The August, 1990, celebra-
tion of the fifieth anniversary of
the Canada-U.S. Permanent
Joint Board on Defense (PJBD)*
was a decidedly subdued, al-

OGDENSBURG most invisible affair.' Although

many past membersof the board

PLUS FIFTY AND were in attendance, neither
STILL COUNTING: President George Bush nor

Prime Minister Brian Mulroney
. or their respeclive secretaries
CANADA-U.S, DEFENSE and ministers of state and de-

RELATIONS IN THE fensecametoOgdensburg, New
POST-COLD WAR ERA York, to mark the event. They

were too busy with secufity
matters. Responding to the Iraqi
invasion of Kuwait, the United
Statesrallied its allies, including
Canada, in an unprecedented
multinational political, eco-

J O E I_ J , nomicand military frontagainst

Baghdad. Atthesametime, dra-
SO KO LS KY matic changesin Eastern Europe
and in superpower relations
were transforming the interna-
tional strategic environment al-
most daily. Defense news was
prominent in the first summer
of the post-Cold War year, but
very little of ithad to do with the
protection of North America.
In this one respect at
least, the headlines seemed not
that much different. Since the

* A list of the acromyms used in this article is provided on pages 34-33.
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Cold War years North American defense, although always a significant
item on the Canadian foreign and defense policy agenda, has been of less
importance than the security of Europe and other areas of the world. As
former Canadian Ambassador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) John Halstead observed, Canadaand the United States will
be at risk if the U.S. nuclear deterrent fails, yet Europe has been the place
where the East-West balance of power has been at stake.? Except for the
early years of air defense collaboration up to and just after the establish-
ment of the North American Air Defense (Aerospace since 1981) Com-
mand (NORAD),’ neither country devoted major resources specifically
to the aerospace or maritime defense of the continent.

In the early 1980s, with the advent of the Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI) and the development of air- and sea- launched cruise
missiles (ALCM and SL.CM), it appeared that the strategic defense of
North Americawas assuminga higher priority for the United States. The
NORAD modernization agreement of 1985 was viewed by many in
Canada as an indication of this new salience.* The U.S. Navy’s (USN)
“maritime strategy” also raised concern about the Arctic.®> A major
premise of the 1987 Canadian White Paper on defense was that North
America was facing new and more complex threats that would increase
the priority of continental defense for the United States.® If Canada was
to be a partner in meeting these threats, then it, too, would have to put
more resources into air and particularly maritime forces, including the
acquisition of nuclear-powered attack submarines (SSNs).” The ambi-
tious plans contained in the White Paper were annulled by the April,
1989, Federal budget, while in the United States the future of SD] and the
maritime strategy became questionable because of financial concerns
and the dramatic changes in the international environment. With the
disintegration of the Sovietempire in Eastern Europeand theunravelling
of the USSR itself, the plans of only a few years ago to modernize
continental air defense now seem like relics of a far-off era.
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But if improvements in North American defense efforts now
seem unthinkable, it is equally implausible to argue that continental
defense can be ignored and that bilateral defense cooperation will
simply wither away. After all, the july, 1991, Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty (START) allowed both sides to retain thousands of land and sea-
based nuclear weapons. Uncertainty over the fate of these weapons in
the new USSR seems to reinforce the need for NORAD. And what of
changes in American defense policy? President Bush has declared that
the new American strategic concept will be “guided by the need to
maintain the forces required to exercise forward presence in key areas,
to respond effectively in crises to maintain a credible nuclear deterrent,
and to retain the national capacity to rebuild our forces should that be
needed.”® How important will continental security be for the United
States, and what level of effort will be required on Ottawa’s part to
sustain bilateral security cooperation?

This essay examines continental defense in the context of a
changing strategic environment and recent trends in U.S. strategy.
During the Cold War such external factors were crucial determinants of
Canadian foreign defense policy, although the level of Canada’s partici-
pation in the air and maritime defense of North America remained at
Ottawa’s discretion.” Will this continue to be frue in the coming years?
And if so, what choices will be open to Ottawa and what decisions will
it make as the post-Cold War era begins?

NORTH AMERICAN DEFENSE AND AMERICAN
NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY

Astudy by the Department of External Affairs in 1953 noted that
“it may be very difficult indeed for the Canadian government to reject
any major defense proposals which the United States Government
presents with conviction as essential for the security of North America.”*
At that time the two countries had been engaged for several years in the
coordination of air defense, culminating in the establishmentof NORAD
and a host of less formal naval arrangements. But it was not merely
because Canada was located between two nuclear armed superpowers
that Ottawa was willing to participate in North American defense. Nor
did Washington see Canada simply as a strategic foreground for the
American homeland.

The United States has been fortunate to have on its northern
border not only a compliant neighbour sensitive to American security
concerns in North America, but also an active participant in Western
collective defense. Canadian Hberal internationalism meshed with the
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broad internationalism that informed American foreign policy after
World War Il and into the Cold War years. To be sure, Canadian military
contributions to this defense have not counted for much in the overall
Bast-West balance of power, and trade and investmentissues constitute
the lion's share of U.S. interests in Canada. Nevertheless, Canada has
been a good ally, lending its political and military support to the
maintenance of Western unity.

Central to Ottawa’s approach has been the view, explained in
part by the Canadian preference for multilateralism, that North Ameri-
can and European security are inexorably linked. Atlanticism offered
Canada a means to avoid a strictly bilateral defense arrangement, and it
also corresponded to the strategic environment in which both Canada
and the United States found themselves in the postwar era. The NATO
alliance was cemented by the presence of large numbers of American
conventional and nuclear forces in Europe. If the Soviet Union could
successfully attack the United States without itself suffering unaccept-
able destruction, then the United. States could not extend its deterrent
guarantees to allies across the oceans regardless of how much force it
forward-based abroad.

But the United States, especially the United States Air Force
(USAF), did not approach North American defense with a great deal of
conviction. It did not expect to erect a massive defensive system to meet
the Soviet threat. Even during the era of the bomber threat, before the
advent of Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM) and nuclear-pow-
ered ballistic missile submarines (SSBN) with their submarine-launched
ballistic missiles (SLBM), the key to the defense of North America and
hence the Western alliance was the ability of the United States to deter
attacks onits homeland by virtue of its offensive strategic nuclear forces.
Despite the Soviet achievement of approximate parity in number and
capabilities and the coming of Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD),
security for North America rested upon the American retaliatory forces.
“Unlike the Soviet Union, which regarded strategic defense as a more or
less integrated complement to its ICBMs, SLBMS and bombers, the
United States separated its defensive and offensjve missions,” " placing
almost exclusive emphasis on the offensive. Indeed, under MAD, de-
fense against missiles came to be viewed as strategically destabilizing as
well as technologically unfeasible.

Only when air defense could be tied to the credibility of the
deterrent did the USAF give more attention to the Soviet bomber threat.
Ultimately, it came down to a question of “what ought Canada do to
make the United States apparatus of deterrence and defense as effective
as possible?”? When the long-range bomber constituted both the major
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threat to North America and the chief deterrent, Canadian airspace was
important. For a time there were plans to disperse Strategic Air Com-
mand (SAC) bombers to Canadian airfields. More important, radar lines
inCanadawould allow sufficient warning time for bombers to get off the
ground before being hit, while Canadian interceptor aircraft provided a
measure of active defense.
Air defense cooperation was also matched at sea, where the
USN and the Royal Canadian Navy (RCN)® jointly monitored Soviet
submarine movements in the western Atlantic and off the Pacific coast.
Initially, this surveillance was primarily directed against attack subma-
rines. By the early 1960s the two navies had extended their activities to
include Soviet ballistic missile submarines whose ranges required them
to come within less than five hundred miles of the coast. In 1965 the
commander-in-chief of the U.S. Atlantic Fleet reported that Canadian
and U.S. anti-submarine warfare (ASW) forces were testing “coordi-
nated defensive operations againsta submarine-launched missile threat
to the east coast of North America.”* These naval exercises were con-
ducted in conjunction with NORAD. In the early years of air defense,
USN ships stood air defense picket duty off the coasts. But for the USN,
as for the air force, North American defense was not a top priority but
rather a very limited part of a global role, transoceanic in orientation.*
Close cooperation with the United States in the air and in
maritime defense of North America required that Canada contribute
some forces, especially interceptoraircraft. Butbecause the United States
assumed nearly 90 percent of the cost of NORAD, Canada was able to
monitor its own airspace at far less cost than could have been possible if
it had had to construct and maintain a national air defense systern of its
own. Atsea, the RCN deployed the same ASW convoy protection forces
earmarked forNATO's Atlantic Command (ACLANT). And, as with air
defense activities, Canada’s contributions to the maritime security of
North America meshed with its efforts to assert national sovereignty.'”
Even though the United States supplied the bulk of forces for
North American defense and Canada’s contributions were viewed as
being consistent with its sovereignty and security, Cold War rearma-
ment put a strain on the Canadian economy. Recognizing Canada’s
difficulty in keeping up with the demands of collective defense, Wash-
ingtonagreed beginning in 1959 to a series of Defense Developmentand
Defense Production Sharing Arrangements (DD /DPSA) which setupa
partial free-trade regime in defense products and allowed Canadian
industry to bid on U.S. contracts. In return the Canadian armed forces
had the benefit of lJower prices {(because of longer production runs) on
larger items such as aircraft produced in the United States. Canada’s
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defense industry began to concentrate on specialized, internationally
competitive products for export mainly to the United States, which
became its largest market. The Canadian Forces purchased most of their
equipment from U.S. manufacturers. Related agreements afforded some
Canadian involvement in research and development and inclusion of
Canadian firms in the American defense industrial base.’

The Cold War years were the halcyon days of bilateral defense
cooperation. But the strategic value of Canadian airspace and maritime
approaches declined as the bomber threat waned in the 1960s when the
Soviet bomber force did not expand and ICBMs and intercontinental-
range SLBMs emerged. The relative importance of the missile threat
increased further when the Soviets, following closely upon the Ameri-
canlead, developed Multiple Independently-targeted Re-entry Vehicles
(MIRV)warheads for their ICBMs and SLBMSs, allowing asingle launcher
fo carry as many as ten warheads. There was no defense against these
missiles, nor could missile warning radars (such as the Ballistic Missile
Early Warning facilities or PAVE PAWS, the SLBM radars located in
Canada, provide adequate protection. By the 1970s, NORAD's prime
role had become missile surveillance warning, attack assessment, and
space surveillance with an increasingly marginal capability against
bombers. The number of interceptors had dropped from three thousand
in 1960 (of which two hundred had been Canadian) to roughly three
hundred, of which thirty-six were Canadian. The Mid-Canadaradar line
of ninety-eightsites in1954 had beencompletely eliminated by 1965, and
the CADIN-PINETREE and Arctic Distant Early Warning (DEW) radars
had been reduced by half by the mid-1970s. By 1972, all fifty-six Cana-
dian BOMARC surface-to-air missiles had been dismantled.’”

Although the focus of NORAD's activities shifted, the bina-
tional character of the command was preserved with aCanadian general
as deputy commander-in-chief and Canadian personnel serving at the
Cheyenne Mountain complex in Colorado Springs, Colorado. The im-
portance of warning and attack assessment to the credibility and func-
tioning of the U.S. offensive nuclear posture meant that NORAD placed
Canada in a unique posjtion relative to other American allies. No other
foreign military personnel are as close as those of Canada to the central
strategic nuclear forces upon which western collective defense rests.
Nevertheless, Canada still had a limited role in overall U.S. defense
policy. Participationin NORAD or inthe less formal naval arrangements
never gave the Canadian government any special influence in the
conduct of American global security relations, especially the control of
strategic nuclear forces. As Canada was to discover in many crises,
Washington did not feel the need to consult Ottawa before taking steps
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(such as going to higher stages of nuclear alert) that directly affected
continental security. Indeed, provisions were made for the NORAD
headquarters to operate without Canadian personnel if, as in the 1973
cease-fire alert, Ottawa did not go along with U.S. actions.™ A crucial
elementin the bilateral defense partnership has been Washington’s view
that Canada’s contributions to collective defense in Europe are more
important than its efforts to secure the American nuclear deterrent. This
is not because the United States has ignored Canada’s unique position
within the alliance. As Flenry Kissinger observed,

Canada’s relations with NATO have always had a special
character. Unlike the European countries, it was not directly
threatened; unlike the United States, it could not be decisive in
the common defense; the Canadian defense contribution would
be marginal compared with that of the major European powers
or the United States. Canada’s ties, therefore, had above all a
strong symbolic character.”

The symbolic importance which Canada attached to participa-
tion in NATQ, and especially to the maintenance of forces in Germany,
dovetailed very well with the American view. From Washington's
perspective Canada, like any other ally, had to make a contribution in
Europe tohelp maintain allied unity. In particular, Washington hasbeen
concerned that reductions in Canada’s commitments in Europe might
set a bad precedent for the smaller allies. Thus, although the United
States welcomes a Canadian commitment to North American air and
maritime defense, and although there are operational links between
NORAD and NATO, the Americans have never regarded NORAD asa
NATOcommand, norare they prepared to give much weightto Canada’s
contributions to North American security.?

The United States has attached such importance to having
Canadian forces in Europe that during the 1950s, when Ottawa was
sending ground and air forces there, the United States eased Canada’s
defense budget by building and staffing the radar stations in Northern
Canada. In the 1970s, when Canada was replacing some of its military
equipment, Washington urged Ottawa to give priority to weapons
designed for NATO roles. U.S. Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger
told Ottawa in 1975: “The basic premise, I believe, is that unless we are
prepared to defend parts of the world other than the North American
continent, we will soon have nothing more than the North American
continent to defend.”* The United States has long looked to Canada to
supply surface escorts for ACLANT. This was one of the reasons Wash-
ington seriously questioned the threat contained in the 1987 Canadian
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White Paper on defense to cancel additional surface escorts in favor of
the SSNs.2

American and European support for a continued Canadian
land and air role in Germany, as well as the commitment of maritime
forces to ACLANT, persisted eventhoughitwasevidentby 1970 that the
sum Canada spent on defense was insufficient to meet its military
obligations in Europe and North America. Canadian expenditures for
NATO commitments increased by 52 percent between 1971 and 1988,
but this was only about 2 percent of Canada’s gross domestic product
{(GDP). Among NATO countries this expenditure surpassed only the
proportion contributed by Luxembourg and Iceland. According to the
U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) reports to Congress, Canada was
spending only about half of what itshould have spent on defense given
its relative prosperity compared with other NATO allies.?

In the early 1970s, Canadian forces in Europe were severely
affected by budgetcuts imposed by the Trudeau government. By the late
1980s, Canada’s total air and ground forces in Europe numbered 7,500,
and only one Canadian-based battalion was committed to the Allied
Mobile Forces (Land) (AMF[L]). In terms of principal equipment, there
were only 114 main battle tanks (77 of which were in Germany) and 135
fighters (44 of which were in Germany and the rest were dedicated to
NORAD or used for training). At sea, only 4 of 20 destroyers/ frigates
were less than twenty-five years old, and this relatively small force was
responsible for the defense of three ocean frontiers. Six new frigates were
under construction (although their completion was delayed) and six
more were planned. The situation for naval aviation was somewhat
better because 18 Aurora Long-range ASW patrol aircraft (a version of
the USN’s P-3) had been acquired in the mid-1970s.¥ Canada also
contributed funds and personnel to NATO’s Airborne Early Warning,
and Control Force and suppplied training facilities in Canada for various
allied countries, for which they paid. Recently NATO decided not to
proceed with plans to build a major air training center at Goose Bay,
Labrador.

The ambitious plans described in the Canadian White Paper of
1987, which the Mulroney government said would solve the “commit-
ment-capability gap,” never materialized. Not only was the SSN pro-
gram cancelled in the April, 1989, budget cuts, but plans to provide
equipmentfor afull divisioninGermany (with half the force based there)
were placed in doubt. Ottawa also ended its obligation to reinforce
Norway, although it retained the AMF(L) commitment. Not surpris-
ingly, therefore, U.S. Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney, in his April,
1990, report to Congress on allied defense spending, noted Canada’s
“below-par” efforts.®
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The United States has long accepted “below-par” efforts by
Canada because it has little leverage over Canadian defense spending
and cannot threaten to reduceits own commitmentto Canada’s defense.
More importantly, Canada’s defense budget has not been as serious a
problem as those with Germany over nuclear forces, with Greece and
Turkey’s outright hostility towards each other, or with the defense
spending of other small allies in Europe. As long as Canada maintained
some forces in Germany and continued to give full diplomatic support
to allied cohesion, the United States remained satisfied with its commit-
ment to NATO.

But the recent dramatic transformations in Europe, and the
successful conclusion of the first round of conventional arms control
negotiations in Europe, combined with budgetary pressures, have al-
ready affected even the small Canadian contingent in Germany. In
September, 1990, it was announced that Canada would withdraw 1,400
troops from Germany.” In early 1991, Canada reduced its air squadrons
inGermany from3to2.* Cabinetconsideration was also givento closing
all bases and totally withdrawing Canadian land and air elements.®
Although the military favored a full withdrawal because the funds
thereby saved could be used to buy modern equipment, External Affairs
lobbied “to keep the troops in Europe to ensure that Canada has a voice
innegotiations on disarmament and the military future of thatregion.”*
At the same time Allied officials, including German foreign Minister
Hans-Dietrick Genscher, urged Canada to maintain a military presence
in Europe.®

By the spring of 1991, allied lobbying combined with broad
political considerations appeared to have won outover the arguments of
the military. During his June, 1991, visit to Germany, Prime Minister
Mulroney announced that Canada would reduce but would not com-
pletely withdraw its forces from Germany. “Canadian forces,” he told a
Berlin gathering, “will remain as long as there is a residual threat to
European and Canadian security here and as long as Canadians are
welcome.”

Yet shortly after this pledge to keep forces in Germany, a large
part of the Canadian army was required to deal with a potentially
explosiveand prolonged situationat two Indian reservations in Quebec.
A tense stand-off lasted until September.® The whole experience
prompted renewed attention to the role of the military in Canada for
domestic security, often called “aid to the civil power.”*

On September 17, 1991, Marcel Masse, the Canadian Minister of
National Defence, delivered a long-awaited policy review. The state-
ment was clearly an effort to accommodate the need to alter the posture
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of the armed forces in light of international and budgetary realities, and
to respond to the preferences of the military while serving notice of
Ottawa’s desire to remain active in European and North American
security affairs.

“This review,” Masse noted, “scrupulously adheres to the pri-
orities that have long been imposed upon our armed forces by our
geography and history.” Canada will continue to seek its security
through collective defense arrangements and will supportiniernational
peacekeeping, arms control and humanitarian assistance abroad. Spe-
cial emphasis was placed upon the defense of sovereignty and civil
responsibilities athome. Mr. Masse stressed that the greatchanges in the
international environment, “budgetary constraints,” and the need for
“assistance and support at home,” provided the “context in which our
new defence policy is situated.” As a result the armed forces are sched-
uled to be reduced from 84,000 to 76,000 by 1995. Most important,
Canada will close its two military bases in Germany and withdraw its
two air squadrons and one armored brigade from Europe. As for North
American defense, the statement suggests little change. Canada must be
able to contribute to the defense of North America, the surveillance of its
own airspace, “and strategic deterrence..in concert with the United
States...This commitment continues to be of paramount importance to
[Canada’s] security. Itis therefore crucial that we maintain our role as a
full-fledged partner.”*

By 1993 the personnel for the land and air forces in Germany will
be cut by more than half, Major combat units, the armored brigade and
two air squadrons will be withdrawn by 1994 and the base at Baden-
Soellingen will be closed with the Lahr base decommissioned the follow-
ing year. A “task force” of some 1,100 military will remain in Europe at
a location to be determined in consultation with allies and NATO
authorities.

Canada will maintain sufficient forces to provide a brigade
group and two squadrons “for contingency operations which could be
made available to NATO in the event of crisis or war in Europe.” In
addition Ottawa will continue its commitment of a battalion group to the
NATO Composite Force and the AMF(L) for use in northern Norway,
where it will retain “much of the required equipment for a battalion
group.” The navy will supply ASW forces to NATO’s Atlantic Com-
mand, including the Standing Naval Force Atlantic. Canada will also
participate in the NATO Airborne Early Warning Force and contribute
to the alliance’s common-funded programs.®

The September, 1991, statement goes to great lengths to reaffirm
Canada’s commitment to European security and to a Canadian role
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there. Echoing a familiar refrain in Canadian foreign and defense policy,
Mr. Masse declared:

We seek partnership with countries whose values and
aspirations are compatible with our own. Consequently thereis
no question of our contemplating a less than total commitment
toNATO. Accordingly the governmentisnotconsidering chang-
ing the nature of links with Europe. It is our profound hope that
Canada will continue to participate in the collective defence
arrangements emerging across the Atlantic.®

The reduction of Canada’s military presence in Germany is in
line with what other allies are doing and could mesh well with changes
in NATO strategy and posture. In fuly, 1990, NATC('s leaders declared
that the alliance would move toward a “new defensive approach using
small multinational light forces stationed far from the former front.”#In
April of 1991, NATO’s military committee, with Canada concurring,
agreed fo establish a “rapid reaction” corps of between 70,000 to 100,000
personnel.# It is evident that Ottawa intends to find a role for the 1,100
person task force within the context of the evolving NATOstrategy. This
would be consistent with Ottawa’s traditional penchant for reducing
costs and enhancing multilateralism.

Despite the present pledge to maintain forces in Europe, a tolal
withdrawal of Canadian forces is ultimately possible. But even this
would not entail abandoning all military contributions to European
security. From a purely military standpoint, Canadian retention of the
AMEF(L) role, pre-positioned equipment in Norway, a commitment to
send land and air forces into central Europe, and a continued naval role
in the North Atlantic, would be in line with the American posture vis-d-
visNATOwhichwill take advantage of the expected longer mobilization
time in the event of war and thus highlight the importance of reinforce-
ment and sealift.*? :

Whether or not Canada retains a small force in Europe, the
planned reduction of the existing units is significant. Indeed, it is
historic. A physical presence in Germany has long been a sine qua non of
Canadian foreign policy. Yet the new task force will represent the
smallest number of Canadian forces in Europe since they were first
deployed in the early 1950s.

A reaffirmation of Canada’s commitment to collective defense
nothwithstanding, the emphasis of the new defense policy ison the need
to maintain forces in Canada for national tasks such as to protect
sovereignty and to aid the civil power. While retaining a pledge to
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reinforce Europe, Masse’s statement declares that Canada’s “ principal
NATO commitments will, like most Alliance members, be those related
to the defence of our own territory and our air and maritime ap-
proaches.”# Consistent with this approach, the statement notes that
while all of Canada’s current naval commitments will be honored, “the
navy will in future focus its activities primarily on our areas of respon-
sibility off our East and West coasts. Specifically, the navy will ensure
that we maintain the capability to exercise control of these Canadian
waters.”* The projected naval building program, which calls for smaller
vessels after completion of the frigate program, reflects this focus.
Likewise, once out of Europe, the army will shed its heavy armor while
the national and North American defense roles of the air force will
become relatively more important.

To be sure, the new plans call for Canada-based forces to be
available to support foreign policy through peacekeeping, and possibly
in a future Gulf War-type situation or in Europe. But the central thrust
of theSeptember, 1991, statement is to dramatically reduce the impactof
European security commitments in determining the equipment and
posture of the Canadian Armed Forces. Whereas there are major cuts in
the European comimitment, North American defense is to remain largely
unchanged. Ottawa will still want to remain active diplomatically in
discussions regarding security in Europe. Canada may find that it can
have its valued seat at the table for a fraction of what it has been paying
since the Cold War. Although with the Europeans now seeking to
manage more of their own security affairs, the influence Canada obtains
by virtue of this seat, never great even during the Cold War, will likely
diminish further. Overall, the trends within Europe and Canada’s own
response suggest that the relative weight of NATO in Canadian foreign
policy will be progressively reduced.

This situation poses no real difficulties for Washington. From a
political perspective the symbolic significance of Canada’s military
commitment, which has always been of prime concern to the United
States, will also progressively decline as all allies, including and espe-
cially the United States, reduce their conventional forces in Europe. As
the importance of Canada’s role in NATO diminishes for both North
American allies, security relations between the two countries will be-
come even more limited and restricted to North America. It remains to
be seen whether they will also become more strategically significant for
Washington and more politically problematic for Ottawa.
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THE 1980s: SDI, NORAD, THE MARITIME
STRATEGY, AND OFFSETS

[n the late 1970s, a joint Canada-U.S. study pointed to significant
gaps in NORAD's bomber-warning systems. One challenge was the
potential Soviet cruise missile threat to North America. As a Congres-
sional study observed, over the years Pentagon planners had paid little
attention to (and Congress had provided little money for) “ defenses that
could ward off ALCM, SLCM and bomber attacks against the United
States.”* At the instigation of Congress, the Department of Defense
drew up an Air Defense Master Plan (ADMP) which was incorporated
in the Reagan administration’s strategic modernization program. The
so-called air-breathing threat (Soviet bombers and cruise missiles) did
not fundamentally alter the balance of power or seriously call into
question the credibility of the U.S. deterrent. The concern was with the
possibility of anundetected surprise “ precursor” strike by Soviet ALCM-
carrying bombers and SLCM-carrying attack submarines against asmall
number of sensitive, soft targets. If successful, such a strike could
partially blind the United States and prevent warning of a follow-on
ICBM and SLBM attack as well as delay or degrade any retaliation. This
threat was considered unlikely in view of the other options open to the
Soviets. Nevertheless, “the precursor strike..was used for planning
purposes because it was large enough, given the assumption of surprise,
to be a significant threat. Equally, such a strike was considered small
enough so that a reasonable defensive system might be considered
“affordable’.”#

The dismantling of southern radar lines and the deteriorating
condition of the DEW line diminished Canada’s ability to monitor its
own airspace and enforce national air sovereignty. Thus both countries
had an interest in improving North American air defense capabilities
and in 1985 they signed a modernization agreement. The total costof the
program was $7 billion, of which Canadawould cover approximately 12
percent. Most of the improvements to NORAD were to be located inand
paid for by the United States. These were to include the installation of
over-the-horizon backscatter radars (OTH-Bs) in the continental United
States. In Alaska and Canada, the old DEW line was to be replaced with
the new North Warning System (NWS) and some improved coastal
radars. Ottawa assumed 40 percent of the cost of the NWS and, unlike the
DEW line, the new system is to be entirely owned and operated by
Canada. Backing up the NWS are improved northern airfields for
interceptorsand USAF Airborne Warning and Control (AWAC) dircraft.
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The modernization agreement of 1985 and the renewal of
NORAD for another five-year term a year later generated considerable
controversy in Canadabecause of possible links with SDI. Again, Canada
found itself in a unique position relative to other U.S. allies. If MAD
meant annihilation without representation, the prospect of ballistic
missile defense (BMD) could mean protection without representation.
NORAD would seem to be the logical organization to control the BMD
systems because itis already in the strategic defense business, including
missile warning and space surveillance. Critics of SDI noted, in the roof-
and-wall analogy, that if the United States moved ahead with BMD,
whether ground or space-based, theSoviets mightbuild up their bomber,
ALCM, and SLCM forces in retaliation. This in turn would necessitate
furtherimprovements inNorth American air defenses. And since Canada
falls within the U.S. defense perimeter, American interest in Canadian
air and maritime space would increase. [t would make sense to leave air
defense with the command that handled BMD, especially if SDI tech-
nologies could be applied tosurveillance of bombers and cruise missiles.
As the 1985 Office of Technology Assessment report on SDI noted, “a
BMD system does nothave to be able to attack aircraft. However, should
one be developed, the advantages of also providing it with anti-aircraft
capability may be compelling.”*

The link between BMD and air defense was established in the
Strategic Defense Architecture 2000 (SDA 2000) studies that began in the
fall of 1982. Phase I of SDA 2000, in which Canada participated, [ooked
specifically atair defense, and its results became a planning annex to the
ADMP. From this emerged the Air Defense Initiative (ADI), a compan-
ionand complementary researchefforttoSDIwhichisinvestigating new
technologies for bomber and cruise missile surveillance and intercep-
tion, again with Canadian participation.

The possible involvement of NORAD in SDI was also suggested
by changes in the U.S. command structure relating to aerospace activi-
ties. In September, 1985, the Pentagon established the United States
Space Command (USSPACECOM), a unified command drawing on
many of the space assets of the three services, primarily the missile-
warning and space-surveillance systems of the United States Air Force
Space Command (USAFSPACECOM) that support NORAD. The com-
mander-in-chief of USSPACECOM was also commander-in-chief of
NORAD. As the House of Commons Standing Committee on External
Affairs and National Defence (SCEAND) observed in its 1986 report on
NORAD renewals, the “comfortable certainties and familiar assump-
tions” of North American aerospace defense were being challenged.®
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The prospect of some type of BMD system linked to NORAD
also created a political problem for Brian Mulroney’s Conservative
government. Since the late 1960s Canada has opposed ballistic missile
defenses. When the NORAD agreement was renewed in 1968, a clause
was inserted precluding any Canadian involvement in BMD. Not sur-
prisingly, Canada was a staunch supporter of the 1972 Anti-ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty. The treaty, combined with the total absence of any
American BMD system, persuaded Canada to drop the BMD-clause in
1981. The Reagan administration’s revival of BMD met much public
opposition in Canada on the grounds that SDI, along with revisions in
U.S.nuclear doctrine, would drag the country, viaNORAD, into danger-
ous and destabilizing nuclear war-fighting plans.®” Thus in 1985, when
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger extended an invitation to all
allies to participate in SDI research, the Mulroney government turned
down the invitation, although private firms and individuals were al-
lowed to bid on SDI contracts.

Butif some in Canada were concerned that SDI would entangle
the country in a more elaborate continental defense arrangement, with
increased emphasis on air defense, there was also apprehension at the
Department of National Defence {DND) that Canada might find itself
increasingly left out. In particular, the possible development of space-
based radar (SBR) for air surveillance ADI, combined with command
changes in the United States, would reduce the importance of Canadian
territory and forces for continental air defense and make it difficult for
Canada to participate in “ventures that should be of interest to it.”* By
the late 1980s, Canada’s sole contribution to NORAD's space surveil-
lance assets was a single, aging, Baker-Nunn camera. As SCEAND also
noted its 1986 report, the United States might be able to “dispense not
only with Canada’s geography but with Canada’s good willand counsel
as well.”™

Notsurprisingly, then, Ottawa became involved in ADI despite
its misgivings about SDL Canadians became members of an ADI Coor-
dinating Committee which allows them to receive updates on the latest
research developments. In addition, a Canadian officer was assigned to
the ADI program office at Hanscom Air Force Base near Bostor.. And in
1986, an Aerospace Defense Advanced Technology (ADAT) Working
Group “composed of military and political representatives from both
countries was formed to keep track of research and development activi-
ties and to deal with any difficulties encountered with bilateral coopera-
tion in the program.”*

Canadian apprehension over the direction of U.S5. aerospace
policy wasmatched by an unease over changes in Americannaval policy
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with the advent of the USN’s so-called “maritime strategy.” Drawing on
classical naval strategy, especially the writings of Alfred Thayer Mahan,
as well as upon the role of the USN in the nuclear age, the maritime
strategy was a broad concept for the conduct of global war in which it
was assumed that Europe would be the prime Soviet objective. The goal
of the strategy was to “use maritime forces in combination with the
efforts of oursister services and the forces of our allies to bring about war
termination onfavourable terms.” The USSR was to be denied the luxury
of concentrating all its forces against Western Furope by the horizontal
escalationof any regional conflictinto a global engagementof Soviet bloc
forces. In addition, the USN would mount a strategic-ASW (in contrast
to tactical-ASW against attack submarines) campaign to threaten and
perhaps destroy Soviet SSBNs in their Arctic bastions as a means of
applying nuclear leverage over Moscow duringa conventional conflict.
By degrading the USSR’s strategic reserve, according to the maritime
strategy, the Soviets, who place great weight upon the nuclear correla-
tion of forces, would be less disposed to escalate a conflict to the nuclear
level and more disposed to terminate hostilities on conditions favorable
to the West.” This was consistent with trends in U.S. nuclear strategy
which sought to increase the vulnerability of Soviet nuclear forces.*

It was unclear to what extent the maritime strategy was national
policy or “preeminently a strategy favored by the carrier air and subma-
rine communities, facilitated by an environment of relative budgetary
plenty for the Navy.”® The Reagan administration seemed committed to
the six-hundred ship navy upon which the strategy was predicated, but
there was also considerable controversy and criticism, especially over
counter-SSBN operations in the Arctic which were viewed as unfeasible
at best and highly destabilizing at worst.* A stable balance of power, it
wasargued, required that the SSBNs remain invulnerable. Criticscharged
that the USN was contributing to the militarization of the Arctic, much
as SDI was promoting the militarization of space.

The Canadian navy had long been involved in strategic ASW
because North American maritime surveillance included the monitor-
ing and tracking of Soviet SSBNs as they approached the continent.”
However, this policy did not equate with support for counter-SSBN
operations in Soviet waters. As was the case with SDI, the maritime
strategy raised questions about the extentto which new directionsin U.S.
strategy would requiremore operations in Canada, in this case the Arctic
waters, to carry outits mission. The surfacing of several American SSNs
at the North Pole in 1985 and the development of the Seawolf class of
SSNNs, designed for under-ice operations, seemed to confirm these fears.
One of the criticisms of the 1987 White Paper’s proposal for SSNs was
that Canada itself might be drawn into the maritime strategy.*®

16 Canadian-American Public Po licy




The Mulroney government contended thatits SSN program was
primarily directed towards security in the Atlantic and the Pacific and
was not intended to mesh with the U.S. Navy’s maritime strategy. The
Canadian project was in fact vigorously opposed by the USN.>* Never-
theless, similar to developments in aerospace defense, DIND believed
that Canada could not ignore maritime developments in the Arctic for
fear of being left out. As the minister argued, the Arctic was a region of
strategic importance, particularly for the operation of “foreign subma-
rines” which raised security and sovereignty concerns for Canada.
“Technology...is making the Arctic more accessible. Canadians cannot
ignore thatwhatwas onceabuffer...could become abattleground.”®The
SSN question also became entangled in the revival of the controversy
over the international legal status of the Northwest Passage. Even
though the United States agreed to obtain Canadian consent before
sending its Coast Guard icebreakers through the passage, the two
countries continued to disagree on whetheritis aninternational strait or
internal Canadian waters.

The 1980s also saw disagreement in the economic sphere of
defense. When the Trudeau government began replacing major equip-
ment in the mid-1970s it adopted a policy of defense offsets. T'o secure
Canadian sales foreign, mainly American, firms were required to offset
the purchase price of their goods through increased investmentand/or
purchases in Canada. For example, when DND selected the F-18 as its
new fighter, the American aircraft manufacturer, McDonnell Douglas,
agreed toinvestor place ordersin Canada foran amountexceeding 126.3
per cent of the original purchase price.”

From the American perspective, such offset requirements jm-
posed by foreign governments constituted an unfair trading practice
and the export of defense jobs. In 1984 the U.S. Comptroller General
issued areport, Trade Offsets in Foreign Military Sales, " whichsingled out
Canada as having the largest share both in numbers and dollar value, of
U.S. defense offset contracts and which noted serious deficienciesin U.S.
offsets policy.” As Danford Middlemiss told a parliamentary committee
in 1985, the complaint against Canada was even sharper because the
United States already regarded the DD/DPSA as a form of offset and
thus considered Canada guilty of “unfajr double-dipping or taking a
second bite at the apple.”®

Despite Canadian concerns about the direction of U.S. strate-
gies, the late 1980s actually were years of relative harmony in defense
relations between the two governments. The Mulroney government
placed a high priority on improving overall ties with the United States,
and the Prime Minister gave Washington enthusiastic political support
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for its renewed containment of the Soviet Union as well as the benefitof
the doubt regarding events from Libya to Grenada.

In return, the Reagan administration, including apparently the
President as well, was anxious to promote a bilateral partnership.®® For
example, Britain could not sellits Trafalgar class SSN to Canada without
American approval because the British had originally obtained the
technology from the United States. Over the strong objections of some of
his advisers and the USN, Reagan was prepared to ask Congress to
approve the sale of British submarines to Canada had Ottawa selected
the Trafalgar instead of a French SSN.* Another indication of this spirit
of cooperation was the renewed emphasis on bilateral defense economic
cooperation at the March, 1985, Quebec summit. In March, 1987, the two
governments established the North American Defense Industrial Base
Organization (NADIBO) “to promote the development and administra-
tion of U.S. DOD and Canadian DND industrial readiness programs.”®

In the 1980s, as during most of the Cold War years, defense
relations were not the primary concern of either country. For Canada,
concerns about SDI, NORAD and the maritime strategy, as well as the
efforts a reviving defense economic cooperation, paled in significance
againstissuessuch as acid rain and the Free Trade Agreement. Washing-
ton, forits part, was far more interested in alleged Canadian subsidiesto
lumber producers and lobster fishermen than on the affect SDI would
have on Canada, or how NORAD would relate to USSPACECOM, or
how to approach bilateral strategic cooperation in the Arctic. US.
defense trade with Canadacostoveratrilliondollarsinitsfirstfive years,
which, in terms of defense spending, was not a great deal.

The atmosphere of goodwill has continued into the Bushadmin-
istration. As Canada and the United States marked the fiftieth anniver-
sary of the PJBD in August, 1990, defense cooperation seemed to harken
back to those heady days of World WarlIland the early Cold War. Ottawa
strongly supported American diplomacy at the United Nations after the
Iraqiinvasion of Kuwaitand dispatched naval and air contingents tojoin
the coalition forces in the Persian Gulf.

THE FUTURE OF NORTH AMERICAN STRATEGIC
DEFENSE AND CANADA
As the renewal of NORAD approached in 1991, much of the
anxiety which had surfaced in the 1980's dissipated with the sweeping
changes in the international environment. The deep cuts in offensive
strategic nuclear weapons being negotiated under the Strategic Arms
Reduction Talks (START) seemed to hold the promise of reducing, the
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threat to North America. There were also announcements of large
reductions in U.S. defense spending, including on SDI and maritime
forces.

These changes prompted some in Canada to question the con-
tinued necessity of NORAD. When in March, 1990, the Minister of
Defence argued that Soviet nuclear forces still constituted the most
serious threat to North America, it elicited near universal derisionin the
Canadian press and academiccommunities as “Cold War Thinking.”% A
September, 1990, interdepartmental report, Canadian Securi tyirna World
in Transition, suggested that Canada renew NORAD and “participatein
further defense aerospace activities with the U.S. only if such moves
respect international disarmament treaties and do not affect the spread
of nuclear weapons.” The document also cautioned that further defense
accords “might harm Canadian sovereignty” and that “any additional
close Canada-U.S. military co-operation might arouse Canadian public
opinion.”¥ During the brief parliamentary review of NORAD some
analysts suggested that global conditions and national opinion man-
dated a two- or three-year renewal

These concerns had little impact. In sharp contrast to 1986, the
renewal of NORAD in April, 1991, for another five years went almost
unnoticed, evenin Canada. Ina sense theimproved global environment
made it politically easier for the Mulroney government to continue
Canada’srole in thejoint command because of alack of publicand media
inferest. A parliamentary review concluded that NORAD's missile
warning/attack assessment, space surveillance and air sovereignty
functions were stillneeded. It noted that even under the deep cuts of the
START agreement, thousands of nuclear warheads were still pointed at
North America. Indeed, in its report the committee observed that “there
is adisconnection between general political developments” and the level
of strategic nuclear forces.”®

Inreality, though, there has already been a definite link between
“general political developments” and the level of strategicnuclear forces
deployed against North America. This has influenced U.S. assessments
of NORAD's requirements. The air and maritime security of North
America, which the 1987 White Paper predicted would become more
important, appeared to have been affected by the Gorbachev era’s new
thinking. According to (unclassified) NORAD reports, the frequency of
Soviet Bear bomber flights near North America was “significantly re-
duced during 1989” to just twenty one. Inthe 1986-1988 period, there had
been as many assixty-six flights per year.” AU.S. Senate Armed Services
Committee report released in July, 1990, noted that “the Soviets have
ceased submarine patrols off the U.S. coast, and flights by Bear bombers
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to Canada’s northern border.” Also in July, the SAC ended its nearly
thirty-year practice of maintaining one “Looking Glass” plane in the air
at all times so as to be able to exercise command and control over US.
nuclear forces in the event ground forces were destroyed. The decision
“to move to “ground alert status’ reflects both budgetary pressures and
greater confidence thataSovietnuclear alert could be detected in time to
take precautionary measures.””

InFebruary, 1991, the USAF announced that because of budget-
ary pressures it was mothballing the only operational OTH-B site in
Maine as well as the soon-to-be operational sitein Oregon. The proposed
OTH-B sites in Alaska and the southern U.S. would not be built at all. In
March it was announced that as “a result of Pentagon budget cuts,” the
entire OTH-Bs program was being cancelled. Aftér intervention by
Defense Department officials and members of Congress in the affected
states, the decision was partially reversed a month later. The existing
Maine radar will see its operation reduced to 40 hours a week, while the
one in Oregon will remain capable of being brought back on line in an
emergency.” Thus it would appear thatas far as air defenseis concerned,
NORAD may be moving to more reliance on mobilization capabilities on
the grounds that an “out-of-the-blue’ Soviet attack is now exceedingly
unlikely. This would beinlinewith overall trendsin U.S. strategy as well
as major progress in arms control.

As a result of the July, 1991, START agreement, superpower
strategic nuclear arsenals are tobereduced by approximately 30 percent.
The numbers may be reduced even further as result of President Bush's
September 27,1991, initiative in which he declared that “ the timeis right
touse START asaspringboard to achieveadditional stabilizing changes.””
Under the START agreement there will be a ceiling of 6,000 nuclear
warheads carried on 1,600 nuclear delivery vehicles (deployed ICBM,
SLBMs, and bombers). Of these 6,000 warheads, no more than 4,900
could be deployed on ICBMs and SLBMs with further limits of 1,540
warheads onheavy ICBMSs. This latter provision will require the Soviets
to cut in half their force of heavy MIRVed S5-18 ICBMs. There will also
be a 1,100 limit on mobile ICBMs. In addition, a “politically-binding”
declaration that accompanied the Treaty allowed both sides up to 880
long-range nuclear SLCMSs. These limits would bring nuclear forces back
only to the numerical levels of the late 1970s. Each side would have eight
to ten thousand nuclear warheads capable of striking the other’s terri-
tory. Onbalance, it would appear that the Treaty favors the United States
in so far as it cuts Soviet heavy ICBMs while leaving the US. [ree to
modernize its strategic forces in three areas where it has a comparative
advantage: bombers with ALCMs, SLBMs and SLCMs.
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In his September, 1991, statement the President announced that
he was ordering American bombers and some ICBMs to step down from
their high alert status. He also stated that the United States would not
proceed with development of the mobile version of the MIRVed MX
missile and the mobile version of the single-warhead ICBM currently
under development. He called upon the USSR to terminate any new
MIRVed ICBMs and also to limit modernization to single-warhead
launchers. In addition the President wants to go beyond the START
agreement and eliminate all MIRVed ICBMs. The U.S. has long argued
that MIRVed ICBMs in silos are particularly destabilizing because of
their accuracy and vulnerability. But Bush would not negotiate reduc-
tions on MIRVed SLBMs. Because most Soviet warheads are MIRVed
ICBMs and most American warheads are MIRVed SLBMs, acceptance of
this proposal would be more to the American advantage. This would
especially be the case since the U.S. has greatly increased the accuracy of
its SLBMs.™* In addition, while calling for the elimination of some
systems, President Bush will ask Congress for full funding of the B-2
bomber.

Under the July, 1991, START agreement the counting rules for
ALCM-capable bombers would allow foranaugmentation of Sovietand
American bomber forces.” The agreement ont SLCM might also permit
an increase in Soviet capabilities in this area. Taken together, this could
mean that as the number of ICBMs and SLBMSs declines, the relative
importance of Soviet cruise missiles in their overall strategic nuclear
arsenal may increase. This could be a significant problem because
though ballistic missiles can be detected, surveillance and warning ofa
cruise missile attack is problematic and the percentage of weapons that
could not be detected by NORAD radar would increase.™

The situzation would become more dangerous if the Soviets
follow the American lead and develop advanced air and sea-launched
cruise missiles. Even in imited numbers, these weapons would “pose a
severe threat to US. capacity to provide warning to U.S. National
Command Authority in case of attack.”” Although NORAD’s NWS,
OTH-Bs, and interceptors have improved warning of low-flying sys-
tems, it is uncertain whether they will be sufficient in the future,
especially against a long-range advanced cruise missile attack on soft
targets near the American East and West coasts.” It is also uncertain
whether the Soviets will develop advanced cruise missiles or other air-
breathing systems such as bombers, although a START agreement
would not preclude their doing so. This is especially the case in light of
President Bush’s September, 1991, initiative in which he announced that
the United States would withdraw and store all of its nuclear SLCMs as
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part of an overall draw-down and elimination of land, air and sea-based
tactical nuclear weapons.”™

Given the limited nature of the air-breathing threat and pros-
pects for further reductions, there seems to be less urgency than before
to improve NORAD's warning and interception capabilities against
cruise missiles. The Pentagon, including the USAF, was reluctant to
spend money on air defense when budgets were plentiful. It is unlikely
that such expenditures will receive high priority during a period of
severe fiscal constraint. In addition, air defense is still linked to develop-
ments in BMD. As Stephen Cimbala notes, “deployed alone without
other active defenses, air defense would seemingly add little to deter-
rence and stability.” Deployment of air defenses “presupposes BMD
deployments with all their attendant consequences.”®

Under the September, 1991, Bush initiative SDI research was
continued. The controversy over SDI has been heightened as a result of
improvements in the international environment and budget restraints.
Secretary of Defense Cheney commissioned an outside assessment of the
program which argued that cuts under a START agreement will not be
significant enough to warrant scaling back the research and develop-
ment of BMD systems. At the same time, some DOD officials contended
that the United States should pursue a more limited and cheaper SDI
which focused on the potential threatfrom Third World countries armed
with ballistic missiles, in an effort to evaluate whether SDI technologies
could be used in areas other than BMD. A Joint SDI Defense Technology
Applications Initiative (JDAI) panel was established in December, 1987,
to “identify where SDI-developed technologies can be shared to help
meet the operational requirements of on-going DOD research and
development work.”®

In the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization’s (SDIO) May,
1990, report to Congress, Secretary Cheney pointed to real progress with
promising technologies such as brilliant pebbles and Beam Experiment
Aboard a Rocket (BEAR). He wrote that “our accomplishments are
reshaping the debate over defenses from one based on broad statements
that defense won’t work, to consideration of the many useful military
missions defenses can perform.”® For fiscal year (FY) 1991, the Bush
administration requested $4.7 billion, an increase of $870 million over
the FY 1990 appropriation but a $1 billion reduction from the FY 1991
budget included in the 1990-1991 request.® In Au gust, 1990, the Senate
accepted the recommendation of its Armed Services Committee that the
program be cut by $! billion.®

In the wake of the Persian Gulf War with the success of the
Patriot missile and the prospect of more countries acquiring ballistic
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missiles, the refocusing of SDI has continued. President Bush has asked
the Soviets to join with the United States in allowing “limited deploy-
ment of non-nuclear defenses to protect against limited ballistic missile
strikes—whatever their source—without undermining the credibility of
existing deterrence forces.” The SDIO is now pressing the idea of Global
Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS),asystem that would be less
than half the size of the earlier SDI Phase I concept and “would provide
an affordable defensive capability.” Rather than protecting the U.S.
againstan all-outSoviet missile attack, GPALS would be designed to“to
protect U.S. forces deployed overseas, U.S. power projection forces, and
US. allies and friends—as well as the United States itself —against
accidental unauthorized, and/ or limited ballistic missile strikes.” When
deployed, the GPALS systems will involve a combination of space-and
surface-based sensors for warning and tracking. Interceptors will be
based on the ground, at sea and in space.

In contrast to the initial SDI research, GPALS places greater
relative emphasis on the land-based systems but will involve approxi-
mately half those envisioned under the original plans. The plan is to
move ahead with the theater missile defenses first, to be followed later
in the 1990s with strategic defenses for the United States itself. The Bush
administrationis seeking to restore Congressional funding levels forSDI
to the roughly $4.7 billion requested in the last fiscal year. They estimate
that by the mid-1990s, the program will require $6 billion annually.® Tt
remains to be seen whether Congress will agree tofund even this scaled-
back version of SDl in an era of budget constraint.

During the early days of SDI, space-based air surveillance
technologies such those being researched under ADI were linked to
BMD development, and the JDAI has identified ADI programs that
could benefit from SDI research.® There is, though, no reference to air
defense in the GPALS proposals. But in light of the scaling-back of SDI
and given the prospects for limits on cruise missiles, it seems likely that
research into space-based air surveillance, while continuing, will not
proceed with any urgency. New air defense systems, if they emerge at
all, are not expected to be available before the end of the decade.””

For the present it appears that the U.S. will maintain NORATY's
existing air defense capabilities and that the Command will fare rela-
tively wellinan era of defense budget cuts. Forexample, although USAF
has significantly cut-back on the OTH-Bs system, the Air National
Guard, which provides eleven of NORAD's sixteen American squad-
rons, “will continue to be strengthened by an infusion of more modern
equipment,” especially the conversion from A-7s to F-16s.* It is possible
that the withdrawal of tactical fighter forces from overseas bases would
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also make more aircraft available in the United States for air defense.
And NORAD stands to benefit from its “stepped-up participation” in the
surveillance and interception of drug smugglers. In 1989 the command
helped in twenty-five arrests. The Pentagon has proposed a new $500
million southward-looking radar to detect low-flying aircraft coming
out of Colombia.®
If the rapidly changing strategic environment will have little

impact on the nature of continental aerospace defense, so it seems also
tobe the case with regard to North American maritime defense. The USN
itself has declared the vaunted “maritime strategy” of the 1980s, with its
emphasis upon forward operations to contain Soviet naval power, dead
in the water. A year before Desert Storm, the USN was telling Congress
that “the need for a strong, well funded Navy will grow in the next
decade as Soviet military power wanes and the Third World assumes
greater prominence in U.S.strategy.”® The Gulf War has only reinforced
this view.Inthe USN’s reportto Congress for FY 1992-93, Secretary of the
Navy Lawrence Garrett declared that whereas the strategy for the Cold
War had been one of containment, “our new strategy should be one of
stability focusing on peacetime presence and regional conflict.” Whilein
the1980s “our forces were built to counter the Soviet threat,” in the 1990s
“the forces we will retain and build must address peacetime presence,
deal withregional contingencies, and continue to pace the Sovietthreat.”
All this requires continued Amerjcan maritime superiority, but “fiscal
realities have also made affordability an important factor [to} be consid-
ered in sustaining” that superiority.”

Fiscal realities mean that the 600-ship navy of the 1980s, which
by 1991 had already been reduced to 545, will be drawn down to 451
ships by 1995 with personnel being reduced from 551,000 to 510,000.%
Over the next two years over 100ships, including 34 frigates, 10 destroy-
ers and 2 battleships will be retired or transferred to the reserve fleet, By
1995, the number of active carriers will be reduced from 13 to 12 with
active carrier air wings cut from 13 to 1L.# In January, 1991, Cheney
cancelled development of the Navy's carrier-based A-12 stealth attack
plane. The present fleet of 91 attack submarines of all types is expected
to fall to 68 by the end of the decade and the Navy’s plans to acquire 30
Seawolf SSNs has been drastically scaled back tojustfive, “the minimum
force that can be economically maintained and supported logistically.”
At the end of the decade, the SSBN fleet comprised just 18 Ohio-class
boats, down from the present number of 34 Ohios and Poseidons.®

Despite these reductions, the USN will continue to modernize
and maintain its maritime superiority. Over the next several years more
Los Angeles-class SSNs, Ohio-class SSBNs, cruisers, destroyers and an
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aircraftcarrier will be added to the fleet. The Navy will also acquire more
fast supply ships, oilers, surveillance and amphibious assault ships.”

More important, the USN is likely to benefit most of all the
services from the new Americanstrategic concept whichemphasizes the
need to project power abroad while maintaining a credible nuclear
deterrent. The USN has been essential for protection of American
interests abroad and for the projection of power ashore, as was demon-
strated vividly during the Gulf War. To this extent its traditional
“transoceanic” orientation will in fact be strengthened. Indeed, the chief
of naval operations has argued that the SSN, formerly the key weapon
inthe counter-SSBN plans of the 1980s maritime strategy, would be freed
of “its nearly full-time requirement to train for ASW in forward areas”
and “be available for more regional and power projection and support
missions.”*

The USN has also played an important role in NATO.* If some
kind of military pact survives, NATO will continue to look to the USN
to supply the bulk of the Alliance’s maritime forces which could become
a significant part of any new transatlantic bargain. With U.S. and allied
thinking now being based upon expectations of an extended period of
warning in the event of a Soviet attack in Europe, sealift would become
relatively more salient in European security.

The USN’s plans will also mesh well with the need to maintain
a smaller, yet increasingly invulnerable nuclear deterrent force. Al-
though the SSBN force will be cut to 18, these Ohio-class boats will each
have 24 MIRVed SLBMs with eight to twelve warheads. Indeed, com-
bined with arms control, the relative importance of the sea-based deter-
rent, which already contains the majority of American warheads, will
increase as older ICBMs are phased out and the bomber force is re-
duced.” If President Bush’s September, 1991, proposals are accepted by
the Soviets, the only MIRVed missiles will be those on SSBNs. In
addition, since Bush proposes only to remove nuclear SLCMs from U S.
ships and store them, the USN will retain a potential nuclear cruise
missile capability.

Closer to home, the USN has not played a major role in continen-
tal defense since the 1950s when its ships did picket-duty for air defense.
In the late 1980s, when the Soviet SLCM threat appeared to be on therise,
the USN was more concerned with the sea-based air threat and became
involved in ADI Surveillance of the ocean approaches will continue to
be a role for the USN, and the withdrawal of ships and naval aviation
from forward bases will make available more assets for North American
security. However, this willnotbe a major task, particularly if agreement
with the USSR is reached removing SLCMs from the superpower navies.
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If anything, the USN’sinvolvementin the drug war will draw moreships
and aircraft into active patrolling of the American coast and in South
American waters.

What does all this mean for Canada’s role in continental de-
fense? As long as thousands of highly accurate nuclear weapons are
targeted on North America, NORAD's missile warning and attack
assessment role will continue. But apart from having personnel at the
NORAD headquarters, Canada is not directly involved in missile warn-
ing and surveillance. Thus the reductions in ICBMs and SLBMs in the
START agreement will not affect Canada’s role in missile warning and
attack assessment. Canada will remain primarily concerned with air
defense. Canada’s forces, interceptor aircraft, and maritime surveillance
assets will still be required to cover Canadian air space and maritime
approaches. Thisshould notbe a major problem because of the capability
of the CF-18s and the construction of forward operating locations. The
number of CF-18s available to NORAD will increase with the with-
drawal of the Canadian squadrons from Europe. Canadian forces, as
well the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, are involved in NORAD's
anti-drugefforts, butmore and differenttypes of aircraft and better radar
coverage will be needed to maintain adequate coverage.'®

Although itis possible that some of the ground-based intercep-
tors envisioned under GPALS would intercept missiles over Canada,
none of the systems currently under review for SDl would require use of
Canadian territory.””! Nor has the United States government given any
indication thatitis seeking tointegrate BMDinto the binational NORAD
command structure. As ithas with strategic offensive forces, the United
States will want to retain exclusive control over strategic defenses. The
U.S. has created a new Strategic Command which places the bomber,
ICBM and SLBM legs of the American nuclear triad under a single
commander. NORAD does not come within this command but remains
with USSPACECOM. In the past five years the relationship between
NORAD, USAFSPACECOM, and the unified USSPACECOMhave been
sorted out and clarified. Although certain activities are exclusively
American, a large number of Canadian personnel are now filling posts
in the USAFSPACECOM.

Canada’s role in NORAD will be affected less by BMD develop-
ments or command changes in the United States and more by develop-
ments in air defense, especially in space-based radar. Some Canadian
analysts argue that because the July, 1991, START agreement left open
the possibility that the Soviets would expand their ALCMs and SLCMs,
the importance of Canadian airspace and waters would increase. This, in
turn, heightened the need for “an expensive space-based radar system,”
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and Canada will come “under pressure” from the U.S. to modernize
NORAD with such a system."™ Canada would have to become more
involved with ADI. However, as noted above, furtherarms control steps
may curtail any expansion of cruise missile arsenals and the GPALS
focus of SDI appears to have little linkage to ADL

Canada has been active in research into military and civilian
SBR, both on its own and in conjunction with the United States. In 1987
the government approved a $47 million all-Canadian research projectin
this area. There is a civilian initiative, RADARSAT, which is receiving
some assistance from the U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration. It is Ottawa’s intention to promote research in Canada so that
Canadian industry can be in a better position to participate in American
SBR developments. There is continued Canadian involvement in the
U.S. ADI program and in the Space-based Area Surveillance System
project. There is also some American SBR research in which Canada is
not participating. Ottawa and Washington have signed a bilateral Mas-
ter Data Exchange Agreement which provides for consultation and
exchange of information on SBR.™ However, as Andrew Richter has
observed, Canada is by no means an equal partner in American SBR
research. It plays a small role in ADI, and Canadian industry has had
difficulty obtaining access to classified material on ADI programs.’®

While it would be in the United States” interest to continue to
involve Canada in ADI and SBR research to enhance continued air
defense cooperation, it is not a necessity. If the United States does
developthe technology toimprovecontinental air defense dramatically,
especially against cruise missiles, it is likely that such systems will be
deployed predominantly in the continental United States or will rely on
space surveillance. The onus will be on Canada, therefore, to remain
involved in air defense research. In order to contribute to North Ameri-
can air defense and for its own air sovereignty, Canada will maintainan
interest in space-based air surveillance and participate in some U.S.
research and development.

As for bilateral maritime cooperation, the September, 1991,
defense statement indicates that Canada will have 16 ocean-going sur-
face ships at sea by the end of decade. Because 12 of these will be new,
the Canadian maritime contribution to continental defense will actually
be better than it is at present. Some ships have been transferred to the
west coast and the government plans to improve the balance. Replace-
ment of the Sea King ship-borne helicopters will also improve the ASW
effectiveness of the fleet. For maritime air, the eighteen Auroras will
maintain long-range ASW patrols. The purchase of 3 more aircraft
without sophisticated ASW equipment for training and Arctic patrols
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will free more Auroras for NATO and continental defense duties. The
government hasalsosaid it willacquire new shorter-range patrol aircraft
to be used primarily for non-military surveillance. Plans for replacing
the submarine fleetremain vague, with the defense statementindicating
only that from 3 to 6 conventional submarines will be purchased. Since
the USN hasnotcounted on a Canadian submarine capability, the delay
will not a problem from the American perspective.

The cancellation of the SSN program will deny Canada an
under-ice capability. The government has said it will move ahead with
development of a fixed under-ice surveillance system. Since the United
States never expected Canada to have such a capability, this will not
affect (and indeed removes a potential problem in) bilateral maritime
relations. There has also been less controversy over the continued
conflicting claims about the status of the Northwest Passage since the
1988 agreement. A residual Soviet SLCM threat from the Arctic remains
a possibility butitis greatest on the Atlantic and Pacific seaboards of the
United States.'” For Ottawa, sovereignty and not security is the main
issue in the decision to acquire full under-ice capability. Sovereignty
demands that Canada be able to patrol all areas it claims as its own.

Under current plans the USN will retain an impressive under-
ice capability and the potential to threaten Soviet SSBNs, although the
priority attached by the maritime strategy of the 1980s to forward
operations near the USSR will diminish. American {(and British} subma-
rines will continue to transit and occasionally surface in the Canadian
Arctic as they did in May, 1991.1%

However, it is apparent that the Mulroney government views
full Arctic capability as important. In 1990 the former minister of defense
observed that “We have been a country for 127 years (sic) and haven't
been able to go under the ice yet.”” In a budget reducing measure the
Mulroney government cancelled plans to build a more capable ice-
breaker. The September, 1991, defense statement emphasized sover-
eignty protection in the Atlantic and Pacific. It did note that Canada
would increase its surveillance capability in the Arctic, but Mr, Masse
seemed to dismiss concerns both about the Soviets and about American
threats to Canadian sovereignty: “The North is between Russia and us.
Itisnotbetween other countries where you have military problems... The
19th century is over. In North America we have an alliance between the
U.S. and Canada, which has served the interests of this country.”'®
Overall then, current Canadian naval plans,as uncertain as they remain,
would seem to mesh well with the evolving new strategy of the USN.

With regard to defense economic cooperation, shrinking Ameri-
can defense budgets and the resulting pressure to favor domestic over
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foreign producers is likely to contract the U.S. market for Canada’s
already small defense industry. At the same time, as long as neither
country intends to dismantle its military establishments totally and
bilateral security collaboration is sustained, cooperation in defense
economicswill continue. There may evenbe grounds forenhancing DD/
DPSA and NADIBO as a result of the European Community’s move
toward a single market in 1992, including a unified European defense
market. An “Action Plan” issued by the community’s Independent
European Program Group in December, 1988, suggested a NADIBO-
type arrangement. As Middlemiss argued recently, “A two pillar’
defence economic system may emerge within NATO” which could lead
Canada and the United States to move unilaterally to break into the
Buropean defense market. Or the two governments could “respond to
this challenge by strengthening their defence economic links....”'®

Perhaps the greatest uncertainty regarding the future of North
American defense relations will originate from within Canada rather
than from the external environment. With the failure of the Meech Lake
Accord in 1990, and with Quebec now defining its own future, the
possibility of sovereignty for that province seems closer than ever before.
It is by no means assured that the Mulroney government’s new consti-
tutional proposals announced inSeptember, 1991, will provide the basis
for a renewed Confederation.

Inthe past, American fears about North American security have
always hovered in the background of Washington’s assessment of the
impact of Canada’s national unity problems. Would an independent
Quebec cooperate in NORAD? Would it join NATO? Or would a left-
leaning, nationalistic government in Quebec seek to identify with the
Sovietblocand anti-American governmentsin the Third World, present-
ing the United States with a ‘Cuba to the North’? Today, sovereigntist
sentiment in Quebec can be found among the province’s business elite
who are confident that an independent Quebec would be able to take its
place alongside the United States and other major industrial countries,
and that Quebec would contribute to western collective defense.

Still, the uncertainty of where Canadais heading and what it will
mean for security relations should be a cause for concernin Washington.
A number of scenarios are possible. If the Mulroney government is
successful in implementing its constitutional proposals, Canada will
remain united, defense will remain exclusively in Ottawa’s hands, and
the status quo will prevail. Itis possible, though, that a more decentral-
ized version of the current proposals, one that shifts greater taxing
power to the provinces, might reduce the funds available to the federal
government, which mightin turnforce Ottawa to seek to reduce defense
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spending even further. This could curtail Canada’s ability to contribute
toNorth American defense butwill notseriously affect bilateral arrange-
ments.

If the current constitutional efforts fail, then Quebeckers will
likely vote tonegotiate some form of sovereignty-association. Assuming
the rest of Canada is willing to negotiate the terms of the new arrange-
ment, it is possible that defense policy could still be left in Ottawa’s
hands. This would involve no major change inbilateral security relations
but would assume that Quebec would allow Canadian forces, especially
air forces, to operate on and over its territory.

It is more likely, however, that an independent Quebec will
want to maintain armed forces {(including air forces) of its own as a
concrete manifestation of its sovereignty. As part of the separation
negotiations with Ottawa the defense labor (and the armed forces
themselves) would probably be divided up. Washington would then
have to make new arrangements with both Quebec and the rump
Canada, both of which are likely to have fewer resources available for,
and perhaps less interest in, defense. U.S. forces would then have to
assume more of the continental air and maritime surveillance. While
undesirable, adjusting to this situation would be by no means impos-
sible. Indeed, given the slackening of the Cold War, the declining threat
to North America, and the relatively low priority North American
security will continue to be for the United States, a negotiated separation
of Quebec from Canada presents fewer problems for Washington than
it might have offered a decade ago.

The most troublesome scenario for the United States would be
apell-mell break-up of Canada. If the constitutional talks fail and Ottawa
either refuses or is unable to negotiate sovereignty-association, Quebec
might issue a unilateral declaration of independence which could be
followed by bitter wrangling, including perhaps civil strife. Washington
would haveaYugoslavia to the north: Notonly would Canada be unable
tocontribute to North American security, butinternal order might break
down with the armed forces themselves coming apart. Under these
circumstances, it may not be possible for the United States to stand by
idly. What steps it could or would take to cope with this chilling but no
longer impossible scenario are difficult to imagine.™

CONCLUSION
Great changes are taking place in the international environment.
In respanse, the American strategic concept willnow be “ guided by the
need to maintain the forces required to exercise forward presence in key
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areas, to respond effectively in crises, to maintain a credible nuclear
deterrent, and to retain the national capacity torebuild our forces should
that be needed.”*! But these transformations will not dramatically alter
the place of North American security in U.S. defense policy. The conti-
nentisnotto be anuclear-girded fortress behind whose walls the United
States will retreat from world leadership and entangling alliances.
Rather it will be a base secured by areduced, yet powerful and invulner-
able nuclear deterrent, from out of which the United States will sally
forthin defense of its wider global interests when necessary. If, therefore,
North America was a geo-strategic backwater during the Cold War, itis
likely to become even more so in the post-Cold War era. Military issues
will move even further down on the Canada-U.S. bilateral agenda.

There will be a residual and potential threat to the continent
arising simply from the continued existence of strategic nuclear weap-
ons and the uncertain future of the Soviet Union. Washington willexpect
that Ottawa will want to maintain its contribution to the aerospace and
maritime defense of North America. The September, 1991, Canadian
statement on defense seems to indicate that the Canadian government
also wishes to continue this contribution. The statement heralded a shift
of emphasis away from NATO Europe and thus would seem to mesh
well with the new American strategic concept which focuses on being
able to project and mobilize forces from a secure North American base,
but which places no particularly new emphasis upon protecting that
base. -
‘ThusCanadais free to concentrate its forces closer to home while
retaining a limited ability to deploy them abroad in furtherance of
Canadian foreign policy objectives, as for example in international
peacekeeping. The continuation of roughly the existing level of the
Canadian contribution to North American defense should mesh with
Ottawa’s sovereignty concerns elsewhere by reducing the need for US.
forces to assume a greater burden of continental security and by provid-
ing some of the wherewithal to assert sovereignty against non-military
threats such as fishing violations.

The strategic and material basis exists, therefore, for a continu-
ation of the Canada-U.S. defense partnership. To be sure, the United
States has never especially sought out Canada’s counsel in security
matters within this partnership, nor willitin the presentchanging global
environment. Iqually, however, Washington will want to retain both
Canada’s goodwill and its participation in North American defense on
roughly the same basis as in the 1980s. From the American perspective,
these contributions will be important not so much for their military
value, which will remain marginal, butin a larger political context. The
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Canada-U.S. security relationship has never been based solely onstrate-
gic imperatives; it rests instead on common adherence to Western
collective defense and unity.

But with the military threat declining to North America, it may
be increasingly difficult for any Canadian government to offer compel-
ling reasons to taxpayers for continuing strategic cooperation with the
United States. There is also the concern that with the withdrawal of
Canadian forces from Europe, Canadian defense policy might become
increasingly continentalized and less multilateral "> Combined with the
Free Trade Agreement, this could lead to a further erosion of Canadian
sovereignty and independence. All the more reason, it will be argued, to
withdraw from whathasalwaysbeen, eveninitshalcyondays, alimited
and unequal partnership.

If a future Canadian government moves in this direction, there
may be little the United States can do. Washington has little influence
over Canadian defense spending and will not hound or chase after
Canadaif Ottawarefuses oris politically unable to sustain amodestlevel
of continental defense effort. In the coming years, the United States will
confront other security issues of greater complexity and higher priority.
Only the prospect of the uncontrolled break-up of the Canadian confed-
eration would move Canada-U.S. defense relations to the top of the
American national security agenda. Then it would not so much be a
question of increasing continentalism, but of unavoidable unilateralism
on the part of the United States.

But this outcome is not a foregone conclusion. Canada may
solve, or once again outlive, its domestic difficulties. Ottawa’s decision
to support the US.-led United Nations action in the Persian Gulf indi-
cates that Canada is still a dependable ally, anxious to participate in
global security affairs. To be sure, Canadians, as with Americans, expect
lower defense budgets. Yet, as argued above, the United States will not
be seeking closerintegration with Canada in North American security or
demanding increased Canadian defense resources. And Canada has
indicated that it wants to remain active within European security affairs
by not withdrawing entirely from Europe and by retaining a commit-
ment of forces to NATO. Indeed, if a declining Soviet threat in Europe
leads to the evolution of the alliance into a more political organization,
itsattractiveness to Canada and Canadians may increaseevenasOttawa’s
real influence inevitably declines. Provided the Canadian governument
can demonstrate that continued security cooperation with the United
States shall remain a limited undertaking, both in North America and
Europe, declining perceptions of an external threat need not necessarily
undermine the bilateral partnership.
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The deployment to the Persian Gulf showed that Canadian
governments find it easier to justify military undertakings when they
take place in a multilateral framework. Although Canadian defense
activities may become more restricted to North America, Washington
should continue to encourage Ottawa’s involvement in European secu-
rity affairs through NATO or any future transatlantic arrangements.
This will make it easier for Canadian governments to maintain a reason-
able level of defense expenditure. Sustaining the spirit of common
interests that has always characterized Canada-U.5. defense relations
may depend on the maintenance of a broader framework of Western
collective defense.

Whatever measures the United States takes to accommodate
Canada, the futurelevel of strategic cooperation will depend as muchon
the decisions and choices made by Ottawa as on trends in the larger
strategic environment. As far as both governments are presently con-
cerned, it is Ogdensburg plus fifty and still counting.
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ABM = Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty

ACLANT = Atlantic Command

ADAT = aerospace defense advanced technology

ADI = air defense initiative

ADMP = Air Defense Master Plan

ALCM, SLCM = air- and sea-launched cruise missiles

AMEF(L) = allied mobile forces (land)

ASW = anti-submarine warfare

AWAC = airborne warning and control
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BMD = ballistic missile defense

BOMARC = surface to air anti-aircraft missile
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DD/DPSA = defense development and production sharing
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DEW = distant early warning

DIND = Department of National Defence

DOD = Department of Defense
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GPALS = global protection against limited strikes

ICBM = intercontinental ballistic missile

IEPG = Independent European Program Group

JDAI = joint SDI defense technology applications initiative

MAD = mutual assured destruction

MIRV = multiple independently-targeted re-entry vehicles

NADIBO = North American Defense Industrial Base Organization

NATO = North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NORAD = North American Air Defense Command

NWS = north warning system

OTH-B = over-the-horizon backscatter radar

PAVEPAWS = detection radar for submarine launched ballistic
missiles .
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RCN'= Royal Canadian Navy

RADARSAT = remote-sensing earth observation radar satellite
SAC = Strategic Air Command

SBR = space based radar

SCEAND = Committee on External Affairs and National Defense
SDA 2000 = Strategic Defense Architecture 2000

SDI = strategic deferise initiative '

SDIO = Strategic Defense Initiative Organization

SLBM = submarine-launched ballistic missile

SSBN = nuclear~-powered ballistic missile submarine

SSN = nuclear-powered attack submarine

START = sirategic arms reduction talks

USAF = United States Air Force

USN = United States Navy

USSAFSPACECOM = United States Air Force Space Command
USSPACECOM = United States Space Command
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