Europe. At the moment it is diffi-
cult to gauge how the Canadian public will react to defence issues in the
coming years.

Canada, as noted above, has other defence and foreign policy interests
outside of NATO. There is also the perennial matter of NATO policy in
“peripheral” areas, such as the Persian Gulf, where its members may have
interests. Just as the situation in Europe is fluid and likely to remain so, the rel-
ative importance of the peripheries may alter as well. While Charles Doran

notes the changing nature of the competition for influence between East and
West, he argues that Soviet pressure on its own southern periphery is still pos-
sible. He argues that NATO may still play an indirect role in preventing such
pressure. How to do this, though, is likely to evoke different responses from
the United States and from Canada. The United States and Canada, the only
two North American members of NATO, may have some real differences over
the nature of the threat found in the peripheries. Canada tends to view national-
ism as a greater source of instability than does the United States, which has
customarily viewed Marxist-Leninist movements as more serious threats. In
adddition the United States is more prepared than Canada, according to Doran,
to see NATO forces used in peripheral areas. Canada generally prefers to use
the United Nations in a peacekeeping role.

It is fitting that the concluding chapter should be written by John Halstead
who brings to bear two perspectives as a former Canadian ambassador to
NATO and now an academic. We have not set him an easy task in asking him
to look at Canada and NATO in the 1990°s. He reminds us — and the reminder
is timely — that NATO has been a success. It has kept the peace. And it has
brought particular benefits to Canada, giving it a place at tables that it might
otherwise not have had.

The coming years will not be easy ones for NATO. Halstead identifies
three issues from NATO’s past which could be divisive in the future: the man-
agement and use of the nuclear deterrent; the evolving relationship between the
United States and the European community; and the relationship with the
Soviet Union. There is also the worrying possibility — referred to by Geoffrey
Pearson — that the apparent collapse of the Soviet Empire will lead Canadians
to conclude that NATO is no longer necessary. Halstead irssists that NATO — as
a political instrument rather than a primarily military one — is more necessary
than ever to enable the West to co-ordinate its response to the enormous
changes taking place in the international environment such as the emergence of
Japan as a major power and the end of superpower dominance.
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Canada and the Origins of the
Post-War Commitment

Mary Halloran

Given the important role Canada played in the formation of NATO, it may
seem curious that initial Canadian policy at the end of World War II was to pull
back from Europe and overseas commitments. In fact this is not as contradic-
tory as it appears. It is true that the withdrawal of the Canadian Armed Forces
was complete by the autumn of 1946. It is equally true that no elected official
or civil servant in Canada foresaw in 1946 the return of Canadian troops to
European soil within five years in fulfillment of duties under the North
Atlantic Treaty. That Canada chose to shoulder some measure of responsibility
for the protection of Europe can be explained primarily by the onset of the
Cold War. But the seeds of her interest in and commitment to Europe are to be
found in the war years, when Canadian policymakers, notably those in the
Department of External Affairs (DEA), tumned their attention to the shape of
the post-war world. The planners envisaged a role for Canada in shaping that
world, but they were not prepared, nor were the pol(isticians prepared, to
participate on terms dictated by their wartime allies.

In December 1945 the government of Prime Minister William Lyon
Mackenzie King informed the British cabinet that it intended to withdraw the
Canadian Occupation Force from Europe. The Occupation Force consisted of
an army group of 18,000 all ranks, stationed in north-wesf Germany, and ten of
an original thirteen RCAF squadrons. The force was created by the Cabinet
War Committee in 1944 to assist the British with Stage II of the occupation, a
period of “adjustment and disarmament” following the operational occupation
- of Germany.! But that commitment was coming to an end. With the repatria-
tion of the Canadian Army Overseas, King told the British, keeping the occu-
pation forces abroad “would create administrative difficulties out of all
proportion to the numbers involved.” Beginning in April 1946, withdrawal
from Europe would begin, with the complete removal of all army and air force
personnel expected by the autumn.2 That this decision surprised and discon-
certed the British is a matter of record. Prime Minister Clement Attlee did his
best to dissuade the Canadians. In a telegram to King he appealed to his sense
of faimess. “It would seem hard,” wrote Attlee, “that this country should be
expected to bear the whole burden of occupational duties in Europe. This
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would, in effect, be on behalf of all of us in the British Commonwealth who
have fought together in the war and are seeking in the same spirit of partner-
ship to play our part in restoring Europe and the world in general.”3 At a meet-
ing at Downing Street, he lobbied a delegation of Canadian cabinet ministers,
among them Louis St. Laurent, King’s Justice Minister and Quebec lieutenant.
Attlee’s message was clear. Canada’s decision to pull out of Germany was
leaving Britain in the lurch in her hour of need. A survey of Britain’s commit-
ments showed that at least one million personnel would be needed to carry out
occupation duties. Attlee reminded his visitors that the British overhead costs
were no less onerous than those of the Canadians, nor home leave for their
men any more feasible. Finally, he appealed in the name of Commonwealth
solidarity. The UK was only as effective within the Security Council of the
United Nations as the forces available to support her. Canada’s independent
membership in the UN notwithstanding, it was only through united action in
the Commonwealth that the “British people” could wield influence.4 In reply,

St. Laurent elaborated on the administrative problems cited by Mackenzie

King. The overhead costs of maintaining occupation forces overseas were pro-
hibitive, while the work itself seemed less than useful. The decision to bring
the men home was irrevocable. No appeal on behalf of the Commonwealth
could change it. In brief, Attlee was lobbying the wrong party. The Liberals
who governed in Canada had long been opposed to the policy of “one voice
and one army for the Empire,” as indeed were the majority of Canadians.
Moreover, the wartime arrangements under which decisions were made by the
Big Three to be carried out by all the Allies could not continue in peacetime.
Canada had not been consulted as to the extent and nature of the responsibili-
ties to be shouldered by the British and was not to be held accountable now.5
Canada’s abrupt decision to withdraw from Europe caused problems not
only with Attlee’s government. Once the news was released, the Canadian
Institute of Public Opinion recorded 37 percent opposed to withdrawal and 46
percent in favour. Outside Quebec, however, 43 percent opposed the measure,
while only 40 percent approved.6 Editorial opinion was less equivocal. The
Tory press in Canada excoriated the government for its decision. The Toronto
Globe and Mail saw the withdrawal as “this nation’s last descent in the valley
of humiliation as a result of the Government’s manpower policies.” The gov-
ernment’s record in “military matters where there were political undertones”
prompted the Montreal Gazette to conclude that “King and his colleagues have
long since passed the blushing point.” The reaction of the Tory press was
hardly surprising. But the decision to withdraw was no more popular with the
Liberal papers. The Ottawa Citizen, normally a supporter of the government,
sympathized with the UK over the burden that Canada was leaving her to bear.
Even sterner was the judgement of the staunchly Liberal Winnipeg Free Press.
The editorial in the Free Press pondered the ramifications of the government’s
decision on Canada’s international relations. By pulling out of Germany, the
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paper said, “we open ourselves to the assumption that we are trying to keep
our efforts of international collaboration to a minimum, to judge them by our
convenience rather than our duty and our long term interest in peace. The
Government is leaving Britain already desperately pressed for manpower to
see occupation through alone.”?

The Winnipeg Free Press raised an important issue. The climate of opin-
ion had changed since the twenties and thirties, when the government, with the
apparent blessing of the electorate, had worked hard to sabotage Article 10, the
collective security clause of the League of Nations Covenant, in order to avoid
overseas commitments. By the middle of the war, the polls showed a willing-
ness on the part of Canadians to accept international responsibilities, and a
desire for representation on international councils.8 Canada’s wartime policies
reflected the new mood but they were not by and large shaped by the cabinet,
dominated as it was by Mackenzie King in his dual capacity as Prime Minister
and Secretary of State for External Affairs. The leader never fully overcame
his personal distaste for open-ended commitments, even though he was to pre-
side over a period of unprecedented Canadian initiative in foreign affairs. The
impetus for this shift in policy came instead from the Department of External
Affairs. The mandarins at DEA had made their ambitions for Canada plain in
their pursuit of membership on wartime boards and had found justification for
their demand of wider international recognition in the functional principle, by
which it was understood that Canada would be consulted to the extent that she
was able and willing to assume responsibility. A change had plainly taken
place in the way Canada perceived her relations with the outside world. How
then to explain the abrupt withdrawal from Europe, at a time when her allies
were clearly still in need of her help? Did the decision t& quit Europe signify
a retreat to a policy of “no commitments’?

It is the contention of this paper that it did not. The decision to end
Canadian occupation duties was not a renunciation of Europe, but rather a
refusal to accept a European role on the terms offered. To understand fully
that decision, and the nature of Canada’s commitment to post-war Europe,
one must look to the early forties, when a talented group of officials in the
Canadian government first turned their attention to Canada’s role in preserving
the peace.

The war years coincided with the passing of a generation within the
Department of External Affairs. Nineteen forty-one marked the death of O.D.
Skelton and Loring Christie. As Under-Secretary, Skelton had presided over
the department since 1925. A nationalist with a healthy dislike of all things
British, he had laboured to keep Canada free from European entanglements.
In this he was ably assisted by Christie. Sir Robert Borden’s one-time adviser
had returned to the department as counsellor in 1935. Together, Skelton and
Christie epitomized the disinclination for overseas commitments that was the
hallmark of Canadian external policy in the thirties. The men who succeeded
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them — Norman Robertson as Under-Secretary, Hume Wrong as Assistant
Under-Secretary and Lester Pearson as second-in-command at the Canadian
Legation in Washington — were united in their determination to reverse that
policy. They were the leaders of a new generation of civil servants who, in the
words of one of them, “sought for things Canada might do rather than things
Canada might avoid doing.”® To abandon the policies of the thirties was to
accept for Canada a role in the shaping of the post-war world. More specifi-
cally, it meant a role in shaping a new Europe, the cradle of two world wars.

The new members of the civil service were in many ways predisposed to
fix their gaze across the Atlantic. Though they were, almost to a man, born in
Canada, many of the most influential had been educated at Oxford, Cambridge
or the London School of Economics. Among them were the triumvirate of
Pearson, Robertson and Wrong, as well as Escott Reid and Charles Ritchie of
External Affairs, Arnold Heeney, Clerk of the Privy Council and Cabinet
Secretary, J.W. Pickersgill of the Prime Minister’s Office, Louis Rasminsky
and Alex Skelton of the Bank of Canada, and A.F.W. Plumptre of the
Department of Finance.!? Education abroad nurtured bonds of friendship with
Britain and furnished opportunities to wander the continent. The result was a
group of policymakers with a world view encompassing Europe. Some were
particularly “European” in their outlook. Norman Robertson’s frequent visits
to France fostered an abiding love for that country, while his marriage to a
native of Holland only strengthened his continental ties. Charles Ritchie, future
Canadian representative in London, Paris and Bonn, began early to soak up the
richness of continental life. Apart from boyhood trips, there was a period of
residence at the Ecole Libres des Sciences Politiques in Paris. Finally, the
friendships that J.W. Pickersgill made in France in the twenties sparked a keen
and early interest in the cause of European unity.!! It would seem more than
mere coincidence that a new Canadian commitment to Europe was undertaken
by a generation of civil servants bound to that continent by their tastes and
personal experience.

In time, that commitment would translate into membership in the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization and Canadian sponsorship of Article 2, a non-
military clause in the treaty specially designed to foster economic, political and
cultural ties within an Atlantic community. Even the new breed of mandarins
could not have imagined such a European link in their wartime planning for
the future. What made participation in the post-war alliance possible was the
political acuity of Mackenzie King. Though he never came to share the inter-
nationalist zeal of his civil servants, Mackenzie King at least recognized that
they reflected the popular consensus. Lacking the energy in his final years in
office to chart a new course in foreign policy, the Prime Minister relinquished
control of External Affairs to Louis St. Laurent in 1946. The bright young men
in the department at last had a politician to champion their cause in cabinet.

Canada and the Origins of the Post-War Commitment 5

An early signal of Canada’s interest in the future of Europe was the
response of DEA to the proposed United Nations Commission for Europe.
That proposal emanated from the British War Cabinet and was submitted to the
dominions for consideration in June 1943. The British had begun to consider a
number of matters relating to the end of hostilities, such as the signing and
administration of the armistice. Their deliberations led to the proposed estab-
lishment of a supervisory body of “high-ranking political representatives of the
United Kingdom, United States and the USSR, of France and any other
European Allies, and if so desired of any Dominion prepared to contribute to
[the] policing of Europe.” The commission would coordinate the efforts of
armistice committees, the allied commander-in-chief and civilian authorities,
and would handle military, political and economic affairs. Overseeing the com-
mission would be a steering committee comprised of representatives of the
UK, US, USSR and possibly France.}2

The Dominions Office requested that the Canadian government review
the proposal and indicate what interest, if any, it had in serving on the commis-
sion. That request generated much discussion at DEA. A memorandum on the
subject was prepared by two officers of the department, George Glazebrook
and John Holmes. They pointed out the importance of weighing carefully the
arguments for and against participation. Representation on the commission
entailed a willingness to contribute to the policing of Europe. There was no
underestimating its significance. The proposed commission was to play a cru-
cial role in the concluding of the armistice and in the immediate post-war
period. Canada would need more information before a decision could be taken,
What relation would the steering committee have to the United Nations
Commission? What were the current plans for “policing*Europe”? What had
come of the discussions among the Big Three? Not surprisingly, the authors
recommended detailed study by the relevant departments and informal talks
between the High Commission in London and the UK government.!3

Hume Wrong put the matter succinctly to Norman Robertson. “The
question of Canadian participation,” he wrote, “may well involve a preliminary
decision on our readiness to play an active part in a new world security systerm.
Our armies are in the European theatre and so is the bulk of our operational air
force. A commitment to contribute to the policing of Europe would presum-
ably in the main involve an undertaking to participate to some degree in pro- |
viding the necessary armies of occupation.” Wrong recommended circulation
of the British proposals among the relevant departments and their immediate
consideration by the Cabinet War Committee.!4

The question went to the Cabinet War Committee who requested further
study. Accordingly, Robertson, Wrong and their staff met with the Clerk of the
Privy Council and the Chiefs of Staff on 22 July to discuss a draft response to
the British proposal. The exchange of opinion proved revealing. The Chief of
the Air Staff expressed surprise at the tepid attitude toward Canadian participa-
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tion on the commission revealed in the draft telegram. With the concurrence of
the Chief of the Naval Staff, he urged the government to undertake a role in
post-war policing on terms to be decided later. After Canada’s insistence on
being taken into account, how could she do less if she had any claim to
“national status”?

The officials from External Affairs saw the issue somewhat differently.
Hume Wrong questioned the British assumption that only those dominions
willing to undertake a policing role were entitled to a place on the commission.
After all, Canada expected to play an active role in relief, another area of
responsibility for the proposed commission. Arnold Heeney and Norman
Robertson took up this theme. Could not the Canadian government propose
to the British that contributions other than those of a military nature entitle a
country to membership? After all, the task of relief and rehabilitation would
go on long after the demilitarization of the area. Awarding membership on the
basis proposed by the Canadians would be applying the functional principle,
a principle they would come to advocate often in the next few years.

Robertson was concerned about the possibility of further military service
for Canadian soldiers beyond war’s end. As he pointed out, Canadian soldiers
would have been away longer than any other potential members of the United
Nations Commission. But neither he nor any other member of his department
appeared to consider the possibility of a flat rejection of membership. In plac-
ing their recommendations before the Cabinet War Committee, Robertson sug-
gested that they underscore the importance of the British proposal. It marked
“the first instalment in the plans for post-war world order and ... a refusal by
Canada to take part would mean a reversion to isolationism.” That was not an
idea entertained by Robertson or anyone else on his staff.15

Despite the politicians’ concern that the public and the forces overseas
might demand immediate demobilization at war’s end, the Cabinet War
Committee was persuaded to give the British proposal further consideration.!6
A reply was sent to the Dominions Secretary. In it, the Canadian government
requested clarification of the term “policing of Europe” and made it plain that
it did not conceive of a Canadian role in purely military terms. But Canada’s
attitude toward membership on the United Nations Commission for Europe
was unequivocal. Because of its prospective role in “the shaping of the terms
of the European settlement and determining in large measure the pattern of
international political collaboration,” the government was “greatly interested
and concerned in the proposed Commission.” Further, the telegram made plain
Canada’s assumption that she qualified for representation on the commission
not only on the basis of her military contribution but for her participation in
relief and other civil duties.!?

The correspondence between Canada and Britain on the United Nations
Commission for Europe is notable for a number of reasons. It marked a distinct
break with what Robertson viewed as DEA’s isolationist past. Robertson and
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his staff wanted to pursue an active role in European policy and were prepared
to contribute substantially in order to secure it. The concern that Canada’s con-
tribution to European stability should not be purely military but economic and
political as well foreshadowed the position DEA would take in backing Article
2 of the North Atlantic Treaty. Finally, the episode showed the bureaucrats to
be somewhat bolder than their political masters. Hence Robertson’s warning to
the Cabinet War Committee against reverting to isolationism. A later submis-
sion to the Cabinet War Committee, in November 1943, urged the government
to press strongly for Canadian participation “in any inter-allied machinery of
control” as an “essential condition” of contributions to the policing of Europe
after the war.!8 Although the War Committee acquiesced in some of the areas
promoted by DEA, as in the setting up of a Post-Hostilities Advisory
Committee and Working Committee to be comprised of Robertson, Heeney
and the Chiefs of Staff, thiey demurred on the matter of pressing for Canadian
representation on inter-allied bodies. The Prime Minister “expressed the view
that it was important to avoid -commitments which would involve the use of

-extensive Canadian forces in Europe after the cessation of hostilities,”’19

In the end, the senior partners in the alliance frustrated DEA’s desire to
help determine the fate of Europe in the immediate post-war period. In the fall
of 1943 came word of the establishment of the Advisory Council for Italy and
the European Advisory Commission. At first, the British reassured the anxious
Canadians that neither body was intended to take the place of the proposed
United Nations Commission for Europe.20 But events proved otherwise. The
Big Three allowed no such representative body a role in determining post-war
settlement.

Canada did not press for membership on either the- European Advisory
Commission or the Advisory Council for Italy. Was there a retreat from DEA’s
commitment of July 1943 to pursue an active European policy? The cautious
attitude to the new European bodies more likely represents DEA’s realization
that a request for membership would be futile. That the Big Three intended to
dominate the European Advisory Commission was clear from the outset.

Canadian representation on the Advisory Council for Italy was given
more serious consideration — in Canada, at any rate. Dana Wilgress, the
Canadian Minister in the USSR, argued the case most forcefully in November
1943. Wilgress reasoned that the presence of the Canadian Army Corps in Italy
allowed the government “to present with dignity” its bid for membership on
the Advisory Council. The Advisory Council at that time was more prestigious
than the European Advisory Commission. It was supposed to deal with current
political problems in that country and provide executive control at the end of
the war. As such it would serve as a model in the post-war treatment of other
enemy countries. Members of the council would therefore gain experience and
wield “important influence in shaping future policy.” And lastly, Canadian
membership on the council would help to secure a place on the European
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Advisory Commission when the proposed expansion of membership
occurred.?!

It was Hume Wrong, with the support of Glazebrook, Holmes and others,
who vetoed Wilgress’s plan. They seemed to have sensed the futility of trying
to convince the Big Three of their right to representation.2? Perhaps they still
held out hope for a place on the United Nations Commission for Europe. The
most that Wilgress could win from the department was a disclaimer that accep-
tance of their exclusion from the Advisory Council for Italy did not mean that
they would “stand aside™ as graciously in other circumstances. Canada had not
given up on Europe. But the senior partners in the Allied cause were no more
prepared to delegate to the eager Canadians than to any other small power.

Another area which received sustained attention at External ‘Affairs was
the post-war treatment of Germany. The importance of that subject in securing
a lasting peace was underscored in a ten-page departmental memorandum on
“The Future of Germany” in February 1944. As the author put it, “the hope of
lasting peace depends, more than on any other single factor, on the solution of
the German problem.” Without coercion, there was no hope that Germany
could be counted on to renounce aggression, and would therefore continue to
pose a threat to world security. The task, then, was to devise a policy calculated
to protect against that danger. The memo weighed the possible methods of con-
trolling the German problem: the dismemberment of Germany, the forced
reduction and control of German armaments, the dismantling of German eco-
nomic power. If the victors resorted to punitive measures in the form of repara-
tions and the trial of war criminals, what would be the effect on the German
psyche? The author’s conclusions were not optimistic. The United Nations
could “hope for, but not depend on, a change of heart amongst the German
people”. While an international organization would offer the best safeguards
against renewed German aggression, no such organization currently existed.
Among the other means of control,the victors should avoid “forced reorganiza-
tion of German internal affairs” in favour of stringent control. That control
might be relaxed “in response to a co-operative attitude on the part of future
German governments and people,” but not in the foreseeable future.23

The memo was circulated by Hume Wrong among various heads of mis-
sion and department officials. The matter prompted extensive comment and
revealed a range of opinion on the stand Canada should adopt on post-war
European problems. One early response came from Pierre Dupuy, the Chargé
d’affaires to the Allied governments in London. His assessment of the chances
for rehabilitation of the German people was grim. At heart was the problem of
psychology. “For 150 years,” he wrote, “Herder, Fichte and all the political
thinkers have propagated the doctrine of the superiority of the German race
over all others. They have therefore become imbued with the belief that they
are entitled to dominate Europe, and eventually the whole world, and it will
take a long time to convince them otherwise.” That psychology, which he
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described as “arrogant and complicated,” would take some time to change.
A decade or two would be too little time for the emergence of “a democratic
peace-loving people, reasoning as we do on important matters of justice, and
political and social progress.”

How then should the victors treat the Germans so as to bring about a last-
ing peace? Dupuy argued for punitive measures not just against the military
but against the industrialists and intellectuals as well, as they had all conspired
to produce Hitlerism with the backing of a large majority. Some effort must be
made to come to terms with their mentality, as “it will not be possible to kill
them all”, Dismantling the military would be the first task. But as the military
leadership was primarily Prussian in origin and education, Dupuy argued for
separate and severe treatment of that territory. Among the “harsh and drastic”
measures he advocated were isolation from the rest of Germany, and interna-
tional controls over its military, financial, political, industrial and economic
life.

Apart from the abject humiliation of Prussia, Dupuy supported a measure
of leniency for those German states which proved themselves amenable to
international cooperation. But German industry across the board ought to be
subsumed in an international system of production, to prevent German
rearmament.24

Dupuy’s response excited no comment in Ottawa. His position as Chargé
d’affaires might have been expected to lend weight to his opinion. But
Dupuy’s professional standing was not high. His reporting from Vichy France
had earned him a reputation, in the words of one scholar, as a “loose-tongued
naif.”2

Of more moment was the view of Dana Wilgress,#he widely respected
Canadian representative in Moscow. Wilgress had given a good deal of thought
to the German problem. It was a question he had discussed with officials of the
Soviet Union and fellow diplomats in Moscow. His ruminations on the depart-
mental memo were not as flagrantly anti-German as those of Pierre Dupuy.
Still, he did not advocate leniency in the post-war treatment of Germany. “I
regret,” he wrote, “that the burden of the argument in the departmental memo-
randum is against the splitting-up of Germany into parts. This I consider to be
the only really satisfactory solution of the German problem.” He argued for the
division of Germany into three zones corresponding to areas of occupation.
With the views of his host country in mind, Wilgress proposed the nationaliza-
tion of large industrial concerns which would be made to pay a percentage of
their output as reparations. Reparations, he noted, were of special importance
to the Soviets.26

Perhaps the most acute observations were made by Charles Ritchie, then
first secretary at the Canadian High Commission in London. Ritchie set out to
address an issue not raised in the departmental memo: that of the specific rela-
tions Canada herself might have to the problem of Germany’s post-war future.
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Ritchie summed up the issue neatly: “It is axiomatic that our main interest in
Germany like that of the other United Nations is that she be made and kept
incapable of starting another war. Our position differs from that of some of the
other United Nations in that we have no territorial claims against Germany.
But two generations of Canadians have been involved in war by Germany’s
aggressions. And Canada may be asked to participate with the other United
Nations in plans extending over a period of years to keep Germany disarmed.”
Any responsibilities that Canadians might be asked to shoulder could be long
term. Germany would be at the crux of any problem addressed by the new
world security organization in which Canada would surely play a role.
Therefore, the Canadian public must feel “that Canadian policy towards
Germany has been decided in terms of Canada’s interests and that full opportu-
nity has been given for Canada’s views to be heard” when the Allies deter-
mined Germany’s fate. With that consideration in mind, Ritchie went on to list
the practical matters which the government must keep to the fore in determin-
ing its policy toward Germany. In the first place, Canada must be kept apprised
of the claims of Russia and Poland to the eastern territories of Germany.
Moreover, Canada must be kept fully informed in advance of the British gov-
emment’s policy toward Germany. This latter point was vital, as all of Europe
assumed that any statement made by Churchill was done in the name of the
whole Commonwealth.

There was also the problem of Canada’s signature of the armistice.
Echoing the frustration of many others, Ritchie lamented the tendency of the
Russians and Americans “to behave as if they and the UK were the only partic-
ipants in the war against Germany”. That tendency was quite apparent in the
Russian and American armistice plan. Canada must see to it that she was asso-
ciated with the signature of the armistice with Germany, even if she did not
sign directly.

Ritchie anticipated a number of problems in connection with the possible

participation of Canada in the occupation of Germany. He urged that policy be
decided on several questions. To what extent would Canada take part in civil
affairs in Germany? He argued that any significant participation necessitated
Canadian representation at the planning level. To what extent would Canada
involve itself in the control of the German economy? The activities of
UNRRA, with which Canada was sure to be associated, would involve the
government in such matters as relief and displaced persons. Would Canada be
associated with the armistice control commission after Germany’s defeat?

Ritchie urged that the government be represented on the High
Commission for Germany currently being planned. Some liaison between
Canada and the High Commission could greatly facilitate managing the tangle
of issues he outlined. Finally, Canada and her allies had to determine the
German problem in relation to the international security organization in which
they set such store for a lasting peace.?’
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Of those who commented on the departmental memorandum, Ritchie
seems to have had the keenest perception that Canada could and should have a
role to play in deciding the future of post-war Germany. That perception
impressed Under-Secretary of State Norman Robertson, who called the Prime
Minister’s attention to Ritchie’s memorandum. The idea that the government
should start now to define more narrowly its post-war German policy seemed
wise. One issue about which External Affairs sought to clarify its views was
the dismemberment of Germany. '

The reaction of DEA to the question of dismemberment was expressed
most clearly in a memorandum by George Glazebrook. The author weighed
the conflicting views of Canada’s allies: the tendency within the State
Department to back away from plans to partition or dismember Germany, the
involvement of the European Advisory Commission in deciding the issue, the
differences of opinion among the Big Three revealed at the Tehran Conference.
At that conference, FDR proposed partitioning Germany into five self-govern-
ing parts and two to be administered by the Allies, Churchill suggested the iso-
lation of Prussia, and Stalin argued for the kind of crushing dismemberment
which would prevent further union.

With so few clear signals from the principal players, Glazebrook pro-
duced a statement remarkable for its restraint and its view to the post-war
future of Europe. “The object of policy toward Germany is not revenge or pun-
ishment,” argued the author, “but the prevention of further aggression.” That
object could be sought by either external control of Germany, by an interna-
tional organization or by a co-operative effort among interested states, or by
the reduction of German power to a point where it was not capable of further
aggression. While either of these options might entail disarmament and repara-
tions, neither required so drastic a step as dismemberment.

The memo was unequivocal on the significance of the issue. “The deci-
sion on whether a policy of forced dismemberment should be adopted is of the
greatest importance, for on it — more than on any other factor — may hang the
stability of Europe and the peace of the world.” If it could be shown that
Germany could be controlled either by an international organization or by the
interested states, there would be no need to resort to dismemberment. And dis-
memberment was what the victors should seek to avoid, because “German
nationalism, though it might be forcefully held in chains, would feed on adver-
sity and become more dangerous.” Under those circumstances, force would be
necessary to keep the separate German states apart. Far better that force be
used “to restrain a United Germany from re-arming or in other ways breaking
whatever controls are considered necessary.” In short, the dismemberment of
Germany was, of all the solutions under consideration, the most risky.28

Even as consensus on the question was developing within the Canadian
bureaucracy, the matter was being heatedly debated within the American gov-
emment. By the fall, the American press was reporting the controversy within
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the Roosevelt administration over the Morgenthau plan for the demolition of
Germany’s industrial power.2? The Canadian High Commission in London
reported that the question was equally vexing for the government of Great
Britain.30 With the governments of her two major allies divided among them-
selves on the German question, Canada did not hold out much hope that she
would be able to influence in any substantial way the settlement to be imposed
on a defeated Germany. But what is significant is the perception within the
Department of External Affairs that the fate of Germany was of primary
concern to Canada, because on it hinged her hopes for peace.

It might be argued that the Canadian preoccupation with the future of
Germany signified something more. In many of the departmental memoranda
there is the unspoken assumption that a new Germany would emerge from the
settlement imposed by the victors, a Germany which might better reflect the
values Canada hoped to see enshrined in a new international organization. That
notion emerges most plainly in the writings of Escott Reid. Reid deplored what
he identified as a tendency to exaggerate the problem of creating and maintain-
ing an anti-Nazi regime in Germany. In his view, social and economic change
in Germany could be brought about under the terms of the peace settlement.
As he put it, “We can ... make such an omelette of at least some of the nazi
elements in German life that these Hitlerite eggs can never get back into their
shells again.” Reid wrote of forcing Germany to accept a new national consti-
tution which would make illegal those crimes “which the nazi regime has per-
petrated against the non-nazi element in the German community — torture,
beating, imprisonment and execution without trial, racial and religious discrim-
ination.” It was clear that Reid’s aim was to nurture in Germany some sem-
blance of liberalism, a concept he did not define but which he plainly identified
as the set of values underpinning Canadian society.3!

Not everyone, of course, shared Escott Reid’s optimism. John Read, the
Department of External Affairs’ legal adviser, attacked the notion that the vic-
tors could impose their own values on German society. But even he thought it
possible to create “a set of circumstances in which it might be reasonably prac-
ticable for a nation to grow and develop which was capable of living with the
rest of the world.”32 The tacit assumption that Canadians might have a role to
play in re-shaping Europe, in re-casting Europe in their own image, underlies
much of DEA’s wartime planning for the post-war world.

We know well what became of those plans. Despite their concerted
efforts, Canadians were given no voice in determining the European settle-
ment.33 Far from staying to fashion a new Europe, the government withdrew
its troops with what even some of its supporters deemed to be undue haste. In
part, the retreat from Europe reflected the popular desire to close the door on
the last six years and concentrate on matters closer to home. For the politicians
with a view to pleasing the electorate, retreat was inevitable.
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But it might be argued that retreat was equally inevitable for those men at
External Affairs who had held such high hopes for a Canadian presence in
Europe. For the only European role they had considered was one for which
they would dictate the terms. Even in 1943 when Canada was offered member-
ship on the ill-fated United Nations Commission for Europe, DEA had
demanded Canadian representation on any inter-allied control machinery as an
“essential condition” of a Canadian contribution to the policing of Europe.34
As Norman Robertson explained to the British High Commissioner when
Canada broke the news of its impending withdrawal, the Big Three had left the
government with no choice. Had they given Canadians a say in the original
plans for the occupation of Germany, the cabinet “would have been predis-
posed to maintain Canadian forces in Germany instead of being predisposed to
withdraw them.” But he did hold out some hope for a renewed Canadian role if
and when the United Nations took over responsibility for peace-keeping in the
area.35

Canada’s commitment to Europe was the product of wartime preoccupa-
tion with the shape of the post-war world. Her withdrawal from Europe in
1946 did not signify a renunciation of that commitment. Rather, it was a
refusal to fulfill that commitment on the terms offered. Her position was no
different three years later, when she fought for, and won, the inclusion of
Article 2 — the “Canadian Article” — in the North Atlantic Treaty.
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The Return of the Canadians to
Europe: Britannia Rules the Rhine

David J. Bercuson

On November 21, 1951 Canada’s Minister of National Defence, Brooke
Claxton, stood on a reviewing stand in front of the Rotterdam city hall and
welcomed 1500 men of the'27th Canadian Infantry Brigade to Europe. General
Dwight David Eisenhower, Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, stood
beside him to take the salute from the troops. These Canadians were part of a
larger contingent of 5500 men sent overseas in the late fall of 1951 as Canada’s
contribution to NATO’s Integrated Force. They constituted the first significant
Canadian military presence in Europe since Canadian occupation troops had
been withdrawn from Germany in 1946.

When Claxton spoke, he turned to Eisenhower and declared: “It is our
good fortune that again under your leadership our collective military strength is
being built up in order to secure the peace which we hoped had been brought
with the end of the war.”! Claxton had good reason to be grateful to
Eisenhower on that blustery day in Rotterdam. Ike had knowingly saved
Claxton and his colleagues in the Canadian government‘from having to make
an embarrassing political choice — to station the Canadian contingent with the
American Army or with the British,

The re-establishment of a Canadian military presence in Europe in 1951
was fraught with difficulties. The raising and training of the 27th brigade was
undertaken at the same time that Canada was building up the 25th brigade —
the Canadian Army Special Force — for service in Korea. It was a heavy bur-
den for a nation that had so recently slashed defence expenditures. There were
also political problems to solve connected to the imminent end of the Allied
occupation of Germany and the beginning of the stationing of non-German
NATO detachments on German soil. Was the Canadian contingent an occupa-
tion force? Canada said no. What then was their relationship to the new
German federal government and what law governed the conduct of Canadian
soldiers in Germany? Since they were not occupiers, who was obliged to pay
what for their maintenance?2

Some of these issues took years of negotiation to resolve. But for Canada,
none was quite as difficult as the problem of where to station the brigade — in
the American zone of occupation in Germany or in the British zone. What
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should have been a simple choice, based on military considerations alone,
became a political decision with Canadian general pitted against Canadian
general in what the Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee, Gen. Charles G.
Foulkes, called “a critical dispute.”? This dispute revealed that for some
Canadian military and political leaders solidarity with Britain was still a prime
defence policy objective despite the full emergence to nationhood that Canada
was supposed to have made during World War II and its entry to NATO as a
full and equal partner.

In his book, Growing Up Allied, the fourth volume of his In Defence of
Canada series, Canadian political scientist James Eayrs first sketched out the
dimensions of this struggle. He wrote that the choices facing Canada were to
place its troops under American command in France or British command in
Germany. That was wrong. He wrote that the Canadian Chiefs of Staff
Committee decided in mid-August, 1951, that the 27th should be grouped with
the British Army of the Rhine in northern Germany. That was wrong. He took
issue with Guy Simonds, former Chief of the General Staff, who told a House
of Commons committee in 1967 that the final decision on the grouping had
been made by Eisenhower, not the Canadian government. The decision, Eayrs
wrote, “was the Canadian government’s.” That was also wrong because
Simonds was right; Eisenhower had saved the Canadian government from
having to make a decision that would have had major political repercussions.4

In the months following the outbreak of war in Korea, NATO’s Defence
Committee orchestrated a drive to build up the military strength of alliance
members and to increase NATO's capacity to meet what many NATO govern-
ment leaders feared would be an imminent Soviet attack. Canada was asked to
contribute one third of an infantry division and an air division. Ottawa was
decidedly reluctant to comply; it had, after all, recently authorized the despatch
of the Special Force to Korea. Claxton, for example, thought that the stationing
of Canadian troops in Europe would be expensive, a great nuisance and not
much use.> But he recognized that Canada could hardly refuse the NATO
Defence Committee request when the United States was stretching its
resources to the limit to build up forces in both Korea and Europe. On
December 29, 1950, therefore, Ottawa authorized the despatch to Europe of
one air division, and a brigade-sized force.6

Claxton’s initial reluctance to fulfill Canada’s NATO commitment was
not the result of any “softness” towards Communism, hesitation about the
value of NATO, or optimism about future harmony in east-west relations.
Claxton was, in fact, convinced that the opening battles of World War Three
were already being fought in the hills of Korea, and that the west stood in
extreme danger at that particular moment.? But he had not climbed as high as
he had in the political ranks without a well-developed, some said over-devel-
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Before setting out to raise the new contingent, Claxton and Foulkes
looked for ways to stretch the Special Force to cover the European obligation.
On a trip to the Pentagon in February, 1951, Foulkes met General Omar
Bradley, Chairman of the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff, and emphasized
the difficulties Canada faced in trying to meet both the Korean and the
European commitment. He tried to feel Bradley out about diverting Canadian
units originally intended for Korea to Europe, especially since the fighting in
Korea seemed to have tapered off. Bradley was unsympathetic. He told
Foulkes that Canada “should fulfill [its] offer to send a full brigade to Korea in
spite of the desirability of despatching forces immediately to the Integrated
Force.”8

Foulkes next saw General J.L. Collins, Chief of Staff of the US Army,
and discussed tentative arrangements for the lodgement of Canadian troops in
Europe. The two decided that the US Army would provide housing and main-
tenance for the Canadian troops within the US zone of occupation in Germany
if Canada requested this.? This was a new departure for Canada. Through two
world wars and in Korea the Canadian army had been grouped with British
troops and had fought under British command. Since 1945, however, Canada’s
armed forces had been changing from UK equipment to American!? and it was
perfectly natural for Foulkes to plan that the US-equipped Canadian troops in
Europe would utilize a US line of communication giving them access to US
spares and replacements. It would have been costly beyond measure to have
tried to establish a separate Canadian line of communication for such a small
number of troops. (The Special Force sent to Korea used UK equipment
because it contained a large number of World War II veterans used to UK
weapons, and Foulkes, who was Chief of the General &taff when the force
was authorized, believed that the use of US equipment by it would have
necessitated “major changes in ... minor tactical doctrine.”!!

At the time of his visit to Washington, Foulkes held the position of
Chairman, Chiefs of Staff (CCOS). The Chiefs of Staff was composed of the
Chief of the General Staff (CGS), Chief of the Air Staff, Chief of the Naval
Staff and the CCOS. It was the collective voice of the government’s military
advisers. Foulkes was first among equals on this committee and primarily
responsible for liaison with the Minister of National Defence (MND) on most
matters of an international and inter-service nature. However, each chief
retained the right to approach the MND on issues that directly affected his
particular service.

Although Foulkes had not distinguished himself on the battlefield as a
brilliant tactician, his war record had been good — he had ended the war in
command of the 1st Canadian Corps. He possessed a good political instinct
and he knew how to function as a military bureaucrat. His superiors considered

1 oped, political instinct. And fear the Reds though he might, he feared the wrath

| him eminently suitable for senior staff rank and he was made Chief of the
¢ of the Canadian taxpayers just as much.

General Staff in August, 1945. In 1947 he also assumed the post of Chairman
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of the Chiefs of Staff Committee. When it was re-organized in February, 1951,
he became CCOS. In the months before the question of where the Canadian
troops were to be stationed became a crisis, Foulkes took the view that military
necessity, not sentiment or politics, should be the deciding factor. At no point
was he inclined to draw Claxton into the discussion. He undoubtedly believed
that the issue was for the military alone to decide, and on military grounds.
In that, he miscalculated.

After Foulkes returned from Washington, he and Lt-Gen. Guy Simonds,
who had succeeded him as CGS, wrestled with the problem of how best to
recruit and train the European-bound troops. Simonds at one point recom-
mended raising two regimental combat teams or two brigades, with one sta-
tioned in Canada to train and provide replacements for the other.12 There was
some precedent for such a separation of units from the active or regular forces
in the formation of the 25th brigade. It had been recruited especially for service
in Korea and was originally considered as somehow separate from the rest of
the Active Force.!3 But Foulkes opposed this and by late April a decision was
made to recruit one new brigade — the 27th — on the framework of existing
reserve units as part of the regular forces.!4 Recruiting for it began on May 7
and training on “US type weapons and equipment” commenced in Canada in
July.!5 The issue of where the troops would be stationed had not yet arisen
between the two men. Foulkes clearly assumed at that point that they would go
with the Americans.16 That would have been the logical course given the
decision to supply them with US equipment.

The question of where to place the Canadian contribution was first dis-
cussed at SHAPE, in Paris, not long after recruiting got under way in Canada.
Plans were made to position the 27th brigade in the United States zone of
occupation in Germany where it would come under the operational control of
the United States Army’s European Command. No plans were made for the

placement of the first RCAF squadrons, not due to arrive until 1953, although

SHAPE noted that the RCAF’s Air Vice Marshal Smith had indicated that the
RCAF was “very keen to be affiliated to the USAF” both for training and

" logistics purposes. 7

Although no definite plans were made at this meeting, Brigadier De

Havilland, the United Kingdom Liaison Officer on Eisenhower’s staff, tele--

graphed the gist of the discussion to London. He pointed out that “deliberately
to associate with and place under American command instead of under British
command, the first Commonwealth contingent to NATO would seem to raise
political issues of some magnitude.”!8 This brought the issue to Whitehall’s
attention.

De Havilland’s report provoked a discussion in the Commonwealth
Relations Office in London. At first the prevailing opinion was that although
“the passing of Commonwealth troops under direct US command” would be “a
regrettable precedent”, there were obvious practical reasons for it. One CRO
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officer pointed out that Britain could hardly ask Eisenhower “to dispose his
forces according to UK political considerations” while another thought De
Havilland was exaggerating the whole episode.!? All this changed, however,
when the British Vice Chiefs of Staff met on June 1. At that meeting represen-
tatives of both the army and the Royal Air Force claimed that arguments for
grouping Canadian forces in the US zone based on logistics were “not really
valid” because SHAPE was already planning to place Dutch and Belgian units,
using American equipment and organized on American lines, under British
command. The vice chiefs laid plans for the service chiefs to discuss the ques-
tion with Guy Simonds and Canadian Air Marshall W. A. Curtis, both due
shortly in London, and asked the Commonwealth Relations Office to refer the
matter to Sir Alexander Clutterbuck, UK High Commissioner in Ottawa.20

The first indication that Canadian political leaders had that the grouping
of Canadian forces in Europe would be anything other than routine came when
Curtis met with Sir John Slessor, Chief of the British Air Staff, at SHAPE on
June 7. Slessor told Curtis that “the Colonial Office (sic) had asked him to per-
suade Canada to continue her operational effort in close cooperation with the
British [army] rather than with the U[nited] S[tates] A[rmy]” and that Chief of
the Imperial General Staff Sir William Slim had been requested to make a sim-
ilar approach to Simonds when he arrived in London. Slessor told Curtis the
British were very pleased that the Canadians were serving with the
Commonwealth Division in Korea and were “most anxious” to tie Canada’s
forces in Europe to those from the United Kingdom “along the lines of World
War IL” Curtis reported the conversation to Claxton and noted that “this whole
matter was undoubtedly uppermost in Sir John’s mind because he approached
me at the first opportunity even though it was not the most appropriate place to
do so.™?!

Foulkes’ Executive Staff Officer, Lt-Col. R. L. Raymont, was incensed at
the contents of Curtis’ message. Although many top officers in the army had
difficulty adjusting to the political requirements of a Canada not subordinate to
Britain, Raymont was not one of them — he was a Canadian autonomist to the
core. He was astonished to see “how hard the original British Commonwealth
concept still lingers” and wondered “who actually made the blunder about
referring to the office of Commonwealth Relations as the Colonial Office.”
He thought it significant that the Commonwealth Relations Office was enlist-
ing the aid of UK military leaders; he worried that if Canadian forces in
Europe were grouped with the British, the RCAF might be used only for the
defence of Britain, while the army might “eventually find itself outside the
NATO orbit and even fighting in the Middle East or elsewhere.’22

Curtis and the RCAF wanted to work with the United States Air Force for
logistic reasons and because of the need to cooperate with the Americans on
North American air defence matters. Slessor told the British Chiefs of Staff
that his meeting with Curtis had been “unsatisfactory” and that the RCAF
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wanted the best of both worlds — bases in the UK, but operations with the
Americans.23 But Simonds was a different matter. On June 14 he met Slim in
London and gave him the impression that “although the [Canadian] fighting
services would prefer to come to the British Sector it had been decided on
political grounds that they should go to the American sector.”24 That was cer-
tainly not true: the RCAF held no such opinion; the matter had not been dis-
cussed in Ottawa by the Chiefs of Staff Committee, the Cabinet Defence
Committee, or the Cabinet; no final decision had been made; Foulkes’ talk
with Collins in February had been routine, and certainly not political,

Foulkes was not the Yankee-lover that Simonds was making him out to
be. Foulkes was a pragmatist. He had authorized the use of UK equipment by
the Canadian Army Special Force in Korea and its grouping with
Commonwealth units because he thought this would increase its fighting effi-
ciency. He had arrived at opposite conclusions in the case of the 27th brigade.
For Simonds to admit that Foulkes may have been correct, however, would
have meant to subordinate his own strong emotional ties to the British.

Simonds had been bomn in England. He had spent most of his military
career outside of Canada and much of it in the UK. He was a strong
Anglophile, a strict disciplinarian, an innovative soldier, and a mercurial per-
sonality. He had been recognized as a brilliant tactician and leader during the
war but his superior, Gen. H.D.G. Crerar, thought him temperamentally
unsuited for a senior staff posting after the war and in August, 1945, the job
of Chief of the General Staff was given to Foulkes.

When Simonds was denied promotion to CGS, he first tried to secure an
appointment to the Imperial General Staff in Britain. When that fell through
because he was not offered a senior enough position, he took command of the
Imperial Defence College in London — a signal honour for a Canadian officer.
In 1949 he was named Commandant of Canada’s National Defence College
and in February, 1951, he was finally promoted to Chief of the General Staff.
There was clearly little love lost between Simonds and Foulkes at the best of
times.25 Simonds found it very difficult either to allow his troops to serve
under US command in peacetime, or to knuckle under to Foulkes.

On June 27, Patrick Gordon-Walker, Secretary of State for Common-
wealth Relations, met Lester B. Pearson, Canada’s Secretary of State for
External Affairs, in London. The entire conversation centred on NATO issues,
especially the grouping of Canadian forces in Europe. Gordon-Walker men-
tioned Britain’s “concern” that Canadians were going to be grouped with
Americans and claimed that the logistical reasons for such a move were “not
strong.” “Were there politics in it?” he asked. Pearson dodged the question and
told Gordon-Walker that the politics “about balanced out”, but that there was
support for “stationing Canadian troops in the most convenient place for sup-
plies.” Gordon-Walker stressed the urgency of finding a solution to the issue
and suggested that “something ... be said quickly to Eisenhower.” Pearson
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promised to look into it and told Gordon-Walker that there ought not to be
difficulties, “political or otherwise”, with whatever Eisenhower suggested.26

What ought to have been a routine military decision had now become a
political issue of some magnitude, as De Havilland had labelled it back in May,
and that was certainly how Guy Simonds approached it. He returned from his
meeting with Slim to prepare an eight page memo to Claxton arguing in favour
of grouping the Canadian forces in Europe with the British. This was the first
time the issue was officially laid before the Minister of National Defence
although Claxton was undoubtedly aware of the growing controversy.
Simonds devoted some space to the purely military advantages he thought such
a grouping would bring, but the bulk of his argument was based on political
considerations.

Simonds believed that the establishment of a line of communication
through the British Army of the Rhine posed no serious problems for a
Canadian force using US equipment and that other factors should predominate
in making the decision. He claimed it would be easier to preserve the identity
of Canadian troops in Europe if they were stationed with the British rather than
with the Americans. He thought the presence of the Canadian army in the
British zone would have a beneficial impact on Dutch and Belgian troops
attached to the BAOR because it would spark their “military efforts into far
greater and more realistic activity.” He asserted that Canadian officers pre-
ferred to serve with the British and he pointed out that the grouping of
Canadian troops with the BAOR would continue the beneficial military
association that had existed to the satisfaction of both countries in two world
wars,

Simonds’ main argument, however, rested on the needfor Canada to help
maintain a “balance of power” within NATO. He argued that the United States
had “risen to an unprecedented position of dominance in the modern world”
and that Canada’s best interest would be served “by helping to provide a
counter-balance to the power of the US [within NATO] rather than by aug-
menting that ppwer” by stationing its troops in the US zone of occupation:
“The question for Canada to decide is whether it is in her best interests to move
in a direction which may start a land-slide towards the US camp and assure
complete dominance of the US, or whether her influence should be used as one
of the locking stones in building a dam against this strong pressure.”2?
American diplomat George P. Kennan had wanted to contain the Soviet Union;
Simonds wanted to contain the Americans!

Simonds used his personal contacts in London to keep the Imperial
General Staff informed of the situation and to ensure their continuing support
in his cause. On August 9 he took pen in hand and wrote a personal letter to
Slim; it began “Dear Uncle Bill.” Simonds told Slim that he was “convinced”
it was in the best interests of Canada that the 27th brigade “should be grouped
with the British Army of the Rhine” and that he had been “pressing for such a
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decision in face of considerable political opposition.” He would not have
preséed the case unless he believed it was in Canada’s interests, he wrote, but
he also thought the arrangement would “help the UK and the Commonwealth.”
He asked for Slim’s help: “if the decision is taken to group with the British
Army, and the announcement is heralded ... with cries of ‘the Empire forever’
and ‘Canada decides for the Empire’ ... it will later raise political embarrass-
ments here. Anything you can do to restrain statements of this kind would be
most helpful.” He asked Slim to spread the word that the military aspects of
the question were to be stressed at all times in London.28 Slim was only too
happy to oblige. The Chiefs of Staff, the Ministry of Defence, the Common-
wealth Relations Office, and the High Commissioner to Canada, were all given
a summary of Simonds’ letter.29

The battle within the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee over the group-
ing of Canadian forces in Europe was joined in Ottawa in August. Foulkes,
supported by R.L. Raymont, his Executive Staff Officer, strongly disagreed
with Simonds. Raymont thought Simonds’ notion about balancing the power
of the United States in the Atlantic Alliance “disturbing” and “‘a most unfortu-
nate concept to introduce into ... NATO.” He told Foulkes that any suggestion
that powers be grouped within NATO to provide a counter-balance to other
powers was “extremely dangerous.” Canada was the one NATO country that
did not need US military aid, he pointed out, and in a good position to mediate
between different points of view. Foulkes used these arguments and others in
notes prepared for a Chiefs of Staff Committee meeting on August 14 (which
he did not attend) and he also raised the spectre of having to reverse the policy
of equipping Canadian forces with US equipment should Simonds win his
case.30

Simonds was not, of course, moved by Foulkes. In fact, he found an
important ally in the Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, Arnold
Heeney. Heeney, who had served as Clerk of the Privy Council from 1940 to
1949, thought Simonds’ arguments “impressive” and told the Chiefs of Staff
Committee that his department was “attracted by the advantage of having
Canadian forces under UK command and serving thus with the smaller conti-
nental allies.” He often seemed to take a harder line on cooperation with the
US than many of his colleagues.3! Air Marshall Curtis proposed a middle
ground; group the army with the British and the air force with the Americans.
This would make it clear “that the Canadian forces were not aligned with any
particular power.” Vice Admiral H.T.W. Grant, Chief of the Naval Staff, agreed
with Curtis but the meeting adjourned without a decision.32

Foulkes and Simonds clashed directly at the next Chiefs of Staff
Committee meeting eight days later. Foulkes led off the discussion. He sug-
gested that the grouping of the 27th brigade be discussed with Eisenhower
since it would be unwise to “recommend any plan in which the commander
who would be responsible for committing the troops to battle was not at the
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same time responsible for the maintenance of [those] forces.” He pointed out
once again that if Simonds’ reasoning were to be endorsed, Canada ought to
reverse its decision to supply its forces with US equipment.

Simonds countered that Eisenhower would not wish to have the decision
thrust on him and claimed that Foulkes’ arguments about the use of US equip-
ment were not persuasive because the 27th would be using a mixture of US
and UK equipment for at least two years. But he still did not win out. The
Committee decided to endorse SHAPE’s plans for grouping the air division
with the USAF but suggested that the grouping of the 27th brigade should be
further discussed by Foulkes, Simonds and Claxton.33

On August 30, the Cabinet Defence Committee tackled this by-now
thorny problem for the first time. Before them was a memo prepared in the
Department of National Defence over Claxton’s signature which leaned
towards grouping the 27th Brigade with the British Army of the Rhine but
which made no definite recommendation. As the meeting was in progress word
came from the Canadian Joint.Staff in London that the War Office had indi-
cated that “it could not accommodate the [Canadian] brigade in Germany for
another 6 to 8 months, but that it would be happy to accommodate it temporar-
ily in the United Kingdom at any time.” For the moment, that decided the
issue. Prime Minister Louis St. Laurent, who chaired the meeting, was opposed
to stationing the brigade in Britain and was strongly backed by Pearson. But
even though Simonds was forced to give ground by this startling news, the
Committee refused to make a decision. It endorsed the COSC’s recommenda-
tion to group the RCAF with the USAF, and it decided to send the 27th brigade
to Europe in November, but it reserved judgment on where the brigade should
be placed.34 The problem was kicked upstairs to the cabine.

Before the cabinet could meet on the issue, Heeney got busy. He told
Clutterbuck that the cabinet would never agree to station the brigade in the
UK, no matter how temporarily, and Clutterbuck, in turn, pressed the Defence
Ministry in London to review the accommodation situation and to let him
know the results of that review as soon as possible. Within two days, he had
his answer: accommodation of units already in Germany would be reshuffled
and the arrival of units from the UK would be delayed. The BAOR would be
able to receive the Canadians in Germany in the latter half of November.35

The Cabinet considered the issue at its meeting on September 5. Claxton
reviewed the many arguments that had been advanced on both sides and sug-
gested “that it would be advantageous if General Eisenhower could indicate his
preference as to the stationing of Canadian troops on the basis of military effi-
ciency and requirements.” This would let the Cabinet off the hook by allowing
the Canadian government to claim that Eisenhower had made the decision
purely on the basis of NATO’s military needs as he saw them. Cabinet readily
agreed and authorized Claxton to discuss the issue “informally” with
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Eisenhower and to decide where to place the troops in light of that discus-
sion.36 Thus a political hot potato was dumped into Eisenhower’s lap.

On Wednesday, September 13, eight days after the cabinet had discussed
the issue, the stationing of Canadian troops in Europe was brought up once
again at SHAPE. The arguments for placing the Canadians with the British
Army of the Rhine or with the European Command of the United States Army
were “about even”, a British officer observed, and no decision was arrived at.
But Major General Smith, attached to the Canadian Joint Staff, London, was
due to visit Eisenhower on Friday and it was decided that the final decision
would be made at that time.37

The following day, Major General Redman of the British Army, Personal
Staff Officer to the Deputy Commander of SHAPE, conferred with
Eisenhower and passed along Whitehall’s “very strong views” on the subject.
He told Eisenhower that if the Norwegian Brigade attached to the BAOR was
withdrawn from Germany, a move which was under consideration at the time,
the British would be short of a brigade group to carry out their assigned
tasks.38 Redman apparently carried the day.

When Smith arrived on Friday, Eisenhower announced that he was rec-
ommending that the 27th brigade be located in the British zone to shore up a
potential weakness in the Frankfurt-Kassel gap. He told Smith that the
Canadians would have an easier time maintaining their identity if attached to
the BAOR and that their relationship with the British had been both beneficial
and satisfactory in the past. Ironically (or was it more than coincidence?) he
used much the same language in making these points that Simonds liked to
use. He pointedly assured Smith that his recommendation could be “used offi-
cially and publicly as might be desired ... by the Canadian government.”39

Eisenhower had learned the game of soldier politics during World War II,
and by 1951 he was an expert at it. The Americans had no strong feelings
about the placement of the Canadian troops in their zone; the British did.
Canada could not or would not choose, so Eisenhower did what Ottawa asked
of him. Claxton, of course, accepted the recommendation as he had been
authorized to do by the cabinet; to do otherwise would have been political sui-
cide. Technically, the Canadian government had made the decision; in fact,
however, the decision had been Ike’s.

The problem of where to group the 27th Canadian Infantry Brigade
should never have taken on the proportions that it did. It ought to have been a
purely military decision based on considerations of supply and command. But
it became a battle to preserve an already non-existent Canadian-British unity
inside a larger alliance. Canada’s entry into NATO was certainly a milestone in
its post-World War I evolution into a truly independent nation. But this whole
episode proves that in the early 1950s, for a small number of still important
Canadian and British military men, politicians, and bureaucrats, the Empire
still lived on the banks of the Rhine.

The Return of the Canadians to Europe 25

Endnotes

(Research for this paper was generously supported by a Killam Research
Fellowship awarded by the Canada Council and by a Social Sciences and
Humanities Research Council research grant.)

! Canada, Department of External Affairs, External Affairs 3:406-409 (December 1951).

2 I addressed some of these issues in “Allies or Occupiers: The Canadian Forces in Germany,
1951-1954,” a paper read to the Canadian Historical Association, Quebec City, (June 1989).
Available from the author.

3 James Eayrs, In Defence of Canada: Volume 111, Growing Up Allied (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1980), 215ff.

4 1Ibid., 212-215.

5 Memo of talk with Brooke Claxton, 3 May 1951, Grant Dexter Papers (Queen’s University
Archives).

6  Eayrs, In Defence of Canada, 3:205-210.

7  Memorandum to the Cabinet, 28 December 1950. Cabinet Defence Committee Papers,
Department of National Defence, Directorate of History (DHist). The memo was signed by
Claxton and Secretary of State for External Affairs Lester B. Pearson. It stressed the extreme
war danger facing the west at that moment.

8 Minutes, 20 Februiuy 1951,.Cabinet Defence Committee. There is, incredibly, no complete set
of Cabinet Defence Committee minutes for the late 1940s and early 1950s. 1 picced together a
relatively complete set from files at the Directorate of History, Department of National
Defence; the History Division (now defunct) at the Department of External Affairs; the Privy
Council records at the National Archives of Canada (NAC) and other collections in Ottawa.

9 Simonds to Claxton, 16 July 1951, Claxton Papers, v. 108, file “Integrated Force (1)” (NAC).

10 H.F. Wood, Strange Battleground: Official History of the Canadian Arniy-in- Korea (Ottawa:
Department of National Defence, 1966), 20.

11 Ibid.,, 37.

12 See, for example, various memos in Claxton papers, v. 108, File “Integrated Force 1" and
DHist, Chiefs of Staff Committec minutes for March and April, 1951.5

13 For a brief explanation of the reasons why a “special force” was raised for Korea and what this
meant in military terms, seec Wood, 16-26.

14 “Draft News Release by the Minister of National Defence,” 26 April 1951, file 73/596, DHist.

15 Memo “27th Infantry Brigade,” n.d. Claxton Papers, v. 97, file “28th Cdn Infantry Brigade”.

16 Ibid., Foulkes to Chief of the Air Staff, 31 March 1951, v. 108, file “Integrated Force (1)”.

17 Commonwealth Relations Office to UK High Commissioner in Canada, 5 June 1951, DO
3572445, Public Records Office, London (PRO).

18 Ibid.

19 Ibid. See various minutes in the jacket.

20 Ibid. See also Commonwealth Relations Office to UK High Commissioner in Canada, 5 June
1951, and Extract from C.0.S. (51) 90th meeting, | June 1951.

21 Telegram, Canadian Ambassador, Paris, to Secretary of State for External Affairs, 8 June 1951,
attached to ESO to CCOS, 11 June 1951, file 193.002 (D1), Chairman, Chiefs of Staff, Files of
Daily Correspondence, DHist.

22 ]bid., ESO to CCOS, 11 June 1951.

23 ]bid., “Posting of Canadian Forces in Europe,” 13 June 1951, DO 352445 (PRO).

24 “Defence Relations with Canada — Notes for the use of the Secretary of State when meeting
with Mr. Pearson ...,” n.d. DO 35/2445 (PRO).



26

26

27
28
29
30
31

32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

The Return of the Canadians to Europe

There is a good sketch of Simonds and Foulkes in J. Eayrs, In Defence of Canada, Volume 3,
Peacemaking and Deterrence (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1971), 60-62. See also
C.P. Stacey, A Date With History, Memoirs of a Canadian Historian (Ottawa: Deneau
Publishers, 1983), 174-175.

“Record of Conversation between the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations and the
Hon. L.B. Pearson ...,” 27 June 1951, DO 35/2445 (PRO).

Simonds to Claxton, 16 July 1951, Claxton Papers, v. 108, file “Integrated Force (Iy”.

Simonds to Slim, 9 August 1951, WO 216/419 (PRO).

Ibid.

Minutes of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, 14 August 1951, DHist.

See, for example, his role in negotiation between Canada and the United States over the lease
of Goose Bay to the US in David J. Bercuson, “SAC vs Sovereignty: The Origins of the Goose
Bay Lease, 1946-1952,” Canadian Historical Review, 52, No. 2 (June 1989), 216.

Minutes of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, 14 August 1951, DHist,

Ibid., 22 August 1951,

Cabinet Defence Committee Minutes, 30 August 1951.

War Office to UKSLS Ottawa, 3 September 1951, DO 35/2445 (PRO).

Cabinet Conclusions, meeting of 5 September 1951, RG2,16, v. 26, (NAC).

EXFOR to War Office, 13 September 1951, WO 216/419 (PRO).

Ibid,, War Office to EXFOR, 14 September 1951.

Chairman CIS London to Chairman CSC Outawa, 14 September 1951, Claxton Papers, v. 108,
file “Integrated Force (I)”. Naval Staff agreed with Curtis but the meeting adjourned without a
decision.

The Three Wise Men 27

The Three Wise Men:
The Effects of the 1956 Committee
of Three on NATO

Joseph Sinasac

Even before discussions began that would lead to the creation of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, Canadian diplomats and politicians had some
very definite ideas about what kind of pact they preferred. They were summed
up in the words of the isolationist Prime Minister Mackenzie King, who told
the House of Commons on March 17, 1948, that the pact should be “far more
than an alliance of the old kind,” the “old kind” being an arrangement that had
dragged Canada into two World Wars.! What followed was a major diplomatic
offensive by the Canadians to attain their goal. The modest result was Article 2
in the treaty, which called on pact members to cooperate on economic policy.
In the ensuing years, Canada would make several attempts to turn this vague
clause into concrete measures. The most serious of these would be the
Committee of Three, established by the North Atlantic Council in May 1956
and chaired by the then Canadian External Affairs MinistéF Lester Pearson.

In their pursuit of action on Article 2, the Canadians were driven by a
mixed bag of motives, some altruistic, others wholly pragmatic. Prior to the
signing of the treaty, Canadian politicians had drummed up support for the pact
by describing it as a crusade for democracy, freedom and Christianity. It would
be a counter-attraction to the communism that was sweeping war-devastated
Europe. Such glowing terms were used to overcome fears at home that
Canadians would be dragged into another great power conflict that was none
of their making,. To a certain extent the politicians, and some of their advisors
in the external affairs department, believed their own rhetoric. In the aftermath
of the Second World War, with international relations in a state of flux, daring
alternatives to the old formulas seemed to have a chance of success. Why not
try to forge a new political union out of the western allies, argued people like
Escott Reid, then second in command at External.2 Moreover, with a nervous
eye on the military and economic superpower to the south, the Canadians saw
in a political union that included European nations a counterweight to
American domination.
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Support for Article 2 among other members of the Alliance was rarely
more than moderate. Some nations, such as Britain, opposed its inclusion in
the treaty on the grounds that it would require the pact to duplicate work being

" done by the Organization for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC), which
was coordinating aid under the U.S. Marshall Plan, or other international agen-
cies involved in non-military activity, Others simply thought the clause clut-
tered up what was essentially a military alliance. U.S. Secretary of State Dean
Acheson tried to derail Article 2 in early 1949, fearing it would provoke oppo-
sition to the treaty in the Senate. Even after being overruled by President Harry
Truman, Acheson refused to change his opinion that the clause was an unnec-
essary addition to the treaty. As he later wrote in his memoirs, “Article 2 has
continued to bedevil NATO. Lester Pearson has continually urged the Council
to set up committees of ‘wise men’ to find a use for it, which the ‘wise men’
have continually failed to do.”3

For the first few years after the treaty was signed, no one tried terribly
hard to find something to do with Article 2. Any efforts were deflected by
those pact members who were consumed with decreasing the perceived edge
in conventional arms and troops held by the Soviet Union. The United States,
Britain and France were preoccupied with the various facets of the military
problem — first rearming, then accepting new members like Turkey and
Greece, then getting Germany into the fold, and, not least, determining the role
of nuclear weapons. This concentration on rearming was fuelled by the Korean
War, a conflict which fed fears that another world war was imminent.

NATO’s non-military potential was never completely forgotten, however.
Pearson, during a trip to several European capitals in July 1951, floated as a
trial balloon the idea of overhauling all machinery for European cooperation
with an eye to creating a parallel body to NATO for non-military cooperation.
By isolating the military function within its own agency, he hoped to entice the
neutral nations of Switzerland and Sweden into a pacific NATO.# The idea
didn’t go too far. For his agitating, Pearson was appointed by the North
Atlantic Council to chair a committee to examine cooperation in economic,
cultural and social spheres. His fellow members were representatives from
Belgium, Italy, the Netherlands and Norway. When the committee reported to
the Council in February 1952, it recommended that no concrete action be
taken. As Lord Ismay, who would soon be NATO’s secretary general, wrote
later, none of the pact’s members were willing to do anything more than talk
about matters such as economic cooperation.5

It wasn’t until mid-decade, however, that the Alliance members began to
think seriously about reviving Article 2. Events in the preceding years had
diminished the immediacy of the Soviet military threat and created tensions
among Alliance members. The United States, under Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles, was predisposed to act unilaterally after only minimum consul-
tation with other NATO members. Meanwhile, the death of Stalin led to a “soft
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look” in Soviet foreign policy. As Nikita Khrushchev consolidated his power,
the Soviet sabre-rattling was replaced by a more subtle, accommodating
approach to international relations. At the same time, talks were underway that
would eventually lead to the Treaty of Rome in 1957, provoking Canadian
fears that they would lose their counterweight to the economic might of the
United States if Europe turned inward.

All these events strained NATO. As the threat of invasion receded, it
became harder for the Alliance members not to become irritated over their own
differences. As 1956 opened, Dulles began to see that military might alone
would not ensure the survival of NATO. In April 1956, he threw the weight of
the United States behind a review of Article 2.

Britain, under Prime Minister Anthony Eden, had come to the same con-
clusion following a visit by Soviet leaders Nikolai Bulganin and Khrushchev.
As Eden wrote to his foreign minister, Harold Macmillan, a few days before
the May North Atlantic Council meeting:

Now that the Russian visit is over, it is necessary to review our. policy.
There are a number of points to be looked at. Our main weapons of resis-
tance to Soviet encroachment have hitherto been military. But do they
meet the needs of the present time? I do not believe that the Russians
have any plans at present for military aggression in the West. On the other
hand, are we prepared with other weapons to meet the new challenge?
This seems to me to be the major issue of foreign policy. It will not be
dealt with merely by Dulles’ new thoughts for NATO, whatever they may
be. But it is bound up with a review of our defence policy and it may be
better to handle it in that connection. We must distfuss this before you
leave for NATO.

It bears repeating that both these countries had previously been the main
objectors to significant action on non-military cooperation. Their change of
heart, therefore, represented the first real opportunity in NATO’s young life to
obtain consensus on concrete action under Article 2.

A month later, the Committee of Three was born and its members —
Pearson, Halvard Lange of Norway and Gaetano Martino of Italy — were soon
dubbed the “wise men.” While Washington and London were undergoing their
metamorphoses, Ottawa had been toiling away on plans to raise the issue at the
May Council meeting. In March, Pearson had received signals from some
NATO colleagues that if he presented some ideas on non-military cooperation,
he would — this time — get a serious hearing. With that encouragement, he
asked his officials in the External Affairs Department for some suggestions.
The result was a memorandum that opposed the creation of any new NATO
machinery while recommending some minor improvements to the structure of
the organization.6
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The Council meeting took place in Paris on May 4-5. Non-military coop-
eration proved to be the main topic on the agenda. Though Dana Wilgress was
able to present Canada’s suggestions, the NATO foreign ministers looked to
the United States to take the lead in assessing the situation and recommending
action. Dulles was glad to comply. For the Secretary of State, NATO “had
reached a critical moment in its life” and required immediate attention to its
non-military side, though not at the expense of the military effort.? Dulles’
analysis appeared too gloomy to some of the Europeans, particularly the
French and Belgian representatives. The French believed it implied some criti-
cism of their own policies regarding the rearming of Germany. The Canadians,
however, thought Dulles’ views realistic. The ensuing debate turned into a
lengthy wrangle with each country trying to rationalize its lack of desire to pur-
sue greater cooperation on economic, social and cultural matters. It was what
diplomatic parlance calls a “full and frank discussion.”

Dulles set the tone by listing his country’s restrictions on greater political
consultation due to the right of Congress to declare war and the fact that the
United States, with its world-wide responsibilities, sometimes needed to act
faster than consultation with allies would allow. He also repeated past cautions
about not duplicating the work of the OEEC in economic affairs. Finally, he
was not keen on using NATO as a conduit for aid to developing nations for
fear that such aid would be misconstrued as a tool of European imperialism.8

Christian Pineau, France’s foreign minister, outlined his nation’s limits to
greater NATO participation. Continued unrest in French North Africa, which
required the constant attention of the government, and a large native popula-
tion of communists (as much as a quarter of the electorate voted Communist)
led the French government to emphasize disarmament negotiations with the
Soviet Union and downplay closer NATO relations. The French gave more
credence to recent Soviet stances on disarmament than the other NATO allies.
Paul-Henri Spaak, the Belgium foreign minister, and Dr. Heinrich von
Brentano of Germany in particular were convinced of the need for continued
vigilance and western unity. Conversely, Pineau supported greater cultural
exchanges as the best route for establishing closer links among the allies, a
prospect that Dulles found to be insignificant.? Though Dulles had placed lim-
its on the American ability to improve political consultation, he did make a
proposal that gave momentum to the discussion and was eventually adopted.
The Committee of Three was his country’s idea and its members were the
American nominations. It was greeted with mixed emotions by the Canadians.
Afterhis experience in 1951, Pearson had all but given up on Article 2 and was
reluctant to lead yet another committee established to review possible avenues
for greater cooperation. “By 1956,” he later wrote, “in fact, I was losing hope
that NATO would, evolve beyond an alliance for defence; and even there I was
beginning to have doubts about its future.”10 The committee seemed a rather
tepid response to what Dulles had described as a “critical moment” in the life
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of NATO. It was also disappointing to Pearson that the committee was not
chaired by an influential American official with a British lieutenant.

Pearson for one was disappointed to find himself nominated not because
he minded doing the work, but because he thought the committee would have a
better chance of getting something done if it were recruited- from bigger coun-
tries. He had hoped that an American, perhaps of the calibre of Harold Stassen,
who was President Eisenhower’s spokesman on disarmament matters, might
have been assigned to the job, with some eminent Briton to help him.11

The only heartening news for Pearson was that one of the committee
members would be his good friend Lange, someone he respected highly and
worked well with. It didn’t help matters that every country represented at the
May meeting had different ideas about what was meant by non-military coop-
eration. “They don’t know exactly what it is they are looking for and neither
does anybody else,” Blair Fraser accurately wrote in his monthly international
affairs column in Maclean's Magazine.12 Thus the Canadians were sent home
with a plethora of often contradictory ideas from which to devise a plan of
action for the committee.!3

What did the Council agree upon? To start, the members recognized that
NATO “would have to show more flexibility and imagination in developing
non-military activities if it was to hold its own with the Soviet bloc in competi-
tive co-existence.” It appeared the most fruitful field for consultation was in
exchanging information on political problems, rather than economic ones.
Thirdly, there was much agreement that procedural changes could be made to
the Council meetings and the NATO secretariat to reduce friction between
member nations.!4 The committee was given the task of surveying all NATO
members, reviewing past practice, and recommending -practical methods to
increase non-military cooperation. Over the summer, with the help of seconded
Canadian External Affairs officials and a staff of experts supplied by NATO
and headed by American diplomat Lincoln Gordon, the committee was to
explore the attitudes of the member nations through a questionnaire, followed
by a series of interviews in September.

There were also seven questions posed for the committee to ponder.
These were:

1. “If NATO were formed today would the present grouping of states be the
most satisfactory for (a) collective defence and (b) non-military coopera-
tion?”

2. “What kind of organization would best reflect a sense of Atlantic commu-
nity as a basis for cooperation, NATO or OEEC? Or would it be wise to
seek a new kind of organization for this purpose?”

3. “How can European integration be brought about so that it will strengthen
rather than weaken Atlantic ties?”



32 The Three Wise Men

4. “What do we really mean by ‘political consultation’? What is its extent and
purpose?”

5. “What should be the relationship between NATO and the UN, between
NATO and OEEC, EURATOM, the Economic Commission for Europe, and
other functional and regional agencies?” (The OEEC had been the most
active of these organizations. EURATOM was still labouring to become an
international agency to develop the peaceful use of nuclear energy, while
the Economic Commission for Europe had been established in 1947 by the
United Nations to assist in the economic recovery of all Europe. It was
made ineffective by the partition of Europe into eastern and western
spheres.)

6. “Can NATO deal effectively with the problem of closer economic collabo-
ration between its members?”

7. “Should NATO concern itself with colonial problems; with economic aid to
developing countries?”15

The Canadians left Paris in a disconsolate mood. Though it finally
seemed that their arguments in favor of Article 2 were taken seriously, the gap
in understanding between member nations over what non-military cooperation
should mean was too wide to offer much hope of easy answers for the
Committee of Three. The biggest obstacle was the lack of political will on the
part of the pact members to commit themselves seriously to action under
Article 2 which could potentially limit their sovereign power. Another major
impediment was the desire of European nations not to let other international
obligations hamper their own movement towards economic integration, some-
thing the Canadians feared would be fatal to effective action on Article 2. The
Canadian assessment of the May meeting was bleak, though not totally devoid
of hope:

The main substantive issue remains to be settled, whether the
alliance can successfully adapt itself to a changing international environ-
ment in which the cohesive effect of imminent military danger has
declined to the point where something more is necessary to ensure close
and effective cooperation between member governments in the field of
policy. The meeting in Paris found no solution to this issue and gave no
ground for complacency or comfort that any such solution will be easy to
find. Nevertheless insofar as the discussions revealed weaknesses of the
present state of the alliance and offered, through the study of the
Committee of Three, an opportunity to review and reexamine its basic
requirernents, the Paris meeting served a valuable purpose.!6
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For the report to have any chance of being accepted by the North Atlantic
Council, Pearson knew it required the backing of the United States and either
Britain or France, if not both. To that end, before his first meeting with the
other committee members, he travelled to Washington to hear Dulles’ views on
the potential for cooperation. The meeting took place June 12 with Senator
Walter George, a Georgia Democrat appointed to be the president’s special rep-
resentative to the committee, also in attendance. By this time Ottawa had also
obtained a draft internal memorandum through the British embassy of the
United Kingdom’s thoughts on the NATO review. The views of both nations
were useful in rounding out the questions to be put on the questionnaire for the
other member nations. :

Pearson was not overly satisfied with his interview with Dulles. In deal-
ing with the questions raised at the May Council meeting, the Secretary of
State was “cautious and not very encouraging, even though he kept emphasiz-
ing their importance.”!? He repeated some of his earlier warnings, especially
regarding the ability of the United States to consult its allies before making for-
eign policy decisions outside the NATO geographic area. As one of two of the
world’s superpowers, the United States, Dulles pointed out, had greater respon-
sibilities around the globe than any of the other allies. Britain shared American
concerns about the importance of the work of the Committee of Three; it also
shared the same fears about diluting NATO’s emphasis on military strength. It
believed the NATO should be the cornerstone of the foreign policy of western
nations in their battle for “competitive co-existence” with the East. To encour-
age that, it believed the North Atlantic Council could become a high-level
chamber for wide-ranging discussion on various subjects, though economic
matters should be related to the Cold War. “Since it is oar aim to encourage
member countries to look to NATO as the cornerstone of their policy, it might
be inexpedient to come out in direct opposition and better to try to steer discus-
sion towards the economic topics which are more directly related to the Cold
War.”!8 Britain also had fears about the willingness of some pact members to
remain part of the united front against the East; here it had France in mind con-
sidering Pineau’s statements at the May Council meeting. To discourage any
temptations to make bilateral arrangements with the Soviet Union, Britain
wanted any such discussions brought to the Council before decisions were
made.1?

Britain had other worries not wholly related to NATO. Like other
European nations devastated by the Second World War it had rebuilt its econ-
omy with the help of the Marshall Plan and then been forced by the Korean
War and the resulting NATO rearmament program to increase its defence
spending dramatically. By mid-decade, however, it was feeling the pinch of
these expenditures and seeking ways to reduce them. In June, 1956, Eden
announced Britain’s decision to do hydrogen bomb tests in the Pacific Ocean;
the motives were partially financial (the bombs were much less expensive than
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conventional military arrangements). Secondly, Eden believed that Britain,
with its extensive global responsibilities, should play in the same league as the
United States and Russia. During this same period, Britain was scaling down
the capacity of overseas’ naval bases, reducing army reserves and the size of
some air force bomber commands.20 Eden felt safe in making these military
reductions because he believed the Soviet Union was pursuing its traditional
aims of global domination through other than military means. “The main threat
to our position and influence in the world is now political and economic rather
than military; and our policies should be adapted to meet that changed
situation,”2!

The Canadian position, developed after hearing from Britain and the
United States, was both bold and cautious. On political consultation, Ottawa
felt it had more room for making suggestions that would be acceptable to the
majority of NATO members. But on economic cooperation, Pearson believed
the probability for obtaining substantial reforms was nil. Canada called for
greater cohesion of foreign policy among the NATO members to counter the
Soviet Union’s diplomatic offensive, while recognizing that approach could
not commit member states to specific policies. To reach that goal, Canada set
out seven principles for guiding political consultation:

1. The North Atlantic Council should be kept fully and promptly informed of
any development in its geographic area.

2. Member governments to have the responsibility of informing the Council
early on in the formation of any new foreign policy.

3. The Council should recognize the right of members to raise a subject of
common concem even if there is no unanimity on whether it was suitable
for NATO discussion. '

4. No.decisions should be made by Council until all pertinent information is
available.

5. Members should refrain from making public political statements affecting
the Alliance until after consultation has taken place.

6. No members should firmly adopt new foreign policies until after consulta-
tion with other Alliance members.

7. Members should consider the interests of other members when adopting
new policies.??

To accomplish Canada’s aims for greater political consultation, no struc-
tural changes were necessary. Modifying some procedures with regard to
Council meetings and increasing ministerial presence would probably solve the
problems they had experienced. The Secretary-General would be useful here if
he were allowed to mediate disputes between member states, the Canadians
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believed. Regarding economic cooperation, once considered by the Canadian
government to be one of the more important uses for NATO, there were no
new ideas. As Pearson later wrote:

On economic questions we were more cautious in our reply, having
learned from experience that earlier ideas on this aspect of Article 2 sim-
ply could not be realized. We approved the discussion of economic mat-
ters in the North Atlantic Council but opposed taking over any of the
functions of existing international agencies. We also agreed that NATO
should not become an agency for formulating or carrying out trade or aid
policies on behalf of its members.23

Pearson also wanted to avoid appearing to be a roadblock to European
integration.

Having determined Canada’s position and listened to the United States
and Britain, Pearson directed the gathering of responses from member nations
to the questionnaires. The month of September was spent in Europe where the
three committee members met for personal interviews with delegations from
the member states. As well, the committee received memoranda from Norway
and Italy since the membership of the foreign ministers of those countries on
the committee precluded the necessity of having interviews.

The following is a synopsis of the differing views of the pact members, as
summarized by Canadian External Affairs staff.2¢ A Belgian delegation headed
by Spaak was interviewed September 14. In many ways the position of
Belgium was in favour of the status quo. On economic matters, the Belgians
did not believe NATO had a significant role to play and+eared that any new
mechanisms would duplicate the work done by other agencies. The Belgian
stance reflected Spaak’s longstanding commitment of his country to European
economic integration. The country was already part of the Benelux economic
union and Spaak also saw many benefits in the proposed European Economic
Community.25 Belgium also refrained from advocating the co-ordination of
foreign aid to undeveloped nations or of policy in other organizations such as
the UN (responding to suggestions that NATO countries could form a voting
bloc at the UN to ensure the adoption of pro-Westem policies). The only area
where Belgium wanted change was in political consultation. Here, the
Belgians pushed for North Atlantic Council meetings to be open to a wider
range of topics raised by member nations. There was one caveat, however.
These topics could only be considered for their political ramifications.

The Danes, in their interview on September 18, were less adventurous
than the Belgians. NATO’s only role in the economy was to provide a forum
for discussions on economic matters that related to military and political
issues. The Social Democrat Government of Denmark was also reserved
towards greater political consultation, arguing that each country had to decide
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for itself whether it would be useful to have a North Atlantic Council discus-
sion on its problems. Disputes between member nations could only be resolved
through NATO mediation if the disputing parties agreed to submit their dis-
agreement to the Council. France’s shaky government was willing to go further
than either Belgium or Denmark on economic matters. Foreign Minister
Pineau, in his interview on September 17, said economic problems could be
discussed by the Council on an ad hoc basis. But NATO could do more, he
said, by undertaking civil works projects in developing countries or defining a
common program of foreign aid — all in the name of battling communist influ-
ence. Pineau balked at formalizing procedures to increase political consultation
and was similarly reticent about developing a common approach among pact
members for handling issues in other agencies. But he supported getting
NATO staff to play a larger role in handling disputes between members and
placed great emphasis on using private, informal meetings (with no records
kept) for problem solving.

The Germany of Chancellor Konrad Adenauer was quite bullish on
NATO reform. In an afternoon session on September 14, the Germans outlined
various methods by which NATO could get directly involved in economic mat-
ters and improve political consultation. Germany was willing to use NATO as
a forum for producing strategies to wage economic war against the East. Some
methods were: getting NATO members to spend money on civil defence pro-
jects to boost weak economies in developing nations; allowing bilateral trading
agreements with Eastern Bloc nations to expire; and boycotting goods shipped
through Eastern Bloc countries. On political consultation, the Germans
approved giving the Secretary-General more freedom to mediate disputes, with
the help of a Council committee. To ensure that member nations lived up to
their commitment to improve consultations, the Secretary-General would be
empowered to write an annual report on the performance of individual
members.

Greece’s delegation, interviewed September 13, liked the idea of greater
political consultation, even going so far as to suggest the establishment of a
fact-finding committee for disputes leading to arbitration. This was no doubt
related to the ongoing quarrel between the Greece of Prime Minister
Konstantinos Karamanlis and Turkey, another NATO member. With that extra
mechanism would go extended powers to the Secretary-General to help medi-
ate disagreements. If there was to be a common foreign aid policy for NATO,
Greece wanted to ensure that NATO’s poorer members would have the first
chance to obtain it.

On September 12, Iceland, with its centre-right coalition government, was
the first country to be interviewed. The delegation, led by H.G. Andersen,
wanted NATO to do whatever it could to further political and economic
consultation.
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Luxembourg, interviewed September 17, had views similar to those held
by Denmark on economic cooperation. Such matters should only be discussed
by NATO if they had military and political implications. Likewise, there
should be no attempt to form common NATO stands in other organizations.
Luxembourg was more interested in European economic integration than in a
closer Atlantic community. ‘

Portugal, one of the few dictatorships in NATO, didn’t care for any type
of dispute-settling mechanism and balked at allowing the Council to discuss
any issue raised by a member nation. The Portuguese, in their September 17
interview, wanted to exclude domestic questions from the list of potential dis-
cussion topics and, furthermore, wanted to exclude all topics to which at least
one member objected. On economic matters, Portugal was more willing to
allow greater discussion though it did not want NATO to become an economic
agency.

Like Belgium, the Netherlands also seemed satisfied with the status quo.
The Dutch delegation, interviewed September 13, said NATO members should
not be apologetic about the Alliance’s military role. The Labour-Catholic coali-
tion believed that there was no need either for expansion into economic mat-
ters, or for a dispute-settling mechanism, and furthermore that a political
annual review was not necessary. The Dutch also feared turning the Cold War
into an economic battle with the Eastern Bloc nations.

Turkey under Prime Minister Adnan Menderes liked expanding the eco-
nomic role but was cautious about establishing a dispute-settling mechanism, a
position opposite to that taken by Greece. The Turks, interviewed September
12, approved of economic war with the Eastern Bloc, though the individual
countries would be the agents of action. NATO would simjjly provide a forum
for aligning strategies and improving links with other economic agencies like
OEEC.

On September 18 the British had a chance to expand on their previous
memorandum received by the Canadian government. The delegation called its
approach “strongly pragmatic,” which meant they didn’t want a host of new
rules and regulations. The British were willing to allow more political consul-
tation, though they foresaw some of the same difficulties predicted by the
Americans. They were also agreeable to discussing some economic questions,
or at least their political ramifications, at Council meetings. The Secretary-
General should limit his involvement in mediating disputes to providing his
“good offices” if invited to do so.

The Americans, led by Senator George, had a chance on September 17 to
repeat the concerns raised by Dulles in June. They went further than Dulles in
a few respects. On economic matters, they did not see the difficulties perceived
by other NATO members with bloc-voting in other agencies. They also
thought NATO should establish a new body to deal with economic questions,
one with “sub-cabinet” rank that would meet several times a year. The
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Americans also thought an annual political review would be helpful for devel-
oping unity and pointing out weaknesses that needed attention. Finally, the
Americans thought an arbitration panel would be the most successful method
for settling disputes between pact members.

Norway’s memorandum, in addition to its response to the questionnaire,
raised no new ideas though it approved of greater political and economic dis-
cussion. The Norwegians wanted to give NATO members the right to take their
disputes to the Council for mediation. Norway also saw the advantages of
using NATO to form common strategies in other organizations. Italy’s memo-
randum similarly approved of greater political and economic consultation. It
defined “greater” political consultation as more frequent ministerial meetings.
Its definition of economic cooperation was unclear, however.

There were two issues considered by the Committee of Three that didn’t
make it into the final report, though they were discussed at length during the
interviews and by the committee itself. The first, proposed by Denmark, was
the creation of an Atlantic Studies Institute. The second was a survey of activi-
ties already taking place among NATO countries that could reasonably be con-
sidered to be fulfilling the spirit of Article 2. The Danish idea for a research
institute was for a centre attached to one of the universities in Paris. It “would
be able to foster a more profound appreciation of the solidarity within the
Atlantic Community and disseminate this knowledge to wider circles.”26 It
would be a centre for advanced education for teachers, journalists, leaders of
youth and civil servants. NATO would finance the institute though it would
have the same independent status as a university. Norway supported
Denmark’s idea. Canada did, though with a few significant differences. Canada
saw the centre modelled after the Institute for Advanced Studies at Princeton.
It would not be a teaching centre, but rather a “contemplative” place where
accomplished scholars could accept fellowships and pursue studies without the
burden of teaching. Canada also wanted to be host country and would house it
near “a first-rate library,” which in the 1950’s probably meant the University of
Toronto.2” Few other countries cared for the idea, however, believing it a waste
of energy and money. Hence it did not get past the interviews.

The second issue was being discussed by Canadian External Affairs offi-
cials who were doing the work long past the acceptance of the Committee of
Three report by the North Atlantic Council. Some of those Canadian officials
had begun doing a survey of Article 2 activities during the summer and had
drafted a report by October. At that stage it ran into trouble. The report was
tossed to a sub-committee of External Affairs officials for rewriting. Some of
the members, such as Dana Wilgress, complained that the report was biased,
contained obsolete statistics and credited achievements of other organizations
to NATO. There was apparently not enough economic cooperation under
NATO auspices to provide an impressive report.28 After some attempts at
redrafting the report, the committee decided to give it to the politicians for final
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disposal. The report wasn’t ready for the December ministerial meeting, how-
ever, and after several more months of struggling, External Affairs quietly
shelved it. By this time it was believed that the publication of an uninspiring
account of past Article 2 activities “would be a bad anticlimax” to the original
report.??

The time for gathering information had passed and the time for writing
begun. Pearson and Lange worked closely on drafting the report, with Martino,
who was a relative novice to foreign. affairs at this stage, mainly providing
encouragement. Pearson’s son, Geoffrey, then third secretary at the Canadian
embassy in Paris, believed the report was a typically Canadian document.

Whoever drafted the report was mainly Canadian and not Norwegian or
Italian. ... My father rewrote it. You’ll find a lot of the language in that
report is typically his language. I recognize the style. He would go over
that carefully with Lange, the Norwegian. He was a very good personal
friend and they worked very closely together. They agreed often on what
to do. Martino, the Italian; was a medical doctor and was less interested,
less knowledgeable about these issues. He happened to be the foreign
minister of Italy but he was not a diplomat by trade. ... The three of them
were co-authors but nevertheless it was my father and Lange who were
really the major idea men and Canada provided the staff and actually the
drafting,30 :

The final draft was reviewed by the committee on November 14 in New
York. By that time the Western allies were preoccupied with far more pressing
international problems that would have an indirect bearing on their report.
These problems — the Suez crisis and the invasion of Hungary — would
demonstrate two aspects of the same dilemma for NATO. Suez poignantly
illustrated how a breakdown in communication between allies could seriously
threaten the Atlantic Alliance. The Soviet invasion of Hungary reminded the
allies of the iron hammer behind Khrushchev’s soothing words.

Although it had simmered since July when Egypt nationalized the Canal,
the Suez crisis reached a climax when Israel attacked Egypt on Oct. 29, in
obvious collusion with Britain and France. The two European countries
followed up by invading the Canal Zone ostensibly to pry the combatants
apart. Pearson recalled having no prior notification of the invasion and Prime
Minister St. Laurent learned via press reports of the British decision to
invade.3! The Americans were hardly better informed of the British intentions
and refused to back the action, thus bringing to a head the growing misunder-
standing between the allies.32 Pearson used his diplomatic skills at the UN to
help bring an end to the conflict and replace the Anglo-French forces with a
UN peace-keeping mission. His efforts were to win him a Nobel Peace Prize in
1957.
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The Hungarian invasion occurred almost concurrently with affairs in the
Suez. The first signs of disturbances in Hungary were on Oct. 23 and Russian
troops moved into Budapest the next day. Over the next few weeks, the
Russians would brutally quell the rebellion, forcing some 150,000 refugees to
flee the country. Though it was condemned by the UN, the Soviet action did
not capture the full attention of the allies as they were caught up with their own
internal bickering. Both crises were still fresh in the minds of the NATO
foreign ministers when they gathered for the December Council meeting. By
this time the events of the previous three months had made some of the more
recalcitrant members a little more amenable to NATO reforms.

All the same, the members of the Committee of Three had understood the
restrictions placed upon them. Even the most daring member nations of the
Alliance had not advocated any major changes in NATO’s structure or signifi-
cant departures from past practice on economic matters. Their responses over
the summer to the Committee of Three, in tone and substance, were a signifi-
cant retreat from the dramatic terms they had used to discuss NATO’s dilemma
at the May Council meeting. In its recommendations, the committee’s final
report accurately reflected these sober second thoughts. These modest aims
were set out in one of the introductory paragraphs:

North Atlantic political and economic cooperation, however, let
alone unity, will not be brought about in a day or by a declaration, but by
creating over the years and through a whole series of national acts and
policies, the habits and traditions and precedents for such cooperation and
unity. The process will be a slow and gradual one at best; slower than we
might wish. We can be satisfied if it is steady and sure. ... At best this
[report] will result in collective decisions on matters of common interest
affecting the Alliance. At the least it will ensure that no action is taken by
one member without a knowledge of the views of others.33

The introduction of the report was a general analysis of the status of the
Cold War and its effects on NATO. It covered familiar territory, and in fact
sounded much like one of Pearson’s speeches. It acknowledged that fear of
Soviet invasion was the primary impetus for NATO but that “a sense of
Atlantic community” was also present in the negotiations leading up to the
signing of the treaty. That “sense” was embodied in Articles 2 and 4 (a clause
committing the members to consult in the event of a threat to the territory,
political independence or security of a fellow member). “They reflected the
very real anxiety that if NATO failed to meet this test, it would disappear with
the immediate crisis which produced it, even though the need for it might be as
great as ever.”34

To ensure NATO’s success as a security agency over the long term, more
than guns and tanks were necessary, the committee argued. Economic
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cooperation, progress in education, greater political consultation and the devel-
opment of resources were equally important. The report concluded that
NATO’s progress in these areas had been hesitant, that the organization had
suffered through lethargy and dissent once the immediate military threat had
been overcome. '

Yet the Soviet threat had not disappeared; it had merely changed shape
into something more alluring, less seemingly threatening, but just as dangerous
all the same. Since the death of Stalin, however, politburo tactics had changed;
economic enticements and political subversion were being used rather-than
military power to extend Soviet influence not only in Europe but worldwide.
Hence, in the battle against communism, NATO interests were not limited to
its geographic area. The individual members had historic interests all over the
globe and these had a bearing on NATO policy.35 NATO had to wake up to this
challenge if it was to show the world’s developing nations that it wasn’t merely
the military arm of capitalistic imperialism, the report said. To meet this goal
successfully, the NATO countries had to eschew unilateralism in foreign policy
and, instead, seek to harmonize their policies, taking into account the interests
of the entire international community.

That was the analysis. To achieve that lofty aim, the report listed a num-
ber of very specific recommendations on how NATO countries should treat
each other, on procedural changes for Council meetings, on settling disputes
between members, on sharing scientific and technical information, economic
cooperation and cultural exchanges. The goal of recommendations to improve
political consultation was to ensure that such discussions took place before
national positions became fixed. There were five principles:

1. That the North Atlantic Council be informed by meﬁ]ber nations of any
development significantly affecting the alliance “as a preliminary to effec-
tive political consultation.”

2. That the Secretary-General has the right to raise any subject of.common
NATO concern for discussion at Council meetings.

3. That member nations should not adopt firm policies or make major political
announcements without adequate consultations with NATO allies, unless it
is obviously impossible because of time restraints or similar difficulties.

4. That member nations take into account the policies of other NATO
members when developing their own.

5. That member nations fully support any Council recommendation which all
the members have agreed upon. To encourage the Alliance members to
adopt these principles, the committee recommended that the Secretary-
General write an annual report citing progress or problems of political
consultation — including a review of the behaviour of individual members.




42 The Three Wise Men

Secondly, the committee urged that more information on subjects to be dis-
cussed at Council meetings be circulated in advance to allow time for prepara-
tion. Finally, it was recommended that a committee of permanent
representatives chaired by a member of the secretariat be established to keep
an eye on trends in Soviet policy.36

The report also contained a formula for settling squabbles between mem-
bers, based on mediation by the Secretary-General and the Council itself, if
necessary. It contained several steps in which NATO involvement escalated
with each one. Members were first asked to attempt to settle disputes peace-
fully between themselves. If that failed, they could be presented to NATO
unless another body, such as an economic one, would more appropriately han-
dle the subject. If the problem affected the effectiveness of the alliance, it
would be taken immediately to the Council. If not, the Secretary-General was
empowered to act as a mediator and could ask for the help of up to three of the
permanent representatives.37

Economic cooperation was discussed at length but the report did not rec-
ommend the establishment of any new mechanisms for dealing with the topic
inside NATO. The report preferred that the pact members use other organiza-
tions, namely OEEC, the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and
the International Monetary Fund. At the same time, however, the report urged
the NATO members to work together informally to achieve healthy and
expanding economies, to reduce trade barriers, to provide better assistance to
developing nations, and to design policies that demonstrated the superiority of
Western capitalism to communism.

How would this happen? The Committee envisioned that there would be
“NATO cpnsultation whenever economic issues of special interest to the
Alliance are involved; particularly those which have political or defence impli-
cations or affect the economic health of the Atlantic Community as a whole.”
That meant a “substantial expansion” of the exchange of information and

views on economic matters at Council meetings. The committee also foresaw

the day when NATO members would form common policies on economic mat-
ters, particularly those “clearly related to the political and security interests of
the Alliance.” What those matters might be, the committee did not say. In any
event, action resulting from such consultation would still be left to the individ-
ual nations, “either directly or through other international organizations.”38 To
prepare the Council for discussions on economic matters, the creation of a
Committee of Economic Advisors was recommended. A plethora of minor rec-
ommendations were also posed to improve exchanges on scientific, technical
and cultural matters. Cultural exchanges could be promoted by expanded sup-
port among NATO nations for student exchanges, NATO fellowships and
scholarships, the creation of university chairs in Atlantic studies, visiting pro-
fessorships and contacts with youth organizations and parliamentarians. The
committee also called for a review of national restrictions on currency
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exchanges which inhibited travel. Finally, NATO should work harder to get its
story out to the general public and develop information programs.3?

The committee also had a few thoughts on improving Council discus-
sions. To start, the committee complained that the ministerial meetings were
always too short for in-depth discussions. The Canadians had long complained
that agendas for the two-day ministerial sessions were always overloaded. The
recommendation was, naturally enough, that the meetings should be longer.
Secondly, the.Secretary-General should be allowed to play a larger role in
them. His previous role had been that of a staff advisor. The committee sug-
gested he should preside over Council meetings, though Council presidents
would still be chosen from among the NATO members on an alphabetical rota-
tion. As the presider he would be able to propose items for discussion. The
committee also thought it would be useful to have periodic meetings of the
chief civil servants in charge of the foreign ministries of NATO countries.40

Pearson had no illusions about his report or its potential for reforming
NATO.

By this time experience had confirmed beyond any doubt that the North
Atlantic coalition, in spite of ringing public speeches and declarations by
governments, could develop its non-military potential only as far as the
United States, and to a lesser degree, Britain and France, were prepared to
go. Middle and smaller powers can rarely lay down policies which greater
powers will adopt unless it is clearly in their own interests to do so. They
can, however, influence the policy of their more powerful friends if their
proposals are sound in principle and their diplomacy in advocating them
is skilful and determined. We kept this very much in mind in preparing
our report. We did not venture so far beyond what we knew to be the
views of the Big Three as to risk swift and impatient rejection, but we did
not hesitate to make proposals for change based on principles which the
Big Three had endorsed in public statements. These they were bound to
consider, even if the consideration led to no positive results.4!

The committee members from the three smaller nations had gauged cor-
rectly the response of their allies. The report was praised and approved by the
Council on December 16. Yet even then it was not wholeheartedly endorsed.
Several of the members, notably Dulles and Pineau (no doubt with Algeria in
mind), once again voiced their caveats about greater political consultation and
the task of determining how to best implement the report — “in light of the-
comments made by the governments” — was given to the permanent represen-
tatives and the international secretariat.42

The fate of the first serious attempt to implement the committee’s recom-
mendations illustrated effectively how little the Alliance was interested in
cooperation on non-military matters. The Belgian, Spaak, became Lord




44 The Three Wise Men

Ismay’s successor, bringing to the job enthusiasm for greatly expanded politi-
cal cooperation and a belief that the Council had “empowered (him) to initiate
action and ... to be the effective head of the Alliance.”3 He would be dis-
abused of that notion soon enough by Alliance members, Canada among them,
who thought he was going too far.44 After some initial success, the cracks
became apparent again, especially when the Alliance was confronted with
Khrushchev’s attempt to sow dissension among them over the fate of Berlin in
1959. Political consultation survived that storm only to be beaten by Charles
de Gaulle, who took power in France in 1958. The general, after Britain and
the United States rebuffed his proposal to create a triumvirate to shape global
politics, undercut NATO cooperation at every opportunity. His strategy culmi-
nated in France pulling out of NATO’s combined military forces in Europe in
1966. By 1961 Spaak had lost patience with de Gaulle’s scheming and the
inability of the United States and Britain to deal with it effectively. He was also
exasperated by NATO’s continued preoccupation with military matters. Spaak
resigned, leaving Article 2 with no more champions.

Notwithstanding Spaak’s interpretation of the committee’s recommenda-
tions, the fact is the report of the Three Wise Men was calculated not to water
down NATO’s military flavour. Though draped in the language of Article 2,
the report deliberately rejected mechanisms that would actually implement the
article’s provisions on economic cooperation. Rather, the report suggested tin-
kering with methods of consultation, hoping that by criticizing past breaches in
the consultation process and recommending minor improvements, it could sat-
isfy those who felt frustrated with past communicatiort breakdowns and create
the perception that NATO was more than just a military alliance. As chairman
of the commiittee that wrote this report, Lester Pearson knew he was sacrificing
some of Canada’s primary reasons for belonging to NATO, as expressed in the
battle by Canadian officials to obtain the inclusion of Article 2 in the treaty.
Though Canadians were told NATO would be more than military, an organiza-
tion that would prove the superiority of western democratic civilization, the
Committee of Three report blessed its existing military nature. The unspoken
hope that Canada could use a cohesive Atlantic Community as a tool for reduc-
ing American domination also proved to be unfounded. Few countries strongly
supported Article 2 when it was championed by the Canadians during the
treaty negotiations; eight years later even fewer were interested in creating the
kind of economic and political association envisioned by the Canadians. By
1956, not many Canadians were interested either. As Gellner has noted: “There
would not again be, in Canada, the enthusiasm for the North Atlantic alliance
there was in the close to nine years that Louis St. Laurent stood behind it as the
country’s prime minister, and Lester Pearson as its secretary of state for exter-
nal affairs.”45 Pearson was saddened by the experience but others were most
definitely not. On his maiden speech in the British House of Lords on March 1,
1961, Gladwyn Jebb, never a fan of Article 2, declared with satisfaction that
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the clause was “a dead letter.”6 Despite the strenuous efforts by Canadian
politicians and bureaucrats to impose their vision of the Alliance’s future on
the other members, they were forced to adapt to the prescriptions of more pow-
erful members. Thus, the Canadians shelved their visions and reluctantly went
along with most of the wishes of their allies, believing that membership in
NATO was necessary to retain influence in international circles, particularly
over the United States.#” The one Canadian objective that NATO did achieve
was only indirectly affected by the Committee of Three report. It was, obvi-
ously, to put an end to Soviet expansionism in Europe and counter the Soviet
military threat with a credible deterrent. The threat of a general war and global
nuclear devastation was enough to give the Soviet leaders pause before taking
overt military actions against Western Europe, while the rapid recovery of the
Alliance’s European members weakened the allure of Soviet-inspired political
solutions.

It has been noted that by the time Pearson was appointed chairman of the
committee, he had already scaled down his earlier idealistic hopes to a desire
to achieve a vague “better political consultation.” For the Three Wise Men to
write a report that reflected the original spirit of Article 2 would have only
exacerbated the existing differences of opinion among the Alliance members.
Hence Pearson and his two associates decided deliberately that it was more
necessary to perpetuate the myth that the alliance was more than military than
to insist on adherence to the original principles of the treaty. They believed
more in the might of the alliance than in its ability to prove that it was right in
the East-West ideological struggle.
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Problems in Middle Life

John English

The world of 1963 was not the world of 1948. But it remained a danger-
ous world for the weak, the unwary and the unwise, even if policy for
security had no longer to be based on the over-hanging and immediate
threat of a powerful, aggressive, monolithic communist conspiracy, cen-
tred in Moscow and controlled by Stalin. Unhappily while collective
arrangements could now be based on something more constructive and
lasting than fear, fear remained the strongest incentive to effective inter-
national co-operation. As fear diminished, so did the pressures for inter-
national organization for peace; and so did the willingness to accept
without too much questioning United States leadership of the alliance for
collective security.! L.B. Pearson

‘When Dirk Stikker introduced Mike Pearson at the 1964 Special Meeting of the
NATO Council, he called Pearson a “Founding Father” of the alliance, a man
whose return to the NATO Council was a homecoming, a return to old times.2
So it was, but Canada’s prime minister did not find the setting so congenial or
comfortable as in earlier days when NATO’s purpose was more certain and its
future and Canada’s part in it much more assured. During the 1950s NATO and
the Commonwealth had been complementary instruments of Canadian diplo-
macy which broadened the scope of Canadian international action. Through
NATO Canada could influence other western powers and could avoid the
entrapment of a narrowly bilateral relationship with the United States. Neither a
great power nor a colonial master, nor closely tied to the United Kingdom,
Canada, it was hoped, possessed a unique ability to effect compromise. “This
association with different camps,” John Holmes wrote in 1965, *“‘can continue so
long as the camps maintain their liberality of outlook.” This liberality, how-
ever, was already imperilled. In NATO, the Europeans no longer accepted
American pre-eminence so easily and the Americans resented European
assertiveness. The Canadians, very simply, began to feel left out. Even
NORAD, the bilateral defence arrangement with the Americans, obviously
meant much more to Canada than it did to the United States. Canadians began
to reconsider what their old partnerships meant and if they should continue.
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No relationship faced closer scrutiny than NATO. One of its foremost
critics in the Liberal caucus and, later, in the Pearson cabinet summed up his
objections to NATO. According to Pierre Trudeau, in the Pearson years, “We
had no defence policy, so to speak, except that of NATO. And our defence pol-
icy had determined all of our foreign policy. And we had no foreign policy of
any importance except that which flowed from NATO.” Trudeau was wrong
and, to his predecessor, most unfair, but his remarks do suggest how much the
so-called NATO question came to dominate foreign and defence policy debate
in the last half of the nineteen-sixties. To understand why Canadians criticized
NATO, it is useful to recall what NATO had originally meant to Canada.

In 1966 Dean Acheson, the American Secretary of State at NATO’s birth,
wrote that “The plain fact, of course, is that NATO is a military alliance. Its
purpose was and is to deter and, if necessary, to meet the use of Russian mili-
tary power or the fear of its use in Europe.”5 This fact, however, was not so
plain to Canadians in 1949, as Joe Sinasac and Mary Halloran point out in
other essays in this volume. Canada strongly supported the elements of the
NATO Treaty which provided for economic cooperation and political consulta-
tion within the alliance. Indeed, Article 2 which provided for economic coop-
eration was often referred to as the Canadian article. When it amounted to little
in the early years of NATO, Lester Pearson, then Canada’s Secretary of State
for External Affairs, prodded the Americans and Europeans to act upon their
promises. His efforts had little effect in the economic realm, and the founding
of the European Common Market in 1957 made the Atlanticist dream fade.
Although the machinery for political consultation did improve as a result of the
re-examination, the usefulness of the NATO Council was not so apparent to
Canadians. One of the Council’s strongest proponents, Escott Reid, wrote in
1960 that a stronger NATO Council was “an appropriate prescription for the
1950s.” For the 1960s, it would no longer suffice. NATO had become little
more than the American military pledge to Europe — and even that was in
doubt.6

In his brilliant 1965 analysis of NATO, The Troubled Partnership, Henry
Kissinger pointed to four factors that had altered the alliance balance in the late
fifties and early sixties: “European economic recovery; European integration;
decolonization; and the Cuban missile crisis and its aftermath.” Kissinger’s
analysis stands up well. Economic recovery and integration meant the return
of European interests separate from those of the United States. Decolonization
meant that Europe possessed a new freedom in international affairs, and it
brought with it a reluctance to share the United States’ expanding activities
in former European colonies, such as Indochina. The Cuban Missile Crisis
showed that even “eyeball to eyeball” confrontations could be avoided and that
the United States and the Soviet Union were more disposed to deal with each
other directly. These dealings, which were soon labelled “detente”, as well as
the Kennedy administration’s strategic doctrine of “flexible response”
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profoundly affected the military basis of the alliance. Europeans came to doubt
that Soviet aggression in Europe would be met with a full nuclear response.
The American “guarantee” no longer offered the assurance it had under the
earlier doctrine of massive retaliation. For the Americans, the European carp-
ing was irritating and unfair. For some Europeans, especially France’s
President Charles de Gaulle, the Americans’ suspicion was evidence of their
hegemonic designs. United States came to see Europe as a partner which failed
to carry its load and in the early 1960s, the Kennedy administration turned its
fascination with technical gimmickry towards the fashioning of schemes that
would restore a Europe that the Americans could understand. These schemes
and these debates had one element in common: Canada had little part in them.
In Kissinger’s 251 page study of the troubled partners, Canada rated not one
mention.”

The omission was symbolic if inexcusable: in the major alliance troubles
Canada apparently mattered very little to the principals. Moreover, with the
changes in deterrence strategy and in European economic institutions, NATO’s
purpose seemed less important and less understandable to Canadians. The
1963 election had turned Canadian attention to Canadian military commit-
ments and, in particular, to Canada’s position on nuclear arms. The
Diefenbaker government had ordered CF104s for Canada’s European air force
squadrons and Honest John missiles for the Canadian army brigade in Europe.
It hesitated, however, in accepting the nuclear weapons which these instru-
ments of war apparently required. In January 1963 Lester Pearson, now leader
of the opposition, pledged himself to accept these weapons, but he also indi-
cated that, after acceptance, his government would “begin to negotiate Canada
into more appropriate roles, ones which would not requife Canadian forces to
use nuclear weapons.”® The Liberals tried to carry out this pledge after the
election. In the White Paper on Defence of March 1964, the Liberal govern-
ment supported flexible response as a doctrine that would end “excessive
reliance upon nuclear weapons.” NATO remained, the Paper further declared, a
“nuclear-armed defensive alliance” in which Canada must share responsibility:
“One cannot be a member of a military alliance and at the same time avoid
some share of responsibility for its strategic policies.”® The White Paper never-
theless pointed to a future role for Canada in the alliance where Canada’s
nuclear role would be small if not negligible. In fact, the White Paper called
for an “intervention force” which would allow Canada to make a “flexible”
rather than nuclear response. The CF104s, acquired by the Diefenbaker gov-
ernment, would be allowed to become obsolete, and the Canadian emphasis in
the future would be aircraft for direct support of Canadian ground forces. The
‘White Paper’s plan for defence unification, with its provision for functional
commands, created further confusion since the Canadian Brigade Group and
the First Air Division did not fit neatly into the new functional commands (Air
Defence, Air Transport, Training, Maritime, and Materiel). In fact, the Brigade
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Group and the Air Division seemed, from a military viewpoint, to make less
and less sense.!0 The Brigade’s approximately 6,500 men possessed a high rep-
utation for professionalism. It was, one commentator declared, “The most self
sufficient offensive/defensive field unit in the history of warfare.” But this
acclaim did not mean that military experts accepted its purpose in 1964. The
Brigade was poorly placed in Europe, facing overwhelming Soviet numbers
flanked by weak British, German and Belgium forces, and inadequately sup-
ported in the air. It was well positioned for heroic suicide in a European war.11
At home the Brigade’s nuclear-tipped Honest John missiles made it a regular
target for political sniping. Neither in war nor in peace was its future assured.

In 1964, the Pearson government let the number of squadrons in the Air
Division fall to six from the twelve originally promised to NATO, even though
- Pearson had promised in the 1963 campaign that the Air Division would be
strengthened. Here again the military value of the Division was unclear. The
CF104 was not the ideal plane for the purposes the Canadian Division was
assigned. Moreover, the high cost of the plane meant that the Division would
never acquire the numbers the Division needed and had been promised. High
cost also meant that the consolidation of the Air Division with the Brigade, a
highly popular idea in 1963-64, never took place.- For all these reasons and
because of the controversial nuclear commitment, the Air Squadrons were
bloated targets for political attacks.

Secretary of State for External Affairs Paul Martin reflected Canada’s
concern about its own contribution to NATO and about the European and
American differences on future nuclear strategy when he won approval at the
December 1964 NATO council meeting for a study of NATO's future tasks. At
that same meeting, the Canadians spoke out against the American-sponsored
proposal for a Multilateral Nuclear Force (MNF). The MNF proposal sought to
prevent nuclear proliferation while allowing Europeans the moral satisfaction

of being involved in nuclear decision-making. Fearing an independent German -

nuclear force and the possibility of Franco-German nuclear cooperation, the
American proponents of the MNF carried out “a public relations campaign to
gain official, political and academic support, of an energy and ruthlessness
unknown since Harriet Beecher Stowe.”!2 The campaign created so much
smoke that NATO’s broader problems were often ignored. The French, pro-
foundly distrustful of American intentions, especially resented the American
proposal. The Canadians, desperate to maintain French participation in the
alliance and sceptical of the MNF, warned the Americans about their impetuos-
ity.13 When the British proposed an Atlantic Nuclear Force as an alternative,
the Canadians told both the United Kingdom and the United States that the
alternative was no better than the original. Both proposals had little or no
Canadian content; they presaged a future for NATO where Canada counted
little. Thus, politically and militarily, Canada had reasons to question NATO’s
direction. This rarely occurred in public fora during 1963 and 1964, perhaps
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because both public and politicians did not want to irritate the wounds from the
1963 nuclear debate. In early 1965, Pearson seems to have decided that silence
no longer served his political ends or Canada’s national interest. On 10
February 1965, Pearson told the Canadian Club of Ottawa that “the defence
arrangements suitable for 1948 may not be appropriate for 1965, or possibly,
for long after 1965.” Canada should therefore consider whether its NATO con-
tribution was “the best use of our resources for the defence of peace.” He
emphasized Europe’s new economic and political strength and spoke of the
importance of France to the alliance’s future. The speech attracted attention in
the Department of External Affairs, as well as in European embassies. Paul
Martin had not cleared the speech, and he was unsure of Pearson’s meaning.
So were some European diplomats. The French asked for a copy of the text,
and the Dutch Ambassador, speaking for some other European allies, asked
Martin whether Canada was reneging on its NATO commitments. Martin said
no, but then, privately, asked Pearson what, in fact, he had meant in his
remarks. Pearson’s reply was reassuring: he had not intended to change
Canadian policy. He had spoken to encourage debate and provoke thinking.
This satisfied Martin who knew that a prime minister when speaking on for-
eign policy must often respond to Canadian political pressures. In this case,
Martin thought, Pearson was speaking to Quebec, reminding the province of
Canada’s sympathy for France, and to the growing nationalist left, showing
Canada’s independence from American policy.!4

Pearson did have political motives, but, as his memoirs reveal, he also
had strong doubts about NATQO’s future. He blamed the Europeans as much as
the Americans for the malady, the former because they refused to do enough
for a strong alliance, the latter because they sought to do téo much alone. In a4
March 1965 speech to the Cleveland Council on World Affairs, Martin echoed
Pearson’s concemns while reiterating Canadian support for NATO. He wel-
comed the NATO review which had begun in December.!5 His hopes that it
would offer solutions to NATO’s problems were unfulfilled. At the 11-12 May
meeting of the NATO ministers, the confusion grew, and Franco-American dif-
ferences broadened. American Defense Secretary Robert McNamara began to
speak about a “technical committee” which might be created to consider the
problem of nuclear cooperation. This committee, McNamara urged, should
include the American, French, and British defence ministers and one or two
other defence ministers. The Canadians naturally objected to their likely exclu-
sion, but they were more troubled by the strong French opposition to the
McNamara proposal. De Gaulle thought these “technical discussions™ were a
clever device designed to smother the independent French nuclear deterrent
under a NATO blanket. Martin warned the Americans about the French fears,
but, in his view, the Americans seemed to care no longer how their actions
affected the French.!6 The McNamara proposal was presented in fuller form
at a NATO defence minister meeting on 1-2 June. The French remained
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unconvinced. When Defence Minister Paul Hellyer (who had proposed the
conference in 1964) reported to the House that the meeting was very fruitful,
the press and opposition members were openly sceptical.!” They had a right
to be.

At the July NATO meetings, which a bad fall kept Martin from attending,
the allies fell further apart. The Americans moved back from their support for
the MNF; this irritated the Germans and Italians. On the other hand, the
Americans continued to push the McNamara “technical committee” which
offended the French. The Canadian Ambassador to NATO, George Ignatieff,
reported to Ottawa that the differences between France and the United States
were most serious. He did report that although France would not serve on the
McNamara committee it would not oppose its creation. Canada had been asked
to help but could do little. The Canadian delegation remained cool about the
McNamara committee, refusing to serve unless the NATO Secretary-General
Manlio Brosio was a member. The objection carried little weight; Canada was
not asked to serve. Martin, who became NATO president on 30 September,
was most unhappy.

His objections led McNamara and others to agree to open discussions.
These discussions among the defence ministers did not resolve the problem of
nuclear sharing. In a late November meeting of defence ministers, the so-called
special committee was broken into three committees in order to solve the rep-
resentation problem. Canada was represented on two committees, consultation
and intelligence, but it was not a member of the nuclear strategy committee.
Only the British and Americans were represented on all three. The French
accepted this compromise but did not participate in any committee.

The December 1965 ministerial meetings were of special significance for
Canada because Martin as president presided. For NATO their significance lay
in the impasse they revealed. Martin later recalled that “Nobody felt at ease,
yet it was a time when close consultation (for which we had called repeatedly)
could have paid off.”18 The Americans showed their boredom with the nuclear
discussions, the German and the French did not conceal their resentments.
Martin regretted the apparent American desire to isolate France, and he feared
the effect of German participation in an independent NATO nuclear deterrent.
Canada’s position was therefore ambiguous: On the one hand, Canada called
for closer consultation and sharing; on the other, it could not support the major
plans that seemed to promote that goal. NATQ’s defence policy was becoming
caught up in the whirlwind of external events in the middle 1960s. Defence
Minister Paul Hellyer expressed this well when he remarked to a reporter at the
meetings: “You can’t just look at this area and ignore what is going on in
Vietnam, China and Rhodesia.”1? In December 1965, the NATO ministers, for
the first time, did not ignore what was going on about them.

Vietnam, Cyprus and detente were discussed openly. This greatly pleased
the Canadians even if the substance of the discussion was not always hearten-
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ing. On Vietnam, Dean Rusk made clear his government’s belief that
America’s allies owed it some support in Vietnam. Martin disagreed with
Rusk’s interpretation of the responsibility of America’s allies. Other nations
responded to Rusk’s hints with silence. On Cyprus, the dispute that made two
NATO partners enemies, Martin warned the Greeks and Turks that the peace-
keeping contingent he had helped to organize could not stay on indefinitely.
Other NATO countries supported Canada’s views, but the discussion
foundered because of the implacable hostility between the Greeks and the
Turks. Similarly, the differences in the approaches to detente could not be
resolved. Still, discussion had occurred. This was, Martin reported, “a major
breakthrough in thinking.”20

In breaking through the barriers to freewheeling discussion, the NATO
allies found no solid ground, and this was noticed. NATO’s disunity was more
commonly reported in the Canadian press and analyzed in academic journals.
The popularity of detente, the intensification of the United States’ Vietnam
involvement and its growing unpopularity, and the French refusal to work
within the NATO military and political framework combined to create a mood
of doubt regarding NATO. The doubts were general. Maxwell Cohen, who
Pearson had asked for advice on a wide range of issues, reflected them in a
letter written to Pearson during the 1965 election campaign:2!

As to NATO, little can be done to repair the continuing erosion resulting
from De Gaulle’s new vision of Europe and European defence. I have a
feeling that Canada on the whole is bored with NATO problems, is
unconvinced of NATO’s essential military role as the super powers both
get more powerful and more interested in ‘detenteé* and as De Gaulle
whittles away at the political uses of the Organization.

There may have been boredom, but it did not result in inaction.

The election over, NATO became the focus of more attention and more
criticism. In February 1966, the new House debated foreign affairs at greater
length and depth than had occurred for several years. The New Democrats
(NDP) were more vigorous than ever in their attack upon NATQ. The NDP
defence critic Andrew Brewin welcomed the apparent abandonment of the
planned nuclear force because, in his view, the abandonment would ease the
negotiations for a non-proliferation treaty. The West Germans, Brewin argued,
should be ready to renounce any nuclear role in the interests of world peace.
Fellow New Democrat Bert Herridge reflected this spirit more fully when he
criticized Canada for permitting West German troops to train in Canada. This
action, Herridge warned, would offend the Soviet Union. Martin replied tartly:
“What was done here was to treat one NATO partner as we expect ourselves to
be treated and as, in fact, we are treated.” The Conservatives were, as
expected, the most enthusiastic supporters of NATO aims. Gordon Churchill
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asked for a strengthening of Canada’s military commitments to NATO in order
that the United States could increase its strength in Vietnam. John Diefenbaker
did not back this proposal, but he did lament what he perceived to be a weak-
ening of the alliance. In a few weeks, grounds for Diefenbaker’s belief were
strengthened.22

On 11 March 1966 France withdrew from the military side of NATO,
demanding also that NATO installations and forces be removed from French
soil. On 29 March, the French asked the Canadians to remove the RCAF
installations (an air base at Marville and the air division headquarters at Metz)
by 1 April 1967. The old arrangements were “no longer in accord with present
conditions” and France must therefore “resume on French territory the full
exercise of French sovereignty.”23 This action especially offended Canadians.
Pearson spoke for many others when he asked “a high ranking French public
servant” whether he thought “we should take our hundred thousand dead with
us to German territory.” This bitterness appeared in his diary account of his
reaction, but so did a thoughtful appraisal of France’s position and of NATO’s
problems.

De Gaulle has not tried to conceal his impatience with NATO in
recent years and no one should really have been surprised over his deci-
sion. It was obviously coming, even though France’s allies had the right
to expect a more decent procedure, some consultation and an exchange of
views before the curt announcement that all had been decided and nothing
remained to be discussed but the ‘modalities.’

The basic de Gaulle thesis that NATO had outlived its usefulness is
right — up to this point; that there should have been a radical re-examina-
tion of the whole NATO structure in the light of the changes that had
occurred since the Treaty had been signed 16 years ago.

Everybody seemed to agree that changes had to be made to give the
European side of the coalition greater influence and power in its direction
and control. Everybody talked about the need for a new NATO, but
nobody did anything about it. If we had done so, it would have been more
difficult for France to move out. Indeed, de Gaulle might not have wished
to do so.4

Martin shared Pearson’s anger towards France and his recognition that
NATO bore much responsibility for the French action. Speaking in Windsor,
Ontario, on 21 March, Martin rejected the French arguments, pointedly noting
that “our experience in the last two wars has led us to conclude that there is no
effective alternative to unified command and planning arrangements for armed
forces.” Yet much of the message was conciliatory. Martin pointed to the fail-
ure of the review Canada had requested in 1964 as a possible cause of France’s

Problems in Middle Life 55

action, Well aware of the broader implications of France’s action for Canada,
he added:25

One object of Canadian policy will be to ensure that nothing is done
which would make more difficult the resumption by France of full mili-
tary participation in NATO, should France so decide. No matter how great
our regret that the French Government should have taken the decision it
has, we shall do all we can not to allow this action to affect the existing
warm and friendly relations between Canada and France, which form an
important and basic element of our foreign policy. Indeed, if the institu-
tional links between France and NATO must be loosened, it is all the
more important to maintain and strengthen, if possible, the bilateral
relations.

Neither privately nor publicly did Canadian diplomats share the relief
some NATO diplomats felt when France withdrew from the military side of
NATO. Canada’s disagreement with the French decision was vigorously
expressed as was Canada’s commitment to NATO.26 Nevertheless, the
Canadians worked to minimize the effects of the French departure. When
Pearson spoke to Lyndon Johnson in May 1966, he emphasized the structural
problems of NATO to which France had objected. He expressed a similar
understanding of NATQ’s problems in an important public address in
Springfield, Illinois. He spoke of NATO’s accomplishments and urged opti-
mism: “If we tend to become too depressed over the troubles that face the
world today, we should recall how things seemed in the Atlantic world in the
forties.” But that alliance that had served the Atlantic community so well in the
darkest post-war days had not matured. “Unhappily,” Pearson declared, “it is
man’s weakness to cling to the ideas, the institutions and the habits of the past
— even the recent past — instead of adapting them to the needs of today and
tomorrow.” This was the case with NATO:27

The weight of inertia and a vested interest in a new status quo felt
especially among the most powerful governments of the alliance, made it
difficult to find anyone in a responsible position on either side of the
Atlantic who was prepared to come forward and specify in any detail
what should be changed. A lot of people were talking about the need for
change but nobody, no government, in a position of power was really
doing much about it. Their abrupt and unilateral action by France thrust
change upon us. Crisis, as always, forced our hands. ...

While France is not alone in this feeling, only de Gaulle has trans-
lated it into policy and action. If he has gone too far in that action (as I
think he has), if he is on the wrong course, we should not drive him
farther in the wrong direction but try to bring him back to the right course
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by seriously re-examining the purposes and the organization of NATO in
the light of 1966, not 1948. ... If the reason for General de Gaulle’s action
is his belief that the other allies will not consider any change to NATO to
meet new conditions, let’s take positive action about the necessary
reforms. Surely it doesn’t make sense any longer to take the position that
NATO is sacrosanct and mustn’t be altered. Our reaction should be just
the opposite.

The French action caused much reaction. Several commentators went
beyond Pearson in calling for re-evaluation of the alliance. In the leftist
Canadian Forum, University of Toronto professor Abraham Rotstein gave
guarded approval to Pearson’s remarks at Springfield. While approving of
Pearson’s recognition that NATO needed re-examination, Rotstein deprecated
Pearson’s continuing commitment to “Atlanticism”: “The basic reluctance in
Ottawa has been to face up to the alternative to an Atlantic Community — a
movement toward a European Community where Gaullism and resistance to
American influence would play a key role. With the growing autonomy of
Eastern Europe and the major detente between the U.S. and the Soviet Union,
such a scheme becomes the more likely alternative.” To the nationalist
Rotstein, this alternative was obviously attractive. Its attraction lay in the impe-
tus it would give to Canadian “independence.” As his colleague Stephen
Clarkson put it: “Above all Gaullism means independence, especially from the
United States.” The Gaullist recipe was one Canada itself should follow.28
These reactions are interesting in the assumptions they reveal: NATO restricted
the freedom of Canadian diplomacy; NATO was an American-dominated insti-
tution resented by the “new” Europeans; detente made the military significance
of NATO much less, if not negligible; and, finally, NATO was not a body that
could coordinate western moves towards detente. Unlike Pearson and Martin,
Clarkson and Rotstein could not imagine that Canada could extend the range
of its diplomacy through NATO and create links beyond the United States.
The difference in points of view was fundamental.

From the summer of 1966 to the early 1970s a vigorous public debate on
NATO’s future reflected these different points of view. The debate may have
often been, as one student of it alleges, “marked by a singular disregard for fact
and an abysmally low intellectual content.” It is none the less of much signifi-
cance, The purposes of NATO’s critics may have had little to do with NATO
but very much to do with a generation’s disillusionment with “anticommunist
rhetoric” and arms build-up, a view later expressed by a prominent but by 1980
repentant NATO critic, Jack Granatstein.2® Nevertheless, the critics had influ-
ence and did affect the foreign policy of the Pearson government even though
the debate took place among attentive public groups. In November 1968 two
years after de Gaulle’s dramatic NATO withdrawal, 48% of Canadians
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answered “no” to this question. “Do you happen to have heard or read any-
thing about NATO — that is, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization?”’0

In his excellent analysis of “attentive publics” and the NATO debate,
Professor R.B. Byers breaks down the commentators on NATO into revision-
ists and traditionalists. He found in 1960-67 that there was “increasing disillu-
sionment with the Canadian role in NATO” although he shows that one
“attentive public group,” the delegates at the June 1967 Canadian Institute of
International Affairs study conference seemed to be “predominantly in favour
of continuing Canada’s role in NATO.” But this view was not reflected in the
Canadian newspapers. The newspapers taken collectively had shown less sup-
port of NATO than had the government. “The fact,” Byers wrote, “that half the
papers commenting on the Canadian forces in Europe are in favour of with-
drawal or a reduction [of Canadian NATO forces] is indicative of increasing
dissatisfaction. Papers that have often supported NATO in the past such as the
Toronto Globe and Mail, the Edmonton Journal, and the Vancouver Sun have
in some instances become increasingly anti-NATO.” The Globe and Mail and
the Montreal Star, Byers noted, became more critical of NATO after publishing
articles by academic revisionists such as Stephen Clarkson and James Eayrs.
Receptiveness to the arguments of these revisionists was not limited to the
editorial rooms.3!

In the Pearson government several new or younger members were
sceptical about NATO. Jean Marchand, Gérard Pelletier, and Pierre Trudeau
reflected the growing NATO criticism expressed by the Quebec academics and
journalists they knew so well (Marchand more than Trudeau and Pelletier). In
English Canada, Walter Gordon, though absent from the cabinet in 1966, con-
tinued to move leftwards and came to share his academicHriends Rotstein and
Clarkson’s criticisms of NATO. Some younger MPs close to Gordon, such as
Donald Macdonald, reflected Gordon'’s views, and in private gatherings did not
hesitate to express them.32 The Canadian government responded to these pres-
sures first by openly calling for an examination of NATO’s aims and by seek-
ing to limit the impact of the French withdrawal.

Before the 7-9 June NATO meetings, a special committee of fourteen
(France being excluded since it was no longer a part of the military NATO)
met to discuss what French withdrawal meant. Martin has described the
situation and the Canadian position:

Before I left for Brussels, I tried to convince my fellow foreign
ministers, ... that despite the importance of a Council statement on the
alliance’s role in ameliorating East-West relations, every effort should be
made to adopt a formula to which France could agree. This would tie de
Gaulle’s hands in his talks with the Kremlin. Josef Luns of the
Netherlands seemed determined to seize any opportunity to rid the
alliance of the general’s deadening hand, and the British saw little reason
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to bear the Cross of Lorraine any longer. Wilson had made up his mind
that NATO should be an instrument of detente, and the price of total
French withdrawal was not too high. Michael Stewart, Britain’s foreign
secretary, and Denis Healey wanted the Council to leave Fontainebleau.
I opposed this because it would further maroon France. ...

Martin’s and Canada’s position did annoy others who believed that Canada
was placing its domestic political concerns above the interests of Western
unity.33 Certainly the Canadians believed that NATO without France would
make NATO less acceptable in Canada and make France more susceptible to
wooing by Quebec nationalists. At the meeting Canada worked to postpone the
moving of Council headquarters from Paris. Such postponement was obtained,
and the statement on detente did not reflect the strong desire of some NATO
members that the alliance’s leading role be recognized. Martin met Couve de
Murville who thanked Martin for his mediatory efforts. Although some other
NATO participants criticized Martin, the Canadian press and the political
opposition was largely approving. The Globe and Mail, for example, criticized
the “unfair and ill-informed attack on Mr. Martin” and lauded his mediatory
efforts. In the Commons, John Diefenbaker was surprisingly generous in his
praise as was Andrew Brewin speaking for the NDP. The Americans grumbled
privately and, in testimony by Dean Rusk before the Senate, publicly about the
Canadian attitude. Other Americans, notably Harlan Cleveland, the United
States Permanent Representative to NATO, saw the advantages of gaining
time. The time was valuable. By the time of the December ministerial meet-
ings, NATO had begun its long overdue reassessment.34

The defence ministers met on 25-26 July in Paris and Hellyer announced
Canada would commit two battalions to the NATO Allied Command Mobile
Force to join the two battalions already committed. This meeting made provi-
sions for several studies which led to revision of NATO military procedures. In
the fall the decision to move the Council from Paris to Brussels came quietly,
and there was neither confrontation nor recrimination. The “Committee of
fourteen” reached the basis for an understanding on the problem of nuclear
sharing that had so long troubled the alliance. A Nuclear Planning Group made
up of the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany and Italy and three
rotating members was established. The 1964 proposal for a study of the
alliance’s future tasks was revived and widely endorsed at the December 1966
ministerial meeting. Although Canada was not included among the permanent
members of the Nuclear Planning Group and was, against its wishes, grouped
with the United States for purposes of the so-called Harmel Review (after
Belgian foreign minister Pierre Harmel), the Canadian government was
pleased with the course events had taken. As Martin later wrote, *the prospects
for reinvigorating NATO had never looked better.” 35
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To many Canadians, however, reduction in or elimination of Canada’s
NATO commitment was preferred to Canadian involvement in NATO reinvig-
oration. The differences that surfaced in 1966 now brought forth acrimonious
debate in the Commons and in the Cabinet. The Conservatives began to press
the government to keep Canada’s military commitment to NATO while the
New Democrats began to argue that unification of the armed forces made the
NATO military commitment impossible. Hellyer and Martin did not indicate
that they planned to make changes, although the latter held out hope that some
change might come because of the Harmel review. But that review went badly
from Canada’s point of view. Its chairman, Paul-Henri Spaak, favoured a
European-North American orientation, the “dumbbell” concept Canada had
opposed since NATO’s inauguration. De Gaulle also opposed this and man-
aged to refocus the study upon the question of NATO’s place in detente. Even
NATO’s supporters in Canada began to speak of NATO’s military and political
future as being in “some doubt.”36

Others who had long harboured doubts now became vocal. As a private
member, Walter Gordon had expressed his doubts about Canadian foreign pol-
icy in 1966. The Liberal party annual meeting in 1966 had not followed him in
his urgings that Canada seek more independence. By early 1967 his warnings
were being more widely heeded as the Vietnam war’s unpopularity grew and
as Canadians became more resentful of American and, indeed, European
slights towards their one hundred year old nation. In January 1967 Gordon
returned to the Cabinet and in April he became President of the Privy Council.
Pearson’s decision to bring Gordon into the Cabinet troubled many of his col-
leagues. Gordon’s congenial personality could not remove the distrust of
Gordon many felt. The causes of distrust need not concern us; its existence
appears whenever Gordon’s name is raised with most of his former cabinet
colleagues.37 Gordon’s popularity with academic critics of the government, his
personal links with the increasingly nationalist Toronto Star, and his willing-
ness to take independent stands were distrusted. His words, therefore, were
carefully watched.

This atmosphere explains the strong reaction to two Gordon speeches on
12 and 13 May 1967. In the latter he criticized Canada’s support of American
policy in Vietnam. Clearly related to his concern about Vietnam was his call in
his 12 May speech for a Canadian retreat from NATO and NORAD, both sym-
bols of American domination in Gordon’s mind. To a group of young business-
men Gordon openly “wondered” whether “Canada should continue to maintain
air squadrons in Europe any longer.” The question was merely rhetorical as
Gordon’s later remarks showed:

The French don’t want us; the countries of Western Europe are now quite
prosperous enough to maintain their own defence establishments if they
wish to; both the U.S. and Britain have stated their intentions to withdraw
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some of their troops from Europe. In these circumstances what is the
sensible thing and the right thing to do?

After alluding to the ABM (Anti-ballistic missile) programme and its effect on
Canada, Gordon concluded:

The alternative for a country of our size may be to opt out of the contest
altogether on the grounds that if there should ever be a nuclear war
between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, there would be nothing effective
we could do about it anyway. In circumstances such as these Canada,
instead of stepping up her defence budget considerably, might decide to
concentrate her efforts on the maintenance of mobile peace-keeping or
peace-restoring units to be available to the U.N. on the shortest possible
notice. This might make a lot of sense. Qur new unified forces should be
well suited to this task.38

Gordon’s remarks infuriated Martin and Hellyer who reacted quickly.

Hellyer denied that Gordon spoke for the government. Martin threatened resig-

nation, and demanded that Gordon be “chewed out” in cabinet and repudiated
by the prime minister. Pearson agreed. In a 17 May cabinet meeting Pearson
spoke strongly against Gordon’s breach of cabinet solidarity, but was not so
critical of the substance of Gordon’s remarks, especially about Vietnam. This,
Gordon later claimed, was explained by Pearson’s own view which he had
expressed to Gordon privately.39

Pearson no doubt did seem to agree with Gordon in their private conver-
sations. His congeniality so often camouflaged his disagreement or discomfort.
In the case of NATO, however, Pearson’s agreement was more than misunder-
stood amiability. On 4 May, eight days before Gordon spoke, Pearson had sent
a letter to Martin and Hellyer which expressed his concern about the inflexibil-
ity of the Camadian military commitment to NATO. Although his officials had
told him that the reductions in British and American troops meant little in real
military terms, recent announcements suggested that information was untrue.
Canada, Pearson argued, should reassess its own position, especially the air
squadrons.

Pearson’s comments are remarkably similar to Gordon’s eight days later.
Martin’s reaction, which came after extensive departmental discussion, was not
sympathetic to Pearson’s complaints. Prior to meeting Pearson personally,
Martin, in a written memorandum, rejected Pearson’s staternent that Canada’s
NATO contribution was inflexible. He pointed to the disbanding of two air
squadrons in 1966 which was a reduction, not simply a redeployment as the
United States and Great Britain were currently proposing for their own forces.
Redeployment along American or British lines was out of the question for
Canada because facilities in Canada were unavailable. Moreover, there would
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be no other role for the F-104s if they were withdrawn from NATO. Martin
therefore proposed that Canada maintain its military commitments to NATO in
order to retain Canada’s influence in NATO and in international negotiations.
He nevertheless agreed that so far as possible Canada should try to make its
future military contribution from Canadian bases.

This did not satisfy Pearson. When Martin and Hellyer reported to cabinet
on 31 May 1967, they presented a “five year plan” for Canada’s NATO com-
mitment. The F-104 squadrons were to be reduced from six to four by 1969.
Canada would also seek to strengthen this Command Mobile Force which
would permit Canadian forces to remain in Canada. The commitment would
remain at the same level until changes could be negotiated. The cabinet reacted
badly to these proposals. In the notoriously gossipy Pearson cabinet, the prime
minister’s discontent with NATO was probably well known. There had been
relatively little foreign policy discussion in the cabinet before this time. Now
foreign policy in many guises — Vietnam, de Gaulle, the Middle East —~ was
having political effects. The politicians reacted predictably. The French-
Canadian ministers, notably Marchand and Trudeau, questioned the five year
commitment. Others seized upon the Mobile Command Force as an instrument
to reduce Canadian commitment. This was scarcely what Martin and Hellyer
wanted. The debate ended without agreement, except on the reduction of the
air squadrons. Martin and Hellyer would try again in the fall.

In the meantime Pearson persuaded Martin to take NATO’s strong critic,
Walter Gordon, to the NATO meetings in Luxembourg in June. (Gordon’s
belief that Martin “invited” him is incorrect. Martin did not believe it would
accomplish anything.) At the meetings Martin brought up Vietnam and urged
that the United States halt the bombing. It was, Gordon corfimented, “an excel-
lent presentation and took courage.” Rusk, again in Gordon’s words, “replied
somewhat superciliously and proceeded to slap Paul down.” The others kept
their silence. Not surprisingly, Gordon’s faith in NATO was not renewed.40

The faith of others was also waning as France proved obstreperous in the
discussions on NATO’s future and others, including the United States, were
ready to force France out of the alliance. This was politically difficult for the
Canadian government. So was the direction the Harmel Report was moving.
Harmel sought to avoid consideration of NATO’s role in fostering detente
because such consideration would be politically harmful in Europe. In Canada,
declaring NATO’s usefulness in detente was politically helpful. Thus, the sum-
mer of 1967 brought no relief to Martin and Hellyer.

In early September, the Department of External Affairs presented two
lengthy memoranda to the cabinet. The first discussed, in rather didactic fash-
ion, Canada and collective security. The concept of collective security was
defined, and the accomplishments of post-war collective security enumerated.
The tone betrays its authors, and more particularly, Paul Martin’s belief that
many readers of the memorandum had lost sight of the purposes of collective
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security. The second memorandum discussed Canada and NATO. NATO, the
memorandum declared, had provided psychological and military sustenance to
a troubled West in the late 1940s. The Soviets could not attain their European
goals through force, and the momentum the Soviets had in the late 1940s had
disappeared. Western Europe had regained its vigour, but the Soviet Army was
stronger than ever and still nearby. NATO remained an essential component of
European confidence. There were other advantages that came from the consul-
tation that NATO councils offered. Old rivalries had been soothed, and NATO
provided a means by which Germany could have nuclear protection without
possessing nuclear weapons itself. Surely some Europeans slept more soundly
knowing this. Finally, the memorandum argued, NATO was the best vehicle to
negotiate a European settlement.

In External’s view, NATO troop reductions had to parallel Soviet force
reductions in Eastern Europe. Any unilateral reduction would be interpreted as
an indication of weakness. The American, British, and German reductions
were unfortunate but they were not as militarily significant as many had
alleged. Certainly these slight reductions did not justify any Canadian move to
reduce its NATO military commitment. This commitment, External argued,
brought Canada great benefits, quite apart from its intrinsic military value. For
a relatively small military contribution Canada obtained much political advan-
tage. The existing Canadian brigade and the four air squadrons were, in
External’s and, presumably the Defence Department’s, view the minimum size
for the commitment to be meaningful. If there were to be further reductions,
they should be carefully co-ordinated with American and European actions and
should be used as bargaining chips in the negotiations with the Soviets. The
Canadian forces in Europe should remain sufficiently large to be autonomous.
Autonomy for our forces was a cherished goal in the past that must be
maintained in the future.4!

Martin tried to convince the public as well as.his colleagues and on sev-
eral occasions, notably at the Canadian National Exhibition, on 25 August
1967, he stressed the continuing military importance of NATO and, especially,
NATO’s significance in the negotiations accompanying detente.42 Detente was
then so fashionable, but NATO, so long heralded for its military accomplish-
ments, could not quickly change to the new fashion. In September the cabinet
once again bickered over Martin and new Defence Minister Leo Cadieux’s rec-
ommendations for the five year forecast of military resources required by
NATO. Some time passed before Cabinet agreed to replace the commitment to
reinforce the mechanized brigade with a continuing commitment to increase
the level of the Canadian-based forces at the disposal of the Allied Command
Mobile Force for use on NATO’s northern flank in times of crisis. More impor-
tant was the decision to allow the Air Division to become obsolescent by not
replacing the CF-104. In time, Canada’s nuclear strike role would disappear.43
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In time, the debate over NATO’s future passed as well. The events of
1966-67 were the prologue to the more searching and more public evaluation
of NATO’s purposes which occurred in the early years of Pierre Trudeau’s
prime ministership. That evaluation left bitter memories. Leo Cadieux, Paul
Hellyer, and many others blamed Trudeau for abandoning the spirit of
Pearsonian diplomacy and for questioning the European commitment which
had been a centrepiece of that diplomacy.44 But Pearson himself had ques-
tioned the nature of that commitment, privately to Martin and Hellyer in May
1967 and publicly on “Face the Nation” just after he left office in April 1968.45
By 1968 NATO was losing its best Canadian friendships.

Friendship is always a bargain. Peyton Lyon wrote of NATO:46

For smaller members, NATO represents a diplomatic bargain: the
ability at modest cost to be well informed about global developments,
contingency planning, and East-West negotiations and the opportunity
to inject opinions in time to be relevant.

In the mid-sixties, the bargain no longer seemed so obvious. When Canada
sought information and offered opinions about the major global development,
the Southeast Asian War, it received only rebuffs. There had been little plan-
ning for new contingencies, and what had occurred often left little place for
Canadians. And finally, alliance members could not agree what part NATO
should play in East-West negotiations. Canada’s feelings were bruised, and its
confidence in NATO’s value shaken, and its commitment weakened. For many
Canadians it became time to shop around for a better bargain.47 In the end they
could find none, but they were never so pleased with NATO’s wares as they
had been when the shop first opened in the Cold War’s early years.
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In NATO matters Canada is sometimes referred to as “the odd man out” — a
description which indicates the distinction that Canada holds with respect to
other NATO powers. Canada is one of only two North American nations in
NATO, and yet as a mid-sized nation it makes a relatively small contribution to
the overall size of NATO forces, particularly in the critical central region of
Europe. The Canadian role in NATQO, moreover, has been the subject of con-
siderable debate and criticism both from within Canada and from other NATO
allies. Consequently, Canadian participation in NATO in general, and in
Germany in particular, has been buffeted about by controversy, as several con-
tributions to this volume attest. In this chapter the background and present pos-
tures and roles of Canadian forces in the Federal Republic of Germany will be
examined, and proposals for changing and maintaining the roles of this force
will be considered.

Canadian Forces in Germany ~ The Bacfiground

Canada entered the post-World War II world with a certain amount of ambiva-
lence — concerned with the rising power of the USSR, yet reluctant to enter
into international commitments.! This ambivalence was reflected by Prime
Minister Mackenzie King’s speech in 1948 calling for an Atlantic defence pact
while choosing not to participate in the Berlin airlift in the same year.2 Canada
was probably also influenced by the greater role the U.S. was playing — after
all, Canadian interests had been tied to U.S. interests since the Ogdensburg
Agreement and the Permanent Joint Board on Defence of 1940.3

So in 1949 Canada ratified the NATO Treaty, and in November 1951 the
first 1500 Canadian troops arrived in Europe.4 Canada has remained commit-
ted to NATO since that time, and its initial effort was demonstrated by a 2 1/2
fold increase in military manpower, a defence budget increase of almost five-
fold during the 1950-1953 period. The official justification was given in the
1964 White Paper on Defence:
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... Communist countries can be expected to continue to promote expan-
sionist aims by measures short of all-out war. ... This does not mean that
the Canadian government considers a genuine relaxation in international
affairs impossible ... there are trends within the U.S.S.R. and other
Eastern European countries which give different and potentially more
lasting motives for detente and accommodation with the non-communist
world. ... It would, however, be naive not to recognize that many
Communist leaders frankly regard the policy of detente as essentially
tactical and designed to buy time.5

During this time Canada sent one brigade group of approximately 6000
troops to the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), and one air division
(roughly 2000 troops) was stationed in France and Germany, with 8 squadrons
total. The Canadian NATO buildup reached its peak in conventional forces by
1954, with around 12 squadrons of aircraft in France under U.S. Air Force
command, and infantry forces of about 1/3 division in association with the
United Kingdom’s forces in Germany.

Canadian conventional force levels in Europe leveled off during the early
1950°s — this was, after all, the time of the “New Look” of the Eisenhower
Administration, where nuclear weapons picked up the slack brought about by
NATO’s collective failure to meet the 1952 Lisbon goals of 90 divisions. It was
during this time period that Canada tended more to accept and follow
American leadership than is the case now with respect to the size and quality
of Canadian forces.6 It was also a time when the addition of the Federal
Republic of Germany to NATO in 1955 placed German military units into
alliance totals and thus allowed other members to keep their forces at either
constant or reduced levels.

France’s withdrawal from the NATO military command in 1966 served as
a stimulus for debate on NATO in Canada, as it further called into question the
value of the Canadian role in Europe. After all, why should Canadian forces
remain in Europe when one of the major European powers pulls out? The
French departure also brought about a shift of Canadian forces in France to the
Federal Republic of Germany.

Other developments followed, sometimes in contradictory directions.
NATO published the Harmel Report in 1968, which continued to endorse
deterrence of Soviet military power, yet gave new emphasis to East/West
detente as a major goal for NATO. Yet the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia
in same year renewed fears in Canada and elsewhere of the ongoing military
dangers in Europe.? But despite these fears, -a year later the Trudeau govern-
ment reduced the Canadian forces to one-half of their previous strength. The
stated reasons for this reduction in force vary slightly. The 1971 White Paper
on Defence suggested that the reduction was related to a change from the ini-
tial purpose for placing those forces in Germany in the first place, as a “quick
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fix” for the inability of war-weakened western Eurcpean nations to defend
themselves against the Soviet Union. But, the 1971 White Paper argued, “The
European members of NATO are now able to assume a greater share of the
collective Alliance defence, particularly with respect to théir own continent.”
On the other hand, a later report issued by the Canadian Senate claimed that
reductions to the Canadian force in Germany were due to the Trudeau govern-
ment’s “relatively optimistic view on East-West relations rather than any visi-
ble reduction in the Soviet military threat to Europe.”® The Trudeau
government has since been criticized for that reduction, by Canadians who
argued that it reduced Canadian political influence in Europe, and by other
NATO allies who complained that Canada was not carrying its fair share of the
NATO burden. It is useful to remember, though, that “optimistic” views of
East-West relations were beginning to develop in the Federal Republic itself
under the “Ostpolitik” rubric, and that such views would later form the basis
for American rationale for the “detente” period of the 1970s.

Canadian Military Force Today

Today Canada is served by a military force of 84,600 active personnel and pri-
mary reserve forces numbering 23,700, supported by a defence budget of
$C11.20 billion (US$ 8.83 billion) for fiscal 1988-1989. The force is expected
to grow to 90,000 actives and 40,000 total reservists by 1990.10 The portion of
this force in the Federal Republic of Germany presently consists of one mecha-
nized brigade group, presently at 4,400 and assigned to the Central Army
Group (CENTAG) within the NATO command. The force is equipped with 77
Leopard I main battle tanks, 349 armoured personnel carriers, 26 M-109
155mm howitzers, and 44 TOW anti-tank missiles. Also &tationed in Germany
is an air division, consisting of 2,700 personnel operating 3 fighter squadrons
with 34 CF-18 fighter/interceptors and 5 small transport aircraft.!! 13 heli-
copters are also in service. The force is stationed at Lahr and Baden-Soellingen
in the Black Forest region of southwestern Germany, located as follows:

Table 1

Location of Canadian Forces in Germany

LAHR BADEN-SOELLINGEN

421th Tactical Fighter Squadron
439th Tactical Fighter Squadron
441th Tactical Fighter Squadron

HQ Canadian Forces Europe
HQ Canadian Air Group

HQ 4 Canadian Mech Brg. Grp.
444th Tactical Helicopter Sqd.

Source: U. S. World Military and Government Installation Director Service,
Page 5-H-9
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The cost of this force to Canada is roughly $1 billion Canadian annually,
about 10 percent of the total military budget and approximately .23 percent of
Canadian gross domestic product.!2 The percentage of Canadian defence
spending devoted to NATO is considerably smaller than for the U.S., which
has been estimated to be as high as 40 percent of the total U.S. defence budget.

The Canadian contribution to total NATO forces is unarguably small
compared to a number of other NATO members, relative to population. For
example, Great Britain, with a population of around 56 million, stations over
55,000 troops in the Army of the Rhine, while Canada, with a population of
slightly less than half that of Britain (around 25 million), has a force in
Germany about one/seventeenth of that of Britain.!3 In 1986 the Canadian
defence-to-GNP ratio (one measure of defence burden) was below 10 NATO
nations, tied with two others, and greater than only two NATO members.
Another measure of burden, defence spending per capita, shows Canada rank-
ing sixth among NATO nations. Canada also today bears 6.4 percent of NATO
infrastructure costs for 1985-1990 — a portion which ranks Canada fifth among
NATO members bearing a share of such costs.!4 It is worth noting, though, that
Canada was one of only four NATO nations to meet the 1978 agreement to
sustain a three percent annual defence growth rate for ten years.15

The multitude of missions for Canadian forces in Germany seems to com-
pare with the larger Canadian military problem — there are too many missions
and not enough forces or resources to perform all of them effectively. In addi-
tion to Canada’s European commitment, it must protect the world’s longest
seacoast and second largest national territory. Resources will only become
scarcer, as evidenced by the latest defence budget cutbacks, which will trim
around $2 billion over the coming five years. Included in the cutback package
was the cancellation of 10-12 nuclear- powered submarines, 6 maritime patrol
aircraft and, particularly important for the NATO commitment, 13-28 CF-18
aircraft.16

Herein lies the dilemma that has faced both Canadian and NATO deci-
sion-makers for some time now; how to respond to both internal and external
criticism of the Canadian role in NATO Germany in the face of serious con-
straints on military resources. Such a response, of course, will be affected by
the expectations that Canada attaches to their presence in Germany.

Reasons for the Canadian Military Presence in Germany

To this point there is no suggestion that Canadian forces make anything more
than a very marginal contribution to NATO missions. Surely, if deterrence is
one of those missions, it is hard to argue that Canadian forces in Germany pre-
vent the Soviets from attempting to change the European status quo. Of course
that point can be made about the contribution of most European nations as
well, but the moré important point is that no Canadian is really prepared to
make such an argument. In fact, what Canada gets from the force presence in
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Germany is influence in NATO in particular, and in Europe in general. The
Canadians probably appreciated the special needs that European connections
could address in 1949 when they pushed for and got the provisions in Article 2
of the NATO Treaty (known as the “Canadian Article”) which connected
membership in NATO with economic cooperation between Treaty members.!7
There are, though, questions about how much influence Canada has within
NATO. Canada does have a representative on all the important NATO commit-
tees (how influential the committees are is another matter), and thus Canada
has some say in NATO policy-making. Such influence may be more important
for Canada, though, than for NATO. It has been noted, for example, that
Canada has agreed with every major NATO policy and thus NATO policy
would be no different if Canada were not present.!8 Jockel and Sokolsky have
gone so far as to claim that “Canada owes whatever influence it has within
NATO to the skills of its diplomats rather than to its military contributions to
collective defence.”!? Still, from a Canadian perspective, the presence of even
a token force in Germany can be seen as a legitimization of its claim to repre-
sentation in NATO collective decision-making, and so one option for Canada is
to do nothing to change this contribution, however token its contribution to
collective defence may be. One Senator stated this case in 1968 in words that
are still telling today:

... if Canada wants to maintain more or less its present posture in world
affairs and its present relationship with the United States, then it is already
at the minimum of what must be done in the military field abroad. On the
other hand, we have the alternative of withdrawal, losing whatever influ-
ence we may now have, particularly in maintaining a#J.S. commitment in
Europe and in the process becoming a gigantic Sweden or Iceland in a
politic-military sense.20

It might be added that Canada probably lost some influence in European
NATO with the formation of the Eurogroup in 1968, and while the Canadians
did not formally protest the formation of the group, they have occasionally

. complained that it not only isolates Canada from European politics, but also

forces Canada into a closer relationship with the United States.2!

The Present Military Contribution to Germany

Canada’s role in Germany is markedly different from that of the United States,
and the differences go beyond the obvious size and capability comparison.
Canadian Forces Europe (CFE) does not link Canada to some greatly larger
force commitment in the event of a war, as in the United States’ case. In fact,
Canada would have a difficult time reinforcing the CFE in wartime, given both
its limited air and sealift capacity and the demands elsewhere for that capacity.
Canada now maintains a total of 92 transport aircraft, but with the exception of
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its 28 “Hercules” and 5 military versions of the Boeing 707, the planes are
small and, in some cases, incapable of trans-Atlantic ranges. Of course the
Canadian government could requisition some or all of the 54 trans-oceanic
civilian transports — in fact two 747 flights a day for a month to Europe could
transport over 15,000 persons.22 This of course assumes that a war in Europe
would last that long without going nuclear, and, moreover, that a ready force of
that size would be available. In 1982, Canadian plans called for a reinforce-
ment of only 2400 troops for the 4CMBG, with the bulk of both manpower
and airlift reserved for the Canadian Air-Sea Transportable (CAST) brigade,
which was dedicated to the defence of Norway.23 Now that the CAST commit-
ment has been dropped from the latest White Paper, airlift assignments will
change, in part because while Canada is supposed to provide one battalion to
northern Norway as a part of NATO combined forces, much of the equipment
is to be prepositioned.24 Moreover, the personnel lift capacity potential pro-
vided by civilian transports is limited to personnel only — the floors of the air-
craft are not strengthened for the heavy cargo requirements of even a small
reinforcement.25

Surface transportation is also inadequate for sustained reinforcement and
resupply. In 1987 there were only 49 vessels over 5000 deadweight tons regis-
tered under the Canadian flag and some 47 others which operate under flags of
convenience, though these numbers may be misleading. Peter Haydon states
that the number of Canadian vessels “truly involved in deep sea trade is very
limited”, and noted further that the capacity to enlarge this capacity is limited
by a shrinking ship yard capacity, which has declined by around 45 percent
since 1982, with a loss of over 7000 jobs.26 Canada will not be able to turn to
the United States, either, for new ships, as U.S. shipyard capacity has also
declined dramatically.2?

The commitment to Germany as it is now structured depends upon the
capacity to reinforce a variety of missions (armour, airpower, artillery, etc.),
stretching the logistical capacity quickly should war break out — and even the
peacetime presence of this force demands complicated preparation.

Should Canada choose to remain committed to a military role in the FRG
it might be useful to consider what the alternatives might be, particularly in
terms of specialization. There are several choices.

a) Concentration on SLOC Maintainance

Most NATO authorities agree that the task for NATO war preparation is two-
fold: to have a force-in-place to respond quickly to a military threat, and to be
able to reinforce that force to permit it to sustain combat over a prolonged
period — probably a few months at least. NATO reinforcement will have to rely
largely on supplies and personnel from the United States as well as from
Canada. Should Canada desire a place in the direct defence of the ERQG, it
might want to concentrate on specializing in protection of the sea lines of
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communication (SLOC) that will be vital to NATO in sustaining any protracted
conventional combat in Germany. Such a task, though, would be quite expen-
sive given the relative decline in Canadian naval power since World War II.
Without an aircraft carrier capacity, ASW would be limited to the frigate
and destroyer force currently available, and that force would most likely in
wartime be preoccupied with more pressing requirements. Most urgent would
be the need to protect Canada’s contiguous ocean areas from submarine pene-
trations that could threaten both Canada and the United States. The surface
force presently consists of 4 DD-280 class destroyers (down from 10 ships ten
years ago), 19 frigates of varying age, and 3 old submarines. Even with the 6
new frigates28 this force is not capable of extended operations in blue water
areas, because it lacks deep water resupply capacity. Canada could also draw
on its submarine force for ASW operations but the force is old and replace-
ments are not forthcoming now that Canada has decided to cancel the planned
purchase of 10-12 SSNs.2% ‘Canada probably cannot afford to make a SLOC
commitment across the Atlantic and might instead plan to rely on air
transportation to resupply her NATO commitment in the event of war.

b) Withdraw the Force from Germany
One of the more recent works on Canadian defence policy concluded with the
recommendation that Canadian forces redeploy from Germany altogether. The
reasons, of course, are not new, and represent long-standing criticisms of
Canada’s minuscule force there. But Jockel and Sokolsky, drawing on the criti-
cisms noted above, claim that ““... a withdrawal of Canadian forces from West
Germany would not result in any significant gaps (in force capacity), for those
forces make but an insignificant contribution.”30 This argument was also made
by Colin Gray more than fifteen years ago, arguing that Canadian forces in
Europe as a whole are unnecessary, and that the Canadian Government should
phase out both the Central and Northern Flank missions.3! Byers does not go
this far, but does suggest that both the Central Front and Northern Flank tasks
should be consolidated into one task, though he seems to favor the Central
Front over the CAST-supported northern mission,32

The argument is a compelling one. Canada could pull this force back to
Canadian territory to provide more of a homeland defence, concentrating, in
part, on areas previously neglected, including the Arctic north and the Pacific.
The rising influence of British Columbia has pushed the nation more towards a
role as a Pacific player, and forces will be necessary to do this — a fact noted by
an Atlantic Council study as early as 1981.33 This need is more recently
reflected by the decline in Pacific-based anti-submarine aircraft from 12 in
1966 to 4 today, and by a total absence of either submarines or surface craft
capable of carrying ASW-capable helicopters.34 Canada, moreover, has no
counter-mine capacity in the Pacific, nor are there adequate aircraft to perform
counter-shipping missions — a role ideal for the CF-18.35 Canadian forces
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drawn from Europe (particularly the CF-18 squadrons) could be a part of the
solutions to the Pacific weaknesses. The Arctic areas also pose new security
requirements, not only from the potential need for increased ASW36 and the
need for additional surface patrols to insure Canadian sovereignty claims in
passage areas, but also for the likely need to increase air defence capacity
against Soviet bombers and long-range advanced cruise missiles. The CF-18
force now in Germany could perhaps be used more efficiently for a homeland
anti-bomber, anti-cruise missile force.37 Indeed, as Byers observes, Canada has
only 24 CF-18’s based in Canada for the direct mission of air defence —
another 24 were assigned to the CAST mission and 34 are stationed in
Germany.38 The two squadrons once devoted to CAST are now to be allocated
to the Central Front mission, which will bolster that area even in the face of
CF-18 cutbacks noted above.3?

The call for withdrawal from Germany will undoubtedly become even
stronger as the political tensions between East and West appear to decline.
With the announcement by the Soviets that the “Cold War” is over, with seri-
ous discussions underway on both strategic and conventional arms control, and
with 85% of the West German population claiming not to feel threatened by a
Soviet attack, the underpinnings for the Canadian commitment (and indeed for
NATO itself) are clearly weakened.

It seems clear that real and important political changes are taking place
between the Soviet Union and the West, and the need for military force as a
primary instrument in East-West relations is less obvious, both in the face of
reduced tensions, as well as competing economic and financial priorities. It
might be noted, though, that the value of Canada’s commitment of forces to
NATO Europe lies more in whatever influence that commitment brings to
Canada than in the limited military capacity that Canadian forces provide, so a
reduced military requirement may not be justification to reduce or eliminate
the force. This is not to negate the military worth of the CFE, however, even in
the face of East-West political changes. The danger of a Soviet Union covetous
of Western Europe is no longer taken as serious in most political quarters in the
West. But this is not to say that dangers do not remain, though they may be dif-
ferent in kind. Tensions are clearly brewing within the USSR over ethnic and
nationalist aspirations, and the breakup of the Warsaw Treaty Organization
(WTO) may at some point make the West seem threatening as the Soviet
Union decays. Gorbachev may not last, though he seems to be an able survivor
to this point. Should he be replaced, or should more conservative leaders
become more influential, it may not be clear how long Soviet leaders can allow
these developments to continue without a return to repressive measures. The
possibility of a militarized response that could spread outside the Soviet sphere
may be enough to remind Western leaders that prudent military measures to
continue in support for deterrence in Europe may continue to be necessary.
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¢) Increase the Force in Germany
In 1982 a Canadian Senate sub-committee recommended an increase of the
force in Germany initially to 7,800 and ultimately to around 10,000, to be
accomplished in part by transferring the augmentation force in Canada to
Germany.“0 This would basically restore the force levels to their pre-1969 size.
The Senate sub-committee did not consider, however, whether the land forces
might be re-integrated into NATO front-line forces, or if they should be
retained as a reserve force. If the force remains a reserve unit, then moderniza-
tion of its equipment might be less important than would be the case if the
force should be moved to a position in Europe where action would be almost
immediate in the event of war. In the latter case, some rather significant mod-
ernization would be required, particularly with respect to the replacement of
Canada’s old tanks. The obvious problem here is the high cost of doing this.
David Cox has suggested that capital expenditures in the order of $10 billion
over the next decade will be required simply to maintain an armoured role for
the 4CMBG.4! Such a figure must, of course, be considered in conjunction
with other major Canadian military needs in coming years. The Canadian gov-
ernment has identified a need for 8 to 12 new submarines and 30 to 50 ship-
borne helicopters#2 and American Arctic provocations have renewed calls in
Canada to modemize its Arctic forces — yet if even one “Polar 8” icebreaker is
built, it could cost half a billion dollars.*3

These other demands upon Canadian military resources are one limitation
on possible increases — and make even more appropriate the related question:
what should the size of the increase to Canadian forces be? Presumably
enough additional force to be able to sustain casualties and continue in a pro-
tracted Central Front battle for some time. If so, thensthe next question
becomes; how many casualties can a military force sustain and be able to con-
tinue in battle? Such a question is difficult to answer from the differing histori-
cal experiences of armies in war, but one estimate suggests that any combat
unit of 5,000 could not stand up for even ten days in a Central Front conven-
tional campaign without total replacement. Moreover, the Canadians, in partic-
ular, could lose between 15,000 and 20,000 troops in a month of heavy
fighting — thus depleting both the Canadian forces now in Germany and, in
addition, all of the reinforcements in Canada that could be conceivably sent to
Europe over that month.4# Given such a prospect, hypothetical as it may be., a
simple enlargement of the Canadian NATO mission might well be an exercise
in futility. An alternative is to consider a reconceptualization of the Canadian
military role in the Central Front region. ‘

d) Change the Task of the Forces in Germany

Given simply the cost of armour modernization, Canadian front-line forces
might be assigned some other tasks more in conjunction with both Canadian
economic reality and with changing NATO doctrine. One such task could be
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air defence concentration — a role which could integrate Canadian air power
around a single objective — and upgraded to include cruise missile defence.

Canada already has, or is getting, excellent equipment for this role,

including the CF-18 aircraft, the Oerlikon-Buhrle twin 35mm anti-aircraft gun,
the Martin-Marietta/Oerlikon ground-based air defence missile system, and the
Contraves “‘skyguard” air defence radar.45

The CF-18 is now operated as a dual-purpose aircraft for both air defence
and ground attack. The aircraft could, though, be specifically dedicated to an
air defence mission, which would not only require simple ammunition procure-
ment, but also put less demand on scarce training time and facilities. Canadian
experience in upgrading the CF-18 aircraft for cruise missile defence of the
homeland could be put to use in Europe as well. This task has grown ever
more important with respect to NATO needs due to the growth of Soviet avia-
tion and missile threats from both cruise and ballistic types. It is presently
complicated by the fact that a number of nations have responsibility for it,
making coordination very difficult under tight time-urgent conditions.
Canadian forces might be given sole responsibility for at least a sector of
NATO-defended space commensurate with their abilities instead of having to
share the broad task-of air defence with other NATO nations. Such an idea
would, of course, require reconfiguration of the entire NATO air defence mis-
sion, with individual nations becoming responsible for management of the air
defence within their own selected areas, and receiving and handing off threats
as they pass into and through the defence sectors. This way the coordination
management problems would be concentrated more in terms of identification
and communication of threat, rather than the additional task of joint fighting
operations in a single space. Such a redesign might not only make the overall
coordination of NATO missions more effective, but increase the importance of
smaller NATO powers like Canada.

To make a specific air defence task possible, Canada would have to bring
in more CF-18s, and the recent defence budget decisions will make that diffi-
cult. However 45-50 CF-18s in readiness condition and perhaps 10 more to
compensate for peacetime losses might make a very effective fighting force in
a small sector of NATO sky.

~ Another task which might be appropriate for Canadian forces would be
re-configuration into small, mobile units, along the model that the British have
adopted, which emphasizes defence-in-depth, mobility, and penetration of
enemy forces.46 Such a role, particularly appropriate to a NATO doctrine
stressing flexibility and manoeuvre, would be important to such operations as
countering the possible threat of Soviet operational manoeuvre groups or
smaller “SPETSNAZ” groups trying to accomplish penetration behind NATO
prepared defences in the early period of a war. Here emphasis would be on
lightly equipped troops whose skills would emphasize speed and counter-
surprise over firepower — again consistent with the cost constraints noted
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above. Moreover, counter-SPETSNAZ operations would also probably include
air defences against infiltration aircraft carrying these units — an important task
since it is easier to intercept SPETSNAZ forces while they are still airborne.
And because they do not have special aircraft for this purpose, the air defen.ce
operations would most likely be against unarmed transports.4’ Again,
Canadian CF-18’s combined with ground-based air defence around some
likely SPETSNAZ targets is another possible special task appropriate for
Canadian forces, as the number of aircraft needed for such a mission would not
be that large compared to the air superiority tasks facing NATO forces after a
war begins. '
Small unit operations might also be effective against the larger Soviet
military units crossing into NATO territory. Such units could be harassed by
small units which could strike at their choosing on the flanks of a larger force
and escape before the victim could respond effectively. Such actif)ns might be
especially useful in areas of Europe where mechanized forces might be espe-
cially hampered in areas which are probably unsuitable for tank warfare. The
Soviets, expected to depend quite heavily on armou;ed forces, could find
themselves quite vulnerable to small unit operations in areas where armour
operations are not possible.*8
There are drawbacks to small unit operations, though, that must be con-
sidered. The area of the Central Front might be too small for the manoeuvre
space required for small unit operations, where surprise and retreat are integr.al
to tactics.4% Such a limit might be less restrictive should Canadian units
become specialized around the task of countering the threat posed.by Sov?et
Operational Manoeuvre Groups (OMG’s). These are division-sized un‘lts
which are designed to reconfigure quickly into mobile graups capable of quick
penetration of enemy lines and independent operations behind those li.nes once
they are through. It might well be that the best counter to such a mobile group
would be another mobile group, which at worse could harass an OMG to try
and prevent it from achieving its original mission. All this sug_gc.:sts.that N:ATO
in general might benefit in terms of specialization across part1c1pa.tmg nations.
Such specialization might be of particular benefit to nations like Canada,
which ordinarily has simply duplicated tasks of the larger members of NATO
with a much smaller force level. Even if Canadian personnel strength in
Germany is back to around 10,000, this force is still going to appear insignifi-
cant unless it is given special and vital tasks.5
There could well be concern about such specialization, however. Given
NATO’s voluntary status, members who may choose to avoid commitment in a
conflict may not jeopardize NATO’s overall effectiveness if fence-sitters are
few in number, small in size, and insignificant in contribution. NATO, in other
words, could continue to fight a Central Front war if Canada chooses to forgo
commitment of forces. But should Canada become specialized in some mili-
tary task, its contribution could become more valuable — and other NATO
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nations might thus be hesitant to delegate such specialization, since, if the
nations responsible for a given role pulls out, the role will much harder to per-
form. On the other hand, most of NATO’s members are industrial nations
which maintain similar military forces, and have similar military structures
(many tanks, destroyers, fighter aircraft, etc.). This in turn can, and usually
does, lead to such problems as duplication of functions to excess, non-stan-
dardization of weapons and equipment.5! As Holst notes, ... economic neces-
sity may force nations of the Atlantic Alliance towards specialization based on
comparative advantage and a division of labor. The rising costs and complexity
of military equipment create greater interdependence among allies.”52 In fact, a
trend towards specialization may already underway, with a proposals from
Britain to create an anti-tank brigade, Spain’s proposal to create a helicopter-
supported airborne unit, and Belgium’s proposal to offer fighter pilot
training.53

Should Canada choose to reconfigure its forces in Germany for such a
role, decisions would have to be made on the size and capacity of forces. One
relatively easy decision to maximize flexibility and mobility would be to aban-
don the tank operations and thus dispose of the 59 Leopard A-2 medium tanks
presently operating in Europe and cancel the order for the 128 Leopard I tanks
— with considerable savings.54 Canada might also choose to eliminate the obso-
lete U.S.-made M-113 APCs, a move that would also reduce Canadian fuel and
maintenance requirements.>> Instead, armoured cars — of which Canada has
810 — would be much more appropriate for such a role. There is also, of
course, a cost to such a decision. Since a mobile force would be most useful in
the first few days of battle, much more of it would have to be stationed perma-
nently in Europe, unlike the current stationing which depends on reserves
being sent to Europe after hostilities break out. They would also have to be put
in forward positions close to where a WTO breakthrough might be expected,
and if this breakthrough is accomplished by either SPETZNATZ or OMG
forces the area of attack is going to be very difficult to predict in advance. This
is because such forces do not have to depend on the “normal” corridors of
attack (i.e. the North German Plain, the Fulda Gap, etc.) since they do not rely
on armour and equipment needing relatively open entrances to their targets.
Rather, they can be expected to attack through forests and mountains, using the
long border between eastern and western Europe to their advantage to stretch
out defending forces. Canadian forces would also have to know the land they
fight on better than the attacking forces, to take advantage of geographical fea-
tures. Such a demand might suggest that West German forces would be better
suited for counter-special operations, but, given certain sensitivities in Europe
to “special” German forces, a Canadian special forces group might be more
politically acceptable, even if it might be less efficient compared to Germans.

A final proposed change in the Canadian role in the FGR is to move the
forces out of their present locations to a more strategically important area,
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perhaps in northern Germany or, more specifically, to Schleswig-Holstein.56
Until recently, this area was short on NATO forces, but now a U.S. brigade has
been brought to the northern sector, and the Canadian forces might once again
wind up as reserves for the Americans, except with much less warning time.
The Canadian CF-18s, though, might play an important area in the Schleswig-
Holstein area, in providing both close air support for expected operations
against both the North German Plain area and against Denmark. An anti-ship
role (one the U.S. Navy designed the U.S. F/A-18s for) would be especially
important, given expected Soviet amphibious operations from the Baltic Fleet
against northern Germany and Denmark.

Maintain the Present Roles

There is also an argument to be made in favor of no change at all in terms of
Canadian forces in Germany. They currently perform a reserve mission for
front-line NATO forces — a role that is likely to increase in importance as
NATO prepares more for a sustained conventional conflict on the Central
Front. The present deployment policy calls for them to reinforce the III and II
West German Corps and the V and VII United States Corps in the Central
Army Group.57 For the German forces, the importance of reserves is articu-
lated clearly by the most recent German White Paper of 1985, which states:

A third critical phase of defence is to be expected when during their
attack the forces of the Warsaw Pact’s second strategic echelon meet the
already weakened NATO forces before the arrival of the U.S. reinforce-
ment forces in Central Europe. It will then be necesgary to increase the
combat power and sustainability of the friendly forces in forward defence,
to delay the projection of the enemy forces already in the depth of the
area, and thus to weaken them at an early stage.58

Of course such a task calls directly for more troops (presumably from the
FRG and US) on the front lines. But given that such stationing is seen as
provocative, Canadian forces could be moved from their rear areas in the
Black Forest and closer to the front, in order to provide some support to front-
line forces in the event of attack.

Conclusions

Canada has played a long-term role in her contribution to NATO, albeit at lev-
els lower than most of the other members who contribute forces. The obvious
must be recognized — Canada can never raise her military contribution in
Germany to levels that will make more than a marginal difference at the most.
This is, of course, true of most of the other members of NATO, and will remain
so. But even the most marginal contributions can aggregate into something
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significant. NATO itself is made up largely of small nations whose power
counts only in the aggregate. Each of them receives something from NATO
membership in addition to the collective security the Alliance is to provide.
Each of them gets some degree of influence in European politics, and while
Canada gets no more than any other small nation, her contribution to NATO
may count more after 1992. For as other NATO members who are also EEC
members close their economic ranks, Canada may be able to preserve some of
its access into European markets through its NATO contacts, although nothing
is guaranteed.

Canada must, of course, weigh its own national interests first, and it can
be argued that a number of those interests outweigh the value of keeping
Canadian forces in Germany. But by how much? Clearly, as noted above, there
is a growing concern in Canada about territorial defence — against air threats,
against submarine threats, and against the possibility of the U.S. continuing
what Canadians consider as provocative tests of Canadian sovereignty. Yet it is
not clear that these concerns are replacing the concerns that led originally to
the Canadian commitment to Germany. With respect to the public preference,
Munton has noted that “The Canadian public ... accepted membership in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Approval in principle has
remained more or less consistent for three decades.”® Of course this could
change, particularly in the face of the INF Treaty and the real prospects for a
real reduction in Soviet conventional forces. If Canadian opinion comes to see
this reduction as making conventional war more possible, then questions may
be asked about how even improvements to the CFE will render it effective as a
partner in the general conventional defence of Western Europe. On the other
hand, conventional forces, no matter how small, may become relatively more
important in the defence of NATO as the nuclear deterrent becomes progres-
sively less important — rendering Canada’s contribution to the NATO alliance
even more important that it has traditionally been.

Finally, it is not easy to link political influence to a military commitment.
Is Canada better off as a player in European politics with a force commitment
to Germany? One point seems clear, though. Europe has been central to East-
West relations since 1945, and is likely to become even more important rela-
tive to the decline in perceived importance of the Third World by both
superpowers. In this sense, Canada’s voice in European politics may not be
large, but the only way it will remain at all is if the forces remain, for Canada
has no alternative policy instruments for a European political role.
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One of the clearest declarations that NATO is a fundamentally maritime organ-
isation comes, rather unexpectedly, in the midst of the 1983 Defence White
Paper of the Federal Republic of Germany:

NATO is an alliance of maritime orientation, much more so than seen in
the Central European perspective. It is an alliance spanning the North
Atlantic. Its leading power, the United States, is both an Atlantic and a
Pacific power. Owing to the situation of the North American continent
between two oceans, the weight and prestige of the United States depend
on its determination and ability to bridge oceans and to protect its over-
seas allies.

This implies an essential geostrategic disadvantage for the West: Western
Europe is separated from the strategic reserves of NATO’s leading power, the
United States by 6000 kilometers of Atlantic Ocean. ®

But European NATO territory as such has also a strongly maritime orien-
tation. West Europe is a heavily broken peninsula-like appendix to the
Eurasian land mass, bordering on maritime areas in the North, West and South.
In this general topography, numerous individual countries in turn are of penin-
sular character. In fact, almost all the European NATO countries border on
seas, some of them having coastlines of considerable length. A number of
these countries are by tradition, sea powers operating and recognized as such
worldwide.!

By the late 1980’s it was clear to all that as’a maritime alliance NATO
was facing a most bewildering constellation of threat. Under President
Gorbacheyv it seemed, the Soviet Union could be transformed into a country
that was neither Soviet nor a Union. Eastern Europe was likewise developing
in quite unpredictable directions, and amongst the electorates of the Western
alliance, there has developed the suspicion that in the future the Soviet bloc
may not represent the kind of threat that would justify continued heavy
expenditure on defence. This feeling is reinforced by growing economic and
demographic pressures on the alliance defence effort.
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In this unsettled and unsettling world, more and more experts and politi-
cians have argued that a realistic level of defence effort across the Western
alliance will only be sustainable if planners can achieve better value for money.
One of the most frequently touted methods of doing this is the notion of more
efficient burden-sharing through increased specialisation. If, in a spirit of con-
structive cooperation, individual NATO countries shed some of their weaker
roles in order to concentrate more on their strengths, the argument goes, they
would considerably improve their collective defence efficiency.

As far as Canada is concerned, this argument has frequently come to
revolve around a recommendation that the maritime dimensions of the coun-
try’s contribution to NATO security should be given relatively more emphasis.
In turn, this argument has focussed attention onto Canada’s maritime security
requirements, and more particularly, onto what might threaten them. At the
head of the list of such threats, even in the era of glasnost and perestroika,
must come the Soviet Navy. It is important then, in any consideration of the
future thrust of Canadian defence and Canada’s relations with NATO, to con-
sider the influence the Soviet Navy might have on Canadian security. Soviet
maritime power, however, cannot be disaggregated. At least to start with, the
Soviet Navy and the threat it may pose has to be discussed as a whole, Only
then can we tum to its possible consequences for Canadian security, and then,
finally, to the question of how Canada might usefully respond.

The Soviet Navy: Situating the Threat

It would be hard to dispute the fact that the rise of the Soviet Navy over the
past 25 years or so has been a important development which has helped turm
the Soviet Union from a regional superpower into a global one. As a conse-
quence, the sea is more central to Soviet strategy than ever it has been before.
But for all that the deficiencies and limitations of Soviet naval power should be
remembered too.

The Navy, like the other military services of the Soviet Union, reflects
many of the structural and economic weaknesses of the state it helps to protect.
Its fortunes will clearly depend on the direction and success of President
Gorbachev’s reform programme. But on top of this, however, geographic dis-
advantages bear much more heavily upon the Soviet Navy than they do upon
any other of its sister services. The Navy has to maintain and operate four
essentially self-contained fleets, not to mention a river flotilla or two, in a way
which makes what Mahan called a concentration of naval force difficult.
Moreover these fleets have to cope with adverse climatic conditions and diffi-
cult access to the high seas.

Perhaps, though, the Navy’s biggest problem is its rather low status when
compared to that of the other services. Western analysts usually put the Soviet
Navy as 5th in the overall pecking order behind, that is, the Strategic Rocket
Forces, the Ground Forces, the Aerospace Defence Forces and the Air Forces.
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The wisdom of this order of precedence, moreover, would seem to Soviet ana-
lysts to be beyond dispute given their military experience since the Revolution.
This problem of relative status, is reflected in everything from spending priori-
ties to the positions the senior commanders take on the reviewing podium for
parades on Red Square.

In the 1990’s, therefore, the Navy will inevitably face great difficulties
when it seeks to address the problem of replacing the large number of ships
and submarines that by then will be approaching the end of their first-line oper-
ational lives. This problem of block obsolescence, paradoxically, is a conse-
quence of the rapid increase of the Soviet fleet in the 1960’s. Ship and
submarine classes which largely completed in the 1960’s would in the normal
course of events need to be replaced or at least substantially refitted in the
1990’s. A large tonnage falls into this category, including 10 Kresta I, Kynda
and MOD-Sverdlov cruisers (and by the end of the decade a further 10 Kresta-

-IIs would be getting rather elderly), 13 Kashin destroyers, 38 Kanin, Kildin and

Kotlin destroyers and the 20 Krivak frigates would be well past their best. The
submarine situation is still worse, and would include 19 Yankee Is, 8 Hotel IIs,
20 Golfs, 17 Charlies, 34 Echos, 16 Juliet, 13 November and any of the very
large number of Whiskeys and Foxtrots that survive that long. The replacement
process of course would be well under way by now.

The problem for the Soviet Navy is exacerbated by the fact that the relent-
less march of naval technology, has made ships and submarines much larger,
much more capable, and therefore much more expensive than their predeces-
sors. A size comparison of fairly comparable warships of the 1960’s and
1980’s makes the point quite well:

K.

Table 1
Comparison of Soviet Warships in 1960’s and 1980’s

Heavy Cruiser Sverdlov 17,000 tons (full load)
Kirov 27,000 "
Cruisers Kresta I 7,500 "
Slava 12,500 "
Destroyers Kashin 4,750 "
Udaloy 8,000 "
Frigates Riga 1,320 "
Krivak 3,800 "2
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Even though there is likely to be growing pressure on the American
defence budget in coming years with consequential cuts in the growth rates of
the US Navy planned by President Reagan and the late Secretary of the US

Navy, John Lehman, Soviet sailors of the 1990’s will be facing an even more

hostile operational environment than they do now.3 The United States is funda-

mentally a much more maritime nation than the Soviet Union, and when it

chooses to bend its formidable organisational and technological talents in that
direction, the likely result must seem depressing to Soviet admirals,

Taking the Soviet Navy Seriously

This brief review of the problems faced by Soviet naval leaders should not,
however, obscure the extent to which the Soviet Navy needs to be taken seri-
ously by those whose interests it might possibly threaten, particularly in the
North Atlantic area. There are four reasons why this is so. We will look at each
of them in turn.

Firstly, the Soviet Navy needs to be treated with respect, paradoxically
because NATO is in essence a maritime alliance. Seapower was often repre-
sented by advocates such as Mahan and Corbett as a source of strength, and so,
in many ways, it is. But it is also a source of great vulnerability, in that it
implies high dependence, for example, on sea transport which could be gravely
disputed by the much smaller sea denial forces of a landpower adversary. A
glance at the disproportion between the Allies’ efforts to defend their shipping
in World War IT and the Germans’ efforts to attack it proves the point at least
historically.

Like it or not, the NATO nations are fundamentally dependent on the sea,
and this makes them acutely vulnerable even to inferior forces at sea. In a more
general way, NATO is an alliance joined by the sea, and the alliance’s inability
to control that sea would lead to its ultimate fragmentation. Should that hap-
pen, Canada could very well become the meat in the superpowers’ sandwich. It
is therefore in the fundamental strategic interest of Canada to do all it can to
service NATO’s maritime connections.

Secondly, the Soviet Navy is the navy of a Superpower. While the Navy
has a lower status than the other services in the military hierarchy, it still com-
mands support in terms of the allocation of scarce resources that is very sub-
stantial indeed in Western terms. To take just one example, this is reflected in
the tremendous infrastructure support warship construction receives from the
Ministry of Ship-building. The Soviet Union has about 50 significant ship-
yards, 30 of them very large indeed. The submarine-building yard at
Severodvinsk on the White Sea, for instance, has a higher output (despite
adverse weather conditions) than the rest of the world put together. Moreover,
the Soviet Union takes about 70% of the ship-building output of Eastern
Europe and Finland.4
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The effort is reflected in quality as much as in quantity, and this in turn
reflects the allocation of a great deal of scientific and technological expertise to
the purposes of seapower. Let us take for an example the esoteric business of
welding. Every year, for instance, the Soviet Union produces about 7000 naval
architects, and about 2000 more at master’s level. The accumulation of such
expertise in organisations like the 1200 strong Institute of Electric Welding
means that in many aspects of welding and the use of constructional materials,
the Soviet Union is much better than the West. For example, the Ministry used
titanium for the hull of the Alpha class of attack submarine, which first
appeared in 1972. Being non-magnetic, titanium defeats many sensors and
allows the submarine to operate at great depth, but is both expensive and
extremely difficult to weld. This expertise has been carried through into the
current Sierra class of attack submarine, and reflects a state of technology
estimated to be at least 10 years in advance of the West's.5

Of course, this is not to deny that Soviet naval construction has many
weaknesses as well. Its workforce often seems poorly motivated, and adminis-
tratively chaotic. Significantly the Soviet Navy fares much better when its
equipment needs are comparable to those of the other more prestigious ser-
vices, than when they are not. For instance, it has more problems in uniquely
naval areas like shock-hardened pumps, and fixed-wing carrier aircraft than it
does for hull-welding techniques (which apply as much to tanks as they do to
submarines). This may all help to explain paradoxes that seem strange to
Western observers such as the often stark contrast between the constructional
welding of Soviet warship hulls (which is usually excellent) and bulkhead
welding (which is often not.)é This digression into the esoteric world of weld-
ing shows both the effort devoted by the Soviet Union to the construction of its
fleet and the high level of achievement it is often capable of achieving, despite
the Navy’s low relatively low status in the Soviet military hierarchy. In the
years to come it will be interesting to see how the policies of the Gorbachev
regime affect the Navy overall. While on the one hand it may mean fewer
resources will be made available, on the other it may mean those resources are
better utilized. It is still too soon to predict what will happen to the Soviet
Navy (and for that matter to the Soviet Union in general), for the signals are
still confused.” But it is worth repeating that the question matters because for
all its faults the Soviet Navy is the navy of a superpower.

Thirdly, the Soviet Navy needs to be taken seriously because it is part of a
combined arms team. Admiral Chernarvin, currently the Soviet Navy’s
Commander-in-Chief, put it like this:

“Today ... there is no purely specific realm of warfare. Victory is
achieved by the combined efforts of (all branches of the armed forces)
which brings about the need to integrate all knowledge of warfare within
the framework of a united military science.”8
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The extent to which the Soviet Navy eschews pretensions for the kind of
independent action occasionally manifested by the US Navy and instead
engages in a kind of group-think with the other services is often interpreted by
Western commentators as an indication of fundamental weakness. And 50, in
some ways, it is. But the fact that the Soviet Navy has to accommodate itself to
the realities of the situation, knowing full well that in most particulars it can
only hope to be a member of the chorus, rather than the prima donna, is a
source of strength as well. The efficiency of their cooperation with equivalent
forces in the other services, and the extent to which they can call upon such
support, adds a good deal to the intrinsic capacity of Soviet naval forces.

Moreover, it should not be forgotten that in some areas, the Navy can
entertain some ambitions at being the prima donna such as in the field of
nuclear deterrence and/or diplomacy. However, although in these important
areas the navy may be the chief performer, it is obviously not the director of
proceedings.

The fourth and last reason why the Soviet Navy should be taken seriously
is that its growth in capabilities offers Soviet leaders a range of options that
they did not have a generation ago. This is not the place for the kind of detailed
discussion of Soviet naval priorities available elsewhere,® but most analysts
agree that the Soviet Navy’s mission structure looks, to us if not to them,
something like this:

Table IT

Structure of Soviet Naval Mission Structure

Sea Dominance
Fleet V Fleet Homeland Defence
Strategic Defence

War Tasks
’ Strategic Strike
Fleet V Shore Operations V Shore
Maritime Interdiction
General Deterrence
Peace Tasks Naval Diplomacy

Local War

Soviet naval thinkers tend to divide naval missions between peace and
wartime tasks, although the division between the two is nothing as clear cut as
is generally the case in Western formulations of this type. They further divide
their war tasks into two categories; the most important of these is the Fleet v
Shore category. Since Soviet writers stress the extent that wars are fought
about, and basically won on, land, it follows that it is here that naval power
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makes its real contribution to a successful outcome. The Fleet versus Fleet cat-
egory is important in that it provides the necessary conditions in which the
Navy can do this.

To the extent it is achieved, Sea Dominance allows the sea to be used, for
Soviet purposes, thereby denying it to Western forces. The other two missions
in the Fleet v Fleet category reflect the importance traditionally attached to the
defence of Soviet territory from all forms of sea-based attack. Strategic
Defence has to do with the defeat of Western forces of strategic strike, namely
ballistic missile firing submarines.

The Fleet v Shore category comprises the way in which Soviet naval
power can influence the outcome of events on land, respectively by the
employment of forces of nuclear strike, by amphibious operations and by the
disruption of the enemy’s sea-supplies and reinforcements.

When Admiral Gorshkov was Commander-in-Chief of the Soviet Navy
he frequently pointed out the advantages that naval power conferred for the
furtherance of state interests in times of peace, since such forces were uniquely
flexible and mobile, and over the past 20 years or so the Soviet Navy has made
substantial efforts in this area. It is pointless to try to derive a notional order of
Soviet naval priorities (although the maintenance of strategic nuclear forces at
sea is generally regarded as the most vital of the Navy’s functions) because
these are so dependent on particular circumstances. The real point, moreover,
is that the Soviet Union has really for the first time developed a multi-purpose
navy capable of a wide variety of tasks.

Soviet Naval Threats to Canadian Security

So far, the focus of the discussion has been on the naturg of the Soviet naval
threat to western security interests in general. In some ways, refining the ques-
tion into an examination of what this general threat might mean for Canada in
particular might be thought superfluous since Canadian security is so bound up
with that of the NATO alliance generally. Nevertheless it is perhaps worth
repeating the point that to the extent Canadians feel the need for collective
security with their allies, rather than retreat into a kind of northern fastness of

. their own, then their strategic interest will be help keep their maritime

connections in good order.

Soviet naval activities might threaten this requirement in several ways.
Firstly, in peacetime the forward deployment of Soviet naval forces into the
North Atlantic must be a cause for concem. In the mid-1980’s, the pattern of
Soviet naval deployments and exercises showed a noticeable tendency for geo-
graphic expansion into waters beyond the Greenland-Iceland-UK (GIUK) gap.
In the exercises of 1983-5, significant military activity took place right down to
the waters to the South West of Ireland.!0 These exercises reflect an adherence
to the same kind of strategic imperatives that has also led the US Navy and its
NATO allies to adopt a posture of forward deployment and forward defence at
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sea. It suggests a clear Soviet determination for the forward defence of their
strategic ballistic missile-firing submarines (SSBN) bastion areas from incom-
ing Western anti-submarine warfare (ASW) forces. It suggests that the Soviet
Navy would like to keep ships and submarines that might be carrying cruise-
missiles and/or aircraft as far away from Soviet territory and areas where
Soviet Ground Forces might be operating (such as Northern Norway) as possi-
ble. It suggests, finally, that some of the operation concepts animating the
Soviet Ground Forces (such as the benefits derived from surprise and from
seizing the operational initiative for example), have at last percolated through
to the Navy.

It ought to be pointed out, however, that in more recent years Soviet naval
deployments have been a little less forward than they were in the mid-1980’s.
In 1986, the Soviet Northern Fleet achieved 456 ship-days in the Norwegian
Sea, in 1986 207 and in 1987 a mere 114. This was partly compensated for by
a higher profile in the Barents Sea. Peaks and troughs in the incidence of ship-
days in particular areas are no new phenomenon, and it would be dangerous to
assume that the recent decline is irreversible.

The level of Soviet naval activity is a matter of concern even in peacetime
because of its political consequences. Soviet thinkers are well aware of the
benefits of demonstrated military superiority. Soviet admirals have tended to
stress the particular value of the navy for this purpose. Admiral Gorshkov, for
example, has pointed out that since navies have extensive reach, mobility, flex-
ibility, high standards of readiness and a general controllability that the other
services do not have, they are particularly good at defending state interests
overseas. They can engage in a whole diversity of political tasks ranging from
courtesy visits at one end of the scale to an evident readiness to fight wars at
the other. They can be used as an instrument of friendship to the uncommitted,
for the support of allies and for the deterrence of adversaries.

“Demonstrative actions by the fleet in many cases have made it possible
to achieve political ends without resorting to armed struggle, merely by
putting on pressure with one’s own potential might and threatening to
start military operations ... Thus the fleet has always been an instrument
of the policy of states, an important aid to diplomacy in peacetime.”1!

Naval power then is something to be displayed in peacetime, and this may
well have played a part in the sudden spate of large naval exercises of 1983-5
in which considerable numbers of surface ships, submarines and aircraft partic-
ipated. These exercises demonstrated the strength of the Soviet Union’s
seapower towards all its putative foes and reminded them of some of their own
vulnerabilities, not least their apparent susceptibility to sudden surges into the
Norwegian sea, and to a campaign of maritime interdiction in this area.
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This could have two consequences. At a general level it could contribute
to the disaggregation of the alliance. The notion that a large Soviet peacetime
presence in the North Atlantic could contribute to the political and strategic
decoupling of North America from Europe has been a major concern amongst
members of the alliance for well over a decade. It was, for example, pointed
out in the 1975 British defence White Paper that an evident Soviet capacity to
interfere with the processes of reinforcement would have the same effect

for if the balance of maritime power were to shift so far in favour of the
Warsaw Pact that it had an evident ability ... to isolate Europe by sea, the
effect on Allied confidence and cohesion would be profound.12

This defence of the Atlantic connection requires amongst other things a
forward role in Europe’s northern waters against the main centre of Soviet
naval power, the European support of the all-important US Naval carrier com-
ponent to the NATO striking fleet and the capacity to defend reinforcement
shipping coming across from North America. By these means allies are
assured and the possible adversary deterred.

Soviet naval activity could have political consequences at the lower,
national level too. Smaller displays of Soviet power at sea are common for
example in Scandinavian waters, and some Scandinavians suspect them to be
part of a policy intended to alter the political geography of the area by habitu-
ating the locals to both the facts and the consequences of clear Soviet military
superiority in the region. Such a correlation of force may win for them a droit
de regard in the policies, for example, of their Scandinavian neighbours or at
least a certain deference from them.!3 ®

The fact that, according to some accounts at least, one regularly used
instrument for this kind of diplomacy of pressure has been the substantial
Soviet submarine force!4 highlights the issue of the protection of Canada’s
northern waters from covert intrusion. If Norway and Sweden have been sub-
jected to this kind of illicit activity, is it inconceivable than Canada might too?

But what of wartime threats? While it is of course impossible to separate
Canada’s maritime interests entirely from those of the alliance, there are sev-
eral types of Soviet naval threat likely to be of particular interest to Canadians.
Firstly, the menace implied by Soviet naval forces operating freely in the North
Atlantic would, no doubt, be so considerable that it would justify considerable
early efforts being devoted to their removal. But if the patterns of both World
Wars are anything to go by, this initial clearance operation could prove diffi-
cult, bearing in mind the West’s possible initial unreadiness for military opera-
tions, the existence of other urgent naval commitments and the intrinsic quality
of the Soviet forces in question. The ‘sanitisation’ of the North Atlantic and
Canada’s waters generally would not be easy.
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Then there is the Soviet threat to the alliance’s vital transatlantic shipping
in times of war. Although most analysts would concede that Soviet writers in
the main still do not accord this mission anything like the attention that their
potential victims do, it seems hard to deny that some kind of campaign of mar-
itime interdiction would be launched against NATO’s sea lines of communica-
tion (SLOCsS), at least in a conflict long enough to make that a worthwhile
undertaking.

Partly this would reflect Soviet appreciation that this is a very cost-effec-
tive way for a smaller navy to proceed. Partly, no doubt, it would reflect the
view long supported in the Soviet Ground Forces and Central Staff that, in the
event of the failure of the initial Soviet attack to prove decisive, anything
which undermines the West’s capacity to reinforce and resupply troops in the
battle area and to engage in the long war would be as sensible now as it was in
the Great Patriotic War. An anti-SLOC campaign would also be a most effec-
tive way of distracting Western naval forces away from other areas and from
other tasks, both of which could otherwise prove highly prejudicial to Soviet
interests. For all these reasons, the Soviet threat to NATO’s Atlantic SLOCs
needs to be taken seriously.

It is interesting to see the emphasis given this mission in fact appears to
be increasing rather than decreasing. Towards the end of the 1970’s, the Soviet
Union began thinking seriously about the prospects of a long conventional war
with the West. However such a situation arose, it would clearly increase the
importance of a sustained campaign of maritime interdiction. It is clearly no
coincidence that in the early 1980’s, the prospect began to attract a good deal
more attention in the military journals that hitherto; it certainly figures largely
in the remarkable new book by Rear Admiral N.P. V’yunenko et al.l15 The
implications of this for a country like Canada whose strategy depends heavily
on its capacity to transport supplies and reinforcements to the continent of
Europe is obvious.

Given this constellation of threat to Western and Canadian security inter-
ests at sea, what role might Canadian maritime forces play in the defence of
collective alliance and its own national interests? Firstly though we should see
what assets Canada is likely to have at its disposal.

Canada’s Naval Contribution

Canada’s maritime forces are not easy to compare with the other navies of the
NATO alliance. With a personnel strength of some 14,000 men, !6 the Canadian
navy comes about 10th in the NATO list, being slightly smaller than the Dutch
navy, and slightly bigger than the Portuguese. But it has 23 major warships (4
Tribal class destroyers and 19 Frigates) and 3 recently souped-up diesel-pow-
ered submarines and so is plainly much more than a merely coastal navy, like
most of the smaller NATO ones are. Indeed with a complete absence of mine
counter-measures (MCM) ships and fast patrol boats, it is as though the
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Canadian Navy has at some stage deliberately turned its back on that
possibility.

It is a service which has traditionally had its ups and downs. From a
trough in 1933, when it was almost scrapped altogether, it steadily expanded
through World War II, reaching a peak of some 90,000 men. To the outsider, it
looks as though since then it has been the victim of a steady decline, commis-
sioning its last major warship as long ago as 1973. But again to the outsider, it
looks as though the sun is beginning to shine again. 12 new frigates are under
construction, with more likely to come and the replacement of its air and sub-
marine forces is being actively progressed. Many existing units have been
extensively modernized.!7

Problems, however, remain. Even in the present political situation there is
likely to continue to be pressure on defence spending, just as there is in the
United States and Britain. Moreover the need to retool Canada’s industry, in
order to cope with the new construction programme has been clearly demon-
strated by early difficulties at Saint John’s Shipbuilding, with the new frigate
programme. Moreover, there is the problem that, although it has a small navy,
Canada has three oceans to deal with, the Atlantic, the Arctic and the Pacific.
The necessary maintenance of a sizeable proportion of its forces in the Pacific,
of course, means that fewer assets are available elsewhere. Most of the small
navies of Europe do not have the problem of deciding where to concentrate
their naval resources to anything like this extent.

As a result of all these factors, it seems fair to conclude that Canada has a
medium-sized navy of greatly improving quality, but a superfluity of potential
commitments. In the light of this, what can and should the Canadian navy do
to help meet some of the problems posed by the exten§ion of Soviet naval
power into the North Atlantic? It seems to me that there are three main issues
to address:

a) Collective Defence

Although there has always been some stress in Canadian defence perceptions
on the fundamentally national issue of the defence of sovereignty (if necessary
against allies as much as against adversaries!), like all the other NATO nations,
Canada is perfectly clear that its resources are not such that it can defend itself
on its own. From the start, therefore, Canada has been a ‘good’ member of the
Alliance. In many ways, it has deliberately established a rather high level of
political visibility for its maritime forces.

Canada commits one warship full-time to the Standing Naval Force
Atlantic (STANAVFORLANT),!8 and participates in NATO’s operational
exercises off Norway, off Gibraltar and in the Western Atlantic. Its long-range
maritime patrol aircraft stage through NATO bases in Iceland, the Azores, the
UK and Norway. Canada has a good record in participation in collaborative
projects and helps staff major commands such as the Baltic Approaches and
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the Northern Command. Its military personnel share in NATO’s Command
Post exercises and make themselves evident in NATO’s staff colleges (not
least, I must say, Greenwich).!? Canada, finally is one of the few countries per-
manently to maintain forces outside its own borders. Of course one rationale
for all this activity is the strictly military one, that it significantly augments
NATO?s fighting power, and we shall return to this point shortly.

But there is clearly more to it than that in any case, for such efforts as
these also do a good deal to increase that sense of common endeavour which is
the basic cement of the NATO alliance. Even symbolic deployments could
therefore be important if they seem likely to contribute to the deterrence of
possible adversaries and the mutual reassurance of allies. The physical expan-
sion of Soviet seapower has, as we have seen, brought with it an increased
pressure on the psychological links that bind the NATO nations together, and
so there is at least a prime facie case that there ought to be more demonstra-
tions of naval togetherness in order simply to counteract this development.

For this reason, and also because of the growth in strategic importance of
the Far North there has been alk of creating a new standing force for Northern
waters, or at least of deploying STANAVFORLANT more regularly up there.20
Because it adds another significant, non-European, and wholly respectable
member to the cast, it would seem rather important for Canada to continue to
participate in such visible manifestations of collective defence. More tenden-
tiously, the clear interest of the United States in such Forward Operations is
generally welcomed within Europe, but there is some anxiety lest this have the
appearance of a unilateral American endeavour. For this reason the notion of
European and Canadian involvement in such activity is widely supported, even
if in many cases that involvement would, in strictly military terms, be largely
symbolic.

Many of these arguments could be made as well about the ground and air
parts of the Canadian military establishment, but they have a particular
salience in the maritime dimension because of the intrinsic significance of its
military contribution (a point to be developed shortly) and because such mar-
itime forces make at least as much sense in national terms as they do in
alliance ones. Thus the maritime forces Canada maintains to symbolise its
commitment to NATO are also of direct and obvious concem to the defence of
Canadian national territory. In the recent deliberations about the relative impor-
tance of the CAST brigade and Canadian forces in Germany many of these
issues were discussed.2!

b) Sea Control

Although it is probably exaggerating the difference between national and col-
lective interest to put it this way, Canada has a substantial national/collective
interest in asserting control in local waters and in the Arctic and a
collective/national interest in the North Atlantic. The economic importance of
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coastal waters has risen, and so therefore has the need to exercise jurisdiction
over them. In Canada’s case the necessity to do so is increased by the fact of a
degree of competition with the United States, and by the geographic fact of a
very wide continental shelf. For this reason, the case for an increase in appro-
priate jurisdictional maritime forces is strong and there are indeed some mod-
est moves in this direction.

Canada more or less abandoned its capacity to deal with mines in the
mid-1960’s. Again, there appears to be some momentum building up for the
creation of a modest mine counter-measures capacity that could at least
unblock Halifax and maybe help keep clear the important Strait of Juan de
Fuca in the West. Since Canadian waters are an important terminus of transat-
lantic shipping routes, keeping them clear of mines is important for the collec-
tive, as well as the Canadian national, interest, but given the general shortage
of MCM forces in NATO navies it would be unwise for the Canadians to
expect much assistance from their allies in this respect. Accordingly, the case
for an enhancement of the Canadian MCM effort seems quite strong.

Rather the same arguments apply to the defence of the Canadian Arctic.
The Arctic is an increasingly important area for strategic as well as commercial
reasons mainly because it looks likely to become a principal deployment area
for ballistic and cruise missile-firing submarines, and for those submarines
designed to hunt them. All the major navies are developing their capacity for
under-ice operation and this means that the Canadian Arctic will increase in
importance because submarines can hide there and because it offers access into
the whole Arctic area. This is the background against which Canada actively
considered the acquisition of anything from 4 to 10 nuclear-powered sub-
marines.22 %

Such submarines would most certainly have enhanced Canada’s capacity
to protect its own north, and allowed it to participate in some of the most
demanding and most important aspects of NATO’s maritime strategy. At the
same time, a force of perhaps half-a-dozen modern SSNs would have been
intrinsically a rather significant force. The acquisition of such submarines
would clearly have reflected, and indeed determined, a significant enhance-
ment in the perceived importance of the Canadian navy. For the time being,
Canada will content itself with 3 modernised and perfectly effective Oberon
class diesel submarines and is widely supposed to be investigating the possibil-
ity of acquiring perhaps up to 8 modern diesels, especially adapted for under-
ice operation. Carefully placed minefields would also reduce the level of
anticipated threat to Canada’s northern borders.

The stress in the operation of Canada’s surface ships is largely on ASW,
and is therefore often chiefly considered in connection with the direct or indi-
rect defence of transatlantic sea lines of communication, but of course an ASW
capacity would be useful in controlling the activity of Soviet submarines more
generally. To that extent the modernisation/replacement of Canada’s surface
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fleet would make an important general contribution to the whole strategic
battle for sea control.

However, some qualifications have to be entered against the notion that
Canada can make a substantial surface contribution to the battle for sea control
in the Atlantic. In the first place, the arena for this battle is likely to be very far
away in the Norwegian Sea, and other allies are closer. Secondly, the number
of assets Canada is likely to be able to offer up is, relatively speaking, quite
small. Thirdly, although it has been modernised, the air defence capacity of
some of Canada’s older ships could make their forward operation unacceptably
hazardous. Finally, the increased Soviet interest in Canada’s Pacific area, a
function no doubt of the US Navy’s construction of a Trident base at Bangor
and operation of a Carrier Battle Group out of Bremerton, has in turn
demanded a bigger slice of Canada’s naval assets (currently up to 8 major war-
ships) which reduces the number available in the Atlantic. It is worth making
the point that by the year 2000, Canada’s ‘Pacific Tilt’ is likely to lead to about
half of its navy being stationed in Western seas.

¢) The Protection of Transatlantic Shipping
For political as well as strategic reasons, Canada has always specialised in the
protection of shipping going across the Atlantic and this was substantially the
Navy’s role in World War I, when at some points nearly half of escorts on the
main North Atlantic convoys were RCN. But this task has often been a matter
of some controversy and remains so. Just as in World War II there was some
doubt about the efficiency of the RCN because of training problems and the
fact that it was all too often saddled with the ‘discarded sweepings’ of the
British Fleet,23 so today, there has been much discussion about whether the
task is either possible or necessary.2* Much skepticism arose out of a view that
attacking NATO’s shipping in war would have had a low priority in Moscow,
but as we have seen, there are suggestions that the Soviet Navy at any rate is
taking the issue more seriously than it used to. Moreover, there is much to be
said for the argument that possible negotiated nuclear and conventional force
reductions on the Central Front could well increase the relative importance of
the safe and timely arrival of reinforcements from across the Atlantic.
Assuming the requirement, the Canadian contribution to the defence of
shipping and the general battle against Soviet submarines has tended to be split
three ways. Firstly, there is the problem of securing the ocean termini in local
waters. We have already addressed the problem of dealing with the mine threat
but there is an analogous problem of dealing with submarines operating on the
continental shelf and the approaches to ports such as Halifax, St. John’s and the
Gulf of St. Lawrence. Shallow-water ASW in the Canadian Atlantic area
(CANLANT) area could be very difficult, but fortunately the long transit times
would tend to reduce the number of Soviet submarines operating in such an
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area. Clearing the area altogether would probably be too demanding an
aspiration.

Much the same can be said of distant and indirect protection of merchant
ships offered by support groups operating in forward positions between the
submarine and the routes where their prey is likely to be. The expectation is
that modernised Tribal class destroyers would operate as the Command ships
of ASW task groups (analogous to forces envisaged in the British and Dutch
navies) that would hunt submarines either independently or in conjunction with
other NATO formations, mainly in the CANLANT area. Supported by AORs
(Operational Support Ships) they would be capable of operations forward of
the CANLANT area as well.

Such operations provide a rationale for the frigate and helicopter replace-
ment programmes and enhance the need for effective maritime patrol aircraft,
good command-and-control facilities and the towed array sonars for ASW.
Even given likely budgetary restraints on the delivery dates of its 12 new City
class ASW frigates, and associated packages of air defence frigates and mar-
itime patrol aircraft, there seems no reason to doubt that the Canadian Navy
would make an effective contribution to this task, if need be well into the next
century.

But however successful the indirect protection of shipping might be either
on the continental shelf or by means of independent support groups, there will
surely remain a need for the direct protection of shipping through close escort.
Some submarines, conventional wisdom asserts, will always get through.
Close escort in technological rather than operational terms is not very demand-
ing and, given NATO’s perennial shortage of escort ships, provides a useful
role with which, say, the old St. Laurent frigate class could see out their days.

Canada’s ability to provide the necessary sea-lift capacity of course would
be much limited by the small size of its merchant fleet, currently less than 100
ships of 5000 tons or more only half of which are Canadian registered and
therefore easily controlled. This development has limited the extent of
Canada’s maritime power but is a phenomenon that is by no means unknown
elsewhere in the alliance.

Conclusions

This paper has reviewed Soviet naval activity in the North Atlantic area and
derived from this review a number of tasks the navy of Canada either does or
could perform both in defence of Canada’s own national interest and very often
in the collective interest of the Western alliance as well. Although to the out-
sider the environment looks more benign as far as the navy is concerned than it
has done for some time, economic and pohtlcal realities suggest that any really
substantial expansion of the naval role is likely to be at the cost of other
Canadian military activity. If this is the case, it will be mterestmg to see how
well Canada’s integrated military structure copes with. consequent problems in
choice and resource-allocation.
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U.S. Interests and Canadian Defence
Policy in the 1990’s:
New Epoch, New Era; Old Agenda

Joseph T. Jockel

At the end of the December 1989 Malta superpower summit, President
Gorbachev proclaimed “that the world leaves one epoch of cold war and enters
another epoch.” President Bush, for his part, concurred soon thereafter that
“We stand at the threshold of a brand-new era of U.S.-Soviet relations,”
although he pointedly declined to agree that the cold war was over.

In the meantime, the Soviet Empire has been disintegrating, day by aston-
ishing day. Who would have predicted a year or so ago that in 1989 there
would be a non-communist government in Poland and free elections scheduled
in a Hungary that had renounced communism as its official ideology? Who
would have foreseen the crisis in stolid East Germany, precipitated by the hem-
orrhaging of its population, leading to the absolutely incredible, joyful scenes
at the opening of the Berlin Wall and reunification? Who would have expected
the swift collapse of the government of Czechoslovakia ahd the Warsaw Pact’s
condemnation of its own brutal invasion of that unfortunate country twenty-
one years earlier? Who would have expected the Soviet Union to allow all
these events to go so far, and most importantly, who can now say with certainty
where the limits are to Soviet tolerance of the increasing autonomy of the
former Eastern Bloc satellites?

It is hard not to gush with both astonishment and enthusiasm. Moreover,
it now borders on the trite to state that a new East-West security constellation
now almost certainly will emerge, centering on Europe, where there will be
greater stability at far lower levels of armament — unless something goes catas-
trophically wrong.

What will the impact of these changes be on the U.S.-Canada defence
relationship? From the perspective of the U.S., it appears that they will have

. surprisingly little effect. The U.S.-Canada defence agenda of the 1990’s will, in

all probability, highly resemble that of the late 1980’s. As the noted American
savant, Yogi Berra, once put it, “it looks like deja vu all over again.”

For in the coming decade the U.S. will be interested in eliciting from
Canada most of the same defence commitments it has wanted from Ottawa in
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the recent past: 1) The U.S. will continue to urge Canada to keep token forces
in Germany and will continue to face a Canadian government squirming to
reduce or pull back. 2) It will encourage Canada to maintain North American
air defence and naval forces not unlike those Canada has deployed for decades,
and will attempt to dissuade Ottawa from a repeat of any Arctic naval adven-
turism. 3) It will nag Canada to keep up its defence spending and be faced in
this area with no more success, and probably a lot less, than it has had from
Ottawa in the recent past.

The U.S,, as it cuts back on its armed forces, may very well enjoy what is
being increasingly referred to as a “peace dividend.” Canada, with its
extremely low defence spending and very small defence effort, has been enjoy-
ing its dividend long before peace ever broke out. Accordingly, the U.S. will be
interested in attempting, to the extent it can, to dissuade Canada from invoking
peace as a justification for shirking the defence tasks that will still be neces-
sary, from the U.S. perspective, in the 1990’s. And Canada may find that any
further cuts in its already gutted defence establishment would undermine its
diplomatic interests and the protection of its sovereignty — even in a promising
new era.

Canadian Commitments in Europe

NATO North American and NATO Europe

Ironically, peace in Europe poses a real dilemma for Canadian defence policy.
Canada will probably face greater, not less pressure from the U.S. and the other
allies to keep its forces in Germany. At the same time the traditional Canadian
incentives to do so probably will be stronger than ever. Yet maintaining those
forces will be very difficult in the wake of the Mulroney government’s 1987
White Paper and the April 1989 defence cuts.

On the surface, it may seem illogical, not to mention hypocritical for the
U.S. to exert such pressure on Canada. After all, the U.S. is itself hoping to
reach an agreement with the Soviet Union in 1990 for “assymetrical reduc-
tions” that would lead to the swift withdrawal of 30,000 American troops and
open the door to still deeper cuts. Nonetheless, the U.S. is not contemplating a
complete pull-back of conventional forces from Europe in the 1990’s.

The remaining U.S. forces will play a critical role in coupling NATO
North America to NATO Europe. The continuing existence of NATO itself as a
trans-Atlantic alliance will probably be essential to stability in Europe, for
three reasons. First, while the Soviet conventional threat has already declined
and can be expected to decline further — even dramatically — the Soviet Union
will also continue to dispose within its frontiers over substantial military
forces. NATO will constitute the guarantee that the U.S. stands ready to supply
whatever re-enforcements, and naval forces necessary to prevent any future
Soviet coercion of Europe.
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Second, through NATO the U.S. can continue to extend the umbrella of
extended nuclear deterrence over the European members. The emergence of
extensive strategic nuclear forces in European hands is in no one’s interest.

Third, the age-old NATO role of providing a useful framework for deal-
ing with the German problem will take on far, far greater significance in the
1990’s. Indeed, as East-West tensions ease in Europe, this may well become
NATO’s most important function. The stunning new fact of German reunifica-
tion not only frightens many in both eastern and western Europe, (not to men-
tion North America) but may pose new challenges to Western European
unification. To the extent that the Federal Republic remains fully integrated in
the western military alliance, these fears can be mitigated. For this reason the
Soviets themselves will probably welcome a continued allied military presence
in Western Europe, even if a future conventional forces in Europe agreement
leads to the pullback of all Soviet troops to within the frontiers of the Soviet
Union itself.

So the American watchwords for at least the early 1990’s will be “NATO
unity.” It was thus no coincidence that President Bush emerged from his
December 1989 Brussels meeting, following the Malta summit, with the
NATO heads of government, (including Prime Minister Mulroney) saying
“What we don’t want to do is send the signal of decoupling, the decoupling of
the United States and Canada from NATO, particularly at this sensitive time.”
(emphasis added).

While the U.S. cuts back its forces in Europe, it will, in all probability,
urge Canada to join with it in keeping forces on the ground in Germany. In
fact, U.S. forces in Europe, as they decrease in numbers, will come to resemble
more than ever those of Canada in the roles they play as symbols and tokens of
trans-Atlantic commitment and solidarity.

The Canadian government will feel additional incentives to stay in
Germany, beyond wanting to contribute to European stability and responding
to the urgings of the U.S. and the other allies. Ottawa has always believed,
rightly or wrongly, that Canadian Forces Europe (CFE) provide a guarantee
that Canada’s voice would be heard in NATO councils.! The argument that
forces on the ground in Germany mean influence in Brussels may resonate in
Canada as it has never before. Canadians will want to be fully involved in the
coming discussions of European security that may prove to be of even greater
significance than those leading to the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty in

1949. They will also want to play a role in the political and security regime
that emerges from those discussions. As John Halstead, distinguished former
Canadian ambassador to NATO and to the Federal Republic recently observed,
such a regime
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... does not imply the disappearance of alliances. Indeed, the Western
Alliance would become an essential political instrument under the new
regime for the management of East-West relations. It is therefore of vital
importance that we also develop a long-term strategy for a new, more
reciprocal Western partnership. For it to be reciprocal there needs to be a
concerted effort by the U.S.A., on the one hand, and its allies, on the
other, to contribute more to each other’s interests and needs. Beyond
“burden sharing” we should be thinking of “decision sharing.”?

Moreover, two European spectres haunt the Department of External
Affairs. While one is political and military, and the other economic, the two are
related. NATO may at long last reconfigure itself into the “two-pillar” or
“dumbbell” alliance, always dreaded in Canada. Under such a configuration
the United States would take responsibility for naval, conventional reinforce-
ment and strategic nuclear forces while NATO Europe would provide whatever
standing ground forces would be necessary. Canada would truly become odd
man out in the North Atlantic area. This would especially be the case if a
European defence entity is created or emerges out of the various candidate
organizations (including the West European Union, and the NATO
EUROGROUP). Decisions would then indeed be shared, but just between
NATO Europe and the United States.

Second, the North Atlantic community may fissure into two protectionist
trading blocks. Not so long along, the talk was of “Euro-sclerosis” or even of
“Euro-paralysis.” Now, the “Europe 1992” project is well underway. With the
removal of almost all major internal economic barriers in sight, the European
Community will become the largest economy in the world, with a population
of 350 million and a combined national income approaching that of the U.S.
Most predictions are for fairly robust economic growth.

The North Atlantic region was once bound together by interlocking secu-
rity and economic interests. “The role of the United States as security guaran-
tor of the Western alliance provides the glue for the political and economic
relationship among the Western countries.””3 As the importance declines of the
security guaranties the U.S. has provided Western Europe through the North
Atlantic alliance, that glue will be at least partially dissolved. No doubt this
accounts for the sometimes almost wistful remarks emanating from
Washington recently about the good/bad old days of Soviet-American bipolar-
ity, which at least provided for predictable assumptions and a large amount of
North Atlantic cohesiveness.

Maintaining an open economic international economic system will be a
challenging task. North American engagement will be nothing short of critical.
While the European Community and Japan “both have an abiding interest in
promoting a stable global economy, neither has taken the lead to ensure it.”*
Obviously the U.S. must, in its own self-interest, bear the bulk of the responsi-
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bility. For “while the U.S. no longer has the power to compel its major trading
partners to act as it desires, it still is recognized as a leader and its ideas com-
mand attention. After all; the U.S. is the world’s only superpower in both eco-
nomic and military affairs.”S This is certainly not to imply, though, that the
U.S. will not have problems of its own in dampening domestic protectionist
pressures,

For Canada, a world trading system based on three protectionist blocks is
an especially unhappy prospect. Canadians will want to keep the North
Atlantic community as tightly knit as possible, at a time when the Europeans
will be looking inward. History, in fact, may give Canada a second chance in
atternpting to make out of NATO much more than just a military alliance. The
1949 North Atlantic Treaty still bears the mark of the previous Canadian
attempt in its “Canadian article” by which the-allies pledged themselves to
“eliminate conflict in their international economic policies and ... encourage
economic collaboration.”

Canadian Forces Europe

In short, under these circumstances, Ottawa may very well be tempted to act
cautiously and keep Canadian forces in Europe during the 1990’s as an endur-
ing token of Canadian commitment. Yet keeping that commitment will be very
difficult in the wake of the Mulroney government’s 1987 defence White Paper,
Challenge and Commitment, and more importantly, the draconian cuts in
defence spending and programs the government announced in its April 1989
budget. (The budgetary details will be discussed below.)

For roughly two decades, the Canadian involvement in the defence of
Europe has been divided between standing forces in Germany and reinforce-
ment commitments to Norway. (This is in addition to Canadian naval forces,
which will be considered below.) 4 Canadian Mechanized Brigade Group
(4CMBG), is located at Canadian Forces Bases Lahr and Baden-Soellingen in
southwestern Germany at the edge of the Black Forest, just a few miles from
the French border. 4CMBG, a force of about 4400 personnel whose primary
equipment is 77 Leopard tanks, is committed to the NATO Central Army
Group Commander’s tactical reserve. It shares the two bases with 1 Canadian
Air Group, consisting of three squadrons of CF-18 aircraft.

The Canadian commitments to the reinforcement of Norway were three-
fold: the 5 Groupe-brigade du Canada (SGBC) a force of about 4300 person-
nel, without heavy armour, was slated for air and sea deployment from Canada
to north Norway. Two Canada-based CF-18 squadrons were to be flown over.
Finally a battalion-group of about 1200 troops was dedicated to the Allied
Mobile Force-Land, which is NATO’s fire brigade: a relatively light, multina-
tional, brigade sized, quick reaction unit. AMF-L deployment on the Northern
Flank would be intended as a signal to the Soviet Union of allied solidarity and
determination to defend the alliance’s northern region.



106 U.S. Interests and Canadian Defence Policy in the 1990’s

Challenge and Commitment announced a consolidation of Canadian com-
mitments to Europe, favoring Germany at the expense of Norway.6 The sole
exception was the AMF-L commitment, which was retained. 5GBC’s destina-
tion was switched from Norway to Germany, where it would join 4CMBG
thereby “enabling the Canadian army to field a division-sized force in a crisis.
The resulting combat power will be enhanced and made more effective than
what could have been achieved by two separately deployed brigades.”?

Over time, equipment for SGBC was to be pre-positioned in Germany,
additional airlift capability would be acquired, and logistic and medical
resources enhanced. A division headquarters was to be established at Lahr for
the “two-brigade posture.”

To fight in Germany, the Canadian army would need a host of new equip-
ment, including new tactical command, control and communications systems.
At the top of the list of necessary equipment, though, are tanks. 5SGBC has
none; 4CMBG’s Leopards are aging. Accordingly, the White Paper promised
the acquisition of new main battle tanks for the two brigades, along with the
other necessary equipment.

If Canadian reinforcements were indeed sent off in wartime to Norway
and Germany, the Canadian army would face a severe personnel shortage. It
would be left with very few regular soldiers in Canada to help civilian authori-
ties maintain order, it would lack sufficient numbers of support personnel for
combat forces, and it would find it extraordinarily difficult to sustain combat
force levels in Europe in the face of battle casualties.? In theory, the army’s
ranks would be filled by members of the Militia (army reserve). But their num-
bers are very small. Canada, in fact, is the only NATO country where regular
forces outnumber reservists.®

Moreover, as a senior army official recently observed, “the Militia is sim-
ply not able to produce the necessary reinforcement and sustainment forces,
regardless of their earnest desire to do so. This is attributable to the simple
reality that over a long period of time Militia training support, equipment, and
facilities have been inadequate for their needs.”10

Challenge and Commitment promised to remedy this with a moderniza-
tion program for the reserves. While all three services would be involved, the
army would be the largest beneficiary. Not only was the army reserve to be
expanded and re-equipped, but the army itself was to be reorganized according
to a hybrid model that it called the “Total Force Concept,” whereby reservists
and reserve units could be rapidly incorporated into wartime forces.!!

Arguing that the two Canada-based CF-18 squadrons constituted “a small
force which would be much more effectively employed as part of a concen-
trated air commitment in those locations where we have already made large
investments in survivable support facilities tailored to the unique requirements
of the CF-18,” the White Paper similarly announced a switching of destina-
tions for the aircraft from Norway to the Canadian bases in southern Germany
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where, in a crisis, they would join the three squadrons located there to form a
Canadian air division.!2

The 1989 defence program cuts all but gutted the consolidation program
announced in the 1987 White Paper, leaving many to ask, as Prof. Harriet
Critchley has put it, “Does Canada have a defence policy?”’13 The air force and
the army were both hit hard. The Mulroney government shocked the air force
with its announcement that replacements would not be purchased for CF-18
aircraft lost through normal peacetime attrition. This was to be the case despite
the explicit pledge in Challenge and Commitment that “We will maintain the
strength of our fleet of CF-18 aircraft and arm them effectively.”!4

Six CF-18 aircraft of the 138 Canada had in total have already been lost.
Several can be expected to be lost every year, at a rate highly dependent on the
number of flying hours the air force now extracts from its increasingly scarce
inventory. As that inventory wears thinner and thinner, the air force will be
obliged within the next several years to curtail the number of squadrons and
abandon commitments.!5 As will be discussed below, the air force has
inescapable commitments at home to North American air defence, leaving its
European roles in jeopardy.

But the 1989 cuts have been nothing short of devastating for the army.
The increase in the size of the reserves will be cut back, although the goven-
ment has not yet released the details. Funds for training and re-equipping the
reserves are also to be cut. As the Canadian Institute of Strategic Studies
assessed the impact of the cuts on the reserves, “The punch-drunk Canadian
militia was just beginning to recover from decades of neglect — just in time for
a knockout blow. The coming tight fiscal policies may well nickel and dime
many units to death.”16 3

Yet it has been the out and out termination of the plans to re-equip SGBC
that has truly shocked the army. New tanks and a tactical command, control
and communication system are not to be purchased for it, the government
announced in April. Moreover, the tank buy for 4ACMBG, while still autho-
rized, has been put “on hold.”17

Having cancelled the purchases necessary for SGBC, the Mulroney gov-
ernment appeared to be on the verge of the cancellation, as well, of its commit-
ment to Germany as a reinforcement unit. Indeed, the day after the budget
announcement, the Chief of the Defence Staff informed the Canadian Armed
Forces that “we will not proceed with the establishment of a land division for
the central region,”!8

Yet, remarkably, the Vice Chief of the Defence Staff was dispatched two
weeks later to appear before a Senate committee, where he made the public
announcement that 5GBC would remain committed to Germany — despite its
lack of armour and equipment, and the earlier statement by the Chief of the
Defence Staff, notwithstanding. As the Vice Chief told the committee,
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I should mention here that the original, and by the same token, the current
plan to field the combined force ..., without new equipment entails some
risk. However, it was considered that in the present circumstances of
negotiations towards Force reductions in Europe, this risk was acceptable
in the short term. Studies are now being conducted within the Department
to examine the consequences of all the budgetary options. These conse-
quences will be discussed, initially among ministers and subsequently
with NATO through the usual consultation process (emphasis added).19

The “cancellation of the cancellation” as it is being called in Ottawa,
seems to have been precipitated by the Mulroney Government’s unwillingness
to admit to a reduction in the Canadian commitment to Germany on the eve of
a NATO heads of government meeting which the Prime Minister attended.
Moreover, as the Vice Chief’s statement indicated, the Government hopes to be
able to keep the paper reinforcement brigade commitment on the books long
enough to be able to offer it up as a Canadian contribution to conventional
force reductions in Europe.

In short, the April defence program cuts point to Canadian cut backs in
Europe. Yet, as argued above, Canada will feel strong incentives to remain
committed to the defence of Europe. Assuming that the Mulroney Government
is not prepared to reverse course and restore the defence budget, it seems to be
faced with the following options in Europe:

1) Grimace, plead poverty, invoke peace in Europe, and pull out entirely from
the defence of both Germany and Norway. While this cannot be excluded
as a possibility because of the defence budget crunch, this is an unlikely
course for Ottawa to follow, for the reasons cited above.,

2) Pull out of Germany and concentrate on the reinforcement of Norway. This
could also come at a political price. But it makes great military sense, espe-
cially as the North American military role in NATO shifts towards provid-
ing conventional reinforcements. Moreover, it would allow Canada to
argue that it was still playing a significant military role in the alliance, in a
European area where it brings special expertise to bear.20 In 1985 defence
minister Erik Nielsen quietly proposed to the allies Just such a re-alignment
and was firmly rebuffed.

3) Scrape something together in Germany. In all probability this would entail
reducing or abandoning the air commitments as CF-18 attrition takes its
toll. The reinforcement commitment of 5GBC is all but certainly doomed.
4CMBG would either be shorn of its armour and turned into a light force,
or re-equipped with new tanks. The Department of National Defence has
reportedly been exploring the possibility of acquiring U.S. tanks which the
U.S. Army may no longer need as it reduces forces in Germany. This is the
so-called “cascade” effect.
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For its part, the U.S. will probably continue to urge Ottawa to pursue
option 3.

North America

Canada’s major military tasks at home will remain air defence and anti-
submarine warfare. The U.S. will remain vitally interested in both. v

North American Air Defence. The United States and the Soviet Union
appear very close to reaching a strategic arms reduction treaty (START), which
may very well be signed in 1990. Ironically, a successful agreement will proba-
bly make North American air defence efforts more, not less important. The
central focus of the talks has been ballistic missiles, especially the “heavy”
Soviet intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMS) which the U.S. has long
seen as being especially threatening to its own land-based strategic arsenal.
START, according to Paul Nitze, special assistant to the President and
Secretary of State on arms control matters, “would require the Soviets to make
substantial reductions in their strategic nuclear arms, and would focus reduc-
tions on those weapons best suited for conducting a surprise attack: ballistic
missiles — in particular, large, fixed, multiple-warhead, land-based missiles.”?2!

The effect of an agreement to reduce the number of ICBMs and subma-
rine launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) in the arsenals of both countries
would probably be to increase the relative importance of bombers and cruise
missiles, although limits may be put on the number of long-range cruise mis-
siles. Moreover, as Nitze went on,

In addition to the explicit reduction in Soviet ballistic missile forces,
START would provide incentives for the Soviets to Thove away from bal-
listic missiles toward slower, less threatening delivery systems, such as
bombers. Warheads carried on ballistic missiles would be counted under
START using rules that reflected the actual number of warheads deployed
on each missile type. In contrast, nuclear bombs and short-range missiles
carried on bombers would be discounted, i.e. bombers could count as “1”
warhead regardless of how many bombs and missiles a bomber actually
carried — thereby providing an incentive to retain bomber forces better
suited for a retaliatory rather than a pre-emptive role.22

An increase in the relative importance of bombers would lend greater
impetus to the development by the Soviets of stealth technology, thus, in the
words of a Canadian analyst, “giving rise to difficult future questions about the
adequacy of U.S. and Canadian surveillance capabilities against stealthy
bombers and cruise missiles.”?3 Nonetheless, as Nitze’s comments indicate,
this trend could be at least somewhat dampened by an agreement that placed a
premium on bombers carrying gravity bombs and short-range air-launched
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cruise missiles (ALCMs) and that created disincentives for carrying long-range
ALCMs which could be used in a pre-emptive role.

Sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs) pose difficult problems for arms
control. The outlook, at the moment, for an agreement between the U.S. and
the Soviet Union concerning SLCMs is not good. Unhappily, U.S. naval inter-
ests and the interests of North American air defence are here at odds.
Continental air defence would be simplified by strict numerical and qualitative
limitations on Soviet SLCMs. But the U.S. Navy, supported by the Reagan and
Bush administrations, places enormous emphasis on the deployment of both
anti-ship and land-attack Tomahawk SLCMs in its ships. Eventually about 100
U.S. submarines and 100 surface ships will be capable of carrying the nuclear
land-attack variant of the Tomahawk. Convinced that the U.S. has substantial
advantages over the Soviets in deploying SLCMS, the U.S. Navy argues, (in
the words of the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Plans, Policy and
Operations) that “the development of SLCMs represents a fundamental change
in the nature of naval matters on the order of the advance from sail to steam”
and that “the power projection capability represented by U.S. SLCMs is as
important to our naval strength as were earlier developments of the aircraft car-
rier and nuclear submarine.”24

The Soviets have been slow to deploy their SS-N-21 land-attack SLCMs,
and have sought within the context of the START negotiations to limit U.S.
deployments. The U.S. rejected a Soviet proposal to ban all cruise missiles
with ranges of over 600 kilometres, which would have required the removal
from service of almost all Tomahawks.

Verification of SLCM restrictions could be very difficult. The missiles are
small. Moreover, there are nuclear and non-nuclear variants of the Tomahawk.
But the U.S. firmly rejects any inspection regime which would involve an
abandonment of the Navy’s longstanding policy of neither confirming nor
denying the presence of nuclear weapons on specific ships.25 The U.S, has also
not accepted a Soviet proposal for a limit of 400 nuclear SLCMs, arguing that
short of on board inspection (which is unacceptable to the U.S.), there is no
adequate means of verification.26

President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev agreed at their
December 1987 meeting in Washington to seek a mutually acceptable solution
to the SLCM issue, outside the numerical limits the two sides are negotiating
in the START talks on offensive delivery systems and warheads. This holds out
the prospect of the SLCM issue remaining intractable, and of a final START
accord that does not apply any restrictions on SLCMs. If such an accord ever
materializes, “the Soviets might come to see that SLCMs could provide them
with a substantial new strategic nuclear capability. If the agreement, for exam-
ple, did little more than require the two sides to declare their intentions with
regard to deployments, the Soviets would be tempted to put their current
SLCM programs to use, especially in missions against North America that
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would force the United States and Canada to face up to weaknesses in the
continental air defence system.”?7

That system is-currently being modernized, as provided for in a 1985
agreement between the U.S. and Canada. Despite the modernization, it appears
to be weak against the current generation of Soviet ALCMs and SLCMs and
may prove to be unacceptably weak against any “stealthy” air-breathing mis-
siles and bombers that may emerge in the Soviet inventory in the 1990’s.

There are two elements to the modest modernization program. The first is
to establish and where possible extend outward low and high altitude, ground-
based radar coverage around the periphery of the North American continent.
The second is to facilitate, also at the continent’s perimeters, operations by air-
borne warning and control aircraft (AWACs) and by U.S. and Canadian fighter
aircraft. To provide outward-looking radar coverage aimed at detecting aircraft
approaching the continent out of the east, west, northwest and south, the US
Air Force has begun a $2.5 billion program to build four over-the-horizon
backscatter (OTH-B) radar systems. OTH-B radar embodies two considerable
improvements over the conventional kind: it is capable of all-altitude aircraft
detection, thereby overcoming the troubling absence of coverage at low alti-
tudes, and its range is great, from roughly 500 to possibly 2000 nautical miles
in a broad fan.?8 MDNM current radar coverage extends to only about 200-250
standard miles from the radar site.

Each OTH-B system is to consist of a transmitter site and several receiv-
ing sites. The transmitter bounces high-frequency radar waves off the. iono-
sphere back towards the surface of the earth. “Reflections” from alrcr?ft
bounce “backward” again off the ionosphere and can be detected at the receiv-
ing sites, located 50 to 100 n.m. from the transmitter. The first transmit-receive
system, with stations located in Maine, became partially operational i[-l 1.988. A
west coast system is to be based on an Oregon transmitter and receiving sta-
tions in northern California. Two other systems are to be built, one in Alaska,
and the other somewhere in the northern portion of the continental U.S. provid-
ing coverage southward — all pending Congressional approval of funding.

While the OTH-B systems are to be paid for and operated by the U.S., the
1985 air defence modernization agreement provides that stations “with cover-
age and command and control implications for the North American Air
Defence mission in Canada”, that is, the eastern and western systems, will be
jointly manned by Canadian personnel. Thirty two Canadians, constitutipg
about a fifth of the personnel are to be sent to each of these two stations, with
their costs to be borne by the Canadian government.

Unfortunately, the aurora borealis causes disturbances in the ionosphere
that preclude a northward-pointing OTH-B system. Coverage in the north,
between the fans of the eastern, western, and Alaskan OTH-B systems, is to be
provided by the North Warning System (NWS). The NWS, which relies on
enhanced, conventional ground-based radar technology, is by and large to be
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constructed on the location of the old DEW Line in Alaska and Canada, except
that its eastern end will turn down the Baffin Island/Labrador coasts instead of
running across southern Greenland as the DEW Line did. It is to consist of 15
minimally attended long-range radars (11 of which will be in Canada) and 39
unattended short-range sites (36 in Canada). The expected C$1.6 billion capital
acquisition costs, and annual operating costs of the NWS are to be shared
60/40 by the U.S. and Canada. Several coastal radars in both southeastern and
southwestern Canada will also be necessary to complete peripheral coverage of
the continent,

The North American Aerospace Defence Command (NORAD) will also
probably have at its disposal eight U.S. AWACS aircraft, co-manned by
Canadian personnel. Canada has no AWACS aircraft of its own. In a crisis or
during wartime these would play a critical role, for several reasons. The NWS
and OTH-B systems are vulnerable to attack and electronic-countermeasures,
whereas AWACS is more survivable and incorporates countermeasure resistant
technologies.

Doubits persist as to the capabilities of OTH-B technology against cruise
missiles, especially against SLCMs whose radar signatures can be obscured by
sea-surface clutter. USAF officials have insisted that “OTH-B radars ... will

map cruise missiles although not as well as they do aircraft.” At minimum they -

are expected to be “accurate enough where you can vector in an F-15 close
enough so that he can take over with his radar and shoot down whatever you
have got out there.”2% But in the absence of operational experience, USAF offi-
cials also admit to a lack of certainty, and worry especially about OTH-B’s
nighttime abilities against cruise missiles. And a former scientific adviser to
the U.S. Chief of Naval Operations warns “that reliable day/night detection of
cruise missile targets will, at minimum, require significant technological
improvements over the already impressive capabilities of current OTH sys-
tems, adding, however, “that even very substantial improvements in OTH tech-
nology may not ultimately provide us with the kind of reliable early warning
required for high-confidence waming of cruise missile attack.”30 The presence
of powerful AWACS look-down radars can significantly alleviate this cruise
missile detection problem. In addition, with a combination of AWACS and
fighter aircraft operating under AWACS control the air defence battle can be
pushed outward in order to “go after the platform,” that is, attempt to detect
and if possible destroy Soviet bombers before the release of ALCMs com-
pounds the problem by multiplying the number of targets, which are them-
selves more difficult to detect. Air bases located on the east and west coasts of
the United States, and in Alaska facilitate AWACS and fighter deployment.

In northem Canada, an interrelated set of problems surrounds both detect-
ing cruise missiles and “going after the platform.” First, the NWS is located to
the south of several release points for the AS-15, that is, the missile’s 3000
mile range would allow bombers, from points to the north of where they would
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de detected by NWS radar, to launch AS-15s towards some targets in Canada
and the northern U.S. SS-N-21’s could similarly be launched from some loca-
tions in the Canadian Arctic, while their platforms, Soviet submarines, could
not be detected by radar. Second, the technical capability of the NWS fully to
detect low-flying cruise missiles is also open to question, and its tracking capa-
bility and time are limited. Third, immediately to the south of the NWS, and
unlike the case with the projected outward-pointing OTH-B fans in the U.S.,
there is an enormous “hole” with no ground-based military radar coverage.
The long-range radars of the NWS will provide coverage out to 200 nautical
miles. Unless AWACS were operating in the region, attacking bombers and
cruise missiles could pass swiftly through NWS coverage into the radar “hole,”
offering limited time to vector a fighter interceptor towards target on the basis
of information provided by the NWS.

Fourth, CF-18s have less powerful radars than F-15s, which would have
helped compensate for the absence of ground-based radar in the “hole.”
Finally, the normal CF-18 operating bases in Cold Lake and Bagotville are too
far south to permit ground-based aircraft flying immediately out of those loca-
tions readily to go after the platform or from those bases to “chase” cruise
missiles or bombers detected by the NWS over far northern Canada.

Compensating for these northward weaknesses is an important element of
the 1985 agreement. The five Forward Operating Locations (FOLs) being built
on the basis of “minimum essential upgrades” at Inuvik, Yellowknife, Rankin
Inlet, Iqaluit (Frobisher Bay) in the Northwest Territories and Kuujjuag (Fort
Chimo) in Quebec, will permit the emergency northern deployment of CF-18s
(and U.S. F-15s). In addition to small airfields, each FOL will include alert
hangeérs and storage for ammunition, fuel and air-to-air missiles. Each will be
capable of supporting operations of up to six fighter aircraft and associated
personnel for up to 30 days. FOL costs are to be split between the two coun-
tries. No armed forces personnel of either country will be permanently sta-
tioned at FOLs; nor will aircraft be permanently located there.

From the FOLs, fighter aircraft can attempt immediately to pursue
bombers or cruise missiles detected by the NWS just to the north, or optimally
in a crisis, they can operate forward, well to the north of the NWS, in conjunc-
tion with USAF AWACS operating out of Alaska. The 1985 agreement also
provides for the construction of Dispersed Operating Bases (DOBs) for
AWACS in Canada. One will be at Bagotville, the other at CFB Edmonton,
Alberta, thus not far from Cold Lake. The ability of fighter aircraft to operate
northward can be enhanced through in-flight refueling. Arrangements therefore
also exist to refuel CF-18s either from the very small numbers of Canadian air-
craft capable of being outfitted as tankers or from American tankers. In a crisis,
relatively sustained U.S. and Canadian air defence operations could be under-
taken as far forward as the North Pole.
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If these enhanced efforts at North American air defence prove too porous
- especially if “stealthy” cruise missiles enter the Soviet inventory — , the U.S.
will encourage Canada to join with it in further enhancement.3! The technol-
ogy which could be put to use is currently being developed under the aegis of
the U.S. Air Defense Initiative (ADI) in which Canada is participating.32 ADI’s
research and development programme centres on surveillance technology,
engagement systems, and system architecture. Given the weakness of current
radar technology, its self-described “number one priority” is “the development
of wide area surveillance systems that can detect carriers at long ranges and
track them with sufficient accuracy to allow engagement systems to be
employed.”33 Most prominent among the very-long range candidate technolo-
gies are those which are space-based.

The space-based elements would hand-off surveillance and tracking
responsibilities to other advanced sensors, although these might very well
operate alone if space-based radar is not found feasible and affordable. For
long-range operations, ADI is investigating an airborne Advanced Surveillance
and Tracking System (ASTS) based on phased-array radar technology which
could significantly enhance detection ranges and which would render obsolete
AWACS aircraft and the North Warning System. Such phased-array radars are
big. One possibility would be to deploy them aboard the frames of very large
cargo aircraft, specially equipped with either auxiliary fuel tanks or refueling
capability, which would permit extended operations and reliance on remote
northern airfields. Another is to deploy them aboard pilotless airships or pilot-
less aircraft, “drones”, in other words. ADI is also investigating improvements
in ground based radars to be used in conjunction with point defences.

To engage attacking bombers and cruise missiles at very long, long, and
shorter ranges a host of weapons systems are under research or development.
Several new air-to-air missiles with longer ranges, higher speeds, greater accu-
racies and possibly with multi-kill capabilities could soon be available to
replace the ones currently carried in North American air defence aircraft. By
the 1990’s the aircraft themselves could be replaced with supersonic Advanced
Tactical Fighters (ATF) being developed by the USAF, and, by the turn of the
century with the National Aerospace Plane, which could permit intercepts at
very long distances and hypersonic speeds. An enhanced version of the U.S.
Army'’s Patriot surface-to-air missile could provide point defence in the 1990,
and could thereafter be complemented or replaced by a hypersonic, very long
range, (1000-2000 miles) surface or air launched missile. The final element of
the research program is devoted to battle management and command, control
and communications (BM/C3) systems, in order to tie together the possible
surveillance and engagement systems.

A U.S. decision to enhance North American air defence would once again
confront Canada with the eternal dilemma: undertake the tasks necessary in
Canada itself, or let the U.S. do it, at a cost to Canadian sovereignty, At

U.S. Interests and Canadian Defence Policy in the 1990's 115

minimum, the continuing attrition of CF-18 aircraft will make it difficult for
Canada to maintain a full range of air force commitments in North America
and Europe. The enhancement of North American air defence would only
compound the problem.

A word needs to be said, finally, about the U.S. Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI) or “Star Wars” program to research ballistic missile. defence
(BMD). Fear of being dragged into SDI has figured prominently in recent
Canadian defence debates.34

In launching SDI in 1983 President Reagan asked “What if free people
could live secure in the knowledge that their security did not rest upon the
threat of instant retaliation to deter a Soviet attack, that we could intercept and
destroy strategic ballistic missiles before they reached our own soil or that of
our allies.” He therefore called upon the scientific community “to give us the
means of rendering ... nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete.” Whether
defences of such robustness to be, in effect, “leakproof” could ever be devel-
oped, while doubtful, remains an open question. But the U.S. faces the more
immediate decision in the 1990’s whether to deploy not the perfect or near-per-
fect defence, but a more limited system capable of destroying only a portion of
attacking missiles, possibly as a first step towards a more robust system.

At the moment, three alternative systems have emerged as principal can-
didates for potential deployment by the end of the 19907s.35 It is impossibh? t'o
predict whether the U.S. will opt for deployment of any of them. However, it is
clear that none of the three would require Canadian territory for operation. All
would rely on space-based deployments, U.S. territory, and possibly §e?—bas-
ing. While this will eliminate the greatest Canadian concern, a decision to
deploy would inevitably raise questions about the relationship between U.S.
ballistic missile defences and Canadian air defence forces in NORAD.

Canadian naval forces

With discussions well underway concerning strategic arms reductions and the
reduction of conventional forces in Europe, the next item on the East-West
arms control agenda may well be naval forces. Certainly the Canadian govern-
ment has been pressing the U.S. to agree to such a step.

NATO naval forces, especially those of the U.S., will retain for years,
however, the critical roles of keeping the sea lines of communication open
between North America and Europe. As the U.S. role in NATO shifts towards
providing conventional reinforcements for Europe, this role will be essential.
The U.S. Navy will also retain its strategic anti-submarine warfare (ASW)
tasks.

The U.S. Navy has rarely been enthusiastic about the development of
naval power by America’s allies, tending to “consider itself as the sole
adversary of the Soviet navy.”36
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Nonetheless, there is a long history of fairly close cooperation between
the Canadian and American navies; “the overwhelming NATO/Atlantic orien-
tation of the Canadian navy has meshed well with Canada-U.S. bilateral
maritime cooperation.”37

Canada’s commitment of ASW forces to the North Atlantic, (and to a far
lesser extent to the Pacific) has tended to free U.S. naval resources for other
commitments. Maritime Command (MARCOM) undertakes peacetime
surveillance of Soviet submarines, and in wartime would engage in strategic
ASW in defence of North America, as well as ASW operations intended to
protect the sea lines of communication between North America and NATO
Europe. The U.S. Navy has also approved of the traditional Canadian policy of
limiting the Canadian navy to smaller, less expensive vessels, namely destroy-
ers and now patrol frigates, while leaving the aircraft carriers and nuclear-
powered submarines to the U.S.

Thus the U.S. can be expected to continue to urge Canada to continue
building its inventory of City-class patrol frigates for duties in the Atlantic and
Pacific, and to acquire several conventionally-powered submarines to replace
MARCOM’s obsolete Oberon-class boats.

The U.S. government, especially the U.S. Navy, was deeply opposed to
the Mulroney Government’s plans, announced in Challenge and Commitment,
to equip MARCOM with ten to twelve nuclear-powered (but, of course, not
nuclear-armed) attack submarines (SSNs) capable of Arctic, Atlantic, and
Pacific operations. U.S. officials were thus delighted when the acquisition pro-
gram was cancelled in the April 1989 Canadian defence cuts.38 Pentagon offi-
cials doubted Ottawa’s cost estimates for the SSNs, as well as MARCOM’s
ability to operate the boats effectively.39

Above all, though, the U.S. Navy was upset about the potential impact on
its own under-ice operations of Canadian SSNs. Few secrets are as closely held
by the U.S. defence establishment as the location of U.S. SSNs and SSBNs.
Within NATO, there is an extensive system of “water space management” to
coordinate peacetime submarine movements. The system is largely operated
by the USN, which garners information from allies on the planned movements
of their boats and from the bewilderingly extensive, global array of sensors
operated by U.S. and allied (including Canadian) forces to detect the move-
ment of Soviet subs. The USN parcels out exceedingly sparing information to
its allies concerning U.S. movements, preferring instead to simply guarantee,
having heard from them where their submarines are to be, that American boats
will not be in the way.

Obliging the U.S. Navy to provide such information was an important
motivation behind the Canadian SSN program. As the Department of National
Defence explained:
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Increasing the number of Canadian submarines will increase the need to
coordinate sub-surface waterspace management among NATO countries
and to exchange timely information on transits and exercises involving
sub-surface vessels. Thus far, Canada has had relatively little influence on
NATO waterspace management because we have had so few assets. With
the introduction of submarines capable of patrolling the Arctic, Canada
will become a full partner under the sea as well as above.40

The death of the Canadian SSN program does not necessarily mean that
there will be no more conflict between Washington and Ottawa over Arctic
naval operations. There is a chance that the Canadian government will pursue
in the 1990’s the development of air-independent propulsion (AIP) or “hybrid”
submarines which could operate in the Arctic.

There are several hybrid technologies under development. Each is
intended to allow a conventional submarine to be fitted with an air independent
propulsion system, eliminating the need for snorkling and permitting under-ice
operations. Hybrids cannot match the speeds and endurance of SSNs, and are
thus not suited for open-ocean and distant water operations. However, they are
expected to share the quietness of SSKs and thus could be “highly effective
operating in or near oceanic straits and other restricted areas where enemy sub-
marines ... might be expected to pass.”#! In other words, if the technology
proves to be effective, they could be ideal for operations in the narrow
passages of the Canadian Arctic Archipelago.

From the U.S. perspective, the development of such hybrid boats by
Canada would be unfortunate. It would be far better for MARCOM (again,
from the U.S. perspective) to avoid launching out on the development of Arctic
capabilities based on what are still uncertain technologies — and which would
re-open the thorny question of Canadian access to information on the passage
of U.S. submarines through Canadian Arctic waters. Rather, U.S. and NATO
needs would be met if Canada continued to build upon its traditional ASW
roles in the Atlantic and the Pacific.

Canadian Defence Spending

It will take money for Canada to continue playing a military role in Europe,
maintain (and perhaps enhance) air defence forces and continue to rebuild its
navy — all of which the U.S. will probably urge Canada to do in the 1990’s. Yet
even before the changes in Europe accelerated in late 1989, the Mulroney gov-
ernment backtracked on its pledges to spend the money necessary to rebuild
the Canadian armed forces. In Challenge and Commitment the govemnment
promised to overcome “the results of decades of neglect” with what it called *‘a
long-term solution: a steady, predictable and honest funding program based on
consistent political leadership.”42
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The White Paper thus outlined a fifteen year program to provide the
armed forces with the necessary equipment and personnel to fulfill commit-
ments in Canada and in Europe. To pay for this program, the government
promised that it would increase defence spending by at least 2 per cent annu-
ally, in real terms. Further increases, it admitted, would “be necessary in some
years as major projects forecast in this White Paper are introduced.”3

So few Canadians or allied officials were expecting the Progressive
Conservatives to treat the Canadian Armed Forces more harshly than the
Liberals had in the Trudeau years. For this reason, the Mulroney Government’s
April 1989 budget, in which it attempted to come to grips with the country’s
fiscal deficit years before the next general election must be held, was a bitter
shock to the Canadian defence establishment. The Chief of the Defence Staff,
General Paul Manson, loyally put on a brave face, calling for it to be “clearly
understood” by the members of the Canadian Armed Forces that they had a
“solemn obligation” to join in the attack on the deficit. “The problem is so seri-
ous,” he went on, “that unless something is done, Canadian society as we
know it would be at risk in a few short years. It is clearly in our own interest,
and in the interest of Canada’s national security, to reduce the enormous budget
of debt.”#4

But the armed forces are still reeling from the announcement that planned
defence spending would be cut C$2.74 over the next five years, meaning that
there will be no real growth in the defence budget. Indeed, the 1989-90
defence budget of C$11.3 billion, released at the same time included an
increase of 1.2 per cent in nominal terms over the previous year. With inflation
running at above 4 per cent in Canada the budget obviously meant a significant
cut in purchasing power for the Department of National Defence. According to
estimates made by the Canadian Institute of Strategic Studies, the GDP share
of defence spending will soon fall to as low as 1.7 per cent.45

Canadian officials have pointed out that U.S. defence spending under the
Bush Administration is also set at zero real growth for fiscal 1990 and
expected to grow at only 1% and 2% in the following two years. Of course
comparisons in growth are irrelevant in the face of the enormous disparities
between the two countries in GDP shares devoted to defence.

The U.S. will continue to gently nag Canada in the 1990’s to spend more.
But U.S. officials have never been under any illusion that they had much lever-
age over Canada in this area. Moreover, the Mulroney Government can be
counted on in the early 1990’s to point to the cuts in U.S. defence spending
already being implemented, and the impending cuts in the defence budgets of
the European allies. Of course, this will overlook the enormous disparities
between Canada and its allies in per cent age of GDP devoted to defence that
will remain even after the cuts in all the allied countries. Pointing to rates of
growth or decrease rather than the measurement that really counts is an old
Canadian tactic, perfected by the Trudeau government. So here, too, the
Canada-U.S. defence relationship in the 1990’s will resemble the relationship

of the recent past.
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Canada, NATO and the Public Mood

Geoffrey Pearson

How much of foreign policy is governed by public opinion? The answer is:
probably not much, except in times of crisis or when a new government with
different policies takes office. In Parliamentary democracies, however, the lib-
eral belief has always been that the key to change is an enlightened public
opinion. The causes of war, it is still argued, were and are classes and govern-
ments that stand to profit from war, or believe that the best way to prevent war
is “peace through strength”, implying large armed forces. The answer, it is
said, is a system of collective security that would remove the sovereign right of
states to resort to force as and when they pleased. If enough people come to
understand this, it will be done. Peace, Kant said, must be established by
popular will. It is not a natural order of things.

The peace movements of today represent these views. But they have not
had much success. The UN was never able to establish a system of collective
security and balance of power or deterrence doctrines still govern policy.
Regional security organizations have had little impact in Africa, Latin America
or the Middle East. Nuclear weapons have not much altered traditional poli-
cies, even though most Americans, for example, believed until recently that
there was a one in three chance they would die in a nuclear war, and three
quarters of Americans were once claimed to support a mutual freeze on the
production of nuclear weapons.! On the other hand, the super powers are now
negotiating drastic cuts in strategic nuclear weapons and may agree to their
eventual abolition. Perhaps governments are beginning to reflect the common
sense view that it is wise to be ready to defend oneself if no police force is
available to help, but that the use of nuclear weapons is unlikely to ensure
survival.

Certainly, there is evidence that Canadians are skeptical that defence
against nuclear weapons makes sense. Comparing public opinion polls in the
early sixties and the early eighties, one finds that the chief threat to peace had
moved from the USSR to the arms race itself. According to a report of
November 1986, concern over the dangers of war had been growing since
1980, with the USA and the USSR being blamed about equally; as a result per-
haps of this concern, 60% of Canadians wanted Canada to follow a more
independent foreign policy.2
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These results were confirmed in polls done for the Canadian Institute for
International Peace and Security in 1987 and 1988.3 When asked about the
greatest threat to world peace, over half the respondents pointed to the arms
race and to the spread of nuclear weapons, and about a quarter to the situation
in the Middle East. Only some five percent agreed that Soviet actions posed
the greatest threat, while eleven percent singled out US actions (Mr.
Gorbachev was apparently winning the public relations race). In the same vein,
respondents by a majority of six to four thought that a nuclear war was most
likely to begin by accident rather than by deliberate attack, and over eighty
percent thought it unlikely that the Soviet Union would deliberately attack
North America in the next ten years. More than two thirds of respondents also
thought it unlikely that a nuclear war would happen in any event, no doubt
reflecting the optimism of the super-power summits, but about the same num-
ber preferred the elimination of all nuclear weapons to the more limited goal of
substantial reductions. In general these polls showed that Canadians are
“peaceniks” when it comes to disarmament — almost eighty percent agreed that
“military force is no longer an appropriate way for countries to pursue their
interests” — and inclined to blame the super-powers about equally for proceed-
ing in the opposite direction. In addition, Canadians, like citizens elsewhere,
have been growing more concerned about economic and environmental issues
in the late 1980’s. A recent poll showed that 83% found military threats to be
less serious than previously.4

Given these attitudes, it is hardly surprising that the respondents rejected
by six to four the proposal that Canada spend significantly more on defence,
although about the same number said they would spend more if this meant
reducing NATO’s dependence on nuclear weapons, for which Canadians have
a special phobia. In general, the public appears to be satisfied with the govern-
ments’ current defence policies. A Gallup poll released on September 14, 1989
shows a considerable shift in public attitudes to defence spending; only 23% of
the respondents found defence spending too low, compared to 40% in 1985.
The proposals made in 1987 to buy new equipment for the armed forces,
including nuclear submarines, were greeted with mixed reactions, and when
they were withdrawn or postponed for budgetary reasons in 1989 there was lit-
tle complaint. According to the 1989 poll done by the Canadian Institute for
International Peace and Security Public Opinion Survey 52% of the respon-
dents opposed the plan to buy nuclear-powered submarines. Opinion was
divided equally for and against on the question of the purchase of convention-
ally powered submarines.>

It is perhaps paradoxical that at the same time there is no significant
opposition to keeping Canadian forces in Europe at about their present level, as
long as this is not perceived as weakening Canada’s capacity to do her proper
share of the defence of North America. There has been no decline in support
since 1987 for the Canadian presence. When respondents were asked what
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should happen if an agreement were reached between EaFt and West on redu.c-
ing conventional forces in Europe, 41% felt that Canadian forces F.hould st1.11
be stationed there and 58% were willing to see those forces being used if
Western Europe were invaded.6 There is a striking regional difference on the
issue, however; a Gallup poll released on February 26, 1990 .spowed ‘that,
while support for the Canadian presence was highest in the prairie provinces
(at 72%), it was lowest in Quebec (at 34%).

Canadian opinion on these matters is not much different from that f’f her
European allies, if one is to believe the results of similar polls taken in the
United Kingdom: and the Federal Republic of Germany.” Cold war perspec-
tives in all three countries are diminishing, and there is strong support for sub-
stantial reductions in the stockpiles of nuclear weapons (although, in thfe case
of the UK, a nuclear weapons power, there is less opposition to the stationing
of nuclear weapons on home ground than in the other two, as the Labour Pa'rty
has discovered). On the other hand, a majority of the public in. these countries
(and no doubt in all NATO countries) appears to support p91101es b:.ased on the
concept that a balance of conventional forces (at the least) is a sensible way to
prevent war. . ‘

What then is different about the public mood on defence issues in
Canada? There is first of all a growing sense of multiple identities, based not
only on a three-ocean environment, with the Pacific assuming more i.mppr-
tance as East Asia develops strong commercial attractions, but also the' 1mp:.1ct
of immigrants and refugees from around the world who retain clqse ties with
their countries of origin. This lends to Canadian foreign policy a kind of rollfer
coaster quality, as events in one region of the world after anotthr command the
attention of significant groups of mostly new Canadians and in consequence
compel the government to react. Unlike the European allies, whose r.1atura1
focus of attention is the future of Europe (both East and West), and unlike th.e
USA, a nation with both global responsibilities and capacities, Canada finds it
difficult to set priorities for its foreign relations, or if it does, to keep to them
(except in the sense of having “to sleep with an elephant”, as Mr. Trudeau put

it to the US Congress in 1970). Defence policies in particular tend to lack
coherence — commitments in Europe impose quite different requirements the?n
do those for the defence of Canada, or for UN peacekeeping, and are not in
addition regarded with any great interest by the many Canadians who .do not
originally come from Europe. Secondly, and partly in response to the new
directions of Soviet foreign policy, there are signs of a new kind of Arctic
nationalism. Both opposition Parties have called for de-militarization of %he
Arctic and oppose the testing of cruise missiles in the North. Thfe Canadxa.n
journalist, Gwynne Dyer, did much to stimulate this orientation with a telt?v1-
sion series in 1986 that questioned the logic of Canada’s alliances at a tl.me
when the United States seemed bent on regaining a form of strategic superior-
ity. He suggested that Canada look more closely at the neutrality models of
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Sweden and Finland, the purpose being “to pry the entire northern hemisphere
away from nuclear confrontation and to begin the dismantling of the
alliances.”8 While Canadian officials were not impressed by the analogy, sensi-
tivity to the issue of Canadian sovereignty in the North is widespread. The
acquisition of nuclear submarines was defended on such grounds, and while
these have been abandoned because of costs the sovereignty issue remains very
much alive. Pollution of the environment is an equally sensitive issue and will
reinforce the case for de-militarization, and especially for the placing of limits
on the deployment of submarines in Arctic waters.

The outcome of the START negotiations is therefore of peculiar impor-
tance to Canada, threatened as we are by long-range missile attack rather than
by short-range or conventional forms of warfare. If these negotiations appear
to be failing because of US reluctance to restrain SDI research or to limit
cruise missiles, Canadian opinion is bound to react adversely. Indeed most
Canadians would probably prefer to abolish cruise missiles, the testing of
which in Canadian airspace is a controversial issue. :

On the other hand, nervousness about US policies for continental defence
does not extend to Canada’s commitment to NATO, which was entered into in
1949 precisely in order to escape the isolationist attitudes which had domi-
nated public opinion in both the USA and Canada in the thirties. A significant
majority of Canadians (80%) oppose any reduction of the Canadian role in
NATO, according to the Canadian Institute for International Peace and
Security’s poll.? The report of a Parliamentary Committee in 1986 on Canada’s
international relations concluded that “‘membership in NATO, per se, was not a
major issue. People wanted to use that organization to best advantage ...” The
future of NATO was in fact not mentioned in the Committee’s recommenda-
tions, an indication that Canadians regard NATO as a fact of life having little
relevance to the more general goals of Canadian foreign policy.10 As with other
issues in Canada, there are regional differences; a Gallup poll released on
October 26, 1989 showed that, while 78% of Canadians supported NATO, only
72% of Quebecers did.

It may be concluded that the public mood in Canada is both distracted and
hopeful ~ distracted by looming threats to the natural environment and by
rebellion and violence in many countries from which Canadians come, but
hopeful that relations between East and West will continue to improve, allow-
ing our powerful neighbour to relax its vigilant oversight of the approaches to
North America. But this mood is not really a new phenomenon.

There has always existed a certain ambivalence in Canada about foreign
policy priorities. I served on the NATO Secretariat from 1958-61 under the
impressive leadership of the Belgian statesman, Paul-Henri Spaak. He used to
refer to Canada in private as a kind of North American Yugoslavia and won-
dered about our loyalties. He had little regard for the sentiments about disarma-
ment voiced by the then Canadian Secretary of State, Mr. Howard Green, at
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NATO meetings. At the least, he said, the Yugoslavs understood the
importance of strong armed forces.

I explained to him at the time that the Canadian public’s approach to
world affairs has been governed in the twentieth century by four main factors:
a special relationship with the United States; membership in the
Commonwealth; the commitment to Atlantic defence, and the possibilities for
middle power leadership in the UN. Until the 1960’s the second of these fac-
tors centered on Canada’s relationship with the UK. Having special ties both
with the UK and the USA Canadians have always been concerned that these
should not conflict. They therefore welcomed NATO not only for what it was,
but as a means of furthering unity between the three nations, as they saw i, of
the North Atlantic triangle. Moreover, Canadians saw in NATO the beginnings
of an Atlantic community which would respond to their deepest aspirations as
a new world nation with strong old world ties. They hoped that Canada could
call on the old world to redress the balance of the new.!1

The fact that Canada is a new nation (relatively speaking) and that the
Commonwealth has ceased to mean special ties with the UK so much as spe-
cial ties with the members of the “new Commonwealth”, has also been signifi-
cant. For Canadians have tended to sympathize instinctively with the new
nations; large, undeveloped resources, a small population, a giant as a neigh-
bour, the child of an empire — these factors have given to Canada a national
psychology not unlike that of the new countries. Moreover, the latter have
often looked to Canada for support, both material and political, and this
increases the Canadian sense of “mission” in regard to them. Active mission-
ary and aid programmes of Canada’s largest churches have played an impor-
tant part in increasing the awareness of Canadians of the deyeloping world.

The United Nations has proved to be the forum where Canada can exer-
cise most successfully this role of honest broker between the new nations and
the old. With equally good contacts in New Delhi and Washington, London
and Lagos, she has aspired to and often achieved the status of the useful go-
between. This has in turn affected Canadian attitudes towards NATO.
Canadians have felt uncomfortable with the idea that NATO nations must
speak with only one voice (particularly when that voice has had the accents of
the Cold War). If NATO nations spoke with only one voice on global issues,
not only would NATO be the poorer but the advantages which Canada has
would be lost.

Given this view of Canada’s role, Canadians have traditionally wanted to
avoid too close an identification between NATO and the “free world” and have
resisted attempts to work out “global” policies in NATO which might compro-
mise Canada’s ties with others. The tradition of internationalism in foreign pol-
icy is often associated with naivete. Certainly the hopes of 1945 have.bcen
disappointed. As Michael Howard has put it, “war has been throughout history
a normal way of conducting disputes between political groups”.12 The liberals
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of the past were mainly citizens of Western states. They have succeeded in
somewhat reducing the element of sovereignty in Western statesmanship, and
therefore the disposition to use force to protect national interests. This was the
other side of the NATO coin and it remains an attribute of the Alliance. But in
general the fiction of national sovereignty continues to dominate international
politics. The “peace movement” is right to question this, as well as to stress the
need for accommodation with the Soviet Union; only in such circumstances, I
believe, can the Western allies give to the tasks of global reconstruction and
conciliation the priority which Canadians have felt they deserved.
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NATO and the Peripheries

Charles F., Doran

A number of issues confront assessment of the role of NATO outside the
Central Front. They can perhaps best be analysed in the form of a series of
questions. The United States and Canada will respond to these questions con-
cerning the NATO role on the peripheries in different ways. But in the end I
believe both Canada and the United States will come to some common conclu-
sions regarding what the principal role should be and how NATO can do that
role best.

In the broadest context, the international system is undergoing major
transformation from a system that is bipolar in political and military terms, to a
system that is more diffuse. These structural changes have affected policy
options and responses, and in turn have resulted in other perceived changes in
threat capability and in the focus of the threat. Regarding NATO, the broadest
issue is what all of these structural, policy, and perceptual changes mean for its
short- and long-term policy options.

Some of the structural changes were already apparent in the 1970’s, and
their implications for Canada-U.S. relations and for NA’I;O, vis-a-vis the per-
ception of threat at that time, were argued in “A Dynamic View of U.S.
Foreign Policy,” an article written for the special issue of International
Journal devoted to “Superpower Diplomacy” (Summer 1980). Behind such a
dynamic analysis lies a concept or theory of international relations known as
the “power cycle.” Nothing more, nor less, than the state’s political develop-
ment as a major power, involving a variety of leadership functions, the “power
cycle” traces post hoc a state’s changing performance and size relative to other
members of the central system over long time periods.

During the 1980’s, continued changes on the power cycles of the major
powers reinforced that analysis of how structural changes among the Western
countries are impacting the operation and strategy of NATO. Whereas aspects
of systems change regarding NATO countries were widely noted and even
became somewhat commonplace in the analysis of U.S. foreign policy and
NATO by the middle of the decade, the nature and the implications of the
Soviet power cycle were in general ignored or misinterpreted. At a series of
conferences dealing with NATO and/or with North American defence between
1980 and 1987, I argued that the key to understanding and planning the future



130 NATO and the Peripheries

of NATO must also rest on the changing structural conditions confronting the

Soviet Union and how it is able to meet these “structural crises.”

These arguments, developed at length in the paper presented at the con-
fe.rence, have been published elsewhere and will be assumed here. Hence we
will devqte our full attention here to NATO’s response given the current struc-
tural setting, and the current policy responses, vis-a-vis the Soviet Union as
well as NATO members. Financial constraints symbolized by the dual deficits
and perestroika are driving the superpowers to adjust their economies. Military
sp.ending is bound to be affected, but where, and in what ways, is now not cer-
tain. Gorbachev’s efforts to reinvigorate the Soviet economy have led him to
put at risk long-held assumptions about the nature of the society, and have cre-
ated a sense of hope in the West that the Soviet Union will turn ever more fully
towards a benign foreign policy.

But two other possibilties must not be masked by our hopes. On the one
h.and, if Gorbachev’s efforts to revitalize the Soviet economy succeed, it is pos-
sible that the Soviet Union may want to express its new-found économic
s-trength via a new adventurism. Alternatively, if Gorbachev’s efforts to con-
tinue the ascendancy of the Soviet state fail, the system must be prepared to
deal with the Soviet response to what I call the “trauma of expectations fore-
gon?” ~ the trauma of sudden change from a rising state to a state entering
decline in relative power and, hence, in likely future foreign policy role.

The issues of threat perception, threat capability, and the focus of threat
thus become paramount for NATO decision-making. These, then, are the basis
for our questions guiding this analysis of NATO and the peripheries.

‘ '(1) Our first question is “Which peripheries?” Sometimes the notion of
¢ perlpl.leries” is taken to mean the perimeters of NATO along the Northern
Flank in the Baltic and the Norwegian Seas on the one hand, and along the
Southern Flank involving Greece and Turkey, on the other. This meaning does
not suggest that security in these areas is regarded as “peripheral” to that of the
Feder.al Republic of Germany, for example. Instead, the term is used solely to
d?scnbe certain geographic areas of the alliance that demand individual strate-
gic treatment. But in fact these areas are, and always were, regarded as integral
to the alliance as a whole. In the early years of NATO, Greece, for example
was thought of as being more vulnerable than certain other NATO arena;
closer to the geographic centre of the alliance. Each member is as vital as any
other in an alliance and none should be considered “on the periphery.”

_ A better use of the term periphery in the NATO context, made more com-
5ellmg by the demise of CENTO and SEATO, is the meaning associated with
outlying areas” or areas that abut or extend outward from the direct line of
NATO strategic responsibility. In particular these areas involve countries that
extend through the Middle East downwards and eastward along the southern
border of the Soviet Union and that touch the shores of the Mediterranean.
Some of these concerns involve “problems” for NATO, as does Cyprus,
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without involving direct claims on its attention as an organization. By this defi-
nition of periphery, the role of NATO may indeed be regarded as subordinate
to its region of principal responsibility but still relevant to that responsibility
and to the interests of the individual NATO members. It is in these outlying
areas where the greatest controversy exists with respect to strategy.

(2) What is the nature of the threat? For any military alliance, the defini-
tion of commonly perceived external threat is central to its purpose. How large
the threat is, and how shared the perceptions are about it, will determine not
only the nature of the possible deterrent or defensive response, but also the
degree of cohesion among alliance members. The degree of cohesion under-
pins the credibility and support for a response. The larger, the more heteroge-
neous, and the less hierarchic a multilateral alliance, the more these norms
regarding threat are likely to circumscribe the actions of the alliance.

NATO is large, heterogeneous as to membership, but also quite hierar-
chic. These mixed characteristics give NATO some considerable flexibility in
how it may wish to deal with problems along its peripheries. Yet the definition
of threat remains paramount to the long-term durability of the alliance and to
its mission.

Canada and the United States probably see the nature of the threat along
the peripheries in somewhat different ways. Overall, Canada probably weighs
nationalism, sectarianism such as Shiite Fundamentalism inside polities, and
local border disputes as a greater source of regional instability than does the
United States. Overall the United States probably sees Marxist-Leninist move-
ments, particularly those that have been externally supported, as a greater
threat to the survival of regional governments, and certainly to the general
strategic balance, than does Canada. &

Canada tends to think of threats as more often political than military and
more often isolated instead of as part of a concerted series of events than does
the United States. Thus for Canada most occurences of instability such as the
Lebanese civil war must be managed or quarantined not intervened against
with military force. Part of the reason for this difference of views is grounded
in the capability that is at the disposal of each government, and in their respec-
tive roles within the international system. This causal explanation for a differ-
ent perception of external threat should not be underestimated. But also true is
that the tradition of how to deal with political dispute and confrontation, inter-
nal or external, is quite at odds on each side of the 49th parallel. It is this differ-
ent perceptual screen about proper management of diversity having cultural
or political roots that is often not comprehended by American analysts in
particular.

Regarding the NATO peripheries Canada would be more reluctant than
the United States to characterize threats as large and serious enough to warrant
a defensive response. Similarly, there would be great skepticism in Ottawa
about the capacity of NATO qua organization to act as a deterrent to most of
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the disputes that are likely to arise in these regions over the next decade.
According to this view, the disputes are too idiosyncratic, localized, and often
communal, to render them susceptible to deterrence by NATO.

Two partial qualifications to these statements of outlook are as follows.
First, if Israel were attacked directly with overwhelming regional force, public
opinion in Canada would drive Ottawa to look for an alliance position of sup-
port for the beleaguered government. However, awareness of the internal mili-
tary strength of Israel, its professed interest in military self-reliance, its
probable nuclear defence capability, and the possibility that the responsibility
for the outbreak of war might be ambiguous all would tend to mitigate the
enthusiasm of Canadian support for any actions involving NATO equipment or
forces.

A second situation in which Canada might regard NATO forces as rele-
vant for a defence of Western interests on the periphery might be an attack on
the oil fields of the Gulf states, from whatever quarter such an attack could
originate. Such an attack would have to be massive, involving conventional
force that imperiled the operation of the fields, and that could not be turned
back by other means. This threat might be viewed as sufficiently damaging to
the interests of all members of the alliance to warrant a collective response for
several reasons.

More than half of the petroleum used in the United States as of August
1989 was imported. Of that fraction a very high and growing proportion comes
from the Persian Gulf. Japan and some of the other allies import as much as
eighty per cent of their total petroleum needs from Gulf countries alone. By the
end of the 1990’s the world energy market could be very tight, with prices
high, and excess production capacity limited. According to rules developed
through cooperation among consumers within the International Energy
Agency, reserve stocks of up to six months have been established, and, under
certain circumstances of supply limitation, would be shared. But if the condi-
tions described above came together abruptly, threatening Western economies
with inadequate petroleum supplies over a potentially prolonged interval, atti-
tudes among many NATO countries would certainly support a defence of the
fields or an attempt to free the fields from a hostile occupation. In many
respects the interests of the producer governments and of the consumer gov-
ernments would coalesce around such an objective of a return to the status quo
ante.

In theory, the United States would support NATO action with respect to
these two sources of threat and perhaps others as well. NATO legitimization of
the strike against terrorist operations in Libya, for instance, would have been
welcomed by Washington. Access to aircraft dedicated to certain missions
inside the sphere of NATO operations more narrowly conceived, and overflight
rights, would have been extremely helpful.
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On the other hand, in the absence of clear agreement among America’s
NATO allies about the nature and severity of a commonly perceived threat, and
agreement about the appropriateness of a response, the United States might not
be so enthusiastic about the NATO option. The necessity of having to gain
NATO approval, that is, including the possibility, according to the NATO char-
ter, of having to obtain the parliamentary approval of each of the member
states, does have its disadvantages. If an operation must be kept secret, such
approval becomes virtually impossible to obtain. If time is short for a decision,
and if political concurrence is not immediate, NATO procedural rigidity could
imperil a military operation. None of this suggests that NATO ought to alter its
Charter or its administrative procedures, since they conform to the require-
ments of multilateral decision-making in an organization composed of demo-
cratic governments. But these constraints reveal why the United States and
some of the other NATO members would prefer that NATO itself not be the
chosen vehicle of a defensive military action, especially a small-scale and inci-
sive strike, even when all of the interests of the members are quite clearly at
stake.

Thus threats do exist along the NATO peripheries where a NATO
response of some sort is at least a subject of consideration. Canada and the
United States may view many of these threats in different ways because of
their own respective political optics. Severity of threat, high stakes, and sudde-
ness, all probably are necessary to garner the kind of support necessary in
NATO counsels for some type of joint military action. These conditions con-
form also to the definition of severe international crisis.

(3) Is NATO the best instrument? Even if Canada, the United States, and
other NATO members agree on the nature of the threatralong the peripheries,
there is considerable room for disagreement regarding the character of the
response and regarding whether NATO itself is the correct instrument. In gen-
eral, in my opinion, Canada and the United States are likely to split preferences
along the following lines. This split by no means indicates that the two coun-
tries could not come to a common position favoring one or other of these pref-
erences in individual circumstances. The split only reveals the abstract
preferences of how to proceed in general terms.

Canada prefers use of U.N. peace-keeping forces wherever possible. It
backs up this preference with willingness, when requested, to devote its own
resources and military personnel to the task of policing a war-zone in the after-
math of hostilities. This preference is based not only on the prestige of the
United Nations as a universal organization and its considerable experience in
peace-keeping activity. Canada’s preference for a UN. role probably would
extend, for example, to enthusiasm for a U.N.-sponsored naval force con-
tributed by individual governments to a Persian Gulf patrol in the wake of the
Irag-Iran War. The thinking here is that such a U.N. peace-keeping force would
be more acceptable to the Gulf states than one sponsored by NATO, even when
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the participating governments were exactly the same. U.N. auspices is likely in
the Canadian view to be thought of as more legitimate for these purposes than
NATO auspices. The wine may be the same, but the bottles are different. The
shape of the bottle is, in the Canadian view, quite important both for the
supplier of the wine and for the consumer, especially the latter.

American preferences tend to follow a different path. American thinking
favours actions by individual states with the requisite capability, knowledge,
and experience when carried out in the interests of the larger community on
behalf of a common interest in order-maintenance. Whether U.S. force is
involved is often not relevant. For example, it is quite unlikely that the United
States would have favoured NATO involvement in the dispute between Chad
and Libya. French involvement, on the other hand, seemed quite appropriate to
the American mind because of long French experience in the area and a com-
plementarity of interests with other Western states. The effort was ultimately a
success only because of its timeliness, efficiency, and tenacity. A more multi-
ple effort could easily have failed. French and U.S. perspectives coincided with
those of many other members of NATO as well as other African states, both
Black-African and Arab. While the U.N. could still have a role, and the
Organization of African States had an interest (but no capability), the specific
outcome could probably only have been achieved through a fairly large provi-
sion of sophisticated French support and training that came in time to provide a
proper defence.

From the American view, U.N.-sponsored forces are useful in the after-
math of a crisis, deployed to police an outcome that has already been deter-
mined. But U.N. forces are seldom available to create a favorable outcome.
There is a crucial difference here between these two functions of force use.
Policing an outcome that is “sub-optimal” is hardly the choice that Washington
favours, nor in the long-run that it believes will conduce to a stable world
order. Thus individual state action that is coordinated, perhaps informally,
remains crucial in the American view.

Similarly, the United States believed that it had to respond directly to the
Kuwait request to convoy oil tankers in the Persian Gulf. It could not do this
task alone. It needed the support of its NATO allies, especially with respect to
mine-sweepers. It appreciated the naval deployments ultimately made avail-
able by Britain (some had already been in place prior to the American deci-
sion), France, Italy, the Netherlands, and others. It acknowledged the quiet
restraint of the Soviet naval force in the area. But it was the American naval
capability that ultimately took casualties, revised Iranian thinking about the
naval war (and in part about the war itself), and steered the outcome to a stale-
mate that was reasonably favourable to both sides. Only the American deploy-
ment with very sophisticated anti-missile capability, combined with a capacity
to operate in the constrictive conditions of the Gulf, despite accident and mis-
takes, could have carried out this type of mission as compellingly. Once again,

NATO and the Peripheries 135

from the operational perspective, individual government activity, backed up by
support from sympathetic allies on an ad hoc basis, is the way the United
States prefers to deal with most situations of order-maintenance on the NATO
periphery.

Over time, regional peace-keeping, not now advocated by either Canada
or the United States, may come into its own. At present such efforts are still
very much in question. Whether Lebanon has benefitted from either the Israeli
incursion or the Syrian occupation is quite doubtful. Perhaps the Arab League
or some alternative regional grouping will provide a peace-keeping vehicle that
can do better. But so far the evidence on behalf of progress is slim. Some com-
bination of superpower, regional, and U.N.-sponsored activity may work.
Neither U.N. peace-keeping alone, nor single-state intervention, is likely to
succeed in this exceedingly complex problem of civil war on the NATO
periphery.

Canada and the United States may favor different alternate modes of dis-
pute settlement as an alternative or as an adjunct to any arrangement that
emerges from NATO. However, in specific situations, each government has
demonstrated willingness to use any of the solutions discussed provided that it
has a reasonable prospect of success.

(4) When can NATO be helpful? NATO by its very existence is helpful on
the peripheries as a deterrent and as a reminder of stable political order. NATO
can be helpful as a symbol of united support for a policy of order-maintenance
backed by such a large number of the world’s advanced-industrial democra-
cies. NATO countries have deployed a huge storehouse of equipment and
weaponry for NATO use that in theory could be drawn upon for purposes of
defence or deterrence in the outlying areas. This policy ndt only raises again
the question of parliamentary support for such actions, but also the question of
the thinning of defences in Europe during a possible crisis interval. Yet the idea
of being able to pre-position troops and equipment is important if the nature of
the threat begins to shift away from the European theatre.

Without doubt the largest purpose to which NATO may be put along the
peripheries is its original primary purpose. NATO is most appropriately
designed to meet a single, primary threat, namely a possible attack by Warsaw
Pact forces. Following the reforms of Gorbachev, proposed as much as real, a
sense in many of the Western democracies is that the “Cold War is dead.” This
sense arises as much out of an exaggerated fear of confrontation in the prior
era as from a promise of immediate rapproachment in the present era. Yet an
improvement in the atmosphere of East-West relations is nonetheless undeni-
able and very welcome. That the same level and quality of military capability -
for the most part still exists among the Warsaw Pact forces is offset by the fact
that the two sides “are talking.” However, the overwhelming military force of
the Soviet Union on the ground remains in place, as before, notwithstanding
proposed reductions along the Chinese border. Welcome changes of strategy
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and tactics from “offensive” to “defensive” will take years to implement.
Meanwhile strategic planners must concentrate on the implications of these
changes for overall Soviet strategy in Europe as well as on the peripheries.

It is this notion of primary threat to which we now tumning analytically.

(5) Has the nature of the primary threat changed on the peripheries? For
the most part, in terms of direct territorial aggression, the Soviet Union has had
no worse record of international relations conduct than meost states in the sys-
tem, and a much better record than some similarly authoritarian or totalitarian
states in the past. Surely the strength and determination of the West has con-
tributed to this model behavior. Regarding indirect support for “wars of libera-

tion,” subversion, and Communist take-over, the Soviet record, however, has

not been good. Indeed, in the 1970’s, Soviet, and Soviet-Cuban activity in
South Yemen, Mozambique, Angola, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, and South-East
Asia precipitated an intensification of the Cold War that led to the much
harsher line in Soviet Affairs pursued by the early Reagan Administration. It is
beside the point here to argue whether the internal challenges to authority in
societies often experiencing corrupt and ineffective government preceded
Soviet penetration, or whether Soviet infiltration came first. The net result is
what is important, and the net result is that a number of polities in the 19707,
beset by domestic social, economic, and political problems, turned to the
Soviet Union for assistance and, having done so, found, as South Yemen
repeatedly discovered, that the fox had swallowed the goose. A reversal of
association (a la Egypt) or a change in style of government became extremely
difficult.

One of the ironies of the change in Third World affilitations in the 1970’s
is that the governments befriended by the Soviet Union for the most part could
not remain in power without the occupation of their territories by Cuban troops
and Soviet “advisors.” Large sections of each country openly challenged the
legitimacy of the central government, propped up by outside military support.
Instead of promoting and provoking revolutionary change, the Soviet Union
found itself supporting corrupt and badly organized governments that were
opposing revolutionary change. Instead of thinking of itself on the forefront of
radical change, on the offensive in the countryside, it found itself on the defen-
sive in the central cities. By projecting its power far abroad, the Soviet Union
discovered that that power had to be supplied and reinforced, and that new vul-
nerabilities emerged, which would be subject in the Kremlin to the criticism of
“over-extension.”

Yet the Soviet Union, in an interval of an expanding power base, will
probably learn to cope with the new vulnerabilties, partly through the further
development of a “blue-water” navy capable of operating out of an anchorage
such as that of Aden, partly through other Cuba-like arrangements with client
states capable of extending the Soviet imperial reach. Surely, the Soviet Union
will find the support of “wars of national liberation” in the Third World
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difficult to disavow even though the two crises of Soviet foreign policy caused
by abrupt changes in position on the Soviet power cycle will tend to call into
question some of the material basis of support for such endeavors. But what
can be said more generally of the political targets of opportunity that may
appear attractive to a Soviet Union, beset by internal leadership challenges,
external problems of imperial coordination within Eastern Europe, and in
extended relations further afield among Third World clients, all provoked by
the eventual collapse of the Soviet foreign policy position on the power cycle?
What patterns, if any, are evident in Soviet foreign policy conduct and in the
changing structure of the international system that would make possible an
understanding of future likely trends during the international crises of -adjust-
ment that the Soviet Union most assuredly will at some point have to face
when its power base is clearly no longer expanding?

One might argue that Gorbachev’s perestroika and retrenchment are signs
that the Sovief Union has already adjusted to its slowed growth, and hence that
it will no longer be a threat. But Gorbachev’s policies are aimed at reinvigorat-
ing the Soviet economy, at giving it a new momentum. His policies are in no
sense acknowledging Soviet decline on the power cycle; they are designed to
prevent such decline from setting in. In this sense, the foreign policy initiatives
may be only temporary efforts to limit costs and to create a respite for domes-
tic economic development to be followed at a later date by a'renewal of Soviet
activism. The real test of future Soviet foreign policy intentions will come
when the Soviet Union must confront the fact that it can no longer consider
itself a rising power, whenever that may occur.

Perhaps the best way to answer these questions about possible outlets of
Soviet challenge is to first think about the types of problems that close assess-
ment reveals are least likely. By the process of elimination, one can then pro-
ceed to a tighter focus on the genuine problems of world order which have a
higher probability of confronting the international system as the Soviet Union
suddenly discovers that it must adjust its foreign policy interests to its
declining relative capability.

While analysts obligated to use a “‘worst-case scenario” may raise doubts
about the following proposition, my own theoretical and historical assessment
based on familiarity with foreign policy data and materials, suggests that the
Soviet Union is not likely to expand its control into Western Europe even dur-
ing the stresses and strains of foreign policy crisis. This proposition is founded
upon several assumptions each of which must be valid for the overall proposi-
tion of West European security as a whole to be valid.

First, the Federal Republic of Germany must continue its stable course of
economic and political development, not sinking into the conditions that led in
the 1930’ to the rise of fascism, not tearing itself apart in some unforeseen
civil war that would invite external intervention by worried neighbours.
Second is the assumption that the level of European integration will remain
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about the same or will increase but will not collapse. Third, the United States
and Canada, despite increasing difficulties with formulae of burden-sharing,
will continue to lend their support to the Atlantic Alliance. Fourth, not only is
the U.S. nuclear commitment, solid but the will and financial muscle necessary
to sustain the strength of the deterrent is present. Arms control may occur, if
the cuts are balanced, deep, and shared, but these cuts will not alter the
commitment to preserve a viable defensive shield. According to these
premises, Europe appears impregnable, either to direct Soviet attack or to
“finlandization.”

Now let us turn to the East. Soviet border disputes with China abound.
Involvement in South-East Asia, first with the Vietnam War, then with the
political fate of Kampuchea, have drawn the Soviet Union into confrontation
with the United States and subsequently with China. Without a Soviet nod of
approval, the North Korean invasion of South Korea could not have occurred.
Rivalries among China, India, and Pakistan create opportunities for Soviet mis-
chief. Disagreement with Japan over the Kurile Islands and over navigation
and other rights in the Sea of Japan tend to keep relations between Moscow
and Tokyo cool, if not actually hostile. Perhaps the future of world order is to
be written on the Asian Continent.

For a number of reasons, despite the history of the post-1945 conflict
experience, a far-reaching Soviet challenge to the Asian region does not appear
to be among the more probable events affecting world order during an interval
of foreign policy crisis for the Soviet Union.

Border disputes between China and the Soviet Union could flare up at
any time as they did in the 1969 Ussuri River incidents. But what seem most
evident about this tension and bad feeling is that the two communist giants do
not allow the’ disputes to escalate, or even for the most part to become more
than verbal. An explanation is not hard to come by. Neither is strong enough in
conventional terms to take territory away from the other, largely because the
Soviet Union is weaker in Asia than it is in Europe, and China is not willing to
invest the resources necessary to modernize its huge army. No territorial objec-
tive other than its own territorial status quo is worth to the Soviet Union the
losses it would have to sustain in a nuclear war with China, especially since
some nuclear missiles could reach the major western cities of the Soviet
Unijon. Likewise, China would be very unwise, as the Ussuri River incident
was meant to convey, to press its territorial grievances too far.

A rich garden of opportunity for the Soviet Union might seem to emerge
out of the shifting regional balance of power among India, China, and
Pakistan. The Soviet Union does indeed have a stake in this balance, tradition-
ally siding with India against the rising power of China and the now divided
Moslem states of Pakistan and Bangladesh. But unless Pakistan and India, or
India and China, renew their squabbles through the use of force, the Soviet
Union has no real opportunity to intervene with much weight to shape the
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outcome. Each of these polities is large and otherwise resistant to challenge.
Despite their multilingual and multi-ethnic composition, each of these polities
has a strong sense of nation-state identity. Despite their poverty, they have
skimmed enough off of their large GNPs to man and equip significant armies
even to the point of acquiring or attempting to acquire nuclear weapons and a
comparatively primitive but nonetheless regionally effective delivery capabil-
ity. Despite their need of economic aid, and their differential receptivity to
assistance from the Soviet Union, they all have outlets to the West which in
many instances are more important because of the potential for transference of
technology than any economic contact with the Soviet Union. The upshot is
that the Soviet Union can and will affect the local balance of power in the
region, But the Soviet Union has no real foot-hold from which to expand its
influence or control among the big powers along its border unless one or other
of these polities should collapse into civil war, thus inviting intervention.

Some analysts envision an eventual renewal of confrontation between the
Soviet Union and Japan, among other things, for control of the Northern
Pacific. The first confrontation of the twentieth century (1904-05) ended badly
for Russia, yielding Korea. The Second World War ended badly for Japan, giv-
ing the Soviet Union control of the Kurile Islands. Is a third major armed con-
frontation in the offing?

From the Soviet perspective, the single most determinative change in
Asian relations would follow from a decision by the Japanese military to “go
nuclear.” The reason such a decision would be so arresting is not so much
found in the history of Soviet-Japanese relations as in the consequences of
rapid Japanese acquisition of sophisticated nuclear weapons. But while Japan
has the capacity to enter the strategic competition in space and to adopt nuclear
weaporns, it does not have the current desire.

In sum, as the Soviet Union looks to the future, it faces an emerging
geopolitical reality. Regardless of the fate of the Western policy of containment
and regardless of the Soviet dislike of perceived encirclement, the Soviet
Union is confronted by the wealth and determination of Western Europe to
remain free on one border, and the rising power of the Oriental giants on the

“other. To the east, these constraints are symbolized by the Great Wall of China

with the far greater actual economic power of Japan standing behind. To the
west, the constraints are symbolized by the conventional and nuclear strength
of NATO guarding the huge economic base of Western Europe. The Soviet
Union is not likely to be able either to manipulate or to subvert, far less directly
to aggrandize, polities either to the East or to the West. Although for a very
long time, U.S. power military and economic will remain crucial to the secu-
rity of the states on both flanks;it is the indigenous resolve and potential
within each region which is chiefly responsible for the inability of the Soviet
Union to extend its influence in any meaningful way either eastward or
westward.
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Foreclosed from expansion of influence to the East and to the West, the
Soviet Union enjoys only one feasible direction for enhancement of control,
the South. Despite the military withdrawal from Afghanistan, the Soviet Union
has opportunity and incentive for hegemony from northern Africa, through the
Middle East, to the shores of the Indian Ocean. A number of reasons support
speculation that Soviet government, consciously or subconsciously, finds
access to the regions below its southern border an attractive realm for the
acquisition of influence.

First, no large regional government stands in the way of expanded influ-
ence along the southern Soviet border. The very fragmentation of these regions
in political terms opens up opportunities that reinforce the small size and
weakness of the polities. Desire for arms to be used for internal security pur-
poses, increases the vulnerability of the recipient. Absence of powerful
regional actors means that the Soviet Union does not have to contend with any
nearby polities for regional influence, thus creating for the Soviet Union a local
balance of military capability in its favor.

Second, despite U.S. affinity for Israel and the commitment to open oil
lines through the Persian/Arab Gulf, the United States increasingly finds the
defence of countries in Africa and the Middle East costly and problematic.
Reliance upon France for order-maintenance in northern Africa vis-a-vis local
threats such as that posed by Libya in Chad is a means of countering over-
extension. But opposition to direct or indirect Soviet expansion is not so easily
delegated, requiring both greater subtlety through internal contact with govern-
ing elites, and a greater naval and conventional military presence than that
commanded by most allies. Since logistical capability and the capacity to
deploy troops quickly are hallmarks of a successful presence, the climate, con-
figuration of political tensions, and distance from major military facilities
(despite bases in Diego Garcia, Somalia, Israel, and the Azores) complicate
order-maintenance activity for the United States.

Third, Russian interest in “warm water ports” predates the contemporary
pressure for growing influence to the south. To some extent the fate of the
Ottoman Embpire, the proverbial “sick man of Europe,” the outcome of the
Crimean War of 1853, and the treaties governing access to the Black Sea via
the Dardenelles, all were bellweathers of late twentieth century Soviet policy.

While the object of Soviet expansion into the Middle East and Africa is to
squeeze Saudi Arabia and the oil-rich countries of the Arab world in a vise
built of ideologically comaptible and strategically dependent regimes on the
outskirts of the core area, the Soviet Union has experienced two severe set-
backs in this strategy. The first set-back was Sadat’s Egypt. Egypt is the key to
entry both to North and East Africa and to the Middle East proper. Egypt is the
continental bridge. He who controls Egypt controls the movement of com-
merce and the establishment of an air and naval presence in the region. Loss of
Egypt meant not only that the Soviet Union sacrificed an important entry point
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into Arab politics, because regardless of how different Egypt is from the rest of
the Arab-speaking world, without. Egypt the Arab world cannot coalesce
around a single strategy or policy. The other set-back is Afghanistan, although
it is only a partial setback and reveals the brilliance of Gorbachev’s tactical
timing and capacity to retain position while appearing in total retreat.

A further medium of Soviet strategic outreach is the effort to establish a
sphere of influence arrangement through bargaining with the other superpower.
Russia has long favoured sphere of influence politics. Not just contemporary
desire for ideological and territorial buffers in Eastern Europe, for example,
drives Soviet thinking regarding the sphere of influence notion. Spheres of
influence are cheap to create and, because they are exclusive, safe to maintain.
Russia sought spheres of influence in Poland in the 1790’s, in Persia at the turn
of the twentieth century, and with Hitler in 1939. So also the Soviet Union
under Brezhnev sought a sphere of influence in the contemporary Middle East
frustrated only by the Carter Administration’s idealism about such matters.
Brezhnev proposed, and Carter rejected, a strategem whereby the Soviet Union
would administer a sphere of influence in the northern tier of states, namely
involving Syria, Iraq, Iran and Afghanistan while the United States would have
primary responsibility for the security of the next tier of states southward.
According to the Soviet way of thinking, such a plan would put order into the
Middle East and would stabilize East-West relations as well. Presumably the
four Arab-Israeli wars including the nuclear alert in 1973 were prominent in
Moscow’s thought. But such a sphere of influence scheme would virtually
guarantee Soviet domination of all the Middle East by taking away the tier of
govemnments separating the Gulf and the oceans from the disparate and vulner-
able southern group of polities. 5

Rejected though the Brezhnev scheme for sphere of influence demarca-
tion was, it revealed the unity of Soviet thought concerning geopolitical aims
in the region. From Syria to Afghanistan, the Soviet Union would like to create
a buffer of friendly states much like it has done in Eastern Europe and in
Manchuria, states dependent upon the Soviet Union for direction and foreign
policy initiative.

Iran is situated on the Gulf and permits a diffusion of influence in many
directions. Comparatively large, rich, and populous, and although Moslem,
only slightly Arabic in population makeup, Iran is a counterweight to the rest
of the Middle East. Despite its impenetrability in geographic terms because of
the alternation of mountain ranges and valley, and because of the fissaparous-
ness of this tribal and ethnic group composition, Iran could nonetheless be sub-
ordinated to Russian dominance at some future time if the events that led to the
initial subversion of Afghanistan could somehow be imitated in Iran.

Not only is Iran attractive as an extension of the Soviet imperial reach;
Iran, with its Moslem population in Azerbaidzhan, is almost a natural exten-
sion of territory and peoples now integral to the Soviet Union, Iran would be
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dismantled and reorganized under Soviet tutelage, making the appendage
added to the Soviet Union more manageable, and the remainder outside direct
Soviet control more dependent, psychologically and politically, upon
leadership from the North.

The problem for NATO is that the focus of primary threat, namely sec-
tions of the Middle East and the Persian Gulf, is not where NATO is located.
And where NATO is located, the sense of threat seems somewhat in abeyance.

On the one hand, the reforms introduced by Gorbachev, including those
that facilitate a looser configuration in Eastern Europe, pull-backs from
Afghanistan, Angola, and South-East Asia, and additional proposals for arms
control as well as suggestions of unilateral reductions in the Soviet defence
budget, all suggest a Soviet Union with a very different foreign policy focus
than in the past. Yet many issues confront this interpretation of Soviet attitudes
and behavior that go beyond the orbit of this article.

To those who anticipate utopia around the cormer, NATO will have little
purpose. The same could be said concerning the nature of the primary threat
associated with NATO peripheries. But for those with a longer view and a
sense of the continuing reality of military bipolarity (if not of the Cold War per
se), a sense of quiet caution will replace the desire for utopia.

In the latter view, NATO will continue to have a role on the periphery to
some extent as a guarantor that the primary threat will never have to be experi-
enced. The difficulty with deterrence, of course, is that its success can never be
demonstrated. But just as many believe that NATO has enjoyed success in
Europe, so NATO may have had a long-standing positive impact on the pri-
mary threat to sections of the Middle East and the Perisan Gulf. Just imagine
the situation in the Middle East if the Soviet Union did not have to contemplate
a cohesive alliance on its European border.

Conclusions

Whether Canadians and Americans can agree on the nature of secondary
threats on the peripheries, and the role that NATO could play in offsetting or
managing these disputes, they have found greater agreement historically about
the nature of the primary threat and the place of NATO in deterring that threat.

Secondary vulnerabilities may eventually become greater on the periph-
eries than are the primary vulnerabilities in Europe. Likewise, perceptions of
the primary threat to Europe may eventually so dissipate that the NATO ratio-
nale may all but disappear. So far, however, neither of these considerations has
emerged to overshadow the logic of NATO, and its deterrent responsibilities in
Europe, nor to negate the lesser but still significant NATO role on the
peripheries.

Canada and NATO Looking to the '90 143

Canada and NATO Looking to the 90’s

John Halstead

1989 was a year of more than one anniversary. Not only was NATO 40 years
old, but it was also 50 years since the beginning of World War II and 75 years
since the outbreak of World War I. More important still, 1989 will go down in
history as the year when the “iron curtain” of the cold war finally came tum-
bling down — dismantled from within — a new European order began to take
shape. Never since 1945 had Europe been in such flux: never since 1848 had
popular discontent erupted with such force. It is therefore a good time for
Canada and the Alliance to which we belong to take stock of where we are
now, how we got here and where we want to go in the 90’s.

For the past four decades NATO has done the job for which it was cre-
ated. It has kept the peace in freedom by being strong and united enough to
ensure that aggression would not pay. In doing so it has applied three important
lessons drawn from the painful experience of the first half of the century: that it
costs infinitely more to fight a war than it does to prevent one; that wars pre-
vention requires defence preparedness; and that the security of Europe and that
of North America are inextricably linked and can be separated only at the peril
of both.

In addition, NATO has developed an important new concept of stability,
which depends as much on political as on military means. Hence the Alliance’s
two-track policy of defence/deterrence and dialogue/detente, and the impor-
tance of its role in the management of East-West relations and the negotiation
of arms control agreements. This has been no mean feat, and stands in contrast
to the situation before World War I, when there was too much defence and not
enough dialogue, and before World War II, where there was too much dialogue
and not enough defence.

An essential element in NATO’s success has undoubtedly been the role of
nuclear weapons and their deterrent power. Indeed, it may well be the fear of
nuclear holocaust, rather than any particular strategy, which has deterred war
between nuclear powers to date. If this is so, then the so-called MAD (mutual
assured destruction) doctrine and the “balance of terror” may not be inimical to
the cause of peace, provided the deterrent remains mutual and balanced. Be
that as it may, it is NATO’s position that “no first use” should apply to all.
weapons, and not just to nuclear weapons, since it could be virtually impossi-
ble to restrict hostilities, once a shooting war broke out. And NATO continues
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to insist that nuclear weapons are necessary for its strategy of “flexible
response,” whereby Soviet aggression would be met at whatever level and in
whatever way required to repel the attack.

NATO’s success should not blind us to the fact that throughout its history
the Alliance has had to deal with problems arising out of differences of power,
perception and policy. The disparity of power between the United States, a
superpower with global commitments, and its allies, some with global interests
but all with more limited commitments, is a basic difference which has
coloured the whole relationship. There have also been important differences of
perception. The Americans have wanted a Europe which is strong enough to
carry a greater share of the defence burden, but not strong enough to challenge
US leadership, while the Europeans have wanted a United States which is
strong enough to continue protecting them but not strong enough to act unilat-
erally, particularly in its relations with the Soviet Union. And there have been
differences of policy, particularly on trade and economic policy, and on such
questions as the balance to be struck between defence and arms control.

There are three areas where past intra-Alliance differences are of particu-
lar significance for the future: how to manage the nuclear deterrent: how to
adjust to the evolving relationship between the United States and an increas-
ingly united European Community; and how to deal with the Soviet Union.

NATO has faced a nuclear dilemma for sometime. The attempt to deter
conventional aggression in Europe with nuclear weapons controlled by a non-
European power which is itself subject to nuclear retaliation has not only
become less and less credible; it has also led to an implicit contradiction in
NATO strategy. The Americans believe that, if deterrence fails, it will be better
to fight a limited conventional war than an all-out nuclear war. They want
therefore to maintain the conventional and theatre nuclear capabilities in
Europe to make the link to the US strategic deterrent discretionary. The conti-
nental European allies, on the other hand, do not regard either nuclear or con-
ventional war as an acceptable option. Consequently they want to make it as
clear as possible that any aggression would lead to nuclear war, and for this
purpose, to link NATO’s defence in Europe as directly as possible to the US
strategic deterrent. The dilemma, which was at the heart of the argument over
the “modernization” of Lance missiles, may be eased but not resolved in the
course of the CFE (conventional forces in Europe) and START (strategic arms
reduction talks) negotiations.

There has always been a latent tension in the relationship between the
United States and its European allies, arising out of the dichotomy between
defence cooperation and economic competition. In the context of defence
cooperation the United States has been a staunch supporter of closer European
unity, but has reacted with growing irritation to the competitive challenge in
the economic field posed by an increasingly integrated European Community.
Instead of trying to resolve the dichotomy, there has in the past been a tacit
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agreement among the allies to pursue defence cooperation and coordination of
economic policies in more or less watertight compartments. Today there is
renewed talk in Washington of “burden sharing” as the priority requirement of
reducing the budget deficit produces growing pressures to contrast American
global security commitments. At the same time Americans are unsure where
the new European assertiveness is leading and whether European efforts to
complete their internal market to intensify their defence cooperation will on
balance strengthen or weaken broader NATO cooperation.

As for the question of how to deal with the Soviet Union, there have
always been differences between the United States, whose policies have been
dominated by the superpower rivalry as the main feature of the international
scene, and the allies, who have tried to avoid deepening the division of Europe
and have been nervous about the dangers of unwanted confrontation. This has
led in the past to strains in the trans-Atlantic dialogue. Americans have accused
the Europeans of failing to shoulder their share of the collective defence bur-
den, of lacking resolve to stand up to the Soviet threat and of criticizing the
United States unfairly. The Europeans have in turn accused the Americans of
putting undue emphasis on military power, of seeing the world in black and
white terms and of lacking political consistency. Now all the old benchmarks
have been swept away as Gorbachev transforms the East-West context and the
sudden prospect of German reunification adds a new, incalculable feature.

ok ok sk g ok

As we stand on the threshold of the 90’s we see a world where the old order is
changing out of all recognition but the shape of the new order is far from clear.
Growing global problems of population, poverty, pollution and weapons’ pro-
liferation are adding new dimensions to international security. The technologi-
cal revolution in the field of communications, information and weaponry have
accelerated the trend toward global interdependence but the institutional
framework remains inadequate to deal with it.

Most dramatic of all the current events is the revolution from below
which has swept Eastern Europe. There two main factors have been at work.
One is the failure of the Communist system to deliver the goods (either physi-
cal or spiritual). The other is the germination of the seeds of freedom, sown
years ago by the Helsinki Final Act, with its principles of peaceful change and
freer movement of people and ideas, which have now sprouted with unimag-
ined force. In Poland, free elections have produced a non-Communist govern-
ment. In Hungary, the Communist Party has liquidated itself in preparation for
elections there. In Czechoslovakia, the Communist Party has negotiated an end
to its monopoly of power. In Romania, the oppressive Ceasescu regime has
been toppled by a popular uprising. And even in Bulgaria, the ice has started to
thaw, .
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It might have been otherwise if Gorbachev had not decided (wisely) not
to intervene with force. In doing so he has opened a new chapter in the Soviet
Union’s relations with its Warsaw Pact Allies. And he has made it possible for
change to take place remarkably peacefully so far (except for Romania). But
the pace of change is breathtaking and could easily get out of hand. The trou-
ble is that, while the old Communist regimes have lost both their legitimacy
and their capacity to govern, the new popular movements have not yet gained
either the authority or the experience to do so.

In the Soviet Union Gorbachev has sparked a second Communist revolu-
tion, but it is a revolution from above. And it is doubtful that, when he
launched his campaign for “new thinking,” he himself anticipated the magni-
tude of the challenge. The imperative of economic reform has led to political
reform but Gorbachev faces an increasingly daunting task, because the effects
of political reform are immediate, whereas economic reform will take years, if
not generations, to achieve. Meanwhile pressures mount for more pluralism
and democracy, while the obstacles to. turning the faltering economy around
pile up. Long suppressed minorities in the Baltic states, the Caucusus,
Moldavia and even the Ukraine are calling for more autonomy, and in some
cases outright independence.

The imperative of internal reform in the Soviet Union has also led to for-
eign policy initiatives designed to ensure a more stable and predictable interna-
tional environment. The Soviet Union has withdrawn from Afghanistan, has
announced substantial unilateral force reductions and has agreed to negotiate
both conventional and strategic nuclear arms cuts on terms largely acceptable
to the West. It has also taken a more pragmatic and less ideological approach to
the resolution of regional conflicts and has shown a willingness to play a more
constructive role in the United Nations. Encouraging opportunities for East-
West cooperation are opening in both bilateral and multilateral situations.

Gorbachev will stand or fall by the success or failure of his economic
reforms. For this I do not believe there is any precise time limit, but he must
continue to demonstrate that he is in control of the process. One thing he can-
not afford, however, is to preside over the dissolution of the Soviet Union as a
superpower. Consequently his bottom line in the Soviet Union will probably be
to hold the line at economic autonomy for the constituent republics, and in
Eastern Europe, to maintain the Warsaw Pact in some form as a guarantee for
the protection of Soviet security interests.

Less dramatic than events in the Communist world, but no less important
for NATO, are the changes which have been taking place in the West as the
post-war world of the two superpower has yielded to a more diffused multi-
polar pattern, with the rise of other power centres in Europe and Asia. In
Western Europe the drive toward greater unity has led the members of the
European Community to concert their defence efforts more closely, to articu-
late a European defence identity and to speak with one voice on foreign policy.
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In Asia Japan has become an economic superpower and has started to play an
international role more commensurate with that status. And the predominance
of the Atlantic basin as the centre of economic and political gravity has been
modified by the increasing importance of the Pacific Rim. This does not mean
that Europe is no longer where the global balance of power is at stake but it
does mean that the growing weight of Japan, and to a lesser extent China, and
the mounting population pressures in Latin America, are drawing American
attentions increasingly south and west.

At the same time the United States has passed from being the world’s
foremost creditor to the foremost debtor nation. Its economic weight has there-
fore been curtailed, while its political weight has been handicapped by the con-
tinuing lack of a foreign policy consensus and by the ongoing power struggle
between the President and Congress. Internal pressures have thus been at work
to limit US overseas commitments and the United States is no longer in a posi-
tion to exercise the sort of dominant leadership it once did. The result in that
there has been a shift of power within the Western world, not because the
United States has declined but because others have grown stronger. Both
Western Europe and Japan are able to deal with the United States on a footing
of greater equality and there is a strong tendency toward consolidation and
hence regionalism in Western Europe, North America and the Far East.

Seen in another way, the changes which have been taking place in both
East and West amount to a turning of the tide of both American and Soviet
power from the high water mark of the post-war period. The complete collapse
of Germany at the end of World War II left a power vacuum in the centre of
Europe which the two superpowers filled. The result was a rivalry which
spawned the *“cold war” and which, with ups and downs of tension and detente,
has lasted to this day. Now both the United States and the Soviet Union,
though for different reasons, are disposed to restrict their rivalry, to limit
defence spending, to negotiate arms control agreements and to pull back from
their confrontation in Central Europe.

German Chancellor Kohl’s partners in the European Community and
NATO, while approving the goal of German unity, have emphasized the impor-
tance of a peaceful, gradual process which would take place within the frame-
work of European integration and in consultation with all concerned, including
the four former allied powers, which still have responsibility for the eventual
disposition of the German question.

There is no doubt that what we are witnessing is nothing less than the
birth pangs of a new European order. The pressures for democratic freedoms
have created a new dynamic in Central Europe, as the predominance of the two
superpowers ebbs, the vacuum they once occupied will be filled more and
more by the Germans and their European partners.
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It is obvious that this changing international environment will have far-reach-
ing implications for NATO. For one thing there is a serious problem of public
perceptions in the West, due to a diminishing sense of threat and increasing
domestic pressures to reduce defence spending. Too many people in the West
assume that, with the Cold War over, peace has broken out and NATO is there-
fore obsolete. Such a view is both premature and overoptimistic. While the
East-West confrontation has mercifully declined, the risks of instability have
mounted substantially both in Eastern Europe and in the Soviet Union. In the
Soviet Union the future of reform is by no means sure. And in Eastern Europe
the transition from communism to democracy may not be smooth. It is there-
fore with stability more than with security that NATO must now concern itself.
The prospects are certainly better for setting East-West relations on a more
positive course but the task of managing those relations is likely to become
more complex rather than easier, if only because they will be complicated on
both sides by the problems of West-West and East-East relations.

It is equally obvious that there will 'be far-reaching implications for the
Warsaw Pact. Gorbachev’s permissive attitude toward the democratic revolu-
tions in Eastern Europe implies that he has dropped the ideological basis for
the alliance but it does not mean that he is prepared to abandon the Soviet
Union’s security interests in Eastern Europe, which remain centered on
Germany. He can therefore be expected to seek a new basis for a more pluralis-
tic association, building on such factors as the shared interest in political
stability and in economic development. Clearly he believes that his chances of
achieving this will be enhanced if NATO is also maintained and North
American forces remain in Europe, as Foreign Minister Shevarnadze signalled
on the occasion of his symbolically significant recent visit to NATO
Headquarters in Brussels. On the other hand, popular pressure may well
develop in some of the East European countries not only for a substantial
reduction of Soviet forces but for their complete removal.

In these circumstances it will be prudent to retain as many tools as we
can, including NATO, to keep things on an even keel. But that does not mean
standing pat. The “Soviet threat” is no longer a sufficient guarantee of alliance
solidarity or of public support of NATO. It is no longer enough for the allies to
know what they are against; they now have the far harder task of defining more
clearly what they are for. Far from being obsolete, NATO may now be more
relevant than ever, not so much in strictly military terms, but as a political
instrument for coordinating Western policy and managing change in a stable
manner. For this purpose the Alliance needs to develop well-articulated poli-
cies to deal with both East-West and West-West relations. The first requirement
in the 90’s will be to maintain NATO’s unity of purpose. If Europe and North
America are not to drift apart, statesmanship of a high order will be called for
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to build a more reciprocal partnership across the Atlantic. For t.he partnership
to be reciprocal, there needs to be a concerted effort by the United States, on
the one hand, and its allies, on the other hand, to take greater account of each
other’s views and to contribute more to each other’s interests. There must be a
greater degree of burden sharing, certainly, but also of risk sharing and .d.ecn-
sion sharing. The Atlantic must become more of a two-way street in political,
economic and technological terms as well as in terms of defence. B

As Western Europe becomes less dependent on the United States ml‘htar—
ily, it will be important to promote the strategic unity of NATO as an alllanc.e
for the security of North America as well as Western Europe. In tha.t context it
should be possible to envisage a phased reduction of U.S. forces in Western

Europe along with a European contribution, if only symbolic, to the air defence

of North America. It will also be important to strengthen NATOQ’s role as the
primary political instrument for the coordination of US, Canadian. and Westermn
European security policies, not only in Europe but also n}ore Ywdely, and for
this purpose to improve the quality of political consultatnoqs in NATO. And
finally it will be important, both for the cohesion of the Alliance and for the
public support which NATO needs, to ensure that strategy apd arms ciontrol do
not work at cross-purposes, and that both are aimed at fostering st:ablhty.

If the atmosphere of East-West relations continues to improve ar§d
progress continues to be made in reducing the military confror:‘tatlo.n in
Europe, it is possible to foresee the emergence of a new European. “architec-
ture” built around three existing instruments adapted to the purpose. One
would be an increasingly integrated European Community, with which w0}11d
be associated in time, first, the European Free Trade Area (EFTA) countries,
and then some, if not all, of the Eastern European countries. Another wquld be
NATO, whose military component would gradually decline in relative impor-
tance while the political component would be significantly enhanced.'Thus
modified, it could serve as a mechanism for bolstering stability and helpmg to
anchor Germany firmly in the West. And it could develop institutional links
with a transformed Warsaw Pact, as the latter became increasingly divested of
its military and ideological accessories. The third instrument would be a more
institutionalized Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE),
which could provide an overarching framework for cooperation among the
NATO allies, the Warsaw Pact allies and the neutrals to reduce progressively
the division of Europe. This might correspond to Gorbachev’s “common
European home,” in which he has explicitly reserved a place for both the
United States and Canada. . .

Ending the division of Germany would in this way go hand in hanc.l vxtlth
ending the division of Europe, and would be accomplished, not only abohsh.mg
the two alliances but by transforming them. But this can come about only if a
new context of East-West relations can be created, in which peaceful cornpen—
tion and cooperation take the place of ideological antagonism and military
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confrontation. Such a context is in fact implicit in the latest developments in
Europe but we have not yet figured out how to get from here to there.

What we need, in my view, is to elaborate a new concept of “mutual secu-
rity” — not, I hasten to add, “common security” because I believe we can not
have common security unless we have common values, and we are far from
that. The basic premise of “mutual security” would be that one party’s security
cannot be bought at the price of the other party’s insecurity. It would thus reject
the view that East-West relations have to be a “zero sum game” of winners and
losers and would instead assume that it is possible to manage the relationship
in such a way that both sides win. It would recognize that security has political,
economic and socio-cultural as well as military dimensions. It would not insist
on common values but would seek to build a mutually beneficial relationship
on the basis of shared interests, backed by the proviso that neither party should
seek or allow one-sided advantage. And it would aim ultimately at building
mutual confidence, as a key ingredient of security, by developing balance, sta-
bility and predictability in the relationship, based on mutual reassurance, trans-
parency and verification.

Another feature of this concept would be a progressive movement from
mutual interests through mutual benefits to mutual confidence. The most fun-
damental mutual interest is in survival. For this purpose relations need not be
“good” but they do need to be well managed. This means, as a minimum
objective, avoiding confrontation, and if possible anticipating trouble spots,
defusing potential conflicts and reducing tensions. It also means the creation of
crisis management machinery and procedures, as well as measures to reduce
the risk of accidental war in times of crisis. More broadly, it means that each
side should take the other’s security concerns into account in setting its own
security requirements. Ideally, security requirements should as far as possible
be determined by negotiation rather than unilaterally, and should be accompa-
nied by arms control considerations.

Beyond survival the aim should be to generate mutual benefits through
renewed efforts to expand East-West cooperation in a wide variety of func-
tional fields. Trade, industrial cooperation (including joint ventures and joint
production), environmental cooperation, scientific and cultural exchanges are
only some of the areas where more intensive cooperation is becoming possible
as barriers come down to the free movement of people, ideas and capital.
Similarly we should encourage greater involvement of the Soviet Union and its
allies in the international trade and monetary system. The Soviet Union has
already indicated an interest in joining the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and we should
study seriously the practical problems to be resolved in that connection. At the
same time the West should insist on the principle of reciprocity, and should not
allow the East to gain any one-sided advantage in credits, technology or goods
with military application.
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Beyond serving mutual interests and generating mutual jbenefits we
should continue to build mutual confidence through measures designed to cre-
ate an environment favourable to further far-reaching and durable arms control
and reduction agreements (such as those currently under negotiatiop ifl Vienna
and Geneva). There is scope for further confidence and SeCl.ll"ity bunldm.g mea-
sures (CSBM’s) for enhancing mutual information about rr{llltary <.ioctrme a'nd
activities, guaranteeing a longer warning period and guarding against surprise
attack. And efforts should be made to negotiate agreements to deal coopera-
tively with the implications of new technologies and to prevent either side
from seeking or allowing one-sided advantage. . .

The continued existence of nuclear weapons would not be inconsistent
with this concept, nor would the maintenance of the deterrent. But it would be
a crucial function of the proposed regime of mutual security to see that deter-
rence is indeed mutual, that it is maintained at the lowest possible level 'of
forces and that those forces remain invulnerable on both sides. Suct'l mutuallt.y
would of course preclude unilateral moves by either side to obtain strafegu,:
dominance, but it would by the same token ensure the credibility of both sides
deterrent.

Thanks to the openings provided by Gorbachev’s ref:onns, the West has
an unexcelled opportunity to shift the East-West relationship on'to a more con-
structive footing, to bring the Soviet Union and tpe countries of Eastern
Europe more fully into the international system, and in the process to heal the
division of Europe. If we can move in this direction with all due urgency, then
perhaps we can keep up with events, can give the North Atlantlc. Alliance a
new lease on life and can look forward to developing a new basis for East—
West cooperation to deal with the emerging gl.obal problems .of populatlop,

poverty, pollution and weapons proliferation. This may appeakt visionary, but in
these turbulent times we need a vision of where we want to go, for without that
we will be victims rather than managers of change.

k ok ok ok ok ok

Despite its problems and shortcomings, NATO has over the years served
Canada’s security interests well. It is true that Canadians have been unhap.py
about a disposition they have sometimes perceived in NATO to emphasize
defence and deterrence at the cost of dialogue and arms control, have been
uncomfortable with NATO’s nuclear strategy, and have beep disturbed by a
tendency on both sides of the Atlantic to foster the “two pillar” concept o,f,'
NATO as an alliance between two mythical entities, “Europe” and “America.
All this has tended to make Canada “odd man out,” North American but not
American, a country whose military contribution, divided between Europe and
North America, has never been enough to make much of a difference. .
Nevertheless Canada has gained much more from the Alliance than it has
had to contribute. The maintenance of Canadian forces in Europe, as part ofa
collective effort to prevent war, has been far less costly than returning to




152 Canada and NATO Looking to the '90

Europe to fight, as we did on two previous occasions. And Canada has in the
process obtained access to the most important forums for information sharing
and consultations in the Western world. An overwhelming majority of
Canadians seems to understand that the only sensible defence policy for
Canada, given its geopolitical situation, its vast territory and its sparse popula-
tion, is to do its part in cooperation with like-minded friends and allies to help
ensure a benign international environment. Less clear is whether Canadians
appreciate what the implications of this should be in terms of commitments
undertaken and resources allocated to the collective defence effort.

And what should Canada’s part be in the new scheme of things which is
emerging? We are in fact well placed to continue playing a modest but con-
structive role. We are participants in both NATO and the CSCE, two of the
three instruments around which the new European order seems likely to be
built. And we have an important stake in the maintenance of strong transat-
lantic ties — they enhance international security and stability, and they con-
tribute to a healthy diversification of our external relations. To judge from its
words, the Canadian Government shares these views. It has been active in the
CSCE process and has offered small amounts of aid to Poland and Hungary. It
has recently reconfirmed its NATO commitments and has contributed substan-
tially to the arms control process, particularly with respect to verification. But
it remains to be seen whether Canada will be a spectator or a participant in the
period ahead, for the latter will require a willingness to commit resources to
both security and cooperation in Europe on a scale greater than the
Government has yet shown.
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