
ticipation. Some might argue that Cana-

Opponents see
'a defence system

in search
of an enemy'

than participation affords Canada access
to and influence on the U.S. decision-mak-
ing process; others, that Canada's partici-
pation not only does not yield political
benefits but erodes Canadian sovereignty.
Still others might argue that Canada
should remain in NORAD merely because
the political fallout from withdrawal
would have a deleterious impact on the
overall Canadian-U.S. interaction; others,
that it does not really matter from a po-
litical standpoint whether Canada does or
does not remain in NORAD.

Militarily, there are a multitude of
arguments for the continuation of NORAD
-for example, the possibility of damage

1; itation to North American urban-

Previously, the United States had also
argued that the effectiveness of an anti-
ballistic-missile system (ABM) increased
the importance of a bomber force. That is,
the ABMs are dependent on a syster, of
radars for locating and destroying inosm-
ing hostile missiles. The fact that th,-se
radars are vulnerable to attack by lc°.lg-
range bombers makes the requireme :ts
for a heavy-bomber defence more, not l^^,:,s,
important. However, the 1972 Nix ,n-
Brezhnev signing of the Strategic Ar rns
Limitation Agreement (SALT) limits he
deployment of ABM systems. This, c;r-
respondingly, then limits the relevancc: of

the heavy-bomber rationale vis-a-vis the

ABM.

WhitP Paner context
At this point it might be useful to exu na
the conceptual scope somewhat by plac'ng
Canadian-U.S. NORAD considerativns
within the larger context of the Canar ian

defence White Paper and the Nixon Poc-

trine. The Canadian White Paper es-
sentially reaffirmed existing directicïns.
Canada would remain in NORAD thrc igh
its 1973 renewal date, at which time the
strategic situation would be re-exami-ied.
The United States would continue to I ave
overflight and refuelling rights, inclu `ing
nuclear-armed flights on airborne ale ^, in
times of crisis, rights that the Ur. ted
States regards as essential to N,,rth
American defence. In addition, the M iite
Paper reiterated Canada's non-inv Ive-
ment in ABM defence, an involvemen the
United States is not especially interc ited

bombers, prevention of damage from at-
tacks by such nations as mainland China
and Cuba, and the assertion that NORAD
provides a complete mobile air-defence
package. A definite school of thought also
exists that maintains that these pro-
NORAD arguments are, at best, not par-
ticularly compelling and that, at worst,
NORAD is a defence system in search of an
enemy. Whatever the validity of these
"pro" and "con" military arguments, they
all revolve about the question: Is there a
manned-bomber threat to North America?

In this sense, it is interesting to ob-
serve that the August 1971 Canadian
White Paper on defence noted a decline
in the importance of manned bombers and,
accordingly, of defences against them.
However, the White Paper also noted that
the only major military threat to Canada
remained that of a nuclear war between
the super-powers. The prevention of such
a conflict is, therefore, seen as Canada's
overriding defence objective.

As for the United States, it refuses to

proceed on any assumption other than that

a manned-bomber threat to North
America does exist. Indeed, the United
States sees its offensive strength-de-
f'ined as its "retaliatory capability" - as
consisting of three components: ICBMs,

SLBMs, and heavy bombers. U.S. Secre-

tary of Defence Melvin Laird's fiscal year
1973 net assessment of external threats
includes that of the Soviet intercontinental
heavy-bomber force, some aircraft of
which are equipped to carry air-to-surface
missiles. This report also notes that the

Soviets have test-flown the B a c k f i re, a

new supersonic, swing-wing, dash bomber,
which they "could deploy in significant
numbers over the next several years". Ac-
cording to U.S. figures, the United States
in mid-1972 has 531 heavy bombers to the
Soviets 140 (in addition, the Soviets have

50 tankers).

m
industrial complexes from Soviet manned
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In addition to reaffirming exis ing

directions, the White Paper revealec two
new decisions. First, Canada agret 3 to
open negotiations, requested by the U ited
States, for U.S. interceptor and Stra, egic
Air Command refuelling dispersal-sit s in
Canada. That is, Canada was willir to
discuss the U.S. proposal that U.S. i ter-
ceptors and SAC refuelling tankers k^ al-
lowed to disperse to prearranged air, elds
in Canada, if the Canadian Govern ient
concurred in the U.S. estimate that tl . in-
ternational situation necessitated 5uch
action. Secondly, the White Pape: an-
nounced that the two anti-borrber,

hich
nuclear-armed Bomarc squadrons,
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Enghad been a political liability for threc suc-

cessive Canadian Governments, were o be
"retired". From the standpoint of a1 40"
matic trade-off, the United States att, ç^ al
much greater importance to the disl '
rights than to a continuation o` the

Bomarcs, even though the United : cates
had urged Canada to maintain them sntil
the late 1970s. Indeed, the Canadia ,ter•
cision to retire the Bomarcs can be =•


